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As special education services for mentally retarded

students have expanded markedly in the last two decades, so

has the concern that hundreds of children are being inappro-

priately placed each year in special education classes in-

tended for educable mentally retarded children. The present

study, therefore, was concerned with selected factors that

may strongly influence classroom teachers to refer young

children for possible placement in special classes when the

children are functioning near the borderline for placement

on the basis of intelligence test scores. Particular atten-

tion was given to the contribution of student attributes

(i.e., sex, ethnic background, socioeconomic status, and

classroom behavior) and teacher attributes (i.e., age, sex,

ethnic background and teaching experience) to the referral

patterns of teachers. Also considered were the size of

school enrollment, school locale, and interactions among

student, teacher, and school variables.

The subjects were 240 graduate students with more than

one year of teaching experience at the elementary level or

in special education classes. They were randomly selected
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from a pool of 703 students from 15 universities, located

throughout the United States, who had responded to a question-

naire developed for use in the present study. Returns

indicated that the subjects tended to be younger and less

experienced than their counterparts nationally; however,

they were highly similar to elementary teachers in general

regarding sex and ethnic background.

Data were gathered using two instruments. The first

was a self-administered questionnaire covering teacher and

school characteristics. The second was a contrived case

history followed by a series of questions relating to

placement decisions. The case history presented descriptive

information about a seven-year-old child functioning intel-

lectually near the borderline for placement in a special

education class for the educable mentally retarded. Infor-

mation pertaining to student sex, ethnic background, socio-

economic status, and classroom behavior was varied in

twenty-four combinations or versions of the contrived case

history.

Referral decisions, expressed on a six-point scale,

ranging from definitely yes to definitely no, were analyzed

using the multiple linear regression method. The results

indicated that the relationship between teacher referrals

and the basic weighted combination of predictors was minimal

and non-significant. Likewise, the addition of interactions

among teacher, school, and student variables failed to
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alter appreciably the degree of the relationship. However,

the prediction of teacher referral patterns was significantly

improved by the addition of interactions among student

attributes. The most clearly discernible pattern in this

regard was the interaction involving sex and ethnic status,

with Mexican-American females and white and black males

receiving the greatest number of referrals. The pattern of

referrals among ethnic groups differed significantly when

socioeconomic status and classroom behavior were taken into

account. Among high socioeconomic students, the pattern of

referrals differed as a result of student behavior. In

contrast, the number of referrals for low socioeconomic

children did not differ among ethnic groups, regardless of

type of classroom behavior.

It was concluded that the teachers in the population

studied responded to the case histories on the basis of

certain selective biases. However, the relationship of

these biases to referral decisions was less obvious and

considerably more complex than has been suggested previously

in the professional literature. At the same time, the

presence of any bias in the referral process seemingly

warrants careful consideration and points to the -need for

greater emphasis in preservice and inservice training pro-

grams upon the objective evaluation of students as an

integral part of educational planning.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There has been a growing concern on the part of special

educators that hundreds of children are being inappropriately

placed each year in special education classes for the

educable mentally retarded. The inappropriate placement of

such children has been attributed to problems which are

essentially behavioral, cultural, or linguistic in nature,

with a considerably greater number of lower socioeconomic

and ethnic minority children being represented in special

classes than would be expected from their percentages in the

general population.

Litigation in recent years has attacked the criteria

used to label and place children in special education

classes (Weintraub & Abeson, 1972). In view of the continu-

ing debate concerning the efficacy of special versus regular

class placement (Bruininks & Rynder, 1971; Cegelka & Tyler,

1970), as well as the alleged negative effects of labeling

upon the self-concept of individuals (Goffman, 1963;

Lawrence & Winschel, 1973), it is not surprising that the

courts have ruled primarily in favor of the plaintiffs.

A frequent contention has been that inappropriate

school placement contributes to the development of a
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self-fulfilling prophecy which relegates the person to an

economic, educational, and social position far below his

potential. The social stigma surrounding the label "mental

retardation," for example, usually remains with the individ-

ual throughout life. Obtaining a job is difficult, and even

if adequate employment can be found, the psychological

damage created by improper placement may persist.

Legal arguments levied against current placement pro-

cedures have included the following: (a) the use of in-

appropriate or culturally unfair test instruments, (b) the

alleged incompetence of examiners, (c) the apparent failure

to involve parents in placement decisions, and (d) the

frequent irreversibility of decisions once a placement has

been made. The important role of the classroom teacher as

the instigator of the placement process, however, has tended

to be overlooked.

Although students are occasionally referred for psycho-

metric evaluation by physicians and/or parents, the class-

room teacher most frequently initiates referrals by

recommending to the school principal that a child be

evaluated by the school psychologist or counselor. After

the student is evaluated, a school placement decision is

reached by a committee consisting of the classroom teacher,

the special education teacher who may receive the child,

the evaluator, and the school principal. Therefore, the

basis on which teachers initially decide to refer children
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for evaluation may be highly significant for final classifi-

cation and placement outcomes.

Statement of the Problem

The problem concerned the identification of selected

factors that may strongly influence classroom teachers to

refer marginal students for possible placement in a special

education class for mentally retarded students.

Purpose of the Study

The study was designed to assess the relative contribu-

tion of selected student, teacher, and school variables to

the referral decisions of teachers when students are near

the borderline intellectually for placement in special

education classes for the educable mentally retarded.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were formulated:

I. The weighted linear combination of student, teacher,

and school variables in the multiple regression equation

will be significantly related to student referral by teachers.

II. Student attributes will account for the greatest

proportion of the total variance in referral decisions.

III. Student attributes contributing significantly to

student referral will include (a) non-white, (b) male sex,

(c) low socioeconomic status, and (d) disruptive classroom

behavior.

N
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IV. Teacher attributes contributing significantly to

student referral will include (a) longer teaching experience,

(b) more advanced age, (c) white race, (d) male sex, (e) less

exposure to the practice of mainstreaming.

V. School attributes contributing significantly to

student referral will include (a) urban school locale and

(b) large school enrollment.

VI. The prediction of decisions to refer students

will be significantly increased by the addition of the

following interactions to the regression equation:

(a) ethnic status of student and teacher, (b) sex of student

and teacher, (c) disruptive classroom behavior and teacher

age, and (d) students' socioeconomic status and teachers'

ethnic group membership.

Definition of Terms

Borderline or marginal student--a student functioning

intellectually near the cutting point for placement in a

special education class for educable mentally retarded

individuals. The cutting point traditionally has been an

Intelligence Quotient of 70 in the majority of states, with

some latitude allowed for individual placement decisions.

Classroom behavior--defined by the following statements

in the contrived case history:

(1) Disruptive behavior is behavior that is

"negativistic and disruptive to classroom routine."
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(2) Non-disruptive behavior is described as "non-

disruptive and compliant with the teacher's requests."

Mainstreaming--the integration of mentally retarded

students in academic classes with non-retarded students for

at least a portion of the school day.

Special education class--self-contained, public school

class for educable mentally retarded students; i.e., those

functioning psychometrically in the IQ range from 50 to 70.

Socioeconomic status--defined by the following state-

ments in the contrived case history:

(1) High socioeconomic status--the child's father is

"a college graduate . . . an engineer employed by a local

firm and is completing requirements for a master's degree

in business administration at a local university"; the

child's mother "is active in local volunteer and service

organizations"; and the family lives "in a four-bedroom

home within thirty minutes commuting distance from the

father's place of employment."

(2) Low socioeconomic status--the child's father "did

not graduate from high school . . . is a delivery man during

the day and cleans a local business office at night to

supplement the family income"; the child's mother "cares

for several neighborhood children in the home"; and the

family lives in "a two-room apartment near the father's

place of employment."
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Limitations

This study was limited by the artificiality of the

situation used to obtain referral decisions; i.e., the

correspondence to referral decisions in actual classrom

situations is uncertain. However, contrived circumstances

were necessary to allow the manipulation of selected student

attributes.

A further limitation was that referral decisions were

restricted to one age group (i.e., seven years of age) and

a narrow IQ range (i.e., Stanford-Binet: IQ = 74; Wechsler

Intelligence Scale for Children: Full Scale IQ = 68) at

the borderline for placement in special education classes

for the educable mentally retarded.

