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ABSTRACT 

In 1980 Jackson and Knowles presented a paper at the 

Australian Group for the Study of Mental Deficiency 

[A.G.S.O.M.D.J conference in Launceston, Tasmania. The paper, 

titled "Primary School Children's Perceptions and Understandings 

of Mental Retardation", reported in detail responses on twenty 

questions from the sixty-three item questionnaire instrument used 

in their study. These twenty questions reflected stereotyped 

responses of an alarming nature. If these responses were a 

reflection of how Australian children generally thought, then 

integration of the intellectually handicapped child into 

mainstream classes would be counter productive. 

The current study was initiated to help assess the attitudes 

of Australian Capital Territory cl1ildren to the Intellectually 

Handicapped. The twenty significant questions from the Tasmanian 

study were formed into a questionnaire and administered to 769 

children in Years 3 and 6 from six Government and two Catholic 

schools in the Australian Capital Territory. In most cases the 

results were in direct contrast to those obtained in Tasmania. 

At first glance this meant that the attitudes of Australian 

Capital Territory children towards the Intellectually Handicapped 

were much less stereotyped than those of Tasmanian children. 

Further investigation, however, led to the discovery that the 

results from the Tasmanian study were spurious. The data had not 

been accurately computerized, giving a result that was probably 

the reverse of what Tasmanian children actually thought. 

Four supplementary hypotheses, comparing the respon se s of 



Years 3 and 6 girls and boys, Government and Private schools, 

exposed and unexposed schools, were tested. The analysis of the 

data for these hypotheses supported, to some degree, past 

findings that older children and girls have less stereotyped 

attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped than younger 

children and boys. The responses of Government schools versus 

Private schools were varied. Three of the five significantly 

different responses indicated a less stereotyped view was held by 

Government school children, while two of these significant 

questions indicated a less stereotyped view was held by Private 

school children. With regard to exposed and unexposed schools, 

the two significantly different responses indicated less 

stereotyped views were held by the nonexposed children. 

Future directions are indicated in the sections dealing with 

Limitations and Future Directions. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The education of the intellectually handicapped child 

is a responsibility with which modern society is gradually coming 

to terms. The Interim Australian Capital Territory Schools 

Authority's, "Guidelines On Relationships Within The Education 

System" states that it is the Authority's responsibility to offer 

every child in the Australian Capital Territory an education of 

the highest quality. 

"--it should provide for the average, for the gifted, for 

the slow, retarded or handicapped." (1974, Pg. 6.) 

The question of how to educate the handicapped child, and in 

what setting, is still a matter of concern and continuing debate. 

Although methods of educating the intellectually handicapped 

child are highly developed, the most appropriate setting changes 

with social goals, the strength of pressure groups, and financial 

demands. However, the trend in the Australian Capital Territory 

and Australian and Western schooling systems generally is for 

intellectually handicapped children to be integrated, that is, 

placed with children of normal ability in a mainstream class. 

Inclusion of the intellectually handicapped child in the 

ordinary classroom can be done via three different metbods. 

1. The child may be able to be included in a mainstream 

class where the teacher has additional support from a resource 

teacher who may be an itinerant worker moving from school to 

school or full time within the one school. 
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2. The child may be a member of a small class grouping 

of handicapped children such as a Junior Assessment Class or 

Learning Centre as seen in the Australian Capital Territory. 

Here there is usually one teacher and a teacher's aide 

instructing ten to sixteen pupils. Inclusion within a "normal" 

class will occur when the children from these groups are assessed 

as being suited for such a transition. The placement time in a 

normal class will vary for each child. 

3. The child may be totally "integrated", i.e. most of 

their instruction will be in the ordinary classroom and extra 

assistance will be given to the child and the teacher from a 

Resource Room. This Room is staffed by a Resource Teacher and 

assistance is given to the student on a withdrawal basis or 

within the class setting. 

A major a~rn of including handicapped children in the 

ordinary classroom is to allow them to experience normal social 

interactions. rt is axiomatic that for integration to be 

successful, handicapped children will need to be accepted by 

their peers. If in fact their peers have negative or stereotyped 

attitudes then at least the initial stages of inclusion are 

likely to be unsuccessful. 

Therefore, before integration takes place, it is necessary 

to look at what attitudes ordinary children have towards the 

intellectually handicapped . A study by Jackson and Knowles 

(1980) in Hobart, Tasmania, looked at perceptions of mental 

retardation by primary school children. The reported significant 
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findings revealed very highly entrenched, stereoptyped views of 

the intellectually handicapped. 

For example, to the question, "Can you become mentally 

handicapped if you play with mentally handicapped children?" 

between 90 and 100 percent of children in Years Three to Six 

answered "yes". If such attitudes are held where children are to 

be integrated, the acceptance of intellectually handicapped 

children by ordinary children would be unlikely. Therefore the 

main aim of this study is to investigate the attitudes of primary 

school children in the Australian Capital Territory towards the 

Intellectually Handicapped. 

The present study also looks at attitudes within a general 

context. As attitudes in psychological research are seen as 

having a direct relationship to behaviour it is important to look 

at the place of attitudes generally within the behavioural 

context. We will also look at the attitudes toward 

intellectually handicapped children held by their normal peers, 

and the social acceptability of intellectually handicapped 

children within ordinary classes. The policy and practice of 

integration within the Australian Capital Territory need to be 

examined and the impact of the Tasmanian study in influencing our 

research will be outlined. The focus of this study is to compare 

the responses of primary school children in Australian Capital 

Territory schools with those of Tasmanian children from the 

Jackson and Knowles (1980) study, using the most discriminating 

and signif icant questions from that study. 
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B.LITERATURE REVIEW 

1. ATTITUDES IN GENERAL 

It is stated in Fishbein that an "Attitude is a learned 

predisposition to respond to an object in a consistently 

favourable or unfavourable way." (Fishbein, 1975, p.6). As we 

are interested in behaviour, the above definition is attractive 

because it postulates a direct link between attitude and 

behaviour. In fact, this is the position taken by many early 

researchers. 

Wicker (1969), in a review of research aimed at answering 

the question of the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, 

found that relatively few studies demonstrated this link and 

concluded -"that attitudes will be unrelated or only slightly 

related to overt behaviours than that attitudes will be closely 

related to actions." (p.65). 

Because of this undemonstrated view that human behaviour is 

closely linked to or preceded by attitudes, researchers concluded 

that attitudes were in fact more complex and previous measures 

were only tapping part of the person's "attitudes". Attitudes 

were then seen to be made up of three aspects comprising a 

person's beliefs, feel i ngs, and behaviour towards the object 

concerned. 

Rosenberg and Hovland (1960) presented this concept 

diagramatically. 
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Fig. 8.1 Schematic conception of attitudes. (From Rosenberg and Hovland, 
1960.) 

Ostrom (1969) attempted to measure affect, cognition and 

behavioural (conative) aspects of attitude and used this 

information as a predictor of behaviour. The conclusion of his 

research was that this three-component view of attitude did not 

provide a suitable explanation for the low empirical relationship 

between the attitude being measured and the behaviour of the 

subject. 

Despite these conclusions, attitudes continue to be viewed 

as having three components - affect, cognition and behaviour. To 

explain this failure in being able to demonstrate a direct 

relationship between attitudes and behaviour, other variables 

were postulated to have moderating effects, or in other words, 

other variables act in conjunction with attitude to determine 

behaviour. The other variables do not seem to interact with 

attitude but appear to have a direct effect on 
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behaviour. These variables include other attitudes, competing 

motives, verbal, intellectual and social abilities, individual 

differences, etc. (See Ehrlich (1969) and Wicker (1969)). 

Those who have tested the other-variable hypothesis have 

employed a measure of intention rather than behaviour as their 

criterion. warner and De Fleur (1969) and Green (1972) looked at 

the moderating effect of degree of exposure on the 

attitude-behaviour relationship and Green (1972) looked at 

intimacy in the same context. 

Wicker (1971) looked at the independent effect of attitude 

toward the church and other variables on three religious 

behaviours. His main finding was that "judged influences of 

extraneous events" were the best predictor of attendances and 

contributions whereas participation was not predictable from any 

of the variables considered. 

The measure of intention appears to be the best predictor 

that a certain behaviour will occur. This intention will vary 

over time and is influenced by behaviour, situation, and target. 

For example the intention to buy a certain car in six months will 

be affected if the person loses his/her job, the car is no longer 

as cheap, faults are found in its manufacture, etc. Behavioural 

criteria being studied include single acts, repeated acts, and 

multi-act behaviours (Fishbein (1973)). In trying to predict a 

single act behaviour the intention measured has to refer exactly 

to the same behaviour. 
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Multiple-act criteria require a more general measure of 

intention. 

Although the previous discussion indicates that attitude is 

only one aspect of what influences a certain behaviour it is 

nevertheless an important variable. Other variables are also 

critical in influencing behaviour, particularly in a classroom. 

Such other variables as school ethos towards the handicapped 

(Barclay and Kehle (1979)), and peer pressure (Johnson (1981)), 

are key elements in this influence. Previous experience with the 

handicapped will also affect how handicapped pupils are accepted 

into the normal stream (Sheare, 1974 & Jaffe, 1966). 

Group Dynamic research underlines the power of the group to 

influence behaviour (Zimbardo, Ebbesen and Maslach (1977)). In 

this model, changes in behaviour occur because they are motivated 

by various socially based needs, such as the need to compare 

oneself to others, the need to evaluate one's own abilities, and 

the need to reduce discrepancies between one's own position and 

the group norms. Within the context of a classroom, which is 

usually a very dynamic group, the "other variables" which would 

influence behaviour can be understood within the group dynamic 

model. Attitudes can be viewed as one part of the influence on 

behaviour within a complex network of influential interactions. 

The primary place of group influences is supported by 

Johnson (1981) who emphasized the importance of peer 

relationships i n socialization, academic achievement and healthy 
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development. It has also been demonstrated that there is a 

relationship between social status and delinquency (Roff, Sells, 

and Golden,(1972)), high school completion (Ullman, 1957), 

suicide (Stengle, 1971) and mental health in adulthood (Cowen, 

Pedersen, Babegan, Izzo and Trost (1973)). The perception a 

person has of his/her place within a significant social group can 

influence many aspects of personal development and behaviour. 

Thus, if the attitudes or beliefs about intellectually 

handicapped children which affect the intention behind the 

behaviour of normal children are inaccurate stereotypes, it is 

unlikely that the intellectually handicapped child will be 

accepted into the "normal" group. If, for example, the normal 

child believed that he/she would contract a mental deficiency by 

playing with an intellectually handicapped child it is unlikely 

he/she would attempt to include a handicapped child in his/her 

social activities. If this is an attitude of the class group 

then integration would defeat the social de'velopment motive for 

mixing the two groups of children. 

2. ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE INTELLECTUALLY HANDICAPPED 

Strain and Kerr (1981, p.66) conclude their chapter on 

"Attitudes Toward Mentally Retarded Persons" by saying that, in 

general, the attitudes held by the community, professionals and 

peers need to be improved if the goals and aims of integration 
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are to be achieved. However, although community and professional 

attitudes are important areas of study we will concentrate our 

investigation on the attitudes of mainstream school age children 

towards their intellectually handicapped peers. 

