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- ABSTRACT

a

The purpose of this study ;}ﬁ'fo invesfigéfe and Q§s§s§

the need for changeg In present Early Childhood Education

0=

teacher preparation programs in light of the éu(renf %rénJ‘~
toward integration of special needs children ln;o regufar
classrooms.

Ea}ly childhood teachers, speclallfducaflon teachers,
and professionals In Qarious educational capacities werae
approached via a questionnaire and Interviews. These
iusfrumeﬁfs were designed to elicit oprﬁions on the posgible
need for revisions in present teacher education programs and
+o determine fture directions for preparing early childhood
educators.

Results of the study Indicated support for changes in
teacher éducaf[on programs. Early chiltdhood and special
education teachers alike felt fheu: initial tralning had not
prepared them to deal effecfive!y‘wi+h young speclaI:needs

~children.
&

Teachers identified courses taken during their initial
frq(nlng'whlch had proven useful. The teachers and other
prp’ession;ls Intervieyed made suggestions as to skills and
knowledge required by an early childhood teacher working
with gpec!ai needs children in a regular classroom.

Respopnses Indicated the need for equlpplnb early

childhood thachers with special strategies for teaching and

iv



assessing handicapped chitdren, knowledge of handicapping

condlitions, a bettef understanding of child development

(both general and special), observation and diagnostic
1
skills, an awareness of support services, an understanding
of referral procedures, and interpersonal skills.
¥ . \
f
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CHAPTER |

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

-

Integration of handicapped children into regular

classes is an issue which has surfaced mainly within +the
, : ' ¢ -

last decade. The objective of the program is to give
~handicapped children a more normal-exlistence within society,
with the same opportunity for adequate social adjustment and
maximum échool achievement “which is assumeq for the
non-handicapped (Csapo & Goguen, 1980). ‘
{arge scale Integration is a relatively new conéepf.
Policies are inflyenced by current trends. According to
Csapd and Gogquen (1980), public oplnlon'for\comprehenslve

educational services for the excepfionél child has been

influenced by three major trends in the last decade: the

Report of the Commission on Emotional and Learning Disorders.

in Children (CELDIC Report, 1970); Public Law 94-142 in the
United States (1975), and the International Year of the
Child (1979). -
Karaganis and Nesbitt \(1979) describe +ﬁe lhELDIC
Report as "an In+erﬁaflona|-documen+ which has had protound
V#fluence In j.sﬁa‘ping and determining +the direction of

6ecial education both in and outside of Canada™ (in Csapo &

Goguen; 1980, p. 176).° The Committee on Emotional d

O
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Learning Disorders l; Children was established in 1966 +to
séf up a committee of professionals who engaged ‘in a
comprehensive, nationwide study of at least one million
children In Canada who required attention and *treatment
because of emotional and learning disorders. The Commission
filed Its report in 1970. It strongly recommended that

exceptional children be Iintegrated into regular classrooms
- . \‘*

7

rather than placed in special classes within a school. "Too
often we found- that children and +their teachers were
socially almost as isolated in their special classes as were
those in segreqated schools” (CELDIC Report, 1970, p. 95).

A second major inftfluence on Canadian poligies was The
Education for Al Handicapped Children Act. This
leglslation was enacted by)fhe United States Congress in
1975 and Is known as Public Law 94-142. The law guarantees
tree appropriate education for all children "and youth. This
sensitized Canadian educafors, schoo!l administrations,
parents, and legisla#Oﬁs to the need for a policy review and
development (Csapo & Goguen, 1980).

The tnternational Year of +the Ch[ld in 1979 was the
third i;fluence. One of the principles ot the United
Nations "Declaration of the Rights of the Child" states that
those .children who are physically, mentally, or socially
disa&vanfnged, shall! receive the treatment, education, and

speciel cére required by their state or situation (Csapo &
a ~



Goguen, 1980).

Some.- of the provinces have responded by implementing
legislation mandating integration of the handicapped, while
others are implementing it on a piecemeal baslis, as a result
ot public pressure and political expediency (Csapo & Goguen,
1980). In Alberta, there has been some pressure for

specific legislative reference both to handicapped children
\

and the responsibility of school Roards to provide pFograms
for these children (Church, 1980). School jurisdictions
were ftorced into facing the issue as a result of the
Jjudicial decl;ion reached in 1978 on the Carriere case.

Prior to this decision a significant number of children were
denied suitable e&ucafional programs because of their
handicapping condiffons. The ~court decision did not
delineate the education a child must receive nor gquarantee
that the child would be educated within the Ilocal school
system. However,llf a suitable educational program is not
available, the board must arrange for a program in another
district and assume responsibility for the costs Iinvolved.
Further, a child cannot be excused from schoo! on a long
term basis. because of a handicap as was formerly the case.
As a result of the Carriere case proceedings, schoo! boards
have had' to assume responslbl||[+y for meefi;g the

educational needs of handicespped children. This has

implications for all teachers (Report of Task Force on



. : \\
Inteqration of Handicapped School-Age Children into Regular
Class?s. ATA, 1981).
In a report prepared by the College of Law at the
University of Saskatchewan (Scratching the Surtface: A
Report on Lega! !ssues Concerning Disabled Persons, 1980), a

similar opinion was expressed:

Where <children are being kept out of

. sqhool because of a physical or
emotional disability and where no
alternative is provided, parents can
arque that their children should be in
the regutar classrooms. The board must
provide schooling and faced with

expensive special education programs or
out-of-district placements, they may opt
for the regular classroom. (p. 212)

For yéars most classroom teachers have not had to deal
directly with <children with special needs. Conflicting
feelings about working with handicapped chitdren in regular
classrooms was minimal because the children were either
placed in institutions, segregated classrooms In seperate
buildings, or specia! classrooms within a regutar school .
(Shapiro, 1978). =

Until 1917 most handicapped children in Alberta were
cared for at home, the exception being the deaf and the
blind who were sent out of province. Beginning in 1917,
"homes" for the mentally defecfi{e were opened. At the same
time school! boards in Calgary and Edmonton esfablighed

classes for the educable mentally retarded. In 1932 classes



were established for the visually impaired, but the first
glasses for the hearing impaired did not open until 1946.
The twenty year period from 1950 to 1970 saw rapid growth in
special educafiqn. The Department of Education extended
grants to assist in the education of children with various
handicaps, schools tor the deaf and btind were established,
and tfunds were provided for private schools for the

trainable menfalfy retarded (Csapo & Goguen, 1980).

In 1971 +the new government of +the +time made +the
education of the handicapped one of its priorities. This
wag reflecféd both in the great increase in existing
programs and the jnfroducfion of new programs for the

handicapped. The establishment of Early Childhood Services
(known as ECS), had a dramatic effect on the education of
the preschoo! handicapped. The ECS pclicy was to integrate,
handicapped children Into regulgr programs so as to allow
for early fdentification and remediation (Csapo & Goguen,
1980). | |

Early Chlldﬁood Services was inif¥iated in 1973 as a
program designed to integrate recreational, soclial, heal+th,
educational and other services for young children and their
families.. The program's initial priority was to provide
services for children with handicaps and those from

geographical areas which lacked educational services

(Evaluation of the ECS Program in Alberta, 1978). In actual
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fact, according to Phair (1982), the bulk of planning and

funding went to the establishment of kindergartens to serve

all children four and one-half years of. age. Now the focus
has shifted to ‘fhe handicapped and disadvantaged. Phair
stated fhafl all children are to be enrolled in programs
appropriate to their needs. Children with handicaps may be

enrolled in early childhood programs as early as *two and
one-half to three and one-half years of age, depending upon
their disability, and they may stay in the program one year
beyond kindergarten if)necessary.

Every ECS funded program must have a certified teacher
with a Bachelor of Education degree in Early Childhood or
sufficient course work in the afea. of early childhood
educafipn to qualify for the ECS Diploma. There 1is no
requirement for special education course work even though
the program may integrate special needs children.

Special Education Services provides funding ang
guidelines for programs for handicapped children beyond the

jurisdiction of ECS. Except for the six private schools for

the frtbnable mentally retarded, it is the responsibility of

each local school board to decide what programs will be
offered. Special Educational Services' guidelines state
only that the «child shall be educated in the least

restrictive environment which may or may not be a regular

classroom. There are no requirements .that teachers of



handicapped children have any special education courses.

Since the decision to integrate or not to integrate

handicapped children into regular classes 1is left to the

discretion of each local school board, it is an issue which

any teacher may have to confront. ECS assumes that,
~ :

wherever possible, <children w€¥h special needs will be

placed in regular preschool programs. The early chitdhood

teacher will almost certainly, néve to degl with children

with various handicaps and it is a situation for which few

teachers are adequately prepared.