Assumption

It was assumed that the decision processes used by

teachers in a contrived situation would be similar to such

processes in actual classroom situations. It was further

assumed that the teachers would respond in a manner con-

sistent with their referral behavior in the classroom.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE

This review provides a brief historical sketch of the

trends in the public school enrollment of mentally retarded

children, with particular emphasis upon current problems

confronting the field concerning educational classification

and placement decisions.

Enrollment Trends

Since the first class for mentally retarded students

was established in Providence, Rhode Island, in 1896

(Weintraub, 1972), progress in achieving full educational

opportunities for mentally retarded persons has been slow.

Virtually every state constitution provides education as a

fundamental right guaranteed to the children of the state

(Weintraub, Abeson & Braddock, 1972), and the principle of

education for all persons has received general endorsement

since the passage of the first public school laws in the

mid-nineteenth century. However, considerable latitude has

been allowed in the interpretation of terms such as "educa-

tion" and "all" children (Reynolds, 1971).

The first major impetus to the enrollment of mentally

retarded students in the public schools came in the first

two decades of this century. According to Weintraub (1972),
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legislation in the states of New Jersey and New York pro-

vided the first major financial incentive to the development

of school programs for the mentally retarded. In 1920,

Massachusetts mandated that handicapped children be identi-

fied and that classes for mentally retarded children be

provided whenever ten or more such students were found to

reside in a given school district. At about this same time,

Minnesota began requiring that teachers of the mentally

retarded be certified.

Despite these early efforts, the enrollment of mentally

retarded students remained at a low ebb until the 1950's

(PCMR, 1967). Handicapped children were reportedly denied

an education in the public schools because of their alleged

inability to contribute tangibly to society, while others

were excluded because they did not possess sufficient

behavioral control and/or self-care and verbal skills to

make them readily amenable to traditional school curricula,

physical facilities, and the competencies of teaching per-

sonnel (Gilhool, 1973).

In its Task Force Report on Education and Rehabilitation,

the President's Panel on Mental Retardation (1962) stated

that the decade 1948-58 witnessed an unprecedented rise of

132 percent in special education enrollments in the public

schools. Although the tendency was first to confine special

classes to the elementary schools, this trend began to

slowly change as did the trend toward enrollment of trainable
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level, or moderately retarded, individuals. In 1958, 3700

public school systems were enrolling mentally retarded

students, of which, approximately 200,000 were classified

as educable and 17,000 as trainable.

Marked expansion in enrollments continued during the

1960's. From a 1966 survey, Mackie (1969) concluded that

540,000 mentally retarded children were enrolled in special

education programs, including 140,000 served in public high

schools. By 1967, the total number served had increased to

670,000, including 89,000 classified as trainable (PCMR, 1967).

Most recently, Neman and Luckey (1975) found that the number

of enrollments had increased to 826,177 during the 1972-73

school year.

Although the public schools are currently serving an

increasing number of mentally retarded students, the exact

number of those who remain unserved is not known. Satis-

factory enumeration has been hindered over the years by

incomplete case finding in regard to age, sex, and social

group; disagreement concerning the definition and/or

necessary criteria for diagnosing mental retardation; and

the alleged mislabeling of minority group children on the

basis of inappropriate evaluation techniques (Kott, 1968;

Lapouse & Weitzner, 1970; Mercer, 1973; Smith, 1971; Tarjan,

Wright, Eyman & Keeran, 1973). Prevalence estimates based

on an assumed normal distribution of intelligence have been

challenged because of excess numbers of severely retarded
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persons at the lowest extreme of the normal curve (Burt,

1957; Dingman & Tarjan, 1960; Penrose, 1949), and because

of the disproportionately high number of mildly retarded

persons found in urban and rural poverty areas (Lemkau &

Imre, 1969; President's Committee on Mental Retardation,

1968; Richardson & Higgins, 1965). Determining the distribu-

tion of mentally retarded individuals in the general popula-

tion is further complicated by lower fertility rates and

uncertain life expectancies for mentally retarded persons

(Farber, 1968).

During the last two decades, the estimate that 3 percent

of the general population of the United States is mentally

retarded has been used frequently (Scheerenberger, 1964;

President's Committee on Mental Retardation, 1968; National

Association for Retarded Citizens, 1974). However, the

3 percent estimate has been challenged recently. For example,

Tarjan et al. (1973) have pointed out that the estimate

assumes that (a) the diagnosis of mental retardation is

based on an IQ below 70, (b) that mental retardation is

identified during infancy, (c) that the diagnosis does not

change, and (d) that the mortality of retarded individuals

is similar to that of the general population. Tarjan et al.

(1973) concluded that the incidence of mental retardation

at birth may be as high as 3 percent, but that the prevalence

of mental retardation in the general population is closer to

1 percent at any given time.
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Therefore, agreement is difficult to obtain concerning

the proportion of mentally retarded persons who remain un-

served by the public school. Using survey data reported by

the National Association for Retarded Citizens, McCann

(1971) found that not more than 60 percent of the retarded

children are being served in any state, and that one state

was meeting the educational needs of only 15 percent of its

retarded, school-aged population. Similar estimates also

have been reported by the President's Committee on Mental

Retardation (1968). Furthermore, in a nationwide survey,

Neman and Luckey (1975) found that the ratio of mentally

retarded students to all public school students enrolled

during the 1972-73 school year ranged from .78 to 4.16

percent. In this latter regard, enrollments in excess of

3 percent of the school population may be related to a

finding by Luckey (1971) that eighteen states enrolled

students with IQ's in the borderline and dull normal ranges

of intelligence in classes designated for mentally retarded

students. Under these circumstances, the probability of

enrolling non-retarded children in special classes for the

mentally retarded is considerable, since the non-retarded

represent a greater proportion of the school-aged population.

Inappropriate Placement in Special Classes

The inappropriate enrollment of non-retarded students

in special classes has been further pointed out in a
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longitudinal study by Rubin and Balow (1971) concerning the

prevalence of educational problems in the public schools.

The results indicated that special education placement had

been instituted for 24.3 percent of the children in the

population studied, even though pre-testing had revealed

essentially average scores for the students on school readi-

ness, language development, and intelligence. The present

enrollment picture appears even more uncertain when the

ethnic status of students is considered. Mercer (1970, 1971,

1973) examined the process of special education placement in

the public schools of Riverside, California. She found that

three times more Mexican-Americans and two and a half times

more blacks were placed in special classes than would be

expected from their percentages in the population studied.

Differences in classification practices by different agencies

also have been reported (Mercer, 1973). Lei, Butler,

Rowitz, and McAllister (1974) found that children identified

as mentally retarded by public agencies and schools were

predominantly the poor and/or ethnic minorities, while those

labeled retarded by private clinics were predominantly from

white middle and upper-class homes. Dunn (1968) had earlier

estimated that minority children constitute well over half

of all children enrolled in special classes for the mentally

retarded.

Charges that special education has unwittingly become

the dumping ground for minority group children have prompted

I , - ; ., -. , -- x 'u, -,jR '. _ , f'-, '.
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a number of court cases in the last several years (Weintraub,

1972; Abeson & Weintraub, 1974). In the litigation, Diana v.

State Board of Education (1970), the plaintiffs sought class

action on behalf of all bilingual Mexican-American children

in California who were enrolled in special education classes

for the mentally retarded. It was alleged that such children

were being placed in special classes on the basis of IQ

tests which were prejudicial in regard to the children's

native language, cultural background, and normative standard-

ization. The results of this case, as well as three other

similar related cases in California, led to marked revisions

in California statutes concerning the intellectual evalua-

tion of school children and established a precedent for

litigation in other states.

Bias in Classification Practices

In addition to the alleged prejudicial nature of

standardized tests of intelligence, other related classifi-

cation problems have been discussed in the professional

literature. Several studies have suggested that teachers'

labeling decisions tend to be biased against lower socio-

economic children, and thus contribute to the inappropriate

placement of such students in special classes (Miller,

McLaughlin, Haddon, & Chansky, 1968; Smith & Greenberg,

1975). For example, Miller et al. (1968) found that lower

estimates of academic achievement, classroom citizenship,



15

and life attainments are attributed to lower-class children.

