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It meant reaffirming special education as specifically designed instruction
or services, rather than as a placement or setting. The action plan was a
foundation for working toward the development of a more unified system-
-one that responded to the needs of all students. Now, with the Ohio
Speaks action plan, regular education people had to listen. From 1991 to
1993 data was collected on over 3000 regular and special education
students. Through the experimental programs, research indicated that
students with disabilities performed better in both academic and social
skill areas (Highlights, 1993).

Barriers between special and regular education had been broken down.
Changing relationships within the school building would have to occur.
Building team teaching, developing collaborative behaviors with a sense of
shared responsibility for all students would be essential to this new age of
inclusion. The vision of a system that was responsive to and responsible
for the success of each student required an ongoing partnership between
special and regular educators and would involve all members of the
learning community. In such a system where the time it takes individual
students to learn is allowed to vary, but learning is constant, each student
can be successful.

In order to put inclusion into perspective, it was first necessary to
understand that special education was never defined as a place, but rather
as “specially designed instruction, provided at no cost to the parent, to meet

the unique needs of a handicapped child...” (Rules for the Education of
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Handicapped Children, 3301-51-01 DDD, 1982). Inclusion would allow
children to work at their own pace; it would look at people as individuals; it
would teach people to work together. Ann Lockstampfor. DH teacher, and
Kathy Appledorn, regular teacher, worked together at Rose Hill Elementary
in an Inclusion Model. Both teachers believed that “we’'ve groomed Kids to
act handicapped, so they often exclude themselves* (Highlights. 1993).
Mary Jane Underwood. Principal at Reynolds City Schools, had this to say
about Inclusion:

Inclusion means serving students with special needs in

different ways. It means coming to them, instead of

making them come to you and fitting them into something that

already exists. The message of Inclusion is a strong one because it

says to the child. ‘I'll meetyou on your terms, where you are."

Mainstreaming, Inclusion, and Integration
Mainstreaming is the practice of providing educational programs for

handicapped students in environments that maximize contact with
nonhandicapped peers. This practice reflects changes in attitudes about
educating the handicapped that resulted in federal mandates and court
decisions. Both required that handicapped students have access to
educational and social opportunities that were afforded to their
nonhandicapped peers (Baurer.1985). Although a major reason for
mainstreaming handicapped children into regular classrooms was to

increase their contact with nonhandicapped children and decrease their
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isolation, studies of mainstreaming had found problems with the social
integration of handicapped children. As a group, handicapped children are
not chosen as friends as often as other children in the class. Even though
they are physically in the mainstream, they often continue to be socially
isolated.

Changing service delivery is not an easy task, and there are no
blueprints for integrating special education students into regular
environments. The following information was from an article in an
unknown journal. The title of the article was Servicing Students with
Disabilities in Regular Environments: Two Year Study Yields Positive
Results. The author was unknown. The committee, “Ohio Speaks™, shaped
the future of special education with a blueprint for the development of
alternative service delivery models. The plan outlined eight interrelated
goals. Goal number two will be of particular interest to this study and the
concept of inclusion. Goal two--to work collaboratively with regular
education personnel to provide educational services to students with
disabilities and at-risk students—allowed for special education services to
be delivered outside the existing state rules through one of four
experimental models.

The operation of such an experimental model offers the flexibility to
provide appropriate and expanded services and should be viewed as a
vehicle for redefining special education as a set of services, rather than as a

place or location. The models will continue to be “experimental” until they
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are built into the new state rules (which at the time of this study hadn't
happened yet). As of August 1993. however, approximately 3500
applications had been received from over 450 Ohio school districts,
requesting approval to convert to one of the four experimental models.
Inclusion was well on its way. There were still obstacles. Every obstacle
and/or barrier identified was related to the ability and willingness of
adults to change. Teachers identified skills in collaboration--the ability to
work better together—as the number one area which staff development
was most needed so that delivery of services in integrated settings would
be more supportive.