' PURPOSE OF ,THE STUDY
The purpose of‘fhis s tudy i§}*o investigate and aésess
the need for an integrated early childhood-special education
teacher preparation program at the undergraduate level. The
study will describe the courses common to both early
childhood education and special education, and the types of

course work wﬁich teachers presently in the field have found

useful in preparing them +to teach young children with
speciaf need§. Suggestions wf|| be solicited from teachers
as to sklhﬁs and knowledge they think necessary but
presenf|;‘  lackIng In teacher préparaflon programs.
Ofticials in Early Childhood Services, School Board

Consultants, University Instructors representing early



childhood education and sbecial education, and other
resource personnel will be interviewed regarding their
perceptions of requirements 1in preparing teachers of young
children in an integrated setting. Recommendations will be
"made in terms of an appropriate integrated program and
suggestions for future directions for establishment of such

a program at the University of Alberta.
RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Atberta Education assumes that all children will be
enrolled in requtar classrooms unless and until it has been
established by a complete assessment, through appropriate
psychological and educational tests, that the child requires
plac;menf in a specia! education program. As well, parents
must give approval of the placement (Criteria for Approval
of Special Education Teaching Position Grants and Program
Units: Basic' Education, October, 1981). This has
particular significance for the early childhood +eacher‘
since virtually all but *he most severely handicapped
children will be placed (at least initially) in regutar ECS
programsQ

For several reasons, the obvious time +to Integrate

handicapped <children Into regular classes s at the

preschool level. First, younger children are more accepfiﬂ%



of other children than are older ones (Kennedy & Bruininks,
1974). Children around four years of age appear to become
aware of physical handicap (Jones & Sisk, 1967). The
integrated preschool group provides a favorable opportunity
to mihimize the development of negative attitudes which are
apt +to appeér at this age. Some rgsearchers suspecf that

educable mentally retarded children are socially rejected

more likely because of behavioral problems than because of
the handicap (Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972). Early
Integration with more advanced peers would be beneficial in

modifying these behaviors before the child enters the
elementary school.

Seco;dly, integration at the preschool level allows for
early Intervention and remediation. Kennedy and Bruin}nks
{(1974) found fhafy hearing handicapped children who were
infegrafed with normally hearing children at the pfeschool
level (along with special preschool serbices such as
language and auditory training) were socially as accepted as
the normally 'hearing chitdren.

Most handicapped children, whether the handicap be
menta! or physical, are somewhat delayed in many aregs of
dévelopmeﬂf. Integrated preschoolyprogréms provide a number
of potential opportunities for nonﬁandkcapped children to
serve 'as models whereby the less advanced handicapped
childten may gain in soclal, language, and imitative

»



behaviors (Guralnick, 1976). However, Devony, Guralnick,
and Rubin (1974) and Porter, Ramsay. Tremblay laceobo. and
Crawley in 1978 (see Katz, 1979) fbund therespwere few
spontaneous social interactions between handicapped and
nonhandicapped children; not until the teacher
systematically structured the sftuation, using

nonhandicapped children to promote varlous interactions, did
marked increases in social Iinteractions occur. Therefore,
teathers must have knowledge in special procedures to
encourage and support such interactions.

Many children with disabilities have a low self-image
and often feel shy, awkward, and incompetent. Other
chiltdren may react to the lack of confidence- and the poar
self-esteem of the disabled‘\child rather than to the
disability itself. The primaé9 goal ot integration at the
preschool level is to facilitate the overall positive
behavara|, _affifudinal, and emotional development ‘of the
handfcapped chikd (Allen, 1980). The help required by‘a
child with a handidap must be provided "as a right and in
such a way that it enhances the child's self—es{:em, both in
his eyes and in the eyes of others” (CELDIC Report, 1970,
p. 10)., .

Early childhood teachers must be able to deal with the
very c&hplex problems of handicapped chitdren without

neglecting the needs of the other chliidren. Many teachers,

10



because they ]ack knowledge of and experience with
handicapped children, feel'inadequafe to meet the needs of
both handicapped and nonhandicapped children at the same
time. Evaluation of Programs for Learning Disabled Students
in Edmonton Public Schools (1980) notes that 84% of
elementary teachers indicated changes in teaching methods
would be necessary if learning disabled students were
integrated for instruction in their clagsrooms. In a study
done in Victoria, B.C. exploring the attitudes of preschool
teachers toward integration, Dyson and Kubo (1980) found

that 46% of the responding teachers listed further teacher

training in special education as a necessary requisite for:

.

accepting handicapped children in their classes.

Barros (1983) found that teacher preparation for
integration at the preschool level in both rural and urban
areas varied substantially from a few inservice ‘courses
through correspondence courses, workshops, to actual
university preparation. She concluded that teacher
preparation seemed minimal In both groups.. In the Qrban
sample, for instance, nine out of twelve feachers”had no
pre—fralnlng.whafsogver related to special needs children.
Seventy-three percent of teachers in the urban sample and
70% of the rural teachers felt thelr training was
Inadequate.

Biemiller (1981) sfafed that one of +the conditions

11



necessary for successfu! inteqration of handicapped children
into regular ' classes is the development of training
procedures for day care and school staff who will be
involved. The Alberta Teachers' Association concurs:‘

In light of the current trend towards

integration and the fact that most

teachers will have children with special

needs in their classrooms, it is

desirable that a course on handicapped
children be a required component of
Alberta wuniversity +teacher preparation
programs. The absence of such a
mandatory <course will resubdt in many
teachers being inadequately prepared to
meet the needs of the children in their
classrooms..... (ATA Task Force on
Integration of Handicapped School-age
Children into Reqular Classes, 1981).

The College of Law at the University of Saskatchewan,
through the Legal Rights of Disabled Persons Project,
published "Scratching the Surface: A Report on Legal Issues
Concerning Disabled ’Persons" (1981) in which the legal

&
aspect of education for the disabled was examined. [t was

suggested that there are two legal avenues open to parents

3

who feel that their handicapped children are not receiving
quality education. These avenues are:.

(a) Education Malpractice:
Educational! malpractice suits have been
brought in where school! systems failed
to teach grade eight students to read at

a minimal level. Canadian law on
negligence could invite a similar
approach. If a student fails to achieve

the educational leve!l he would have

12
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obtained if the teacher had executed his

duties at the required level. he could
have an action for damages against the
teacher or school board. Where a

disabtled child is being taught, the
teacher should perform at a level which
would benefit that disabled pupil.

(p. 265).

(b) Misrepresentation:
Misrepresentation is a concept from
contract law. The taxpayer and parent

are entitled to expect a minimum Jlevel
of education, approprliate to the child's
needs in every Wgraduate" of the school
system. Also, it could be used Iin the
situation where a teacher fails to take
reasonable care to accurately evaluate

the child. A great deal! depends on a
proper assessment thus the teacher could
be held liable for not exercising

reasonable care, if the child Is denied
the proper help because of this. (p.
266).
fn the opinion of Johnson and Cartwright (1979),
traditional teacher training programs, which often remain at
the abstract level, may not be adequate for <changing
attitudes toward, and providing skill for, Integration.
Methods combiﬁing information and experience are generally
lacking. At the present time it appears that none of the
universities or teacher +training finstitutions 1in Canada
provide a program which will prépare early childhood
teachers to deal with handicapped children Integrated into

regular classes. Theré is a definite need for such a

program at the University of Alberta.

<

13



u1.

PROCEDURE FOR THE STUDY

Information wa: colle;fed on earlyl chitdhood a;d
special education feacgér training programs available
in Canada.

A questionnaire was distributed to 100 kindergarten,
grade one, and special education teachers in the city
of Edmonton and to 40 kindergarten and grade one
teachers in the County of Parkland. In Edmonton, 50
questionnaires were sent to schools which Aconfained
special education classes, while the remainder were
sent to schools chosen at random. The 40
questionnaires sent to the County of Parkland were
distributed on a random basis by the ECS consultant.
The purpose of the questionnaires was twofold: (1) +to

collect data regardiﬁg teachers' pércepfions of

strengths and inadequacies in their training, and (2)

to assess the need for an Integrated early
chlldhood-speciél education teacher  preparation
program. .

A random selection of 10% of fﬁe .responden?s was
Iinterviewed for .further elaboration and information.

Interviews were conducted with officials 1in . Early
Childhood Services, School BoarJ Consultants, the

Director of Special Educajion inlfhe County of Lacombe,

‘ -

14°



a Program Teacher, the Director of the .Alberta
Association for Children with Learning Disabilities
(Edmonton), and University professors jn both early
childhood education and special education. The purpose
of the interviews was to obtain their perceptions of
skills and knowledge essential for teachers working in

integrated classrooms.

Recommendations were made for future directions of
teacher education programs which would prepare early
chitdhood education teachers for special needs ch%adren

: -
integrated into reqgular classes. ¢

DEFINITION -OF TERMS
Handicap: used for hearing, visual, - or speech
impairment, mental retardation, learning . disability, .

physical health impairment (orthopedic, epilepsy, diabetes,

and so forth), cerebral palsy, social and emotional

malad justment, and develophenfal delay.

Integration: the practice of placing handicapped

children In regufar classes with their nonhandicapped peers.

Most enabling environment: the environment which will

best enable children to reach their full potential in terms
of developmenf and learning, whether it be full integration,

partial integration, or a special class.

v
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LIMITATIONS

1. Generalizations drawn from responses>of teachers
in or near a larger urban centre may not be representative
ot Alberta teachers as a whole.