In addition, Bergen and Smith (1966) found that teacher

trainees likewise rated mentally retarded children of lower

socioeconomic status as less acceptable socially and less

capable intellectually than their higher socioeconomic peers.

McLaughlin, Miller, and Chansky (1970) have further reported

that teachers' prognosis of achievement by retarded students

is related to knowledge of the students' social class stand-

ing. However, MacMillan, Jones, and Aloia (1974) have

pointed out that most previous studies in this area have

failed to control for interaction effects and otherwise

inappropriately assess the complexity of the phenomenon.

Teacher Expectations and School
Performance

Of interest also are studies which have investigated

the effect of student characteristics upon teachers' expecta-

tions and predictions of school performance in the general

school population. In this regard, Hawkes and Furst (1971,

1973) assessed the accuracy of teachers' perceptions of black

and white students. The results of these studies suggested

that teachers had serious misconceptions about the relative

fears, concerns, and anxieties of black children from lower

socioeconomic backgrounds, as opposed to middle-class white

children. Moreover, Leacock (1969) found that a significant

number of teachers held white students in greater esteem

than black students, with feelings of hostility and
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rejection being expressed toward bright black students.

Such problems have not been confined to black students.

Jackson and Cosca (1974) reported that teachers (a) praised

or encouraged white students 35 percent more than they did

Mexican-Americans, (b) acknowledged the ideas of white

students more, and (c) directed 21 percent more questions to

white than Mexican-American students.

Teachers' expectations of student achievement and

intelligence have also been related to sex. For example,

teachers have been found to view girls as higher achievers

than boys (Arnold, 1968; Datta, Schaefer, & Davis, 1968);

and Doyle, Hancock, and Kifer (1972) reported that teachers

overrated the IQ's of girls, while underrating the IQ's of

boys. Furthermore, boys have been subjected to more dis-

approval and criticism by teachers, and special educators

have continually noted that boys seem to fail in school at

a much higher rate than girls (Larsen, 1975). Other student

characteristics which may influence teachers' perceptions

and attitudes have included student personality (Good &

Grouws, 1972), physical unattractiveness (Dion, Berscheid,

& Walster, 1972), writing neatness (Hucks & Bounds, 1972), and

speech characteristics (Seligman, Tucker, & Lambert, 1972;

Williams, Whitehead, & Miller, 1972). It is assumed that

findings in the above areas involving non-retarded students

impact as well upon their mentally retarded peers.
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There is further evidence which suggests that classroom

teachers may tend to regard mentally retarded persons per se
as undesirable classroom students. Kingsley (1967) reported

that prospective teachers ranked severely retarded students

as least preferred among other handicapped children. More-

over, these teacher trainees felt that the severely retarded

needed institutionalization as opposed to education services

within .the public schools. Harth (1971) and Fine (1967) also
found systematic differences in the way special and regular

class teachers viewed retarded students, with the special

education teachers exhibiting the more favorable attitudes.

However, previous results related to classroom teacher

attitudes may be a function of lack of familiarity and

knowledge rather than an actual dislike for such children

(Harth, 1971). In this latter regard, the recent advent of

mainstreaming (Birch, 1974), which is based on non-categorical

grouping and the integration of retarded and non-retarded

students in regular classes should have interesting implica-

tions for future studies concerning teacher attitudes toward

the mentally retarded.

Effects of Labeling

As special education services for mentally retarded

students have expanded markedly in the last two decades, so

has a concern on the part of special educators that hundreds

of children have been inappropriately placed in special

classes. This concern is particularly related to the strong



belief that labeling a child "mentally retarded" can have

detrimental and long-lasting effects (Blatt, 1972; Dunn,

1968; Haywood, 1971; Hobbs, 1975; Potter, 1971). A frequent

contention is that labeling the child affects the behavior

of other persons who are aware of the label, and thus causes
them to reinforce deviant behavior in the child. Dexter

(1956, 1958, 1960, 1964) has been a strong spokesman in the
past for this point of view, and Dunn (1968) relied heavily

upon the studies of Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1966, 1968) to
document the existence of a self-fulfilling prophecy asso-
ciated with the label "mental retardation." Others (Haywood,

1971; Potter, 1971) have written in support of the self-

fulfilling prophecy theory, but Thorndike (1968) has been

highly critical of the methodology upon which the conclusions

of Dunn and others have been based.

Concern over the possible biasing effects of labeling

is not new. The dangers inherent in labeling have been

discussed by Maslow (1948) and Rotter (1954). Zigler and

Phillips (1961) have summarized the arguments of psycholo-

gists on both sides of the issue of diagnostic classification

in the mental health field. Some years ago, Asch (1952) also

noted that when individuals rely on partial information to

make judgments, they tend to utilize stereotypic factors

which may exceed the conveyed information. Haase (1964)

further found that clinical psychologists make diagnoses

which tend to place middle-class individuals in the most

18
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favorable light. Moreover, a recent two-volume review by

Hobbs (1975), which incorporated the thinking of ninety-

three professionals from a variety of disciplines, concluded

that current classification practices are often harmful,

biased, or inadequate, and frequently are used to legitimize

social control of the individual.

Conclusion

While many authorities appear to accept the fact that

labeling children as mentally retarded may be detrimental,

the results of previous studies remain controversial

(MacMillan, Jones & Aloia, 1974). Nevertheless, special

educators at the present time generally believe that the

effects of inappropriate classification and placement can

be serious, and until there is evidence to the contrary,

extreme caution should be exercised in classification and

placement decisions (Hobbs, 1975; Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen,
1971; Segal, 1972; Weintraub, 1972). This is particularly

true at a time when judicial pressure is being brought to

bear upon the public schools of this nation to provide an

expanded array of educational services for mentally retarded

individuals (Abeson & Weintraub, 1974; Lippman & Goldberg,

1972), and when the number of students in special classes

is expanding markedly.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD OF PROCEDURE

Instruments

Data were collected using two instruments. The first

was a self-report questionnaire constructed to gather

personal data about the teachers who were to serve as sub-

jects in the study (see Appendix A). This information in-

cluded age, ethnic status, sex, employment history, size of

school enrollment, and school locale (i.e., urban, suburban,

and rural). The teachers were also asked whether they had

taught in a school that used the mainstreaming approach with

educable retarded students.

The second instrument was a contrived case history (see

Appendix B) which presented descriptive information concern-

ing the personal characteristics of a seven-year-old student.

Age and intellectual status as well as other data (i.e.,

medical, audiological, visual, and speech) were constant.

However, information pertaining to the student's ethnic

status, sex, socioeconomic status, and classroom behavior

were varied in twenty-four combinations or versions of the

case history.

Accompanying the case history was the following

question: "If the student described in the case history
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were in your class, would you recommend that the child be
referred for placement in a special education class for

educable mentally retarded students?" The teachers were

asked to respond to this question using a six-point scale

ranging from definitely yes to definitely no. The scale

alternatives were reversed in half the cases to control for

order effects.

The referral question was followed by a supplementary

question pertaining to the teachers' previous experience with
respect to similar referral decisions. They were next asked

to rank six alternative types of additional information that
they might desire in order to be more certain of their

decisions (e.g., examine test score profiles, observe the

child, interview parents, etc.), with a rank of one being

assigned to the most desired item of information. Space

was further provided for the teachers to specify additional

types of information not listed among the alternatives.

Validity

A pilot study was conducted in November, 1974, to test

the efficacy of the instruments, i.e., (1) will the personal

data questionnaire elicit the desired information, (2) will

teachers be willing to make a referral decision on the basis

of the information contained in the case history, and (3)

will the case history information actually depict a child

near the borderline for placement in special classes as

reflected by an approximately equal frequency of referrals?
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An equal number of classroom and special education

teachers (N = 48)., employed by a suburban public school,

participated in the pilot study. The teachers were adminis-

tered the personal data questionnaire and twenty-four

versions of the case history (i.e., two teachers per case

history version). One teacher in each pair responded to

the referral question using a yes-no format, while the other

teacher used a six-point scale ranging from definitely yes

to definitely no.