Ohio State University (OSU) conducted atwo year study which
demonstrated that over 4000 students with disabilities who were served
through experimental models during the 91 and ‘92 school years did better
and achieved more academically and socially. The “bottom line" goal of
delivering services through the experimental models was improved
academic and social outcomes for all children. The results of the OSU study
represented aviable alternative for serving at-risk children as well as
special needs children, and that the needs of all youngsters can be met
through the delivery of services in integrated settings.

The mainstreaming of handicapped students is expected to increase
dramatically Inthe 1990’ as greater numbers of children with disabilities
become involved in the academic and social settings of public schools.

There is general agreement among educators that today's teacher education
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programs do not provide adequate training for working with handicapped
children, and the need to have teachers better prepared and more involved
in the mainstreaming of children with special needs is indicated both in
practice and in the literature (Harper-Bardach, Cronin, Corwin, Meder,
1990). One way of meeting the responsibilities of integrating children with
special needs is to develop an inservice program that addresses the
integration of disabled students into the regular classroom.

Por mainstreaming, inclusion, and integration to be successful they need
to be looked at as team decisions. The regular educator is crucial to the
success of Integrating students with special needs. Teacher attitudes will
influence student attitudes. If the teacher welcomes the special needs
child, the peer group will usually do the same (LaMore, 1984). Over the
past several years, we've developed the means to identify, evaluate, and
teach various types of handicaps. Through the efforts of special educators,
handicapped children of all types have been instilled with intellectual and
social skills they need to maintain themselves adequately in regular
classrooms. They have been “mainstreamed™ and in most cases they have
succeeded (LaMore, 1984). Although these students are mainstreamed and
achieving academically, special and regular educators have often failed to
go that extra mile that will enable handicapped students to feel accepted
by regular students. That extra mile may be the inservice training
mentioned above. Training for regular educators to prepare them on how

to deal with the social/emotional aspects of mainstreaming,
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“Though some principals have fine programs for initiating the
handicapped child into normal* classrooms, many others avoid the job—
usually because developing such a program sounds like an overwhelming
task, and they don't know where to start” (LaMore.1984). There are many
ways of including the regular teachers so not to make them feel excluded.
The researcher’s school district first notifies the regular teacher about any
special education students that may be in their class. Second there is a case
conference to discuss the child. Third a copy of the Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) is given to the regular teacher, and finally follow-ups
are done daily, weekly, and/or quarterly. There is constant communication
between the special and regular teachers. Without such communication
mainstreaming could not be possible. "Introducing handicapped children
into regular classrooms is nothing short of a triumph for American
education. Even so, teachers must make sure that they are accepted by
their peers once they've arrived" (LaMore, 1984).

There are many studies out there that support mainstreaming
programs. In this section two studies will be quoted from. The first was
the two year study done by OSU. The second by Wang and Birch (1984).
In their study the effects of a full-time mainstreaming approach called
Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM) was compared to a
resource room approach. “The overall goal of the ALEM was to furnish an
effective educational alternative that accommodated the instructional and

special service needs of a board range of individual students in regular
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class settings™ (Wang, Birch, 1984). The data showed that adapting
instruction to student differences in regular class was feasible and
desirable if mainstreaming was to be effective. Overall, the data suggested
four major findings. Pirst, the ALEM students engaged in more
independent work, and more on-task behavior then the resource room
students. Second, positive changes in behavior were observed. Third,
reading and math scores on the Stanford Achievement Test improved.
Finally, The ALEM students developed positive perceptions of academic and
social competence as well as an overall feeling of higher self-esteems.
Student self ratings, social competence, and general self-esteem rating
scaled were used. "lItis our contention that widespread implementation of
effective mainstreaming is unlikely without restructuring the schools*
present educational systems. The time is ripe for pursuing intensive
efforts aimed at developing ‘special education services in regular class
settings'" (Wang. Birch, 1984).
Social Acceptance

The term handicapped throughout Chapter Two ranges from multiply
handicapped, to develop mentally handicapped, to learning disabled. Thus
far, this chapter has pointed out that in many cases handicapped students
are not accepted by their regular education peers. However, there were
some cases where the handicapped students did better academically and

socially. The literature seems mixed on this issue of social acceptance.

