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'«,been addressed What is .the nature of the. 1nteract10n-

- g AbSt.:ic..t A ) -
A forﬁativeﬂevaluation approach“nas used to examine the"
N i . . . o . .

o

'Erucial dimensions of integrating handicapped children;inu

'Alberta prgschodls.i

A sPrvey of present research efforts in this area:

a551steéijn the 1aent1£1cat1oh of relevant dlmen51ons of

1ntegratlon. Ba51cally three’types of research i'ssues have

I

between handicapped and non—handlcapped chlldren?-What fs
- the att1tud1nal 1mpact of 1ntegratlon on the non- handlcapped

‘ch11dren7 What are the programmat1c features that max1m1ze a

positive 1ntegrat10n.exper1ence?
The present 'study. examined these three dimensions in®
1ntegrated k1ndergarten ‘and day care settlngs. In addltlonll

lmportant descriptive 1nformatlon was collected on the

“.nature of the handlcapped ch1ldren and thelr famllles. The

followlng types of 1nformat1on were, collected normat1ve and

>

criterion referended assessments on the handlcapped

chlldren, behav1oral observatlons of the 1ntefact10n between

" the handlcapped and non handlcapped cwildren, att1tud1nal

data fromathe non-handicapﬁed children, and fnformation

Aregard1ng 1mportant programmatlc features such as staff

J )
tra1n~1ng, 1nd1v1dual‘program preparatlon, and p“arental

o

involvement.. ~ o ; B
. N . j. . i v'&\ - , ; )
The 1nformab10nAcollected'Waﬁ‘analyzed using a number

fof,different techniques: (statistical and non—sfatistical). .
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Essentially, the d%ta revealed that demographlca{ly, ﬁ
the handlcapped chlldren :nd thelr families come fromuaﬁl
aspects of the socio- economlc spectrum. Many famllxes 5.5-§ K

\experxenced drff1cult1es 1n the early 1dent1£1cat;on and o

fd1agnos1s of thezr child's dlfflcultles, but they weres,

-

'generally satlsfled w1th the1r ch11d s plaoementpln an

. 1ntegrated program. ECS staff felt p051t1vely toﬁard
! .
1ntegrat10n, but poorly prepared Major dlffErences ex1stéd

e G . . . A T cet i
& P T R T S 1 T N S TR A P TS Jed i
e AN i T rey T i e BT fds L o e N et i s

oy
between urban and rural ECS. programs in the ‘use df a1des.

A28 T e

ARy

Day Care staff also felt. p051t1vely towards 1ntegratldn

but more adequately prepared than ECS staff Day Care staff - ':.Y

«
‘however, were. more llkely to use outside agenc1es 1n program

preparatlon for the- handlcapped child. . S ')? : RE
: The normat1ve assessments (The McCarthY 503135 °§ ) 1

M,, .

'Chlldren s .Abilities) 1nd1cated that as a group theSe-._’§

W

'jchlldren exhlblted m1ld to moderate delays in general .,

-

. S
B v

cognitive, memory and Botor developmenﬁ* There were;, ® B 2l
however, a 51gn1f1cantly greater number of ldwer functlon1ng
children }n day care than ECS, and in rural EéS than urban . .-', ?
ECS. | | L

: . 2
The criterion referenced assessments provided more

specific information on these children's deficiency areas.
Two major def1c1ency areas emerged the pre-academic area

and the advanced motor Sklll area.
/ o -

x\The reldtionships between children's behavioral

patterns and pl activities were analyzed using a Pearson . 5

product moment correlation. Salient demographi’c variables

)
4
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were a150 1ncluded The prlmary mode of 1nteract10n for. ‘this

group of handlcapped chlldren was verbal ﬂggher functlonlng
3

““” chlldren, however, dlsplayed 51§n1f1cantly morefcooperatlve

fr -
play and 1nteractiVe behav1or wIth peers, whereas the lower .

funct10n1ng chzldren dxsplayed s;gn1f1caﬂt1y more r;olate o

“ J\ R o
play, and»more 1nteract1ve behav1or with: teachers. S
o

. “'4

Ihe § h A T. drawlngs revealed an»essentlally pos1t1ve, . .

¢ acceptlng a&t1tude on the part ot the non- handlcappeﬁ peers

]

towa;ds the handlcapped ch1ldren in thelr programs. ' \,
5 .; The 1mp11cat10ns of the present study are d:ﬁcussed in .
terms of the present 1mplementat10n of 1ntegrated services .
for preschool hand;papped.chlldren,aas;well ‘as directions
‘for\futUre-reeeerghéihvthie\agea.‘ o
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1. INTRODUCTION

A. The Problem |
The.séudy which will be déséribéd‘iﬁ the“following

pages was intended to be part of a long term research
project that would examine the procéss of integrating
handicapped children within preschool programs in the
province of Alberta. It was envisioned that the project
would have three dis;inct phases. The first phase would be
éxp]oratofy'and fofmative in nature, and would address a
basic issue: what is the nature of inﬁégratidn as it is
currently occurring in Alberta prescﬁools? Arising'from this
basic issue, it was anticipated that further more specific
research hypotheses would be generated regarding sucessfui
' integration which could be tested in phase two of thg‘;
project. The third and final stage of the research would be
to pull together the resﬁlts of phases one and two to create
an inservice,pa¢§age for teacﬁers that would assist program
personnel presently integrating, ér planning to integrate,
handicapped children, “

' In order to formulate wmore specific résearcﬁ'QUestions
regarding the integration process, our initial taskﬁwas to

, N

fogmulaté and examine its crucial dimensions. Mbdels and
mephodblogies to use i; examiniﬁg-this particular . |
educational process were notably absent from the literature.

Although researchers had identified pégticular aspects or

‘features which they considered crucial, it appeared no one
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had formﬁlated almore global approach to the process as a
wvhole. Further, specific instruments that could be used in
such an endgavonqnéeaéd to be identified énd tested. The

major’tasks, theréfbrq, of the present study beCame‘cLearé
to isolate thé dimensions of -integration as an educational

practise, to develop and/or test instruments suitable for

‘examining the process, and to use those instruments to

describe the integration experiénce of handicapped‘childreh“

in Alberta preschools. The next section of this chapter

presents the perspectives and assumptions about the practisé

of integration as it shaped this current research effort.

B. Scope.and Limitations of the Study

It is important to emphasize at the outset that this
study was notfintended'toﬁdéﬁonstrate the efficacy of
integration but rather identify the critical parameters of
the integra;ion process itself. This formative research, .
however;'is based on the premise that integration is a
desireable objective and represents the right of the
*+. handicapped chiid to grow and 1e%in'in as "normal” an
environment as possible, The process of educational
integratipn"is but one of mMany outcomes that has occurred as
a result of'Wolfensbérger"s (19755 conceptualization of the
normalization qf’all human services for hangicapped
individuals. |

The word integration will be used’qonsistéﬁtiyi-ﬂf

fhroughouﬁ this thesis, and'has’beén_Chosen"aeliberately to
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aQoid the confusion and connotations creéted byvits mg%b
popular’éynonym "mainstreaming". As Saur, Layné, and Hutley
(1981) put it, 'mainstreaming‘ is one of the. most widely
used and yet one of the most poorly defined words in the
educational lexlcon today (p.9). Further, the term
1ntegrat1on is more frequently assoc1ated with the placement
of handlcapped chlldren at the preschool level, whlle the
term mainstreaming ‘has generally been assocpated with the
return of handicapped children to the "mainstream" of |
regular'school programs. Integration as it will be examined
here refers to the piacement of special needs children
within regular preschool programs for all or part of their
educational day. In addition, 1ntegrat10n is seen as a means
| of providing an'apprdpriate,educatlon for handlcapped
perSéns rather than as an end in itself. ;ntegratioh,
therefore, has a number of alternative options which can be
selec€2d according to the needs of a gfven-han@icépped chilad
and resources available to the program/school. The primary
goal of integration becomes,_therefore, thé achievement of
an appropriate education for the handicapped student and not
the achievgment of total integrationufbr all handicapped
students per se.

Another set of terms that appear extensively and
interchangeably throughout this work is "special needs" and
"handicapped". These words have been as‘widely used-and as
poorly def1ned as the word malnstreamlng but for a longer

perlod Hence they too are fraught w1th negative
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connotations and apprehensions. In thHe current study, .
therefore, no attempt was made to define these terms; .rather
we let staff identify the children within their proérams

whom tBMey perceived required extra assistance to function

optimally. The type and extent of assistance required varied

greatly among the group of chlldren descrlbed here A common

element among them, however, was the- fact that all programs

had applied for, and in most cases, recelved, extra funds to

Ky

provide this additional assistance.

C. Purpose of the Study

Integratlon at .the preschool level has be;n a prlorlty
in Alberta for some tlme, precedlng in fact 1ntegrat10n at
the school level Formal recogn1t10n of the process began in
1972 with the establishment of the Integrated Day Care
Program funded through Services for the Handicapped, Alberta
Social Services and Community Health. The Early Childhood
Services Branch followed in 1973 with the establishment of
spec&al funding allocations through the Category 'A' and
Program Unit Grant des1gnat10ns. However, there has been
llttle, 1f any, systematic 1nvestlgatlon of the" process Zn

the ten years since the ‘inception of these programs. The

current study hopes to carryﬂout such a systematic

investigation by addressing crucial .questions with regard'toh

the nature of the integration process. Eft us now' turn to a

more detailed examination of the reSearch in ‘this area in an

effort to identify these crucial questions.



'present for Canadian educational policy.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW
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A, Introduction

In order to understand the directiogs'that research in

the area of integration has taken, it is 1mportant to

‘consider the historical development and anticxpated outcomes

- of this educational practise. This brief revaéq of its early

beginnings will help place later research efforts in a more
easily understandable perspective.

The trend away from segtegated school placements for
handicapped students appears to be a world wide
phenomena(Sinson & Wetherick' 1981 ;" W1lton & Densenx?%??,
.Davis, 1980). However, in thlS present study, the beginnhngs
of this movement will be traced as they occurred in the
‘United States in view of the considerable implications they

The rise of integration as an educational practise in
the U.S. has been fosteredfby a number of parallel, but
supportiVe,'philosophical and educational movements. At a
philosophical ieVel,'integration'is olosely linked with'the
anti-segregation movement, the civil rights movement, and

the pfinc1p1e of normalization (wOlfensberger, 1972), \

. Educationally, integration has been buoyed along by a

growing.disenchantment both with the process of labelling’
children with special needs, as well as'the rather minimal
outcomes resulting from segregated education, particularly

for the mildly retarded (Dunn, 19683 Jaffre, 1966
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Jones,l972): Fufther% many educatore were optimistic about
the positive outcomes claimed for integ}ation as an
educational altern;tive. These educational ‘and philosophical
movements cﬁlﬁinaied in the passage of PL94-142 (The l
Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 1975) ‘which
legislated the compulsofy enrollment of handicapped-chi}dfen
withiﬁ the 'least restrictive environment'. This landmark ‘
legislation, to be fully implemented by September} 1978,.
made maiﬁstreaming/integration an educational'requi;ement'in
the U.S. :" 2 ‘ L '

Legislatipn.alone; however, will not méke integration
an educational reality. The issues surrounding tbis concept
and its implementations are emotional and comple#. éarason

S and Doris (1979), for e#ample, state that at ies root |
integration is a moral "issue based on ehree_queétiOnsu how
do we want #5 live thether?‘on what basis do we give
priority to one walue over another? how far does the
majority go in accommodeting the needs-of the minority?
Further, tﬁey go on, the moral issues underlyingi

. i
integration, deeply rooted, ingrained and reinforced by

';‘ R tradition, and institutional and social structure and
;;-‘ Y . 9\ . . - :
Eg;,;-pracqise, will not be %hanged except over a long period of
o\\ ) - ~

" time. Inconsiétencies\abéund. The traditional public school

7systéms are considered'by-some.as mirror images of what9
6

exists in collegeSxand un1ver51t1es. These 1nst1tut1ons are.

requ1red té br1dge the gulf between spec1al and regular:}"'fi’wf}ﬁ;
."; ) _4'Edu86 on¥ and“?eﬁwthe law dqg nqﬁ.rg&ulge anxwfpan é 1n i B
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advance of present data collection, analysis, and

)
college and university tréining centrés who continue to.
educate”school personnel in'the tradition of fhe "most ‘,' -
resﬁ;ictive alternative". |
Some researchers (Blacher—Dixon.et al, ﬁ981; Hobb gt{: : 7
al, 1975; Carlberg and Kavale, 1980; ﬁéisels, 1977) feel ,
that the move to integration was p;eméture and that it méy!f

not be appropriate for some groups of children. These’

researchers feel that the policy of integration is in

conclusions drawn from empirical research. In addition to

the complex and embtionai nature of thé infegration‘issuef

research in the area is fﬁrther complicated by the 1ack'of3a_

. social, and instructional integration. Many researchers

common'defjnition for this concepf; Generally'agreednhpon
aspects of integrétfbn include some;deg;eé of fempéfal,

i : B
iééntifé'soc;al'{ntegratioﬁ,that is, do the handicapped and
nonhandicéppediactually interact, as the key element. Other
researchers (Corman & Gottliéb,-1977)ﬁfeel the concept is
broader. Theyvidentified three 'parameters of mains£réaming:
integration, educational blanning,and programming processes,

and clarification Of”respdnsibflities among educational

'persohnel.

Although&Fhe parliamentary equivalent to PL 94-142 does

- not yet exist jn Canada (although some provinces have some

legislation with similar aspects), the trend has been to

follow the American's lead and begin.té integrate
. . A . . . " e ..

handicapped.children within the mainstream of'ihéuééguiat

P 1
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school system. This appears to be partlcularly true at the’ o

.preschool level due to a generally held be11ef that

1ntegrat1on is easier w1th youi? chlldren than with those in

the uppe#® grades. This bel1ef seems linked to the concept of

elast1c1ty that surrounds young chlldren, and hence prograas

for young children (Galloway & Chandler, 19807. Guraln1ck

3(1976), for example, states that young children 5¥e less

perturbed by individual différences and that early childhdod

programs are more apt to have mixed groups 'of children

'.(ages, sizes, and developmental levels), as well as

'prov1d1ng ‘more 1nd1v‘sualized programming than the regular

A}

school system. Others (Pain, 1982; Larrlvee & Cook, 1979)

relate ease of early integration to the centrality of play,-
as a learning tool.in early.childhood programs. Peers.are )
more appropriate models of play behayfors than adults.
Further, teacher attltudes have been found to be
1ncrea51ngly negat1ve w1th ascendlng grade level (Larr1vee &

Cook, 1979) so there appearsato be less re51stance to ’

,1ntegrated placement at the early chlldhood level

v

. Given the growing tendency to 1ntegrate handlcapped and'

nonhandlcapped preschool children w1th1n the same program,'

- what does the 11terature have to tell us about this global~

and{complex ‘phenomena? Structurlng the research for
presentation is difficult"studies are diversewand lacking
commonality. There is a lack of well researched gu1de11nes‘
for 1mplementat10n or well researched methods for evaluation

(Allen, 1980) Guraln1ck(1981) states that debate W1th \\v

. N M R . o . ' " ’ . o : !
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_respect to goals, outcome measures, and evaluat1on cr1ter1a
for malnstreamlng will certa1nly contlnue for some time.
Further, no generally agreed upon format or set of 1ssues'
can. be found that could be used to examlne research in this
_ area. . ’

In culling the‘liéeratUre,,however, several common
'themes appear which provide an organizational framework for
exam1n1ng the research These themes are. the ratlonale for.
'1ntegrat1on- 1nteract10n wlthln 1ntegrated settlngS°

' attltudes toward handicapped 1nd1v1duals, and programmatlc
features of 1ntegrated preschool programs. Research in the

,ylast three areas stems from the claims made in the ‘first
category. Hence, it seems‘abprocrlate_to comsider‘the
rationale underlygng integrated;placements, before . f
proceeding onto the other three fesearch areas./ o .

B. The Rationale for Integration

On a higher level, integration”s goals are described as .:

‘having the 1nd1v1dual exhibit normal" behav1or and haviﬁg\

7

the 1nd1V1dual live as normal a-daily ex1stence as p0551ble

(Nelsworth 1975). Stated another way, the goals for early

integration of handlcapped children_ are stlgmai_

'redudtlon/removal and-academlc, behav1oral, and,social

-

eompetence enhancement‘(Galloway-& Chandler 1980;

”Blacherabixon et al, 1981). More spe01f1cally, reasons for

5

‘1nclud1ng handxcapped preschool children in regular programs

includé: (1)the handicapped children beneflt,academlcally, .
Y \ . i ¢ . N

v

/
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socially;'andcbehaviorally from interaction with normal
'peers. It ﬁs.assumed that the nohﬁ}ndicappeddpeers can
stinulate,,act'asJa skilled model, and even glve feedback to
the handlcapped ch1ld durlng 1nteract1on. Slmllarly, 1t is -
assumed that the handlcapped chlldren can imitate p051t1ve
and at times negat;ve behav1ors displayed by the ; .
‘nonhandicapped children. It is aisohhoped‘that this early
tra1n1ng equ1ps the handacépped child w1th processes that
allow adaptatlon to novel 51tuatlons. At an even more bas1c
. level, manyrresearchers feel that some mxn;malvlevel of
interactlon must occur for any potent1al benefits of -
integration -to result (Gura1n1ck 1981). .

(2)The general level of societal und rstanding\and'
acceptance of the handidapped'nayfge increased through early
exposure‘of nonhandicapped children tq handicapped dhildren
in 1ntegrated settlngs. Many™ researchers assume that‘h ‘

‘ negatlve feellngs toward ‘the handlcapped have not yet
.developed at thls agef-and through approprlate structure and

)

experience,'positive'attitudes toWard the handicapped will
.beg1n and contlnue 1nto later life. As a spin off from
xntegrated early programmlng,'many researchers point to the
positive effect of~1ntegrat1on-on the. adults assoc1ated wrth
Tlntegrated programs, spec1f1cally the parents of the
Inonhandlcapped chlldren and the staff w1th1n the programs
themselves. In addxtlon, plac1ng handlcapped chlldren 1n
1 regular programs helps place the respons1b11rty for.‘

treatmént»ofwexceptlonal.chgldren oﬁ-soclety_1n general.

. ‘ NN PN 3 ae .
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;(3)Many élaim program individualizatibn as an educational
goal is converted intéjactioh through integration. Tha_ )
téaéher-can~m6ra readily monitor each child's progress'when
:dealing‘with‘heterogeneohs groups of children, The .
explbration‘pi aiternatjve curricular materials and
ihstructioﬁal stratagies enhances the teacher's
instructional repetoire which should in turn pgsitively‘f
'effect all chlldren 1n the class (Bricker & Sandall, 1979).
(4)Integrat10n is 'a preventative rather than a remedial
strategy. Placement 1nlan integrated settang avoids unwvanted
,béhaviérs.that'may result fram differential placement. (5)7T+
may.bé theaper. a

Obviouaii} educators have high hopes for the potential
benef1ts of 1ntegrated programmlng A deta11e& examlnatlon

of some of the fesearch in.the»areas of 1nteractlon within

X

integrated programs, attftudes-towards'handicapped o M

1nd1v1duals, and prdgrammatic”features of intégrated

\preschools w111 help eva]uate the va11d1ty of thls

.enthusrasm.

é: Ihteraation within Ihtagratad'Pgééohabi‘Erograﬁs
Althdugh academic,. béhaQioral and 50ﬂ1al bénef1ts have

all been clalmed as .a, .result of 1nteractlon between

handicapped and ndnhandlcapped presch001 ch1ldren, 1t'fs

only the area oP social 1nteractlon that "has: recelved

-
o, e
\“‘

serious attentioﬁ from'researchersr Soc1al 1nteract10n 1s

-~ LR

felt .to be 1mportant because it stlmulates the academ1c ana

-~
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.behavioral benefits of integration, and secondly because

',mahyffeel‘there must be some minimal level of social

interaction if benefits—béyond those that could be acgieved
T;\Efsegregated setting are to occur.

| A number of reéearchers have investigated tﬁe -
rinteraction of handicapped ard honhandicapped children in
preschool éettinés. Although some researchers (Peterson &
Haralick, 1977; Duﬁlbp et al, 1980) have demonstrated the
existence of social interaction between handicappéd and
nonhandicapped childrén, by far the méjority‘oﬁ.studféé
(Cavallé£o &qu:ter, 1980; Guralnick, 1981{ Wi]ton‘&
Deqsem,1977;.FieteLson et a1,1972; Kennedy et al, 1976;
Sinson & Wetherick, 1981; Simon- & Gillman, 1979; WQite,.
1980;: Novak eg al, 1980) have shown that handicﬁppéd
children déﬁonstfate less méturé forms of play, lessusocial
inte;action, and are socially isolated from their normally
developing peers. Further some research;rs (Guralnick, 1981:

Simon & Gillman, 1979; Sinson & Wetherick, 1981) found that

.. this isnlation increased over time. Comparability among

studies is lacking and makes generalizability of the

'%indings diffi@u&t?-ﬁowever, it is just thi:ylack of
commonality that lends credence to the.%indings. Despite
éif%éring ratios of handicapped and nonhandicapped children,
different types of handicagping conditions, difﬁefehﬁ .
fprbgramiéettings and diffefén; réséarch methodoiogiest'tﬁe'

handicapped children were socially isolated from their

ﬁonhahéidapped peers.
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-Guralnick(1981),;iqw example, investigated'thg effects
of group composition tli nonhéndicapped; 9 mildly
handicapped; 5 mdderatély handicapped; 11 severly
h;hdicapped,childrqn) on sOcialipartiEipafion,

constnuctiveness of play, and communicative interactions. .

The results demonstrated that mo}é advahced children engaged.

in highe% levels 'of social play, pléyed more constructively,”

a

communicated more, and received more comfunications from

AR el LT L

oﬁher children, but received fewer prompts and

reinforcements from teachers. Conversely, less advanced “ '

-a

ST ST %

children distributed@ their COmmuniCationsbtd and received
%heirdtommunica;ions froﬁ'eadh;of the four groups about . i
equally; however, more advanced children directed only 14%

. of their communications (expected to be about 42% on the“
basis of availability) to less advanced youngsters.

Guralnick b;ncludes that some degree of social'i§01ation of 4'9
the less advanced children is suggested, and-‘increased over

time. although direct rejectinn was not observed,

Feitelson et al (197?) compared the social interaction
of 48 disadvantaged and 48 privileged preschoolers in
. o

Israeli preschbool classrooms: three containing

<>

hetereogeneous groups of both disadvantaged and advantaged

children, and one containing a homogeneous group of

P

disadvantaged children, Beterogeneous disadvantaged childreh

t

had more social interaction units than did homogeneous

.

disadvantaged children, however, the heterogeneous
privileged and disadvantaged children interacted ﬁaTnly:

1w et hd
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within their own groups. Also the children in heterogeneous
classrooms developed increasga interaction with peers whf&e'
homogeneousvdisadvantaééd children remained dependant on
adults. The authors explained the lack of interaction

2

between the privilegéé and disadvantaged children as
stemming from a lack of shﬁred"experiences. 7

Wilton and Densem #1977) had similar results with
inteileétually héﬁdicapped éreschoolers in New Zealand.
Intellectually handicapped children (I.Q. below 50)
atéending ;egular preschool (heterogéneous group) showed
significantly higher levels of social participation than
intellectuvally handicapped children attending speqiél
preschd65(hom;geneous group) and a significantly'10wer level
of social participation than their. nonhandicapped ;J

w

~lassmates. .

Kennedy et al (1976) in a longitudinal study of
severely to, profoundly deaf children in regular elementary
classes fOUﬁa that hearing impaired chiidren interacted more
with teachers than did their peers. However, they were »a€
séﬁially accepted as their classmates and perceptive ~f

their status. Academically, the two groups were also

-~

equivalent, witR the exception the hearing childfed“ggdrgd j~‘5

N
-4

higher on a» word knowledge test.
Sinson and Wetherick (1981) in an interesting study
using video cameras to examine the interaction of Down's

[N

SYhdrome in a normal playgroup found that normal children

. - Al

e o - ~'mad%fyhé}6icwéfféhp¥s“ to ‘establish contact with the Down's
ST T e e R
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Syndrome children but eventually gave up. As a result, the
Down's Synérome children became isolateﬁlih khe group
relating only to the addlt helpers. This occurred despite
the fact that the Down'§’Syndromé children were well |
prepared and capable q{ﬂparticipaténg in all activities of
the normal children. The.;ﬁthprs felaté;theif findings to
the fact that the D.S. children did not maintain mutual gaze
which may be interpreted by the nonhandicapped qhildren as -
qazefaveréion; evidence of a desire to avoid interaction, _

Simon and Gillman (1979) found that when four preschool
visuaily impaired children-ﬁere mainstreamed, sightedipupils
and teachers became ahxious, resorted to stereotypic
behaviors and demonstrated 1ncrea51ng avoidance of the
hand:capped 9h1ldren over time.

