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ABSTRACT 

This Study examined the initial expectations of secondary 

vocational educators toward hypothetical labeled handicapped students 

under consideration for placement in regular vocational classes. 

Regular secondary vocational teachers from school districts in 

Southern Arizona were randomly assigned to six treatment conditions, 

two levels of behavioral description X three levels of labeled condi

tions. The purpose of the research was to examine the impact of a 

labeled condition and varying behavioral descriptions of a tenth grade 

male student on the initial expectations of the teachers in the study. 

Teachers responded to a questionnaire concerning the child that 

contained four subscales: (1) academic potential, (2) behavioral 

qualities, (3) teacher's appraisal, and (4) stereotype. 

Results indicated that the labels EMR and LD and behavioral 

descriptions had significant impact on the initial judgments of 

teachers. Implications of the findings of the study are discussed. 

viii 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the early 1970's, the entire system of classifying and 

providing service to handicapped students has been questioned. The 

focus of this questioning was initially generated by Dunn's (1968) suc

cinct review of special education in which he questioned the value of 

imposing special class placement on the mildly retarded. Dr. Dunn 

cited four primary reasons for reconsidering the predominant role 

played by special education in the total educational program of handi

capped students, especially mildly handicapped students. The homogene

ous grouping of minority students, according to Dunn, was roughly 

analogous to the segregation of mildly handicapped students in special 

classes. Dunn stated that special schools (and classrooms) were merely 

another form of homogeneous grouping and were subject to the same crit

icisms levied against segregated programs for minorities. 

Efficacy studies in special education were also reviewed by 

Dunn. In general, he suggested that these studies failed to provide 

substantial evidence that labeling and segregating handicapped chil

dren was indeed beneficial to that population. He further suggested 

the evidence indicated that mildly handicapped students could be 

better served in different (nonsegregated) settings. 

1 
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The impact of attaching an educational label to a handicapped 

student was also discussed by Dunn. Though he admitted that additional 

research was needed in the area, Dunn (1968, p. 9) suggested that: 

"removing a handicapped child from the regular grades for special edu

cation probably contributed significantly to his feeling of inferiority 

and problems of acceptance." 

Lastly, Dunn suggested that various improvements in general 

education (curricular modifications, changes in school organizational 

procedures, etc.) further strengthened the position that mildly handi

capped students could be educated in nonsegregated settings. Even 

earlier than Dunn's paper, Johnson and Kirk (1962) found little scien

tific evidence to justify the continuing support of self-contained 

special education classes, Johnson and Kirk pointed out the paradox 

that increased funding and teacher preparation standards coupled with 

reduced special class sizes did not seem to be associated with signifi

cant increases in achievement or social adjustment by the students in 

the special classes. 

The combination of the factors cited by these two authors 

(issues in homogeneous grouping, findings of efficacy studies, issues 

in labelling, improvements in general education, and no significant 

relationship between increased achievement and support of special 

classes) have resulted in the demise of the special class and an in

creasing thrust toward mainstreaming handicapped children into regular 

classrooms (MacMillan, Jones, and Meyers, 1976). Special educators 

hastily abandoned many segregated classrooms and programs and replaced 
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them with modified versions utilizing a mainstreaming approach 

(Gottlieb, Gampel, and Budoff, 1975). 

It is now believed that this hasty reformulation of providing 

services to handicapped students has left a crucial component in the 

mainstreaming process; namely regular classroom teachers, poorly pre

pared to face the realities of implementing the concept (Davis, 1970; 

MacMillan, 1971; and Yates, 1973). Regular teachers have often had 

little experience with handicapped students and little formal training 

in special education. 

Investigators have often attempted to assess the initial atti

tudes and es^ectations of regular classroom teachers in order to begin 

to address the plethora of factors bearing on the issue of successful 

integration (Dexter, 1956, 1958, 1960; Beez, 1968; Rosenthal and 

Jacobsen, 1968; Claibom, 1969; Meichenbaum, Bowers, and Ross, 1969; 

Blatt, 1972; Aloia, 1976a). The bulk of this research has been con

ducted assvutiing the reality of a current theoretical proposition that 

teachers' low initial expectations influence educational attainment by 

the students in question in a negative direction (Boekel, 1972) . Thus, 

the initial expectations of a classroom teacher could be a critical 

factor in the ultimate success of any mainstreaming endeavor. Typical 

investigations concerning initial expectations have been conducted 

utilizing in situ saii5)les of regular classroom teachers who taught in 

traditional academic areas such as history or English or elementary 

educators who were charged with providing general instruction in aca

demic subjects. The use of such regular educators as sanples in 
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research addressing the initial expectations of teachers toward main-

streamed students is reasonable due to the fact that other specific 

areas of regular education (vocational education, physical education, 

etc.) have had little traditional contact with handicapped students. 

The Problem and Rationale for the Study 

This research project is designed to examine the labels "Edu-

cable Mentally Retarded" and "Learning Disabled" and how they may 

influence the initial expectations of regular class vocational teachers 

at the secondary level. 

There is evidence indicating that the concerns of vocational 

teachers relative to mainstreaming are different from those voiced by 

regular teachers involved in general education. A study completed in a 

district in southern Arizona, for example, indicated that vocational 

teachers had several iinique concerns relative to the integration of 

handicapped students into their classes (Minner, Knutson, and Aloia, 

1979). For example, in the Minner et al. study, the issue of safety 

was prioritized as a major concern of vocational teachers relative to 

the integration of handicapped youngsters. Other issues such as the 

lack of employability prospects for handicapped students and the per

ceived danger of graduating handicapped students with only minimal 

vocational abilities were also voiced. These issues appear divergent 

from those voiced by regular teachers teaching in traditional academic 

areas. It is doiibtful, for example, that many regular class history or 

English teachers would be overly concerned with issues of safety when 
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considering the integration of a mildly handicapped student into their 

class. 

Also, negative initial expectations of secondary vocational 

teachers toward mainstreamed students might have a dramatic impact on 

those students in a manner not discussed in the expectancy research to 

date. Though no rigid guidelines have been formulated for the place

ment of handicapped students in regular classes, regular classroom 

teachers are very often consulted prior to the actual mainstreaming of 

students into regular classrooms (Gilliam, 1979). Though it is possi

ble that a handicapped student could be placed in a class without the 

full or even partial approval of the regular class teacher, the feelings 

of regular educators are often considered very carefully when such 

activities are being considered. Thus, if a regular class teacher holds 

initial negative expectations toward a particular kind of student, it is 

conceivable that the student in question may not be placed in that 

teacher's program. The potentially dramatic effect of excluding cer

tain educational options for handicapped students, especially in the 

vocational area, constitutes a major reason for the completion of this 

research project. 

Recent legal mandates are indicative of the governmental concern 

for interest in the area of vocational education for handicapped stu

dents. Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act (1975), for exanple, is designed to provide a free appropriate pub

lic education to all handicapped students including special education 

and related services. The term "special education" is defined in the 
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mandate to include vocational education if it consists of specific 

instruction designed to meet the students' needs. 

The act further defines vocational education by referring to 

the definition appearing in the Vocational Amendments (Public Law 94-

482, 1976). This definition is as follows: "Vocational education pro

grams are organized educational programs that are directly related to 

the preparation of individuals for paid or tinpaid employment or for 

additional preparation for a career requiring ... a baccalaureate or 

advanced degree" (Public Law 94-482, 1976, p. 42480). 

Public Law 94-482 specifies that ten percent of federal voca

tional funds going to individual states must be spent on vocational 

education for handicapped persons, and that another ten percent must be 

added to the federal funding from state and local sources. 

Section 504 (Public Law 93-112, 1973) specifies that 

secondary schools are annually required to identify and locate every 

handicapped person in their district and to inform those persons of 

the school's obligation to provide services to them, including appro

priate vocational services. These three legal factors (Section 504, 

Public Law 94-142, and Public Law 94-482) have caused vocational educa

tion to become a crucial concern of many educators dealing with handi

capped students. 

In addition to the legal considerations noted above, profes

sionals from within both special and vocational education have called 

for a focus on vocational and career education for handicapped young

sters. The establishment of new divisions within the A.V.A. (American 
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Vocational Association) and C.E.C. (Council for Exceptional Children) 

exemplify recent concern in this area. The A.V.A. has formed a new 

division, N.A.V.E.S.N.P. (The National Association of Vocational Educa

tion Special Needs Personnel) which now has over 1,000 members from 

vocational education, special education, and other disciplines. The 

C.E.C. has recently founded the Division of Career Development (D.C.D.) 

and has further established a new journal (Career Development for Ex

ceptional Individuals) published under the auspices of the parent orga

nization and dealing specifically with career and vocational education 

for handicapped students. 

Recently, professionals from within the field of vocational 

education have further begun to emphasize the extreme paucity of rele

vant information related to the vocational education of the handicapped. 

Members of this profession have stated that the problems and concerns 

of vocational teachers (especially attitudinal problems/concerns) need 

to be investigated. Wargo (1978, p. 92) states: 

A different attitudinal problem is faced in the reluctance 
of . . . vocational teachers to teach the handicapped. 
There are two discernible reasons for this reluctance. 
First, many teachers are insecure about working with handi
capped children, because they never had any orientation or 
preparation for that . . . work. Second, teachers are not 
immune to the prevalent attitude that handicapped children 
are too debilitated to manipulate tools, materials, and 
processes. 

The combination of (1) the unique concerns voiced by vocational 

teachers, (2) the potentially damaging effect of vocational teacher 

expectations ultimately excluding some handicapped students from 



vocational class placement, (3) the recent federal legislation in the 

area of vocational education for handicapped children, (4) the recent 

development of professional organizations committed to the improvement 

of vocational services for handicapped students, and (5) the documented 

need for research in this area has led the researcher to investigate 

the initial expectations of regular class vocational teachers toward 

handicapped students who are under consideration for placement in voca

tional courses. The research will address an expressed need by both 

vocational and special educators. In an article appearing in the 

Illinois Career Education Journal, D'Alonzo and Barrett (1977, p. 47) 

state: 

Before successful integration of the handicapped into 
vocational programs can be implemented . . . the following 
areas must be investigated: 

Vocational teacher attitudes toward the handicapped and 
the willingness to accept them into their classes not 
only physically but psychologically. 