Research . into peer attitudes toward the Intellectually 

Handicapped can be classified as: 

2:1 The description of attitudes towards the 

intellectually handicapped or educable mentally retarded student. 

2:2 Assessment of the social standing of the 

intellectually handicapped child within mainstream classes. 

2:3 Remediation of negative attitudes towards 

intellectually handicapped children. 

The following review looks at areas 2:1 and 2:2. 

2:1 The Descrip tion of Attitudes Towards the Intellectually 

Handicapped 

Research into this area has tried to identify variables that 

may affect attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped. 

These include the effect of labelling intellectually handicapped 

people, whether contact with the Intellectually Handicapped 

influenced attitudes, whether males or females had different 

attitudes, whether appearance of the Intellectually Handicapped 

influenced attitudes, and whether level of social skill of the 

Intellectually Handicapped had an effect or not on attitudes held 

towards them. 
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a.The· Effect of Contact With Intellectual ly Handicapped People 

and Attitudes Held by Their Peers. 

Clarke (1964) invited "normal" children to respond to 

photographs of pupils known by their peers, from special classes. 

The selection by the subjects of the pupils they knew best and 

their description of them indicated a lack of social rejection of 

the handicapped peer. Familiarity with the handicapped child may 

have led to a reduction in stereotype and to positive acceptance 

by the subjects. 

Peterson {1974) hypothesized that contact with educable 

mentally retarded children by peers would influence the attitude 

held by the peers in a positive direction. This was supported by 

one aspect of his study. Sheare (1974) found that peers had more 

positive attitudes towards educable mentally retarded pupils when 

integration occurred. Jaffe (1966) also supported the idea that 

exposure to i~tellectually handicapped adolescents led to more 

positive attitudes being held by their peers. 

Cook and Wollershei~ (1976) found that subjects who had 

contact with educable mentally retarded children responded more 

positively to them in the experimental situation. Voerfz (1980) 

concluded that greater contact was desired by children who 

attended schools where integration took place. Kennon and 

Sandoval (1978) found that teachers who had previous contact with 

educable mentally retarded pupils were more positively disposed 

towards them. 
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Gottlieb, Cohen ana Goldstein (1974) on the other hand, 

found that students who had .IlQ contact with educable mentally 

retarded children had more positive attitudes towards them. 

Studies by Goodman, Gottlieb and Harrison (1972) and Strauch 

(1970) negate the idea that exposure to intellectually 

handicapped children would develop more positive attitudes 

towards them by their peers. Changes in attitudes in a negative 

direction after exposure have also been supported. (Gottlieb and 

Budoff, 1973 Gottlieb et al., 1974.) 

b.Labelling 

Jaffe (1966) in his research found that labelling children 

as mentally retarded did not affect the subjects' level of 

negative statements. Nevertheless, his subjects saw the retarded 

person as weaker, smaller, more passive and more easily 

influenced than the non-retarded person. Strauch (1970) worked 

on labelling and attitudes amongst High School pupils. He also 

concluded that labelling did not have a negative impact. 

Gottlieb (1974) supports the idea that labelling did 

not negatively affect his subjects' judgment as measured by a 

social distance scale and an attitude questionnaire. 

c.Sex 

Sheare (1974) found that mainstream girls had more positive 

ratings of educable mentally retarded peers than boys. 
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Siperstein and Gottlieb's research (1977) supported the 

hypothesis that girls have more positive attitudes to educable 

mentally retarded children than boys. Another aspect of their 

study is that popular children were more accepting of the more 

incompetent person who looked "normal" and hence, appearance was 

an important variable for these children in influencing their 

acceptance of "different" peers~ Lazer, Orpet and Revie (1972) 

were concerned with the attitudes of gifted children towards the 

handicapped. Girls in their sample were found to have a more 

positive attitude i.e. less stereotyped. It can be concluded 

then that mainstream girls have a more positive view of the 

Intellectually Handicapped. 

d.~ 

Voeltz (1980) found that children in the 5th and 6th grades 

in primary school expressed a greater desire than younger 

children to interact with handicapped children. Jackson and 

Knowles (1980) reported that they found that many of the 

responses to their questionnaire indicated a hardening towards 

more rigid stereotyping of the Intellectually Handicapped as the 

children got older. Although there is no definitive trend in the 

research cited, age differences and associated trends would need 

to be investigated when measuring attitudes towards the 

Intellectually Handicapped. 
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2:2 The Assessment Of The Social Standing Of Intellectual ly 

Handicapped Children. 

In summarizing research in this area Iano, Ayers, Heller, 

McGettigan and Wacker (1974 p.267) say: 

"Sociometric studies generally have found that 

educable mentally retarded pupils in regular 

classes are accepted less often and rejected or 

isolated more often than their nonretarded 

classmates." 

The Iano study (1974) then looked at how to create a more 

accepting environment for the Intellectually Handicapped. The 

researchers investigated the effect of having a resource room 

and support staff for these children. Their conclusions were 

that a support room was no more effective in generating 

acceptance of the Intellectually Handicapped by the mainstream 

children than separate class groups of intellectually handicapped 

children within the school. However, they observed that all 

intellectually handicapped children were not rejected by their 

peers and that in fact many pupils in regular grades who are not 

intellectually handicapped were also rejected. It was concluded 

that the label of Intellectually Handicapped is not a sufficient 

explanation of social rejection within the class group. 

Gottlieb, Semmel and Veldman {1978) examined the factors 

that influenced the social status of intellectually handicapped 

children and consequently their acceptance or rejection. They 
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found that academic competence was closely related to social 

acceptance. On the other hand perceived misbehaviour was related 

to social reiection of intellectually handicapped peers. They 

also looked at the impact of social acceptance of the amount of 

exposure to normal children through intellectually handicapped 

children spending time in the ordinary class. The amount of 

exposure did not relate significantly to the retarded children's 

social status. These results support a previous study by 

Gottlieb and Davis (1973) where they found that children 

integrated on a full-time basis were not chosen more than 

children involved in other methods of integration, e.g. separate 

classes of intellectually handicapped children such as the Junior 

Assessment Class grouping. 

For integration to be successful it is necessary to modify 

inappropriate behaviours and for prosocial behaviours to be 

learned by intellectually handicapped children (Kehle and 

Barclay, 1979). Kehle and Barclay support the idea that 

increasing cognitive competence is the best way of improving the 

acceptance of intellectually handicapped pupils by their ordinary 

peers. They say the profession has not been able to make the 

Intellectually Handicapped "smarter" so it is important to 

attempt to help the intellectually handicapped child behave 

better. (1979, p.55). 

In summary, sociometric studies of classes into which 

intellectually handicapped pupils have been incorporated 
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generally show that intellectually handicapped children have a 

low social status. They may be mildly accepted, ignored or 

actively rejected. 

Two more factors which affect this continuum are 

intellectual ability of the child and his/her behaviour. Of 

these two the variable that is the easiest one to change is 

behaviour and it is essential to reduce antisocial behaviours an 

increase prosocial behaviours before integration is attempted. 

Studies which support this summary include Van Osdol et al.,1973 , 

Gottlieb and Davis, 1973; Aloia et al.,1978; Kehle and Barclay, 

1979; Barclay and Kehle, 1979; Stager and Young, 1981; Response 

to Policies, Report to Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1984. 

Another important factor that affects student academic 

success is the classroom climate (Barclay and Kehle, 1979). In 

fact a considerable part of the achievement of children can be 

accounted for by social-interaction variables (Brookover, 

Schweitzer, Schneider, Beady, Flood, and Wisenbaker, 1978). The 

intentional expectations that human beings show towards one 

another in a social environment are influenced by race, sex, 

estimated level of intelligence, physical appearance, etc. If 

perceptions by the social group are triggered by responses which 

reflect a stereotype image then the individual's total learning 

and achievement will be affected. 

The measurement of the classroom climate is perceived by 

virtually all researchers as an important component in the 

assessment of individual differences in a group situation 
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(Barclay and Kehle, 1979, p.81). An integral pdtt of the 

classroom climate is the attitudes the various members of the 

classroom have towards each other. The measurement of these 

attitudes is therefore necessary before integration of the 

Intellectually Handicapped takes place. This is underlined 

further by Lombana (1980) who found that handicapped students' 

success at school in personal, social and academic areas will be 

determined to a large extent by the attitudes and behaviours 

displayed by their student peers. 
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C.INTEGRATION IN THE AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY 

This study was stimulated by the findings of the Jackson and 

Knowles (1980) research. Do children in the Australian Capital 

Territory also hold such strongly stereotyped views of the 

Intellectually Handicapped? If this were the case then the aims 

behind integrating intellectually handicapped children within 

their neighbourhood school would not be realised. Nevertheless, 

integration is currently seen by the policy makers to be the best 

way to provide for the education of the Intellectually 

Handicapped. 

Research, however, tends to indicate that the outcomes from 

integration are not necessarily what the implementers desired. 

In fact, integration itself does not seem to change the attitudes 

of the non-retarded pupils or lead to the Intellectually 

Handicapped being more openly accepted. Barriers to this 

acceptance include: 

(a) The lack of social skills on the part of the 

Intellectually Handicapped. 

(b) Low academic achievement on the part of the 

Intellectually Handicapped. 

Within an integrated situation the intellectually han~icapped 

student is in a low status, outer circle social milieu. 
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Kehle and Barclay say: 

"The bottom line appears to be that the optimal 

strategy for the intellectually handicapped child 

is to make him smarter. Unfortunately, the 

profession does not know how to accomplish this. 

What we are left with are attempts to make the 

intellectually handicapped child behave better" 

(1979, p.55). 

Skills training is therefore an essential first step for 

successful integration to occur. 

Although educational policy statements within the Australian 

Capital Territory have encouraged integration, integration has 

not been as prominent in practice as the policy makers may have 

intended. It is perhaps the realisation of the practical 

limitations to integrating as outlined above that has led to the 

development of this difference between policy and practice. 

The less intellectually handicapped children in the 

Australian Capital Territory are provided for educationally in 

the normal schools through Junior Assessment Classes and Learning 

Centres. These are examples of integration. The more 

intellectually handicapped children are schooled in separate or 

segregated special schools. 

There are four special schools in the Australian Capital 

Territory providing educational facilities for children who are 
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intellectually disabled. Children at these schools may have 

other disabilities to such a level of severity it is considered 

their needs are best met in segregated settings. There may be a 

combination of intellectual and physical handicap amongst the 

special schools' population. 

The four schools providing this service in the Australian 

Capital Territory are Koomarri School, Malkara, Cranleigh and The 

Woden School. Students at these schools are functioning at the 

moderate, severe or profound level of intellectual disability. 

Except for Koomari, the establishment of these schools in their 

present location took place between 1970 and 1974. They are part 

of the thrust to educate more severely intellectually handicapped 

children in a segregated setting. However, some integration in 

the form of occasional visits between these special schools and 

mainstream schools takes place through mutual arrangement. 

The more mildly intellectually handicapped students are 

catered for in the Learning Centres within primary or secondary 

schools. As these centres are part of the mainstream school 

population further integration into mainstream classes is 

possible due to the geographic proximity to each other. It is 

with this form of integration that we are most concerned in this 

study. The reason for this is that the goals of integration 

depend on the acceptance of the Learning Centre pupils by the 

rest of the school population with whom they mix during play and 

learning sessions. 
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D.THE TASMANIAN STUDY 

T.he study, titled "Primar_y School Children's Perceptions and 

Understandings of Mental Retardation", was presented at the 

Australian Group for the Study Of Mental Deficiency 

{A.G.S.O.M.D.) conference in Launceston in 1980. The authors, M. 