Novak et al (1980) found that handlcapped children
(sensory, .cognitive, or behavioral deficits) in integrated
seftinqs playedffgss with:beers and more with objects,
initiated and received fewer social interactions with peers

and spent less time in close proximity to othe: children.

They also displaYed.heightehééf;i$ﬁaﬁraﬁa{gheégf:?the“ R

0"behay1oral differences appeared con51stently across

T T Ur- S, )
L .« .o - -
»

’ Sett1ngs. 

‘ Whlte (1980) found the interaction between handicapped

and nonhandlcapped preschoolers was effected by both the
number of handlcapped chlldren and by teacher behavior. In
one preschool handicapped children were isolated and

?ojected, vhereas in another preschool with more handicapped



a

children and more nondirective teachers there were no

significant differences between the handicapped and
nonhandicapped childfen. The children in the study
demonstrated a number of handicapping conditions’including
Down'§ Syndfome, mild to moderate retérdaﬁion, cerebral

palsy, language problems, and motor problems.

Although these studies suggest handicapped children may

be socially more active in heterogeneous settings, it

appears that these interactions are generally directed at

-

either teachers or children with similar characteristics as

“themselves. Further,” it is'generally.agreed.among most

researchers that for "true" interaction to occur, the mere
présence of handicappéd children is not enough..Some.type4of
1ntervent10n 1s requ1red to stlmulate the des;red “
1nteract10n. A growing body of research w1th both normal aﬁd
handlcapped children has been 1nvestlgat1ng the efflcacy of
training children to model and‘reinforce-éppropriat?

behaviors of.other children. . - e

w et

Rubin (1977) fauﬁa for examgle,,that SES’ and. age of

the model as well :as the quelllnglepvlrénmeﬁ;flmplngeﬁ on-

the type of behavior displayed. Lower SES children were less

matudre ‘both soc1a11y and cogn1t1vely in play styles, younger

cblldren dlsplayed more sensorimotor play, while older

- children demonstrated more dramatic play, and lastly most

social play occurred in the house and veh1cle corners and in

I ~

the reading and numbexiactlultles;

i ~



Langlois and Downs (i959) fonnd that although ‘thére was’
no difference in the.affiliative behavidrs between
attractive and unattractive children, wher attractiveness of
both child and peer were considered more affiliative '
behavior was exhibited to peers who were similar to.
themselves.’ ' |

Fouﬁ%.and Liikanen (1975) explored the effects of age
and developmental level on imitation’ in children. Fotty
children were divided on the variables of age, and
developmental level as assessed by performance on a
Piagetian type task. Tne‘results sho&ed_that‘following a
televised task, older subjects imitated more than younger
ones, however; an interaction'effect occurred'lfof younger
subjects, the lower developmental subjects 1m1tated

significantly less, whereas for older subjects, the reverse

was true. They concluded that chlldren different in age, and

. dgvelopmental Level possess dlfierent tendencies to. 1m1tate,,

’and it~ becomes 1mportant to determ1ne the ages and

'.developmental levels at - Wthh learnlng through observation

"teachlng 3 yéar olds block des1gn tasks. Males used .

oy

and 1earn1ng through 1m1tat1ng models ate optlmal

S

Not only do chlldren dlffer in their tendency to .

' 1m1tate (learn), but also in their use of teachlng

& .
strategies. Koester and Bueche (1980) found that

demonstration, assistance, and explanation were the most
frequent forms of teaching strategies used by 4 year olds

L
correctlon s1gn1f1cant1y more than females, and classroom
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placemenc’affected'teachind style;.The'authors related
classcodm differences to'familiaricy with 'tutee' and.
dlfferences in the adult teacher' s style.f

Peterson et al (1977) 1nvestlgated the ablllty of
handicapped and nonhandlcapped preschool ch1ldren_to 1mitate
since itAis felt that this ability is criFical to increased
interaction between these two groups.'Fourteen handicapped
and fifteen’ndnhandicapped children were coached in serving
‘as a‘ﬁodel for other children in a task-éequence concaining‘
10 simple behaviors. The modelling occurred -in a I, to 1 ﬂ
situation. The reSUlts showed that both'handicapped and
nonhandicapped subjects exhibited the same amount ofnpeer
imitation, but both were more likely,to imitate a model who
was nonhandicapped.

A number of researchers have used nonhandicapped peers
to increase the handlcapped*chlld s appropr1ate play skills
and language usage. Guraln1ck in a series of studles }1976
1877; 1980)'was able to increase the handicapped chlldren's
“language usage (Guralnick; 1976), and found that |
" nonhandicapped children adjust the1r speech according to the
developmental level of their peers (Guralnick; Paul-Brown,
1977; 1980). In both structured and free play settlngs,
nonhand1capped chlldren tended to divide the' handlcapped
into two groups: mildly handicapped and moderately/severely
handicapped and adjusted their speech accérdinbly. These
-modlflcatlons were more sophisticated than mere reduction,
i.e. less speech -They 1ncluded a proportlonately

¥, S
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-appropr1ate v§§1ety of speech forms, as well as adJuStlng
their verbal 1nteract10ns to be ton51stent w1th the
commungcatlve_goal of the speaker and social roles of.the f"l
participents, 94‘

Furman(1979) found that pne .to one peer contaot with
younger chlldren increased the SOClal activity of.w1thdrawn

children. Dyadic contact with Same age chlldren also led to °

1ncreased social activity, but- less than with younger
chlldren. The intervention altered the isolate's
reinforcement rates. Relnforcement rates were trlpled among
subjects who-lnteracted with younger chlldren and doubled
for ch1ldren 1nteract1ng with same age peers. The authors
suggest the play sessions provided isolates: w1th the:
opportunlty to be socmally assertlve‘,'that 1s, direct,
when‘these.socially assertive behaviors wgre'more iikely‘to
be suocessfuI, - - | |
'Reseerchers sUCh as Snfder, Apolloni & Cooke (1977)
have specified in more detail the criticel components of
peer 1m1tat10n ‘with handlcapped ch1ldren Imitation is
facilitated by structuring situations where handlcapped

< ¢ children-observe-peer models, and receive positive
réinforcement for‘performing desired behaviors. Further, a

program for generalizing'imitation must‘be included‘whereby
imitative behav1or learned in a one to one s1tuat10n w1ll

generallze across stlmulus 51tuat10ns to responses never

e o ‘.

directly. tralned The nonhandtcapped chwldren also have to

Vg riem

- .- be trained ‘to be effectlve relnforcing agents.,They need to

R I R e e R Rt
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- --learn: those. aspects of the handlcapped Chlld 5. behav1or that?

.......

--that reci Qrocal peer 1m1tat10n may be necessary for the

should ‘be reznforced .and how to dlspense soc1al and materlal

,relnforcers on a contlngent ba51s. These same authors ‘state - -:: -

’“development of - frlendship between retarded and nonretarded

N

.frchlldren Nonhandicapped chlldren do not spontaneously

.

tralnang must be a1med at both groups of chlldren 1f

~1ncreased rec1proca1 1m1tat10n IS td ocEUf Partrtuiarly 1f f*

‘-~you.use 1m1tat1°n bY nonhand1capped peers to establ1sh 301nt K'*”'J

e

' act1v1ty routines or ‘turn tak1ng' In addltion, 1ncreas¢ng‘-"

the handlcapped child's peer re1nforcement value can also
contrlbute to rec1procal imitative behaV1ors._Raver‘*Cooke °
and Apolonni’ (1978) found that two retarded toddlers taught
to rellably imitate normally deVeloplng ‘peer models,'by and
large retained their trained imitative repetoires_underq
altered enVironmentallsituatlons (structured, not ﬁree'
playl. _ . | |

Gresham f19§1) concurs with Snyderdet al (1977) ln
stati%g that special children need to receive'social‘sklll

x

training - to increase p051t1ve social lnteractlon decrease

negat1ve,soc1al 1nteractlon, and enhance thelr social

- acceptance by. nonhandicapped peers. He conceptuallzed social .

'sklll def1c1ts along three d1men51ons. (1) Sklll def1c1tsr

T -‘ -'.. » N
: T e, K O SN
o

?best remedxated through 11ve modelling, (2)°per§ormance i DT

l

det1c1ts best remedlated through re1nforcement (controlllng

S e

o -

e e
-
-y

antecedent and eonseqUent contanguencles) and (3) self

o ; A



control def1c1ts, best remed1ated through cogn1tve behavxor

.Qmod1f1catlon. He feels stud&es exam1n1ng the 1mpact of

N

social" sk1lls tralnlng in 1ntegrated settlngs are . 1nadequate

along a number of dlmenslons- ‘a lack of theory regardlng
wh;ch soc1al skllls need to be selected ~and - the1r |

’ subsequent meact on the handlcapped ch11d s personal' :
relat;onsh1ps' a lack of adequate evidence concern1ng the

1mpact soc1al skllls training on " SOC1ally val1d" measures

L PR

N3

E“the nonhandicapped chlld s 1nteract10n' and lastly, wh1ch
.technxgues are sucessful with whlch types of handacapplng

condltlons;

D. Attitudes toward Handicahped Individuals

’The second~broad area of reSearch‘in integration
relates to the cla1ms that early~1ntegratlon fosters ‘the
development of more p051t1ve attltudes towards handlcapped

peers that w1ll continue into the Chlld s adult llfe.

~Further, the 1ncreased positive attltudes of the chlldren

« ..  combined with the more positive attltudes of the adults

“of’soclal competence,rdefxclent ev1dence on malntenance and

'Jgenerallzatlon- 1nadequate qttentlon bexng pa1d to 1mprov1ng

connected with-the program will, hopefully, contrlbute to a

L

'.much more acceptlng attitude towards handlcapped 1nd1v1duals

:by soc1ety as a whole. When one rev1ews the research 1n th

'"‘fj*)area, however. one 1s struck by the lack of emplrlcal

L

“hsupport for these clalms Most research merely descrlbes ‘the

ant1c1pated beneflts oftlntegrated placement. Br1cker and

18

-
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_ Sandall (1979) are . typ1Cal in thls regard They state that

;'j_ ’peers 1nteract1ng Wlth handxcapped chlldren prlor to the

emergence of negatlve attltudes promotes tolerance,

]

_ understandlng and an opportun1ty to learn about each other.

The att1tud1na1 beneflts ‘of 1ntegratzon are based -on three 3
flhassumpt1ons' one, that nonhand1capped chlldren have not yet
'L”developed any negatlve attltudes toward the hand1capped
~two, that 1ntegrated programs w1ll fac111tate the :' . 9'-"i'ﬁ~”‘3?xl

¢‘,‘.',‘,, T ey aa -

development of pos1t1ve attltudes towards the. hand1capped '__',

Tﬂiaﬁd three, that these pOSItIVe att1tudes w111 contlnue 1nto

)

-the Chlld s adult life These rema1n three very large andv
lv1rtua}ly unproven . aSSumptlons Research 1n th1s'area

,becomes partlcularly 1mportant 1n V1ew of the dlsapp01nt1ng, g \>

‘e

" but con51stent f1nd1ng that 1ntegrat10n at the school level
“has not led to more - p061t1ve att1tudes toward handlcapped
pupils (Corman & Gottlieb, 1977; Lano et-al 1974- Gerber, '

'T977° Reese- Dukes & Stokes, 1@78; éoodman,'Gottlieb, &

. - - . '- . N 0 P --.’-‘ ~
o, P N -

Harrlson 1972)n - R LT L ' "fqégqj;}l'u"
. ) Ed ' T o ' =.’.' N i R
Gottlieb,, who has'been'a leader'in'thTs.area, examined - -

~ ]

the factors that affect attitugde. formatlon towards

handicapped peers. In a 1977 study, Sapersteln and Gottlleb

found that cbmpetent physically nonstigmatfzed children

,were rated mdre favorabiy: than less competent physically

+

'stlgmatized children. Girls had S1gn1f1cantly more p051t1ve
"stereotype of a competent male target but boys were more,
wllllng to’ be in close prox1m1ty..Further, popular chlldren- ]

‘rated an attractlve and competent child 1ess favorably, s g

e .. . N . :
EREA A - N ' ERY
. P : .. “ . .
.,n‘:r.x...qﬂ_&“.‘c..., - v b;.°_'°.-' ;
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whereas ,popular chlldren rated an attractlve less competent

Chlld more favorably. Slperste;n and Gottlelb's study

L4 a,

Jdemonstrated that characterlstlcs of the person 1n whom the )

.1—-“

attltude is developlng 1s 1mportant Just what those-"

‘character1sn1cs are is hot clear.‘Goodman, Gottlleb and
A i

. Harrxson (T972) for example, found that on a soc1ometr1c

questlonnalre, younger subjects were more acceptlng of EMR

< v

' students (untegrated and segregated) and boys were more

overtly reJect1ng than garls. Petersbn (1975) however

v

.Mfound that Older students were .more’ acceptlng of handlcapped,

.students._Corman and Gottlle ,(1977) have suggested that
- ‘A

'wacceptance of hand1capp1ng ondltlons may be U shaped
-.funCtion) i, e.; hlgh in lower elementary and preschool
'51nk1ng to its lowest p01nt 1n grades 5 and 6 and ascendlng

. again as the Chlld moves to adulthood

' Two studies attempted to determlne the age at whlch

:\;chlldren become aware of 11m1tatlons 1mposed by hand1capplngf‘

- e

r

"fcohdltlons Jones (1967) in & study of 152 preschool

.pchlldren (aged 3,4,and 5 years) found that 4 years was the.

~agde at 'which children began\to percexve 11m1tat10ns 1mp0$ed

d.bylphyslcalj(orthopedic) disabllity;'Gerber-(1977).in an:

'extension of the Jones study,\examined'the attitudes Offnine‘

nonhandlcapped ch1lden, aged 3 and 1/2 to 5 years, toward
three handicapped peers. He exam1ned the awareness of
hdafference and degree of soc1al acceptance uszng a
soc1ogram He found that the nonhand1capped chlldren were

'aware of dlfferences, and the degree of awareness followed




-

- - %
the severlty (v1sabrl1ty) df the dlSablllty 4He also féund

will be. the 11kel1hood of a”v1olat10n of expectatlon.'m

\ .

that’there Wds a greater degree of re]ectibn towards the;

? handlcapped ch1ldren than acceptance. Gerber concludes that

5 o

Processeswwhereby SRR

Py

: except1onal chlldren are seen as dlffenent ~asrwell~as the

-effects of teacher attltudes, curr1culum andlfamily

attrtudes on; att1tude development in=young- chlldren

-

- Rlchardson (1976) makes some teﬂtatlve general1za¢10ns

»about attltudes and behavior toward phy51cally hand1capped

1“d1V1dPal§;v1Pl§%ai.!¢39t?9”5 to those~who,are_phys1cally
handicappedvare"less favorable than”tOWards'those’who are
not hand1capped There 1s con51derable agreement among
subcultures as to. whtch phys1cal handlcaps are more or less'

preferred Emotxonal arousal and anxlety OCCur in varylng

degrees in_ah 1n1t1al encounter w1th a handzcapped person.

- -

’Rlchardson states these reactlons are present early 1n

ch1ldhood and may stem from what he calls v1olatlon of

vexpectatlon ;ghat is, hand1capped 1nd1v1duals v1olate our

expected norm 1n terms of phy51cal appearance The obvloUS

but unproven 1mpl1tatnon ‘for' early ChlldhOOd programs 1s
that the earller in life, and the broader the range of

d1fferent people an 1nd1v1dual has experlenced ‘the less,'

'However, as - Donaldson (1980) p01nts out whether or not a
| \

e11c1t1ng more posltlve att1tudes towards handlcapped

¢

b-1nd1v1duals results in . subsequent behav1or change or has

long term effects needs further exploratlon.
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An addltlonal compllcatlon in. the whole area of
attltude research 11es 1n the.. lack of appropriate
1nstruments. Many researchers (Guralnlck 1981, Slgler et

al/»1978 Dunlop, 1980 Asher et al, 1979) have poipted to

v
N

the d1ff1culty 1n obta1n1ng rellable 1n51ghts into affect1ve

'.and att1tud1nal process of young chlldren usangvsoc1ometr1c

LT e P

cho1ce procedures and other attltude assessmentSa Dunlop and
her colleagues (1980) found a 50c1ometr1c cho1ce instrumefit
unrel1able on repeated admlnlstratlon wbth preschoolers

' Soc1ometr1c ratlng scales have been found to be more”
‘SUCQSSfUl w;th older ch1ldren Asher et al (1979)Jtherefore,
‘ compared a peer nomlnatlon type of soc1ometr1c technlque

(soc1ometr1c ch01ce) with a socxometrlc ratlng scale adapted

. - . _ e -
G A 2] " o - f

for preschoolers and found the latter to also be more R
"rellable 1n detectlng preschool peer preferences
. ;_In summary, 1t appears that the 1mpact of 1ntegrated
programmxng *on att1tude development in. young,thldren 1s
‘h very much an unresolved issue, ReSearch has been sparse,

1nconsrstent, and full of~ methodologlcai dr‘;1CUlt1es‘-

Es Programmat1c Features of the Integrated Preschool‘
whereas the ptevious two areas of research have focused

‘on-outcome-measures assocrated with integratlon the last

body of 1mportant research centers around ‘the "how to" or

. the process, of melementlng an 1ntegrated preschooll

program. Relevant varlables in this area arem

. numerous(Guralnick, 1981);fbut rélatively;unexploredn



~

Frequently mentloned variabTes 1nclude type of proérém
:(currxculum model), teagher tralning, staffing patterns,
'chlld‘varlables sueh‘as type of handicap'and ratio of
. handjqébéed to nonhandicapped children, and parental
involvement. Thérerare few studies, however, that have
attemptéd to sﬁééificallyaisolate any of these dimensions
and most often iﬁfdrmétion‘on these i§sbes comes as
additional'iﬁpug frba stﬁﬂies examining other jssues
(Peterson and Héraqick,.197?f.

Mnst researchoré Seém'éo agree that a specific

curriculum model is not the issue, but rather what is needad .

is a theoretically sound and dependably structured

- R

.rurxlculum CAlIenf 1980; Karnes, !979). Some (Melselsg 1977)
feél individua]ized fnstructioh ie, specific goals apd - -
,strategles referenced agalan the child's ability, is"a
must . Others (Fink and Sandall 1978) feel that individual
‘tuforlng dld ilttle to improve hahdicapped.children's
funcpioning.in an intégratéd setting:. These ?Ufhors fdhnd
that sﬁall group, integréted academir inq*r%%timn, (PISTAR
programs) was'feasigle and benefi;ial for bo%h\bgndicapppﬂ
and nonhandicapped children,

Vincent et al (1980) stressed the difforénces between
spe~ial and ragular early childhood programs. Regular
kindergartens arevcharacterized by greater use of teacher
directed large groﬁp activities than special programs. The

regular kindergarten teacher uses less teacher-directed

small group activities and more child directed small group



"activities. Regular kindergarten provides less one to one

instruction than special eduycation aod demands that children
perform and learn with less adult supervision and
reinforcement. Traditional Special education on the other
hand uses‘techniques that stress precision of cues,
precision in definition of acceptable child fesponses,: and
prec1slon and oon51stency in reinforcement of Chlld
resprnses. The 1ntegrated ~classro~m attempts te comblne the
best of these two orientations.

Tt is felt by many that the teachef‘is the key to
providing this ‘blended} classroom experience. It is also
generally -agreed, although little reeeerched, that'preschool
teachers‘ attitudes are more favorableAtoward integration
than teachers in the upper grades (Larrivee & Cook, 1979),
and therefore, attention can be focused on skill development
rather than positive att:tnde development. Measels (1977)
feels the skills needed hy the teacher in the 1"teqrated
rlarcsromnm are extensive: it is assumed that the teacher has
the fundam~nta) teaching ~ompetence in the regular
claeerm. Further, haeed on the differences between'special
and regular education deScribed by Vincent et al (1980), it
iﬁlimporfant that the tnacﬁerfs skilis'ihcorporate both
early ﬂhi1dhood and ﬂp:ﬂ§a1 edAucation competeocies. That
differences e-ist in teacher behaviors in the regular versus
special clase i= demonetrated by & ctudy hy Pastor end Swap
(1978) in which they compared the bebavior of emotionally

disturbed preschonlars (4) in reanlar and special class. The

-

T
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childrenldisplayed more disruptive behavior in regular
class, and the behaviord of regular and special class
tescﬁers differed..The special class:teachers interrupted
more, explsined more, and were present more during
activities. The authors sayuthis may be releted~to the RS
smaller ratios usually found in special classes. They

concluded that the teacher s presence helped in structured,
teacher dlrected activities (children were less dlsruptlve)

but not during unstructured child organ1zed.act1v1t.1es",.

Unfortunately, many teechers feel unprepared and

. negative toward teeching in an integrated program. Gickling
and Theobold (1975) cited in Crisci (1981) reported that 85%
of teachers surveyed felt they lacked the necessary skills
for teaching handicapped.children. Childs (1981) more . ‘
rocpnr1y surveyed 200 regular feachers teaching 1n
mainstreamed classrooms at all levels and found that bnly
38% snpeorted the concept of mainstreaminag, and they
wvnafa11v felt unprepared and un-=upperted,

The nerd for both inser ice and prpserviceqtraining
prngra ie napparent. A plea frr integrated preservice
training was made earlier in this praper (Dorie and Sarason,
197Q), Meisels (!'977) suggests the following as important
~ompetencies for the teacher in an integrated program: a
knowledge of normal qrowrh and development in the young

» ,—',,

¢h116, training and practice in working with chll&?en who

have a varlety of handlcapr1nq ’OnﬂlfanDQ° skill in

ana]yzlng deyelopmegtal tasks and engaging in step by step

o [ q . ) -
.. » ¥ o |

nd
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programmlng to 1nd1v1dhal1ze programmlng for the handlcapped

chlld and'the ablllty to wofk with special disciplines so

that ptogram content can -be- matched to the child's

Jdevelepmental needs.

There 1s ptobﬁbly ne 1@@@1 rat;p of handlcapped to -

: whhandzcappedtghlldren w1th1n a program..The federal

®.

mandate for Headstart 1n the U S..1s that 10% of the
children enrolled must be con51dered handicapped. There is a
general feeling in the literature, however, that having only
one child in a pregram has some disadvantages. These
concerns centre on the fact'that the handicapped child's
differences will be’accentuated, and'that having only one
handicapped child fosters a stereotyped view of all
handicapped young,children. Further, some‘feel the-
handicappéd child will feel isolated and %;gregated.
IntereStingly enough many of the studiee which demonstrated =
positive interaction between the handlcapped and |
nonhandicapped children had high proportions of handlcapped
children. In some the handicapped children outnumbered the
normally developing children (Peterson and Haralick, 1977).
The last, but seldom researched programmatic feature is
the effects of integrated preschool programs’on parents.
Blacher-Dixon et al (1981) and’Allen'(&9&0)'point.to this as
an important area for future research. Potential issues for

future consideration~include: factors influencing parental

:value systems towards 1ntegrat10n, the resolution of

conf11ct between the child's best 1nterests and the parent's
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best interests, preparafibn of parents (of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children) for integration, the relationship
of,positive‘éffects of integration on parénts to sucessfﬁl
child bulcomes, and'thé relationship bétween parental values

“vand;plac1ng a Chlld 1n an 1ntegrated sett1ng Roopnarlne and

‘
W . o > . . -

Lamb (1980),for example found preprogram differences in

oo

‘barént;childiinteraétions in children who attended a nursery
séhool Versus.those wbo did not attend). In_conclusioﬁ,_ |
parental involvement (Kérnes, 1979) is important becéuse'it
provides an on901ng system that re1nforces and sustains. the

effects of thc program in the child's natural environment,

Yo BLSummary
Integratioh}ithus, as an educationai élternative to
ségregéted class placement fgr young handicapped children
..has been proposed on the basis of a number of positive
outcomes qgntéring*largely on benefits to the handicapped
child (academically, socially, and behaviorally) and
attitudinal gains to their nonhanaicapped peers. A review of
the literature reveals, however, that support for most of
these outcomes is preiimihary at best, and nonexistent at
worst., o
By far the laggeSE body of research has examined the
interaction.thatloécu;szbetween the handicapped qhild éhd
;their norﬁally dgvelbpiﬁg pgers; This interaction was felt
by many to be a méasdfe.of érne intégratioh[ and was

Al
considered to be the most important dimension of integration

S
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that’ is unavailable in a segregated_setting.“The.{mﬁbffégée;-'
ogbihteraction between the two types of children is bésed on
the premise that the handicapped child can improve his
atadémic, behavioral and social skills by imitating his
e ponhandlcapped classmates. The 11terature suggests,thafyyere -
phy51ca1 proximity is inadequate, however, and that éo&e
very specific strategies are necessary to make this premlse
a reality. Mbsf“StUd&es found, for example, that although
- handicapped children were more éocially active in
hete;eogeneous,settings this iAteraction was primarily
directéd at the adults in the:setting or other children with
siWilaf charqcteristics as themselves. Further some |
regearchers>(sinson & Wetherick, 1981) found that

A

ﬁh;ndicapped'children'were isolated,_and even rejected and

'thatithis rejection increésed over time (Simon & Gillman,

1979;‘White, 1980). Encouraging beginnings have been‘made‘by .

people such as Guralnick (1976,1977,1980); Synder ef al T

. (1977) and Gresham (1981) in identifying those aspects of

both the model the imitator, and the modelling context

which can maximize the handlcapped child's ab111ty to

imitate. Uhfortugately, much of.this work is still‘ -

experimental in nature and could not be considered part of

the standard teaching repetoire of early childhood teachers.
The‘claims that integration‘positively influences the

nénhanéicapped.childréh'é a;ﬁitudes rehains_largely

vunsubstantiated.\Studies that épecifically examined this

| i : N

issue are few, and those that exist are‘complicateapby



Tmethodologlcal dlfflcultles. Further, tnerefie'little
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evidence that early 1ntegrat10n effects attltude deVelopment
over: the long term or that p051tave attltude development if
achleved leads to. 1mportant behavioral cdnsequences. o

%‘; ,A smaIl.bgdy%Qf°iééeanch has.soughxobo.ydentxﬁy,those ';Zﬁ;.