Research Goal, Objectives, and Activities 

In order to address the need so clearly stated by D'Alonzo and 

Barrett (1977), the initial expectations held by secondary vocational 

educators toward a described mainstreamed student will be assessed. 

This is the goal of this research project. Three objectives relate to 

this broad goal. First, the impact various labeled conditions (LD and 

EMR) have on the initial expectations of secondary vocational teachers 

will be investigated. Next, the impact that behavioral descriptions 

(positive or negative) have on the initial expectations of secondary 
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vocational teachers will be determined, and finally, the effect of the 

interaction between labeled conditions and behavioral descriptions will 

be investigated. Each one of these objectives directly relates to one 

of the following research hypotheses: 

1. The presence of a label condition will differentially affect 

the initial expectations of secondary vocational teachers 

toward the described student. 

2. The presence of positive or negative descriptions of a student 

emphasizing his academic and social characteristics will have 

a differential effect on the initial expectations of secondary 

vocational teachers. 

3. The interaction between the presence of a labeled condition and 

academic and social characteristics will have a differential 

effect on the initial expectations of secondary vocational 

teachers. 

In order to reach the goal and objectives of the study, a num

ber of activities were undertaken. First, a review of the literature 

in this area was completed. This was done to avoid possible replica

tion and to identify the relevant research findings that relate to this 

study. Next, an instrument was chosen to test the research hypotheses, 

a sample was selected, and the data were collected. Lastly, data were 

analyzed statistically to determine if the research hypotheses were 

upheld. These activities constitute the body of this dissertation. 
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Research Assvunptions 

Several asstmptions have been made by the author relating to 

this research project. They are outlined and briefly discussed below. 

1. Vocational education options should be available to mildly 

handicapped students. 

2. Secondary vocational teachers hold a variety of initial ex

pectations toward mildly handicapped students. 

3. The initial expectations of secondary vocational teachers 

impact on placement decisions and possibly other factors 

(e.g., self-concept of students) related to mildly handi

capped students. 

4. The initial expectations of secondary vocational teachers can 

be quantified. 

5. The initial expectations of secondary vocational teachers can 

be altered. 

The first assumption (availability of all vocaLional education 

program options to mildly handicapped students) is strongly supported 

by the Least Restrictive Environment doctrine appearing in P.L. 94-142 

(1975). In essence, this component of the law requires that all handi

capped students be placed in the least restrictive educational setting 

that can meet their unique needs. The least restrictive setting has 

been defined as the regular classroom (regular vocational classroom 

for the purpose of this study). That vocational teachers hold initial 

expectations toward handicapped students is an assimption that would be 

difficult to seriously question. Nearly all regular class teachers 



have had some experience with or have heard discussions regarding the 

concept of mainstreaming and handicapped students. The third and 

fourth assumptions are supported empirically and are discussed in the 

body of this dissertation and the fifth and final assumption (that 

initial e:^ectations can be altered) is an injilicit one in the execu

tion of research like that reported in this paper. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

A tremendous quantity of research has been generated regarding 

the use of educational labels and their impact on various groups. The 

intact of labels on the specific group of vocational teachers has not 

been investigated to date. This may be due to the recency of the 

interest in vocational education for handicapped youngsters. 

At any rate, most of the research having to do with the effects 

of labeling has been done regarding the label "Educable Mentally Re

tarded." This research will be reviewed followed by a review of the 

research conducted in the learning disability area. Lastly, the spe

cific research impacting on vocational teacher expectations will be 

reviewed. 

EMR Label 

Numerous researchers have objected to the use of the label 

"Educable Mentally Retarded" due to the belief that the label is stig

matizing and detrimental in a variety of ways (Johnson, 1950; Diann, 

1968; Haywood, 1971; Potter, 1971; Catteral, 1972; Jones, 1972; 

Reynolds and Balow, 1972). Though this research project deals spe

cifically with the impact of labeled conditions and behavioral 

descriptions on secondary regular class vocational teachers, the 

research relating to the impact of labels on self-concept and peers 

12 
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will be briefly reviewed as well. Research related to the impact of 

labels on classroom teachers will be reviewed at some length as this 

area is most directly relevant to this study. 

Impact of the EMR Label on Self-Concept 

A number of researchers have written concerning the supposed 

harmful effects of the label Elffi on self-concept (Meyerowitz, 1962; 

Mayer, 1966; Jones, 1970, 1971a, 1971b). Gozali and Meyen (1970) 

completed a follow-up study of former EMR students and attempted to 

determine their reactions to being labeled while in school. Not sur

prisingly perhaps, the majority of respondents (85%) reported that the 

labeling process and special class placement was a generally degrading 

experience. It is interesting to note, however, that the act of being 

labeled was accompanied by special class placement. Thus, the dimin

ished self-concept reported by Gozali and Meyen's subjects may be more 

related to being segregated in special classes than being labeled men

tally retarded. 

Few experimental studies have addressed the relationship between 

self-concept and the experience of being labeled at the secondary level. 

This may be due to the assumption that one's self-concept, though sub

ject to a variety of influences throughout life, is often considered 

rather stabilized by the time students enter high school. However, the 

peer pressures often impacting on students at the secondary level may 

serve to exaggerate differences among students and consequently lower 

the self-concept of labeled secondary students. One study completed by 

Warner, Thrapp, and Walsh (1973) indicated that ascending grade level 



of labeled students may be related to negative feelings toward self. 

In their study, 369 students with a mean lO of 66 were asked why they 

thought they were labeled and placed in a special class. Fifty-two 

percent of the elementary school students made positive remarks to the 

question, which declined to 34% for junior high, and only 18% for senior 

high students. 

It is interesting to ponder how increasing grade level of 

handicapped students is related to a decrease in self-concept. The 

increased awareness of individual differences previously cited may be a 

factor related to this correlation. Other potential factors like the 

lowered initial receptivity of secondary teachers toward handicapped 

individuals may also be related to this dynamic. At least one study 

(Aloia et al-, 1980) indicates that secondary level regular teachers 

in the physical education area are much less optimistic and concerned 

about mainstreamed handicapped students than their elementary level 

counterparts. Another factor that bears investigation is the extended 

failure of handicapped students over time. By the time secondary EMR 

students reach the high school level, many of them have experienced 

considerable failure academically and socially. The cumulative effect 

of prolonged failure may serve to diminish students' self-concepts. 

Impact of the EMR Label on Teacher Expectations 

Dexter (1956, 1958, 1960) is generally considered the foremost 

spokesman for the position that behavior exhibited by retarded persons 

may be largely determined by the expectations of others (teachers in 

classroom situations). This position, often referred to as the 
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"self-fulfilling prophecy" has more recently been discussed by Rosenthal 

and Jacobsen (1966, 1968) who investigated the relationship between 

teacher expectations and the achievement of the children in classroom 

settings. Essentially, Rosenthal and Jacobsen randomly assigned a group 

of similar achieving students to separate classes and teachers. Teach

ers receiving students were told they may expect outstanding performance 

from some children (those in the experimental group) while they were 

told nothing about the remaining children, (those in the control group). 

After a period of time, the children in the experimental group were 

found to be performing at a higher level of achievement than those in 

the control group. Rosenthal and Jacobsen suggested that the teachers' 

expectations somehow influenced them and the manner in which they re

lated to their students. This notion, sometimes referred to as the 

"Pygmalion effect" was discussed as early as 1957 by Osgood, Succi, and 

Tannenbaum. These researchers felt that an existing perception or atti

tude may relate to future behavior in such a way as to reinforce the 

initial attitude. This notion is closely allied with the position 

posited by Rosenthal and Jacobsen. Despite the popularity of the idea 

of a self-fulfilling prophecy, Rosenthal and Jacobsen's studies have 

been highly criticized. MacMillan (1971, p. 6), after reviewing the 

studies, states, "If one could extrapolate so easily from the Rosenthal 

and Jacobsen work . . . the problem could be solved immediately by 

simply labeling the children under consideration gifted." Addition

ally, Thorndike (1968) has criticized the study from a methodological 

point of view. He cites problems involving the selection of subjects. 
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the assignment of subjects; to experimental and control groups, the 

generalization of findings, etc. 

Other researchers have expanded upon the work of Rosenthal and 

Jacobsen- by expressing concern with the influence of existing attitudes 

on behaviors prior to any interaction between individuals (Rothbart, 

Dalfen, and Barrett, 1971). Still others have discussed how a teach

er's expectation may influence his ongoing behavior toward a child in 

his classroom (Aronson and Carlsmith, 1962; Zajon and Brickman, 1969; 

Rist, 1970). 

Several researchers have actually tried to replicate the origi

nal Rosenthal and Jacobsen study though the results have been varied. 

Dietz and Purkey (1969) utilized regular class students (nonlabeled) in 

their replication attempt and found that the self-fulfilling prophecy 

notion was not upheld. Other work using nonhandicapped students as 

samples confirmed the Dietz and Purkey finding (Fiedler, Cohen, and 

Finney, 1971; Jose and Cody, 1971; Dusek and O'Connel, 1973). Some 

researchers using retarded children in similar studies have also not 

confirmed Rosenthal and Jacobsen's contention (Gozali and Meyen, 1970; 

Soule, 1972). 

A study done by Mendell and Flanders (1973) indicated a trend 

that teacher expectancy was operating along the lines suggested by 

Rosenthal and Jacobsen, while others have reported a statistically sig

nificant effect on dependent measures as a result of teacher expectancy 

(Meichenbaum et al., 1969; Brophy and Good, 1970; Good and Brophy, 

1972; Mason, 1973; Seaver, 1973). 

i 
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An often cited criticism of many stiidies related to Rosenthal 

and Jacobsen's work has to do with the complexity of the teacher-

student relationship and the long term effect (if any) of experimentally 

induced manipulations. The findings of Good and Yoshida (1970) suggest 

that long term interactions between students and teachers alter initial 

expectancies of teachers. These investigators suggest that experimental 

bias may become incorporated in research studies. Related to Good and 

Yoshida's findings is a view expressed by Finn (1972) in which he criti

cizes the naivete of researchers to think that a single piece of infor

mation such as an achievement test or intelligence test score can 

outweigh the broad range of experiences a teacher obtains while working 

with a student on a daily basis. 