The practice of integrating students with disabilities into regular
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classrooms has been justified to a large extent by the agruments based on
studies that support the potential social and emotional benefits to the child
with the disability. Some of these arguments such as removing the stigma
associated with segregated placements, facilitating the modeling of
appropriate behavior from non-handicapped children, and enhancing the
social status of the disabled students with their non-handicapped peers
have paved the way for inclusion in our schools. “Researchers investigating
the social consequences for students with disabilities who are integrated
have found improvements in personal adjustment and self-esteem™
(Roberts. Zubrick. 1992). It has been observed by Espiner. Wilton, and
Glynn (1985) that disabled students in regular classrooms have more
“typical™ behaviors than of those disabled students who remain in
segregated classes. Despite these optimistic findings regarding social
consequences, integrated special students have been found to be rejected
and isolated by their regular peers (Robert, Zubrick, 1992).

Social Acceptance for general adjustment as an adult is very important.
What constitutes social acceptance from regular students? In children
without disabilities, prosocial behaviors, such as cooperative play, giving
positive reinforcement to peers, and on-task behavior, were found to be
related to social acceptance; whereas aggression, disruptiveness, and
negative interaction were found to be related to social rejection (Roberts.
Zubrick, 1992). These prosocial behaviors were true of both groups, special

and regular students, however, the regular students used a different
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standard when judging the social acceptance of students with disabilities as
compared to students without disabilities. In other words, the students
with disabilities didn't have more disruptive behavior than their peers yet
they were liked significantly less (Robert, Zubrick. 1992).

Significant differences between successful and unsuccessful students
were found on socioeconomic status (SES) and social/behavioral variables—
work habits, peer relationships, and coping skills (Fad, Ryser, 1993).
Students who were found to be unsuccessful lacked the social/behavioral
variables listed above and were from low SES families. Consideration of
these social/behavioral variables may by helpful when teachers make
decisions about placements for disabled students. “Students with
disabilities often have problems developing positive peer relationships.
This may begin a cycle in which peer rejection, maladaptive behaviors, and
academic failure go hand in hand" (Fad, Ryser, 1993).

These studies and others suggest that our society is contaminated with
negative perceptions regarding the handicapped. What can be done to
break the barrier? Carolyn Bauer (1985) feels books that children read or
have read to them provide continuous stimulation through their formative
years, and the use of literature can influence children’s attitudes toward
the handicapped. Good books about the handicapped are important for two
reasons. They provide handicapped children with situations in which they
can relate, and they help nonhandicapped children achieve an intelligent

understanding of the meaning of handicapped. “The most crippling
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handicap is in the mind, not in the body, and that handicap is the
attitudinal barrier™ (Bauer, 1985).

In astudy by Madge, Affleck, and Lowenbraun(1990) the social status
of special education students in a resource room and those in integrated
classroom models (1ICM) were significantly lover on an average than their
non-special-education students. However, the children in the ICM had a
better opportunity to blend successfully into a classroom than those in a
resource room. The ICM program provided some social benefits for special
students that the resource room could not. However, the high frequency of
lower status nominations indicates that social problems related to special
students were not alleviated by simply placing special children in
integrated settings. Although the ICM model provided a less stigmatizing
option for students with disabilities, it made no attempt to promote social
skill development through education or counseling. It is possible that a
program that combines a nonstigmatizing program with intensive social
skills training would further improve the social acceptance of the special
education students. (Madge. Affleck, Lowenbraun. 1990).

Implications for the 90*s

Research indicates that mainstreaming is beneficial for special education
students both academically and socially yet regular education students do
not fully accept these students in the regular classroom. Much literature
has been reviewed and it has been found that special students are

neglected and rejected by regular students. In spite of these findings,
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consistent.