‘parameters which are most 1mportant.for successful

integration. Although there is much wbrk’still to be done,

- there appears to be soime agreement ambﬁg reSearchers that 7 "

staff and type of program Chlld var1ables, particularly

[

.type of handlcap and ratlo of hand1capped to nonhandicapped

chlldren and parental 1nvolvement are the most important

. elements for. sucessful.lntegratlon. o ' _d;'

The 11terature seems fairly clear in pointing out ‘the

directions that.fnture'integratiOn’researchishould take.

These form the basis of the qgtionale.for this etudy,‘and

will be translatedvinto_speEific research questions in the

next chapter.'
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J_III —RATIONALE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

' Although noone has cons1dered the 1ntegrat10n process
in 1ts entlrety, when one con51ders the full spectrum of

research undertaken ‘it becomes clear that certaln dlmen51ons

e we

"~are con51dered to “be, cf1t1¢al" fhe f1rst»o{ these.dlmens1ons

R )

is the nature of the 1nteractlon between the handlcapped

- -

' children'and their nonhandicapped peers. The second

e

the program. The thlrd broad dlmen51on is, thpse proggam o

experience. There is an’ 1mportant qualltatlve dlfference ‘”_fi~'e‘

‘dimension’is- the’ 1mpact "of . integrated- programm;ng on the

-~ 4

attltude development of the nonhandlcapped chfldr@n w1th1n
A a r .

.-
> . - . b Ll Y
s I -

features whlch fac1l;tate or maximlze the 1ntegratlon

¢ pery Rl

between the first two d1men§10ns to be cons1dered and the
alny .
third. The' interactionnpatté%ng‘andéattiﬁudQWdevelopment

d1men51ons explore ant1c1pated outcomes of 1ntegratlon.;b

_Prpgram features, on the other hand encompass a whole host

€2‘> . N b B - ;
of factors that are felt to fac111tate the successful

(53 Dail§ :.‘ T S
i # ;

1mplementatzon of an in egrated program. The three are
1ntertw1ned howezgf\’in that w1thout a successful program,'
1ncorporat1ng those desired program features descrlbed in
the third dimension; it is unllkely that the desired
outcomesvof dimensions one-andftwo.will be forthcoming.

In examining the integration experience‘of handicapped-
chlldren in Alberta preschools, ‘these three dimensions were
explored. Initially, however, 1mportant descriptive

information was collected on the nature of the handlcapped‘

children and their families. Specifically, demographic

33
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~1nformat10n on’the chxldren and thelr famllles,wand 'ff

| dlagnostlc and general funct1on1ng of the chlldren vere

rev1ewed

-

' The data collected in thls research therefore, related"

to £our'spec1f1c aspects of: 1ntegrat1on° the nature of ‘the’-

<hildren and the1r famllles currently enrolled in 1ntegrated

had -
’ve.u ® <. o oa

programs; the 1nteract1oh 3¢

-~ e @

- of these chlld{en and

their nonhandicapped-peers-vthe attitude development‘of the
»

nonhand1capped chlldren ‘towards the1r handlcapped peers' and

progrfm features of the 1ntegrated*preschool The'- spec1£1c

qugstlons addressed 1n each of these areas are outllned

below.; S L .. M_‘ o

T

A The handzcapped ch»ld and hig" fam1ly

%.j,?HWhat are - the demographlc characterlstlcs of handlcapped

.ch1ldren and thelr famllles currently 1ntegrated in

Alberta preschools’

2. What is the nat re of thelr hand1capp1ng cond1t10ns7

3. What is the f{ ct1on1ng level of these ch11dren7 What

instruments are avallable for thls partlcular group of

chlldren?

rpﬁ'Interactlonfpatterns: handicapped children, peers and

teachers

S What are-the major characterlstlcs of the handlcapped

%‘ S .
chlldren 'S¢ nnteractlon patterns w1th1n 1ntegrated

. . ofy : ~
‘settlngs7 Spec1f1cally, what types of spec1f1c behav1ors

and play act1v1t1es re most often displayed, and with

-




‘ C Non-Hand1capped peers' attxtudes "’:_ u". 'f’

whom in the classroom does most 1nteraction take place?~~~ﬂ

\

"What 1s-the nature of the nonhand1capped chlldren s

attltude toward the hand1capped7'\f e 'f o

~

2. 1s the Soc1a1 Acceptablllty Apperceptlon Test (S A.A. T )» .

asse551ng preschool chlldren@s attltudes towards thelr‘

handxcapped peers7 g e Ay
, H \5)1

D. Program characterxstlcs ~ ““3:- s -‘%; 4 -

"1, . What are ‘the salient characteristics of 1ntegrated

»preschogkuprograms in Alberta with rsspect‘oo:
a. genarai';rogram<éharacter}stdqsik”Qroup¢Sizatand__1;
ratio of handicapped‘to nohhandicaoped chiidren?

’ b.v staff and programm1ng characterlstlcs . staff views

| and attLtudes toward 1ntegrat10n- personnel
preparatlon~ spec1f1c 1nstructlonal programm1ng.for
: the handlcapped ch11d7 S I |
c. parental 1nvolvement - ﬁow are parents cufrently;
involved in programs and how satisfied are they with

their ‘children's placement in an integrated setting?

The instruments .and procedures used in addressing these

questions are described in the next chapter.

S

R e
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‘.A Part1c1pants

‘ asslstance to funct1on wlth1n thelr respect;ve settrngs*

»Brogram{

The ch1ldren and centres 1nvolved in th1s ‘study were
ollc1ted from day ‘care and Early Ch1ldhood Serv1ces
(E C.S. ) programs throughout Alberta. Chlldren were'ﬁ-
de51gnated as subjects 1n the 1nvest1gat1on if they had been

1dent1f1ed by the program staff as requlrlng add1t10na1

urther most programs were in rece1pt of add1t1ona1 funds to

' assxst 1n»the prov151on of any spec1al programmlng requ1red

- -

Chlldren in E.C. S programs recelved fundlng through‘

..

N

‘category A or Program'Un1t,Grant designation, while day care

children»were4fﬁnded'thr0ugh the Integrated Day Care

" The sampllng procedures for ‘the day care and ECS groups

d1ffered substant1ally An attempt w‘! made to gather

1nformat10n on chlldren currehtly 1ntegrated in Alberta day
cares under the Integrated Day Care Program. ThlS was done

through the Child Development Spec1al1sts in each area.

T

These individuals were responsible at this time -for

supervision of'children funded through the Integrated Day

Care Program A sample of the questlonnalre used to gather

1nformat1on from the Chlld Development Spec1a115ts is shown
in Append1x A. Upon recelpt of these questlonnalres, the
ch1ldren were randomly selected for the sample in order to-

match theé known d1str1but1on of spec1al needs chlldren
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r e 1ntegrated in rural(40%) and urban(60%) day - Care program57A

as well as to 1nclude a varlety of handlcapplng condlt1ons. )
This: approach was not fea51ble w1th ECS_programs for a

_number of adm1nzstrat1ve reaséns. ECS programs vere - .

1dent1f1ed by offlcals w1th1n the prov1nc1al ECS branch and—b T

the Edmonton PUbllC and Cathollc School Boards. As w1th the

_day care samplep an attemp was made to match the known

'dlstrlbutlon of speclal needs chlldren 1ntegrated in Ecs

. programs(40% ranl 60% urban) as well as to 1nc1ude a .. - "
varlety of handlcapplng cond1t1ons. Due ‘to the d1ff1culty of.

obta1n1ng urban ECS chlldnen for the sample, however, there

u.:_ PR

' 1s a hlgher percentage of chlldren from rural ECS programs

-

than found in the prOV1nc1al populat1on.

. As a result of these criterid, 65 chlldren from 31 o
programs were" 1nvolved in the study Wlthln daycare'
programs, 21 urban chlldren in 9 programs ’.E 12 rural

chlldren in 4 programs were involved. In ECS ‘programs 16

>

urban ch1ldren Ln 11 programs and 16 rural chlldren in 7

programs were selected Urban centres 1ncluded Calgary,

L
v

Edmonton and Red‘Deer whereas rural centres were from

several locales throughout phe prov1nce. Demographlc'

t

characterlstlcs of the children will be presented in the

Y

results section. .
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Program evaluatlon/analy51s 1s always a compllcated

',1ssue 1n educatlon, but evaluatlon/analy51s of 1ntegrat10n~

as an educatlonal process is part1cularly complex because it
1nvolves the domains of both early childhood educatlon and
special education}'Effective educationaf strategles in both
of.these"fields remains very much an unresclved issue. -

~ It ts” beyond the‘scope ot this'research to. identify
parameters ot‘earlY'childhood'programs‘in\terms of

o

ducatlonal quallty The focus ‘father is on the provision'of

" an approprlate (quallty’) educatlonal exper1ence ‘for the

\

. eath' ! L . t . . - . . -

handlcapped ch1ld and the 1dent1f1catlon of. those aspects

o

that contrlbute to th1s p051t1ve experlence. Further, as
1ntegrat10n accomodates children, w1th d1verse handicapping
condltlons, the aspects (parameters) 1dent1f1ed must be
flexlble enough to 1ncorporate the varlous unlque needs of
What k1nd of approach/model can - be used for examlnlng
and" 1solat1ng the 1mportant aspects of 1ntegrat10n7i
Accordlng to R0551 et al (1979) evaluatlon research may be

Ay

the approprlate tool for purposes of thls study They define

' evaluatlon research as."an area of actIv1ty devpted to

collectlng, analyz1ng, and interpreting information

regardlng the need 1mplementat10n, and 1mpact of

1ntervent1on efforts aimed at betterlng the lot of human

[

‘kind and 1mproyrng soc1al_condrt10ns_and communlty llfe.

Theredare two widely  accepted types of evalu1ation,research:

N
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summative and formative.:sdmmative evaluatiop‘research'hasi
been,described“as‘the'use:of research.prdgedures for.
determining’the_’success",of a program in reaching its
stated goals or‘producing expected effecys. According to

" Rutman (1977) evaluatzon of program-effectlveness assumes.
.the'presence of certa1n precondltlons' (1) the program is
clearly artlculated (2) the goals and/or expected outcomes
are clearly spec1f1ed Nand (3) the causal assumptions
linking the program to the.goals amd/or outcomes are
'plau51b1e~ These - precondltlons should normally be developed
through program oiann1ng and development F1nd1ng.programs,
however, where these’ precond1t10ns exist is rare. fhese"
,preconditions combine to produce a prodram modefr such a
model is clearly:absent&in.the case of ihteorationh |

ﬂ Hugﬁes et al (1981) state that in the absence of a
model, thejimp}émentation of a proCess assessmeﬁt is more
descriptive,. emphasizing the'documentation,of Yhat has(is)
transpiredZ.They"soggest this can be donejﬁrrough
(1)participaﬁt observatiod, (2) structured and unstructured
interviews, and (3) the use of administrative‘records. This
type of process assessment is hat most researchers would
call formative evaldatidn. Formatlve evaluatlon is aimed at
discovery'and relies heavily on an inducti;e approach. It is
the study of a program that affords a learnlng opportunity
with research used as a tool for co]lectlng data tn assist

in the conceptuallzatlon and operatlonallzatlon of,a

program, its goals and effects, and the assumed ¢pusal

LAt a5 o R Bl Lo st ; Al RORIRCR Y T AT



relationships between the tﬁo; Formative evaluatioﬁ in
vcbnf;ast to summative, places heavier reliance on "soft?
.approéches to data‘collection (unstructured intervieng;nd
obéervation) and measures used fattitudes, opinion;, etc.)
During this period,f;.is appropriate to refine the
approaches and measures used‘thnough practise.

Rutman (1977) identifies three major types of
informafion to be collected during a formative'evaluation:'
(1) program activities, and the existence of an "idealized”

R

progfanh Fo contribute a better underst;nding of a program,
formative researcﬁ collects data on program personnel,
organizational structure and climate, policy, and context
within which the program sperates.'ln the area of program '
personnel, some of the foliowing factors may be considered
relevant: ‘démographic charécteristifs, type of training,
wogk experiéncp, particular attitudes, etc. Rplevan;
guestions with regard to organizational structure and
climate include hieratrchtical levels, spar af ceon'rnl), si-o,
compexity and centralization of authority. Feliry issues
focus on the way the prnq;am implements pelicy, and context
variables relate to,the envirenmental realities within which
the program functiones. (?)idéﬁtificatiap of program effects:
both pnb]icly stated as well gs latent geals. Alse side
effects (i.e., Unintentional) can be identified by wsina the
literature or other rgéearch. (3) exploration of Ehe

"problem™" the program attempts to solve., Programs make

imp]icitﬂahd/ﬂr exr'i~it agsumptinne abant the cause of the



problem beﬁng addressed. These assumptions may bhe highly
guestinnable, and therefore it is impnrtant to examine the
stated "problem” in orde;:tc validate thege assumptions, Fm
example, it i§‘iﬁpﬂrtan' to identify the populati~n which
.tthe program =serves, ard thns demnﬁraphic Aata are req“ifed.
Spe~ific ~nrd detailed informaticn should be collected about
theo nnéﬁq ~r problems whirh the proaram add ggree. Asg o1
it in impertant to know vhetrhor thin po arpe ia aer a0t h
moet in need

Given +the éurpnng atatue of integraterd preschrn)
pregrams i Alberta it woulA éppear tha' a frrmative
evaluyatinn apprrach pr%Gide ng with the mnat appropriata
framewnt k t« investigate the important dimensirns of

integrat ien ae previously iaéQtiFipﬂ_ A formative apgroa~h

pr vides valvrahle ' re~ icc korh in terms of infrrmp o0t
be rnl]lect=' ~ ' ! N Y o ’
v Y onaeAd

-

et-uments

To ~rder to inv-erigate each f :he integratien
Almereinne cntline !, ceveral types of ass~csment devices
were amployed. The handicapped ~hildren’'s rompetencies wve:
initially %gmesdea with the MrCarthy Scales ~f Children’s
Abi1iti;= (MeCsyihy, 1972), Tf the child vas found te bhe
functicening at a 1 ow level »n this device (greater than |
cranéard devfarion belrw the mean) a rriterion referenced

:E&oanmnnk Aari~e wag alan empl.f‘\""A. The PVQSC)\(\C‘
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Observation  System was used to monitor the children's

interaction patterns; while, the So;igl'ACCeptability

Apperception Test (Berger,Hillyard{'bnd Kozak,, 1979) was

L A N

nsed to identify attitudes of the nonhandiéépﬁed peers "
trwards the handicapped. Finally, sevéral qﬁespiopnaifes
wer; Acvel~ped for vse with parents of the handicapped
~hi'A, the teaching staf} and aides in each progrém;
e MeCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

The M~Carthy Scales nf Children's Abilities (McCarth§,
1072) are n ceries og normative tests designed for use with
> 1 2 te R 1.2 year old children, The tests provide a -

'] ' :

measure ~f the child's gengral intellectual Yevel as well as
strengths and weaknesses in five developmental areas, Norms
for the McCarthy were developed by assessing apbroximatély
100 childrer at earh age ]ev;l. As well, validity was
sctahliehed hy rampraring ~hiTdren's scores on the McCarthy
with other already ectablished instruments such as the
ctantord Binet (r-.81 with MeCarthy G.C.I.)‘anﬂ Ehe Wechsler
Fre;ﬂﬁ;;;'lnd Primary Scale «f Tt e~lliqencelr &7 t~ "luith
’“(ﬂe WPPST 1.0 ecores).

fhn five scales of the McCar%hy Test are as fell~ws:
V;rba]. Pprﬂoprua1"perfnrmance,'Onantitative, Memory, an
Motnr . The sc~res from the VQrbal, Perreptual*pefformancé
anA Ouant;tafive Scales are combined to give the General
Cognitive Tndex, an'indication of the child's general

intelle~tual functioning. This score reflec.s the child's

ahility, in cemparicon tn ~ther fhildrﬁn of .the same
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f
chronological age, to integrate present knowledge‘énd
generalize it to the tasks'in the Scales.
Criterion-Referenced Asgessﬁhnt
The criterion-referenced assessment format provided a
behavioural aqsessment of the student's knowledge in five
developmental areas. These developmental areas 1nclude'
communication (receptlve and expressive), pre-academic
skills, motor skills, self help, and social skills. Uniike\
normatlve assessment (e. g the. McCarthy Scales) which
compare one child's performance against other children's
performaqﬁe, the criterion-referenced assessment compares
the child's performance to an established external standard
or criterion on each item. The meaningfulness of this
aSsesement; therefore, is in relafion to whether the
individual chi)d can oy canhot meet the standard. Tn
addition this assessmént format used ‘a sequential
introducﬁion of prompts and guidancg, such that infeormation
wag proviggg with regard to the degree of intervention
necessary in order to obtain a response from the child for
any particular item. This informatijon was directly
applicable to.teaching'bethods which may subsequently be
employed by program staff.
The criterion referenced assessment device used in the
present study was developed for the assessment'of moderately
to severely handicapped pe;sons and containéd a total of

approximately 230 individual items across the five

assessment areas(White, 1978).

ki S s c R e s S L T A
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. Preséhool Observation -System AN

The Preschool Observation System (P.O.é.) was designed
to measuré}the social interaction of‘handicapped qhild;en
withiﬁ integrated preschool settings.

The PfO.S:‘was designed following a survey of éxisting
observation instruments. It was piloted by three reseérch
assistants at the Student's Union and Community Day Care
over a two month period. During this time, a number of items
were added, deleted or changed. The final version of the
P.0.S. is described below.

The handicapped child's interaction with nonhandicapped
peers, with handicapped peers, and with teachers was
‘recorded. An analysis Qas‘made of the interaction patterns
established between the handicapped child and others in the
preschool environment (nonhandicapped children, and adults),
}egarding initiation and receip; of verbal and physicél
interaction, reinforcement of interchange,_and‘modelling o%
approbriate roial/language.behavior. In addition to these
specific hehaviors, the P.0.S. provided information '
regarding the types of actiyities~most frequently engaged*%n
by the handicapped child.

The interactive behavioﬁrs 9f the handiéapp d child
were recorded by a trained obéerver through the use of a set
of codes and an automatea data recording system. The

specific behaviour codes and activity categories are listed

in Table 1. Definitfons'for each are iwsluded in Tables 2

anad 3

~ e
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TABLE 1

BEHAVIOUR CATEGORIES FOR MORE RECORDING

ICode
0l.

02.

03.
los...

06.
07.

08.
09.

10.

21.
22.
23.
24 .

25,

26 .
27 .

28.

29.
30.

01.
02.
03,
04.
0S.

05.

"

Non-Handicapped Peer " Teacher *

, J
Initiate verbal interaction to 1ll. Initiate verbal interaction tdg
peer ‘ teacher o '
Receive verbal interaction " 12, Receives verbal interaction
from peer from teacher
Imitates peer 13. Imitates teacher
Provides positive 14. Provides positive

. reinforcement to peer reinforcement to teacher

_Receives positive 15. Receives positive
reinforcement from peer ° ' reinforcement from teacher
Reprimanded by peer 16. Reprimanded by teacher
Initiates motor-gestural 17.. 1Initiates motor-gestural
interaction to peer -, interaction to teaclier
Receives motor-gestural. 18. Receives motor-gestural
interaction from peer interaction from péacher
Initiates physical/verbal 19. iInitiates physical/verbal
aggression to peer . aggression to teacher
Reqeives physica1/verbal . 20. Receives physical/verbal
aggression from peer aggression from teacher
Handicapped Peer (H.P.) . Other

& A L '

Initiate verbal interaction ’§%. Models for peer
Receives verbal interaction 32. Models for teacher
Imitate H.P. 33. Models for handicapped peer
Provides positive 34. Compliance behaviour

reinforcement H.P.

‘Receives positive

reinforcement H.P.

Reprimand by H.P.

Initiates motor-gestural
interaction to H.P.

Receives motor-gestural
interaction from H.P.
Initiates p/v aggression H.P.
Receives p/v aggression from

H.P.

Observation Situation Code
Play Conditions ‘ ) Ophgr Conditions
non-social 06. group instruction
isolate 5 Q7. individual instruction
on-looker 08. unable to record
parallel '

cooperative
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TABLE 2

o o BEHAVIOUR CATEGORIES: DEFINITIONS

Verbal'reinforCement - includes questions, demands, and social

conversation, responses.

-

Pésitive reinforcement - facial expression, physical contact, pa;, hug,
smile, tokens, having reqﬁests, or demands met, verbal praise, use qf
‘Imaterials rgquestéd by child: |

Reprima d - gestural or verbal xeproof scpldings,.directions or
admonitions to stop négatlve actions or behavzour ahd change to.mofe
positive actions. | r

Motor-gestural interaction - all movement that cause body contact with

, )
“|body of another child or teacher; waving or ektendinq arms directly to

anoiher child or teacher, touching materials or toys belng touched or

held by another child or - teacher.

Agression - hitting, beating, kicking,pinching, destroying, takisg
'things belonging to others, threateningf pothering, can include verbal

ar physical aggression.

~H
Compliance behaviour - follows instructions, complies to rejuests made

¢

. |by other children/staff.

8

Imitation - demonstratlng a response similar to one emitted‘by another
child, previously observed by the target child. ‘The un:.tated behavior

may be that of a handicapped or nonhandicapped peer oOr a ‘teacher.

Modelling - displaying a behavior that is.subsequently imitated.

T
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2

TABLE 3 -

ACTIVITY CONDITIONS: DEFINITIONS

- -

L

: actlvitxes, ‘nor involved in appropriate solltary

Non—soc1a1 - not attendlng to or partxcxpatlng in social educatlonal

\play Engaged 1n

non-constructive, non-directive, unoccupied activities,

self-stimulation, or inappropriate use of material.
-

Isolate play- playing. apart from the group, making no effort'to
physically or verbally join group, not coneerned with what others are
doing.

On-lookethspectatdr, visuallx attending to group, maintaining visual

attention but net participating physically.

Parallel Elax—uplaylng w1th hls/her own materials beside or facxng
A
another Chlld, chlldren are 1n close enough proximity to alliow for

‘observation.of each others' act1v1t1es (within 3 feet and in the same

T

play area).

Co-operative play- playing with others,organization with common goals,

mutual participation, working together, could include games and drama

organized by children.

Group xnstructlon— teacher or aide pr ting information through direct

instructions or indirect methods (provision of ‘materials) to more than 2

individuals. | : o ' S

'_Individual instruction- target child only.