Jackson and B. Knowles were staff members of the University of 

Tasmania. Their findings were presented and discussed under the 

headings which conceptualised the areas their questionnaire 

probed. Their headings were as follows: 

(a) Perception and stereotypes of the learning ability and 

competencies of intellectually handicapped children. 

(b} Perceptions of personal attributes. 

(c) The perceived control that the Intellectually 

Handicapped should have over their own lives. 

(d) Desire for more contact with the Intellectually 

Handicapped. 

(e) Perception of deviance of intellectually handicapped 

pupils. 

(f) Perceptions of causes of intellectual handicap. 

Jackson and Knowles summarised their study as follows: 

"Their responses (subjects) clearly show 

that they hold many serious misperceptions of 

the personal attributes, the learning abilities 
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and the probability of deviance amongst the 

mentally handicapped. They did not express any 

desire for closer contact with or knowledge 

about the mentally handicapped and believed 

that they should not have the same freedom to 

exercise control over their own lives as 

ordinary people." (1980, p.13.). 

Some of the results would, on the face of it, give cause for 

concern and so led to questioning whether children in the 

Australian Capital Territory held similar attitudes. 

Therefore on the basis of the Tasmanian study it was 

hypothesised that:-

1. Children in the Australian Capital Territory will 

have similar attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped as 

those held by Tasmanian children. 

Variables as indicated in the literature review, such as the 

ages of children, their sex, and contact with the Intellectually 

Handicapped have been regarded as influencing the attitudes held 

by non-handicapped children towards the Intellectually 

Handicapped. These issues are investigated in the following 

suppJ.ementary hypotheses:-

2. Year Three students will be less stereotyped in their 

attitudes than Year Six students. 

3 •. Girls will have less stereotyped attitudes to the 

Intellectually Handicapped than boys. 

4. Children who are not exposed to the Intellectually 

Handicapped will reflect stereotyped views of the Intellectually 
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Handicapped compared to the exposed children. 

The sample also included children from Private schools 

to investigate whether different educational systems may have an 

influence on children's attitudes towards the Intellectually 

Handicapped. Hence it was hypothesised:-

5. Students in Government schools will be less 

stereotyped than Prjvate school students. 
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E.METHOD 

1. The Subjects 

The subjects who participated in this study were drawn from 

six Government and two Catholic schools in the Australian Capital 

Territory. All the children in Year Three and Year Six in each 

school were given the instrument which was a questionnaire. 

Responses from 368 Year Three and 401 Year Six students made up 

the sample. Of the sample, 60 Year Three and 99 Year Six 

students were from the two Catholic schools. Girls and boys were 

approximately equally represented. 

The schools were classified as Exposed or Unexposed. 

Exposed schools were those which had Junior Assessment Classes or 

Learning Centres as part of the school population . Students in 

these classes usually have some form of learning problem. 

However, the students in such classes are not necessarily 

mentally retarded but may be placed in that setting because of 

emotional or behav1oural factors which are interfering with the 

learning process in a mainstream classroom. The grouping of 

children into Junior Assessment Classes and Learning Centres is a 

significant approach towards meeting the special needs of the 

identified students in the Australian Capital Territory. Because 

these classes are part of the normal school, students from the 

mainstream will be mixing on a daily basis with students with 

learning problems. This is the closest a school 
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child in the Australian Capital Territory would come to having 

regular or daily contact with peers with difficulties in the 

cognitive or mental areas of development. 

Some schools have visiting programmes to special education 

schools whose populations comprise children with physical and 

mental handicaps. Schools with such programmes are not 

considered to be part of the "exposed" school sample. The reason 

for this is the general nature of the population of special 

schools where physical handicaps are the disabilities mos~ 

obvious to their normal peers. 

Unexposed schools were those where Junior Assessment Classes 

and Learning Centres were not part of the school population. 

2. The Instrument 

The instrument used was a questionnaire made up of twenty 

(20) questions or statements to which the subjects were to 

respond, indicating agreement or disagreement, by circling "yes" 

or "no". (Appendix A is an e xample of the questionnaire). 

The twenty questions used were drawn from a study carried 

out in Tasmania (Jackson and Knowles, 1980). The original 

questionnaire was made up of 63 items. The Tasmanian study 

identified twenty questions which reflected highly significant 

responses. These responses indicated that the Tasmanian sample 

had very negative stereotyped attitudes towards the 

Intellectually Handicapped. Because of the discriminating nature 
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of these twenty questions they were extracted to form the 

instrument used in this current study. 

The negatively stereotyped perceptions held by the "normal" 

sample included in the original questionnaire and incorporated in 

this study relate to the following general areas: 

(a} The learning ability competencies of the 

Intellectually Handicapped (Q3,6,13}. 

(b) The personal abilities of the intellectually 

handicapped child (Q2,18,19,20). 

(c) Increased contact with intellectually handicapped 

children (Q7,12,15). 

(d) Deviance and intellectual handicap (QS,10}. 

(e) Intellectually handicapped children and the degree 

of control they have over their own lives (Ql,9,11,16). 

(f) The cause of intellectual handicaps (Q4,8,14,7). 

3. Procedure 

The questionnaire was administered separately to Year Three 

and Year Six classes. The students were told the following: 

"We are interested in what children in Primary 

Schools understand and think about children who 

are mentally handicapped. By mental handicap we 

mean children who are mentally retarded or slow 

learners and who may have physical problems". 

The children were then questioned to see that they understood 
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what an intellectual handicap is compared to a physical handicap. 

They were then told that they were to answer a questionnaire 

which had twenty questions. When they received the questionnaire 

they were to write whether they were a boy or a girl at the top 

of the sheet, their year i.e. Three or Six, and their school by 

initials, e.g. Baldwin Primary School's initials B.P.S .. It was 

emphasized that their own names were not to be written on the 

questionnaire. By not requiring the student to be identifiable 

by name it was hoped that more accurate responses would be 

elicited. 

It was explained that there were no right or wrong answers 

and that they were to respond "YES" or "NO" according to how they 

really thought. 

A sample question written on the blackboard was then used to 

illustrate how the questions were to be answered. 

Sample: 

1. Should children get into a car with 

a complete stranger? YES NO 

The explainer said that if they agreed with this statement 

they were to circle the "YES". If they disagreed they were to 

circle the "NO". A "NO" response was used to demonstrate wl1at to 

do. 

The questionnaires were then distributed and completed. 

The questions were read to the Year Three subjects to 
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ensure they understood them. The questions in Year Three classes 

were completed one at a time, the responses being required after 

each question had been read. Assistance was given to Year 3 and 

Year 6 students if they requested clarification of any of the 

questions. Those children wbo were identifiea as having reading 

difficulties in Year 6 had the questions read to them. 

Facilitating understanding of the question was the reason for the 

assistance provided. 
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F. ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The data is analysed in two main sections: 

1. Hypothesis One which compares the Australian Capital 

Territory and Tasmanian results is dealt with first. 

'2. The four supplementary hypotheses, 2 to 5, are then 

analysed individually. 

1. Hypothesis One: "Children in the Australian Capital Territory 

will have attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped 

similar to those held by Tasmanian Children." 

This hypothesis is analysed in the following fashion. 

a) the method used to compare the Australian Capital 

Territory results with the Tasmanian study is outlined. 

b) The method used to extrapolate results from the Tasmanian 

study to provide a meaningful comparison is then explained. 

c) The results obtained from each question are presented in 

both written and table format. 

d) Table l(b) presents the critical results in graphical 

form and provides the ba si s of the analysis of the differences 
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between the Tasmanian and Australian Capital Territory samples. 

The graphs in this table represent the responses that are 

considered to be more stereotyped. This then enables the 

responses in Tasmania and the A.C.T. which would be considered 

negatively stereotyped to be compared. 

With reference to (a) the method used to compare the 

Australian Capital Territory results with the Tasmanian 

study .•....••..•.. Responses to each question for Years 3 and 6 

were calculated as a percentage of the total response for each 

year group. For example, in the Australian Capital Territory 365 

children were sampled. To Question 1, 195 children or 53.4%, 

answered "YES" while 170 children or 46.6% answered "NO". 

The question response used for comparison is determined by 

the response direction (either "YES" or "NO") as reported in the 

Tasmanian study. In that study onl y neg atively stereotyped 

responses were reported in the data analysis. For example, the 

"YES" response for Question One is used for comparison with the 

Australian Capital Territory sample because a "YES" response to 

this question indicates a negatively stereotyped response. 

With reference to (b) the method used to extrapolate results 

from the Tasmanian study to provide a meaningful 

comparison ••••.•........ Data reported in the Tasmanian study was 

presented in Jine graphs (based on percentages) and included 

Years 3, 4, 5 and 6. The data also distinguished between 
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children from advantaged and disadvantaged schools. (See. 

Appendix B for an example of the Tasmanian results and how they 

were presented). In the current study, comparisons between 

advantaged and disadvantaged schools were not carried out. To 

arrive at a statistic that could be used for comparison with the 

Australian Capital Territory results the percentage responses 

from the advantaged and disadvantaged 

schools in Tasmania were combined and then averaged. The 

resulting percentage responses on each question for Years 3 and 6 

were then used to compare with the Australian Capital Territory 

Years 3 and 6 responses. Because of the use of this method 

slight variations from the original Tasmanian statistics may 

occur. 

With reference to (c) the presentation of the results in 

written and table form .......... Table l(a) summarises the 

responses of the sampled students in Year 3 and Year 6 in 

Tasmania and the A.C.T. on each of the twenty questions. The 

responses recorded are in percentages. For example, to Question 

1, 20% of Year 3 students in Tasmania answered YES, while 80% 

answered NO. This represents 100% of responses for the Tasmanian 

Year 3 group. 

Numbers given are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

The results are also presented in written form and follow 

next. 
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The responses to each question are: 

Question 1 : Should mentally handicapped children usually live 

in special homes or hospitals? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 20%; Year 6, 68%. 

ACT: Year 3, 53.4%; Year 6, 19.3%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 80%; Year 6, 32%. 

ACT: · Year 3, 46.6%; Year 6, 80.7%. 

Question 2: Do mentally handicapped children usually need more 

sympathy and understanding than children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 5%; Year 6, 5%. 

ACT: Year 3, 87.3%; Year 6, 84.1%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 95%; Year 6 r 95%. 

ACT: Year 3, 11.7%; Year 6, 15. 9%. 
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Question 3: Can mentally handicapped children usually learn to 

read? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 32%; Year 6, 17%. 

ACT: Year 3, 69.6%; Year 6, 87 • 5% • 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 6 8%; Year 6, 83%. 

ACT: Year 3, 30.4%; Year 6, 12.5%. 

Question 4: Can you become mentally handicapped if you play 

with mentally handicapped children? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 90%; Year 6, 9 8%. 

ACT: Year 3, 2.7%; Year 6, 1.5%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, H3%; Year 6 I 2%. 

ACT: Year 3 , 97.3%; Year 6 I 98.5%. 