2. There were no teacher training programs in Cana-
dian universitites which appeared to prepare early childhood
teachers for dealing with special needs children integrated
into regg}ar classes, so there were no models from which to

draw. fherefore, the study had to focus on the choices of

pfpgrams of fered at the University of Alberta.
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The "least restrictive environment™ is not necessarily the
reqular classroom for all children. Some educators prefer
the term '"most enabling environment" which implies that
children witl be put in the environment which will best
enable them to reach their full potential in terms of
development and learning (Sundertin, 1979). This coul!d mean
full integration for the child who is mildly handicapped and
so can take part to & large degree in all classroom

activities (with perhaps minor modifications to accommodate

the handicap). This would differ Ilittle from changes made
to accommodate the wide range of abilities of children in
any average classroom. Some handicapped children may be

able to remain in the classroom with the help of an aide but

no other support services. Children who are handicapped
because of a specific learning disability may take part in
all classroom activities with a special educator working

with them at speclific times in the classroom, or they may
spend part of the day in a resource room. Other children

may be best served in a special class and be integrated only

for certain activities. Still others may benefit by full or
partial integration in the early childhood year;, followed
by a specfal class within a school. According to Ames
(1982):

Being placed in the regular class.....
is for many a desirable condition to be
demanded. Every child is an Individual,
Iin school as in other areas of Iiving,
and what 1Is suitable for some 1Iis not
sultable for all (p. 240). "



Brockman (1982) believes that most handicapped children
benefit soc§a||y, emotionally, and intellectually by being
fully integrated at the pfeschoo! level. She maintains that
preschoo! programs can be adapted to meet the needs of all
children becaxse the difference i developmental Jlevel s
not so great *\af children cannot be placed at or near their
~developmental level. As %he developmental gap widens with
age (as in the mentally retarded), there is a point at which
the Handicapped o longer benefit by integration, except on
a very limited ‘asis. She stressed that failure to be

\ -

realistic may be great disservice to the very people we

are striving to behefit, handicapped children. Brockman's
view is supported by Waters (1979) who stated, "The goal ot
mainstreaming must b that of reaching the needs of each

child and not serving cause" (p. 53).

Underlying Political !ssyes

The aforementioned \events of +the past decade have
caused the public to become aware of the educational! plight
of many handicapped chi|dre\ for whom there were no suitable

\

programs. As a result, pr\ssure has been brought to bear

upon governments, schoo! administrations, and teachers to
improve the situation for thase children. Unfortunately,
there is a lack of consensus as\to the best course of action

to achieve this goal. Whilel some qgroups approach the
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\
problem from the perspective of "equal rights" of the

handicapped to the same education as that provided for the
normal child, some parents of both handicapped and
nonhandicapped <children are hesitant about integration.
Many teachers have responded negatively because they feel
unqualified and anxious over new demands for performance.

All of the-provincial and territorial governments have
responded by endorsing the concept of integration but, as of
1980, only six had actually enacted legislation perféining
to the right of the handicapped in regard to educational
services and the responsibllifies' of school boards in
providing programs for them. However, it appears that even
where legislation is in place, the type of service to be
provided for the handicapped child is left in *the hands of
local schoo! boards who respond to the social climate of
their particutar districts (Csapo & Goguen, 1980). Some
universities across Canada have responded by revising the
Bachelor of Education begree to allow for a special
education major or area of concentration but most appear to
prepare teachers for special education classes rather than
for reqular classes which include children with special
needs.

Much of the problem, according to Little (1980), Ilies
within the manner of government funding to universities and

the structure within +the unliversities themselves. Post



secondary institutions experience external constraints in
their operations in that operating budgets are closely
scrutinized and al!l requests for new or moditied programs
are reviewed for approval, and funding is carefully
controlled. The ability to respond quickly enough to

perceived change is significantly reduced owing to budget
planning which is usually for expenditures three years hence
but based on present conditions and thinking. Within the

universities and colleges themseives there are often complex

committee structures, faculty autonomy, and multi-layered
decision levels which result in delays and bureaucratic
inertia. .

Faculties are expected to hew to the
line or risk the wrath of disciplines

tfighting for survival in the academic
community; i.e., resisting change in a
no-win situation. Territory
sensibilities with possible rivaling
among faculty +to preserve the status ]
quo, or to protect their teaching
positions, tend to inhibit the

accomodation of needed change (Csapo &
Goguen, 1980, p. 248).

Until the governments who ‘control funding take a clear
stand on the question of Integration, the present
change-inhibiting atmosphere is likely to remain. In their

traditional capacity as bastions of academic freedom and
Independence of thought and action (Little, 1980),
universities and colleges should be among those 1In the

forefront gof the movement to provide an appropriate
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education for all children. They could do this by putting
pressure on governments to provide the funding necessary to
prepare teachers for the task, and by setting aside campus
polificﬁ and faculty rivalries which inhibit Innovation and

change. To date this has not happened.

Concerns of Teachers

Due to the wemergence in ‘the past several!l years of
speclial classes and resource rooms, reqular classroom
teachers have been far removed from the special education
setting In most senses of the word. Their major role has
been the referral of suspected learning or behavior problem
children through the various channels leading to
identification and the removal of them to special classes.
When integration 1{is instituted, that same teacher may be
given the responsibitity of absorbing the same students into
the regular class, probably with minimum support services
(usually only a resourc? room). Furthermore the special
education teacher in the resource room very often has been
trained to teach children with specific handicaps, such as
mental retardation, rather than a wide range ?f handicaps
(Mcintosh, 1979).

Professional Attitudes Toward General and Special Education

The practice of placing handicapped children in special

classes ‘has resulted in the Iinvolvement of two kinds of

23
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education, "regular or general" and "speclal". Preparation
for special education has been regarded as something
identifiably different, requiring specialists, extra

courses, special practica, special competencies development;
in other words, for the expert (Little, 1980).

There is an apparent conflict of ideologles between
early childhood education and special education which must
be bridged in order that teachers may be prepared for the
integration of young handicapped children into regular

classes. Some special educators feel they must harrow the

focus of their curricula on remedial, rehabilitative, or
therapeutic activities. Early chiltdhood educators are
uncomfortable with the preponderance of structure,

specificity, and teacher mediation that is practiced in some
special education classes. They 'believe that these
practices neglect young children's developmental needs and
the "whole child" approach'fhaf is an integral part of most
early childhood curricula. Many early childhood educators
view special education practices  as antithetical to the
concepts of the importance of free play, self-initiated
activities, and learning in the context of play situations
(ghapiro, 1979). !

Shapiro (1979) suggested that it s possible to

reconcile the two ideologies, stating that:

Education s made "special".....by the

N
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attempt or ability of teachers to modify
usual teaching and learning processes to
match the specialized needs of their

children. Instead of restricting a
child's experience, special techniques
can be used to promote a child's growth
and ablitity to learn from the

environment. A special early childhood
program can be both developmentally
based and humanistic in its approach and
application, but it is most important
that the early childhood curriculum be
modified, taking into consideration the
characteristics of young children with
special needs who are different from
those developing normally (p. 40).

The teacher must be familiar with some characteristics of

\

children with special needs in order to make appropriate

curriculum modifications. Some of these characteristics
"demand greater teacher mediation than in ordinary
classrooms, as well as a conscious structuring and

restructuring of materials, time, and space (Shapiro,.1979).

Children with special needs often /have uneven
developmental profiles which necessitate the creation and
presentation of activities which will encourage them to use
their strengths to develop weaker areas. There are speclial
techniques and approaches founq in special education
.programs that might help teachers develop enabling
environments for these children. Task analysis is an action

that is alien to most early childhood programs, because it

leads to fragmentation of a program. This analysis,

however, can be used at times to direct the handicapped

child step by step through appropriate eariy childhood
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experiences (Shapiro, 1979).

Many ordinary abilities which are acquired quickly by
most normally developing ‘children often take longer and
require more effort on the part of the child with special
needs. Early childhood.educators feel that the provision of
appropriate animate and inanimate environments is sufficient

to promote learning in the normal child. < They perceive

direct practice, rote drill, and rote learning activities as
an intel!lectually destructive teaching mode. For special
needs children, however, the rationale for providing

practice of quite elementary and fragmented activities s
that certain children do not learn during “the usual daily
activities as do <children without learning handicaps.
Special education teachers are cognizant of the importance
of equipping those special needs children with as many
automatic, useful behav]ors as possible, to release their
energies for other learning experiences (Shapiro, 1979).
Shapiro (1979) expressed confidence that a special

early childhood curriculum can be one that recognizes the

developmental needs of young children across all physical
v

and psychological dimensions of growth. The focus on

cognitive skills, while disregarding the child's social and

emotional needs, would not be beneficial for any child.
Whether disabled or not, young children must have a variety

of experiences within a suitable environment. Specialized
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aspects of a curriculum can and should be incoporated when

developmentally appropriate for young <children, whatever

thelir needs. So far, no procedures have been developed
which are effective for all children with handicaps.
Therefore it is incumbent upon teachers to apply a

rationally based, flexible, eclectic approach to each
chlld'sAindivldual problem. This will necessitate the early
childhood ' teacher in an integrated classroom\ to be
knowledgeable about various procedures which diverge from

those which have been a part: of the usual early childhood

teacher preparation program.

Attitudes of Teachers

I+ is not uncommon that regutar teachers feel insecure
with handicapped children and have prejudices and falsa

ideas about them, but it i$ Iimperative *#33 the teacher

accepts the handicapped students. According to Rauer
(1979), "Teacher attitudes will shape every parameter of the
emotional and soclial climate of a Program" (p. 24).

Turnbul!l and Schujitz (1979) state: )

I+ has been documented over and over
again that +the teacher's view of the
student Is ® strong force in determining
the nature of the Iinteraction between
the teacher and the student and in turn,
the student's achievement.....The
>~ teacher constantly communicates
Important messages to students about his
attitudes toward individual
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differences. 1+ becomes obvious to all
students whether the teacher favours the
higher achieving students; feels

respect, pity, or disgust for students
who have special problems; believes that
_every person has Inherent value; or is

prejudiced against people who are
different. Teachers generally are far
more transparent than they would like to
believe. Both in verbal and nonverbal
ways, a teacher's behavior can
substantially affect the manner in which
the nonhandicapped peers view the

handicapped student (p. 340).