Unable to record - out of room
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The Data Collection Device: ﬁOREm
To facilitate the analysis of the large voiume of'data

‘invo}vedvin’a study of more tnan 50 preschool handicapped
children the Integration Study employed an electronic data
coiiectron system. The MORE, a product of Observational
: Systems Incorporated; Seattle, Washington- is a p table
electronic data collection device with a bu1lt in. duratlon
timer yielding an automatlc time base. It has adequate -
‘storage'capacity (9600 data characters) for a large amount
of data and allows transfer of data from it to a cassette
tape for storage. ,
The Social‘Acceptability Qpperception Test~($.A.A.T.) e

| The‘S.A A.T. is a projective test designed for school
chlldren in kindergarten. to grade six. According to the
‘authors (Berger, Hlllyard, and Kozak, 1979) the S.A.A.T. 3was
developed.as a set of instruments through which-a child's
attitudes to;ards;handicapped children can be indirectly
fobserved.,Eordyounger children_(kiﬁ%eréarten to,§rade"3) the
S.A:ﬁtT. used a dra;ing‘task ﬁhdch;asKEd'the~children t@
draw themselves, a friend,’and a handicapped cgild pfaying
at recess t1me. The drawlngs were theﬁ/scored for the
presence or absence of certaln characteristics (presence of
helping relatlonshlp toward handlcapped physical 51gn of
” handigap, flgure 51ze,_f1gure detail ~and emotional i

expre551on) or conflguratlons (prox1m1ty of figures to each

other, figure arrangement).
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Qhestiqnnaires —_._\Parent,-'-""Teacﬁkn1 Aide
A. Pareht‘questionnaire'

The parenu7QUestlonna1re was develpped by the‘present
authqr in order“to assess the parents perceptlon of their
Ehild'e'participatibn'in an integrated preschool program.,
The'origihel_draft of the questionnaire yas}piioted with the
staff of the Sthdent's Union and Communihy Day Cafe on the
University of.Alberta campus. Following receipt of their
feedback, the parent questionnaire was modified to its final
_form which is described below. The parent'questionneire'was

divided into three patts: I -Family informatién- This

.sectlon prov1ded some general 1nformat1on on the
soc1o economlc status of the families in the sample, as well

‘as family constellatlon, and geograph1c sta?gll.ty.‘

I1 -Dlagnostlc Information- This sectlon pr ided

1nformat1on regardzng the parent s percept1on of their
ch11d s-spec1al needs, as well as how they first became
" aware of these needs and how these needs may have changed

since the or;glnal_d1a9n051s.

111 -BEducational Information- This section exbloted the

following areas: | |

1. chila'e present pfogram'and previoue participation {nf
group bfogrammihg; |

2. parents' perception of child's emotional responses

towards school;‘ '

o

3. familiarity with program;

4, parentsh‘satisféction with child's individual program;



i magn

T T e T ey e T Y TR T TP e T e W R T R RN AT PR T DIC) e ST O, T ATy AL N I A 5 P2 e 9 20
- . i a8 ) 3

P
50

5. parents' involvement in the chilo's program;

6. suggestions !fbm school for use at home, and COnve;seiy,\

e responsf‘%ness of school to suggestlons from pa;entsffor

use at school

7. adequacy Qf cdwmun1catlon iith'teacher-

NV.._'D

8. adequacy of ©o g;c&t w1th other parents~ o
9. ways: school could begpone helpful o iu;"g;" .

out51de of school.

B: Teacher questionnaire
AThe'teacher guestionqaire was also de;eloped-hy the
author and piloted with the Student's Uﬁioh and'Community
DayvCafe Staff It was hoped this questxonnalre would tap a
number of 1ssues felt to be crucial to the 1ntegrat10n
process. ﬁ
Thé_following_items were addressed in the’teacher

interviews:

1. ex1stence of a*planning process with regard to placement - .

of handicapped children;

2. :emotional attitude of téacher towardS”ihtegraéion;

3. use of support services,'primarily“eides; ) .

4, traiqith— identification of pre-training or ihservice
receivea; .

5. adequacy of training and identification of needs in this

area;

6. individuel programming for children, on a general level
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éndoplthing—who provides b;ogram{
7. pianningfwﬁét aqes'itrehéoﬁpass; ’
8.,‘implementapioqténd'conSultatiQn - who is available for
ﬁppéhltatibn in’ above areas; ‘ n |
9. wébecific infofmatﬁqn_negarding indiVidual.prqgramming_
for children - individualzprograﬁming,hinclusidn.in.
total.program, limitations of handicaéped child, -. .

i

teaching strategies for concepts and skills,
genéralizagion" and socializatioﬁ,~

10. description of child's‘preéent iﬁtéraction patterns,
presehce bf behavibur'problems, measuring progress - how'f

often (fregquency)
11. de;Eription of parental involvement;
T _Y:12. identificatioh of needs’;
13, means of meeting theéé needs;
14. adyantaées‘of integratiﬁn.
‘C;.Aide guestiohnaire
;;Thenpurposeé, development and administration of the
aide questionnaire were identical}tg_those of the teacher
questionnaire with the éxception_of Iteﬁﬁ 1,-§ and 3 which
were omitted. It was intended“thatkltem 9, which dealt with
the spécifics of the child's individual program, would‘only
- be completed by the person planning and implémenting these
Sk programs for the handicapped child. This person varied from

program to program, however, and was therefore included in

both the teacher and the aide questionﬁaire.

L\,
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D. Procedures

General procedures:

_ uAs-much‘asvpoésible4'in.person contact was made with

:feaéﬂ;progrémtﬁéforg*data collection began. During these
visits the various,éspééts'of-thé study were discussea with
program staff and the vari§us instfuments to be used were '
explgined; The issue of parental consent wasnclarified and
parental permission letters were left with staff to Pe
;irculatéq,immediatelyAprecéding«the first visit. When prior
in bétson ;ontact was not possjble due to time or distance
constraints, the same procedure was iolléﬁéa over thz
telephone and parental conseqt lettefs were mailed. In some
'instances, thé initial in person contact was made with
several programs at once..In any évent, some type of
contact ,either face to facinor.telephone; was made with
programs prior to the onset of data collection. Parental
consent was alsn obtained by letter before data collection
began. . -

' Data‘coilectign was done ‘by a team of rrained.”
researchers. As the data collection phése extended over an
18 month period, the specific ind{viduals changed from time
to time, however, consistency in procedures was insured hy
the project co-ordinator who remained the same throughout.
Mbét of the researchers were uniQersity graduates, -and many
héd previous related experience with handicapped children.

'Despite the fact that it was necessary to use a number of

different individuale to rollect data during the course of
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the study, a concerted effdft was made to insure the data :

collectors were well trained and reliable. Particular

attention was paid to insure that observers using the P.O.S.

had obtained inter-rater reliability of at least 75% before

data collection began. The Student's Union and Community Day

. ' -.'4 ' Ly "
Care were most cooperative in allowing our research staff to

strain on the various instruments used in the study. Friend's

= y . ) . ! .
~hildren were also used in an effort to learn instruments

such as the Mngrthy and the criterion referenced assessment
devi~e. Also, if possible, researcH staff#wé?e ghosen whn
were élready familiar with Jn”v ~f the instrum;nts to be
used. o

Witﬁ the exception of the parent interviews; all other
forms of data were collected within the program setting. A.
standard segﬁencé was fol]owed %n the administrati&% of rﬁé
inetruments. Usually two visits t:‘rﬁé program were rnéviv‘a
to rollect all types of data. The fr@srhno] Qh=ervation
System wa; adminiétefﬁd firet, as it wag felt prinr
aAdminiatratinn nf the other instrumente ~onld contaminnta
the hehaviour s=mple. Newt the McCarthy Scales were
Adminietored tno the handicapped child, Thié wae usually all
that was possible durina the firet visit, At the time ~f the
First visit the tea~her ans\hidanqﬂé;;;onﬁéires were lef!
with program staff, wnless they had dlready been lefr ~' 'Vr

time of the initial program ~ontact.

During the second visit the criterinon reforence”

_%npc:m)nf was adminigtered to the handicappe? -hilA if

i gy e
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necessary, and the teacher and aide questionnaires were

collected. The S.A.A.T. was administered at the most

I

convenient time for the teacher eiéber on the first or>
second visit. Parent interviews we;é Condué'ed;gepar“rn1y
either in thé family heme or in the progr-m eéFang,
whichever was mutually crpvenjent fear 11 prarent opd *hae
interviewer.

Specific pracodures far eamh af tle 3
osutlined below.
The “r~Cavthy Scale of Children's Arilitiesg

The M~C-rihy wn & adminietered by o train A axs ver °
a quiet area nf the day care/ECS envip rm- 1 Teat
administration was perﬁorﬁcﬂ arroprdinag ' R T . A
instructinng Jiven in the tegt manun).
The Crit¢fio" Referenced Assessment D-vi: e

The ¢ N A, was also adminiatered by o tra%roﬁ Cy: cines

BN

in a '1”']9" arer wit '_.nf,-,,vthn ROS o ﬂ'-‘V core met'an 1 "
iter, etarAda 4 w'w'ﬂ’né and standny " re 1l wator i
epe ified te assess cn;h'?ndivid“" Viserive

The frvcrhoq'.pggbrvntinn Sigt-w
A 'hifgii;i?”*e sample ~f 1l 0 ”4"’F“;’ hi e
i
interarmtinn wihf{'in the mlaser om wre chraine! i 'ng the
MOPE, In m”s; ivﬁkanrps, dat~ were ’ﬁliackoﬂ 1) he mame A
cbn:isting of , 10 minute obser it inesecagrente  An pffort
was made £b Sélect obséf?atiﬂn feqme e 1n whie! ‘"‘°récf‘ '

wad broth poesible and reprenertative 'ree play vae o't~

FfovmA b biamt s gacint be b hya ot vy R R SR TN Ve e
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.
coded continuously for 2 minute time "locks, while fthe
general play ccnditi®ne were recorded continuouslyv. This was
accomplished by the use ~f A set of tnggle switrhes whirh
memenre time - 'arced for the specific play corditione.
MOR® Azta was tollected by a numnbe: of résenrch tea
membeprea. Al were *aipn:” in the iee nf the '"'MRE and thre

cherrvatinn system 3 seli bdlit  af datn  ~lle~tien

lp,’_\“\P(} or xr‘pefal‘ﬂ ' t Y e b e N R LY | :')-iv- [ Y "‘
J
"oy Ay FOCQ ~ev b i

B "'.,\ n b

Tve 7 7\,?\_"[‘._ wae adAmiristcr A hy the teacher to the
entire group of students using » standardized set of
inetric 0 ione . The recsarrher was present durina the teet
adAmi- ety st ijon apA ahildrse were juetrycted te qgi.e their
femi Veted Avoyings ta h o1 A this pa nt he ex m ner ast !
bhe  Bi1A to Trgorikhe b0y wiog o mn T the thilitoe ey

verr ypersg Jer! Th' ¢ v S oy

7y r;nlb"p;"’?f

Negrr v o) i ~eom i b L T ™ ) iAde v\]ﬁ':""; BN
e vy e ‘ef ~t Vom0 Te oo f " he Yy e} (A% SRS hretveen ¢
vor@gprh ten  an? the ¢ - qran ot g noa enbecnqirern!
ceragion the yog nrerbies c1 e Y et ijonc Gy T
ve dered ik o 3 yueried apy vnelear re o eee Urrvent

aresri nrniren ware adAminiet red te cme v bt h prrent

Avrircrg a r 'sonal ‘ntery e T-bkepoirwe warn  ald aither

v
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was most convenient for pareg;s‘and researchers. The parent
guestionnaire was usually the final item in the data
rnllection proress.
¥ Reliability ,

Despite efforts to use vell trained and skille? Aata
~~llectors, the ne"e=s§ry to nee A Jarge numher of
individvuals for *hie purponse over the ~ourse af the etudy
made reliahility a continuing concern. There was a
rarticular roncern ahout the observationsg collected using
the P.O.S. The intention was that reliability data f(as=
measured by having » second observer rate the:saﬁe
hehaviore' wruld he cerllected on 10% of all dbSérQarionF
~ollerted n=ing the ¥ .N .S  Unfortunately, however,
reliakility A~ta wae collected on only ¢% of all P,O.S.
ohger~-+i ne. Inter rater agreement was defined as the
Gnhbf' nf - renrrence agrermenta Aivided by the sum ~f
cocvrrence cgreement e and orci renrce dissqreement
Pelinbility A-tn wag cnllected by having a sec~'d trsined

)

~hgerv: v rate the game ~hild & b=haviors during n <pecified
nomber of 4 minute 'ime Flocks The heginning of the ' ion
hlocrker yore i-AdAicrated hyv a timer on the MONE. Whehever
p~gsikls hnth ~hoervere re ~rded hehavicrd yeging a MODPw
‘\I"wp}\icr, o omAma accacycne when A seCOnR MORE . was
unarailakle, the gereond nheerver recorded hehaviore ~n n
previcuyelyv Aecigned ~rding sheet. The reliability data

Vol ek Lt T b ey rn'l:.-\l-\i]ify A1 3 not f31) helow
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the 75% levei establishedﬂguring the initial training
peripd. »

Limited reliability data were al§o‘colIected on the
McCarthy, the Criterion Referenced Assessment.Device; andi:_-
the S.A.A.T. In the case of the McCarthy and the Criterién
’Referenéed Assessmént Device, this data was obtained by
having a second trained examiner score the same child's
responses to the test items during thre test administration.
With the S.A.A.T,, the second examiﬁer scored the same
chilérén'é drawinqs at a later date. Inter-rater reliability
was calculated in the same manner as the P.O.S.: agreements .
divided by the sum of agreements plus disagreeméhts.“Néné é?
the inter-rater reliability collected in thistther fell |

bel~w the 75% level.



V. REsiJLTs AND DISCUSSION

" The reéults of the inves;igation will be presented in
&he order of the research questions posed earlier. Data
regarding the handicapped child:en and their families will
be revieweé:f&fst; then interaction patterns between.the
handicapped aha nohhandicappeé childfen'will_be e#émined;the
nonhandicapped child$en's attitudes towards their
handicapped classmatés will be considered next; finally, /.§
programmatic features of integrated preschools will be
summar ized and discussed.

In ﬁhe first and last section, the data has been
compared according to the 4 subgroups.within the sample:
rural and urban ECS programs, and rural and urban day care
programs. Data analysis varied'éccordinggto the type of =
inmstrument used and the info;matidh“ESllected. Where .
applicable, specific methods-dflanalysis will be described.
A. 'ane,9 Handicapped Chilid' (

Demographic rharacférisgics\

The information ffom;the:parental interview provided
the demographic daté presented hére. fable 4 presents the .
children's ages, sex, number of siblings, family income
level and the status of the family in terms of one or two
pérents and the length of time in their present residence.
As the table shows, generally the children's ages were 5 1/2
years with the rural day care children being somewhat

younger at 4 years 11 months.

58
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TABLE 4
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF EARLY CHILDHOOD SERVICES AND DAY CARE GROUPS

in current
residence

A1
it

= mean

6.08yrs

Variable E.C.S. Dax Care:
Rural Urban Rural Urban
(n=12) (n=15) ' (n=11) (n=21)
Age X = 5yr Smo x = 5yr 10mo X = 4yr llmo X * 5yr 5mo
_ M =5yr 5Smo _ M= 5yr Smo _ M= S5yr Omo _ M = 5yr 7mg
x F = 5yr 5mo x = 5yr llmo X = 4yr 9mo x F = 5yr -1lmg
Sex M 62.5% M 62.5% M 58% M 62%
' F 37.5% F 37.5% F 48% F 38%
.Fo. of Siblings x = 1.83 x =1.73 X = 2.2 x = .905
Income ¥ = 34,300 x = 27,750 ¥ = 19,200 x = 23,800
1 parent 0% 13% 18% 38%
Families:
2 parent 100% 87% 82% 62%
lLength of time ; = % 4.95y?s x 5.8yrs ¥ - 2.7yrs




60
. ¢ o < .
With respect to ratio of boys to girls, generally there was
a 60% male, 40% female distribution. The fam1ly | n
constellation was’ similar for both groups of ECS children
_averaging about® 1.8 siblings per family. Rural day care
children have slightly largzﬁ families with 2.2 51b11ngs
whereas urban day care children had substantlally fewer
siblings averaging .91. The data suggest that the samples
'were.generally similar except for the slightly younger-age
of the rural day care children and fewer siblings in the
urban day care groupr.‘
- The_families'.annual'income was generally in the
$25,000 to 3304000 range except.for the rural day care
. families where the average income was below $20,000. It'is"ﬂi'
interesting'to note rhat'the rural ECS families had the
h1ghest annual average income of any of the groupsu.wlth
respect to famlly status, both urban and rural ECS chlldr n
had a hlgh percentage of two parent families as did the %\\
rural day care groug. A hlgher percentaqe of single parent
families was found in urban day care program (38% 51ng]e
parent families). Family stablllty is suggested for both. §SS
groups and the rural day care group by the length of time
spent in their current residence. The average stay in their
present residence was 5 years for these groups. The shorter
length of stay in their current residence (2.7 years) ahong
ban day care families suggests‘a‘slightly higher degree of

transience in this group.
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Parental education level is displayed in Téble 5. As
the table shows there was substantial similarity in £he.
'levél of education of the rural and urban groups across both -
prograa types. The major diffefgnce between Fhe urban and
rural grbups was'a slightly higher,level of education for
;the urban parents than 2eems‘;o be.the;case for rural

parents. The distribution of GccupatiOﬁs for parents across

. . . . ./ ‘ .
several occupational categories is portrayed in Table 6. As

_ can be seen from this table, the rﬁral gfoup and the urban

L]

- /group seemed to exhibit some similarity across each program.

<o

There was a higher incidence of working women in the urban
day care sémﬁle than among, the other three groups and a
slightly higher incidence of professional employment in the
urban populations,ﬁb&herwise,.few differénces were noticed
between the groups in éévms of‘geograbhical location or
program with respect to parental occupatlon.

D1agnost1c Data - : -
The diagnostic data presented in Table 7 was also
obtained from the parental interview.:Thus, the diégnostic
categories and the personnel making the first diagnosis are
reported:as perceived by parents but were not confirmed by

ﬁrofessionals. Hoéever, the data do indicate family
perception regarding the child's diagnosié and the age at

which the diagnosis was identified for them. As can be seen

'~;H“T?ble 7, the majority of children fell in the mild to

mode‘ate range of mental hand1cap with a few chlldren

'exh1b1tfng\pult1ple handicaps and a few children exh1b1t1ng
/



TABLE 5
. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF EARLY CHILDHOOD SERVICES AND DAY CARE GROUPS

PARENTS ' EDUCATION

E.C.S. Day Care
Rural Urban . Rural Urban
M F M F M F M %
Grades 1-9 oy 25| 7% 2% ox 38w | 148 94
|1igh school 84% s0% | 58% - 36% | 36% 25% | 38% 454
Vocational School 8% 0% | 7% 7% | 18% 25% | 0% 9#
Community College 0% 8y | 168 - 21% —1§§\v‘ 0% | 20% oﬁ
University graduat§g§’5% 17% 7% 7% 18%) . 12% | 19% 274
. : Ty R : . .
Post-graduate 0% 0% 1 7% 7% | O 0% | 0% 9
training
-
M = Mother '

.F = Father
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TABLE 6
< .

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF. EARLY CHILDHOOD SERVICES AND DAY CARRE éﬁOUPS

2

PARENT'S OCCUPATIONS

b
E.C.S. " Day Care
Rural Urban “Rural Urban
M ‘P oM F M. F M R
(1) - 0% 54% | 8% 7%| 188 33% | 0% 254
‘1Self-employed '
(2) 8% 15% | 8% 20% | 18%  22% | 1e%  33%
///////,,,_—.zzgssisional/ ;

- (3) ok 33% 0% |23% 36% | 9% 11% | 62% 8y
Service pref : ' ¥

(a) , 0% 23% {.0% 20% | 0% 22% | O% 334

Tradesman Cor .
58% 0% |62%  O% | 55% 11% | 22% 0¥
{

M. = Mother
F = Father



Ty TABLE 7

DIAGNOSTIC INFORMATION

64

E.C.S.

Day Care .
Type of Handicap "Rural Urban Rural Urban

’ (n=16) (n=15) (n=12) (n=21)
A, ‘

Physical 1 0 0 3
B. -

Sensory 0 3 1 1
C. %5 |
Mild mental/psychological 5 10 4 3
D .
Moderate/severe mental/psychological 8 2 2 11
E.
Multiply handicapped 2 0 5 3
Diagnosis made by: ‘

. 8 5 8 5
ProfeSsional ‘
(medical/education)

on-professional (parent/other family 8 10 4 16
ember )
ge at diagnosis
1 B 4 4
B 0] o] 2 1
0 0 0 1
2 ‘1 0 5
2 1 0 4
3 4 1 0]
4 4 0] 1
4 4 5 5
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sensory or physical handicaps such as hearing impairments or
cerebral palsy.

The fact that parents (63% in day care sample .and 68%
in the ECS sample) or a close relative had been the first to
notice their child's difficulties was a frustrating
.experience for many parents. Delays in their subsequent
attempts to have the exact nature and prognosis of the
condition identified was mentioned By one third of the
respondents. Sample-comments of ‘responses they received from

various medical and related professionals are listed below,

0

while a more complete list is included in Appendix B,
E.C.S. e v

-~"not to worry

-at 2 1/2 years, parént told by psycholog1st that chlld had
Downs' Syndrome, parents had thought something wrong;

-after adopting child, and suspecting a problem, told by
social worker "to relax™; one year later child found to have
hearing loss; :

~"pestered” many doctors, not considered bad enongh: two
convulsions and 1 year later, tests were done

Day Care _

- at two noticed language delay, told "not to worry", child
diagnosed at three;

-at 15 months parents noticed delay, doctors =aid "no
problem”, changed doctors, who referred child for further
assessment, tsld child had c.p.;

- at 11 monrhg noticed slow motor development parents told
child would "outgrow it", diagnosis made when family meved
tn Calgany; . ’

. /
The fact that the majrrity of children seemed to be

first identified as having some special needs by a
non-professional with presumably subsequent professional
confirmation of a handicapping condition or special need is

interesting. In terms of the child's age at the time of



diagnosis, jt appears that in the ECS sample children were

typically diagnosed after the first year of life whereas in
the day care sample more childreﬁ.seémed ﬁo be Adiagnosed
auting the”first year of life. This finding may reflect a
number of factors:(1) a trénsi;ibn in our health service b
systemé'in that, diagnoses of children's special needs are‘
now being made earlier whereas,’the slightly older ECS ..
children were less likeiy to ha&e beén diagnosed so ear]y;"
(2)uneven availability of professionals in rural and urban
areas, for example, there ére fewer professibnals in rural
areas 'trained to make early diagnoses of handicapping
conditions (3) the urban ECS graoup were mildly handicapped
and thus more difficult to detect prior to school entry. It
is interesting r; note, however, that the ‘types of handicaps
and the persons identifying them tend to be fairly similar
across the twn programs and qeogrébhicai reﬁi:nﬁ
Norm;tive Assessment

, .

.The McCarthy Scales.of Ability were employed to
establish the Phi]dren:s gea’;al coqnitive.lgvel: The
resuits of the McCarthy assessments fﬂf day S@f% and ECS
groups are presented ih‘Table 8. This téhlgﬁbn%trays the
foliowing information f¢r;each‘¢f the fou? sur groups of
children: average chrenologircal age anﬂrraﬁqe, the McCarthy
general rognitive index, the McCarthy memory score and the
McCart%y motor scéreAall presented as an age e@uivalents in

years. As well, a ratio of the McCarthy general cognitive

indey Aivided by the ~hilA's chronologircal age was ~amputed
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TABLE 8

MEANS AND RANGE FOR THE McCARTHY SCALES
(GENERAL COGNITIVE INDEX, MEMORY, AND MOTOR AGES),
CHRONOLOGICAL AGE, AND THE RATIO OF GCI/CHRONOLOGICAL AGE

TSV, T A ST YO A O .ﬂ":,'_ff}:-';lf', o T e I AR N e
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ror v

Chrono
logical Age
(CA)-Years

General
Cognitive
Index (GCI)
Age
equivalent -
Years

tio:
GE1/CA
Memory Age

Equivalent
-Years

Motor BAge

Egquivalent
~Years

S ————-

E.C.S. Day Care
Urban Rural Urban Rural
Mean Meah Mean . Mean
(Range) (Range) {Range) (Range)
(n=16) (n=15) (n=21) (n=12)
.B8” 5.41 .40 4.91
(5 -~ 7.2) 4.3 - 7.1) (3.2 0.6) te.2 7 8
.18 4.08 RS 3.76
(4.0 - €.8) (2 ® Q)" (o .o (2.5 - 5.07"
D.gro .76 IR 1e
4.96 3 7+ .07 3.75
132§ 6.1) ‘9.8 5. A 1o on 7.4) 2.5 - 4.R)
A 05 3 RS A} LI I |
Y 6 - [ 2 LI enon L) 2.0 LS

v
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and averaged across the cbildren in each group t- give an
indication of the studente’ level ~f Aervelopment relative ¢t
their ch;dnﬂlogibal growth. Thue, thie ratio w-~nld appro-“rh
‘:OO-nﬁ(fhP student’'s g~ne-al rognitjve inlex (eypreec e wn
an age eqguivalent) reac te arperavimorese the V313 e
rL-~v¢1/qir=1 nge.