For the purpose of this study, the validity of the FSG was determined to
be valid because the researcher employed the expert review of the
guidance counselor before having it presented. The FSG. developed by the
researcher, asked reasonable questions that pertained to the every day life
of third graders. The scenarios were based on third grade experiences and
were not difficult to understand.

Data Collection and Analysis

For the purpose of this study the data was collected through the five
item FSG. Itwas presented to classes A and B respectfully on April 10.
1995 by the school guidance counselor. All students, both regular and D. H.
were involved but outcomes were analyzed separately. The guidance
counselor was asked to present to FSG because the researcher wanted a
third party other than the D. H. or regular education teacher involved, the
guidance counselor was chosen because she had developed a good rapport
with the students, and had done other friendship activities with them in
the past. The researcher felt that the students would feel comfortable
answering the FSG, and that they would not suspect any ulterior motive for
taking the FSG. For example, if the D. H. teacher gave the FSG the students
may figure that there was an ulterior motive and choose the D. H. students
to please the D. H. teacher. On the other hand, if the regular education
teacher gave the FSG the students may not feel comfortable being honest

about their answers because again they may think there was an ulterior
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motive. For example, they may not want their teacher to know who they
liked and didn't like, and therefore choose names who they might think the
teacher would want them to choose. Therefore, the guidance counselor
presented the FSG as part of a friendship activity. Each student received an
answer sheet which was simply a class list of all the names of the students,
first and last, who were in their class. The FSG was read to the classes (A
and B) one item at a time. After each item was read to them, the students
were asked to complete the answer sheet by circling, underlining, placing
an X by, or putting a box around the names of the students who they would
choose for each item. Each answer was color coded to match the item on
the FSG. After filling out the FSG. they were collected and returned to the
researcher by the guidance counselor. The data was analyzed by the
researcher in a narrative. Each item on the FSG was tabulated by which

D. H. students were chosen and the number of times they were chosen by
the regular education students. Then the researcher tabulated how many
times the D. H. students were chosen by their own D. H. peers. The two

results were separate findings, but of interest to the researcher.



CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the results in a narrative
form along with a few tables to help with continuity. The chapter was
divided into the following subheadings: Demographic Data, Presentation of
Regular Education Students’ Choices, Presentation of Develop mentally
Handicapped Students* Choices, and Discussion of the Findings.

Demographic Data

For the purpose of this study a five item Friendship Sociogram, FSG, was
devised by the researcher to determine if regular education students would
choose developmentally handicapped, DH, students for such things as
friends, study buddies, kickball team players, and/or creative inventors.
As described before, the FSGwas given to two third grade classes, A and B,
consisting of 49 students between the ages of eight and ten. Class A
consisted of sixteen boys, two of which were DH, and seven girls, one of
which was DH. Of the 23 students in class A, only 20 completed the
exercise because three students were absent that day. Class B consisted of
seventeen boys, one of which was DH. and nine girls, one of which was DH.
Of the 26 students in class B, only 25 completed the exercise because one
student was absent. All students present participated in the FSG. but the

results of who the regular education students chose and who the DH

27
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students chose were different findings and analyzed separately. For the
purpose of this study fictious names were used to protect the identity of
the DH students involved.

Presentation of the Regular Education Students' Choices

The study shows that mainstreamed third grade. DH students were
chosen by at least some of their regular education peers (See Table 1).
Whether mainstreaming had any effect is not known, but the researcher
was led to believe that it did have a major impact. In this section the
researcher will analyze which of the DH students were chosen, how many
times, and why they may have been chosen. No interviews were done with
the regular students to actually know why or why not a DH student was or
was not chosen.

Although each DH student was chosen at least once, the numbers were
not that high. There were 17 regular education students from class A who
participated in this study. The FSG had five items which meant that each
DH student had 85 opportunities to be chosen. In class B there were 23
regular students who participated which meant each DH student had 105
opportunities to be chosen.