In most of the research, a consistent finding is that
reqular teachers prefer special class placement rather -than

Y

integration of mentally retarded, emovionally disturbed, and
learning disabI;d children. Moore and Fine (1978) found
that teachers were more supportive of integration for
learning disabled than for mentally retarded children.
MacMillan, Meyers, and Yoshida (1978) reported that even
when mentally retarded children are being mainstreamed in
reqular classes, teachers percelve~+hem to be considerably
below the class average 1in both social acceptance and
academic achievement (Johnson & Cartwright, 1979).

Gottlieb (1975) examined’ teachers' perceptions of
integrated mentailly retarded éhildren. " He reborfed that
their social status was related fb teachers' perceptions of
their lack of competence and misbehavior. Educable mentally
retarded ch!ldren who were perceived by thelir teachers as

misbehaving were rejected by their nonretarded classmates,
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and EMR children who were perceived by fhéirifeéchers as
academically Incompetent were not highly accepted by their
nonretarded classmates.

I'n fact, teachers' perceptions of EMR ;hildren's
behavior accounted for more variance in the puplils' social
status among their peers than the perceptions of the peers

o
themselves (Eftlis, 1978). When other children determine
that the teacher maintains different standards for
acceptable behavior (either academically or socially) for
one ‘child, they may also judge +the <child by different
standards. The nonhandicapped children may either reject
the handicapped child or offer the child sympathy; neither

reaction is likely to enhance the ‘handicapped child's self

image (Gottlieb, 1980).

o

Attitudes of Administrators

Teachers alone do not have fﬁe resources necessary to
maintain in;egrafed "services —successfully. They must
fherefére recelve +he encouragement and support of
administrators Administrators should be prepared +to

guarantee the financial support necessary to assdre quality

a

education to every child and to offer moral support to +the

‘feéch!ng staff. It administrators do not believe in +the

value of integrated education, it wiltl be extremely

difficult to succeed in integrating the handicapped students

3
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in the regular schoo! system (Robichaud & Enns, 1980).

0'Donnell and Bradfield (1976) found that in California

where inservice training for integration was provided, it
was directed almost exlusively at direct instructional
personnel, that is, teachers and teacher—~aides. Few
districts provided statf development for principals. The

administrators e%pressed concern that +they needed help in
planning more adequate Inserviée training. They reflected a
need for more detailed and comprehensive tralning regarding
the changed role "*for both teaching and administrative

personne! In the mainstreaming transition.

+

Attitudes of Students

If the nonhahdicapped students are not _prepared to
receive and to work with handicap}ed students, the
handicapped ‘students may be in worse condition In fthe
regularrcla;s than previously 1In the speclglﬁ%éass or in
some -other form of segregated service (Rob;chaub & Enns,
1980). Research studlies to " date show that handicapped

children are not readily accepted socially by their

nonhandicapped peers (Goodmah, Gottlleb & Harrison, 1972;

uaﬁGoffleb & Buﬁoff, 1973; lano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan &

.

.gwalker, 1974)..
Most of the research on the soclal accepfanke of
handicapped children In integrated sefﬂngs‘ has focused on

W
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the menfally retarded and most of the findings are derived
from the perceptions of others, pérflcularly nonhandicapped
peers. The results have failed to support the commonly held
belief that placing educable mentally retarded children 1in
the mainstream prémofes their acceptance. In fact, the less
they were exposed to nonretarded peers, the more positive
were the attitudes of +the nonretarded peers toward the
handicapped children (Ellis, 1978). Goodman, Gottlieb, and
Harrison (1972) conducted a study using three groups of
chitdren (nonEMR children, EMR children who were integrated
into the academic routine of non-qraded schoo!l, and EMR
children who remained segregated in the school's only
self-confainéd class). The purpose of the study was to
Investigate the social acceptance of '‘EMR children as it
might relate to the age of their placement and the gender of
the nonEMR <c¢hildren. It was hypothesized that +the
non-graded school shou!d enhance the social acceptability of
the EMR children. They were in a home room with their age

mates enabling nonretarded children to interact maximally

with them. The results indicated that both integrated and

segregated EMR students were rejected significantly more
often than nonEMR children, and that {nfegrafed EMR children
were rejected significantly more often than segregated ones
by males but not by females. The ftindings were conslistent

with other reports (see Johnson & Kirk, 1950), that EMR



children were not socially accepted by nontEMR c¢children, even
when every attempt was made to Integrate the EMR children.
They suggest that EMR children are rejected primarily
because of their behavioral problems rather than their
academic !imitations.

Leavitt and Cohen (1976) described a study done by
.Billings (1963) in which he investigated attitudes to
physically .handicapped children. The subjects in the study
- were asked to complete two stories, one dealing with a
normal child and the second with a physically handicapped
child. On the basis of a content analysis, the investigator
tound that nonhandicapped children displayed less favorable
attitudes toward the physically handicapped than to
nonhandicapped <children and that +the attitude of older
sub jects was less favourable than that of younger ones.

A study by Rapier, Adelson, Carey and Croke (1972)
indicated that unlike the mentally retarded, exposure to
physically handicapped> children can result in improved
attitudes by their nonhandicapped peers. Prior to the
Integration of orthopedically handicapped children into an
upper elementary class, children were asked to rate the
physically han&lcapped on a scale based on a sematic
difterential technique. The scale was administered again at
the end of the vyear. The authors concluded that

nonhandicapped children can develop a more positive
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perception ot the orthopedically handicapped as a result of
an integrated school experience (Levitt & Cohen, 1976).

According to Kennedy and Bruininks (1974), the few
reported sociometric studies of hearing impaired children
revealed that they were not as socially accepted as thelr
normally hearing peers in regular classroom settings. They
cited studies by Justman and Maskowitz (1957) and Elser
{1959) which reftlected these findings. However, these
studies Indicated that the hearing Impaired children seemed
to occupy a position of neutratity rather than overt
rejection. These studies used older children (ages 9 to 17
years) and they did not indicate whether the subjects
experienced structured preschool education, opportunities
tor soclal experience with hearing peers, and the benefits
of early diagnosis and amplification.

The purpose of Kennedy and Bruininks' (1974) study was
to assess the peer status and sélf perceived peer status of
flrsf and second grade hearing impaired and normally hearing
children enrolled in regular classrooms. Unlike the
previous studies, all of the children with hearing handicaps
had been provided with special preschool services which
Included extensive language and auditory training and parent
consuitation. All children had also been enrolled three or
more mornings per week with normally hearing children 1in

nursery schools. At the time of the study, all subjects
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were receiving one hour of daily supplementary tutoring and
twenty minutes speech therapy two or three times a week .
Results of three different sociometric tests indicated that

the hearing handicapped were more socially accepted than

were normally hearing children. Plausible reasons suggested
were: (a) the hearing handicapped children possessed
socially desirable traits and personal competencies

necessary for school success, (b) the classroom settings may
have been optimal for fostering the social interaction of
handicapped children, (c) young children are more nurturant

N
than older children toward hearing impaired children, and/or
(d)'aspec*s of the preschool program may have enhanced the
social acceptability of the children compared to the leve!l
of social acceptance reported for hearing impaired children
in earlier studies.

Few studies have examined the social and play behavior
of handicapped and nonhandicapped children: in integrated
settings. Porter, Ramsey, Tremblay, laceobo, and Crawley
(1978) observed the social behavior of retarded and normally
functioning children during free play 1in an integrated
preschool. They exgmlned two genera! classes of behavior:
(1) +the Interpersonal distance between the retarded and
nonretarded children, and (2) social preference of and

interaction between the two groupé. They' found that

normally developing children maintained a closer proximity
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to other normally developing childrep than to the retarded
children and that they revealed a consistent preference for
normally developing chlildren. I'n a second study, Devoney,

Guralnick, and Rubin (1974) evaluated the effects of

integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool
children on social pla? skills. The researchers noted few
spontaneous social interactions. Not wuntil the teacher
systematically structured the situation, using

nonhandicabped children to promote various interactions, did
‘marked increases in social! interactions and quality of play
occur. However, Hawkins and Peterson (19771 found Fittle
discrimination by nonhandicapped children toward their
nonhandicapped peers. Nevertheless, the available evidence
suggests that feacher; cannot assume that positive peer
interactions will® occur in integrated settings and that
:specialized procedures to encourage and support such
interactions are needed (Katz, 1979).