Ae ran he s~en in Table /8, the ~hildren’e {:“rnno] ~qir-;;]_
ages nv=§§ﬁWdlar except for the elightly snunqer rural day
~are groupy General cognitive performance was highest for
the nrban FCS group. The rﬁfal FCS, urkhan an? rural Aay -~
or~;p= eybihited simjlar levels nf r~~anitive devel-~prment
The rinnal Aay “nra groun’'s mezn gqeneral ~coqritive i ley wnae
Inwer, h wever aa thay were ' fn t " onnt ool -1
‘hn; the ~ther 'hre-~ gamp'es.

"te mennr;, o' d mrrnr aqgnr af]"iw'-.]ov\f Acnvrea 'ny en b

¥
qr eap epdnl ' e 1Ty i gilar e ele ~f e f yman~e T¢+
ver bhy i S YAy o mer Aevelrnpment levels ey o
grmewhat bl v the qgeneranl 4“(\031\{1—1‘\"' ﬂpvo'r\r\vvnv| ) PN

sugg- ' iva » AT F TMherant ja)l motor Aelsy th o n the bt

wer oo oo by a s "“_9 Pognitivn apv¢\1 come o b ey ‘*‘\
memngy y -~ Yoo f\f t-hp ('.hil'.q""". ' weray - ' . . vt
vee o the aeveral canoni’ ive 'oldew

he ~vergll Jmyreans o fr m thin Aafg cugges' e thgt
atndant e inteqrat-d inte theer pr grome rvhibhit A a0 oo V7
medarat~ e oy in qaner ol ¢ oqgniti e, memery and met o

To elorment 1 viewin: the rvange provided khene *h o ra 't ome
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variance was present in these groups. The wide range
cbtained forﬂthese gcores indicares the *%de variakbility
betwren the subjects within each of these groups.

In order to examine the functioning levels of the
respective groups, 2 median test (Siegel, 1956) usirg the
ratios of GCT/CA for each child were applied to the ECS and
Aay care samples, the urban and rural samples, and ﬁjthin
theee gamples, nrban/rural ECS and urban/rural day cAare. The
resvlte =howed a significant differencé (r;.OS) between the
Aay are ggmp1e and :;e BCS ~amrle. There were significantly
mor= children below the mean in rhé day ~are samplc than in
the RS samble. There was, however no significant ‘
Aifference hetween children in the urban pregrhme compared
with~ rural programs(E‘S and day care ~ombined). Wher the
Fi S enmple was divided intea urban and and rvral section=.

, a Ai‘fere e was Aiscoverad(p<.05). There were

h - wenr

N :
eignificar' 'y »~ro ‘hildrep helow the mean? in the rural R %

g up than exprote’ “hen the dav - nre sample was divided.

hewea': there - nea Aiflerenre phetyee children at' - ¥1ie
e by el ooy U opeoogroama T+ ecuvaarize. there were a

ey o0t ~“rrv 'y Aareater numbtey ~f I nawe: fﬂﬂCEiO”iﬂQ “hilAren

by oy Nt e progrﬁv o« thap Rera and a cianificant]l: aqre-ter
b f Jewer fie Viaping it en Cworeoal T b hes grban

L]

1 ’\Q' [ B Mad
he difference hetween the urbkan and riral ECS chil?ren

i+ " anme substantial interest. Much "“igher functionin~

the childAren in the sirkhnan pragram” than wnn

(g
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generally the cage in rural areas. This finding may be due
to the larger number of specialized programs in urban
settings for children with more severe handicapping
conditions. However, in rural areas, students must obtain
services from available programs such as the community
kindergarten which typically are more generic in nature.
Criterion—Referenced Assessment

The crgterion referenced test was used to obtain an
additinnal,’more sens{tiVP measure of~the children's skills
and competencies in five specific areas. This instrument was
only administered if the chi%d scored more than | standérd
deviation below the mean on the McCarthy Scales' general
hogn‘five,ind°v. Thvs, this a;sessment device was only used
with lower functioning children to identify their skills and
éompetencies in the areas ~f communication, coqnitive
deve]opmeht (te' e pre-gecndemic), gross mrt~r Adatie! spment,
cori-l com eten ies, and gelf help ski11pr

Ihese dat» re summarized for each nf the four qrodbs
in T hle 9 hich pr-sante the averaye ~nh =n-ale gcore for

msarh g+ eup ThWj~ e~r~'¢ wasg ~“btajned hy simming the Stu,de""g'

score~ '« e, b ibter teeteds thug, the ~tude tg’ greres

tf om 4t Y -~ earh item paAminigtered vwere added tergether
. . { :

' ~htain theoir total & «re  The average for the entire

group was then computed neing thie mearmure. "he second score
in Table 9 ic a ratio »nf the studente' total score cn that
sub teet Adirided by the tnta) poegible score »n that:

>

gvh te-t jf the 1 dent had heen givén every item ~ the

«



- TABLE 9

AVERAGE TOTAL SUB-SCALE . SCORES AND RATIO OF TOTAL
OBTAINED/TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORES FOR EACH GROU!
ON THE CRITERION REFERENCED TEST

g.c.s. ~ Dbayd
Urban Rural Urban
Communication
Receptive Skills 200.6* 200.9 185.8
(.98)*" - (.84) (.77)
. : _NAAi:
Expressive skitfs 171.6 147.8 123.8
(.82) (.70) (.59)
Pre-Academic
Primary Skills 191.4 158.8 156.0
(.75) (.62) (.61)
Advanced Skills - 258.8 155.1 162.4
(.79) : (.55) (.58)
e - —
Gross Motor '
Primary Skills 125.0 124.4 118.9
(.7D) (.71) . (.68)
Advanced Skills 145.7 . 155.4 128.6
% (.59) (.63) . (.52)
Social Competencies 167 .4 160.6 154.7
(.90) (.87) (.84)
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subscale. Thus thié proportion represents a measure of
students performance'dn'that sub-scale relative to a maximum
performance. These rafios were theh.averaged across all -
group members. The average is presented in Table 9 in
parentheses.

One of the first t;énds emerging from the data
presented in Table 9 concerns the performance of the. urban
.ECS children who scoréd slightly higher in the expressive
communication and cognitive areas (pre-academic). In the
other areas there is a consistency across groups in terms og
total performance. These differences in performance between
urban ECS groups and the other three groups are also
confirmed when one looks at the ratios of thg obtained
scores over the‘iptal pqssible score. In both cémmunication
and cognition, the urban ECS grou% did obtain higher ratios
indicating a higher level of performance on the items within
the sub—qggts than Qas the case for the other three groups
of children. | -

A second interesting finding from these data‘is the
high level of developﬁent of social skills exhibited by all
students. The ratios presented in Table 9 for social
competencies suggést.that the students weré“pe;forming at or
near the maximum level of fumctioning in social skills as
assessed by this test. These data may support the(increésed
ievel of sgcial‘functiqning children exhibit when integrated

into day care and kinderdarten programs.:

e bt R S B L e T C R o L s iyl AR e S ER
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Also worthy of mgntibn_is the higher'level'of
functioning in the communication receptive sub-scale. As can
be seen from the total scores as well as from the ratios,
all children exhibited a h}gh level of performaﬁée in
receptive language skills including the rural day careg“group
which was the youngest group in the study.‘ g

Two major deficiency areas émerged on this test: the
apre-academic area, including primary and advanced skills,
and the advanced motor skill area. Pre-academic competencies
include such skills as perceptual motor)cobrdination,
sequencing, writing, pre-reading skillé, shépe and colour
discrimination,tand early arithmetic skills. It wés

anticipated from the cthildren's general functioning (as

exhibited on the™

ol

”);mépg the fact-that ‘the children

B

beidg iﬁtegrated*were identified as special needs children,
that these areas of functioning would in fact require some
remediationl Tﬁis is particularly the case for the fﬁral ECS
and the two\day‘care groups. Many ;f the skills and
competepcies measured by this sub-scale are related to éarif
school functioning and it is apparen£ these children wopld
require some remedial assistance in order ‘to function more
adequately in the regqular school program.

The advanced motor skill area .includes such
compétencies as walking, going up and down stairs, jumping,
coordination, dynamic balance, and use of equipment.‘Again,
‘having'considered the motor de;ays exhibited by the children

.on fhe_McCarthy Scales, it is no surprise that the children

L R 7 A AN o T TG T 2720 R Y I T 0D S
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exhibited deficiencies in these areas. These areas would 3
also provide several major objectives for remediation and
teaching for children in 1ntegrated program settlngs.

Expressive language skills and self- help skllls were
two other "areas that would be worthy of remed1al attention.

In summary, the criterion-referenced assessment device’
provided a picture of the children as exhibiting s;fong<. ‘ .
receptivé language competencies and a fairly @igh:ie$e1:6f

.social skills. However; sbme:assisténce may be required with -
expressive language skills, pre-acadeﬁic/cognitive
.development, motor skills, ana self-help skills. The urban
ECS group emerged as needing the least amount of assistance
in all areas measured by this deQice.

‘In an éffort to'validate the criterion reférénced
assessmenf device, the fatio scores for each subscale shown
in Tablé 9 were correlated with the age equivalent scores
for the McCarthy GCI, motor and méﬁory subscales.’ The
Pearson product moment Statlstlc was used to calculate these
correlatioens, which are shown in Table 10. The»more’advanced
sections o( the criterion refefenced device correlated
significantiy with the McCarthy scales, }or example, the
McCarthy Motor scale is 51gn1f1cantly correlated with the
Pre academlc advanced scale, and the Gross Motor advanced
stale. This is not unexpected‘in view of the fact that both
subtests share similar types of .items with t;e McCarthy.

Similarly, the Communication-expressive subscale is

significantly correlated with both the McCarthy GCI and

'
i ‘ /
> e
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TABLE 10

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MCCARTHY
AND CRITERION REFERENCED ASSESSMENT SUBSCALES

@

GCI  MOTOR  MEMORY
Communication- 0.1887 -0.0441 o\ 2600
receptive . )
(n=34) ~ (n=34) (nx34)
P=0.143 P=0.402 P=0.
Cogmuniéation— 0.4435  0.2057  0.571B
expressive- : o ,
- (n=34) (n=34) (n=34)
ks pP=0.004, P=0.122  P=0.000
*FPre-academic- 0.1280  0.1423  0.0321
‘primary .
‘ (n=34) (n=34) (n=34)
P=0.235 P=0,211  P=0.429
| pre-academic~ © 0.1881 0.5166 0.2170
advanced . :
(n=34) (n=34) (ri=34)
P=0.143 P=0.001 P=0.109
Gross Motor- -0.0286 -0.1090 -0.0721
| primary A o
: (n=34) (n=34) (n=34)
p=0.445 P=0.270 P=0,343
Gross Motor- 0.0560  0.3150 -0.0310
advanced . '
' (n=34) _ (n=34) (n=34)
P=0.377  P=0.035 P=0.431
Self Help 0.1370 0.3335 -0,0174
. (n=34) (n=34)  (n=34)
pP=0.220 P=0.027 ¢ P=0.461
Social skills 0.2859 .,. 0.5803 0.4020
' (n=34) (n=34) (n=34) "
P=0.051 _ P=0.000 P=0.009
)
e ’%g «
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subscales. Again this is not unexpected as the prihary
nature of these.subfests responses is psycholinguistic.
Conversely, of interest, is the fact that the criterion

referenced primary (or lower level) sections of

-

Communication receptive, Pre-academic primary, and Gross

<4

- Motor primary did not correlate with the McCarthy GCI,.
Motor, and Memory Scores. It appears, therefore, that the
Criterion Referenced device is useful in providing

additional, more detailed information about the lower

, 7
. functioning children that is not available from the

McCarthy. Certainly, a significant number (1/6) of the

children were unable to perform enough of the McCarthy items

to obtain a normative store. \

C | |
G. Interaction Patterns: Handicapped Children, Peers, and
' I : -
Teachers

l‘ :

As previdugly described in .the Methbds section, the
Preschool Observatiop System‘(P.O.S.) was désigned,to
measure the sqcial interaction of handicapped children
within integqﬁfed preschbqf settings. Thg P.O.S. consisted
v of 'a total‘of\34 behavior codes ané'é activity categories.

4

:fThe'data collected on the M.O.R.E. using the P.0.S. were

~analyzed i following way. First, as 30 minutes of data
were not’o tained on all childrén, it was'ngcessafy to
transform the data to make them chpafableJ@Consequentiylthev

o originai:fréquenciés and durétion counts from the M.Q;ﬁ.Eg

.were transformed to frequency per minute per behavior, and

NS
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a

proportion of total time per play act;vity respectively. The
means for these two sefs 6f.data were then calculated,over
all children. The results from this procedure are displayeq
in Table 11:

As can be seen some of the beﬁ;viors were either not
observed at all or observed very inffeQuéntly. These are
indicated by an asterisk in Table 11, Because these 22
behaviors had ssuch low frequenc?es of occuérence, they were
omitted f;om further analysis. The remaining 12 behaviors
(shown in order of mg;n frequencyvqf occurrénce in Table 12 ~
and the original 8 activity categorieé (shown in order of
mean proportion of ﬁime spent in Table 13) were fhen
analyzeh using the Pearson product moment correlation. The
demégraphic variables of age, sex, location and type of

'program, number of handiéapped chiidren in theEprog}ém, and
functioning level of the children (as indicated by their
McCarthy score) were included in this qnalysis as well;

By éxamining the activity categories, one can get some .

ldea 6f the waf handicapped children Sn integrafed éettings
AN

. - ) \
spend their time. Almost/%alf of the children's time (44 .3%)

=

! o

was spent in isolate (51.5%),énd parallel (27.8%) play.
Onlooker And cooperative pléy were exhibited only 12.5% of
the time..Further,—group,ihstruction outnumberea ipdividﬁaa‘
instructioﬁ 2 to 1 (23.9 to 12.9%). 5%# children fifely
(less than 2%) demonstrafed:those behaviors designétéd as

\ ) - \

nonsocNal.
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TABLE 11
MEAN OCCURRENCE BEHAVIORS ﬁER MINUTE
; Behavior Mean occurrence/minute
«| Bl (Initiate verbal interaction to peer) =1.124
B2 (Receive verbal interaction from peer) = 0.900
*B3 (Initates peer) = 0.036
*B4 (Provides positive reinforcement to peer) = 0.010
*B5 (Receives positive reinforcement from peer) ., = 0.004
*B6 (Reprimanded by peer) = 0.006
B7 (Initiates motor-gestural interaction to peer = 0.323
.1 B8 (Receives motor-gestural interaction from peer = 0.330
*B9. (Initiates physical/verbal aggression to peer) = 0.030
*B10 (Receives physical/verbal aggression from peer) = 0.020
Bll (Initiate verbal interaction to tchr.) = 1.152
Bl12 (Receives verbal interaction from tchr.) = 2.306
*B13 (Imitates tchr.) ) = 0.037
*B14 (Provides positive reinforcement to tchr.) = 0.037
Bl5 (Receives positive reinforcement from tchr ) = 0.110
*B1l6 (Reprimanded by tchr.) c 0.009
B1l7 (Initiates motor-gestural lnteractlon to tchr.) 0.168
{ B18 (Receives motor-gestural interaction from tchr.) = 0.467
*B19 (Initiates physical/verbal aggression from tchr.) = 0.003
*B20 (Receives physical/verbal aggression from tchr ) = 0.002
B21 (Initiate verbal interaction to h.p.) = 0.056
B22 (Receives verbal interaction from h.p.) =%0:044
*B23 (Imitates h.p.) o = 0.001
*B24 (Provides positive reinforcement from h.p.) - = 0.000
*B25 (Receives positive reinforcement from h.p.) = 0.000
*RB26 (Reprimanded by h.p.) = 0.000
*B27 (Initiates motor-gestural interaction to h.p.) = 0.018
*B28 (Receives motor-gestural interaction from ‘h.p.) = 0.010
*B29 (Initiates p/v -aggression to h.p. ) = 0.000
*B30 (Receives p/v aggression from h.p.) - = 0.000
*B31 (Models for peer) = 0.000
*B32 (Models for tchr.)’ = 0.000
*B33 (Models for handicapped peer) = 0.001
*B34 (Compliance Behavior) = 0,138
* behaviours either not observedlorobserved 1nfrequeﬂtly,
omitted from further analysis.
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TABLE 12
VMOST FREQUENT OCCURRING BEHAVIORS
g . .
~Beh;;ior o . - " Mean occurrencé/minu;e
B12 (Receives verbal interaction from teacherj ) s | = 2.306
Bll (Injitiate verbal ihteraction to teacher) : : B = 1.152‘
Bl (Initiafe verbal interactiqn to beer) - = 1.124
B2 (Receive-verbal interaction from peer) = 0.900
’ B18 (Répeives motor—gesturai interaq;ion from teacher) - = 0.46?
v , B8 (Receives motor-gestural interaction from peer) | = 0.330
B7 (£::£iates mﬁtorvgestural interaction to peer) : = 0.323
Bl7 (Initiates motor—géstural interaction to teécher) . A = 0.168 [
) B34 (Compliance behavior) . ’ = 0.138
. IBl5 (Receiv;s positive ref;forcement from teacher) . = 0.110
B21 (Inftiate verbal interactiqn to handicapped peer)* = 0.056
-Mﬁ\\~/ﬂﬂl 1B22 (ReCeivés verbal interaction from handicapped peer) = 0.044




80

TABLE 13

_ PLAY ACTIVITIES

Activity- | Proportion éf time spent
| .,.. Mean AVagiance
P6. (group instruction) . 6.239 = 0.039
P4 (parallel) ‘ . | 0.228 = QAQQE‘
P2 (3501ate) | . o 0.215 = 0.250
P7 xindi(zidual instruction) S \ 0.129 ='0.016
'P5 (cooperative) ' L, 0.080 = 0.021
P8 (unable to record) - —  0.060 = 0.008
\ .
P3 (onlooker) : . 0.045 = 0.005
Pl (nonsocial) ‘ | 0.014 = 0.004
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Turning to the specific behavioral patterns, the
absence of any imitiating behaviors on the part oﬁ the
handicapped children is of note. This finding 1is {mportaﬁt
since one of the major reasons for ihcluding handicapped
children within regular programs is to.provide the

.. opportunity to learn by imitating mnre advanced peérs. The
absence of negative’ interaction between the handicapped
children and other ~hildren, as well as bétween the
handicapped children and their teachers is also of interest.
It appears, therefore, that »t worst, the general tone ~f
the envirnnmenrh¢an he described as neutral, and in view - f
the reasonably high occurrence of positive reinforcement

. ¥
from the teachers, could probably be described as positive.

Intera~tion among handicapped children is algg notshly
absent. However, it js important to peint out *bat one *hird
of’fho programs *had only one ﬁandicapped ~hilAd enrolled thu-
precluding irterartion amrng handicapped children. The mont
frequent behavier Ayad is verbal interaction between the
handicapped child and their teacher. The teacher initiates *
verbal interaction however, twice as nffen (5.306/minute) ms.
does the handicapped éhild (1.152 minn'aS. The much hicﬂﬁv
amount of interaction between the handicapped ~hildren and
their teachers, than between the two groups of children» is

in keeping with the findings of previous researchers
(Guralnick, 1981; Kennedy et al, 1976; Sinson & Wetherick,
1981). Conversely, the bandicapped child is more likely to

. 3 . . 3 : ’
initiate verbal interacti~n tn their peers (1.124 compared
i -«

.

_,
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with .900/minute) than to receive verbal interactic s from
their peers. Regardless of dire~tion, the four most ‘requent
behaviors were verbal in nature, indicaring the most
frequent mode of interaction for this arnup »f children wEe
linguistic. Nonspeech (métor~gestural) interaétion
characterized the nex® four most Frequent.géhaviors.
howéver, their frequency was murh lrwer ranging from
467/minute t» .168/minute.

Th; most salient demographic variables for ~omparison
with the behavior patterns appeared to be agé, type of
program, and fun~tisaning on the McCarthy. Fecr example, age
was highly correlated with compliance behaviar, that ie,
older children were more compliant, Group instrurtionn
correlated highly with type of pregram, 'hat is, children in
ECS programs spent significantly more ~f their &ime in grovr
instruction than did children in day rare. Tndi-idual

ingtruction correlated neither with funrtioning level

type of program. Fur~tioning level as indicated by the

'McCarthy correlated positively with co ~perative play and

negatively with ig~late play; that is, higher finctioning

childre» Aigpdnyed mrre ~n-opersative play. and lesg ie - lat-
E NS iy

play.

“~rralations between, individval behaviors which are

shown in Tablés 14a,b & ¢ revealed some interesting

patterns. ( All correlations are displayed together in

Appendix C)..;hitiating verbal interaction with a peer, for

example. rorrelated highly with receiving verbal interaction
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Table 14 (a)

A

Correlation Matrix,

Depographic Variahles,

Behavior and Play Activities

By) initiarrg verbsl interactirm to teacher
Ryg receive -svbal fnreraction from teacher

F|5 rern{wey ramftive vreinforcement frow teacher

Byy fnities n-tor/gerrtura) interaction rn teacher

T amtoe war et famar anolon

L et s LA

Variables Age -1 Prograns ] McCarthy |- 511 Byo Bys —‘ B” Big
+.7 ¥y
-
+.6 312.
. T ) T T A ’ 33[. -
+.5 Bas Py Bg,
+.4 ’ ) ‘ P6 . ! P7
A A i
+.3 Ps By , ! N
Bj2 Pg By17 Bis Byg | Bis
.2 B B, B .
B15 Py 21 1 %2 By, | B17| Pr P3| B7
R - - ~ vl
0
s b 1 "By, B P McC| -
12 218 3 c
-2y McC B, ST P ¥, McC Me
e e P AU SRR SERISPES e S » —
-.3 P, Pg ]
-4 ) '
-3 4 ] i
-6
- ] - - ! | . | N
.7
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Table 14(b) .
Corrqlntion Matrix,

Dewographic Variables,

Behavior and Play Activities : - :
- [ v .
e ] —_ X
Variables K By lz l7 Bg le 322 B3b :
+7 5 S
i Al
+.6 T o ‘
——— o B e b e ¥
+.5 P" na P." J ‘22 321 Age, 312 ’%
+.4 By P P,
o S . . | - :
+.2 Bg P5 | By P5| Bg P, 35-3"6" ‘P5 By
0 - o o
. 3
[~ Toamm|smrlnrnnl | . L
-.3 2| Bs P, | Byg Py P3 1‘
4 ' B - ‘\ '
I - e munn i -RRR
-.5 :
_:Tg_vp..".".nm.a..mw Vo b e e .i_m-“ ‘
~.7 L
Bl initiates verbal interactiom to peer
’

B, receives Q;;tul interaction frow peer

Ry iniciates motor/gestural interactinon to paer
Bg Teceives motor/gestural interation from paar
B2] initiates verbsl interactior to h.p.

Boo receivesn verbal intevmcrion fv-m h.p.

Py, crliance bvh;v‘or

*
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Correlations

Tndividual

' .
Table 14(c) !
Correlation Matrix
Dcmogrnphif, Variables,
Behaviors and Play Activities
. ' 5
i
_ " -

Varisbles P, Py . Py P, Py P Py

+.7 B,

+.6 7

+.5 . B; B, - B

!

+.4 Prog. ‘Byg

+.3 37 Mc Ba,

+.2 . Bis 58 B, B, By Bz2 | Age By, A.ge Bys -317

0

Bl B, B7

-.2 \ Mc B, Bg Bli By B2 Py Bz P2 |By Py Bs

-3 ‘ By B2 Prog By2

-4 ) P, e

-.5

~.6

-7

l’1 Nonsocial

Py Isolate

Py On-looker

P, Parsllel

Pg Cooperative

P6 Group

TR ¥%
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from a peer. Similarly initiating verbal interaction to a

peer correlated highly with initiating a motor/gestura,

.action to a peer. That is, children who made verbal

initiations were more likely to make motor/gestural

-

initiations to peers as well as receive verbal interactions

¥

. v :
from peers. This suggests that those handicapped children
who did initiate behaviors were more likely to receive - | : %
behaviors, both verbal and motor-gestural from their

2
- < . 34

nonhandicapped peers. Also those children who made verbal L9

SR

"initiations were more likely to make motor-gestural
initiations.
T

Initiating and receiving verbal interaction from peers
both correlated with parallel play; as parallel play
increased $o did verbal interaction on the part of the
handicapped child. Also, receiving verbal interaction from

peers correlated with receiving motor/gestural interaction

from peers. Again chifamgn selected by the nonhandicapped

peers as targets of their verbal interactions were more
likely to be the recipients of motor/gestural.interaction.

Verbal and motor/gesturai interactions with teachers on

the otber hand, correlated with indiéidual instruction., The ¢ d
receiviﬁg‘of verbal interaction from the teacher correlated :

highly with éhe giving of verbal interaction to the teacher

and also with receiving motor/gestural interaction from the .