Question 5: Do mentally handicapped children steal more often 

than children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 75%; Year 6, 90%. 

ACT: Year 3, 14.8%; Year 6, 6.2%. 



NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 25%; Year 6, 
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10% 

ACT: Year 3, 85.2%; Year 6, 93.8% 

Question 6 : Do mentally handicapped children usually learn to 

do things more slowly than children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 5%; Year 6, 2%. 

ACT: Year 3, 94.8%; Year 6, 95.2%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 95%; Year 6, 98%. 

ACT: Year 3, 5.2%; Year 6, 4.8% 

Question 7 : Do mentally handicapped children need a nice home 

with good parents just the same as children like 

you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3 , 5%; Year 6, 2%. 

ACT: Year 3, 93. 5%; Year 6, 96.2%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3 , 97%; Year 6, 98%. 

ACT: Year 3, 6. 5%: Year 6, 3. 8%. 
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Que stion 8: Are children mentally handicapped because their 

brain has been affected in some way? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 16%; Year 6, 15%. 

ACT: Year 3, 89.1%; Year 6, 96. 2% • 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 84%; Year 6, 85%. 

ACT: Year 3, 10.9%, Year 6 , 3. 8%. 

Question 9: Should mentally handicapped children be allowed to 

visit all of the places children like you visit? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 25%; Year 6, 5%. 

ACT: Year 3, 82.2%; Year 6, 94.5%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 75%; Year 6, 95%. 

ACT: Year 3, 17 • 8% ; Year 6, 5.5%. 
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Question 10: Do mentally handicapped children usually try to 

cheat or outsmart children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 88%; Year 6, 95%. 

ACT: Year 3, 13.7%; Year 6 I 11.2%. 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, l 2%; Year 6 I 5%. 

ACT: Year 3, 86.3%; Year 6 I 88.8%. 

Question 11: Should mentally handicapped children be allowed to 

mix with children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 30%; Year 6 , 10%. 

ACT: Year 3, 86.8%; Year 6, 96. 2%. 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 70%; Year 6, 90%. 

ACT: Year 3 , 13.2%; Year 6, 3. 8%. 
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Question 12: Would you like to visit special schools for 

mentally handicapped children to learn about and 

understand these children? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3 I 10%; Year 6, 10%. 

ACT: Year 3,q4.6%; Year 6,&'4.5%. 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 90%; Year 6, 90%. 

AC'l': Year 3, 5.4%; Year 6, 15. 5%. 

Question 13: Do you need to explain things much more carefully 

when you are with mentally handicapped children? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 5%; Year 6, 7%. 

ACT: Year 3, 97%; Year 6 r 9 4. 4% • 

.N.Q response 

TAS: Year 3, 95%; Year 6 , 93%. 

ACT: Year 3, 3%; Year 6, 5.6%. 
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Question 14 : Can a mentally handicapped child be born into 

anyone's family? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3' 22%; Year 6, 8%. 

ACT: Year 3 , 94%; Year 6' 97%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3' 7 8%: Year 6 ' 92%. 

ACT: Year 3' 6%; Year 6, 3%. 

Question 15 : Would you like to learn about mentally handicapped 

children at school? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 7%; Year 6, 15%. 

ACT: Year 3, 89.6%; Year 6 I 77.2%. 

NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 93%; Year 6, 85%. 

ACT: Year 3, 10.4%; Year 6, 22. 8%. 

Question 16: Do mentally handicapped children need to be looked 

after more than children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 5%; Year 6, 12%. 

ACT: Year 3, 89.1%: Year 6, 88%. 



.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 

3 8 • 

95%; Year 6, 88%. 

ACT: Year 3, 10.9%; Year 6, 12%. 

Question 17: Can children like you become mentally handicapped 

if their brain is damaged in an accident? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3. 12%; Year 6, 5%. 

ACT: Year 3, 94.5%; Year 6 , 97. 5%. 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 88%; Year 6, 95%. 

ACT: Year 3, 5.5%; Year 6, 2 • .5% • 

Question 1 8: Do mentally handicapped children usually keep 

themselves just as clean and tidy as children like 

you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3 , 22%; Year 6, 25%. 

ACT: Year 3, 70.5%; Year 6, 70.1%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3, 7 8%; Year 6, 7 5%. 

ACT: Year 3, 2 9. 5% ; Year 6 , 29.9%. 
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Question 19: Are mentally handicapped children usually 

unfriendly to children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year 3, 86%; Year 6, 88%. 

ACT: Year 3, 12.6%; Year 6, 11. 9%. 

NO response 

TAS: Year 3 , 14%; Year 6, 12%. 

ACT: Year 3, 87. 4%; Year 6, 88.1%. 

Question 20: Do mentally handicapped children usually need more 

love and attention than children like you? 

YES response 

TAS: Year -:i 7 9c • Year 6, 10%. ..: , 0 , 

ACT: Year 3, 86.5%; Year 6, 79.7%. 

.NQ response 

TAS: Year 3, 93%; Year 6, 90%. 

ACT: Year 3 I 13.5%; Year 6, 20.3%. 

With reference to (d), ie. Table l(b), the graphs in this 

table represent those responses considered to be more negatively 

stereotyped. This then enables the responses, which are 
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considered to be negatively stereoptyped, to the twenty questions 

to be compared. The basis for this comparison is that the 

responses recorded on these graphs were the ones causing concern 

as a result of the Tasmanian study. The ACT results are added as 

a comparison. 



Table ·1(a) 

A Summary of the results obtained on the twenty question 
instrument. Tasmanian and the Australian Capital Territory 
(A.C.T.) results are presented. The figures are percentage 
of students in each year group responding "Yes" or "No" to 
the que~tion on the instrument. 

Question State Groups 

TASMANIA A.C.T. 

Year 3 Year 6 Year 3 Year 

YES NO YES NO YES NO YES 

Q. One 20 80 68 32 53 47 19 

Two 5 95 5 95 88 12 84 
Three 32 68 17 83 70 30 87 

Four 90 10 98 2 3 97 2 

Five 75 25 90 10 15 85 6 

Six 5 95 2 98 95 5 95 

Seven 3 97 2 98 93 7 96 
Eight 16 84 15 85 89 11 96 

Nine 25 75 5 95 82 18 94 
Ten 88 12 95 5 14 86 ll 

Eleven 30 70 10 90 87 13 96 
Twelve 10 90 lO 90 95 5 85 

Thirteen 5 95 7 93 97 3 94 

Fourteen 22 78 8 92 94 6 97 

Fifteen 7 93 15 85 90 10 77 
Sixteen 5 95 12 88 89 11 88 

Seventeen 12 88 5 95 94 6 97 

Eighteen 22 78 25 75 70 30 70 
Nineteen 86 14 88 12 13 87 12 

Twenty 7 93 10 90 86 14 80 

Percentaaes ar e rounded to the nearest whole number. 
' 

6 

NO 

81 

16 

13 

98 

94 

5 

4 
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89 

4 
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12 

3 
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20 
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Table 1 

Comparison of Tasmanian and A.C.T. Years 3 
and 6 students on the twenty question Instrument 

Tasmania A.C.T. asmania A.C.T. Tasmania A.C.T. Tasmania A.C.T. 

.Yr. 3 6 

QI 
Ill 
i:l 
0 
p, 
Ill 
QI 

p:: 

(/) 

w 
l>i 

Note: 

J 6 J 6 J 6 3 6 J 6 J 6 3 6 

Results are presented in percentages . As originalldata 
is not a vailabl e , the Tas man ian re sults were read from 
t h e r,raphs presented in the Jackson & Knowles (1980) 
Report and h ence may be over or unde r es timat ed by a 
few percentar,e points. The responses indicated (YES or 
NO to e ach qu estion) are in t he stereotype attitudinal 
d irec tion. Percentage figures are rounded t o the 
nearest who1 e number . 



43. 

2. Analysis of the four supplementary hypo t heses . 

The four hypotheses are: 

(2) Year 3 students will be less stereotyped than year 6 

students. 

(3) Girls will have less stereotyped attitudes than boys. 

(4) Children who are not exposed to the Intellectually 

Handicapped will reflect stereotyped views of the Intellectually 

Handicapped compared to the exposed children. 

(5) students in government schools will have less stereotyped 

views than students in private schools. 

The four supplementary hypotheses were tested using the 

chi-square statistic. A 2 x 2 table of contingency format was 

used. A chi-square was calculated for each question under each 

hypothesis with the level of significance (o<) being set at 0.05 

with one degree of freedom. It is understood that the 

application of the chi-square statistic to a large number of 

calculations using the same data may lead to some spuriously 

significant findings by mere chance. 

However, Jensen, Beus, and Storm (1968) say: 

"Procedures are given whereby a number of 

statistical tests on categorical data may 

be performed simultaneously regardless of 

correlations among the several test statistics. 
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Each test statistic is computed exactly as in 

the classical case of tests for goodness-of-

fit or tests for independence in two-way 

contingency tables. However, each test statistic 

is compared with a critical point from the 

"~distribution of the appropriate Bonferroni A 

statistic, which depends on the number, 

of simultaneous tests involved and the degrees 

of freedom,T', of each. Tables of these critical 

points, which are appended, will accommodate 

simultaneous tests at the levels of significance 

o( = • 0 5 and 0( = • 01 • " 

This procedure was used to identify chance results. If this 

procedure had not been used the responses to Question 20 under 

hypothesis (a), Question 1, 7, 11 and 19 under hypothesis (b) and 

Question 5, 19 and 20 under hypothesis (d) would have been 

statistically significant. These questions have been omitted 

from the final analysis because, using the Bonferroni chi - squa red 

statisiic, it seems evident that these results have occurred by 

chance. 

In presenting the results, only those questions that 

resulted in a significant statistical difference are outlined. 

The individual chi-square calculations are presented in Tables 

2-5 and a summary of the chi-square calculations for all four 

hypotheses is given in Table 6 (page,57.). 
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Analysis of Supp l ementary Hypothesis {2) ; Yea r 3 Versus Year 6 

Children {A. C. T.) 

The significant questions relating to this hypothesis are as 

follows: 

Question 1 : Should mentally handicapped children usually live 

in special homes or hospitals? 

Chi-square was 94.385, sig. at 0.01 level. 

53.4% of Year 3 answered YES, and 46.6% NO. 

19.3 % of Year 6 answerea YES, and 80.7% NO. 

Question]: Can mentally handicapped children usually learn to 

read? 

Chi-square was 36.356, sig. at 0.01 level. 

69.6% of Year 3 answered YES and 30.4% NO. 

87.5% of Year 6 answered YES and 12.5% NO. 

Que stion 5: Do menta lly handicapped children s teal mo re o ft e n 

than children like you? 
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Chi-square was 15.206, sig. at 0.01 level. 

14.8% of Year 3 answered YES and 85.2% NO. 

6.2% of Year 6 answered YES and 93.8% NO. 

Question 8: Are children mentally handicapped because their 

brain has been affected in some way? 

Chi-square was 13.952 and sig. at 0.01 level. 

89.1% of Year 3 answered YES and 10.9% NO. 

96.2% of Year 6 answered YES and 3.8% NO. 

Question 9: Should mentally handicapped children be allowed to 

visit all of the places children like you visit? 

Chi-square was 28.662 and sig. at 0.01 level. 