Attitudes of Parents

1t is imperative that a majofﬁfy of parents of both
handicapped and nonhandicapped children accept and support
integration. Jarman and Das (1979) voiced the concern of
meny parents and parent organizations who are apprehensive
about *hefr- childreﬁ being lgnored in the name of
normalization. Many parents have worked long and hard to

-

get speclialized services for their children, usually in a
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self-contained special education setting. Some may see
integration as a step backwards in the delivery of
services. They must be involved early. Likewise, some

parents of nonhandicapped children are apprehensive about
integration. Some have expressed concern that their
children may be deprived of financial resources and teacher
attention once handicapped children begin to be served in an
integrated setting (Brady, 1979). Their fears must be
allayed and their understanding and support gained.
Integration of handicapped children into a regqgular classroom
will depend greatly on the peer group. Their acceptance, in
+urn, can be aided by parent knowledge about, and the
ability to answer, specific questions regarding those
children who may not fit easily into a regular classroom

(Mclintosh, 1979).
PREPARING TEACHERS FOR AN INTEGRATED CLASSROOM

Throughout the literature on integration of handicapped
children, the 'imporfance of the role of the teacher ‘'was
stressed. The CELDIC Report stated:

Our committee 1is <convinced that +the
classroom teacher Ils the pivot, +the
core, the heart of the educational
system. We believe there is no hope for
childfen with emotiona! and learning
disorders unless this is recognized and
all the resoures of the school system
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and of the community are martialled *to
support and assist the teacher to meet
+the individual needs of each child in

his care..... Everywhere we went we were
discouraged by how Inadequately trained
mos+t teachers felt themselves to
be..... (p.130)

When, during our field visits, those
interviewed were asked to list areas
that must be reassessed if schools were
to be more successful in diagnosing and
overcoming the learning and emotional
problems of children, they invariably
mentioned near the top of the Iist the

need for changes in teacher education or
teacher training. (p. 82)

Mcintosh (1979) concurs:
..... (most) important, there must be a
well developed plan for teacher
education in all aspects of
mainstreaming..... This cannot be merely
at the inservice level . or one-time
tunction. (p. 57)

Perhaps because of the practice in the past several
years of partial or total ‘seqgregation of handicapped
training of regular teachers has done little to help them
recognize, understand, and work with individual differences
in children...." (CELDIC Report, 1970, p. 131). The Report
goes on to say that the Committee found specific criticism
continually voiced of the Inadequacy in training programs Iin
regard to child development, individual differences,
cultural differences, and emotional and learning disorders.
In particular, it deplored the ignorance of many teachers

about the characteristics, causes, and treatment of learning

and adjusfmeﬁf ditficulties. Another serious ommission has
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been

which

in

preparation for those aspects of the teacher's role

to do with other people, especially other

professional workers and parents.

The teacher has a multiplicity of roles
to play; to plan, organize, experiment,
encourage inquiry and teedback; to
involve, help, care and stimulate; to
equalize opportunity; to diagnose and
compensate for *he handicap; to provide
avenues for creativity; to allow work
and play to be complimentary and to let
the child be a child. (CELDIC Report,
1970, p. 125).

* The CELDIC Report (1970) made specific recommendations

as to

what should be included in training programs which

Qould prepare teachers to deal with children with special

needs:

#23 that teacher training institutions
redesign their curricula to incltude
courses and practical experience to
increase the teacher's understanding of:

- individual differences
- +he affective life of the child

- the meaning of soclal institutions - the famjly,
school!l, community, in the life of the child

- +he characteristics, causes, and treatment of
emotional and learning disorders, group

processes, and the role of the teacher as a
person In the group.

#24 that teacher tralining Institutions
and school systems experiment  and
develop Improved methods of providing
practical experiences for teachers in
training. (p. 150)3 )

Mclintosh stated:
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Reqular teachers need indepth work in
such areas as (1) the mainstreaming
model ; (2) an introduction to
exceptional children with speclal
emphasis on the characteristics of the
mentally retarded, behaviorally
disordered, and learning disabled; (3)
screening and observation skills; (4)

classroom and specialized diagnostic
processes, and (5) classroom remediation
techniques. (pp. 55, 56).

Hutton (1980) stated that a general criticism of
teacher training is that it 1is +too theoretical, overly
dominated by content, and significantly sparse in methods
and practical training. He stated that no effort is made *to
expose teachers to exceptional children during training. He
“felt that there would be merit In having teacher +trainees
work with handicapped children as aides as part of the first
year practicum.

Little (1979) conducted a survey 1Iin Nova Scotia of
special education teachers *to determine what skills and
knowledge they believed they needed in order to be effective
in their work. They had expressed dissatisfaction with what
was available to them in gaining the skills basic to meeting
the needs of exceptional <children. The 'resulfs of the
survey indlicated a need for specific courses, or specific
information In existing courses, related to the follpwing:

- the role of the resource teacher, itinerant personnel

- spechalized teaching techniques and programs for

learning assistance
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- remedial materials selection, preparation,- and

evaluation

- learning assistance/learning disabitities practicum

- time management and record keeping;

- techniques for evaluating program effectiveness.

In her doctoral thesis "lntegration of Handicapped
Children in Alberta Preschoolﬁ% Examining the Dimensions”
(1983), Barros Ilisted speclflcdconfenf areas for inclusion
in teacher training programs as Indicated by preschool
teachers. They Included (1) problems of handicapped
children;s (2?_ discipline and behavior modiflcafion; (3)
fesfin%;ii:§%i. prescrip+|ve program development; (4)
observation; (5) teaching strategies with special needs
children; (6) goal setting.

According to Mori (1979), the teacher must be able to
employ a varilety of [Instructional mefhods, in order to
increase the Ilikellhood of securing a "match™ with “the
individua! student's needs. The teacher must be able to
select an Instructional methodology which Iis c;nsisfenf and
compatible with the student's profile of strengths and
deficits as well as the unlque learning style. He saw
individualized instruction as the most direct way of doing
this. Robichaud and Enns (1980) concur.

a Several sources stressed the Iimportance of the teacher

being aware of the characteristics, causes, and treatments
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of emotional and learning disorders or handicapping

conditions (CELDIC Report, 1970; Mcintosh, 1979; Bradyf

1979; Harlow, 1979). When dealing with physical and sensory
conditions or severe mental retardation, producing a

reliable prognosis presents no problem, but when determining

mild retardation, emotional maladjustment, or learning
disabilities, valid and reliable measures are more
difficult. Personal judgement of a professional is often

the critical element in the identification of the handicap
(Harlow, 1979).

The teacher must also understand the situational nature
of a handicap; that is, a person Is restricted in meeting
the demands of a certain situation but is not handicapped in

others. The orthopedically handicapped child, for Iinstance,

will face obvious difficulties 1in situations demanding"
mobility, but +this should have little effect wupon the
capacity to handle conceptual learning. Too often a

handicap is treated as a whole condition pervading the
entire Ilitfe of the person, and the person with a handicap
becomes a handicapped person. A child is no longer an
individua! endowed with uniqueness, but instead becomes a
member of a handicapped category. . The teacher must be able
to ﬂecognlze the ghild's timitations without fosing sight of
other qualities or the label may replace the child. With

this, an insidious phenomenon occurs: difference (which the

-
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label denofg§) becomes equated with inferiority. There is a

AR
Tendencykfhen'tb modify the schoolroom setting to accomodate -

\
N\
the handicapped children to a point where we not only ca“l

attention to the handicap, but "pad" the school world. Too
carefully delineating what a child can handle may place the
child in an unrealistic world. One characteristic of such a
wor ld is that success should Dbe guaranteed to the
handicapped child.  Success Is very important [in learning,
but if handicapped children are assured success because they
are exposed only to. those sifuaflons, they wil! become

v
dependent on that environment. : We expect perseverencé from
: A

N

nonhandicapped children, eVgn when achievement Is not always

A

evident. Handicapped children may have the environment

modified to the extent that fh@y have little practice with

independent learning (Harlow, 1§Z9). 5

Har low goes on to say fhaf\Qandig;pped children have
more than an adversity with whfgﬁ to deal. At flirst
appearance, the handicap can draw Léfte%f‘on. Next, the
child's wuniqueness can be displaced by fhe\handicap. As

well, they are freafedyln a way qulite differént from their
nonhandicapped peers Iin that they may have an aide, speech
therapist, and so forth. This may underscore and reinforce
the difference. Theq, ¥ they éfe given onlylkasks they can

readily handle and are thus spared from uncertain or

unpleasant learning ﬁvenfs, they will &eqome less able to

P
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handle the uncertainty and frustration that is intrinsic to
much learnfing and funcflonfn§ They may become subtly

convinced that they canpnot ha&dle what would ordinarily be

expected of them, this becomes internalized, and the
handicap becomes a disablillty.

I1f all these besetting circumstances are

permitted to become chronic and valid

over all other situations, there will be

a continuation of lower

self-expectations, and the padded school
environment +that Insulates +the <child
from potential growth will render the
child handicapped in a total! way. The
child 1is by attitude and orientation
less and less able to handle the
requirements of |ife. In a word, the
child has become an invalid. (Harlow,
1979, p. 32).

The teacher who has never had any association with

handicapped children may have false perceptions, negative or

positive. The handicapped child is a child first and a
handicapped person second. Not all handicapped children are
beguiling any,more than are nonhandicapped children. . It s

offén assumed the handicapped person has feelings that are
"just like everybody else's", but handicapped people often
do not feel like everyone else. They may have chronic anger
or resentment, may feel they are avo{ded by others, or dealt
with unfairly. These are real feelings not always
understood or even apparent to others wha do not experience

their frustration (Brady, 1979). Exposure to handicapped

children during the course of teacher education would give
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, v
the prospective teacher some insight into the world of the
-

handicapped child.

The Report of the Early Childhood Services' Task Force

on Teacher Competefce (1976) summarized the teacher
competencies. deemed necessary in fulfilling the goals of the
early "childhood programs In Alberta. The study was

concentrated primarily on programs for five to six year old
children. Findings and recommendations were arrived at as a
result of a prbvince-wide inTerviéw survey of 331 teachers
and coordinators in early childhood programs, as well as
parents of chlidren 1in those programs.

| Most of rfhe respondents- In the survey favored the
iﬁ*egraflon of children with handicaps into regular
programs. However, there was opposition from two sources.