With respect to the personal data questionnaire, the

results indicated a minor problem associated with the re-

porting of current and previous teaching experiences.

Therefore, the questionnaire was modified to overcome this

difficulty, and the overall format was revised to facilitate

keypunching. The revised questionnaire is presented in

Appendix A.

The results of the pilot study provided evidence which

supported the content validity of the case history informa-

tion. It was found that all teachers were willing to make

a referral decision on the basis of the information contained

in the case history, and that positive and negative referral

decisions were made at an approximately equal rate by both

classroom and special education teachers. In this latter

regard, exactly 50 percent of the teachers using the six-

point scale responded positively. Less favorable results

were obtained with the two-alternative scale in that only
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33 percent of the teachers chose to refer the child for

placement. However, the overall frequency of referrals did

not differ significantly with respect to a 50 percent

hypothesis (41 percent referrals; X2 = 2.9, p > .05).

Reliability

The reliability of responses in the proposed study

could not be assessed in a traditional manner. Equivalent

forms or subdivided test methods were not feasible because

the twenty-four versions of the case history constituted

twenty-four different, one-item tests. Moreover, each

subject responded to only one version of the case history.

With the above limitations in mind, the reliability of

teachers' responses to the twenty-four case histories was

estimated on the basis of whether the proportion of referrals

found in two randomly generated groups departed significantly

from one another using a test for independent proportions

(McNemar, 1962). Randomization was accomplished by assign-

ing numbers from one to ten to the 240 teachers who served

as subjects in the study (i.e., ten subjects for each of the

twenty-four case histories), and using a table of random

numbers to divide the subjects into two groups. Whether the

proportion of referrals in groups I and II differed signifi-

cantly was tested using the following formula:
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z P -P2Z=1 2

P Qc (I/N1 + 1/N2 )

Where: Pl = proportion of referrals in group I

P2 = proportion of referrals in group II

PC = proportion of referrals for combined groups

Qc c

N1 = N2 = 120

The results indicated that the proportion of referrals for

Groups I and II were highly similar and that these propor-

tions did not depart significantly (z = .27; p > .05).

A second question related to reliability was also

tested, i.e., do each of the case histories elicit similar

degrees of referral in groups I and II? A product moment

correlation was calculated using the mean referrals for the

twenty-four case histories in groups I and II. The result-

ing value, r = .762, indicated a substantial degree of

covariation among case histories and suggested that a

similar difference in terms of number of referrals would be

found with additional samples of subjects from the same

population., Therefore, the lack of difference in independent

portions and the substantial covariation among case histories

appeared to demonstrate sufficient reliability in the

responses to the case histories to justify further analysis

of the data.
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Procedures for Collecting Data

The subjects were selected from two sources. The first

were subjects from universities throughout the United States

having both master's and doctoral programs in special educa-

tion, with mental retardation as one possible field of

concentration. There were only thirty-five universities in

twenty-four states which fit the above criteria according to

a list of programs for professional training in special edu-

cation prepared by the U.S. Office of Education (1973).

Where there was more than one university in a given state,

one was selected at random from the state in order to

achieve wide geographic distribution among universities. The

universities selected in this manner are listed in Appendix

C.

The second source of subjects was a large multi-purpose

university with a strong teacher education program located

in the southwestern portion of the United States. A com-

parison of the referral patterns, as will be explained more

fully later, indicated that referrals by the subjects

(N = 85) at this university did not differ significantly

(F = .1291; p > .05) from the referrals by subjects (N = 155)

drawn from other universities. Therefore, both groups were

considered together in the final sample.

Twenty-four hundred self-administering personal data

questionnaires and answer sheets, as well as one hundred

copies of the twenty-four different case histories were



35

printed and collated. The instruments were divided into

twenty-five packages containing ninety-six sets, with four

copies of each case history being represented. The instru-

ments in the ninety-six sets were thoroughly shuffled to

insure a non-systematic order among the case histories. The

instrument packages and an explanatory cover letter (see

Appendix B) were mailed to Chairpersons of the Special Edu-

cation Departments at the twenty-four universities, along with

a stamped and addressed return envelope. Individual pro-

fessors were contacted at the multi-purpose university in

the southwest to distribute the instruments. As part of the

agreement to participate in the study, it was specified that

no follow-up would be attempted.

Seven hundred three responses were obtained from fifteen

universities. These responses were screened to eliminate

questionnaires which were incomplete, and to select those

respondents having more than one year of teaching experience

at the elementary level in regular or special education

classes. This screening yielded 361 responses from which

the subjects for the study were selected. Since the 361

responses were unequally distributed among the 24 case

history versions (i.e., range = 12 to 23), the responses

for each case history were numbered and a table of random

numbers used to select ten subjects per case history, or

240 total subjects. The resulting sample was not intended

to be representative with regard to the proportion of
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responses from each university. The intention was to obtain

a randomly drawn, equal number of responses per case history

using the subject pool of 361 experienced teachers from the

15 universities.

Among the 240 subjects there were 104 classroom teachers,

88 special education teachers, and 48 teachers who had taught

in both regular and special classes. Other characteristics

of the teachers in the sample are presented in Table I.

TABLE I

CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS IN SAMPLE COMPARED WITH
NATIONAL DATA FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

Characteristics

Age (Mean Years)

Sex (Percent)

Male

Female

Ethnic Status (Percent)

Black

White

Mexican--American

Other

Teaching Experience (Mean Years)

*Source: National Education A
Division, Status of the American Pu
(Research Report 1972-R-3), 1972

Sample
(N = 240)

28

23

77

National
Data*

39

16

84

85 89
12
2 1
2 3

5 12

kssociation,~Research-
blic-School Teacher

Examination of Table I shows that the teachers in the

sample were younger and had taught fewer years than
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elementary teachers in general. However, there was no marked

departure from national data with respect to sex composition

or ethnic status. In fact, trends in teacher character-

istics (National Education Association, 1972) over the last

two decades indicate that males and ethnic minority group

members are accounting for an increasing proportion of this

nation's elementary level school teachers, and that elemen-

tary school teachers, as a group, are younger than in past

years.

Procedures for Analysis of Data

The data were punched into cards for automatic data

processing, and analyzed using the multiple linear regres-

sion method (Bottenberg & Ward, 1963; Ward & Jennings, 1973).

The criterion was the teachers' decisions to refer a student

for placement in a special education class, expressed on a

six-point scale ranging from definitely yes to definitely

no. The basic system of independent predictors were as

follows:

Y=A0U + A X + A2X2 + A3X3. A 7X 7 + e

Where:

Y = criterion vector in which values range from one

to six (1 = definitely no, 6 = definitely yes)

A = least-squares weights

U = unit vector in which each element is a 1

I I I , I. -:!-.i ,- -kbi , 7.". -1 - , -
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e = residual vector in which the elements are

discrepancies between observed and estimated

values of the elements in vector Y

X = 1 if student is white, 0 otherwise

X2 = 1 if student is black, 0 otherwise

X3 = 1 if student is male, 0 otherwise

X4 = 1 if student is high socioeconomic status,

0 otherwise

X5 = 1 if student is non-disruptive, 0 otherwise

X6 = teacher's age last birthday

X7 = 1 if teacher is female, 0 otherwise

X8 = 1 if teacher is white, 0 otherwise

X = 1 if teacher is black, 0 otherwise

X10 = 1 if teacher is Mexican American, 0 otherwise

X 1= years teaching experience in regular class

X12 = years teaching experience in special class

X13 = years exposure to mainstreaming

X 4 = size of school enrollment (i.e., 1 = less than

300; 2 = 300-2,449; 3 = 2,500-4,999; 4 = 5,000-

9,999; 5 = 10,000-24,999; and 6 = 25,000 or more)

X15 = 1 if urban school locale, 0 otherwise

X16 = I if rural school locale, 0 otherwise

X 7 = referral experience (i.e., 1 if teachers had

never made similar referral decisions, 2 if

rarely, 3 if occasionally, and 4 if frequently)
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Other vectors were generated to test the hypotheses concern-

ing interactions.