However, research does provide some indications as to the vari

ables that may influence teacher expectations. Factors that have been 

investigated include the physical attractiveness of the student 

(Clifford and Walster, 1973; Ross and Salvia, 1975; Aloia, 1976a), the 

socioeconomic status of the child (Berger and Smith, 1966), and the 

social class of the father of the child (Lenkowsky and Blackman, 1968; 

Miller et al., 1968). These studies are far from conclusive. The sug

gestion has been made by Yoshida (1976) that more rigorous research be 

con5>leted investigating the child and environmental variables that may 

interact with certain teacher variables to influence outcome measures. 

Yoshida takes the position that the various arguments presented in 

favor of alleged teacher expectancy effects (related to the EMR label) 

are not supported by the available data, but may stem more from a 
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philosophical position of the researcher or researchers. He does qual

ify his position, however, to state that labeling has been shovm in 

some studies to significantly influence expectancy biases in teachers. 

The studies he cites however (Beez, 1968; Robovits, 1971) were rather 

similar in that they consisted of very short contact between the teach

er and the student and did not allow for sufficient time to permit 

other information that would be generated through multiple interactions 

to take effect. A study completed by Salvia, Clark, and Ysseldyke 

C1973) also appeared in Yoshida's review which indicated that the EMR 

label increases initial ejqsectations in a negative direction. 

From all of these studies, two positions have evolved. One 

position has st^jporters who claim the EMR label can influence teacher 

judgments. Many persons from this view fail to note the importance of 

ongoing interaction between the student and the teacher over time, while 

those who feel that the label's influence is negated by ongoing inter

action often fail to consider the initial conplexity of the label. By 

failing to consider an initial and sensitive measurement of the label's 

influence, changes that may occur could not be explained except in very 

general terms. 

Meyers, Sundstrom, and Yoshida (1974) outline a process by which 

a label may influence teacher e:i^ectations in terms of the self-

fulfilling prophecy. Five steps are involved in the Meyers et al. 

C1974, p. 19) process including; 

a) the labels bias the teacher.' s perspectives of the child' s 
capabilities on certain salient dimensions as ability and 
academic work. 
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b) those perceptions are translated into observable behavior 
which communicates e^ectancies to the child, 

c) the child then behaves according to the teacher's defini
tion of the child, 

d) those behaviors are consistent with the original percep
tion, and 

e) the process is again initiated, 

Aloia (1976a), in a succinct review of this process, questioned 

the acceptance of the first step. He suggested that the complexity of 

the labeling phenomenon and differential influences across varying 

dimensions is not appreciated in the initial step developed by Meyers 

et al. His belief is that without the ability to measure subtle yet 

meaningful differences that the label might produce in teacher expecta

tions, any statements concerning the hypothesized or observable effects 

of a label would be conjecture. 

In summary, though considerable research has been completed 

investigating the impact of the EMR label on teacher expectancies, re

sults are fcir from conclusive. It has been demonstrated that ongoing 

interactions sometimes negate initial negative e:5)ectations of classroom 

teachers. However, Gilliam (1979) found that regular class teachers 

were important contributing participants in educational planning com

mittees for handicapped students. In fact, regular teacher participa

tion in planning meetings was found to be more crucial than the 

participation of special education teachers, school psychologists, 

consiiLtants, counselors, and special education supervisors and admin

istrators. If regular class teachers do play a major determining role 
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in regulco: class placement of handicapped students, then the initial 

negative expectations held by these teachers may serve to fvinctionally 

bar entrance into mainstream programs, thus causing long term inter

action between teachers and students not to take place. MacMillan, 

Jones, and Aloia (1974) suggest that teacher expectancy research can 

be criticized by highlighting the fact that most research in this area 

does not specify what factor or factors initial expectations may impact 

upon. In light of Gilliam's findings, teacher expectations may in^jact 

on a very critical factor, nanialy entrance into mainstream programs. 

Impact of the EMR Label on Peers 

Other investigators have researched the possibility that the 

label "Educable Mentally Retarded" may be related to peer rejection or 

to diminished positive peer interaction. 

The classic study done in the area was completed by Dentler and 

Mackler (1962). These researchers reported a positive correlation be

tween .25 and .50 between general intellectual ability and peer accep

tance. One may reason therefore, that EMR children who by definition 

are subaverage in general intellectual ability may be confronted with a 

variety of peer-related difficulties. 

Johnson (1950) conducted a study examining the relative social 

status of a group of EMR students who were mainstreamed into regular 

classes. Sociometric data were collected on the EMR students and their 

peers. Results indicated that the EMR students were rejected signifi-

Ceuitly more often than were their nonretarded counterparts. Nonretarded 

students most often cited the inappropriate behavior of the EMR students 
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as the primeUY reason for their rejection. Several inplications may be 

drawn from this study. First, the behavior of the EMR children seemed 

to be the most significant contributing factor related to the rejection 

of EMR students by nonhandicapped peers. The label appended to these 

students did not appear to be a more significant determinant than did 

the students' behavior. Secondly, since the study was completed prior 

to the passage and implementation of P.L. 94-142 which mandates £.du;;a-

tion in the least restrictive environment, it is reasonable to assume 

that the integrated EMR students in this study may not have been as 

academically or socially disadvantaged as other (nonintegrated) stu

dents. However, even the potentially best EMR students were highly 

rejected by their peers. 

Johnson and Kirk (1962) conducted a replication of Johnson's 

original study. Findings verified Johnson's results. Baldwin (1958) 

investigated the social position of EMR students who remained in regular 

classes even after special classes were opened in their school. Baldwin 

felt that retarded children who were kept in the regular class, even 

when special class placements were available, would be those who were 

the most socially con5)etent. As such, these children should have a 

greater chance for social acceptance by their nonretarded classmates 

than would students placed in segregated special classes. The results, 

however, did not support this prediction. Integrated and nonintegrated 

EMR students were generally viewed negatively and were equally rejected 

by their peers. As before, the reason for this rejection was ascribed 

to the antisocial behavior in which EMR students frequently were engaged. 
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Wilson (1970), in reviewing the literature on peer acceptance, 

argues that the labeled condition of the students being studied is not 

the cause of their lack of positive peer interaction. 

The work in this area is perhaps best summarized by MacMillan 

et al. (1974, p. 247) when they state: 

Clearly, the results of these studies (studies in the area 
of peer rejection) are inconclusive. It may be that regard
less of whether (students) are labeled . . . (they) are less 
adept in social interactions than higher ability youngsters. 
Furthermore, in those studies where the retarded children 
were rejected, were their nonretarded peers responding more 
to the behavior found objectionable than to the label? 

Though evidence is again far from conclusive, many studies do indicate 

that labeling a student EMR has less iirpact on how his peers relate to 

him than the EMR student's observed behavior. 

liP Label 

In a speech sponsored by the Fund for Perceptually Handicapped 

Children, Inc., Dr. S. A. Kirk (1964, pp. 2-3) stated: 

I have felt for some time that labels we give children are 
satisfying to us, but of little help to the child himself. 
We seem to be satisfied if we can give a technical name to 
a condition. This gives us the satisfaction of closure. 
We think we know the answer if we can give the child a name 
or a label—brain injured, schizophrenic, autistic, mentally 
retarded, aphasic, etc. As indicated before, the term 
"brain injured" has little meaning to me from a management 
of training point of view. It does not tell me whether a 
child is smart or dull, hyperactive or under-active. It 
does not give me any clues to management or training. The 
terms cerebral palsy, brain injured, mentally retarded, 
aphasic, etc. are actually classification terms. In a 
sense they are not diagnostic, if by diagnostic we mean an 
assessment of the child in such a way that leads to some 
form of treatment, management, or remediation. In addition. 
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it is not a basic cause, since the designation of a child as 
brain injured does not really tell us why the child is brain 
injvired or how he got that way. 

Recently, I have used the term "learning disabilities" to 
describe a group of children who have disorders in development 
in language, speech, reading, and associated communication 
skills needed for social interaction. In this group I do not 
include children who have sensory handicaps such as blindness 
or deafness, because we have methods of managing and training 
the deaf and the blind. I also exclude from this group 
children who have generalized mental retardation. 

Many people consider this speech to mark the birth of the field 

now known as learning disabilities. The term learning disabilities 

became popular in the sixties and the LD label was appended to many 

children during that decade. 

Limited study, certainly less than that completed in the EMR 

area, has been done regarding the impact of the label "Learning Dis

abled" on various variables (self-concept, teacher expectations, etc.). 

The research having to do with the impact of the label on self-concept 

will be briefly reviewed followed by a review of the research related 

to teacher expectations and attitudes. Finally the research dealing 

with the inpact of the LD label on peer acceptance will be reviewed. 

Inpact of the LD Label on Self-Concept 

Most of the research in this area supports a general notion 

that the label "Learning Disabled" has much less of an impact on self-

concept than does repeated failure in school settings. Drake and 

Cavanaugh (1970) stress the devastating effect of prolonged failure 

that many learning disabled students (especially adolescents) 
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experience. These researchers noted feelingis of depression and a lack 

of positive self-concept in the LD students they observed. 

Russell (1974) states that learning disabled students may suffer 

from an identity crisis after prolonged repeated failure experiences. 

Bradfield (1970) supports Russell's contention and further suggests that 

low achievement motivation on the part of LD students could be consid

ered one index of poor self-concept. 

In brief, many of the notions related to the self-concepts of 

LD students are similar in form to those previously reviewed in the EMR 

section relating to self-concept. Though self-concept is probably re

lated to a number of factors, failure, especially prolonged failure, 

appears to be a critical variable related to the diminished self-concept 

of some handicapped children. No comparative studies between the self-

concept of secondary EMR students and LD students are available to date. 

Impact of the LD Label on Teacher Expectations 

Jacobs (1978) examined the ability of elementary school teachers 

to objectively evaluate the behavior of LD and nonlabeled children. 