82.2% of Year 3 answered YES and 17.8% NO. 

94.5% of Year 6 answered YES and 5.5% NO. 

Question 11 : Should mentally handicapped children be allowed to 

mix with children like you? 
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Chi-square was 21.856 and sig. at 0.01 level. 

86.8% of Year 3 answered YES and 13.2% NO. 

96.2% of Year 6 answered YES and 3.8% NO. 

Qu estion 12: Would you like to visit special schools for 

mentally handicapped children to learn 

about and understand these children? 

Chi-square was 19.966 and sig. at 0.01 level. 

94.6% of Year 3 answered YES and 5.4% NO. 

84.5% of Year 6 answered YES and 15.5% NO. 

Quest ion 15: Would you like to learn about mentally handicapped 

children at school? 

Chi-square was 21.182 and sig. at 0.01 level. 

89.6% of Year 3 students answered YES and 10.4% NO. 

77.2% of Year 6 students answered YES and 22.8% NO. 

Question 20: Do mentally handicapped children usually need more 

love and attention than children like you? 
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Although significant in the initial ivestigation this question 

was rejected when Bonferroni's Chi-square statistic was applied. 

In summary, the responses of Year 6 on Questions 1, 3, 6, 8 

and 11 were in a statistically less stereotyped direction than 

Year 3, whereas Year 3 answered Questions 12 and 15 in a less 

stereotyped way. 

Chi-square calculations on all twenty questions are presented in 

Table 2 (page, 53.) • 

Analysis of supplementary hypothesis (3), Girls versus Boys . 

The significant questions relating to this hypothesis are as 

follows: 

Question 12: Would you like to visit special schools for 

mentally handicapped children to learn about and 

understand these children? 

Chi-square is 10.354, sig. at 0.05 level. 

86.1% of the boys said YES, and 13.9% NO. 

93.3% of the girls said YES, and 6.7% NO. 
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Question 15: Would you like to learn about mentally handicapped 

children at school? 

Chi-square was 12.770, sig. at 0.01 level. 

78.7% of boys said YES, and 21.3% NO. 

88.5% of girls said YES, and 11.5% NO. 

Chi-square calculations on all 20 questions are presented in 

Table 3 (page,54.). 

Analysis of supplementary hypothesis (4): 

Exposed verses Unexposed schools 

The significant questions relating to this hypothesis are as 

follows: 

Ques t ion 7 : Do mentally handicapped children need a nice home 

with good parents just the same as children like 

you? 

Chi-square is 10.262, sig. at 0.05 level. 

96.2% of Government school children said YES, 3.8% NO. 

89.9% of Private school children said YES, 10.1% NO. 
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Question 8: Are children mentally handicapped because their 

brain has been affected in some way? 

Chi-square is 18.431, sig. at 0.01 level. 

94.8% of Government school children said YES, 5.2% NO. 

84.9% of Private school children said YES, 15.1% NO. 

Question 9: Should mentally handicapped children be allowed to 

visit all of the places children like you visit? 

Chi-sguare was 9.728, sig. at 0.05 level. 

90.5% of Government school children said YES, 9.5% NO. 

81.6% of Private school children said YES, 18.4% NO. 

Question 15 : Would you like to learn about mentally handicapped 

children at school? 

Chi-square was 10.522, sig. at 0.05 level. 

80.9% of Government school children said YES, 19.1% NO. 

91.8% of Private school children said YES, 8.2% NO. 

• 
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Question 18: Do mentally handicapped children usually keep 

themselves just as clean and tidy as children 

like you? 

Chi-square was 12.390, sig. at 0.01 level. 

67.2% of Government school children said YES, 32.8% NO. 

81.6% of Private school children said YES, 18.4% NO. 

Chi-square calculations on all twenty questions are presented in 

Table 4 (page,55.). 

Analysis of Supplementary Hypothesis (5) , 

Government versus Private Schools . 

The significant questions relating to this hypothesis are as 

follows: 

Question 10: Do mentally handicapped children usually try to 

cheat or outsmart children like you? 

Chi-square was 10.870, sig. at 0.05 level. 

18.8% of children from exposed schools said YES; 81.?.% NO. 

10% of children from unexposed schools said YES; ~0% NO. 
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Question 18: Do mentally handicapped children usually keep 

themselves just as clean and tidy as children 

like you? 

Chi-square was 17.137, sig. at 0.01 level. 

58.9% of children from exposed schools said YES; 41.1% NO. 

74.5% of children from unexposed schools said YES; 25.5% NO. 

Chi-square calculations on all twenty questions are presented in 

Table 5 (page, 56.) . 

A summary of chi-square results for the four 

supplementary hypotheses on the twenty questions is presented in 

Table 6 (page,57.). 

-



Ql YES 00 

Boys 164 241 
40.5% 59.5% 

Girls 105 238 
30.6% 69.4% 

2 
X 7.874: Sig .005 

Q~ YES NO 
48 363 Boys 

11. 7% 88.3% 

Girls 30 312 
8.8% 91.2% 

2 
)(_ 1.698: Sig .192 

Q9 YES NO 

Boys 365 55 
86.9% 13.1% 

Girls 315 32 
90.8% 9.2% 

2 

,3. 
Table 2 

Suppleroontary Hypothesis (2) 

Girls and Boys Attitudes Canpared 

Q2 YES NO Q3 YES NO 

Boys 359 54 Boys 319 96 
86.9% 13.1% 76.9% 23.1% 

Girls 
288 50 Girls 279 65 
85.2% 14.8% 81.1% 18.9% 

2 2 
x.459: Sig .497 X2.020: Sig .155 

Q6 YES NO Q7 YES NO 

Boys 393 23 Boys 391 28 
94.5% 5.5% 93.3% 6.7% 

Girls 329 15 
Girls 336 11 

95.6% 4.4% 96.8% 3.2% 
2 2 

x.541: Sig .462 A 4.846: Sig .027 

QlO YES NO Qll YES NO 

Boys 57 358 Boys 367 44 
13.7% 86.3% 89.3% 10. 7% 

Girls 37 306 Girls 326 19 
10.8% 89.2% 94.5% 5.5% 

2 2 

Q4 YES 00 

Boys 9 412 
2.1% 97.9% 

Girls 7 341 
2.0% 98.0% 

2 
x.014: Sig .902 

Q8 YES 00 

Boys 387 27 
93.5% 6.5% 

Girls 317 28 
91.9% 8.1% 

2 
X. 711: Sig .398 

Ql2 YES 00 

Boys 353 57 
86.1% 13.9% 

Girls 322 23 
93.3% 6.7% 

2 
)(_ 2.834: Sig .092 X. 1. 502 : Sig . 220 )(__ 6. 634: Sig .010 )(_10.354: Sig .001 

Ql3 YES NO Ql4 YES NO Ql5 YES NO Ql6 YES N'.) 

Boys 392 24 Boys 397 23 
Boys 326 88 Boys 365 49 

94.2% 5.8% 94 .5% 5.5% 78.7% 21.3% 88.2% 11.8% 

Girls 333 9 Girls 337 11 Girls 307 40 
Girls 300 37 

97.4% 2.6% 96.8% 3.2% 88.5% 11.5% 89.0% 11.0% 
2 2 2 2 

X'_ 4. 437: Sig .035 IX,_ 2. 411: Sig .120 A.12 . 770: Sig • <XX)4 ;(_ .134 : Sig .713 

Ql7 YES NO Ql8 YES NO Ql9 YES NO Q20 YES 00 

Boys 399 16 Boys 282 128 Boys 62 349 Boys 341 68 
96.1% 3.9% 68.8% 31.2% 15.1% 84.9% 83.4% 16.6% 

Girls 
332 14 

Girls 243 94 Girls 30 311 
Girls 277 58 

96.0% 4 .0% 72.1% 27.9% 8.8% 91.2% 82.7% 17.3% 

X 2 .018: Sig 
2 2 2 

.892 X..979: Sig .322 )::,6.861: Sig .008 x_.061: Sig .803 

)<:! level of significance is .05 



'54. 
Table 3 

Supplerrentary Hypot~sis (J) 

Year 3 and Year 6 students attitudes carpared 

Ql YES NO Q2 YES NO Q3 YES NO Q4 YES 00 

Yr.3 
195 170 Yr.3 

325 43 
Yr.3 

256 112 Yr.3 10 358 
53.4% 46.6% 88.3% 11. 7% 69.6% 30.4% 2.7% 97 .3% 

Yr.6 
74 309 

Yr.6 
322 61 Yr.6 

342 49 
Yr.6 

6 395 
19.3% 80.7% 84.1% 15.9% 87.5% 12.5% 1.5% 98.5% 

2 2 2 2 
)(_ 94.385:Sig .CX:X: )<_ 2.830: Sig .092 ;(_36.356:Sig .(X)() A.-1.404: Sig .236 

QS YES NO Q6 --+-=YE=S-+--_N"-'-O"--IQ7 _.......:.YE=S=------J....-....:.NO.:=.......i QB YES NO 
54 310 349 19 344 24 328 40 

Yr. 3 14.8% 85.2% Yr. 3 94.8% 5.2% Yr. 3 93.5% 6.5% Yr. 3 89.1% 10.9% 
y 6 24 365 y 6 373 19 383 15 376 15 
~- 6.2% 93.8% ;· 95.2% 4.8% y;· 6 96.2% 3.8% Y;- 6 96.2% 3.8% 

)(_ 15. 206: Sig • 001 X... 039: Sig • 841 )(,2. 998: Sig • 083 X..13. 952: Sig • CXJ02 

Q9 YES NO QlO YES NO Qll YES NO Ql2 YES N:) 

Yr.3 
301 65 Yr.3 

50 314 
Yr.3 

315 48 Yr.3 347 20 
82.2% 17.8% 13.7% 86.3% 86.8% 13.2% 94.6% 5.4% 

Yr.6 379 22 
Yr.6 

44 350 Yr.6 378 15 Yr.6 
328 60 

94.5% 5.5% 11.2% 88.8% 96.2% 3.8% 84.5% 15.5% 
2 2 2 2 

'X_ 28.662:Sig .CXX) "XJ..149:Sig .283 X21.856: Sig .CXJO )(.19.966: Sig ,CXX) 

Ql3 YES NO Ql4 YES NO Ql5 YES NO Ql6 YES N:) 

Yr.3 
356 11 Yr.3 346 22 

Yr.3 
329 38 Yr.3 328 40 

94.0% 3.0% 94.0% 6.0% 89.6% 10.4% 89.1% 10.9% 

Yr.6 369 22 Yr.6 388 12 Yr.6 304 90 Yr.6 337 46 
94.4% 5.6% 97.0% 3.0% 77.2% 22.8% 88.0% 12.0% 

2 2 2 2 
X...3.143:Sig .076 X4.0l8: Sig .045 IX.21.181: Sig .CXJO ):...240: Sig .623 

Ql7 YES NO Ql8 YES NO Ql9 YES NO Q20 YES NO 
345 20 258 108 46 320 315 49 

Yr.3 94.5% 5.5% Yr.3 70.5% 29.5% Yr.3 12.6% 87.4% IYr .3 86.5% 13.5% 

Yr.6 
386 10 Yr.6 267 114 Yr.6 46 340 IYr .6 303 77 
97.5% 2.5% 70.1% 29.9% 11.9% 88.1% 79.7% 20.3% 