The hypotheses were tested by drawing restrictions on

the full model of predictors and evaluating the contribution

of attributes using F ratios, with probabilities of .05 or

less before a hypothesis was rejected. The F ratios were

obtained using the following formula (Williams, 1970):

(RSQF - RSQR )/ f-r
F=

(1 - RSQF)/ N-f

Where:

RSQF = variance accounted for by the full system of

predictors

RSQR = variance accounted for by the restricted

system of predictors

f = the number of linearly independent predictors

in the full model

r = the number of linearly independent predictors

in the restricted model

N = the total number of subjects

After the hypotheses were tested, additional interaction

vectors pertaining to student characteristics were generated

to determine if the prediction of referral behavior could be

significantly improved. A 2 X 2 X 2 X 3 analysis of

variance design was used to evaluate main effects and inter-

actions associated with the student characteristics.
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CHAPTER IV

REPORT OF FINDINGS

Results

The major hypothesis of the study was that selected

student, teacher, and school variables in a multiple regres-

sion equation would be significantly related to referral

decisions by teachers concerning the placement of marginal

students in special education classes for the educable

mentally retarded. An examination of Table II shows, how-

ever, that the relationship between teachers' referrals and

the basic weighted combination of predictors was minimal and

non-significant (Multiple R = .25: F = .96; p > .05; df =

16,223). Likewise, the addition of vectors to the regression

equation, which reflected the interactions of teacher and

school variables with student attributes failed to

appreciably alter the degree of the relationship. Thus,

the hypotheses of this study were not supported.

The prediction of teachers' referral decision, however,

was significantly improved by the addition of interactions

among student attributes (Multiple R = .54; F = 1.87;

p < .01; df = 44, 195). These interactions involved all

linearly independent combinations of the student attributes
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including sex, ethnic background, socioeconomic status, and

classroom behavior.

TABLE II

RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT, TEACHER, AND SCHOOL VARIABLES
TO SPECIAL CLASS REFERRAL DECISIONS

Relationship with Criterion

Independent Predictors No. Multiple R R2  F

Student, Teacher, & School
Variables 17 .2534 .0642 .96

Plus Teacher x Student
Interactions 22 .3110 .0967 1.11

Plus School x Student
Interactions 27 .3592 .1290 1.21

Plus Student x Student
Interactions 45 .5444 .2964 1.87*

*p < .01.

When analyzed separately in the regression equation,

student attributes and interactions were substantially

related to referral (Multiple R = .43; F = 2.11; p < .01;

df = 23, 216), accounting for 18.33 percent of the variance

in teachers' referral decisions.

The means presented in Table III reflect teachers'

referral decisions on a six-point scale (i.e., 1 = definitely

no, 2 = probably no, 3 = maybe no, 4 = maybe yes, 5 =

probably yes, and 6 = definitely yes) for twenty-four

combinations of four student attributes. As can be seen in

Table III, high socioeconomic and disruptive white males

had the highest mean referral rate, while the lowest rates



were found for high socioeconomic, disruptive Mexican-

American males and low socioeconomic, non-disruptive black

males.

TABLE III

MEAN REFERRALS BY STUDENT ETHNIC STATUS, SEX, CLASSROOM
BEHAVIOR, AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Wi te Mex .- Amer . Bla ckEthnic Status (A) (A)(A)(A

Socioeconomic Status (D) (D1 ) (D2  (D1) (D2) (D1 ) (D2 )

Non-Disruptive
Behavior (C1 ) 2.3 3.4 2.9 2.7 2.5 1.6Male

(B1  Disruptive

Behavior (C2 ) 4.0 2.6 1.7 3.1 3.0 2.8

Non-Disruptive
Behavior (C1 ) 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.3 2.1 3.0Female

(B2) Disruptive

Behavior (C2) 2.4 2.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 2.4

The contribution of student attributes was analyzed

further using a 2 X 2 X 2 X 3 analysis of variance design.
The results of this analysis are summarized in Table IV.

Main effects (see Table IV) including student ethnic

status, sex, classroom behavior, and socioeconomic status

were not statistically significant. This finding was con-
sistent with the previous multiple regression results which
indicated that individual student attributes did not
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TABLE IV

SUMMARY TABLE OF 2 X 2 X 2 X 3 ANALYSIS OFVARIANCE INVOLVING STUDENT ATTRIBUTES

Sum of
Source Squares df Mean Squares

A (Ethnic) 5.2000 2 2*6000
B (Sex)

C (Behavior)

D (Socioeconomic)

A x B

A x C

A x D

B x C

B x D

C x D

A x B x C

A x B x D

A x C x D,

B x C x D

A x B x C x D

Within Cells

Total

p <.05.

1.20 41

.7041

.0041

13.4334

6.6334

3.7334

2.2043

.0376

2.6043

5.8332

3.0999

12.2332

1.8373

15.1005

346.3000

420.1628

I I

21

1

2

2

2

1
1

1

2
2

2

1

2
216

239
239

1.2041

.7041

.0041

6.7167

3.3167

1.8667

2.2043

.0376

2.6043

2.9166

1.5499

6.1166

1.8373

7.5502

1.6032

F

1.6217

.7510

.4391

.0025

4.1895*

2.0687

1.1643

1.3749

.0234

l.6244

1.8192

.9667

3.8152*

1.1460

4.7094**

* *p< .01,

contribute significantly to the prediction of referrals.

However, several influential interactions were found: i.e.,
(a) ethnic status and sex, (b) ethnic status, classroom

behavior, and socioeconomic status, and (c) ethnic status,
sex, classroom behavior, and socioeconomic status.

I
I
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The significant second-order interaction involving sex

by ethnic status is depicted in Figure 1. This interaction

resulted from differences in referral patterns with respect

to Mexican-American and white students. Among white

students, males were referred more often than females,

whereas the reverse held true for Mexican-American students.

Simple interaction effects (Winer, 1962) for the two levels

of sex indicated that the differences among ethnic groups

for females were statistically significant (F = 3.311;

p < .05), while the differences for males were not (F =

2.5002; p > .05).

140-
B2

130-

- 120-

110- 2
LH B2 Bl

x 100-
Bl

AA2 A3A 1  A2 A3

Fig. 1--Sex by Ethnic Group Interaction

The third-order interaction was more complex. The

referral pattern of students who displayed disruptive

behavior was different for high and low socioeconomic status
groups, i.e., high socioeconomic whites and blacks received

relatively large numbers of referrals, while high
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socioeconomic Mexican-Americans received relatively few.

The pattern was reversed for low socioeconomic students,

with low socioeconomic whites and blacks having relatively

fewer referrals than low socioeconomic Mexican-Americans.

For the non-disruptive students, socioeconomic status did

not differentiate between the referrals for black and

Mexican-American students. High and low socioeconomic

Mexican-Americans both received a relatively large number of

referrals, while both high and low socioeconomic black

students received a low number. Non-disruptive white

students of high socioeconomic status were referred less

frequently than their low socioeconomic counterparts. This

contrasts with the situation for disruptive white students,

wherein high socioeconomic white students received more

referrals than did low socioeconomic white students.

In order to examine the third-order interaction

further, simple interaction effects were computed for ethnic

group by classroom behavior interactions at high and low

levels of socioeconomic status (see Figure 2). The results

suggested that the interaction was significant (F = 3.5761;

p < .05) for high socioeconomic but not for low socio-

economic students (F = 2.3078; p > .05). This may mean

that among ethnic groups, referrals differ for disruptive

and non-disruptive students of high socioeconomic status

but not for low socioeconomic groups.
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Fig. 2--Ethnic group by behavior interactions for highand low socioeconomic status.

The fourth-order interaction involving all student

attributes was exceedingly difficult to interpret. However,

the Newman-Keuls procedure (Winer, 1962) was used to evalu-
ate simple cell effects which constituted this interaction.

The results revealed that high socioeconomic, disruptive

white males received a significantly greater number of
referrals than (a) high socioeconomic and disruptive Mexican-
American males and (b) low socioeconomic, non-disruptive

black males.