Both teachers and parents of children

with handicaps who are presently In
segregated programs had reservations
about the abilities of teachers in

normal programs to meet the needs of the
handicapped child. The teachers of the
children placed the highest priority on
thelir ability to ‘observe and interpret
child behavior and development. (p. 7).

The Report made recommendations regarding teacher

competencies necessary for all early childhood programs as
. ' * '
well as those specific to #e;cher competence In the

integration of children with handicaps into regular
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programs. According to the Task Force Report, the response
of the majority of teachers and coordinators indicated that

the most essential! competence ftor early childhood teachers

is interpersonal competence, oprimarily communication and
leadership skills. "The abllity to retate well - to
children and adults - was seen to be the single most
important aspect of early childhood teachers'
competence..... "(p. 33). This is also the area where these
teachers and coordinators telt they were the least
prepared. "Provision for the development of that ability

shou!d be made essential .to training" (p. 32).

The teachers deemed to have the most successful
programs were those who were concerned with growth rather
than compensating for deficiencies, and, therefore, they
used a diagnostic approach. in order to diagnose fh; needs
ot any child, and the handicapped child in particular, the
teacher . must have a thorough understanding of child

development.

6.1 Teachers must be skilled in
observational techniques, have a sound
understanding of normal, development and
learning and be able to recognize
‘Indications of physical and emotional
distress among children....An awareness
and accomodation of individual
differences Is especially important
among teachers who work with handicapped
children in their programs. (p. 20).

I+ Is essential that teachers with handicapped children

-
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in their ©programs have some knowledge of the various
handicapping conditions as they pertain to learning,
programs, and physical arrangement of the classroom.

They must understand the nature of the
child's handicap and how it interferes

with learning..... Besides diagnostic
skills, teachers shoul!d have the ability
to ptan and implement an appropriate

sequential program for the handicapped
child. Furthermore, it may be necessary
tor them to organize the physical
environment in a way that Is functional
for the handicapped child. (p. 20).

The development of observation skills is essential to any
early childhood teacher, but 1t Iis crucial to a teacher in
an integrated classroom. The Task Force Report states:

Some of the most effective teachers we
saw demonstrated often thelr ability to
observe children, to understand the
significance of what they saw and *to
"use" their observations in planning for

the «child's activities. They were
accurate in charting the children's
progress and keen to spot difficulties
children might be having. _+

Characteristically thelr observations
were objective, made In terms of +the
child's progress rather than with
reference to external criteria or their
own personal values. (p. 33).

The teacher of handicapped <children must have a
knowledge of support services and the Interpersonal skills
+o communicate and work with the personnel concerned.

While teachers require the knowledge and
skills to identify speclial needs and to



implement appropriate programs they are
not themselves specialists and cannot
provide for unusual needs without
resources and consultation. (Task Force
Report, 1976, p. 13).

It is especially important that teachers
be aware of the resources for
handicapped children - and to be able to
work with other professionals to develop
programs for these <children. (Task
Force Report, 1976, p. 33).

Support services include parents as well as aides or
assistants who may be present in the program. The teacher
must also be able to work with them. The Task Force Report
emphasized that the teacher serves as 2 leader, not as an
authority, and as a leader should be able, in consultation
with parents and others working in the program, to formulate
the goals of the program‘ and to provide a model and a
direction for others involved in realizing those goals.

The Task Force Report (1976) stressed that "Theoretical

considerations and 'content' knowledge In training programs

should be integrated with a solid 'practical activity'
component" (p. 31). Only in this way can the student
teacher develop skills with supervision which provide
feedback, information, and support to the student's
learning. The skills outlined in the report can be learned

only in situations where the student can observe, question,
plan, experiment, and reflect upon the behavior ot children,
other adults, and themselves. "Such experiential learning

is crucla! ‘for the development of personal attitudes and
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interpersonal skills which are considered essential aspects
of the early childhood teacher's competence” (P. 319, This
has implications ftor an extended practicum because student
teachers need to have a great deal of direct contact with

young children in general and handicapped young chitdren in

particular, and to be gquided into making perceptive and
useful observations of them. "Only with such information
can they proceed to develop their programs” (p. 32).

In 1978 +the Alberta Association for Children with
Learning Disabilities approached the Senate of ¢ the
University of Alberta with the request that the university
move to jmprove the expertise of those professionals working
with the learning disabled. The rep§r+ of the task force
resulting from this meeting was published in April, 1979.
This Report of the Task Force on Children and Others Qlfh
Learning Disabilities made the following recommendation in
regard to feacher education:

Recommendation 6-5

1+ is therefore recommended that
faculties or schools of
Education.....develop programs which
will’ ensure that all of their graduates

have a basic knowledge of:

- normal child development

- the identifying characteristics of
learning dlisabilities and associated
behaviors

- the use of observation methods and
informal diagnostic procedures
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- the referral and remediation systems
available

- communication skills, especially with
children and their families (p.40).

The Task Force on integration of Handicapped

School-Age Children into Regular Classes was struck by the

Provincial Executive Council of the Alberta Teachers'
Association in September, 1980. The report was Iissued in
January, 1981, The report recommends that the content of

the course shoutd fnclude the following:

- a survey of the characteristics of the
various handicaps as well as
assessment techniques;

« planning individualized instructional
programs;

- teaching strategies for program
implementation;

- the evaluation and updating of
programs. (p. 4).

In Scratching the Surface: A Report on Legal Issues
Concerning Disabled Persons (1981) .the opinion was stated
that if many of the skillstermed special which are given to
special education teachers should be inciuded in the
repetoire of the reqular classroom teacher, mildly disabled
children woul!d never need to be cateqgorized and referred for
special education. They referred in particular to
Individualizing instruction and adapting instructional
strategies to meet the needs of Individual children. They

felt that special education was not that much different from

regular education, with a few exceptions. "This being the
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case an adequately prepared regular teacher can do a
remarkably effective job of teaching traditionally
N
exceptional children, especigTTx when able consultants are
available on demand”" (p. 251). The report stated:
Curriculum programs for persons with
disabilities are only as good as the
people who are charged with implementing
them. Having a staff of the quality *to
deliver the service should be a
prerequisite to, or at least a
concomitant of the provision of the
service. - The <continuous growth and
improvement of educational processes and
programs in the schools are contingent
upon the competencies of the teachers.
The really important changes will only
come ‘about as teachers change. (p. 262).

Standards for Education of Exceptlional Children in
Canada (the SEECC Report, 1979), was concerned with
preparing teachers of exceptional children. While the terms
of reference did not include the whole area of teacher
education, the members of the committee felt that because
similarities have as much significance as individual
differences, Iimplications for professional preparation of
teachers of both exceptional and normal children is for a
more Integrated approach with common ground in the basic
prepara*ion.‘ The report contended that all teachers must
tirst have a firm basic knowledge and experience with the

psychology and development of normal children. Then it is

equally lmporfanf'fhaf the lessons learned in the clinic and
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special classrooms be avallable to regqular classroom
teachers, since every regular class teacher can expect to be

confronted with at least one or two children with special

needs. All teachers need to develop the abiftity to diagnose
the reasons why a child is failing in the task at hand, and
how, in the 1light of that diagnosis, to modify teaching

techniques in order to achieve the objective or an amended
ob jective.

The SEECC Report presented a three stage model for
educating teachers of exceptional children. Stage one,
which would generally extend over two years, would contain
elements which should be shared by all teachers, whether
preparing for work with exceptional children or not. Stages
two and three would be for those teachers wishing *to
specialize in the area of exceptional children (Diagrams 1 &
2). ‘ (

Stage one Iis particularly relevant to this study. I+
would be at this stage that contadt and experience with
normal children would be established, and during which the
opportuntty would be afforded for guided and interpreted
observation of a variety of excepfionallfie;. At the samé
t+ime, educational psychology <classes would expltore the
factors underlying children's learning; why some children
fail +to Ieérn, and what the teacher can, alone or with

others, do about It. I+ 1s Important at this +ime that
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D1 KGRAM 1

PREPARATION FOR TEACHERS OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

3

Specialization

Stage
2

Preparation of generalists
in the education ¢f exceptional
children

Stage
1

Basic orientation for all tezachers

ar
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DIYAGRAM 2

UTILIZATION OF TEACHERS OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

s
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there be a provislion of practical experiences to help all

teachers understand and help children with ledrning
disorders, and marginal disorders, in the reqular
classroom. A teacher having gone through the first stage of

this program would be equipped to render "first aid", that

is, to use diagnostic tests where appropriate, implement
corrective programs in basic skill sub jects, and to
recognize children with problems likely @ to require

additional services.
The SEECC Report emphasized that it faculties of
education are concerned with their programs and the products

ot such programs, then they must be prepared to implement

research 1into these programs. 0f paramount importance s
research on the practical experience aspect in order *to
improve the clinical preparation of teachers. As of now,

this Is the area which appears to be plagued by diverse
practices and failure. At the same time, it holds the
greatest promise for major break-throughs to higher quality
personnel.

According to the Canadian Teachers' Federation
Dtscussiqn Paper on The Integration of Chiidren with Special
Needs (1981), teachers of Integrated classes require
aleI?leﬁ\fo work in the following areas: )

Curriculum and Instruction:

- adapting Instructional modes to
special needs children;
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- English as a second language;

- French as a second {anguage;

- use of audio-visual matertials;

- arts and creativity for special needs
students; .