2 2 2 2 
'X._ 4 .377: Sig .036 X,_.015: Sig .901 X...074: Sig .785 "X_6.113: Sig .013 

)<"<!level of significance is .OS 



5S. 
Table 4 

Supplerrentary hypothesis ( 4) 

Goverrment and Private Sc~l Students• Attitwes Ccmpared 

Ql YES 00 Q2 YES 00 03 YES 00 04 YES 00 

G 
207 383 

G 
515 77 

G 
470 131 

G 
13 597 

35.1% 64.9% 87.0% 13.0% 78.2% 21.8% 2.1% 97.9% 
p 62 96 p 132 27 p 128 30 p 3 156 

39.2% 60.8% 83.0% 17.0% 81.0% 19.0% 1.9% 98.1% 
2 2 2 2 

'"x_ .934:Sig .333 'X,_ 1.659:Sig .197 j\_ .590:Sig .442 A .036:Sig .847 

05 YES 00 Q6 YES N'.) 07 YES 00 Q8 YES 00 

G 
67 527 

G 
570 31 

G 
584 23 

G 
569 31 

11.3% 88.7% 94. 8% 5.2% 96.2% 3.8% 94.8% 5.2% 
p 11 148 p 152 7 p 143 16 p 135 24 

6 9% 93 1% 95 . 6% 4.4% 89.9% 10.1% 84.9% 15.1% 
2 2 2 2 

A_ 2.569,Sig .109 -X, .151:Sig .697 ~ 10. 262: Sig: • 001 X 18.431:Sig .CXX> 

Q9 YES 00 QlO YES 00 Qll YES 00 Ql2 YES NO 

G 
551 58 

G 
77 525 

G 
553 47 

G 
529 68 

90.5% 9.5% 12.8% 87.2% 92.2% 7.8% 88.6% 11.4% 
p U9 29 p 17 139 p 140 16 p 146 12 

81.6% 18.4% 10.9% 89.1% 89.7% 10.3% 92.4% 7.6% 
2 2 2 2 

-x._ 9. 728:Sig .001 ;(_ .408:Sig .522 --x_ .951:Sig .329 ')(, 1.89:Sig .168 

013 YES N'.) 014 YES NO Ql5 YES N'.) Ql6 YES NO 

G 
570 30 

G 
583 27 

G 
488 115 

G 
530 62 

95.0% 5. 0% 95.6% 4.4% 80.9% 19.1% 89.5% 10.5% 
p 155 3 p 151 7 p 145 13 p 135 24 

98.1% 1.9% 95.6% 4 .4% 91.8% 8.2% 84.9% 15.1% 
2 2 2 2 
~ 2.888:Sig .089 A,_.o:xx::>l:Sig.998 ~10.521:Sig .001 "°X- 2.639:Sig .104 

Ql7 YES NO Ql8 YES 00 Ql9 YES I\O 020 YES 1 00 
579 25 396 193 76 518 490 96 G 95.9% 4 .1% G 67.2% 32.8% G 12 .8% 87.2% G 83.6% 16 .4% 

p 152 5 p 129 29 p 16 142 128 30 
96.8% 3.2% 81.6% 18.4% 10.1% 89 . 9% 

p 
81 0% 19.1% 

2 2 2 2 
?(_ .299:Sig .584 X, 12. 390: Sig .CC04 )'._ .827:Sig .363 )(,. • 600 : Sig .438 

'<,. X.: level of s1gni£1.canoe i s .05 
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Table 5 

Suppleirentary hypotresis (5 ) 

Exposed arxi Unexposed school sttrlents attitooes carpared 

Ql YES r,o Q2 YES 00 03 YES r,o Q4 YES 00 

Exp 64 137 
Exp 

171 33 
Exp 

174 39 
Exp 6 207 

31.8% 68.2% 83 . 8% 16.2% 81.7% 18.3% 2. 8% 97.2% 

Un 205 342 Un- 476 71 Un- 424 122 Un- 10 546 

37.5% 62.5% 87.0% 13.0% Exp 77.7% 22.3% 1.8% 98.2% 
2 2 2 2 

;(2.027:Sig .154 )(_ 1.272:Sig .259 X_. 1.492:Sig .221 "'X_ .783:Sig .376 

Q5 YES N) Q6 YES I 00 07 YES N) Q8 YES N) 

Exp 30 176 
Exp 197 10 Exp 

200 10 
Exp 

189 17 
14.6% 85.4% 95 . 2% 4.8% 95.2% 4.8% 91. 7% 8.3% 

Un- 48 499 Un- 525 28 Un- 527 29 Un- 515 38 

Exp 8.8% 91.2% Exp 94.9% 5.1% Exp 94.8% 5.2% Exp 93.1% 6.9% 
2 2 2 2 

Jl 5.398:Sig .020 X .017:Sig .895 -X..065:Sig .798 X.. .425:Sig .514 

Q9 YES N) QlO YES 00 011 YES 00 012 YES NO 

Exp 193 20 
Exp 

39 168 
Exp 

191 16 
Exp 

182 26 
90.6% 9.4% 18. 8% 81.2% 92 . 3% 7.7% 87.5% U.5% 
487 67 55 496 502 47 493 54 

Un- Un- Un- Un-
Exp 87.9% U.1% Exp 10.0% 90.0% Exp 91.4% 8.6% Exp 90.1% 9.9% 

2 2 2 2 
X l.ll8:Sig .290 'X_ 10.870:Sig .OOl ;(. .136:Sig • 712 'X, 1.098:Sig .294 

QlJ YES 00 014 YES 00 Ql5 YES 00 016 YES 00 

Exp 196 14 Exp 
202 11 Exp 167 44 

Exp 
184 19 

93.3% 6.7% 94 .8% 5.2% 79.1% 20.9% 90.6% 9.4% 
529 19 532 23 466 84 481 67 

Un- Un- Un- Un-
96 . 5% 3.5% 95.9% 4.1% Exp 84. 7% 15.3% Exp 87.8% 12.2% 

2 2 2 2 
X 3. 732:Sig .053 )(_: .378:Sig .538 X., 3.394:Sig .065 )G 1.200:Sig .273 

017 YES r,o 018 YES 00 019 YES r,o 020 YES 00 

Exp 
199 11 

Exp 
119 83 

Exp 
37 167 

Exp 
160 45 

94.8% 5.2% 58. 9% 41.1% 18.1% 81.9% 78.0% 22.0% 
Un- 532 19 Un-

406 139 Un- 55 493 Un- 458, 81 
Exp 96 . 6% 3.4% Exp 74. 5% 25 . 5% Exp 10.0% 90. 0% 

Exp 85.0% 15.0% 
2 2 2 2 

X. 1. 286:Sig . 256 ~ 17 .137: Sig . CXX: x_ 9 .085:Sig .002 ~ 5.060:Si g . 024 

-x.._:l.J level of siqnificance is . 0 5 
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Table 6 

A summ~ry of Chi-square results on S~plementory 
hypothes ie 12), (3 I, (4 J & (c.,). 

~ Bl ~ c-9 YEAR SEX EXPOSED/ GOVJ:RNHENT/ 
outSTION GROUP male/ NON-EXPOSED PRIVATE 

Yeor 6/ fem,,,le 
Year ] 

1. Should ment.,lly handicapped children . .Ol . NS NS 
usually live in homes or hoepitale7 Yr 6-No R 

2. Do mentally handicapped children NS NS NS NS 
ueually need more eyrnpathy and under-
at~nding than children U.i<e you? 

3. Can mentally handicapped children . .01 NS NS NS 
usually leorn to read? Yr 6-Yes 

4. Can you become mentally handicapped 
if you play with ment a lly handicapped NS NS NS NS children? 

5. Do mentally handicapped children . . 01 NS . NS ateal more often than children like Yr 6-No R 
you? 

6. Do mentolly·handicopped childcen NS NS NS NS 
usually learn to do things more 
slowly than children like you? 

7. Do ment ally handicapped children need NS . NS . . 01 
4 nice home with good pare nts juat the R Govt-Yee same as children like you? 

8. Are children mentally handicapped be- . . 01 NS NS . .01 cause their brain has been affected Yr 6-Yes Govt-Yes in SOR~ way? 

9. Should mentally handicapped children • . 01 NS NS • ,01 be allowed to visit all of the places Yr 6-Yes Govt-Yee children like you visit? 

10. Do mentally handicapped children NS NS . • 01 NS usually try to cheat or outsmart Non-No 
children like you? 

11. Should mentally handicapped children . . 01 . NS NS be allowed to mix with children like Yr 6-Yes R 
you? 

12. Would you like to visit special . • 01 . ,01 NS NS 
schools for mentally handicapped Yr 3-Yes !'e-Yee 
children to learn about and under-
stand these children? 

13. Do you need to e xplain things much NS NS NS NS 
more carefully when you a re with 
mental ly handicapped children? 

l◄. Can a mentally handicapped child be NS NS NS NS 
born into .anyone's f amily? 

1s. Would you like to learn about me ntelly . .01 . .01 NS • .Ol 
handicapped children at echool7 Yr 3-Yes Pe-Yea Pr iv- res 

16. Do mentally handicapped chi,ldren need NS NS NS NS 
to be looked aft6r more than children 
like you? 

17. Con children lil<e you become mentally NS NS NS NS 
handicapped 1f their bra.in is dnmt1ged 
in an accident? 

18. Do mentally handicapped children NS NS . .01 . .01 
usually keep themaelves just as clean Non-Yee Priv-Yea and tidy as children like you? 

19. Are mentally handicapped children NS . . , 
NS usually unfriendly to children like R R I 

you? 

20. Do mentally handicapped children 
usually need more love "nd attention . NS • NS tho.n Children like you7 

R R 

No te, Level of significance f o r this study l s eet at the .OS level. Signi f icant 
Chi- s quare r e sult s below this level are lndi c 4ted. Where NS appears the difference 
ia not aig nific ent. Sign ificant rea~lt8 ~re recor de d t hus• showing the leve l at 
whi c h the r esult i e sig nificant . The gro up reoponding poaitive ly l e s hown with 
their r f'!sponse to the que stion . Ques t i on s marked 'R' indlcote6 a r e jection o t 
statistical signlfic8nc e &fter opplyinq t he Bo oferruni Chi-nou~re at~t,~ti c . 

-
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G. DISCUSSION 

1. Discussion of Hypothesis 1. 

The primary aim of this study was to compare the responses 

of Year 3 and Year 6 children in the Australian Capital Territory 

to twenty questions about the Intellectually Handicapped, with 

the responses of Year 3 and Year 6 children in Tasmania. These 

questions from the Jackson and Knowles study (1980) detected that 

a sample of children from Tasmanian Primary schools held 

extremely stereotyped attitudes towards the Intellectually 

Handicapped. If such views were held by school children in 

Tasmania or the Australian Capital Territory it could be 

concluded that integration of intellectually handicapped children 

into mainstream classrooms in those states would be counter 

productive. A substantial attitude change would therefore be 

necessary before current policies concerning integration could be 

effectively implemented. 

For the purpose of this study it was hypothesized that 

children in the Australian Capital Territory will have similar 

attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped as those held by 

Tasmanian children. 