The information on which teachers based their decision

to refer children for special class placement was limited

to the data contained in the contrived case histories.

Therefore, the teachers were given an opportunity to rank
six additional types of information which they might desire

to be more certain of their decisions. Mean ranks assigned

to the six items of information are presented in Table V.
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TABLE V

MEAN RANKS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED BY
TEACHERS TO BE MORE CERTAIN OF THEIR DECISIONS

Information Items Mean Rank

Observe child in learning situations .-...... 1.396
Interview parents at school.......... .. 3.171
Consult with school psychologist .-......-.. 3.358
Observe child in home environment ........ 3.471
Examine test score profiles . . . . . . .-. . . . 3.492
See results of speech evaluation.-............... 4.950

The most frequently desired item of information was an

opportunity to observe the child in a variety of school

learning situations. In contrast, knowledge of the results

of a speech evaluation was clearly ranked as least desired,

while the other items of information tended to group near the

middle of the scale, providing little discrimination between

these latter alternatives.

Discussion

The results of previous studies dealing primarily with

separate student attributes appear to indicate that (a)

minority group children may be overrepresented among children

labeled as mildly retarded, (b) a disproportionate number of

children labeled as mildly retarded come from low socio-

economic backgrounds, (c) male children have a greater

probability of being labeled mildly retarded, and (d) chil-

dren with behavior problems are more likely to be labeled

mildly retarded than those who are better behaved. Moreover,
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frequent reference has been made in the professional

literature to possible systematic biases on the part of

school personnel which result in the inappropriate place-

ment of such children in special classes for the educable

mentally retarded. These biases have been assumed to be

most prominent during the first school year when there is a

relative paucity of information concerning children's

abilities, and when children are functioning near the border-

line for educational placement in special classes for the

educable retarded. Therefore, it was conjectured in the

present study that decisions to refer young children for

possible special class placement would be increasingly

related to the extent that children possessed one or more

of the above attributes. It was further speculated that

this relationship would be influenced by the teachers'

attributes and by the size and locale of the schools in

which they had most recently taught.

In contrast to previous studies,, however, the present

results failed to show that student attributes, either

singly or in weighted combination, were related to the

referral behavior of elementary and special education

teachers in the population studied. Moreover, the referrals

were not influenced by teacher attributes including age,

sex, ethnic status, or years of teaching experience, or by

the size and locale of the school in which they had taught.

The results in this latter regard, however, must be qualified

. W- 4, , , AW - 11 11 , P'AffIRWANOMW C-A- , 4 4 , - -_
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to the extent that the teachers in the sample tended to be

younger and less experienced than their counterparts

nationally. On the other hand, the teachers were highly

similar to national data with respect to sex and ethnic

group composition.

The minimal contribution of student attributes to the

teachers' referral decisions may have been partially due to

the contrived circumstances in which the referral decisions

were made. The study was also limited to a restricted IQ

range near the borderline for placement in special classes

for educable mentally retarded students, and the age of the

student depicted in the case history was constant. It is

possible that the contribution of student attributes, includ-

ing sex, behavior, ethnic status, and socioeconomic back-

ground, might have been greater if older students with a

slightly different IQ range had been used. However, the

importance of interactions among student attributes in re-

gard to the referral process was clear, and is probably most

representative of the complexity which characterizes diffi-

cult referral decisions early in the educational life of

marginal students. For example, it would be rash to assume

that such a child would have a high probability of being re-

ferred for a special class placement simply because he was

male, of low socioeconomic status, and from a minority group

family. The pattern of factors influencing teachers'

decisions appeared to be considerably less straightforward.
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In the present study, students receiving the highest

number of referrals were high socioeconomic white males who

exhibited disruptive classroom behavior. Least referred

were high socioeconomic, disruptive Mexican-American males

and low socioeconomic, non-disruptive black males. This

pattern of referral clearly indicated that generalizations

from previous studies concerning the separate influence of

student behavior, sex, ethnic status, and socioeconomic

background upon referral may require reexamination.

The most clearly discernible pattern with respect to

interactions was the pattern related to sex and ethnic

status. Receiving the greatest number of referrals were

Mexican-American females and white and black males. Although

simple interaction effects for ethnic status at two levels

of sex showed that male sex approached statistical signifi-

cance, only female sex exceeded an acceptable critical value.

In any event, results from previous studies which have

implied a high rate of referral for male students should

seemingly be qualified in terms of ethnic status on the

basis of the present results.

The pattern of referrals among ethnic groups signifi-

cantly differed when socioeconomic and classroom behavior

were taken into account. Among high socioeconomic students,

the pattern of referrals significantly differed as a result

of students' behavior. The number of referrals for white

and black students was large when students were from high

.vmqpw ,
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socioeconomic backgrounds and displayed disruptive behavior

in the classroom. High socioeconomic and disruptive

Mexican-Americans, however, received fewer referrals. In

contrast, the pattern of referrals for low socioeconomic

children did not differ significantly among ethnic groups,

regardless of type of classroom behavior. This finding may

be associated with increased sensitivity on the part of

relatively young teachers to the potential danger of respond-

ing to minority and disadvantaged persons on the basis of

stereotyped expectations. To guard against this tendency,

the teachers may have intentionally avoided referring low

socioeconomic children without additional information con-

cerning the children's abilities. At the same time, the

teachers may have felt less compelled to avoid referring

disruptive children who were from homes characterized as

having greater social and economic advantage in society.

Despite the foregoing interpretations, the exact mean-

ing of the results remains somewhat uncertain. As the

number of attributes and levels of attributes increases, so

does the difficulty in clearly interpreting interactions.

Also, since only approximately one third of the question-

naires were returned, there is the possibility that the

respondents were atypical to an unknown degree. Furthermore,

student attributes and interactions accounted for only 18.33

percent of the variance in referral decisions, leaving a

considerable amount of variance unexplained. It was
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interesting to note in this regard that the teachers con-

sistently ranked the observation of the child in a variety

of learning situations as the most highly desired type of

additional information to be more certain of their decisions.

This is opposed to other types of information such as the

results of further testing, interviews with parents, or

consultation with school psychologists. Further studies in

this area, therefore, should seemingly focus greater atten-

tion upon the observational cues which teachers may use in

forming their opinions about students near the borderline

for placement in special classes for the mentally retarded.

A final caution concerning the meaning of the findings

relates to the phenomenon of shrinkage in multiple correla-

tion coefficients. The multiple correlation coefficient is

a measure of the efficacy of prediction for a particular

sample, not an unbiased estimate of the population multiple

correlation. If multiple regression weights calculated on

one sample are applied to another, the multiple correlation

coefficient for the second will be less. Such shrinkage,

therefore, must be considered when generalizing from a given

sample.

In summary, it appeared that the teachers in the popu-

lation studied responded to the case histories on the basis

of certain selective biases. However, the relationship of

these biases to referral decisions was clearly less obvious

and considerably more complex than has been suggested



previously in the professional literature. The results

further indicated that generalizations about the expected

referral patterns of teachers cannot be based on a straight-

forward linear combination of student, teacher, or school

variables. Although a disproportionately large number of

students in special education classes for the educable

retarded may be (a) male, (b) of low socioeconomic status,

(c) minority group members, or (d) children with behavior

problems, the referral patterns which result in this particu-

lar distribution of students in special classes are exceed-

ingly complex: i.e., there was no consistent linear trend

among the four student attributes studied. In some cases,

for example, high socioeconomic children of a given sex and

ethnic background received the greatest number of referrals,

whereas the pattern was reversed for other similar children

when only ethnic status was different. Thus, certain

highly specific combinations of the four student attributes

studied appeared to be strongly related to teacher referral

decisions, while other combinations of the same attributes

were not.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM, PROCEDURES, FINDINGS,

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND

IMPLICATIONS

Summary of Problem

As special education services for mentally retarded

students have expanded markedly during the last two decades,

so has the concern on the part of special educators that

hundreds of children are being inappropriately placed each

year in special classes. The inappropriate placement of

such children has been attributed to problems which are

essentially behavioral, cultural, or linguistic in nature,

with a considerably greater number of lower socioeconomic

and ethnic minority children being represented in special

classes than would be expected from their percentages in

the general population.