In class A there were 20 students who participated in this study. Of the
20. three were DH. two boys. Fred and Bob. and one girl. Ann. Fred was
chosen a total of nine times. Bob—8, and Ann—4 (See Table 2). Of the DH
students in class A. Fred was chosen the most. As stated before Fred had
no physical or behavioral problems; his appearance was that of a ‘normal*

boy; and he was from a two parent family. Of the three DH students in
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Table 1 COMBINED RESULTS OF CLASSES A and B

Scenarios as proposed on the FSG Number of DH students chosen
by regular students

From the class list, circle the names
of 2 boys and 2 girls who are your
best friends in this class. 4

You are chosen captain of the kick-

ball game in gym. Pick 3 names of

the boys and/or girls who you

would want to be on your team. 8

You have a social studies test this

Friday. Your teacher wants you to

pick a study buddy and lets you

study together on Thursday. Pick 1

person who you would want to

study with. 3

Your teacher wants you and 2 other

students to invent a robot from re-

cyclable items found at home for

the Science Fair. Who would you

pick? 1

It is your birthday. Your parents are

throwing you a birthday party at the

Family Fun Center. You are allowed

to invite 5 friends from your class.

Who will you invite to your birthday

party? 15

Total 31
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Table 2 RESULTS OF CLASS A

Fictitious DH students FSG *1 FSG *2 FSG #3 FSG #4 FSG *5 Totals

Fred | 3

1 0 4 9
Bob 1 2 0 1 4 8
Ann 0 1 0 0 3 4
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class A, he was the highest functioning. He was a hard worker, stayed on
task, completed his work, and socialized appropriately with the regular
education students. Due to these fine attributes, it may seem that Fred was
accepted by some of the regular students.

Bob came in a close second. Bob also had no physical problems. His
behavior was somewhat less cooperative than Fred's however, but he was
also a higher functioning DH student. His appearance was normal’ for a
third grade boy. He was a little shorter than his classmates and he wore
glasses. He came from a divorced family and lived with his mother and
step-father. Bob was a big sports fanatic. He loved football, basketball, and
baseball. He usually socialized appropriately with the regular students,
stayed on task, completed work, and worked hard. These may be some of
the qualities that got Bob chosen.

Ann scored the least on the FSG. Although Ann had no physical or
behavioral problems, she did not socialize appropriately with the regular
students. She usually played with Sue the other DH student. She really
had no interests of her own and was a lower functioning DH student. She
was not as hard aworker as the other two nor did she stay on task or
complete work accurately. These may be some of the reasons why Ann
was chosen the least.

For class A, Fred was chosen a total of nine times. He was chosen once
on item #1which may mean that Fred was considered a best friend by a

regular student. He was chosen three times for item *2 which may suggest
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that he was considered an athletic person by some of the regular students.
He was chosen once for item *3 which may lead one to believe that he was
considered a studious person by a regular education student. He was not
chosen for item *4 which may mean he was not considered a creative
person/inventor by the regular students. And finally, Fred was chosen
four times for item *5 which may suggest that he had regular education
friends outside the realm of special education.

Bob was also chosen once for item *1which again may suggest that he
was considered a best friend by a regular student. He was chosen twice
for item *2 which also suggested that he may be considered an athletic
person. Hewas not chosen for item *3 which may lead one to believe that
he was not considered a studious person. He was however chosen once for
item *4 which may suggest that he was considered a creative
person/inventor. And finally, Bob was chosen four times for item *5 which
may suggest again that he had friends outside the realm of special
education.