The analysis of data, as seen in Table 1, shows that the 

responses on the twenty questions by the Tasmanian sample of 

children are in the opposite direction to the responses of 

children in the Australian Capital Territory. Thus, where a high 
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percentage of Tasmanian pupils answered "No" to a particular 

question a~ percentage of Australian Capital Territory 

students said "No". In fact most of the graphs in Table 1 of the 

results section present a mirror image when Tasmania is compared 

with the Australian Capital Territory. 

The hypothesis as stated, is therefore seen to be not true 

and is rejected. There are significant differences in the 

responses by Australian Capital Territory children to the same 

twenty questions when compared with those of the Tasmanian 

children. In fact they are in stark contrast to one another. 

Based on this result it would seem that Australian Capital 

Territory children have a much less stereotyped attitude towards 

intellectually handicapped children. Hence, at first glance, it 

would appear that integration would be more successful in 

Australian Capital Territory schools than in Tasmanian schools. 

This dramatic result, however, led to several questions 

being asked. These included the following: 

* Are children in Tasmania so very different in their 

attitudes to other Australian children? 

* Are the somewhat harsh attitudes concerning intellectually 

handicapped chilaren expressed in the Tasmanian study, attitudes 

that would no rmall y be expected of Year Three and Year Six 

students generally? 

* Is there anything in pa r ticular about the Tasman i an scene 

that would lead to s uch attitudes being accepted a s no r mal? 
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General experience and research (M.J. Rosier, 1980) would 

tend to indicate that there is no significant difference in 

attitude and behaviour between children living in different 

Australian states. In fact, such extreme views would indeed be 

"frightening". 

Further investigation involved contacting the researchers 

who carried out the Tasmanian study. When presented with these 

analyses, the original researchers expressed consternation and 

concern that their data, reported at a research conference, was 

so different. It would seem that their data was incorrectly 

coded into the computer giving spurious results in precisely the 

opposite direction. This conclusion was eventually confirmed by 

the original researchers. That is, the results as reported by 

Jackson and Knowles (1980) were spurious. The results of the 

Tasmanian study would probably be in line with the Australian 

Capital Territory results had the statistical analysis been 

correctly carried out. As the Tasmanian study was reported in a 

research paper delivered at the A.G.S.O.M.D. conference in 

Launceston, 1980 it would be advisable that the Tasmanian results 

from their study be re-analysed to see if in fact they run 

parallel to the Australian Capital Territory results. 

This surprising outcome indicates the need for caution in 

accepting statistical results of research without firstly asking 

appropriate questions about the data itself and the research 

findings. The respectability of the researcher based on his 
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reputation in relation to past research, is insufficient reason 

on its own for accepting the research results. 

Correct data analysis is essential. 

2. DISCUSSION OF THE FOUR SUPPLEMENTARY HYPOTHESES. 

The four supplementary hypotheses are now discussed in turn. 

Hypothesis (2) :Year Three students will be less stereotyped 

than Year Six students . 

Year Six students' responses were significantly different 

from those in Year Three on Q's 1, 3, 5, 8, 9, and 11. Year 

Three students showed more significant results when compared to 

Year 6 students, on Q 12 and Q 15. The significant results, 

using Chi-square analysis, are in a positive or non-negatively 

stereotyped direction. For the purpose of this study a 

non-stereotyped response is seen as a postive response as it 

indicates a more accurate understanding of the mentally 

handicapped. See Table 2 for all the calculations and Table 6 for 

a summary of the results. 

The significant responses for Year Three students on Q 12 

and Q 15 indicated a desire to have contact with and learn more 

about the Intellectually Ilandicapped whereas Year Six students 
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did not express this wish as strongly. Year Three students also 

expressed a greater understanding of the need for intellectually 

handicapped children to have more adult love and attention. 

Year Six students indicated more significant agreement that the 

Intellectually Handicapped should have greater control over their 

own lives (Ql,9,11). Year Six also had a less negatively 

stereoptyped view concerning intellectually handicapped 

children's ability to read (Q3) and their honesty (QS). They 

also showed more understanding of the perceived causes of an 

intellectual handicap (Q8}. 

It must be remembered that significant responses by one 

group in a positive direction mean the opposing group will have a 

more steteotypea view. The fact that Year Six had more 

significant responses in a positive direction could indicate that 

as children get older they have a less stereotyped view of the 

Intellectually Handicapped. This could be due to greater 

personal awareness and lessening egocentricity as people mature. 

It may also relate to increased opportunities to meet and know 

handicapped individuals. The responses to Q 12 and Q 15 would 

tend to point to Year 3 children bein~ less aware of the 

Intellectually Handicapped than Year 6 children. 

This conclusion is in line with the research findings of 

Voeltz (1980). It is also possible to surmise that, had the 

Jackson and Knowles data been analysed correctly, they too would 

have found less stereotyped attitudes towards the Intellectually 
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Handicapped in older rather than in younger children as reported 

in their study. 

Hypothesis (3): Girls wi l l have less stereotyped attitudes then 

boys. 

A significantly different response between boys and girls 

was found only on Questions 12 and 15 (See Tables 3 and 6). 

These questions reflect a desire by the girls to know more about 

the Intellectually Handicapped. Questions 12 and 15 were also 

responded to in a positive direction by Year 3 students. This 

response is perhaps an aamission of ignorance or it may be a 

positive desire to learn more about others. 

Although only two questions were found to be significant 

under this hypothesis both are in favour of the girls having a 

more open view to learning more about the Intellectually 

Handicapped. To a small degree it lends support to the 

hypothesis as outlined and supports the findings of Sheare 

(1974); Siperstein and Gottlieb (1977); and Lazer, Orpet and 

Revie (1972). 
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Hypothesis (4) :Children who a re not e xpose d to the 

Intellectually Handicapped will reflect 

stereotyped views of the Inte l l ectually 

Handicapped compared to the expose d 

children. 

The non-exposed children were the only ones with 

significantly different results on questions 10 and 18. 

Question 10 deals with deviance and the Intellectually 

Handicapped. Non-exposed children do not see intellectually 

handicapped children as trying to cheat or outsmart children like 

themselves. 

The non-exposed children have significantly more confidence 

in the personal abilities of the Intellectually Handicapped, 

having responded more positively to two out of the four questions 

in this category. 

The non-exposed children may have responded less 

stereotypically on these questions due to a lack of any real 

experience with the Intellectually Handicapped. Interviews with 

mainstream children from schools which have J.A.C's or Learning 

Centres as part of the school population indicate that such 

children often had a negative view of the students with learning 

problems. Although research findings in this area are mixed (see 

section B2:l:a) the above results are supported by the findings 

of Gottlieb, Cohen and Goldstein (1974). 
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Hypothesis (5) :Student s in governme nt s c hools wi ll ha ve a l ess 

s t e r eotyped view of t he Intellectually 

Handicapped than students i n pr ivate schools. 

Government schools showed more significant responses on Q 7, 

8, and 9 with all being answered "Yes". Private school children 

responded significantly with a "Yes" answer on Q 15 and Q 18 (See 

Tables 4 (page, 55.) and 6 (page 57.). 

The government school students agreed that the 

intellectually handicapped child needs a good home and should be 

allowed to visit places others are allowed to visit. They also 

saw the disf~nction of the brain as being a characteristic of the 

Intellectually Handicapped. Conversely students in private 

schools thought the Intellectually Handicapped did not need a 

good home. They also believed that intellectually handicapped 

children should not be allowed to visit places others visit and 

showed less understandjng of what it means to be intellectually 

handicapped. 

On the other hand, private school children expressed a 

desire to learn more about the Intellectually Handicapped and 

believed that they were as clean ana tidy as normal children. 
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Although the general trend reflected in this study is that 

primary pupils in the Australian Capital Territory do not have 

heavily stereotyped views of the Intellectually Handicapped, some 

areas of concern do remain. For example fifty-two percent of 

Year Three students still believed that intellectually 

handicapped children usually live in speci~l homes or hospitals. 

In fact, on questions 1, 3, 5, 8, 9, and 11 Year Six students 

registered significantly different responses compared to Year 

Three students. The Year Six responses were positive ones 

showing a greater understanding of the Intellectually Handicapped 

whereas the Year Three responses on these questions were more 

stereotyped. Conversely where Year Three showed significantly 

positive responses (Q 12 and 15) Year Six were more stereotyped 

in their views. Again, although Q 18 showed no significant 

difference between Year Three and Year Six students thirty 

percent (Table 1) of students in both years responded in a 

stereotyped fashion. 

These examples illustrate the concern that stereotypea views 

of the Intellectually Handicapped are still prevalent amongst 

primary school students. The significance of the impact of these 

attitudes will depend on many variables. One of the more 

important ones, in my view, is class climate (Barclay and Kahle, 

1979). If socially significant members of a class have these 

stereotyped views, or if large pockets of stereotyped views are 

present in one school then integration would not be effective. 
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These factors would need further investigation before integration 

is attempteo. 
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H. LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY 

During the course of the study several limitations became 

apparent and are as follows: 

1. Differe nces between the Tasmanian and t he Australian Cap ital 

Territory study. 

(a) The questionnaire used in the Tasmanian study consisted 

of sixty-three items. The Australian Capital Territory study 

used twenty of those sixty-three items which were reported by 

Jackson and Knowles (1980) to be the most highly significant. 

The effect of isolating those twenty questions and forming them 

into another single instrument is difficult to determine. Would 

the responses have been different if the twenty questions were 

embedded in a questionnaire which included more distractors? 

This question cannot be answered from the data of .the current 

study. However, it does seem that if the data from the Tasmanian 

study had been analysed correctly it could be surmised that there 

would be little difference in the results obtainea in both 

locations. Hence, the isolation of the chosen twenty questions 

from the remainder of the original s ixty-three has not affected 

the results that have been obtained. 

(b) The sample in Tasniania was larger than the Australian 

Capital Terrjtory sample, was made up of more grades in each 
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school and had a social strata component in the identification of 

advantaged and disadvantaged schools. Although Canberra is 

relatively uniform in its socio-economic and social status 

components it may be advantageous to include this measure in a 

future study. The sampling of more grades in the Tasmanian study 

did not seem to influence the over-all results when compared with 

the Australian Capital Territory results. However, it may be 

worthwhile sampling a wider age range in future studies. 

2. The limits imposed by the definition of the Intellectually 

Handicapped. 

The limitation here is related to the difficulty of 

presenting the concept of intellectual handicap without the 

association of a physical handicap. Although not all 

intellectually handicapped people have a physjcal handicap as 

well, once there is a physical appearance of being slightly 

different, e.g. mild forms of Down's Syndrome, it may be 

difficult for an observer to separate the physical differences 

from the intellectual handicap. Hence, the assessing of 

attitudes towards the intellectual handicap as a pure, single 

entity becomes a difficult task. Future studies would need to 

tackle this question in greater depth than was the intention of 

thjs study. 
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3. The l imitations impos ed by the school s sampled . 

(a) Although a large number of schools in the Australian 

Capital Territory was sampled the sample did hot include those 

schools that have programmes which involve visits to handicapped 

schools by mainstream children. These visits increase the 

contact with, and heighten the awareness of, mainstream children 

about handicapped children. Often these programmes involve 

reciprocal visits by handicapped children to mainstream schools. 