- physical education for specia! needs
students;

- developing and implementing
remediation strategies;

- preparing personalized programs.

s Assessment:

- Ability to identify learning
difficulties;

- measurement and evaluation
(understanding the purposes of
avallable tests, interpreting test
results);

Administration:

- understanding the roles of members 1in
the support network;

- working with the support team;

- counselling and working with parents;

- understanding relevant provincial
legislation.

SUMMARY

Integration of handicapped children into regu\ar
classes has benefits for both handicapped and nonhandicapped
children. However, there are many practical problems to be
taced 1f the integration movement Is to be successful.

There Is concern among researchers that ]n+egra+?on is
being 1implemented without édequa#e examination of the
condltions necessary for success. Misconceptions about

Integration must be cleared up, underfylng pollflcal Issues
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should be resolved, and attitudes of all those involved in
the integratiom brocess must be positive.

I+ is generally agreed that the classroom teacher is
the slingle most important ingredient In the integration
"formula”. I+ is also generally agreed that teachers of
regular classes are not adequately prepared by present
teacher education programs to dea! with children who have
speclal needs. Early childhood is the obvious place *to
begin integration so it s particularly important +that
teachers éf this level be prepared for these children.

Programs for children with disabllities will be only. as
good as the people who are charged with administering them.
Having qualified staff must be at least a concomitant of *the

provision of the service.
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CHAPTER {11
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Information to be used as the basis of recommendations

tor future directions for teacher preparation programs was

gained from kindergarten, grade one, and special education

teachers in a large urban school district and a rural
district. A questionnaire with some follow-up interviews
was the method used o obtain this information. As well,

interviews were conducted with several other educators in
various capacities. This chapter describes fhg choice of
sample, the scope of the teacher questionnaire and
interviews, the procedure for distributing the quesfionnafre
and conducting the inferviews} and procedures for examining
the data collected. The basic components of the Special
Education and Early Childhood Education programs which were
in place at the University of Alberta at the time ofggthe

stddy are included as part of the framework for analysing

fhe,dafa.
PILOT STUDY .

"The teacher questionnaire was designed to be relatively

non-directive to assure *ha*' respondents would not be

>
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channelled into pre-conceived responses. The questionnaire
was first read by two pefsons in the Faculty of Education to
. i put
confirm relevance and clarity of questions. The purpose of
the pilot study was twofold: (1) +to defenmiﬁé whether
respondents would interpret questions as Infendedn and (2)
to receive suggestions as ®o revislons, extensions, or
de]eflons which might add to the ctlarity and pertinence of
the sfué?i/rﬁ

Four teachers in the County of Lacombe were selected

based on the recomm.ﬂons of the Director of Special

Education in that district. AlY four teachers had special

needs ghildren in their classrooms at that time. All had
\

over five years' experience and none had taken special

education courses.

Interviews were conducted with the teachers immediately
.

Ay

following completion of the quesflonﬁbire.

MAIN STUDY

* *

Present Programs (Early Childhood Education ¥nd Special

.

E-ducation)

Al feachers\uho took part in this study were In the
Early Chfldhood Y ducation pnd‘ Special Education programs

which were Iin place prior to the falb of 1983. Theretore,

these are the programs which will be described and which are
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included in Appendix C.

Basically students in Early Child:ood Education and
Special Education followed the same pattern (Appendix c).
The differences lie mainly in the area of specialization.
Early Childhood Education chose two full course
equivalents in Early Childhood Education and three full
course equivalents from three other areas, such as Art,
Drama, Library Science, English, .Music, Family, or
Movement. Special Educafioﬁ students took eight half-course
equivalents in speclial education and algo three full course
equivalents from-only one subject area. Special Education
students were 2allowed only one free‘bpfion as compared *to

two free options for ECE majors.

Sample for Questionnaire

I+ was initially decided +to &isfrlbufe questionnaires
\ : ‘
to one hundred Early Childhood and Special Education
teachers in Edmontons Public Schools. However, as a result
of the interviews conducted during the pilot study it was
decided _that teachers from a rural school district should be
included in the sample. | Téachers working in vrural ar;as
often have reduced accessibility to resources as well as a
lack of alternative classes for hahdicapéed chlldren.‘ These
. .

tactors could influence the nature of their responses as

compared to teachers in a large urban district. N\
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Since the integration of handicapped children is most
likely to take place in the early years kindergarten and
grade one teachers were selected for the study. Special
Education ‘teachers were included in the sample because it
was assumed they could provide valpable input regarding the
type of <course work needed to develop the skills and

knowledge necessary when working with special needs

children.

The Edmonton Ptxiic Schoo! District and the County of
Parkland granted permission to distribute the questionnaires
to their teachers. The Edmonton Separate School District
declined on the grounds that kindergarten and grade one
teachers had recently been involved in. two major studies and

an additional research project might create an overload.

s

-

"Oﬁb‘ﬁundred questionnalres were distributed to teachers
in the clty of Edmonton. These were divided equally between
early childhood *and special education +teachers. Forty
'qJesfionnaires were .dlsfribufed to kindergarten and grade

one teachers In the County of Parkland.

Sample for Interviews

Ten percent of the respondents to the questionnaire

were selected for follow-up///ln+ervlews. As  well,
professionals in various teaching or administrative roles
related to early childhood and/or special education were

interviewed regarding the skills and knowledge.?hey deemed

60



necessary for teachers to possess In order to successfully

teach in an integrated classroom.

Sample for Classroom Observation

Teachers had indicated on the questionnaire whether or
not they would be willing to allow observation in their
classrooms. The objective was to familiarize the author
with programs involving children with various handicapping
conditions. On that basis, five primary special education
classes, two integrated kindergarten classes, and three

integrated grade one classes were selected.

The Questionnaire

~

The questionnaire was designed to obtain the following
information: (1) the educational background and experience
of kindergarten, grade one, and special education teachers;
(2) the number of special needs children in their
classrooms; (3) the nature of the handicap or special need;
(4) the types of course work each teacher found useful in
q@rms of teaching special needs children; and (5) the skills
and knowledge they felt they were lacking, but need In order
to deal effectively with these children. A non-directive
tormat was developed for the questionhalre to assure that

respondenfs. would not be channelled 1into pre-conceived

responses. (Appendix A)
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Interviews

The purpose of the teacher interview was to elicit more
in-depth information than might be gleaned ffom the
questionnaire. Sub jects were asked to enlarge upon
responses to questions regarding (1) course work and (2)
skills and knowledge (see questions 2 and 3 in Appendix A).
The other professionals interviewed were asked to give their
views of the skills and knowledge needed by early childhood
teachers in order to work effectively with special needs

children in regular classrooms.

PROCEDURE FOR THE STUDY

The -Questionnaire

Since one of the main purposes of the study was to find
out what wuniversity course work teachers judged +to be
helpful 1in teaching young children with special needs, it
was deemed desirable to include in the sample teachers with
backgrounds in both Early Childhood Education and Special

Education. This presented a problem since most teachers

with Special Education +training would presumably work in

speclal classes rather than In reqular classrooms. In order
to ensure some input from these teachers, two questionnaires

were sent to each of twenty five schools in Edmonton which
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had special! classes at the appropriate level. These schools

had been identifled in a Ilist forwarded by the research
ap

officer at the Edmonton Public School Board Office. An

equal number were sent to séhoo|s chosen at random from a
list of elementary schools sqpp|ied by the Edmonton Public
Schoo! District. in all cases the quesfioqnalres were sent
+o the principal of each school with *the request that they
be distributed to kindergarten and/or grade one teachers in
+hat school or, in the case of spe education teachers,
to the appropriate level. Forjg?{quesflonnalres were
torwarded to the Early Childhood Services Consultant for the
County of Parkland who distributed them to kindergarten and
grade one teachers in that district.

The first section of +the questionnaire dealt with
teacher qualifications and experience (Appendix A). This
section was expected to bring forth peripheral information
which might be useful in (1) identifying universitites with
Integrated early childhood-special education teacher
preparation p}ograms; (2) determining the incidence of
upgrading to ameliorate perceived deficiencles in basic
teacher preparation programs; (3) de+ermlnlng whether
teachers were teaching in the area for which they were
prepared at university; (4) identifying differences, [f any,

in responses from teachers with Iittle experience and those

with over flive years' experience.



I+ was anticipated that the information regarding
universities might identify proéram components which could
be wused in the recommendations for ‘teacher preparation
programs In Alberta. Information concerning the inEidence
of upgrading and the movement of teachers to areas other

than that for which they were originally prepared would be

used in making recommenda*ians regarding In-service or
continuing education courses }or teachers in the field. A
difference between responses from teachers with little

experience: and those with over five years could have
implications for alternative practicum experliences or
internships within a teacher education program.

The first question on the questionnaire asked teachers
to give the number of handic;pped children in +their
classrooms and to identify the typel(s) of handlicap
involved. Utilizing the literature and in consultation with
a professor working in the area of special education, the
categories '~ of exceptionality had been defined. As
questionnaires werae returned, this information was
transferred +q\compu+er sheets.