Results indicated that the LD label served to bias teachers' abilities 

to evaluate behavior objectively. LD children were rated as significant

ly more negative than the control (nonlabeled) group. A study by 

Williams (1977) corroborated the Jacobs' study. Regular class teachers 

were found to be more accepting of and objective toward nonlabeled stu

dents than toward labeled students, including those labeled LD. How

ever, students labeled physically handicapped or emotionally disturbed 

were more acceptable to regular teachers than those labeled LD. 



Teacher expectations and attitudes toward LD students have been shown 

to be influenced by a variety of inservice activities and workshops. 

Singleton (1977) investigated the effectiveness of two inservice 

programs on the attitudes and expectancies of regular class teachers 

toward learning disabled and emotionally disturbed students. She con

cluded that a direct assistance program aiding teachers in classroom 

settings was more effective than a workshop training program in 

creating positive attitudes toward learning disabled students. Jacobs 

(1978) indicates, however, thai even in the face of conflicting behav

ioral evidence, initial teacher expectancies about the behavior of 

learning disabled children are maintained. 

Intact of the LD Label on Peers 

Bryan and Bryan (1978) completed a study involving elementary 

age LD children to determine if they were as popular as their nonlabeled 

peers. Restalts indicated that they were less popular than their peers. 

Data were presented regarding the verbal communication between LD stu

dents and between LD students and their nonhandicapped peers. The in

vestigators suggested that the differential quality and quantity of 

verisal interactions was a major factor in the peer rejection of the LD 

students. This suggestion is similar in form to that proposed by 

Wilson (1970) in the EMR area—namely, that the behavior of labeled 

students is a more critical factor in their peer interactions than the 

mere presence of an educational label appended to them. In a related 

study, Bruiniks (1978) reported that mainstreamed LD children were not 

only less socially accepted than their nonhandicapped peers, but they 
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were less accurate in the assessment of their personal status in the 

class. This notion, sometimes referred to as social misperception, is 

a characteristic often associated with learning disabled children. 

The research done investigating the impact on the educational 

label "learning disabled" is quantitatively less than that done in the 

EMR area. Reasons for this are somewhat speculative at this point but 

are undoubtedly related to the fact that the label LD has not been in 

existence for nearly so long as the EMR label. However, a general con

clusion of the work completed in the LD area is that the label is 

stigmatizing and detrimental just as the EMR label is thought to be. 

Evidence for this conclusion stems from the wide variety of programs 

intending to lessen the negative impact of the LD label on self-concept, 

teacher expectations, and peer interactions (Claibom, 1969) . 

Vocational Teacher Expectations 

Little work has been done regarding the initial expectations 

of vocational teachers toward mainstreamed handicapped children. 

Several programs have been made commercially available, however, which 

intend to develop more favorable attitudes in general toward the handi

capped (Bond and Weisberger, 1977). These programs, utilizing inser-

vice or workshop activities, have been generally developed assuming 

that initial vocational teacher expectations toward handicapped stu

dents are low. This assumption has not been tested. 

Several researchers have worked in a related area investigating 

the use of standardized intelligence and achievement tests on the pre

diction of vocational success (Sarason, 1959; Blackman and Siperstein, 
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1967; Gold, 1973). It has been determined that such instruments have 

low predictive validity for vocational success. Virtually all handi

capped students are given both standardized intelligence and achievement 

tests. The issue has been raised that school personnel may be unduly 

influenced by IQ and achievement scores when making vocational decisions 

about their students (Morley, 1972). 

One study has been conducted investigating the influence of 

academic information on teachers' judgments of vocational potential. 

Apter and Retish (1978) queried work study teachers at the high school 

level and found that teacher judgments of the vocational potential of a 

mentally retarded person of low academic ability and vocational back

ground were significantly lower than similar judgments based on high or 

no information conditions. Teachers who rated academic skills as 

in^ortant for job success judged the vocational potential of retarded 

students to be significantly lower than teachers who did not rate 

academic skills as important for vocational success. 

It is important to note, however, the nature of the sample 

utilized in this study. Work study teachers having more experience 

with handicapped children than regular class vocational teachers may 

therefore have divergent perceptions from regular vocational educators. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

The method utilized in this research project consisted of four 

major steps. The first step involved the selection of an instrument or 

instruments which would enable the researcher to test the research 

hypotheses. The second step involved the development of descriptive 

vignettes which respondents would view prior to completing the instru

ment assessing their initial e:}qpectations. The third step involved the 

selection of subjects for the study and the collection of raw data, 

while the fourth and final step involved the statistical analysis of 

the data. Following is a detailed description of each of these steps. 

Step 1; Review and 
Selection of Instruments 

Rucker-Gable Scale 

Perusal of the literature indicated that several instruments 

were available that could potentially be useful in the examination of 

an area or areas of interest of this project. A review of these instru

ments was considered appropriate and helpful to future investigations. 

One instrument initially reviewed for possible use was the Rucker-

Gable Educational Programming Scale C1964). 

The Rucker-Gable Scale is an adaptation of the Classroom Inte

gration Inventory developed by Haring, Stem, and Cruickshank (1958). 

28 
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The Rucker-Gable Scale is intended to assess the attitudes of classroom 

teachers toward exceptional children. The instrument contains 30 de

scriptive statements regarding a hypothetical handicapped student. 

Behaviors typically demonstrated by LD (learning disabled), ED (emo

tionally distui±)ed), or MR (mentally retarded) children appear in the 

scale. 

Two related but allegedly independent scores result from the 

administration of the Rucker-Gable Scale. A measure of attitude is 

obtained which according to the authors may be thought of as a measure 

of the social distance a teacher wants to maintain between himself/ 

herself and a variety of handicapping conditions. Attitudes are said 

also to be regarded as a measure of a respondent's willingness to move 

handicapped children closer to the mainstream of education. This dual 

referrent of attitude constitutes a potentially major flaw in the in-

strtiment. It is conceivable for a respondent (regular classroom teach

er in this case) to hold variable attitudes regarding these two factors. 

For example, a vocational teacher teaching in a highly technical field 

such as electronics may generally agree that handicapped students should 

attend most regular academic classes, but may not wish to come into con

tact with handicapped students himself due to the nature of his subject 

area. 

The other score obtained from the Rucker-Gable Scale is termed 

the knowledge subscore. It is defined as a respondent's agreement with 

a selected group of experts in special education who established giiide-

lines for the most suitable educational placement for each described 

student. 
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Respondents are asked to determine which one of seven placement 

options would, in their opinion, be best for each described student. 

Placement options range from regular class placement with no fundamental 

changes in teaching procedures to placement in a residential or 

hospital-based program. Respondents cire rated by the extent to which 

they agree with the optimal placement option chosen by the e:^ert panel. 

Very little information regarding each described student is 

presented in the instrument. This is cogently pointed out in Watson 

and Hewett's (1976) extensive review of the Rucker-Gable Scale. Watson 

and Hewett also question the approach utilized in the scale of asking 

teachers to function as placement specialists. The question is raised 

of whether or not an "appropriate" placement decision on the part of 

classroom teachers is, in fact, a measure of attitude, knowledge, or an 

interaction of these two factors. This criticism is compounded if re

spondents have little exposure to handicapped children as is the case 

with regular class vocational teachers (Lee, 1975). A person with such 

a limited exposure to the handicapped may be completely unaware of the 

abilities and potential of handicapped persons and may therefore assign 

a described handicapped student to a highly restrictive setting. 

Because of the emphasis on placement tapped by the Rucker-Gable 

Scale, the lack of information appearing in the instrument relative to 

each described student, and the dual referrent measured by the attitude 

subscale, the decision was made to not utilize this instmjment. 
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Classroom Integration Inventory 

The Classroom Integration Inventory (Haring et al., 1958) was 

also reviewed for possible application to test the research hypotheses 

of this study. 

The authors of this instrment selected 60 brief descriptions 

of exceptional children. Ten areas of exceptionality were chosen in

cluding learning disabilities, behavior disorders, emotional distur

bances, hearing impairments, mental retardation, giftedness, orthopedic 

disorders, visual handicaps, etc. Six descriptions for each area appear 

in the instrument. Two slight, two moderate, and two severe examples of 

impairment are represented in the six descriptions. The descriptions 

are a standard one sentence in length. Following are examples from the 

instrument describing emotionally disturbed students with variable 

levels of disturbed behavior: 

45. Harry sulks, and sometimes gets quite noisy, whenever 
he loses the direct attention of the teacher. 

52. Hugh eventually mutilates or destroys everything that 
gets into his hands; his books are marked on and torn, 
his desk is inkstained and scarred, and he has even 
managed to crack a blackboard panel 

All respondents are given a booklet containing all 60 descriptive 

items. The following directions are then given- to respondents: 

Teachers are ordinarily faced with a wide variety of prob
lems, arising from the many different kinds of students 
they vrork with each day. On the following pages, you will 
find brief descriptions of the behavior of exceptional chil
dren. In each case you are to indicate, how you would prefer 
to handle the situation if the decision were entirely up to 
you. 
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Directions; Read each item and mark the correspondingly 
numbered space on the answer sheet as follows: 

A. If you feel you could handle such a student in your regu
lar classroom without any fundamental change in your 
present procedures. 

B. If you feel you could handle such a student in your regu
lar classroom provided advice from a specialist or con
sultant was occasionally made available to you whenever 
you felt a need for such aid in dealing with some particu
lar problem. 

C. If you feel you could handle such a student in your regu
lar classroom provided there was a full-time specialist 
available at your school who could provide supplementary 
training for the student and frequent consultation with 

you. 

D. If you feel that such a student would benefit most by 
being assigned to a special class or school. 

E. If you feel that such a child cannot be handled profitably 
within the context of regular or special public education. 

Mark each item clearly/ filling in the space between the dotted 
lines on the special answer sheet. 

A. In regular classroom 

B. With part-time aid 

C. With full-time aid 

D. In special class or school 

E. Not for public education 

Similar to the Rucker-Gable Scale, respondents are again being 

asked to ftmction as placement specialists. Attitude or degree of 

acceptance is thought to be related to the social distance implicit 

in each respondent's recommendation. It must be restated that in

ference of this type is a less than ideal method of assessing atti

tudes. Information related to each described student is rather 
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limited as is the case in the Rucker-Gable Scale. Additionally, all 

types of handicapping conditions appear in the Classroom Integration 

Inventory including low incidence conditions which may never be encoun

tered by regular class teachers. For these reasons, the Classroom 

Integration Inventory was not utilized in this study. 