Criticisms levied against current placement procedures

have particularly focused upon the use of allegedly unfair

tests of intelligence which have been viewed as prejudicial

with regard to normative standardization and children's

native language and cultural background. However, less

attention has been given to the important role of the class-

room teacher as the primary instigator of the placement
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process. Although placement decisions usually are made by
school administrators on the basis of recommendations from
the school psychologist or a placement committee consisting

of a variety of school personnel, it is the classroom teacher
who most frequently recommends that a given child be evalu-

ated for possible placement in a special program.

The present study was concerned with the factors that
may strongly influence classroom teachers to refer marginal

children for evaluation and possible placement in special

classes for the educable retarded. Of particular interest was
the relative contribution of student, teacher, and school

attributes to the referral patterns by teachers when chil-
dren are functioning near the borderline for placement on
the basis of intelligence test scores. In this latter

regard, the study was limited to one student age group

(i.e., seven years of age) and a narrow IQ range (i.e.,
Stanford-Binet: IQ = 74; Wechsler Intelligence Scale for

Children: Full Scale IQ = 68). However, additional infor-

mation pertaining to the child, depicted in a contrived

case history, was varied in twenty-four combinations with

respect to sex, ethnic background, socioeconomic status,

and behavior. The specific hypotheses were as follows:

I. The weighted linear combination of student, teacher,

and school variables in the multiple regression equation

will be significantly related to student referral by

teachers.
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II. Student attributes will account for the greatest

proportion of the total variance in referral decisions.

III. Student attributes contributing significantly to
student referral will include (a) non-white, (b) male sex,
(c) low socioeconomic status, and (d) disruptive classroom

behavior.

IV. Teacher attributes contributing significantly to
student referral will include (a) longer teaching experience,

(b) more advanced age, (c) white race, (d) male sex, and (e)
less exposure to the practice of mainstreaming.

V. School attributes contributing significantly to
student referral will include (a) urban school locale and

(b) large school enrollment.

VI. The prediction of decisions to refer students will
be significantly increased by the addition of the following

interactions to the regression equation: (a) ethnic status
of student and teacher, (b) sex of student and teacher,

(c) disruptive classroom behavior and teacher age, and

(d) students' socioeconomic status and teachers' ethnic

group membership.

Procedures

Two instruments were used to gather data. The first
consisted of a self-administered questionnaire covering

teacher and school characteristics (i.e., teacher age,
ethnic status, sex, employment history, experience with
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mainstreaming, school enrollment size, and geographic

locale). The second instrument was a contrived case history

followed by a series of questions relating to placement

decisions.

The content validity of the contrived case history was

assessed in a pilot study involving forty-eight public

school teachers. The results indicated that the teachers

were willing to make referral decisions on the basis of the

information contained in the case history. Furthermore,

referral decisions over the twenty-four case history

versions were equally distributed as would be expected for

decisions concerning a child at the borderline for placement

in a special class for the educable retarded.

The reliability of teachers' response to the case

history versions was estimated on the basis of whether the

proportion of referrals found in two randomly generated

groups departed significantly from one another, using a

test for independent proportions. The groups were not

found to depart significantly (z = .27) and reliability of

response was further confirmed by a substantial degree of

covariation among case histories (r = .76).

The instruments were assembled non-systematically into

twenty-five packages containing ninety-six sets, with four

copies of each case history version being represented in

each set. These packages were mailed to twenty-four uni-

versities throughout the United States having master's and



doctoral programs in special education, with mental retarda-

tion as one possible field of concentration. A second

source of subjects was graduate education students at a

large multi-purpose institution located in the southwestern

portion of the United States. Individual professors were

contacted at this university to distribute the questionnaires.

Seven hundred three responses were received from

fifteen universities. The responses were screened to select

respondents having more than one year of teaching experience

at the elementary level in regular or special education

classes. The resulting 361 respondents who met the teaching

experience criterion were sorted according to the 24 case

history versions and a table of random numbers was used to

select 10 teachers per case history, or 240 total subjects.

The subjects in the final sample tended to be younger and

less experienced than their counterparts nationally, having

an average age of twenty-eight years and a mean of five

years' teaching experience. However, they were highly

similar to national data on teacher characteristics with

respect to sex and ethnic composition.

Referral decisions, expressed on a six-point scale

ranging from definitely yes to definitely no, were analyzed

using the multiple linear regression method. The basic

system of vectors representing student, teacher, and school

variables consisted of seventeen independent predictors.

Additional predictor vectors were generated to evaluate the
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effects of interactions among teacher, student, and school

variables. A 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 analysis of variance design was

further used to separately assess main and interaction

effects associated with student attributes represented in

the case histories.

Findings

The results indicated that the relationship between

teachers' referral patterns and the basic weighted combina-

tion of predictors was minimal and non-significant (Multiple

R = .25). Likewise, the addition of vectors to the regres-

sion equation, which reflected the interaction of teacher

and school variables with student attributes, failed to

alter appreciably the degree of the relationship. Thus,

the hypotheses of this study were not supported.

However, the prediction of referral decisions was sig-

nificantly improved (Multiple R = .54) by the addition of

interactions among student attributes. When analyzed

separately in the regression equation, student attributes

and interaction were also substantially related to referral

(Multiple R = .43), accounting for 18.33 percent of the

variance in teachers' referral decisions.

The importance of interactions among student attributes

to the referral process was clear, and is probably most

representative of the complexity which characterizes diffi-

cult referral decisions early in the educational life of
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marginal students. Students receiving the highest number of

referrals were high socioeconomic white males who exhibited

disruptive classroom behavior. Least referred were high

socioeconomic, disruptive Mexican-American males and low

socioeconomic, non-disruptive black males. The most

clearly discernible pattern with respect to interactions was

the pattern related to sex and ethnic status, with Mexican-

American females and white and black males receiving the

greatest number of referrals. The pattern of referrals among

ethnic groups significantly differed when socioeconomic and

classroom behavior were taken into account. Among high

socioeconomic students, the pattern of referrals signifi-

cantly differed as a result of students' behavior. In

contrast, the pattern of referrals for low socioeconomic

status children did not differ among ethnic groups, regard-

less of type of classroom behavior.

Despite the finding of significant interactions, the

exact meaning of the results remains somewhat uncertain.

As the number and levels of attributes increase, so does

the difficulty of clearly interpreting interactions.

Furthermore, student attributes and interactions accounted

for only 18.33 percent of the variance in referral decisions,

leaving a considerable amount of variance unexplained.

At the same time, the results indicated that generaliza-

tions about the expected referral patterns of teachers

cannot be based on a straightforward linear combination of
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student, teacher, or school variables. Although a dis-

proportionately large number of students in special education

classes for the educable retarded may be (a) male, (b) of

low socioeconomic status, (c) minority group members, or

(d) children with behavior problems, the referral patterns

which result in this particular distribution of students in

special classes are exceedingly complex, i.e., there was no

consistent linear trend among the four student attributes

studied. Thus, certain highly specific combinations of the

four student attributes appeared to be strongly related to

teacher referral decisions, while other combinations of the

same attributes were not.

Conclusions

Based on the data available from this study, the follow-

ing conclusions were drawn:

1. Student, teacher, and school attributes, both

singly and in weighted combination, appear to be essentially

unrelated to student referral for special class placement

by teachers.

2. The addition of knowledge concerning the inter-

actions among selected student attributes to the regression

equation considerably improves the predictions of referral

patterns.

3. Mexican-American females and black and white males

receive the greatest number of referrals when sex and ethnic

status are considered together.
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4. Classroom behavior is an important factor related

to referral decisions for high socioeconomic but not for

low socioeconomic students.

Recommendations

The following recommendations were suggested:

1. There should be greater emphasis in teacher pre-

service and inservice education programs upon the need for

objective evaluation of students as an integral part of

educational programming and placement.

2. Greater administrative flexibility in placement

decisions, as well as increased individualization of

instructional programs, should be encouraged in order to

help counteract the effects of inappropriate placement out-

comes.