- . . g
teacher.lThefefore, the more often the child initiated 4§ﬁ LI

verbal interchanges to the teacher, the more often they

receivéed verkal interaction, and similarly, children who




b}

Jreceived verbal interactions.érom the tgacher were more

likely to’ﬁéceive motor/gestural interaction from the

teacher. - v L
N . . ‘:’ 5 \\ ‘ .
- Some of the more interestiﬂg{;éﬁationShipb were

analyzed further using correlated and uncorrelated T-tests.

Three ‘groups |of handlcapped chlldren were created by R //

asslgplng them to the top, middle, and bottom th1rds of the »

sample on the basis of the ratio of their McCarthy—GCIvage

eqﬁivalent/chronologicalAage. The higher functionin©2
children (mean rat1o of age equ1valent on McCarthy . P
GCI/chronologlcal age = ,973) dlsplayed slgn1f1cantly more
co-operative play (p<.01) while the lower functlon1ng group
(mean ratio of age equivalent on McCarthy GCI/cH@onologlcal
age = .550) displayed significantly more 1so}15e play
(p<.05). Children in the hlgher functioning groupwlnteracted
significantly more with their peers (p<. 05) 1n1t1at1ng mof
(p<.05) and rece1v1ng°more?(p<.05), (verbally and
motor/gesturally). Whereas the_chilgren inithe lower  ° |
functioning group interacted more frequently with the@r ‘
teachers although this dlfference did not reach stftlstlcal
51gn1f1cance. They did recelve significantly more * 1, E

8

1nteractlons from teachers than their higher funétlonlng

peers, although there was no d1fferences in 1n1t1at1ng L L §

interactions with teachers between the two groups.® *

K3

Further, although there was no difference in the

average number of initiatians with peers compared with 7
&

_teachers, the handicapped children initiated significantly

N

, .
. .
B et TS 7 U Y LU

“x .
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~more interactions‘(Verbal and mdtor/geq;ural) than they

.receivza fron.their Ponhandicapped peer groub (p<.001).
. RO . . o o .

2

'Conversely, although there was no difference in the average

number Of receivipg behaviors from‘peers-compared'with
teachers, the hand1capped chlldren received s1gn1f1cantly
more 1nteractlon:from teachers ‘than they 1n1t1ated (p< 001)
Further, the average amount of teacher 1nteraction (all

teacher behaviors) is higher than the average amount of peer

interaction (all peer behav1ors),balthough this d1fference

05 N
o)
Cogh

did not reach s;gn1flcance at the .05 level (p<. 10)
In summary, the major f1nd1ngs of the 6bservat1onal

data appear to be ‘the following. The_predomlnant mode ofw'

interaction'for.this‘total group of handicapped childreqris.

verbal There was no §1fference in the level of verbal

1nteract10n between the hlgher and lower funct1on1ng grouos.
The hlgher functioning chlldrehu however, dlsplayed *
51gn1f1cantly more co- operatlve plqy and 1nteract1ve
behav1ors w1th peers,'whereas the lower functlon1ng chlldren
dlsplayed sign1f1cant1y more" 1solate play and more
1nteract1ve behaviors w1th teachers, although only the
rece1v1ng behaviors were 51gn1f1cant1y greaber.
Interestingly, the handlcapped children wefe more llkely to
initiate inté%ag}&on\with-their non hand1capped’geers than
the reverser‘yhese finaings are consistent with:studies such
as Guralnlck su(1981% whlch haVe found that the mére severe

the nature of .the handacapplng condltlon, the dower the

amount of‘interactlon with nonhandlcapped peers."




H. Non-handlcapped Peens' Ati1tudes

‘The Social Acceptabl}lty Apperception Test (s. A. K?T )

-

was utilized so obtaln information regardlng attltudes of

A L s 'S

the nonhand1capped chlldren towards thelr handlcapped peers. u.' ?"
Q ' P
The S.A.A.T. was adm1n15tered to ch1ldren in both surban R
. 3: .

and rural ECS‘programs and,w1th1n five of nine u;ban day

¥

care centres.;The S.A.A.T. was not g1ven at the‘;emahn1ng 4

1

urban® and 4 rural day care centres as it wa@ felt the
2y

chlldren wefe too young to be able to complete the draw1ngs“

€2 )

Thus, from 18 ECS programs and 5 day care programs, 465

draw1ngs were obta1ned A con51derab1e number (one/qUarter)

MR A 825y i B AR T eeras Ty L

Qf drawrngs.contaaPed figures that were unrecognlzeable, and

thus'unséoreable.1The,results discussed below, therefore, 7

i3
¥ . :
» ] .

represent 75% of the total drawings collected.
The drawings were scored according to‘six.categoriess,‘

.. previously described in ‘the Methods section. In additfon ..
these findings were coipared to data oktained from. °° - . A
kindergarten children in a prerious investigatioh (Bérger,

B

1980) ; the chlldren in the earlier study were%predomanantly ¥
x, ."7 |

urban, and the school they attended® housed a program for

3
dependent handicapped children from 5 to, 18 years of age.

Table 15 presents the data for the above categories.
This data includes both groups in this study and '_ " o f
‘kindergarten children from two Edmonton schools in which

programs were initiated for the multiple dependent

handicapped (termed the RDH sample).

K

.

-
3
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3;ABLE 15

NS PERCENTAGE oF SAAT DRAWINGS EXHIBIT
' ?oﬁ‘DAY CARE. (fi=41) and E.C.S.
- THE RDH STUDY KIHDERGARTEN CHILDREN

[

ING SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS
(n=304) CHILDREN AND. FOR

Everyone -Smiling

R \;,4' . L ¥ . Barly
* N A Rl g * Pay Childhood R.D.W.,
o . } Care ‘‘Serwices  (ECS)
o PtoximitY%=* 3
R s i ;o
» | Touching . , o 2% 1% 10
’ Cloge > i A, 37% . 28% 54
'Distant 0 = 41% 52% . 20%.
e \ 3 —
i e;Clusters* S 4 '
Friend c10ser Handlcapped 7% 50% ,15 ‘
‘Me Closer. hanélcapped 38% 22% = 20
Cluster 0% 8% 15
Couples 2% 1% 0%
othér 20% . 18% 40
Heléing'Reiétionship€ 7% 2% 04
Physical Sign.of Handicaps " 24% 28% 50%
» . .
. |Size:
Me Larger others 15%! 18% 20
Me and Friend larger 17% 22% 12
-Bandicapped large 5% 13% 12 .
Equal Size 54% 45% 37
Detail: .
Greater for Me 34% 15% ' 14
Me and Friend Greater 12% 18% 36 J
Greater for, Handicap 2% 7% oY -
Equal Detail 34% 57% 35%
Expréssion: B -
Me Smiling - 7% T3 13
Me and Friend Smiling 7% 11% 12
Handicapped Smiling 2% 2% 0
63% 718% 70
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Generally, there is some consistency across the three
samples and some noteworthy findings and differences were
noted ip the following areas:

A

3.

Physical signs - About 1/4 of the day care and ECS sample
drew-thSical signs of héndica? whereas the RHDvsample)had
pbysical signs in 50% of the dfawing; this phenomgnén may be
due to the more severely phyFicaliy handigapped children in
those schools; . 4 o

- Detail -.TheIAay care,saméie hadra;gfeater detail for
theﬁselves than for fhe otﬁers; perhaps a reflection of
their'younger age and more jégocgntricf perception;
Clusters - The day care §amp1e had a greater percentage of -
drawings with themselves and their friends close tovthe
‘handicapped than the other groups;

Proximity - The day care and ECS samples portrayed
themselveé close to the handicapped child less frequently

than was the case with the RDH sample.

~

..,\
| &

The consisﬁency of the three groups in portraying the
children in clusters, with few Stigmét;, eqdai'size and
detail of the figures and génerally’all‘figureS'smiling,
suggests an overall positive acceéting attitude on the part
of the nonhandiéapped peers towards the handicapped children

~in the programs. Theée findings bode weli ﬁof"fhe general
acceptability and positive perceptions by the children of

their peers with special needs.
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I. ProgramehafacteristiCs: General Program Information;

staff and Programming Characteristics; and Parental -
Involvement - \
General Program Infbrmation o ¢

&

Specific information about each of the four program types is
provided in Table 16; these data prov1de a perspectlve on
the type of programs in whlch the ch1ldren were engolled.
This information was obtalned from the parental interviews

" previously described. As. can be seen in -the table, the
children were generally in the progfam for 13 months or
1onggr except for urban ECS programs wberea;hildren had~qn
average stay of 8 months. Thus it appears that children with
special needs are spendifig at least two academic yéafs-in
the preschool p{dgrams in which they are integréted.

In the rural pfograms, this was generally the first
group experienée for the children whether it was day care or
Early Childhood Services. In the urban programs, however, it
was notable that the current program was not the first group
experience for the majority of the children. In the day ~
cares about 60% of the children attenaea full-time and 40%
part-time in both urban and rural setting.

Group size in the programs\yas generally consistent
except for rural day care which seemed to be slightly higher
with an average of 21.5 children per group. As well the
average number of handicapp¢d,childfen‘in the groﬁp was
genkérally around 1.5 again\éxcept for rural day care which
seemed to haveé an average of tHree children with special

1




ength of time

rogram (in

‘Part-time -
Attendance:
Pull-time

Group size

#umbér of g
handicapped

per group

(han@icappea/

handicapped)
per group
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TABLE 16 ‘
C L
. PROGRAM ENFORMATION ’
/. - i
— i
Y % -
E.C.S. Day Care
Urban ~ 'Rural - Urbani
/x = 14.08 x = 8.00 'x = 13.36 x = 20.0
yes 13% yes 73% yes 19% '
no 1l7% » no 87% no 27% ‘no 8l%
n/a |, . % . 36%
n/a 56% 64%
X = 16.19 x = 21.5 X = 15.3
X = 1.64 x = 3.00 X = 1.47
o
0 6 3 2
8 4 7 11
6 0 2 4
1 2 0 4
1 4 0 0
i .
-
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needszper group. The ratio of handjcapped to nenhandicapped
children- was generally 1 to 10 orfl to 15:'This ratio;seened
to be the optimal range chosen by programslfor integrative
_experlences. Thus, there typ1cally vere a greater number of
nonhandicapped chlldren with. anywhere from one to four
handlcapped children 1n¥egrated into the program.
Staff and Programming Characteristits ' |

In order to examine the staff's view and attitudes
‘toward 1ntegrat10n, personnel preparatlon, actual
programmxng act1v1t1es and parental 1nvolvement the
guestionnaires descrlbed_ln the Methods sect1onwwas employed
with the teaéhers and aides in eaeh program. Responses will

be presented in the following sequence: ECS teachers,.ECS‘

.aides, day care teachers, and day,careiaides.

ECS Teachers
Twenty one. ECS teachers reeponded in all, elevep from.
urban and ten from rural programs. Table 17 prov1desva
summary of the ECS teachers' responses to each of the
guestionnaire items., This table»w1ll be referred to. when
reVieJing\fesponsea of the‘teachers to eaeh item.
1. Reasons for Integration.
A number of geasons were cited by teachers
supporting the integration of special needé children
into ECS programs. Three major areas seemed to encompass

the reasons provided.

3
j
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w°  TABLE 17.

1]
7 2o el E M

'ECS TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS -
N\

l A ) .‘ _' . M \tg“' . s vt . . ) - ’ ‘!l
g ' S ) Urban . Rural N

Yes' No/NoR* “Yes No/NoRY

Y
Lo T Ukt LA

‘lconsultation Prior to Enrolment 27%  73% 708 30| -

T

P
el

Positive Teacher Attitude towards Handicapped 81% 198  90%  10%
Child - :

pip2og it e

Use of aides in classrooms for 1 -1 45% 55%  BO% 20%
instruction . ' 2 . . ’ : . .

Teacher Training fo; Integration WasiAdequate - 27% 73% 30% 70%

Individualized Programs Prepared for 50%  50% 100% 0%

Handicapped Child ) o "
WRestrlctlons for Handxcapped Child from Total , 27% 73%  40%  60%| R
Program Involvement L ' R

Planning for Studgnt'Generalizatibn'” ‘ 8l% 19% 90% 10%

Teaching the Handlcapped Child Socialization  54% 46% 70% 30%
Skills '

Handicapped Child Exhibited Behaviour Problems 64%  36% 40%  60%

(
|use of Student Observations and Assessment 64%  36% 90%  10%
* no/no-response ,
’
. , &; ’
- . 1
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=~y
First, {t Qés felt that benefits to the Handfcappedﬁ
chi'd were important. These included¢ reméining"at home,
not travelling long‘distangegi being able to learn from
peers, and learning wiﬁhin normal setﬁings. | ¥
Second, 1ntegrat1on\benef1ted nonhandicapped
children by developlng tolegpnce, "helping them learn
about individual dlfferences, and helplng them learn to
rare fprA%?meone w1fh spec1a1 needs.
e 1ﬁhird; parents of children fn intearated programs
benefited. It was felt that the parents of
nonhaﬁéicapped rhildren learned how to deaixmbre,

v effectively with their children's view of handgcépped
1ndlv1duals, whg;eas the parents of the handicapped
child developed an ?ﬁc;;ased and efhanced' view of their

2

child's pofent1al | L. o - o

»

Dlsadvantages menrwoned hy both groups inc;uded an
assence of'tpalned personnel, reluctance on the part of
roachpgs‘to integra}e handicapped children, p;orly
trained aidés; and the 1ack;of workel rn= 0 prepare
persons for this type ofuwdrk.

” Pr*terioﬁ of <u¢¢ess£u1,fhtegration.

A numher of'éiternarive strateq{es'were used to
judge successful integration, The development of
succgssfu] social skills such as pléyiﬁg yith qther'
children was one'key”cfit@rion used in rural pfograms to

judge the success of 1ntegrat10n. Several urban programs,

mentioned rhe attltude of handlcapped chlldren as an

~

(.

—t A
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important measure of sﬁccesQ'fbr intéératibn. Other
indices of success included academic sucéess, social and
emotional development, task completion, program
operation, and adequacy of the program for
nonhandicapped children,

Consultation Prior to Enrolment.

Most rural teachers (75%) but fewer urban ECS
teachers (27%) were consulted prior to the enrolment of
the handicapped child in their prograh. The range of
prior notice in rﬁral progréms varied from a minimum of
one month to an unspecifiéd longer period;,pfior notice

y

in the urban settings extended from one.week up to three
months. - ‘
Teacher Attitudes, | &

In both rural and urban programs positive teacher
attitudes were found towards'handicépped chil&réh {n
their;progréms (82i in urban prégramg, 90% in rural
proéramé),"MostbdomﬁbnTy,‘bersonal benefit tb.tﬁe
teacher was cited as » reason for positive attitudes.
The Usé of Aides. \ “

The presence‘of aides in the ciaséfoom Qéried
considerably between urban and rura)l settings. In urban

) & ‘
'settings, only two of eleven teachers had special néeds

- aides, whereas for rural programs all teachers had a

l;pecialfheed aide. In the rural group, 80% provided one

to one instruction with the handicapped student. Other’

t &

>
¥ "

additional aide activities indludéd-teéchiné such.
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~ self-help skills as toilet training and eariﬁgQ
) Diffeﬁent administrative orgahization between urban
and rural programs seemed to be part of the reason for
the dlfference 1n the presence and use of aides. For
example, although most urban teachers did not have '
"special needs aides™ they hadfkindergerten aides"even
in programs where the class enrolment was very low. The
role of the kindergarten}eide, however, was different
~than the special needs aides' role.
€ Teacher Preparation.for Integration.

Two questions at this point in the interview
focused upon the amount. and adequacy of teacher
preparatioc. It'should'be pointed out that these
questions failed to differentiate betﬁeen'preservice
teacher preparation and inservice teacher preparaticﬁ.
Thus no distinction can be drawn between these two types
of teécher training.“ "

Teacher preparaticn in both urban and rural areas

“

varied quite substantially from a few inservice courses
through correspondence courses, uorkshops, to actual
unlver51ty preparatlon. -However, teacher preparatlon >
seemed minimal in both groups. In the urban sample, for
examble, onevteacber mentioned having am ECS workshop as
a source of training, 2 teachers mentioned that tﬁei had
university courses as a source of on-thejob training and

9 teachers mentioned that they had no pre-training

- reldted té-special needs children whatsoever.

AmArS et s e e e
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As can be seen in Table 17, teachers felt generally
that their preparation was inadequate for working with
children with special needs. In the urban sample 73% of
the teachers felt their training was inadequate Qpile
70% of(thevrhral teachers felt their training was
inadequate. Generally speaking the teachers felt that
more preparation was necessary. Specific content areas
mentioned for inclusion iﬁgt;aining programs included
problems of handicapped children,.discipliﬁe and
behaviour modification, testing for prescriptive pfogféﬁ
development, observation, teaching strategies with
chiidren, and goal setting.

“Individualized program‘pfeparation

Individualized program plahning consfituted a
crucial diménsion-of“intégtation for childreh with
special needs. The dé?elopment of an individual program
for the child insures the differentiation of
instructiongl needs and objectives for tge special needs
child. As well, on-going review of individgal'programs
provides a means of accountabiiity ih'evaluating the
type and quality of service being provided to the child
with;speciai needs wit@in integrated settings.

) Individualized programéjwere prepared for special
needs children in 50% of the urban programs ang 100%.of
the rural programs;.Both special needg aideé #s well as °
teams including the teacher, an aide, and atﬁgf.jf :

professionals were involved in the program preparation.
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Interestingly, 60% of the rural program staff indicated

,fzf;; ‘that the special needs aide pléhned»ahd'implemented the
individual prdgrams goals for students, whereas in the
urban sample 80% of the teachers responded that they
both planned and implemented program goals and
activities., |

It was also found that a more diverse group of
personnel was involved in planning progfams in the rural
sample than in the urbdn area. Rural program dperatOrs
indicated that many sourées assisted them in developihg
programs for their children including: private
consultants, speech theraﬁgsts, hospitals and the
university. |

8. Goals.

We attempted to determine if goals were egtabliéhed
for the handicapped chi}dren. However,ﬁthis question was
worded in such a way that it was impossible to
differentiate bétweenigqals, materials, and specific
programs used to obtain these goals. Each of these
elements was not examined individually, therefore the
results aré presented in terms of the general componehts

' megtioﬁed by program Personnel. With respect -to goals,
several developmental areas were mentioned as targeté of
programming including: motor(fine and gross
motor),language, cognition, self help, socialization and

kindergarten skills.
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With respect to materials and prégrams, variqus
programs were mentioned: the Portage Guide, Péabody
Language Kit, the Meachem Seriés, DISTAR, WISP and
POTOMAC, .

" As well, a toy lgnding«i&brary service was eﬁployed
in one program and the'"vision up" Series was eﬁployed
in a program with a visually hanaicappédvchild,

Program Restrictions.

Several teachers felt that the handicapped children
were restricted from full participation in their
programs. It was.fopnd_that 40% of the rural teachers
and 27% of the urban ﬁeachefs (See Table 57) felt that
their handicapﬁed child wAS'restricted from total
praogram involQement.

Specific Teaching Strategies.
Several questions dealt with the location ana

manner in which teaching was carried out. In the rural

‘sample, strategies included peaching'at the child's

level, assess—teach—rgview, modelling, incidental
teaching, work-sheets, drill, and practicing within the
group, skills that had been taught in one-to-one

situation. Locations for instruction included the

regular classroom, learning centres, practical

situatiions, and one to one teaching areas.

The urban sample exhibited much fewer dfbérsity'ofé'
, e b

‘teaching strategies. The st¥ategies mentioned by urban

teachers included extra assistance with regular lessons,

i
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the use of special-examples, teaéhing through regular

program with special oral and visual ' presentation and.

)

demonstrations. Thus, it appears thétithe urban program
personnel employed the large group igsfiuctional format
more frequently than the rural programs.

Planning for Generalization. N

7 It was 1nterest1ng and - indeed reassg?gng to note

that many programs planned spec1f1cably forw

generalization of the child' s skills and compgtencies to

’ natufal environments. Urban teachers (81%) and rural

3

teachers (90%) both planned for student generallzatxcn.
This plannlng involved assisting the c¢hild to ugf 1n the:
home and in the community the SklllS being learned fn
school. Methods of accomplishing these object1v¢s -
included sending materials home to parents, practice in
larger groups, and practice during field trips. The use
of a communiéation book or notes to parents were most
often mentiéned as a vehicle of communication between
home and school.
Teachlng Socialization.

The development of soc1al sk1lls also seemed to be

a’priority in many school programs. At least half of the

'urban teachers (54%) and most' rural teachers (70%)

hct1vely planned 1nstruct10n of socialization skills.
Strategies for teachlng skllls in this area 1n¢luded
putting the chiid into a larggr:group,‘remgdiéting
child;sbecifié; defigieﬁt skills,.andvhaQing discussions
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w1th nonhandgcapped chlldren about a551st1ng the
handlcapped child 1nteract1ng with the group, the use of
partner days and cooperatlve games were other, often

' used strategies. Reinforcing nonhandlcapped children for'
cooperative activities with the handicapped child was
also mentioned frequently.

However,ISeveral teachers from both samples felt
that the handicapped child did experience some
d1ff1culty in 1nteract1ng with their peers. These
problems stemmed from the child being primarily engaged
1n=parallel play, having slow speech interfering with ) ;
their soeial interaction, and.not initiating social
interchange. Generally speaking, less than 37% of the
teachers in both samples felt that their handicapped
students interacted well with the-nonhandicépped
childreqé This finding‘is consistent with thelliteratUre
.in the field'regarding the interaction patterns of
nonhandicepped and handicapped children within
’integréted settings. |

13. Frequency of Behav1our Problems
The hanalcapped children in both urban and rural

‘ECS programs’ seemed to exhibit behav1our problems fairly -~

‘°§f"n- 'frequently. In urban programs, many teachers (64%) felt
.\W’ the handlcapped students exh1b1ted behaviour problems..

'whlie 40% of the rural teachers felt the same. Typlcal N

problems ;ncluded pa551v1ty, aggresslon w1thdtawa1

.....

” naetenklon s@e&éng, temper tantrums, 1naéteﬂt1vene957 R o
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uncooperative behaviour, and frequent mood changes.

‘Program Assessment.

A wide variety of methods and procedures were
described as be1ng used for assesSment of the special
needs child's program within integrated ECS programs. In

urban programs, 64% of the. teachers mentioned us1ng

”spec1f1c observation and assessment procedures whereas

90% of the rural program teachers ment1oned using
specific procedures: The types of measures 1ncluded
anecdotal records, p1cture flles, discussions, record1ng
daily lessons, and progress noted on a card file.
Frequency of asSessment varied substéﬁtially across

programs from-daily?observatibn through weekly

observations, monthly assessments and semi=annual

assessments. Some urban programs.mentioned the use of

“outside specialists to assess the-childreh.

'Parent.Ihvolvement

Approximately half.the.teachers in ECS programs

(urban 54%; rural 58%). met with parents of special needs

nchildren once a -month or less. No clear pattern of the

_frequency of parent contact emerged.

Only one rural program held meetings for the
parents of their special needs children. Several
programs commented that'a meeting. for parents of special

needs children was inappropriate as the children's

" handicapping conditions were quite_different;_
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Most rural teachers (pO%) and 67% of urban ﬁeachers

'félp parents were involved in their programs. The three
most‘frequent typés of pa ental-involvement vere
'vvo]‘;nteeringa _i_n the classroom, kyzorking on home program,
and observing in the classroom. Other types of | |
involvement included progfam administra;ion,‘providing
materlals, and goal planning.

 ECS teacherscan both urban and rural areas felt
"parénts needed help in three areas: behaviour

management, reassurance and support, and ideas for home

programming. Other spec1f1c areas pérents needed help

with 1ncluded a'ranglng fundlng, specific ideas for Y
' :

speech and language, small muscle coordination, and self

initiation.

‘- . -
G

The total number of respondents was ﬂine;'howevet,

- seven -of these were from rural programs .and two from urban
‘programs. All rural prograrnms, (7/7) had"- spec1al needs aldes,
'whereas only 18% (2/11) of urban programs ‘had specxal'nequ
aides. It is impgssible,'therefore,‘to draw gny méaningful
comparisdns between rural and urban ECS}aidés (special
neéds) or to make any statements about the functlonlng of

urban ECS aides in general.

. - N
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Reasons for integration.

"Advantages of integration given- by ECS aides

V focused -on the potent1a1 benefits for the hand1capped

learner. ECS aides felt the handlcapped child learns he
can play-wlth peers, learns more ea51ly from peers, and
is treated like a normal child rathef'than,a.handicepped
child. _ - é

.

-

Criteria for sucoessful integration.
'Ihformal observation of the Hahdicspped child's

daily accompl1shments, ab111ty to play with other

'ch1ldren, and the Other ch1ldren s reactlon to the

Pl -

handlcapped“chlld were all given as ways of,measurlﬁg a-

successful integration expérience.