The Learning Handicapped Integration Inventory 

The Learning Handicapped Integration Inventory (LHII) developed 

by Watson and Hewett (1976) is an instrument designed to explore teacher 

perceptions of the effects of integrating a learning handicapped child 

on the classroom teacher, the regular (nonhandicapped) children in the 

class, and the learning handicapped, child himself. The term "Learning 

Handicapped" is a recently developed educational classification embrac

ing children previously labeled LD. (learning disabled), EMR (educable 

mentally retarded), and ED (emotionally disturbed). All of these 

children are now classified in California as LH. Respondents are given 

the following instructions: 

Below you will find a brief description or vignette of Joseph, 
a child with exceptional learning needs. Please read it care
fully. Following the vignette are 29 statements concerned 
with the possible effects of placement of a child like Joseph 
into your regular classroom. You are to rate each statement 
in terms of your degree of agreement or disagreement with it. 
An example will be provided below. There are no right or 
wrong answers to any statement. Please use your best subjec
tive judgment in rating each item. Remember, your responses 
will be confidential. 

It is possible that you may not find all the information within 
the vignette that you would like in order to respond knowledge-
ably to certain items- However, since many teaching decisions 
are made with only limited, information, you are asked to use 
your best judgment based on what information is provided. 
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Please indicate your response to each statement on the follow
ing pages by placing a check above the rating that corresponds 
to the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement. 

Example: 

It is hot in Chicago in the siammer. 

The teacher in this example considers Chicago to be very hot in 
the summer and so has placed a check to indicate a position of 
strong agreement with the statement. Remember, each statement 
that follows will refer to the effects of having a child like 
Joseph in your regular classroom. Even though you may not 
actually teach in a classroom at the age level of the child, 
please assume for the moment that you do and respond to each 
item accordingly. 

Each respondent is then asked to read a vignette or brief 

description of an LH student. Each respondent is shown only one 

vignette. Six vignettes in total were developed describing (1) a 

student representing a case of mental retardation, (2) a student 

mentally retarded and bilingual, (3) an aggressive emotionally dis

turbed student, (4) a withdrawn student, (5) a learning disabled boy 

manifesting hyperactive behavior, and (6) an underachiever exhibiting 

perceptual-motor problems. All subjects in the vignettes are male 

and are the same chronological age. A san^sle vignette describing a 

mentally retarded bilingual child appears below. 

strongly disagree 
disagree 

slightly slightly agree 
disagree agree 

strongly 
agree 
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joseph 

Joseph is a 10 year old Mexican American boy. He lives in the 
inner city in a somewhat overcrowded apartment with his mother, 
father, two brothers and two sisters. Spanish is usually spoken 
in the home, and Joseph and his brothers and sisters are bi
lingual as a result. Joseph, like his brothers and one sister, 
has had continual difficulties learning in school. On an in
dividual intelligence test he attained an IQ of 66. The school 
records show he had a normal developmental history. For the 
past two years, Joseph has been in a self-contained special 
education class in his school. At the present time his reading 
and arithmetic skills are at about second grade level, approxi
mately three years behind expectations for his age. 

After reading the vignette, respondents are asked to complete 

an instrument containing 29 statements. Respondents may choose from a 

five point continuum ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly 

agree" for each statement. Each statement relates to one or more com

ponents of the dependent measure. For example, the statement "Grades 

will be an effective reward for achievement for a child like Joseph" is 

thought to be related to the effect of integration on the learning 

handicapped child, while the statement "With a child like Joseph in 

your classroom, there will be an increase in the number of behavior 

problems among the other children" is considered to be related to the 

effect of integration on the classroom teacher and the other (nonhandi-

capped) children. 

Though the care taken in the development of this instrument is 

commendable and the authors at least partially rectify some of the weak

nesses inherent in both the Rucker-Gable Scale and the Classroom Inte

gration Inventory, the LHII was not used in this study. The Learning 

Handicapped Integration Inventory was not considered totally useful as 
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a measure of initial e:^ectations toward a labeled child since only the 

label LH appears in conjunction with each vignette. 

The Aloia Scale 

A fourth scaler developed by Aloia/ (1976b) was also reviewed for 

possible use in this study. The Aloia Scale employs the use of several 

dozen statements drawn from a larger pool of statements originally 

appearing in the: 

1. Teacher Rating Scale (Agard and Kaufman, 1973) 

2. Learning Handicapped Integration Inventory (Watson and 

Hewett, 1976). 

The procedure developed by Aloia also employed the use of a 

short vignette describing a labeled handicapped student preceding the 

actual instrument. Respondents are asked to read two introductory pages 

describing the appropriate way to complete the instrument. Various 

levels of academic and social competence appear in conjunction with 

each labeled condition. After reading the directions and the vignette 

describing the labeled handicapped student, subjects complete the 

instrument. 

This approach is useful for a nianber of reasons. First, the 

labeled condition appearing on each vignette may be easily manipulated 

by the experimenter. Second, the descriptions or vignettes relating to 

each student may also be manipulated by the experimenter. The manipu

lation of a labeled condition in conjunction with a more or less posi

tive vignette allows researchers to more accurately assess initial 



37 

attitudes of respondents toward specific labeled conditions. The in

strument itself (see Appendix A for a copy of the instrument) consists 

of a series of statements regarding the described handicapped student 

and a series of bi-polar adjectives stemming from the work of Guskin 

(1962, 1963a, 1963b, 1963c, 1967) in the area of stereotypes. 

The total instrument therefore consists of (1) a Guskin subscale 

assessing the strength of the stereotype generated by a labeled condi

tion, and (2) a series of statements that have been factor analyzed 

using both orthogonal and oblique rotation. Analysis indicated that 

three siJbscales with clearly established constructs were validated. 

These sijibscales were labeled Behavior Subscale, Academic Subscale, and 

Teacher Appraisal Subscale. The items relating to these stibscales 

appear in Appendix B. 

The decision was made to utilize the Aloia Scale due to its 

high reliability (Behavior Subscale—.75, Academic Subscale—.95, 

Teacher Appraisal Subscale—.74, and Stereotype Subscale—.97) and the 

ease by which the e^erimenter could manipulate labeled conditions and 

levels of conpetence. However, several modifications were needed in 

the original instriament in order to appropriately address the questions 

posed in this project. Several items were deleted from the original 

instrimient to reduce overall length and due to the fact that some items 

were not at all pertinent to the area of vocational education. 
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Step 2; Development of Vignettes 

Aloia (1976b) employed a systematic technique for developing a 

series of descriptions or vignettes characterizing mainstreamed handi

capped students. Essentially, the technique involved the development 

of several initial vignettes which were independently ranked from least 

to most desirable by regular class teachers. Modified versions of the 

vignettes developed by Aloia were employed by this experimenter to ob

tain the finalized vignettes for this study. The only modification 

made was a one-line sentence appearing at the bottom of each vignette. 

This line had to do with the vocational background of the described 

student. An earlier study (Minner and Knutson, 1979) indicated that 

secondary vocational teachers were very interested in the work experi

ence background of prospective students. Having a background in com

petitive enjjloyment at any level was found to be perceived by secondary 

vocational teachers as being positive, while having no con^etitive work 

ejqserience was found to be perceived negatively. To address this issue 

the statement, "He has had limited work experience during summer vaca

tions in the town where he and his family previously resided," or the 

statement, "He has had no work experience to date" was appended to the 

vignettes chosen for this study. In summary, one of two statements 

^regarding the vocational experience of the described student appeared 

in conjunction with one of two vignettes of varying levels of compe

tence . 

To obtain the vignettes for the study, five sample vignettes 

were presented independently to 14 secondary vocational educators 
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teaching in the greater Tucson area. Respondents were asked to rank 

the described students from the least to the most desirable kind of 

student who they would want in their classroom. Mean scores were 

obtained and the highest and lowest ranked descriptions were selected 

for use in the study. San5)le vignettes appear in Appendix C. Mean 

scores appear in Table 1. 

Table 1. Mean scores of vignettes 

Vignettes Mean Score 

#1 62.3 

#2 55.0 

#3 54.2 

#4 57.5 

#5 47.1 

Step 3t Selection of Subjects 
and Data Collection 

The first step of this phase consisted of obtaining permission 

from The University of Arizona Human Subjects Committee to proceed 

with the experiment. A copy of the approval letter appears in 

Appendix D. 

The next step consisted of securing a representative sair5>le of 

secondary vocational education teachers. In order to accomplish this 
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goal, the superintendents of several school districts in Southern 

Arizona were approached (see Appendix E). The objectives of the proj

ect were discussed and all questions regarding the research project 

were answered. After obtaining approval, a cover letter was sent to 

the vocational education department heads at each high school site in 

the participating districts. From this letter, the names of all' voca

tional teachers were obtained. A phone call was made or a letter was 

sent to all vocational teachers detailing the project and finalizing a 

place and time when the experimenter could meet with each subject. 

Three districts initially agreed to testing, but due to time 

constraints, only two were selected. The selection of the two dis

tricts employed in the study was made on the basis of the estimated 

socioeconomic level of the students and the relative size of each 

school district. One target district used in the study was smaller, 

more rural, and of generally lower SES level than the other district. 

The actual sample consisted of 89% of the secondary vocational 

teachers in the two chosen districts. The saii^Jle numbered 65 persons. 

There were 42 males and 24 females with an average teaching experience 

of 8.7 years. Eight teachers (12%) had taken at least one course in 

special education. 

All teachers were tested in their respective schools with the 

exception of one teacher who requested he be tested at his home. Each 

teacher was asked to complete one of the instruction booklets and re

spond as to how he/she perceived the stimulus child presented in the 

instrument. After each testing session, teachers were debriefed and 
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any questions concerning the project were answered. Testing sessions 

lasted from approximately 30 to 45 minutes. 