Schools with these programmes were excluded because of the 

confusion which may exist between what constitutes an 

intellectual handicap as discussed in Point 2, above. Future 

studies however, may benefit from looking at this element more 

closely. 

(b) The Private Schools sampled were suburban Catholic 

parish schools. Attitudes and socio-economic variables related 

to these schools would probably be similar to the feeder area 

population for the State Schools. The inclusion of other 

lr.oependent or Private Schools in future research might result in 

a definitive difference in the results between the State and 

Private School samples. Sampling of such schools in the 

Australian Capital Territory may also tap into the socio-economic 

variable which was not included in the current study. 
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I. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The main purpose of this study was to compare the attitudes 

of primary school children towards the Intellectually Handicapped 

in Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory. It would 

appear from this A.C.T. study, that primary school students' 

attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped are more 

positive than expected from the Tasmanian study and that the 

concern aroused by that study is not as significant as first 

thought. It can therefore be concluded that a relatively 

positive climate for integration prevails within the A.C.T. 

primary school system. Nevertheless, areas of concern still 

remain and integration would need to take place cautiously with 

consideration being given to relevant questions which will be 

discussed later in this chapter. 

With regard to the supplementary hypotheses, some moderately 

significant results have emerged. It would appear that girls and 

older children have more accepting attitudes towards the 

Intellectually Handicapped. Non-exposed children showed a 

slightly less negative view than exposed children. Children from 

Government and Private schools were nearly equally divided on the 

significant responses. It would have been desirable to have more 

conclusive results on these hypotheses. However, the results 

tend to reflect the findings reported from other studies. 
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Some educational questions have been raised by the study and 

the literature reviewed concerning the issue of integration of 

the Intellectually Handicapped. These include the following:-

1. Exp osure versus Non-Exposur~ 

In an integration programme mainstream children will 

automatically be "exposed" to Intellectually Handicapped 

children. This is what integration involves - the mixing of the 

two groups for educational and social reasons. "Exposure" may be 

at various levels, ranging from brief ana infrequent encounters 

to daily involvement within a school setting. Integration 

planners and programmers should be concerned with the type and 

quality of exposure so as to facilitate as positive an outcome 

from integration as is possible. 

The type of exposure that can be most productive is unclear. 

Research into the effects of exposure or non-exposure of 

mainstream children to the Intellectually Handicapped child 

presents contradictions. Some researchers found that exposure 

led to positive attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped. 

{Clark, 1964; Renz & si~ersen, 1969; Peterson, 1974.) Other 

research including this current study suggests that in the 

absence of orientation programmes for those who receive the 
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handicapped, exposure may lead to the development of negative 

attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped. 

If contact with or "exposure" to the Intellectually 

Handicapped leads to an increase in negative views of them by 

mainstream children, then integration may lead to an increase in 

negative views and may therefore be an unproductive educational 

aim. The more important variables leading to the rejection of 

Intellectually Handicapped children by mainstream children are 

the higher frequency of inappropriate behaviour and reduced 

intellectual achievement {Gottlieb et.al., 1978.) .Integration 

planning therefore needs to keep this information to the fore. 

However, it does not preclude programming in such a way as to 

facilitate the development of more positive attitudes of 

mainstream children towards the Intellectually Handicapped 

children. Although this is a difficult problem to solve it must 

be addressed so social development and other aims of integration 

can be realised. 

A well planned and managed integration programme that aims 

to heighten the awareness of mainstream children to the 

difficulties and positive assets of Intellectually Handicapped 

peers may lead to more positive acceptance of their attempts at 

friendship and academic achievement. Non-intellectually 

demanding activities, for example small group activities such as 
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music, drama art, and open-ended activities rather than those 

which require "correct" responses, may meet some of the desirable 

aims. 

As appearance is an important variable in leading to 

acceptance or rejection by others (Siperstein & Gottlieb, 1977} 

it may be of value to begin integration by selecting those 

children who appear most like mainstream children for involvement 

in the programme. Thus, gradual, selective exposure, leading to 

contact with children who have more obvious differences in 

behaviour and appearance may have a positive outcome. 

Prejudice is a difficult attitude to change. The reduction 

of the anxieties or fears underpinning prejudice may help to 

produce more harmonious relationships. Our knowledge of how to 

do this effectively is still insufficient. Consequently further 

research is needed in this area. The following sections discuss 

some proposals for facilitating a more harmonious integration of 

Intellectually Handicapped children into mainstream classes but 

further research in measuring their effectiveness may be 

required. 

2. The Best Settino for Integ ration to Take Place 

This study and other research references indicate that older 

children {Peterson, 1974} and girls (Siperstein & Gottlieb, 1977; 
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Gottlieb & Harrison, 1972) have greater understanding and show 

greater acceptance of the handicapped. It could be predicted 

then that integration which takes place in classes of older 

children and/or classes which have a higher proportion of girls, 

might be more successful. A peer support integration programme 

where a handicapped person is paired with an older girl could be 

expected to have a more successful outcome than a similar 

programme involving only boys. 

Successful integration programmes that are initiated within 

groups where greater success in acceptance of the Intellectually 

Handicapped person is likely to occur (that is, with girls and 

/or older children), may have a positive effect on attitudes of 

other peers, (that is, boys and younger children). For example, 

within a school setting a Year 6 group that accepts the 

integration of Intellectually Handicapped children may encourage 

younger children to be more tolerant in their attitudes towards 

the Intellectually Handicapped. If the peer support person 

within the class group is socially significant, then the chance 

of acceptance of the Intellectually Handicapped peer is also 

greater (Chennault, 1967; Rucker and Vincenzo, 1970; Lilly, 

1971.). Sociometric research could be employed ~o help identify 

the socially significant individual within the group and then to 

initiate a programme pairing the Intellectually Handicapped child 
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with the socially significant child to complete an educational 

project or activity. As attitudes of peers affect performance of 

students, a positive start for integrated children may lead to 

less socially unacceptable behaviour and better academic 

adjustment. 

3. School and Classroom Climate 

As stated in the Warnock report (Warnock, p.109) •••• 

"The extent to which an ordinary school is able 

to meet the special needs of pupils will be 

influenced by its organisation and by its ability 

to adapt to new demands." 

The positive climate created by adequate preparation may 

lead to more positive outcomes from integration. Although 

special education teachers are more aware and accepting of 

handicapped children, regular class teachers are generally less 

favourable in their opinions of mentally retarded students and 

the concepts of mainstreaming (Gickling & Theobald, 1975.) 

Consequently, preparation of teachers is a vital link in the 

chain of success. 

Another vital factor is the climate set by the attitudes of 

peers. Apart from selecting groups of girls and older children 

to increase the chance of successful integration, an appropriate 

curriculum input may be significant in changing attitudes of 
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their prospective peers and creating a more accepting environment 

for the Intellectually Handicapped. This study indicated that 

accurate knowledge about the Intellectually Handicapped was not 

lacking in the responses of a high percentage of the sample. 

An appropriate curriculum would possibly concentrate on 

individual differences and the study of disadvantaged groups 

within our community, the aim being to develop a more general 

acceptance of human differences. The curriculum should also 

include specific sections on the Intellectually Handicapped aimed 

at developing more accurate knowledge of their particular 

disabilities. 

The Warnock report (p.110) states that if integration of 

disabled children into the mainstream is to be at all real, then 

there must be activities in which they can mix and participate on 

equal terms with mainstream children. Activities such as visits, 

social functions and clubs provide such opportunities. If an 

integration programme is to be successful it may be advantageous 

to have visits and combined activities with the two groups before 

total integration occurs. Programmes of reciprocal visits 

between pupils from special and ordinary schools in the A.C.T. 

are generally seen to have very positive outcomes in terms of 

attitudes, acceptance and understanding of the more handicapped 

individuals. 
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4.Preparation of the Intellectually Handicapped 

The Intellectually Handicapped also need to be prepared for 

integration. A thorough social skills programme aimed at 

developing acceptable social behaviours as well as eliminating 

anti-social behaviours is essential. Most special schools and 

special classes have these programmes in their curriculum. 

Intensification of instruction in such elements of the curriculum 

may be needed before integration occurs. Those children who meet 

basic levels of socially acceptable behaviour could be involved 

in the initial integration programme within a school. This would 

perhaps give the programme of integration mor e chance of success. 

5. The Need for Further Research 

The results from supplementary hypotheses 2 to 5 in this 

study reflect the ambiguity found in the literature concerning 

the questions raised. Further research is needed into the effect 

of exposure and non - exposure of mainstream children to 

Intellectually Handicapped peers. More research is also needed 

to determine the best approach to teaching, aimed at encouraging 

more positive attitudes towards the Intellectually Handicapped. 

Such a curriculum would require both didactic and experiential 

elements to be most effective. As indicated, the experiential 

elements need to be well organised and controlled. The aim of 

such a curriculum could be to increase awareness, understanding 
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and acceptance of disadvantaged and/or different groups of people 

within our society. 
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APPENDIX A 

Boy/Girl School 

1. Should rrentally handicapped children usually live in 
special hares or hospitals? 

2. Do rrentally handicapped children usually need more 
syrrpathy and understanding than children like you? 

3. Can rrentally handicapped children usually learn to read? 

4. Can you becare mentally handicapped if you play with 
rrentally handicapped children? 

5. Do rrentally handicapped children steal more often than 
children like you? 

6. Do rrentally handicapped children usually learn to do 
things rrore slowly than children like you? 

7. Do rrentally handicapped children need a nice hare with 
good parents just the sarre as children like you? 

8. Are children rrentally handicapped because their brain 
has been affected in sare way? 

Class 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

9. Should mentally handicapped children be allo\\ed to visit YES 
all of the places children like you visit? 

10. Do rrentally handicapped children usually try to cheat YES 
or outsrrart children like you? 

11. Should rrentally handicapped children be allov.ed to mix YES 
with children like you? 

12. Would you like to visit special schools for rrentally YES 
handicapped children to learn about and understand 
these children? 

13. Do you need to explain things much more carefully when YES 
you are with rrentally handicapped children? 

14. Can a rrentally handicapped child be born into anyone's YES 
family? 

15. Would you like to learn about rrentally handicapped YES 
children at school? 

16. Do rrentally handicapped children need to be looked YES 
after more than children like you? 

17 . Can children like you becare rrentall y handicapped if YES 
their brain is damaged in an accident? 

18. Do rrentally handicapped children usually keep themselves YES 
just as clean and tidy as children like you? 

19. Are rrentally handicapped children usually unfriendly YES 
to children like you? 

20. Do rrentally handicapped children usually need more love YES 
and attention than chil dren like you? 

N'.) 

N'.) 
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APPENDIX B 

Q.2 SHOULD MENTALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN USUALLY LIVE IN 
SPECIAL HOMES OR HOSPITALS? 

** (This is .Q.:J. of the present study.) 

3 

I 
/ 

4 
GRADE 

" 

5 

I 
I 

I 

, 
I 

, 
I 

I. 
ADVANTAGED 
DISADVANTAGED - - - -

6 

SIG. DIFF. BETWEEN ADV. AND OISADV. AT GOES 3,4. p< 0.04 

SIG. DIFF. BETWEEN GOE J ANO GOE 6 FOR ADV., DISADV., AND 
ADV.+ O[SAOV. 

p<.0.001 
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