<

Aide Preparation for Integration. | ™

-~ R - * - 1

5 : .
In the rural sample‘pretraihing for aides' basically

tonsisted of related work experience. Inservice
opportunities included the correspondence 'course at the

University of Lethbridge, various worklhops, visits with

consuliants, and ‘post secondary courses.. In the urban
sample, one aide 'had no_trajhihg‘relating to special

rieeds children, and the other was a Efained teacher with

- »
ry

related work experience. * . : ‘1 -

N Half of the aides (rural and urban - 56%) felt .

’

their tra1n1ng was 1nadequate. They felt moie workshops

and. seminass should be avaxlable as well as 1ncreased

[
-

contact with support personnel.
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InaiViéualiZed'program preparation. ‘
.Ininidual programs‘wetﬂjprepared for the
handicabped child in 78% of the instances. These were
planned by the aide alone or same combination of the,
aide and anotﬁér prdfessional'(féacher'or’consultaﬁt).
_Generally'speakiﬁg, the‘aahé.person who plannad the
program also implemenfed\it.fOéCasionally tae program |

.

was planned by a cqpsgltaﬁf aad'implemented by the aide.

Resources for program planning and development included

special education 'consultants, specialized professionals

(speech, occupational and physiotherapists), teachers,

hospitals and health units, and parents.
Goals. o RERY

Programs goals included .language, cognitive, motor

and social functioning, as well as behaviour and -

)

-

,Materialéugsadyincluded the following: Specific
tumbling equipment éORTAGE PROGRAM, POTOMAC, TRECK,

WISP, DISTAR MEACHEM series and VISION-UP KIT.

Program Restrlctlons.

°

Only two (22%) respondents felt the“handicappéa

<child in their program was restricted from regular

program act1v1t1es. Restrlcted act1v1t1es 1ncluded story

telling, show and tell, formal ar;thmet&c;‘readlqg, and

some winter activities.
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.tspecifio'Teaching Strategies.

!

Most rural ECS aides reported that the handicapped
child_spent.ZO%'or less of their time in one to one
,instruction: The rest of their time was speht in the
regolar‘program. Specific strategies for teaohing skills
‘inoluded using a scrap book,'playing games, involving
“peers, using reinforcement, practise, practical’
'sitﬁations,_modeliing and concreté play.

Planning for generalization;
Most rural aides (71%) planned for generalization.

The same general strategy was menti y all aides:

hav1ng the parents use the same technigques\as were
employed 1n the classroom.
Teachlng socialization. . )
Over- half of the ECS aides (57%) included specific
strategles for enhanc1ng soc1allzat10n. These strateg1es

1nc1uded encouraglng part1c1patlon in the group, hav1ng

’

a discussion.with peers regarding the handicapped child,

. peer modelling, reinforcing approprlate skills,.tlme

out, phy51cal gu1dance, use of teachable moments, hanlng
adults mode approprlate behaV\pur ' '

The comments on the handlcapped child*
-inteéractions fell into two wxdely d1Verse groups. those
aides who felt the handlcapped child interacted well
(37%), -and those (63%) who described: 1nteract10nal
d1ff1cult1is such as no spontaneous 1nteract10n,‘prefers.

R

to play alone, and oral language very slow.
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10, Freqpencylof'pehaviour prob;ems
ECS-aides (29%) reportea that the handicapped child
in their program dlsplayed behaviour problems 1ncIudlng
//lelthdrawn behaviour, passlv1ty, despondence, short :a 8
attention span and aggression. |
11. Program Assessment
- Methods usedlto measure child progress included
charts, teacher‘assessments,athe Portage, and formal
assessments. Frequency of'assessment varied widely from
daily to yearly depending on the nature:pfﬁtool ané
purpose o;iassessment. - |
12. Parental imrolyement
o Most of ECS aides (71%) met'with parents of special
needs chlldren once'a month or .more frequently. Only one
. rural program had meetlngs for parents of spec1al needs
.chlldren'(on a once a year basis). ‘Half the aides felt
_parents were 1nvolved in the program. Types of
1nvolvement 1nc1uded‘ v151t1ng,'§olunteer1ng, and
carrying out a home_program. Aides felr‘parents needed""
most help with home?programming.aﬁd ideas for language
\\ act1v1t1es. B 7 ' _ , | 5
Summary - ECS Staff
- . In summary, the responses of ECS teachers to many of
the areas sampled relating to the 1ntegrat1on process were
varled’and 1dlosyncrat1c.-Some 1mportant patternsvpld- ;

.“émékge, however, and will Befﬁighlighted‘bere.

o

8
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.Most teachers 1q both urban and rural groups felt
p051t1vely about the 1ntegrat1on process because of benefits
. that accrued to the handlcapped ¢hlld{ the nonhandlcapped
children, and the adults kteachers and parents) involved in
the 1ntegrated program. ‘ _ o

©

Slm1larly teachers in both urban and rural groups

L

agreed on the inadequacy of their training for this type of
experience. Less'than'one,third(6/18) of the teachers in
both groups felt their training had prepared them adeguately
foru1ntegrat10n | o

A third 1mportant trend was that although no clear
;pattefn of materlals, programs or teaching strategies . f
emerged for elther group, both groups included specific
strateéles for enhancing generallzatlon and soc1allzat1on

skills.

F

A major dlfference between the 2 groups exlsted in-thé s

presence and use of spec1a1 needs aides. Only 18% urban ECS
programs had special needs aides, whereas 100% of the rural

ECS programs had special needs aides.

N

\.

their hapdicapped students and in 80% ofr them one to one

L All rural programs planned individualized programs for

instruction was provided by the‘aide. only half of urban

programs planned ind&vidualiaed'programs for their special
needs students and urbanﬁprograms employed the 1arge’group

1nstructlonal format more frequently than rural programs,

The responses of the ECS aides were consistent with the

responses of the ECS teachers. Two d1fferences.eme@ged which

sk P W
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are wbrthy of note: aides tended to see the handicapped

v

children as exhibiting behaviour problems less often than
the teachers (29% combaged with 52%) and aides had more
frequent parent contact (half of the teachers met with
pa;ents once & month or less whereas 72% of aides met with
parents more freguently than once a month.) .

Day Care Teachers

Eighteen day care teachers responded in all, thirteen
from urbag'progrgms and five from rural programs. As in the
previous section Table 18 provides a summarf of the day rare
teachers responses to eacﬂ queétionnairewitem.

Two prﬁgiems arose with the day c;ré teacﬁers'
fesponses that were not present in the ECS sample. T?ﬁ fi;sf
was the apparenf differences in role responsibilities’and
staff organization ip the different centres. Unlike the ECS
programs where the teacher had the priﬁéry responsibility
for program planning and implemontétioﬁ, in day care the
responsibility ie shared between different iﬁdividuals such
as the director, supervisor and day care assistant. Theee
administrative differences\cpnfributed to a much les$
consistent picture for the day care responses compared-with- e
the ECS responses. The second problém‘was the sﬁaii{ﬂumben”_,“

of rural day care programs in our sample. Five respondents

is t&o small to make any statements which could be

considered representative of rural day care teachers in

- -



Byt - e

' 112
TABLE 18
DAY CARE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
* . .
[
Urban ' Rural
Yes No/NoR* Yes No/NoR™
Consultation Prior to Enrolment 85% 15%  20% 80%
Positive Teacher Attitude Towards Handicapped 92% 8% 80% 20%
Child » . '
e e ——— : - ﬂ z
Use of Aides in Classrooms for 1 - 1 77% 33% . *- -
Instruction - Y

Teacher Training for Intebration was Adequate 69% - 31% 60% 40%

S T

‘lIndividualized Programs Prepared for - 69% 31% - B80% - 20%
Handicapped Chlld

Restrlctlons for Handicapped Child from Total 8% 92% 20% 80%
Program Involvement L

Planning for Student Generalization - == - -

Teachxng the Handlcapped Child 50cia11zatlon - .- - -
Skills

. ) . s
ran - — - - .
N YA

. Handlcapped Child Exhlblted Behav10ur Problems 46% T 54% 0% LO0% e s

-

L P . . . cl e e
B - - - S L =
(O MU R i o an

- can P I P 3
. . . . - - .
- - P PR . .~ - -

N Use of Student Observatlons and Assessments - - - -

B T T T

"7t * ‘no/no respomse . -... - .. .
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1."Reasons for Integration.

The urban teachers gave numerous reasons for
including handicapped children within their pregrama.
These included enhanced social skills for both A
handicapped and nonhandicapped children, giving the
handicapped child the chance to be with, gain acceptance
from, ana observe nofmal peers, giving the normal
children a greater understanding of similarities and
differences, and allowing the handicapped childtto more
realistically and clearly define his self image.

?he rural teachers' respenses were similar to those
described ‘by their.urban counterparts; Teachers also A
pointed out problem areasﬁwith;integration euch as
unprepared staff é'héea éor increased patience and-
understandlng, not enough programs w1111ng to accept
children with handicaps, and the p0551b111ty that the
other children may be eovious of the_attentionigiyep to

'fthe handlcapped ch1ld o L -

- I T ¥ - Tage wh

2. Criteria for~ succesgful 1ntegrat10n.-":< o

o - -

Crlterla used by day care staff to measuze

— - - - » T .

successful 1ntegrat1on 1ncluded 1mproved soc1al skllls,
j*‘“whether.the'hanchapped child seemed happy, and the
‘reaction of the other children, that is, if it appeared

.to.be-a .positive experience for all concerned.
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\
‘them understand the handlcapped better and that they had

Consultation prior to enrolment.

In the rural sample, ohly 20% of the teachers were
consulted prior to placement, however, .3 children
preceeded teachers into the‘orogram. In the urban
sample, 85% of teachers were consulted w1th the range of
prior notlce varylng “from a matter of days to two
months.

Teacher attitudes. ‘

Most rural day care teachers (80%) found having a

handicapped child in their room enjoyable because they'

found it inreresting and challenging, and they enjoyed

watching the.handicapped child's progress. Almost all

- urban teachers (92%) enjoyed having'the handicapped

child in thelr room, A more dlverse number of responses

vere glven by th1s group 1nclud1ng they felt it helped

.

~changed‘the1r aﬁtlfudes towards handlcapped people, the.
.nonhandicapped‘chlldren learned acceptanceaof -

'hahdlCabbed ihdividualsiearl§;ihkthe}rullves, the .

handlcapped chlld progressed through exposure to peer
models, and haV1ng a- handlcapped chHild in the program'
added ‘a’'new dlmen51on to play.
The use of aides.

Aldes in rural programs were used primarily to set
up and carry out specialized programmihg for the~b
handlcapped chlld They“were also- used to £ill in. when,

o =

the regular teacher was away, and to a551st with
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difficult behaviour. In the urbanvsample, 77%»of aides

" were involved in meet1ng the needs of the handlcapped

child through one to one 1nstruct10n. Other Uses of

“aides' time 1ncluded attending meetings, 1nform1ng other

staff of the handicapped child's needs, behaviour
modification, integration into regular classroom
activities, particularly at busy times such as meals and

craft activities.

4

‘Teacher preparation for'integratidn.

In the rural sample, the leiel of teacher training
. =N
varied widely. One respondent had no training with

regapd to handicapped children, while another teacher

. had a special education degreé. Many urban teachers

(6R%) had early childhood diplomas (these'were uéually
?rom year community coilegé programs). The primary -
sources of continuing education for day care teachers
included university and college courses and general
(unspecified) inservices. ‘

Some rural teachers (40%) and-urban'teachers (31%)
were dissatisfied with their training. They felt they
needed more input in terms of the tYpes of handicaps,
program methods and parent involvement. @

Individualized Program Preparatién

Most rural teachers (80%) indicated that

1nd1v1dual1zed programs were prov1ded for the spec1al

needs child. These programs were planned‘and 1mp1emented

by the speéial needs aide in 100% of cases. Similarly

. , .



8.

'69% of u®an teachers stated ‘that individualized .

programs were prov1ded for the: spec1a1 needs Chlld

However in the urban sample, only 23% of the teachers

1nd1cated the program was planned and 1mplemented by the o

same person. For example, 31% of the teachers stated
that program plannlng was done by a spec1allzed out51de
agency ( for example, the Chlldren s Hospltal) whlle
program 1mplementat10n was carried out by the aide.

.Support services for program development in the
rural areas included’speech therapists, parents, and the
daycare-director.’In the~urban-sample, support“servlces
*included the Children's Hospital mobile team,-child care
staff,»parents, special needs aides, day care directors,
and various\allied professionals such as occupational
theraplsts and speech theraplsts
Goals. T , - : .w oy

Goals, materials and activities were described in?
the following ways. In‘the rural.sample, goals included
better use of hands and 1ncreased soc1al 1nteract10n.
Materials included flash cards, shapes, tape recorderz,
large crayons, and bliss symbols. Special activities
included speech 'therapy', cutting and eye pointing.

In the rural sample, goals included better_sdé:al

"interaction,_intellectual.development 1ncreased

p N e e s ae -

~confidence, speech,. concept development preparat1on for"'hw'm

ISR 6

_ klndergarten, and flne-and gross/motor sklllsm Spec;al.

A 4,".-".',,»‘n,, Do

mater;als mentloned were puzzles, balance board and

.- o ' IS - oo

B T e e e
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L[Program Restr1ct1ons.

';unable to part1c1pate 1n vrgotous physrcal aetrv;ty.pw s s o

'-ClaSSfOOm act1v1t1es to meet the needs of the*V“

Ldraw1ng, bead str1ng1ng,vcatch1ng a ball and spend1ng

t1me w1th peers.'?i;'f‘F‘f' o .'f.._ ZT“;vl'f~.E'wlhrm.

Only one teacher 1n each group felt the handrcapped
child.was restrlcted from regular program act1v1ties. In~»a

both instances, the ch1ld was physzcally handlcapped and

L L T "SNP Ty

VR ee e ie

Spec1f1c Teach1ng Strategles.' 7'"ﬁm'._‘,.‘5"‘ J‘f

Rural day care teachers 1nd1cated ‘that the‘ *ffV;*fﬂ?ﬁfgi:'*

handlcapped child spent 50% of their time 1n;one to one -

- e

instruction and 50% of their time in the regularh° ' oo

‘ classroom. In contrast, the urban teachers reported that

the handicapped child spent anywhere between 0-10% of

their in individualized instruction and 90%-100% of

their time in the‘regular program. In three urban

programs the children received individual therapy from

.proﬁeesipqals~eutéide the aay care on a part-time .basis.
No specific teaching strategiea were described by

rural ieachers.‘Urban'geachera used,technidues such as

the presentation of stories;'pictures, crafts, play and

music‘all relatjhg to the same'theme, cifcle’time, peer

“modelllng and phy51ca1 gu1dance. Adapt1ng regular

- ore

h&hd1capped.5%§ld was alée menfaoned

Y P
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Planning for generalization. -

- In the rural sample,'no specific techniquee were4'

"1dent1f1ed although the general approach .described was -

.to have the parents work w1th the chlldren at home. In

-.the.urban sample,-strateg1es mentioned lncluded o -

3

practlslng 1n classroom act1v1t1es what the chlldren

.were learnlng durlng one to one 1nstruct10n (for
example, durlng play-or c1rcle t1me) As well, by

‘-marnta1n1ng close cemmun1catlon, parents and teachers

v,

- Au

~*‘fattempted to develop the same SklllS and concepts by

Ltgteachlng in the same way.

12,

.o~

"Teachlng Soc1allzatlon.j‘”

No speciiic,strategies for ‘enhancing socialization- -

were given by rural teachers. In the'urban‘sample,

‘strategles 1ncluded haV1ng peers work w1th the

handicapped Chlld 1n the one to one 51tuatlon,
re1nforc¢ng approprlate socxallzatlon, and Pplacing the'
handlcapped child with a nonhand1capped partner for
games and at snack tlme. .
Several teachers in the rurdl sample alluded to
socialization as a problem for thelhandicapped child;

Ona téacher mentioned that the‘handicapped child related

better.to one or two- ch11dren than to the ent1re group,

,whmle another teacher mentloned the handlcapped child !

"%Vﬂjrelated better to older«chlldren becauge they treated

"bhem as ‘d younger playmate rather than as: a peer..ugn_;ll

>
NP . o
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13. Frequency of behavzour problems.,:'

No behavxoural problems were mentloned by rural .'~~;5 -

~

_teachers, while aggre551veness, withdrawn behav1our, and
temper tantrums vere ment ioned- by urban teachers (46%)
.al4.'Program Assessment..

7f?'j f~' In the rural programs, measur1ng progress was‘

'typlcally done by an out51de agency. S1m11arly, some"‘

- urban programs also ‘used out51de agency assessments,,‘-;::!;;r~~-

- . PP S
PRI -n.;~~.‘.. W ST e : i

T Po{tage Gu1de,.and Serv1ces for the Handlcapped forms as

ol A

ways of measurlng progress The frequency w1th whlch - ""”’ﬁ

(on 901ng in the classrqom) to every 51x months (1n thev~'

. L e

rural sample) — _.- j“ T

M5, Parental Involvement

-

There was no con51stent pattern of contact between

day care teachers and parents among’ elther rural or
' urbanrstafﬁ Contact varled from dally to rarely (met B
o) .
once). Manner of contact also var1ed from face to face,

. ]

and telephone conversatlon to wr1tten commun1cat1on (use'
of communication bookﬁ..Group meetings for parents,of.
:handicappedichildren were held by one urban day care.
program. | |
Parent 1nvolvement in the program usually took the
form of volunteerlng in the classroom or v151t1ng the
;program, Otherfways;parents were involved included ']
| “ééff§lﬁgfau£féJhome‘pfcgramyébfihg;hgfiﬁ”haterlalé and

.y .
M
N



?eas, -and u51ng

Day care teachers felt parenbs needed help in two -

. . @
P T R R

IR major areasn see1ng pvogress in the1r ch11d and support

and a551stance 1n deallngfﬁlth a Handxcapped ch11d
Other spe01f1c areas &f asszstance 1ncluded speech

phy51otherapy, soc1al sk1lls and behav1our change.

. g T T R P
P s

Day Care A1des(f”:;~

There were twelve respondents in all five in the rural

S

‘~77ffxsample, ‘and .seven in the urb

ampi,eﬁ.l__ .'“ e ‘
T ﬁeasons forﬂlntegratlo ’ |

R hural aldes thought 1ntegratlon was de51rab1e
/becaUSe it provrQed handlcapped chlldren w1th
'nonhandlcapped peer models ana'allowed ‘them to -feel part-
of the group They also felt. that peers learn tolerance
by the interaction with. hand1capped chlldren prov1ded byv

A ‘_islntégrat1on The learn1ng of tolerance and acceptance by

'~’the nonhand1capped chilé- was - the most frequent reasons

'~urban a1des gave for 1ntegrat10n. Other reasons 1ncluded‘:

¢

beneilts to the handacapped Chlld such as stlmulatlon'
"provided by peers, enhanced self esteem, 1earn1ng of

daily living skills and the opportunity to play and .

" learn like normal children.

D1ff1cult1es arose ‘in the 1ntegrat1on process when

staff were poorly tralned or too few 1n number.,“ o T

Addltlonal d1fficult1es 1ncludeﬂs1nadequate phys1cal
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' regular school program7 Slm1lar Gratetla”weré used by”

‘space, support systems, preparatlon tlme, and dlsruptlve

~ -”

°sbehav1our exhzb&ted by the handlcapped chlld” -t

~ -

Crlterla for successful 1ntegratlon._

Three'broad crlterta were used hy runal aades tol'
assess 1ntegratlon. can.the chlld fupction in- the
program (for example, play with peers), has the Chlld

made any progress and can the Chlld go on to attend a T

o v .-

urban a1des. does the child dlsplay appropr1ate

: behav?ouELrQQQ the child 1nteract with peers, has

progress been made in developmental areas such as .

cognition and motor skills, 'and can the child function

PN

independently in the classroom?
A1de preparat1on for 1ntegratlon. : cee 'f'

Preserv1ce tra1n1ng for both urban- and rural aides

“was extremely d1ver$e. Tralnlng var1ed from post

- ksl

3

secondary work 1n nursxng, social"work rehabllltatlon,.

L e cow

h and educatlon to no. post secondary educatlon but'

R
. Wk

prev1ous related work exper1ence, ‘or some comb1nat1on of

‘ both Inservxoe tra1n1ng was alsd varled and. _WQT°1g,;ﬁ,,-~—~~~v

1dlosyncrat1c. Qne source mentloned 1n bath samples was
‘the Unlver51ty of Lethbrldge correspondence course.
Most rural a1des (80%) felt they wére adequately

trained for their- p051t10ns. Only 29% of urban aides .

;-however, were~satlsf1ed w1th thelrvpreparatlon. They

felt they needed more knowledge of resources, materlals;

and types of handlcapplng condltlons. Urban aldes also



felt orientation sessions, time with handicapped child
. - : %
prior to enrolment and more on: -going cqnsultation was

,.necessary

i-':prepafed‘by the aide - i conSult&tion*wﬁth other'staff or

4 a-‘
.

Ind1v1dualized program preparation. ]
All rural aides 1nd1cated that 1nd1v1dual programs

were prepared for the handicapped child. These were ,“w

out51de agenc1es. Many urban aides (71%) stated that

1nd1v1dua1 programs were planned fof the handicapped

child. These were done either by the a1de alone or in

consultation with various other professionals. Most

rural (80%) and urban (86%) aides stated that programs

P

“Goals._.,,-

nere'planned and implemented by the aide. Resources for

program planning and“development anluded othér staff if"

day care, spec1a1 consultants, and parents.

. . ’ . ,~ ":;“'..-
,Aides responses (or lack of them) to this question

. . ae #

'suggested they had little 1dea how to define specific

: 'goals for the. handicapped child or. how to ach1eve these;;" c

goals. Goals listed by rural aides 1ncluded preparation"--
for klndergarten and greater 1ndependence.
Urhan-aides&descrihed the following as goals:

bningingzchild's functioning to age level, better

-Hcommunication and cognitive skills, better memory, and

-social and emotional maturity No spec1f1c materials or

- o

:program activities were 1dent1f1ed by either group
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' s{ngiag{ copying,fand‘play.

« Program Restrictionsa-

None of the urban aides’ felt the1r handicapped child

123,

In the rural group 50% of the aides felt the
handicappaa child was restricted from total involvement

in the regular program. Restricted activities were

‘either outside activities or gross motor activities.

P

were restrlcted irom regular program.

Specific Teachlng Strategles. -

The handi;apped children spent from 0% to 50% of
their time in one ﬁo one.instructioh, with most spending
less than 20%. Techniques used to Qeaah.basic cqncépts

and skills included reépetition, task analysis and

\\ -

s .backward- cha1ﬁ1ng, levels of promptlng, presentlng same

skill in a var1ety of ways, general121ng from one to one - -

. to. outSLde environment. 115ten1ng, role play1ng, ‘and:

observ1ng No spec1f1c ‘materials were described although'

general actyv1t;gs_1ncludedugames,.thyﬁhmgexerc;ses,,

AR

- Planning for generaliéation1

: \
About half.of thqﬁaides (58%) described specific

plans for generalization including sending materials or

IS

suggestions home for practise, extending skills being

learned in one to one to the group setting, and

communicating program goals. to the entire .child care

staff.
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9, Teaching socialization.

| Three fourths of aides (both rural and urban)
planned spegifically to enhénce_socializatidn. Most
tecﬁniques consisted of aide intérvention techﬁiques
such aé talking’to the handicapped childuif problems
octur, have the.handicapped child help staff, including
the child in regular gamesvaﬁd activiqiés (both group
and one to ore) partnering the handicappeé child with
nonhandlcapped children or including nonhandicapped
children in one to one Sess1ons, and plac1ng hand1capped
Chlld in activities that reqguire a natural situation.
Comments on socialization Qa;ied, but host aides
indiéated this was an area of diff%culty for the
_handicaéped child.