Step 4; Statistical Analysis of Data 

Data were analyzed by using subprograms from SPSS (Nie et al., 

1975). Specifically, each siisscale dependent measure was analyzed by 

the application of a double-classification analysis of variance tech

nique. The raw data consisted of each subject's total score on each of 

the four dependent measures: (a) Academic Siabscale, (b) Behavioral 

Subscale, (c) Teacher Appraisal Subscale, and (d) Strength of Stereo

type Si±)scale. The research design was con^jrised of a total of six 

cells (i.e., three labels X two levels of descriptors). 

The use of the double-classification ANOVA technique allowed 

the e:^erimenter to make three kinds of statements about the results: 

(1) the effects on the response measure of the different conditions of 

Variable A (the labeled conditions EMR, LD, and 0), independent of 

variations in B conditions (two levels of descriptors), (2) the 

effects of the two conditions of the B Variable, independent of vari

ations in A conditions, and (3) the interaction of Variables A and B. 

Since more than two groups were being con^ared, a Scheffe 

test for multiple comparisons was also eitployed as a post hoc analysis. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The analysis of the four dependent measures will be reported in 

the following order: (1) Academic Subscale, (2) Behavior Subscale, (3) 

Teacher Appraisal Subscale, and (4) Strength of Stereotype Subscale. 

Academic Subscale 

Data indicated a significant main effect for labeled condition 

(F = 16.09, df 2, 60, p <.01) as well as the behavioral descriptions 

CF = 10.86, df 1, 60, p ^.01). (See Table 2 for results and Table 3 

for mean scores of independent variables.) The interaction between 

variables A and B was not found to be significant on this subscale. 

Table 2. ANOVA results for academic subscale 

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P 

Label (A) 2523.55 2 1261.78 16.09 <.01 

Descriptors CB) 851.04 1 851.04 10.86 <.01 

Interaction CAXB) 533.72 2 266.86 3.40 >.05 
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Table 3. Mean scores for independent variables on academic s\±iscale 

0 (No Label) EMR LD 

High Descriptors 57.64 47.82 51.09 

Low Descriptors 52.73 32.82 49.45 

Mean scores indicated that the student of high behavioral 

description with no label appended to him was perceived most favorably 

(X = 57.64) followed by the nonlabeled student with the low behavioral 

description (X = 52.73). Favorably described LD students were rated 

more positively (X = 51.09) than were LD students with low descriptors 

(X = 49.45), EMR students with high descriptors (X = 47.82), or EMR 

students with low descriptors (X = 32.82). Mean scores for this sub-

scale appear in Figure 1. The Scheffe technique revealed that all 

means were significantly different with the exception of the two LD 

groups. Scheffe results appear in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Scheffe analysis of academic subscale 

Comparison F P 

1 vs. 2 18.60 <.01 

1 vs. 3 30.17 <.01 

1 vs. 4 32.08 <.01 

1 vs. 5 19.21' <.01 

1 vs. 6 31.18 <.01 

2 vs. 3 8.67 <.01 

2 vs. 4 21.69 A
 o
 
H
 

2 vs. 5 2.87 >.05 

2 vs. 6 3.65 >.05 

3 vs. 4 8.90 <.01 

3 vs. 5 7.21 <.01 

3 vs. 6 3.86 <.05 

4 vs. 5 26.29 <.01 

4 vs. 6 24.18 <•01 

5 vs. 6 1.86 >.05 

Groups 
1 = 0 HI 
2 = 0 LO 
3 = EMR HI 
4 = EMR LO 
5 = LD HI 
6 = LD LO 
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Behavioral Subscale 

Data indicated a significant main effect for both the labeled 

conditions (F = 38.75, df 2, 60, p <.01) and behavioral descriptions 

(F = 14.04, df 1, 60, p <".01) on this subscale. No significant inter

action was found in relation to this subscale. The mean scores for 

each treatment group indicated a more favorable initial expectation 

for the nonlabeled student described most favorably (X = 91.18) fol

lowed by the nonlabeled student who was described with low behavioral 

descriptors (X = 76.18), the LD student with high descriptors 

(X = 69.45), the LD student with low descriptors (X = 64.36), the EMR 

student with high descriptors (X = 63.73), and the EMR student with 

low descriptors (X = 60.0). Mean scores for the Behavioral Subscale 

are graphed in Figure 2 while the results of the analysis of variance 

procedure used on this stibscale appear in Table 5. The mean scores 

for the independent variables appear in Table 6. Results of the 

Scheffe analysis revealed that all mean scores were significantly 

different with the exception of the low LD-high EMR comparison. 

Scheffe results appear on Table 7. 
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Table 5. MHOVh results for behavioral subscale 

Source of 
Variation SS df MS P P 

Label (A) 5740.64 2 2870.32 38.75 ^.01 

Descriptors (B) 1040.06 1 1040.06 14.04 <.01 

Interaction (AXB) 416.38 2 208.19 2.81 >.05 

Table 6. Mean scores for independent variables on behavioral subscale 

0 (No Label) EMR LD 

High Descriptors 91.18 63.73 69.45 

Low Descriptors 76.18 60.0 64.36 



Table 7. Scheffe analysis of behavior subscale 
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Corrparison F P 

1 vs. 2 16.80 A
 o
 

H
 

1 vs. 3 18.28 A
 o
 

H
 

1 vs. 4 21.63 A
 o
 

H
 

1 vs. 5 16.80 <.01 

1 vs. 6 21.19 A
 o
 

H
 

2 vs. 3 8.66 A
 
o
 

H
 

2 vs. 4 9.82 A
 • o
 

H
 

2 vs. 5 6.86 <.01 

2 vs. 6 7.81 ^.01 

3 vs. 4 4.16 <.05 

3 vs. 5 6.21 <.01 

3 vs. 6 2.92 >.05 

4 vs. 5 6.81 ^.01 

4 vs. 6 5.29 <.05 

5 vs. 6 4.63 <.05 

Groups 
1 = O HI 
2 = 0 LO 
3 = EMR HI 
4 = EMR LO 
5 = LD HI 
6 = LD LO 
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Teacher Appraisal Subscale 

Results of the analysis of data (see Table 8 for data analysis 

and Table 9 for mean scores of independent variables) generated by the 

Teacher Appraisal Svibscale indicated that both the labeled conditions 

(F = 12.78, df 2, 50, p ̂ .01) and the behavioral descriptions 

(F = 12.81, df 1, 60, p ̂ .01) had significant influences on the outcome 

measure. 

Table 8. ANOVA results for teacher appraisal subscale 

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P 

Label (A) 188.58 2 94.29 12.78 <.01 

Descriptors (B) 94.57 1 94.57 12.81 <.01 

Interaction (AXB) 28.2 2 14.1 1.91 >.05 

Table 9. Mean scores for independent variables on teacher 
appraisal siioscale 

0 (No Label) EMR LD 

High Descriptors 20.0 15.91 16.81 

Low Descriptors 16.73 12.55 16.18 



No significant interactions were noted. Mean scores from the 

Teacher Appraisal Subscale appear in Figure 3. The Scheffe analysis 

revealed that the mean score from the nonlabeled positively described 

condition differed significantly from all other conditions. The non-

labeled negatively described condition mean was not significantly 

different from the LD-positive, the EMR-positive, or the LD-negative 

mean score. The EMR-negative mean score was significantly different 

from all other means. Scheffe results appear in Table 10. 

Strength of Stereotype Subscale 

Data indicated significant differences were found under the 

conditions of label (F = 15.32, df 2, 50, p C-Ol) and behavioral 

description (F = 30.02, df 1, 60, p ̂ .001). Data analysis for this 

subscale appears in Table 11 and mean scores for independent variables 

appear in Table 12. No significant interactions emerged. Mean scores 

from the Strength of Stereotype Subscale appear in Figure 4. Scheffe 

conparisons revealed that the mean score of the nonlabeled child 

described most positively (X = 36.83) differed significantly from all 

other scores. The mean score of the nonlabeled student described 

negatively (X = 33.81) also significantly differed from remaining mean 

scores. Full Scheffe results for this subscale appear in Table 13. 
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Table 10. Scheffe analysis of teacher appraisal siibscale 

Comparison F P 

1 vs. 2 6.23 <.01 

1 vs. 3 7.89 <.01 

1 vs. 4 11.26 <.01 

1 vs. 5 6.23 <.01 

1 vs. 6 9.88 <.01 

2 vs. 3 3.02 >.05 

2 vs. 4 4.01 <.05 

2 vs. 5 1.86 >.05 

2 vs. 6 2.10 >.05 

3 vs. 4 4.68 <.05 

3 vs. 5 3.21 >.05 

3 vs. 6 2.28 >.05 

4 vs. 5 6.89 <.01 

4 vs. 6 2.86 >.05 

5 vs. 6 1.10 >.05 

Groups 
1 = 0 HI 
2 = 0 LO 
3 = EMR HI 
4 = EMR LO 
5 = LD HI 
6 = LD LO 
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Table 11. ANOVA results for strength of stereotype subscale 

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P 

Label (A) 233.87 2 116.94 15.86 

1—1 o
 

V
 

Descriptors (B) 116.21 1 116.21 10.89 <.01 

Interaction (AXB) 68.2 2 34.1 3.20 >.05 

Table 12. Mean scores for independent variables on strength of 
stereotype subscale 

0 (No Label) EMR LD 

High Descriptors 

Low Descriptors 

36.83 

33.81 

30.10 

26.75 

30.80 

27.18 
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Table 13. Scheffe analysis of strength of stereotype subscale 

Comparison F p 

1 vs. 2 4.89 <.05 

1 vs. 3 6.21 <.01 

1 vs. 4 8.11 <.01 

1 vs. 5 6.30 A
 o
 
H
 

1 vs. 6 7.86 <.01 

2 vs. 3 4.66 <.05 

2 vs. 4 5.99 <.01 

2 vs. 5 4.55 < .05 

2 vs. 6 5.18 <.05 

3 vs. 4 6.66 A
 

b
 

3 vs. 5 1.86 >.05 

3 vs. 6 5.81 <.05 

4 vs. 5 4.86 <.05 

4 vs. 6 2.10 >.05 

5 vs; 6 4.86 <.05 

Groups 
1 = 0 HI 
2 = 0 LO 
3 = EMR HI 
4 = EMR LO 
5 = LD HI 
6 = LD LO 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this chapter, the results of the fotir dependent measiires will 

be summarized and followed by a discussion of the conclusions. Limita

tions of the study will be reviewed and recommendations for future 

research will be presented. 