Ann was chosen only four times. She was not chosen for items *1.3,
and 4 which may lead one to believe that Ann was not a regular student’s
best friend, was not considered to be a studious person or a creative
person/inventor. She was however chosen once for item *2 which may
suggest that she was considered an athletic person by a regular student,
and she was chosen three times for item *5 which may mean that she had

friends outside the DH classroom.
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In class B there were 25 students who participated in this study. Of the
25 students, two were DH students, John and Sue (See Table 3). Of the DH
students in class B Sue was chosen the most by the regular students. This
may be because she attended the school since kindergarten, unlike John
who had just transferred that year. Itwas amazing that Sue was chosen at
all given her behavioral problems. Even though her appearance seemed
normal* Sue could be quite a handful. She was small in size, but she threw
some major tantrums and also wetted her pants often. That year was much
better than the preceding year, however; and no tantrums were ever
exhibited by the regular education students. This may by why the regular
students chose her on the FSG. She was a very hard worker, stayed on
task, completed work accurately, but she seldom socialized with the regular
students. She mostly played with Ann the other DH student who was in
class A

John was chosen the least amount of times. There may be many reasons
for this. First, it was his first year at the school. Second, he was Mexican,
but spoke English. Third, he was very quiet, shy, and extremely slow. He
was distracted easily, got off task often, and he seldom completed his work
on time. Because he was quiet he did not socialize with the regular
students much.

For class B, Sue was chosen a total of six times. She was not chosen for
items # 1 and 4 which may mean that Sue was not considered a best friend

or acreative person/inventor by the regular students. She was chosen
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Table 3 RESULTS OF CLASS B

Fictitious DH students FSG*1 FSG*2 FSG#3 FSG#4 FSG#5 Totals

John 2 1 0 0 1 4

Sue 0 1 2 0 3 6
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once for item # 2 which may suggest that she was considered an athletic
person by a regular student; two times for item #3 which may mean she
was considered a studious person; and three times for item *5 which may
lead one to believe that Sue was considered a friend by at least three
regular students.

John was chosen only four times. He was not chosen for item #3 or 4
which may suggest that he was not considered a studious person or a
creative person/inventor. He was chosen twice for item *1which may
suggest that John was considered a best friend by at least two regular
students, once for item #2 which may mean he was considered an athletic
person, and once for item *5 which may lead one to believe he had friends
outside the DH classroom.

To conclude the presentation of the regular education students’choices,
the researcher will summarize the findings. The DH students who were
hard workers, stayed on task, completed work accurately, were high
functioning, behaved and socialized appropriately with their regular
education peers were chosen more often than those DH students who did
not exhibit these qualities. The results may suggest to the reader that
when DH students are mainstreamed into successful environments where
they feel comfortable around their peers, the regular peers may be more
willing to accept them.

Presentation of Develop mentally Handicapped Students’ Choices

In this section the researcher will examine the DH choices to see how
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many times they chose the other DH students and how many times they
chose regular education students (See Table 4).

Table4 shows how may times the DH students were chosen by their DH
peers and also how many times the DH students chose regular education
students. There were five DH students who participated is this study. Each
had 20 opportunities to be chosen by the other DH students. There were
40 regular students involved in this study. In class A, each regular student
had 15 opportunities to be chosen and in class B, each had 10 opportunities
to be chosen. For item #1. the DH students picked the other DH students
three times and picked regular students 17 times. For item #2. DH students
were chosen once by their DH peers and 14 regular students were chosen
by the DH students. For item *3. DH students were chosen twice while the
regular students were chosen three times by the DH students. For item *4.
DH students were chosen once while the regular students were chosen nine
times by the DH students. And finally, for item *5. the DH students chose
their DH peers only once and regular students a total of 24 times.

In the areas of best friend and study buddy it may seem that the DH
students feel more comfortable choosing one of their DH peers. This may
suggest that they feel intellectually as well as socially inferior to their
regular peers. However, in the areas of athletics, creativity, and personal
friendship, the DH students chose the regular students significantly more.

In class A, there were three DH students who completed this exercise

(See Table 5). Fred was chosen by his DH peers four times, Bob--2 times,
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Table 4 COMBINED RESULTS OF DH STUDENTS’ CHOICES

Items on FSG # of DH students chosen * of reg. ed. students chosen

Item *1 3 17
Item *2 | 14
Item *3 2 3
Item *4 1 9
Item *5 1 24

37
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Table 5 CLASS A RESULTS OF DH STUDENTS’ CHOICES

Name FSG#1 FSG *2 FSG *3 FSG *4 FSG #5 Total
Fred 0 1 1 1 1 4
Bob 1 0 1 0 0 2

Ann 1 0 0 0 0 1
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and Ann—once.