3. Further research should be undertaken which would

focus upon the observational cues used by teachers in reach-

ing placement referral decisions.

Implications

Directors of special education should be aware that

the referral of students near the borderline for placement

in special education classes for the educable retarded may

not follow the pattern suggested by the high proportion of

male, ethnic minority, low socioeconomic and behavior prob-

lem children currently found in special classes. Presumably,

a great number of such children have been considered
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eligible for special class placement on the basis of reported-

ly prejudicial testing procedures. Presently, however, in

contrast to former treatment, when children are functioning

near the borderline for placement, teachers may be reluctant

to refer a child from a disadvantaged background, even though

the child might actually benefit from special class place-

ment.



Personal Data Questionnaire

NSTRUCTIONS: Please complete the personal data questions below by check-ng L one box under each question, Even if the question does not at firstppear pertinent to your situation tYOU Will find a space to place a checkark. Remember. it is very important that every question be marked.

ccl-2 AGE LAST BIRTHDAY ccl3 ENROLLMENT SIZE OF SCHOOL IN01 [: under 21 years WHICH YOU LAST TAUGHT (or pre-
02, El21-25 sently teach)

03 5 26-30 0 5 Have never taught in pub-
lic school

1 50less than 300 students
2 5 300-2,499
3 2,500-4,999

4 5,000-9, 999

5 10,000-24,999

6 more than 25,000 students
cc19 TYPE LOCALE OF SCHOOL IN WHICH

YOU LAST TAUGHT (or presently,
teach)

0LIHave never taught in pub-lic school

1 5 Urban (high population
density, inner city, heavy
industry, large businesses,
etc.)

2 Suburban (largely resi-
dential, light industry
and small businesses, etc.

3 1 Rural (small town, agri-cultural, low population
density)

04 Li 31-35
05 5 36-40

06 E 41-45

07 0 46-50

08 0 51-55

09 5 56-60

10 f 61-65

11 5 over 65 years

cc3 SEX

0 5DMale
1 ElFemale

cc4 ETHNIC GROUP MEMBERSHIP

1 []Black
2 5White
3 Latin American
4 Other

ELEMENTARY LEVEL TEACHING EXPERIENCE (Including Thim Y
cc8-9 Years as Special Education

Teacher

00 [] None at elementary
level-

01 5 less than 1 year
02 5 1-3
03 5 4-6

0457-9

05 LE 10-12
06 5 13-15

07 5 16-18

08 5 19-21
09 5 22-24

10 5 more than 24 years

cclO-lJ Years as Classroom
Teacher

00 5 None at elementary
level

01 5 less than 1 year
02 5 1-3
03 5 4-6

04 E] 7-9

05 0 10-12

06 7 13-15
07 5 16-18
08 0 19-21

09 5 22-24
10 0 more than 24 years

ccl2 HAVE YOU TAUGHT IN A SCHOOL THAT USES THE MAINSTREAMING CONCEPT(eeg., educable or trainable mentally retarded students in aca-demic classes with non-retarded students for at least a portionof the school day)?

0 Never 4 5.-6 years
1 less than 1 year 5 5 7-8 years
2 5 1-2 years 6 5 9-10 years
3 3-4 years 7 5 more than 10 years

I

I

I



APPENDIX B

EXAMPLE OF CASE HISTORY SHOWING STUDENT ATTRIBUTES

cc22-26

INSTRUCTIONS: Please read the following case history of achild who is experiencing learning problems in the firstgrade at a school similar to one in which you recentlytaught (or presently teach). After reading the case history,you will be asked to make a judgment concerning the bestalternative for educational placement for this child. It isunderstood that your response will reflect your best judg-ment on the basis of the limited information provided inthis case history. However, please consider the informationcarefully and make your recommendation as though this were achild in your own class.

CASE HISTORY

This is a seven year old (White, Black, Mexican-
American) (male, female) who is the youngest of four chil-
dren. His (her) father (did not graduate from high school,
is a college graduate) and is employed as (a delivery man
during the day and cleans a local business office at night
to supplement the family income, an engineer by a local firm
and is completing requirements for a master's degree in
business administration at a local university). The mother
is a housewife and (cares for several neighborhood children
in the home, is active in local volunteer and service
organizations). The family lives in a (two-room apartment
near the father's place of employment, four-bedroom home
within 30 minutes commuting distance from the father's place
of employment).
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Since enrolling in the first grade, this child has
evidenced difficulty in keeping pace with his classmates
academically. His (her) classroom behavior has been
described as (negativistic and disruptive to classroom
routine, non-disruptive and compliant with the teacher's
requests). Psychometric evaluation revealed a child who
was functioning intellectually at a sub-average level, with
a Stanford-Binet IQ of 74 and a WISC Full Scale IQ of 68.
Standardized tests of achievement indicated a lag in achieve-
ment ranging from approximately six to eight months for his
(her) age group.

Medical examinations revealed no serious illnesses.
Audiological and visual checks were negative. No signifi-
cant speech defects were reported.
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cc27 PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTION BY CHECKING ONE OF THEALTERNATIVES BELOW THAT RANGE FROM DEFINITELY YES TO DEFINITELYNO.I

If the student described in the case history were in your class,
would you recommend that the child be referred for placement in
a special education class for educable mentally retarded students?
Definitely Probably Maybe Maybe Probably DefinitelyYES YES YES NO NO NO

6 5 4 3 2 1
cc28 In your role as a teacher, have you ever made referral decisions

similar to the above?

OCCA.- FRE-NEVER RARELY SIONALLY QUIETLY

ElElElD

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION YOU WOULD LIKE TO BE MORE CERTAIN OFYOUR RECOMMENDATION:

What additional information would you like to have in order tobe more certain about your recommendation? Six alternatives
are listed below. Please rank these alternatives by placinga 1 in the box beside the additional item of information that
you would most like to have, a 2 by the next desired, and so
forth until all six items of information are ranked front one
to six.

cc29 E examine test score profiles

cc30 E observe child in a variety of school learning situations
cc3l E consult with school psychologist or counselor
cc32 E interview parents at school

cc33 E see results of speech evaluation

cc34 observe child in home environment

If there are other types of information you feel would be morevaluable than those listed above, please specify below:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY

naamannummus



APPENDIX C

Questionnaires were mailed to the following universities:

University of Alabama

University of California at Los Angeles

University of Connecticut

University of Florida at Gainesville

Georgia State University

Indiana State University

University of Kansas

University of Kentucky

Boston University

University of Michigan at Ann Arbor

University of Minnesota

Mississippi State University

University of Missouri at Columbia

University of Nebraska

University of New Mexico

Syracuse University

University of North Carolina

The Ohio State University

University of Oregon

University of Pittsburgh

George Peabody College for Teachers

University of Texas at Austin

University of Washington

University of Wisconsin at' Madison
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APPENDIX D

The letter below was mailed to the universities listed

in Appendix C, using letterhead of the National Association

for Retarded Citizens.

February 3, 1975

Chairperson
Department of Special Education
University
City, State

Dear Dr.

I would like to ask your assistance in developing a nation-wide subject pool from which respondents will be selectedrandomly for a study dealing with factors influencing specialeducation placement decisions.

The enclosed 96 questionnaires, which are self-administered,
are to be completed by graduate students enrolled in generaland special education classes at your university. It wouldbe highly desirable that one half of the questionnaires bedistributed in education classes containing a high propor-tion of experienced classroom teachers (i.e., at least oneyear of teaching experience at the elementary level), andthe other half in graduate classes for special educationstudents whose major area of concentration is mental retarda-tion.

The task should take no more than ten minutes, and therespondents will remain anonymous. Furthermore, therespondents will not be called upon to provide any addi-tional data. Since this procedure makes follow-up im-possible, any extra effort on your part to ensure returnof these questionnaires will be greatly appreciated. Anaddressed and stamped mailer is enclosed for your conveni-ence.
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If for some reason you find it impossible to participate inthis data collection effort, please return the questionnaireswithin two weeks. In any event, a report of the results ofthis study will be sent to you within approximately ten months.

Thank you for your help in this study.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Luckey
Consultant, Program Services
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