Academic Subscale 

Mean scores (see Table 3) on the Academic Subscale revealed that 

secondary level vocational instructors held more positive initial expec

tations for nonlabeled students than for labeled students. It appears 

that the presence of the labels LD and EMR significantly lowered the 

initial expectations of teachers in the sample, even when labeled stu

dents were described quite positively. Vocational teachers held higher 

initial academic expectations for a negatively described nonlabeled 

student than for either of the students labeled LD or EMR. 

These findings tend to stgsport other findings (Aloia, 1976a; 

Aloia, Knutson, Minner, and Von Seggern, 1980) that the initial expecta

tions of teachers can be lowered in the presence of labeling information 

regarding a student. 

The Scheffe multiple comparison test used in this study re

vealed differences among group mean scores. All comparisons 
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significantly differed with the exception of the following pairs: 

(1) the nonlabeled negatively described condition and the LD positively 

described condition, and (2) the LD negatively described condition and 

the LD positively described condition. Regardless of the subjects' 

positive or negative behavioral description, teachers in the sample 

held similar academic expectations for LD students. Vocational teach

ers apparently are not influenced significantly by academic, social, or 

vocational statements about LD students and initially tend to perceive 

their academic potential as being similar. 

This finding may be attributed to what appears to be a lack of 

information among vocational education teachers regarding the charac

teristics of LD students. 

Behavioral Subscale 

Mean scores on the Behavioral Subscale (see Table 6) essentially 

revealed similar findings as those determined for the Academic Si±)scale. 

All labeled students were perceived to be less favorable as students 

than those with no label appended to them. 

Greater deviation among the mean scores was apparent, however, 

with the nonlabeled positively described condition (X = 91.18) differing 

significantly from all other treatment condition mean scores. Although 

results indicated that vocational teachers perceived the student labeled 

EMR and described positively and the student labeled LD and described 

negatively to be essentially the same, all other group mean comparisons 

were significantly different. 
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These results indicate that the presence of labeled conditions 

influence the initial expectations of vocational teachers. Even when a 

nonlabeled student was described as having behavior difficulties, inept 

social skills, and frustrating or disruptive behaviors, vocational 

teachers were more accepting of the student than they were of labeled 

students with a positive description. 

Teacher Appraisal Subscale 

This subscale purports to measure the vocational teachers' per

ceived ability to work with handicapped students (Aloia, 1976a). Though 

significant main effects were obtained, the Scheffe' analysis of this 

siiiscale revealed that teachers in the sanple initially felt that they 

could work equally well with students labeled LD and EMR. Teachers 

held significantly higher appraisal perceptions for positively described 

nonlabeled students (X = 20.0) than for any other group. Interestingly, 

teachers perceived their ability to work with positively and negatively 

described LD students as essentially the same. The behavioral descrip

tion accoitpanying each LD student did not appear to affect the teacher 

perceptions in this subscale. Also, teachers held similar expectations 

regarding their ability to work with the negatively described nonlabeled 

student and the student labeled LD or EMR and described in the more 

favorable manner. 

Regardless of label, vocational teachers felt that they could 

work well with handicapped students. The label did not influence their 

initial expectations on this subscale. However, on the Academic and 



60 

Behavior Svibscciles, the label appeared to influence the teachers' expec

tations. The labels had less inpact on teachers when they were consid

ering how well they could work with handicapped students. 

Strength of Stereotype Subscale 

Data indicated that significant differences existed for the 

main effects of labels and descriptors. Behavioral descriptors, how

ever, did not appear to influence teachers when confronted with label 

information. This conclusion can be verified by examining the post hoc 

analysis for this subscale which indicated that teachers perceived the 

stereotypical influence of the labels EMR and LD to be essentially the 

same when paired with equivalent behavioral descriptors. 

Sijmmary of Conclusions 

Several general conclusions can be drawn from the data generated 

in this study. They are as follows: 

1. The presence of labels (LD, EMR) significantly influences the 

initial expectations that vocational teachers have toward a 

student's potential academic and behavioral performance. Also, 

the labels influence the teachers' perceptions of their ability 

to work with the students in question. Students with the LD 

and EMR labels appear to be viewed negatively by vocational 

teachers on a nuinber of dimensions (academic, behavioral, etc.). 

Although labeled students are always perceived more negatively 

than nonlabeled students, vocational teachers sometimes perceive 

students labeled EMR and LD as being similar in performance 

potential. 



2. Behavioral descriptors significantly influenced teachers in the 

sanple. The greater impact of the behavioral descriptors was 

evident for the no label condition. On all subscales, teachers 

held more positive expectations for the positively described 

nonlabeled student than for the negatively described nonlabeled 

student. However, behavioral descriptors were not as influ

ential when viewed in relation to students with labels. The 

labels appeared to affect any potential influence of the behav

ioral information appearing in the student's vignette, except 

on the Guskin Subscale. 

3. No significant interactions between conditions of label and 

behavioral descriptors were found. Thus, the hypothesis that 

the variables combine additively must be accepted. Mean scores 

appearing in Figures 1-4 generally are parallel. This indicates 

that the magnitude of the effect of one variable on each sub-

scale is the same or approximately so for each condition of the 

other variable. 

Limitations 

This study has several limitations that should be discussed. 

They appear below; 

1. The sainple used in this study was relatively small. Although 

STobjects were assigned randomly to treatment conditions, a 

larger sanple size could have strengthened generalizability. 



2. The vignettes used in the study were the ones rated most posi

tively and negatively by a group of teachers. The extreme 

differences between these vignettes could account for the dif

ferences noted after analysis of the dependent measures. 

3. The data analysis procedures used in this study did not examine 

the various characteristics of the teachers that could in?)act 

on the initial expectations of vocational educators. 

4. The vignettes used in the study provided teachers with limited 

descriptive information regarding the students. More informa

tion than that provided in the vignettes would probably be 

available to teachers in the natural educational setting. 

5. The factor analysis procedures used on the instrment resulted 

in four distinct loadings with a varying number of items re

lating to each factor. Therefore, groi^ or individual scores 

cannot be compared across siabscales. 

Re commendations 

Although this study had the limitations described above, the • 

need for a more detailed study that addresses these shortcomings is 

left to the judgment of other investigators. Guskin (1963c) has sug

gested that once negative attitudes or expectations have been estab

lished for a given population, the crucial issue becomes one of how 

to alter those expectations in an efficient, effective manner. 



Research investigating various methods of altering vocational 

teacher attitudes should be completed. Inservice activities attempting 

to improve expectations could be developed and field tested to deter

mine their effectiveness. Additionally, more research needs to be 

conducted regarding the potentially unique mainstreaming concerns of 

vocational teachers. 

Research in these areas may result in information that will 

provide additional insight into the variables that contribute to the 

successful integration of handicapped students in vocational programs. 



APPENDIX A 

COPY OF THE IlISTRUMENT 

Note: Be sure to read the questions and response choices very carefully. 

1. This individual is not capable of doing independent activities re
quired to coinplete tasks in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

2. This individual will be aggressive with other students. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

3. This individual will be accepted by students in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

4. This individual will not respect authority. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

5. This individual will not maintain satisfactory attendance records. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

6. This individual will be better off in a one-to-one teaching situation. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

7. This individual will accept constructive criticism from his teachers. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

64 



65 

8. This individual will not be able to maintain attention throughout 
the day on various assigned tasks. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

9. Behavior problems will increase among the other students with this 
individual in your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Ajree 

10. This individual will be cooperative and. enjoy working with other 
students. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

11. In your class this individual will be capable of performing all 
activities. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

12. This individual's behavior will serve as a good model for other 
students. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

13. This individual will have difficulty with verbal expression. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

14. This individual will need a highly structured reward system, i.e., 
candy, M S M's, tokens, etc. to survive; in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

15. Your past training will enable you to effectively work with this 
person. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
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This individual will make normal progress throughout the year in 
your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual appears to have a good personality. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual will be courteous towards the staff and administra
tive personnel at your school. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will be poorly motivated in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual does not receive adequate motivation for achievement 
while at home. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will be accepted by other students when involved in 
breaks, lunch, and other social activities. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

More than usual will be needed to control this individual's behavior 
in your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will not make friends easily. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will easily be discouraged in various activities if 
they are too challenging. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
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25. This individual will dress neatly and cleanly. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

26. This individual can be trusted. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

27. This individual should not be assigned to your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

28. This individual will need special assistance or other outside help 
to perform basic activities in your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

29. Your past experience will enable you to effectively work with this 
person. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

30. Verbal reprimands will not be effective means of controlling this 
individual's behavior. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

Note: For the next two questions, please circle the letter that 
corresponds most closely to how you perceive this person. 

31. The individual's lO appears to be; 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Below 50 50-70 71-90 91-100 101-115 116-130 130+ 

32. In your judgment, what should be this person's placement? 

a. placement in regular classes in your building 
b. placement in regular classes in your building with special 

education support 
c. placement in special education classes in your building 
d. placement in special education classes at a separate facility 

for handicapped students 
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Note: The series of adjectives listed below refer to the person you 
have been evaluating. Please circle the adjective from each set 
that most closely describes how you perceive the person. Be 
sure to respond to each of the 10 sets of adjectives. 

1. Very 
Unpleasant 

Fairly 
Unpleasant 

Fairly 
Pleasant 

Very 
Pleasant 

2 .  Very 
Competent 

Fairly 
Competent 

Fairly 
Incompetent 

Very 
Incompetent 

3. Very 
Attractive 

Fairly 
Attractive 

Fairly 
Unattractive 

Very 
Unattractive 

4. Very 
Bright 

Fairly 
Bright 

Fairly 
Dull 

Very 
Dull 

5. Very 
Helpless 

Fairly 
Helpless 

Fairly 
Capable 

Very 
Capable 

6. Very 
Normal 

Fairly 
Normal 

Fairly 
Abnormal 

Very 
Abnormal 

7. Very 
Distractable 

Fairly 
Distractable 

Fairly 
Attentive 

Very 
Attentive 

8. Very 
Skillful 

Fairly 
Skillful 

Fairly 
Clumsy 

Very 
Clumsy 

9. Very 
Impulsive 

Fairly 
Impulsive 

Fairly 
Self-controlled 

Very 
Self-controlled 

10. Very 
Neat 

Fairly 
Neat 

Fairly 
Sloppy 

Very 
Sloppy 

Note; Please prioritize three vocations/jobs you think this individual 
would be successful at; 

#1 
#2 
#3 

Prioritize the reasons why you think this individual would be 
successful at the job you gave first priority to in #1 above. 