Fred was chosen the most; Bob second; and Ann the least. These findings
correlate significantly with the regular education students choices, it may
seem that the qualities that the regular education students found
important, the DH students also found important. The fact that Fred and
Bob were chosen more often than Ann may suggest that such attributes as
appropriate socialization skills, coping skills, and hard work habits are
some of the reasons DH students are accepted among their peers, both
regular and special.

In class B there were two DH students who participated in this study.
(See Table 6) John was chosen once and Sue was not chosen at all. which
does not correlate with the regular education student findings. There may
be a couple of reasons for this discrepancy. One reason may be the fact
that Sue had been at Perry longer than John, and therefore the regular
students knew her better. Secondly, John did not like Sue and therefore
did not choose her on the FSG. From observations of the two in the DH
classroom, the researcher observed hostility between the two. John simply
did not care for Sue. Also John, unlike the regular students, had been
present when Sue exhibited her out-of-control behavior. These may be
reasons Sue was chosen more by regular students than by her DH peer,
John.

Discussion of The Findings

The results of this study may suggest that mainstreamed DH students
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Table 6 CLASS B RESULTS OF DH STUDENTS’ CHOICES

Name FSG#1 FSG#2 FSG#3 FSGM FSG*5 Total

John 1 0 0 0 0 1

Sue 0 0 0 0 0 0
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who exhibit such social/behavioral attributes such as good work habits,
appropriate peer relations, coping skills, and appropriate behavior will be
accepted more readily by some of their regular peers. These same
attributes also seem important to the DH students when choosing peers on
the FSG. The researcher was only interested in finding out if (at all) any of
the DH students were accepted by the regular education students. The
researcher did not question the regular education students on why they did
or did not choose the DH students or certain ones. The researcher can only
speculate to why or why not DH students were or were not chosen. It is,
however, fascinating to find that all of the DH students were chosen more
than once.

Because Inclusion will be prevalent in the future of special education,
steps to the acceptance of DH students as well as all handicapped students
by regular education students will be fundamental. Social acceptance did
not have such positive reviews in the literature. However, it is a major
focus for the future of special education and Inclusion. To better
understand regular education attitudes and feelings toward DH students,

more research needs to be done in the area of mainstreaming and inclusion.



CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY. CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

In Chapter One the researcher discussed the background information
which interested the researcher in the study of regular education students’
attitudes toward Developmentally Handicapped (DH) students who were
mainstreamed in their classes. In addition, it also stated the purpose of the
study which was to describe the attitudes of third grade, regular students
toward third grade. DH students. The chapter operationally defines the
terms used for the purpose of the study. Such terms as Regular Education.
Special Education, Inclusion. DH, Mainstreaming, and Peer Acceptance.
Chapter One also discusses the limitations of the study and why it is
significant. Limitations included were that teacher attitudes toward DH
students and DH students’ attitudes toward regular education students
would not be examined. Significance of the study simply was to provide
insight to other DH teacher who are interested in mainstreaming but are
concerned about the implications toward their DH students.

In Chapter Two the researcher reviewed the literature on social
acceptance, mainstreaming, inclusion, and changes in special education.
More specifically the chapter was divided into the following four sections:
Revising Regular Education and Special Education; Mainstreaming,

Inclusion, and Integration; Social Acceptance; and Implications for the 90's.
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There was a great deal of literature available on these topics “Ohio speaks”
was a major source of information especially for revising education, both
special and regular. Such articles as Serving Students with Disabilities in a
Regular Environment: Two Year Study Yields Positive Results:
Social/Behavioral Variables Related to Success in General Education: and
Effects of Mainstreaming on Stereotypic Conceptions of the Handicapped
were great sources of information (See Bibliography).