10. Frequency of behaviour problems

The majorary of aides (67%) reported that the
handicapr=d child in their program displayed behavidvr
problems. including = 'gression (mentioned by " of ®
prsitive respondents’ frust atidn, mandinese yoeoet fey
Aaml temper tantrume

11. Trogram Assessmant,

A varirty of t-ols are Used t~ measure the
handicapped rhi'd’'s rrnéress. Mest oftenimentioned was
the Pertage and rhecklists (six times for each). Othe:r
tools in~luded fr mal acssessment, daily log&, goal
oriented rbarting, the Vulpe, aﬁd outside agenry

~sges<ment . Frequency ~f ac-~~ssmer'= varied widely.
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12, Parental Involvement .
Contact between aides and parents varied w1dely
from da1ly to as needed or never. Some aides also
dlfferentlated between formal and informal meetings with
parents as the frequency of each type differed.” = - -
Day care aides reported.an absence of group
meet1ngs for parents of spec1a1 needs children.
” Many aldes (75%) felt parents were involved in
their programs. Type of involvement included home »e
pregramming, visiting and observing in .centre, and
providing communica;ion between home and school. Aides
felt parents needed most help with home progfammins¥
support‘and assurance. O Fher areas of a551stanqe |
included future placement plans, basic hygiene, lettlng
the child be independent, goelnsettlng, and proY;dlng
feedback reéarding their child's progress. |
Ruﬁmary - Day Care Staff
Despite a greater total number of respondents(aides and
tea~here) in the day care sambie (30) compated with 28 in
the ErSyeample, the responses of the day care group were
fruer 31\\)mbpr and less de_tailed.
With the exception of urban aides, day care staff were
generally more satisfied than ECS staff with the adequacy of

their training for the integration experience. Responses

within the day.care group, that is, from aides aqsyteachers,

wvere quite consnstent.. ‘ o
\ E - ~", . , ’
_— rf,{ P - . Do
e . & - . v
< Lo- 2 * ?‘ ‘ ' S i . ‘
- "‘. , . v “. . - .
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A1des were more 11kely than teachers ‘to see the

'handlcapped ch11dren as exh1b1t1ng behav1our problems.

Slmllarlyhrprallaldes spent more of their time in one to one .

ingﬁfﬁcfieninfth the handicapped child than urban aides. One

gﬁ%ie”in661vemegt.og opts}de agencies. In the day care group,

® . i v
programs for the special”needs children were more likely to

‘be planned, implemented and/or evaluated nfian outside

agency than they were in the ECS group.
Parent Involvement and Satisfaction with Program

This infofmatien is gart of the data collected during
the barental interviews. All parents in both day care and

ECS groups felt their child enjoyed the program they were .

attending. Tables 19 and 20 present a summary of these data.

Most parents based their judgment on thelr Chlld s

'behav1our, stating that they enjoyed attend1ng the program,v

or at least were not reluctant to attend. Parents reported
that their child's attendance in an integrated setting
affected their functioning outside of the program in many
ways, Some parents felt their children did not see
themselves as different as a result of'beihg in an
integrated setting, that it was a normalizing experience for
them. The nost eohmon response was that plécement in an

integrated setting enhanced their child's socialization

.skills. Other areas of enhanced functioning included

increased langUage;rgreater independence, and improved

e

behaviour. Parents also mentioned enhanced self esteem as a

NI R TN A T T

€

: ma jor d;ffeteﬁ%e@gétween tdve- ECS-and- the ~day. care. groups, was . .



TABLE 19

PARENTAL SATISFACTION

127

No. 33%\\

E.C.S. Day Care
X Rural Urban Rural Urban
L .. e 4 ot w . -, (ngl2) [ (p=l5) , . _ (n=11) ' | (a=21)|
|Adequate communication Yes 83% . 60% 50% 40
with other parents S ,
No  17% 40% 508 60
Could school be more Yes 8% 36% 36% 244
" thelpful
No 92% 64% 64% 76%
Specific goals not ., Yes 8% 7% 18% 10%
Peing met 3 - ‘ : ‘ I A
[p— " No 92% 91% -82% 90%|
Support services Yes 67ﬁf 73% 64% 68
pdequate ‘ )
27% ‘36%

304




PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

v s

“TABLE 20

alternative programs, or did not feel a need for such

suggestions.

Day Care
Care -
- ) i SO Rural - Urban: - -- Rudal:.-. - -Urbaf - o
Familiarity with Yes  92% 87%  91% 854
Program
- . No 8% 13% 9% 15
Visit program Yes 100% 93% 64% 70
T No 0% 7% 34% 30
Is program adequately Yes 83% 100% -64% 71
designed
: No 17% 0% 36% 29
Aware of individual Yes  84% 80% 64% 75
|goals . -

o No 14%, 20% 34%. 25
Involved in-‘goal Yes 80% 40% 33% A 47J ‘
setting ’ .

No 20% 60% 67% 534
Home suggestions ~ Yes 42% 53% 44% 50% v
provided _ : ‘ . o ,
: No 58%* 47%* 66%* \ S0%Y
Teachers responsive to Yes 91% 90% 55% - 67
parents suggestions o R :
: ' No 9% - 45% 33
lAdequate communication . Yes ~.100% 100% 91% 95
. |with teacher
‘ No - -- 9% 5
* many of these parents received programbsuggestions from
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result of integration..

The majority of parents in both day care ahd‘ECS'groups
felt ‘they were fam111ar w1th the overall program at the1r
child's school or centre. A h1gh prOportlon of ECS and a'

'S - » -, :u.a«—-mv.: up-q....o« --. * - - o -

*slﬁghtly Smal*er proport1on oF’ day care parents v151ted

‘thelr Chlld s program on a regular bas1s. The frequency of -

visits ranged from da1ly to once a year and two th1rds of

the parents v151ted the program every 4 moﬂths or less.

N\
Parents felt the 1nd1v1dual programs designed for their

ch1ldren were adequate, although a higher proportlon of ECS

parents expressed Satisfaction 'with the1r Chlld s program.

e o,

The follow1ng dlfflcuTtles were expressed by day care-t'

Jparents:wthe day care had too much‘unstructured t1me,-the-

child neeoed more instruction -and direct supervision, and
the aide-éhould expect morep@f the child. | '

The majority“of“parentg-were=aWare'of‘fndlvidual
objectives that had been establ1shed for thelr ch:ld and .
could- give spec1f1c illustrations. W1th the exceptlon of the

rural ECS_group, a much smaller proportion of parents

‘o

reported they were'directlymlnvolved in the establishment of .

g e

indiyidual prograﬁ goals.

About half of the parents in each group stated that
they received technlques, 1deasfor mater1als to use at,home.
wlth those'parents who did not receiye suggestions, however,
many indicated that. this was by choice; Frequently‘thevaere
already receiving suggeetion§i§£om a differeht, more '

specialized source, or they did not feel they needed input
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felt teachers were responsave .to, the;r 5uggebt1ons..$oprces

'amount of t1me spent wlth us and we. have goodvrappoFt. Lo e

gy 2

|
from the program regardlng home act1v1t1es.

Most . parents 1n the ECS sample (90%) felt the1r ch1ld“ ”‘--ﬂ
teacher was responsxve to thelr suggest1ons. Only 67% of

day care and 55% of rural day care parents, however,‘ 3

R

0

'“'na'vu o,ql," -o@.
'''''' B . ¢
of d1ssat1sfact10n centered around behaV1our\management and tes

the amount of t1me and effort spent on the Chlld s program

Parents were very p051t1ve ‘abdut the amount of

communlcatxon they had Wlth thelr chlld s teachef. SeVeral
- r .
pafents mentaoned the use of a dally communlcattpn book andr

_____ B TN

made comments such as ”always avaltable, 1mpressed with thel

®
g

s mow

At 1east 40% of parents in the urban ECS _urban day

"care and rural day care groups fel@‘they would lake more

N : B S N

, contact with other parents. large number of parents.;

“iexpressedwa desxre for 1nformal shar1ng meetlngs and hav1ng

:the opportunlty to talk over and ga1n support from other
parents. Many parents Jnd;cated they already were 1nvolved w
‘injparent groups relating to thelr child's handlcap:

Spec1flc ways that programs could be more helpful
1ncluded greater availability of speech therapy within the
program, better transportation system,msmailertgroups, help -+ -
‘with future school placement, more communlcatlon w1th other;
parents and more and better trained staff. ‘;‘1;"s-,m

Few parents (18%) had objectlves for the1r child whlch

were not belngvmet. Unmet objectlves were generally of two

kinds:~more'emphasis on academic skills’ was needed br more

- . . : g : )
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Astructure and d1sc1p11ne was needednln the program._,ff;ﬂi;f‘“”
- Approx1mately 30% of parents. felt/current commun1ty..lf
support serv1ces wefe 1nadequate. Malor concerns 1ncluded

' the follow1ngr long Waztxng perlods for spec1a11zed

serv1ces, partlcularlYISpeech therapy, serv1ces lacked ,

-

co*ord1nat1on, profe551onals part1cularly physzcxanS"lacked

-""u-,‘

' S AN
necessary attltudlnal aﬁé perso al SkllLs to,deal,. AR

@« L

effectlvely with parents, there was a need for temporary
e .
rellef and homemaker services, more parent groups vere

needfd and program staff were 1nadequate1y trajxuﬁl ’///l

- - : . B
- ~ -

J Summary e ,
An attempt Will be,made~to summaraze and hlghllght some
of the more 1mportant f1nd1ngs presented in theprecedlng |

pages._q

P s

- ' In regard to the nature of chlldren currently be1ng
1ntegrated in Alberta preschools, it appears that
demographlcally they and the1r famllles‘are no dlfferent

" from the general popuLatlon w;th regard to statlst1cs such

‘as famlly 51ze, 1ncome, parental education, and occupatlon

Dlagnostlcally these children are predelnantly mi ldly to'

,: moderately mentally handlcapped w1th some chlldren

demonstratlng sensory, phy51cal or mult1ple handicaps.'
Normatlve assessments us1ng the McCarthy conflrmed that the
majorlty of chlldren were m11dly to moderately delayed

‘ although the urban ECS chlldren were s1gn1f1cantly hugher

fungtlonxng The Crlterlon Referenced Assessment dev1ce



‘f-‘;‘-adent1f1ed the followang deﬂ1c1ences fot the»group‘as .”“.r“,;;

whole- advanced and primary pre academlc skllls,’advanced

e s “ B AL

fmotor skllls, expre551ve languagde skllls, and self help
skills. o | \
The'anteractlon patterns of the handzcapped &hzldren 1n
these settlngs are coh51stent wlth other research f1nd1ngs ‘v
-(Guralnlck 4981) lower functlon1ng chlldren ;nteract less .. - ...
‘and demonstrate motre: unsophlstlcated play than thefr-h}gherj;h -
functlonlng peers (handicapped aﬁd’noﬁﬁand1capped) Further,
‘o‘there wa% laxtle evidence of imitative behav1orloccurr1ng
between the handlcapped .and nonhandrcapped chlldren. s
Somewhat unigue 1n thlS study was the h1gh level’ of verbal ‘
fnteraction demonstrated by the handlcapped chlldrem.
| The ‘results from. the S.A.A.T. also substantlated other
researcher s f1nd1ngs(Dunlop,1980 Asher et al 1979 |
AGuralnrck 1981): flndlng a sultable 1nstrument for-"
collectlng rellable att1tud1na1 data is..extremely. d1ff1cult
~-for chlldren of ‘this age. The S. A A.T. was easlly and
qu1ckly admlnlstered but without norms it was not
partlcularly useful It was des1gned and would seem.more
approprlate for use in a repeated measures de51gn
Programmlng characterlstlcs were diverse, however, some
”common elements should be empha51zed For- example, the
wnumber of nonhand1capped chlldren far exceeded the number of
) handlcapped children in each settlng The staff all felt
posatavely toward lntegratlon, but .many felt thelr tra1n1ng
 was 1nadequate, partlcularly ECS teachers, 70% of whom felt
: {

MR R ]
o - LN
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1nd1v1dual programs vere planned more often in rural than 1n

Y TR T B P ) aee e
. . - . - - .

B

thelrhtrarnlng needed 1mprovement. It. appeared that

urban programs and although the planners varled it was
generally true that day care programs rece1ved more -
a551stance from out51de agencies than ECS programs. In

add1t1on, spec1al needs a1des were more prevalent in- day s

_care programs and they USually 1mplemented one to ‘one

_1nstruct10n programs. Most programs incl

ed some general

r —

plans for enhanc1ng the‘chxldren s: sodlallzat1

‘generallzatlon skllls. Also staff 1dent1f1ed these ch1ldren

) as dlsplaylng a dlsprOport1onately h1gh number of behav1or

-
[y - “~ @« ... R4
» P P Lo . + .

problems.

Parents were 1nvolved in their children's programs in a

var1ety of dszerent ways,vbut generally speaklng they were

"very satlsfled with thelr ch11d s placement in an’ 1ntegrated

settlng Approxlmately 40% of the parents 1nterv1ewed felt
they would llke more contact with other parents in.the form.h
of informal shar1ng meetlngs. ‘In programs with aldes, the'
aides tended,to have more frequent contact w1th parents than

teachers. ”
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IV CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘
Th1s study examlneé four 1mportant aspects of early
educatlonal 1ntegratlon thhmn the context of Alberta

preschools. The 1nformatlon collected allows -us to make ~some

, obServatlons and recommendat1ons about each of these aspects,“

'of.the hand1capped chlldren that 1ntegrat1on was a p051t1ve

. experience for the children beingaserVed.-Parents were. happy

as they relate to the 1mplementat10n of 1ntegrat1on and
d1rect10ns for future research in thls area. These
observat1ons and recommendatlons will be presented under the
four broad . dlmen51ons of. 1ntegratlon that have been‘used
throughout thzs study. S
The handlcapped child and his famxly

L SRR

First, there was almost unlform agreement dmong- parents

and felt well informed about the individual programs'their

‘." cgildren'were‘receiving._We did not collec‘i?nformation;

\/5

-
-

however, on the'effects of integration on the.normally
developlng chlldren and thls remains an 1mportant area for

future research

Another area of dlfflculty 15vthe vastly d1fferent

‘types of children currently being 1dent1f1ed for special .

assistance through the current funding structures.
Particularly under the ECS, Category A designation, where
the - chlldren identified varied from demonstrat1ng severe

mental and/or physical hand1caps w1th an accompanylng number

W'of exten51ve educatlonal needs, to m1ld1y handicapped

chxldren requ1r1ng'llttle or no extra a551stance w1Zhan the -

.l 13
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claSsroom. A more standardlzed approach 1s needed to

aom e Ne

1dent1fy those children in greatest need of serv1ces than
I,currently exlsts. These cr1ter1a, however, need to be
.flexlhie enough' to meet the specral regional needs.uhich
' ex1st throughout the prov1nce. | |
Somewhat related to thls issue 1s;Lhe obvious
dlscrepancy between children belng served tn urban ECS
versus rural ECS proorams; This m%%ﬁhe»attribUtahle'to’theh
existence oflmore'specialized programs in urban-gentres
although this remains to be proven. It is obvious, however
'that rural programs requ1re add1t10na1 support services and
thus funding . formulas should be ad]usted accord1ngly
Further it was not clear how_ extra funds were belng used to
,prov1de special services in the urban ECS programs. Indeed
there ‘was great confusion within these programs as to what
unds were avallable and how they could be aCCessed Thls
© Mas obviously an area requiring clar1f1cat1on ‘and-clearer
guidelines.'” S . ' - |
It was qu1te clear from- the 1nterv1ews w1th the parents
'and teach1ng staff of rural programs that addltlonal
'specxallsts are requlred to prov1de outreach help to rural
programs 1ntégrat1ng children with spec1al,needs. ‘Almost all'
staff indieated the need for specialist-consultationnxith
such professionais as speech therapists, physiotherapists,
and child deVelopmentispecialists..Additional services couid
‘be made available to rural areas such as providing outreach

<

teams from the major centres in the province or establishing

-
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- our results Wéfernot.hnéxpected, and point to the need for
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_regional assessment cehtres.Trh‘gfis’Qayimoréwimmédiate”.ﬂ
I . - . . N

consultation can be provided ‘to inteé;ated day care and
kindergarten programs regarding the unusual conditions a

child may exhibit. a
. "

Interaction patterns: handicapped children, peers and

‘teachers

Aduf study.fouhd what other”rese;rchers_havé‘found:
physical integration of handicapped childreé in regular
programs does not necessarily lead to increased interaction
between the two .groups of children. Although disappoinﬁing
continued research in this area. Furthér; fﬁe {nfo£mation
available ffém‘existant research must be translated into
spécific teaching strategies if it is %o bg.usefu1 to
prbgram pérsonhel. There muét be'éreaté céoperatioh betﬁéen'
rgsearéh centérs,such_as Univérsitieé-aﬁd educational
proérams‘inktésting new instructional stra;egies.'Perhaps'Le
shohldnmake use of'the concept of "de::nstrafion programs",

whereby Ee:tain'programS'could be funded to develop, try°

out, and disseminate new approaches in educational practise.

. Within the day care confg;;z>several of the Commﬁnity

College Early Childhood training prbgrams aiready have
demonstration day caré centres tpat are readfly suited to
this role. ECS programs éohla be identified within the
commﬁnity to &prk in conjunction with Univer§ity teachér
training programs in the same'way. éerhaps theéé:centers

could serve as clearing houses for specialized curriculum

& | *
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‘ naterial assessment dev1ces and 50 forth needed for
‘1ntegrated programming. These will be descrlbed later in
this chapter. ' ’ , ’i“
Nonhandicapped peers: aititudes | |

,The'cur;entxstudy did not allow ;he.pronounqement of
~any vefy speCific'or_definitjvemcqmments4nith regard”ie tnis
aspect of integration. It is obvious that more creative and
longitudinal research is needed to examine.fheuimpact of
integration on. the attitudinal development of the |
nonhandliepped children. As well :ork {sAneeded to develop
;ore appropriate and useful tools for measur1ng attitude -
development and ehange.in young children. The S.A.A.T. may
have some potential in this regard pa:ticnfarly 1f some
adaptations were'nade to the current instrumene. Such
adaptations,.might inciuae tne addition of.specific questions 
regarding the non&indicapped childis‘knowledge‘of’tne,term
‘handicapped. '
Program characteristics | N

It is in this ]ast area that the majority of
observations and‘recommengations will be made. )

Staff responses to the,questionnaires‘revealed a lack
of organlzatlonal structure and unclear role definitions
w1th regard to the plannlng and 1mplementat10n of the
handicapped child's indiVidualeprogram; In some  day
cares/ECS's inqivfaual programs were planned and implemented
by the same individual, either the aide or the -teacher, but

in many grograms plans were made by one or a éroup of

~ -
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indivfdﬁals and implemented by someoné el§e, usually the
aide. It §eems that one perSon"should‘bé designated as the
case manager or person‘ﬁé§ponsib1§ for insuring that a
program 1is p;énqéd and implemented for the special needs
%child. The élasgfoam teacher or the day care supervisor
seems most apprepriate for this position as they age
respoﬁsié]é for planning the total program for the entire
greup of children. Having the handicapped child'e program
planned by différént peoﬁie than the rest of the grnup
fosters seqregation and seperation within the ~lass.
Further, the *ea;h“r7supervisor is usually the most highly
trained individun! *n‘ﬁhe program, and theoretically best
equipped to handle the difficult job of designing an
individurl program for the child with special needs.

One of the large urban boards provided an example of
this apprrach. Hanﬂicapreﬂ children in this system were
grouped ard placed 7ith a sr~cially trained early childhooeAd
- epecial eduraticmn teacher An aide wan provided in theee
‘Vnecsrooms, but was veed hy the teacher t- free her tn pl-o
and implement appropriate programs for the special needs
children Thisg abproach might inrsure that a largér)number ot
hﬁnalrapped ch1ldren are placed within one prégram. Thus
avoiding the negative outcomes associated with placinng onﬁy
one handicarped child in a program that are suggested in the
literature.

The “lack of specific planning strategies aimed at

mavximizing the ihtegration experience was also apparent frem

Lipariogtio v X ARG I LU R o - sl sl A S A DL A R ALt S €
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the staff's responses to the questionnaires. The existence
of an orgahized approach to educational goals is an integral

P

part of any learning experience. Thjs becomes even more
critical in integrated.- programs where there §s a vide.range
of individual differences among children and the lack of

standard curricula or materials.

~ a

L

Tt would seem verj'iméorrant, theréfore} that a program
planning procesgs, 'such as”%ho individual educational-plan
f;ncept(TEP), be established to assist in the debe;opmenbAof
the handircapped students’ program in the integrated seiting. .

This process should include an actual IEP outllne, an
assessment of'the chlld s‘ftrength and weaknesses the | k
establishment of . long term-and short—-term object1ves based
on their strengths and weaknesses, the provision of specifir
interventi~n processes to develop competencies and an
evaluative process to determine if the child is making
satisfartory proaress towards these objectives. This
p1aqqina rrocess sheculd be flexible enough to méét the
varying needs of ~hilAren in integrated settings through~ut
AMlberta This planning prrre-r F“ould be a major element of
Aany pre or iﬁservice'proqr:m o

Many staffktwo/thirds in the case of ECS teacheré)
working in integrated pfogfﬁms felt inadequatély trained and
prepared for integration. Inservice and preserviée education
must be made available. As previously indicated universities

and c-1leges will have to come to terms with the merging

rales nf special and general educatien. Special education

AN
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courses should be included within each teacher's ed0cationa1.

program; In addition, inservice and staff development

modules should be prov&déﬁvin order to up-grade field staff

competenéies. Skills and knéwledge in individual program

planning and each of its components as described above, as

well as in the other dimensions of integrating handicapped

childfén'into preschéél programs should be included in such

modules. These experiences should be made available to staff

at optimum times and locations so that all persons .

fuhctioning as aideégor teachers in day care or ECS programs

could develop the special skills needed‘in an integrated .

setting. : o .
Related to the training issue,.is the lack of

consistent curriculum and instructional materials available

to prograﬁs integratingahandicaﬂpea children that was

reflected by staff's responses to the queétionnaires. Some

way of collecting these materials in several centralized

locations is needed. As well, a method whereby materials can

be quicklv and easily acce#Sed by programs needing them

should be Aeveloped. The ; materials should be available to

both ECS and day car® ] o§§ams.
Tﬁe lack of tra(ﬁinélfor,mqs;‘personne] involved in

this field combined(yith the (absence of specific program

requirements necessitates the establishment of an on-going

formative evaluative procéss to aséist.programs in

determining if they are meeting the ﬁeeds of the handicapped

children integrated into their programs. Perhaps this
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evéluative process could be tied into the funding procedures
for gpeéial needs children. |

This ;valuative process would also be able to assess,
in part, the impact of staff development and preservice
training programs for persons working in this field. As well
issues such as appropriateness of programs for particular
children and later school placement could be addressed. The
inclusion of consumer evaluation would also be an impoftant
dimension within such an qn-going e?aluative process,

In conclusion, it would seem that integration at the
‘preschool level is here to stay. This current study‘examined
four dimensions of inteégration and made some recommendations
"for improving the currént service delivery system. Important
areas for fyture research were also identified. Of major )
importance in the effort to improve current serv1ces will be
the willingness of various professionals, government
officials, and program operators to work together in the
development of quality integratédAprbgrams that wéuld assist

in maximizing the potential of the handicapped child.
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. ‘ / Appendix A

SURVEY OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

INTEGRATED INTO DAY CARE PROGRAMS

ovr—

Program "'Infomcion

FAME OF PROGRAM:

’

LOCATTON: : o Rural [ vrban D Population

(City or TM)
TOTAL ENROLLMENT IN PROGRAM:

.Child Information

Identification (Please code by number) DD

' (Region) (Child)
Male D Female D Birthdate

NUMBER OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

Date of most recent assessment

Agency responsible for most recent assessment

Attendance in program: Full time D Part time D Length of time in §'rograuD]

(Months)
Indicate ares or areas of exceptionality, including eeverity
Speach and/or language Hearing

N

Health (Medical) Social~Emotional Behwvior -
Vieiom d Physical or sotor perfOofmance
Environmental or cultural fnct”__ Intellectual

1 .
Academic achievement ‘Other, e e

- . Y

Complated by - e, Pomition

Pt . X
R e i e e vt a1

TR GRS e HOSEL



later .diagnosis made;
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. Appendix‘B

E.C.S. '

-at 2 years hoticed language delay, at 5 years of age after
many hearing tests, an EEG showed seizure activity;

-as an infant, never opened left hand, paediatrician said
nothing wrong; changed doctors, child was referred at once;
-noticed language delay at two years, told "not to worry";
-infant i1l frem birth, told "all in your head", 1 /2 years
-1 know something was wrong, told "nothing serious” months
later undiagnosed bladder infection resulted in damage to
the optical nerve;

-at three, noticed speech delay, doctor caid "would outgrnw
it", subsequent testing diagnosed speech prohlem.

Day Care o
- at 3 1/2 had seen many doctors with no diagnosis, referred
to ENT specialist who recommended ear surgery, child is now
fine; . Co )
- dt 1 1/2 years noticed delay, sold general practitioner
but not until one year later was'child assessed and
confirmed with developmental delay;
- delay noticed by grandmother at one year, physician sair
"wait", at 19 months diagnosis made; ’
- since birth parents concerned, and "bugging the doctor”
finally when not walking at '8 months testing done;
- at one year child delayed, but nothing done until onset nf
seizures 1 1/2 years later;

At 4-5 months not =itting; told be wculd "come aranndl. o
"N et he beasn o with an eac ‘v inter et ben proogr o '
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