A. because of his academic characteristics 
B. because of his social characteristics 
C. because of his behavioral characteristics 
D. because of his vocational characteristics 



Data Sheet 

Vocational Education Teacher Area 

Special Education Teacher Area 

Other (specify) 

Sex: Male Female 

Race: Anglo Mexican American Black Other 

Years experience in public schools: 

Have you ever had any formal training in special education? 

Yes No 

If yes, please list courses: 

Highest degree level: BA 

MA 

Ph.D. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

9 

10, 

17 

18 
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Behavioral Subscale 

This individual will be aggressive with other students. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will be accepted by students in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual will not respect authority. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will not maintain satisfactory attendance records. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will accept constructive criticism from his teachers. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

Behavior problems will increase among the other students with this 
individual in your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

This individual will be cooperative and enjoy working with other 
students. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual appears to have a good personality. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

This individual will be courteous towards the staff and administra
tive personnel at your school. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
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20. This individual does not receive adequate motivation for achievement 
while at home. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

21. This individual will be accepted by other students when involved in 
breaks, lunch, and other social activities. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

22. More than tisual will be needed to control this individual's behavior 
in your class. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

23. This individual will not make friends easily. 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

25. This individual will dress neatly and cleanly. 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

26. This individual can be trusted. 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Agree 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

30. Verbal reprimands will not be effective means of controlling this 
individual's behavior. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 
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Academic Subscale 

1. This individual is not capable of doing independent activities re
quired to complete tasks in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

6. This individual will be better off in a one-to-one teaching situa
tion . 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

8. This individual will not be able to maintain attention throughout 
the day on various assigned tasks. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

11. In your class this individual will be capable of performing all 
activities. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

12. This individual's behavior will serve as a good model for other 
students. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

13. This individual will have difficulty with verbal expression. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

14. This individual will need a highly structured reward system, i.e., 
candy, M & M's, tokens, etc. to survive in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

19. This individual will be poorly motivated in your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
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24. This individual will easily be discouraged in various activities if 
they are too challenging. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

28. This individual will need special assistance or other outside help 
to perform basic activities in your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

31. The individual's IQ appears to be; 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Below 50 50-70 71-90 91-100 101-115 116-130 130+ 

32. In your judgment, what should this person's placement be? 

a. placement in regular classes in your building 
b. placement in regular classes in your building with special 

education support 
c. placement in special education classes in your building 
d. placement in special education classes at a separate facility 

for handicapped students. 
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Teacher Appraisal StJbscale 

15. Your past training will enable you to effectively work with this 
person. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

16. This individual will make normal progress throughout the year in 
your class. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Agree 

27, This individual should not be assigned to your class. 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Slightly Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

29. Your past experience will enable you to effectively work with this 
person. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 



76 

Guskin Strength of Stereotype Scale 

Note: The series of adjectives listed below refer to the person you 
have been evaluating. Please circle the adjective from each set 
that most closely describes how you perceive the person. Be 
sure to respond to each of the 10 sets of adjectives. 

1. Very 
Unpleasant 

Fairly 
Unpleasant 

Fairly 
Pleasant 

Very 
Pleasant 

2. Very 
Competent 

Fairly 
Competent 

Fairly 
Incompetent 

Very 
Incompetent 

3. Very 
Attractive 

Fairly 
Attractive 

Fairly 
Unattractive 

Very 
Unattractive 

4. Very 
Bright 

Fairly 
Bright 

Fairly 
Dull 

Very 
Dull 

5. Very 
Helpless 

Fairly 
Helpless 

Fairly 
Capable 

Very 
Capable 

6. Very 
Normal 

Fairly 
Normal 

Fairly 
Abnormal 

Very 
Abnormal 

7. Very 
Distractable 

Fairly 
Distractable 

Fairly 
Attentive 

Very 
Attentive 

8. Very 
Skillful 

Fairly 
Skillful 

Fairly 
Clumsy 

Very 
Clumsy 

9. Very 
In^julsive 

Fairly 
Iit^julsive 

Fairly 
Self-controlled 

Very 
Self-controlled 

10. Very 
Neat 

Fairly 
Neat 

Fairly 
Sloppy 

Very 
Sloppy 
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VIGNETTES USED IN THE STUDY 

#1 

His past records indicate that; 

He does not always put forth a total effort in his work. His 
verbal and reading skills are very poor. His motivation has varied 
with the particular activity, being somewhat motivated in some areas 
like art, but less motivated in other areas. 

He has behavior difficulties, but they are never serious ones. 
He has been defensive but appears to work well with others and seems to 
enjoy helping others on various projects. When seated next to other 
students who are behavior problems, he will usually go along with their 
behavior. 

He appears to be liked by other students, his manners are polite 
and he is usually dressed properly. He has respect for authority and 
seems to be mildly content with himself. 

He has had limited work experience during summer vacations in 
the town where he and his family previously resided. 

#2 

His past school records indicate that: 

He is below grade level in all academic areas with his writing 
skills and reading abilities being at least two grade levels below his 
class. He is usually not motivated and does not accept any academic 
challenges. Assignments are late, usually incomplete and sloppy, and 
he appears to be very apathetic about school. 

He is a discipline problem, constantly reprimanded for bothering 
other students, talking and acting out. He does not enjoy working in 
groups and is iinwilling to cooperate in most class activities due to a 
quick temper which is easily ignited. 
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He is not very poptilar with his classmates and his social 
manners are offensive as well as his habits of personal hygiene. He 
does not accept criticism very well and generally resists comments 
from his teacher, regardless of their nature. He has had limited work 
experience during summer vacations in the town where he and his 
family previously resided. 

#3 

His past school records indicate that; 

He has problems in all academic areas and appears to be marginal 
grade level at best in some subjects and below grade level in all 
others, especially reading. Motivation is a severe problem and he 
rarely will attend to the task. Most assignments are poorly done and 
rarely turned in on time. 

He is a constant discipline problem by talking, misbehaving, 
and distracting other students. His attitude is very poor and he finds 
it hard to deal with other students in academic situations, since he 
has not learned to conform to group standards. 

He has no friends in his class since his social manners are 
very inadequate and sometimes crude. His dress is sloppy and he spends 
little time for personal hygiene. He seems to have little respect for 
teachers and is very resistant to authority; constantly defying school 
standards and rules. He has had no work ej^erience to date. 

#4 

His past school records indicate that; 

His reading and conprehension are on grade level, but he has to 
work hard at developing his skills. His spelling and math abilities 
are frequently in need of extra effort and the punctuality and neatness 
of his assignments will vary; some assignments are well done and others 
are poorly done. He seems to be motivated to a point, but has a ten
dency to be lazy. He seems to work more effectively on group projects 
requiring little initiative than on independently assigned tasks. 

He is no serious behavior problem although he acts out at times 
and will distract his neighbor if the task is not interesting. He can 
be aggressive if he does not get his way, but is usually very coopera
tive and works well with other students. 

He seems to be liked by most of his classmates. His manners 
are polite and his dress is fairly neat. His relationship with teachers 
is one that reflects respect most of the time._ He has had no work ex
perience to date. 
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#5 

His past records indicate that: 

His academic performance has been very poor, especially in read
ing where his skills are extremely poor. He is typically not motivated 
regardless of activity. 

He has behavior difficulties. He constantly distracts other 
persons near him. His work in groups is generally frustrating since 
he always disrupts the group process. 

He has' no friends and has very inept social skills. He is 
usually poorly dressed with inadequate habits of personal hygiene. He 
has been very resistant to authority figures and seems to be very dis
contented with himself and others around him. 

He has had no work e^^erience to date. 
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LETTER FROM HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE 

r  " %  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
I  '  s )  T U C S O N .  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 4  

» ,• 

3," HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE lElEPHONE; OR 

"" ARIZONA HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER ao3 

July 18, 1979 

Mr. Sam Mioner 
Deparcmenc of Special Education 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 
Main Campus 

Dear Mr. Mlnner: 

We have reviewed your proposal, entitled, "The Initial Expectations of 
Secondary Vocational Educators Toward Malnscreaoed Handicapped Students," 

which was submitted to the Human Subjects Committee and concur with the 
Departmental Review Committee's examination and recoimnendations of this 

minimal risk project. Therefore, approval is granted effective July 18, 
1979. 

Approval is granted with the understanding that no changes will be made 
in the procedures followed or the quescionnalre used (copies of which we 
have on file) without the knowledge and approval of the Human Subjects 

Committee and the Departmental Review Committee. Any physical or psycho

logical harm to any subject must also be reported to each coimlttee. 

Sincerely yours, 

Milan Novak, M.D., Ph.D. 

Chairman 
Human Subjects Conitcee 

HK:pd 

xc: Aldine von Xsser 
Departmental Review Committee 
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APPENDIX E 

LETTER TO SUPEIUNTENDENT 

April 23, 1980 

Dear Superintendent: 

I am interested in the possibility of conducting some research in your 
district. Specifically, I am interested in determining the initial 
attitudes of vocational teachers at the secondary level toward main-
streamed handicapped children. The actual conduct of the research 
would last approximately 30-45 minutes per subject. Each high school 
vocational teacher would be met at a pre-arranged time that was most 
convenient for him or her. 

I would like to meet with you and discuss this project in greater 
detail. Additionally, my major advisor. Dr. Gregory F. Aloia, is 
available to you to clarify any questions you may have at this time. 
I will be contacting you soon to arrange a time and date when we can 
discuss this matter further. 

Sincerely, 

Sam Minner 
Doctoral Student 
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