In Chapter Three the researcher described the methodology employed
in the completion of this study. More specifically the chapter was divided
into the following sections: Subjects and Setting: Research Design;
Instrumentation; and Data Collection and Analysis. The researcher used
two third grade classes for the purpose of this study. A Friendship
Sociogram (FSG) was devised by the researcher and presented by the
guidance counselor to secure impartial responses by the students. The FSG
was divided into Five hypothetical scenarios, each asking the students to
chose someone that would fit that particular scenario. Analysis of the
results, as seen in Chapter Four, were given in a narrative using charts to
clarify the outcomes.

In Chapter Four the researcher presented the results. More specifically
the chapter was divided into the following sections: Demographic Data;
Presentation of the Regular Education Students’ Choices; Presentation of the
DH Students' Choices; and Discussion of the Findings. Chapter Four was a

narrative of the results with the use of charts. Fictitious names were used
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to protect the identity of the DH students involved. A total of 45 third
grade students participated in this study, 40 regular education and five DH
students.
Conclusions

In the researcher's opinion, several conclusions may be drawn from this
study: 1. The data indicated that DH students were somewhat accepted by
regular education students. The DH students were chosen a total of 31
times on the FSG by the regular education students. 2. The data also
indicated that DH students chose regular education students more often
than their DH peers. DH students were chosen eight times on the FSG by
their DH peers. 3. The research showed that sodal/behavioral variables
such as peer relationships, work habits, and coping skills by be influential
when choosing friends, study buddies, teammates, and/or partners for
school projects.

Implications for Practice

In the researcher’ opinion, mainstreaming is an important aspect of
special education. It provides some social benefits for special education
students. With Inclusion coming into special education, it is imperative
that special education children be accepted and treated sensitively. The
researcher recommends that intensive inservice programs be implemented
in school districts where mainstreaming occurs. Training teachers, parents,
and students is essential in the development of a successful mainstreaming

program. In the researcher’s opinion, teachers can influence the attitudes
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of their students. The guidance counselor is also another influential person
in developing positive relationships between regular and special education
students. Our society is contaminated with negative perceptions regarding
the handicapped. What can help? The researcher believes that increased
contact with these special children in a positive environment will be
beneficial in overcoming such prejudges. Regardless of the methods, it is
particularly important that teachers and counselors provide good models
and encourage positive attitudes. They should also emphasize the
importance of helping special education children fit into their environment.
Attitudinal barriers for the handicap need to be broken.

Results of this study show some positive social opportunities for special
education students. Further study is necessary to determine whether
similar results will occur in other school districts. The researcher hopes
that in some small way that this study might help other special educators
who mainstream and have concerns about how their students are

perceived.
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FRIENDSHIP SOCIOGRAM

AGE MALE FEMALE

1. From the class list, circle the names of 2 boys and 2 girls who are your
best friends in thisroom. USE A RED CRAYON.

FOR THE RESTOF THIS PROJECT DO NOT USE THE FOUR NAMES
YOU JUST CIRCLED INREDII

2. You are chosen captain of the kickball game in gym. Pick 3 names of
the boys and/or girls who you would want to be on your team. CIRCLE
THE NAMES WITH A BLUE CRAYON.

3. You have a social studies test this Friday. Yourteacher wants you to
pick a study buddy and lets you study together on Thursday. Pick 1
person who you would like to study with. UNDERLINE THE NAME WITH
A GREEN CRAYON.

4. Your teacher wants you and 2 other students to invent a robot from
recyclable items found at home for the Science Fair. Who would you
pick? PLACE A PURPLE X NEXT TO THE NAMES.

5. It is your birthday. Your parents are throwing you a birthday party at
the Family Fun Center. You are allowed to invite 5 friends from your
class. Who win you invite to your birthday party? PUT A BOX AROUND
THESE NAMES WITH AN ORANGE CRAYON.