Question two related to university course work which
had proven useful 1in teaching (1) young children, 2)
special needs children, and (3) young children with spécial

needs. Each response was recorded. When the Iist was

comp lete, responses were grouped according to course
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content. Two teachers in the field were invited to examine
the groupings and make suggested changes. Broad content
cateqories were drawn in collaboration with a colleague and
verified by a faculty member in Early Chitdhood Education.
Question three focused on the skills and knowledge

needed by teachers to work with special needs children, but

which may have been lacking In the university programs.
Responses were |isted and grouped accordingly. For the sake
of brevity, simitar or related skills and knowledge were

combined to form categories.
Information garnered from questions one, two, and three

was prepared for analysis by computer.

Classroom Observations

Teachers were asked to Indicate on the questionnaire
whether they would be willing to allow observation in their
classrooms at a scheduled time. The purpose of the
observation was to famiiiarize the researcher with special
education methods and equipment and to observe special needs
children 1in regqular clasi;oom settings. 0t particular
interest were programs, physical arrangement of classrooms,
and student Inferacfion. Observations took place In five
primary special education classrooms, two Integrated

kindergarten classes, and three integrated grade one
/

classes.
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Observations were recorded and discussed with the

teachers concerned. The Information géined was used only
indirectly in this study. It gave the author some Iinsight
into skills and knowledge required by teachers of special

needs children.

Interviews

Teachers were asked to iﬁdicafe on the questionnaire
whether or not they would be willing to be interviewed for
further Information. Questionnaires with positive responses
were.numbered applying a table of random numbers, and 10% of
the respondents were selected for folibw-up Interviews. The
main purpose of these interviews was to allow teachers to
expand upon information glven on the quesfl%nnaire.
Comprehensive notes were taken during the interviews. The
information received was recorded in the categories already
established for questions two and three on the
questionnaire. " I+ was then lIncluded In the 'fompufer
analysis.

The second set of Interviews was cgnducfed with
;rofesslonals in teaching o; supervisory capacities in the
fields of Early Childhood Education, Speclial Education, and
Family Studies. Included were the Director of Early

Childhood Education at the Unlverslfy“of Calgary, two

¥
professors In the Department of . Educational Psychology at
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the Unlverslfy 9f Alberta, a professor In Family Studies at
the Unliversity of Manitoba, the Coordinator of Program
Approval for Early Chlldhdéd Servfces, the Director of Staft
Training for Integrated Preschool Programs at the University
of Alberta, two district co-ordinators of Earty Childhood
Servicaes, the Director of Special Educafion“wifh the County
of Lacombe, and the Program Teacher for Calgary Board of
Education. Interviewees were contacted by telephone at
which time they were briefed on the nature of the study and
their input. They were asked to give their perceptions,
from the vantage point of eéch one's professional capéc!fy,
of the skills and know]edge required by an early childhood
teacher in order *to deal effectively with special needs
children in a regular classroom setting. Notes were taken
and all the interviews were taped for further verification.
Iinformation received as a result of these fnfervlews
was combined and summarized under ten broad headings. They
were used In making recommendations for components of a

teacher preparation program.

SUMMARY

The Ins:rumenfs "Ld proce&ures described in this
chapter were des irgned to gather Information on an
appropriate teacher educaflongprogr m for cl?ssroom teachers

of excepflo#%l children. Information from questionnalires
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and interviews was transferred

tabulation and analysis.

to

computer

sheets

for
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CHAPTER 1V -
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

In this cHap+er the findings of the questionnaire and
interviews will be reported and discussed. Data to be

A Y

examined includes teachers' qualifications and expefience,
numbers and types of handicapped children i#reqrated lnto
regQIar classrooms, as well as input from teachers and other
professionals regarding useful courses and skills,

knowledge, and attitudes essential to an Early Childhood

teacher in an integrated classroom.
QUESTIONNAIRES

Ninety-nine of the one hundred forty teachers contacted
responded to the questionnaire for a reﬁurn of 71%. The

greatest response was from teachers in classrooms at the

early childhood level . Seventy-nine out of ninety

kinderé’p4en and primary teachers requnded (88%) as

compared to twenty out of fifty special education teachers

(40%).

Teachers' Experience

of the., ninety-nine responden‘r’, thirty-seven had
o
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experience of five years or less, while sixty-one had more
than five years' experience (see Table ). One gave no
indication of experience. Forty-seven were teaching at the
kindergarten level twenty-nine were teaching grade one and
twenty were teaching special education classes. Three were

at that time teaching grade two, but had previously taught

‘kindergarten or grade one. An examination of previous

®

experience showed that twenty-three teachers had at one time
tagght kindergarten, forty-three had taught at the primary
level (grades one *to three). sixteen had taught special
education, and thirteen had no previous experience or no
experience with a level other +than that which they were
presenfly‘feaching. In some cases the exact meaning of the
response was impossible to determine. Twenty-one teachers
had previous experience ranging from kindergarten and
primary, primary and elementary, to pr.imary through
secondary. Sixty-six teachers had handicapped children in
their classrooms at the time of the sfudy. This included
twenty speclial education classes. This means that forty-six
teachers were In integrated <classrooms. Teachers in
thirty-three classrooms had no handicapped children in their

classes.

Education of Teacheré

Eighfy-five of the teachers helg 2 Bachelor of
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TEACHERS' YEARS OF EWPERIENCE
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' SPECIAL .
EXPERIENCE mikﬁ?hsaaref PR | MARY EOUCRT 10N TOTAL |
’5‘: ! AL
»
S Years
or less 20 6 11 37
Qver )
S Years 27 { 25 9 61
Not Given 1 1
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At

] oo
ninety-nihe

Education deqree and one had both Bachelor and Master of

Education degrees. Six had other degrees and seven had not

completed a degree. Sixty of these teachers had an Early
i

Childhood major. eleven majored In Special Education. .and

. -+
two +had a double major ot Early Childhood and Spe@ﬂgj

Education. Twenty-six had other majors. Twelve of the

’

Earty Chiidhood majors and fourteen of the Special Education
ma jors had taken courses in addition to their degrees.
Sevenf?-fhre; teachers had taken no additional courses.
Seventy-six tgqchers had received atl or most ;f their
feacﬁef gducafion at the University oflAIber*a, two at the
Upivef%ify of Calgary, .and 'JyenTy-éne ‘were _ educated
out-of-province. Ta&Jeﬂlk'summarizes teachers' educational

.~
backgrounds. . o s

-

Handicapped Children:, R

-~

% | A A .

4

Question ;one asked for ,the number of special needs

children In the classrbooms and the nature of the handicap.

v

Thére were three hundred sevenfeen'special'neéds chlfdfen in

-
)

classrooms. 0f these, oné{huhdfed seventy-six
)gre‘!n Speq{a&.Educq+lpn'c|as$rooms,,elghfy-nind wer.e in
Rlndergar?enf‘cLaSses, “and gflf+yrfuo ‘.were ‘In- primary

'classHBbm§.9 Table 111 shows the total number of respondents

In iﬂaderﬁgk?cqﬁipfimary, and Speclial Education classrooms
; . ' AN /

~and ‘the total numbem @&f handicapped children - In. each’

bt .
. (I e g he .
<p v - . e - Y
’ . .
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TABLE 1] .

EOUCAT|ONAL BACKGROUND OF TEACHERS,

INCQUDING DEGREE GRANTING UN1VERSITY,

-t

DEGREE EARNED, AND AREA OF MAJOR

Unlversity University Qut-0f-
University Of Alberta Ot Calgary Province
Total 16 2 21
Oegraee B8.Ed. B.Ed./M.Ed Other None
Total 85 1 6 7
. N
Major ECE Spec. €Ed. EC'E/Spoc. £d. -ther'
Total 60 1 ., 2 " 26




TABLE

NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN.

IN RESPONDING CLASSROOMS

Kindergarten Primary E:ﬂ:ii?;n Total
Responding
Classrooms 47 3; 20 99
Handlcapped 89 52 176 317

Children
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division.

Responses to the second part of the question (the
nature of the handicap involved) were tabulated according to
categories of exceptionality These categories were defined
on the basis of information obtained from readings and from
consultants in the field of special education.

Some difficulty was encountered in drawing the
cateqories; some impairments are cross sectional while *the

similarities between others make distinction difficult.

Mild mental retardation and learning disabilities.
According to a consultant, mild mental retardation and
learning qisabilifies are sometimes difficult to distinguish

in young children, so one cannot be sure that these *two

categories do not overlap.

Speech problems and hearing. Speech problems go

together with hearing impairment. However, . speech
impairment is not necessarily a hearing problem so it is a
category 1in ffself; the problem of definition lies in *the

diagnosis. Here sgain there may be some overlap.

Physical health’ impalrment. °~This cateqory includes

‘orfhopedic, diabetes, epilepsy, asthma, and so forth.

-

Cerebral palsy. While cerebral palsy is primarily a

physical health problem, there is of+enrmen+a| Iimpairment as

well. 1t wes, +hereforen placed in a category by itself.

-
»

_Behavior p?oblems# . thavior problems are :defined as
. »
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"not conftorming to acceptable behavior from a classroom

point of view" These behaviors result from a number of
causes, including hyperactivity, home problems, and mental
iliness.

Lanquage. Tgis cateqory refers to those chi|&ren who
speak only a language other than English. This was not

included in the consultant's cateqories of exceptionality,
but it was seen by a number of teachers as a condition that,
while transitory in nature, puts those children in a special
needs position while the condition prevails.

Other. The multiply handicapped, gifted, and those

described as developmentally delayed were placed in *this
=

category. The term "developmental delay" was difficit to
interpret. I+ is more a medical than an educational term
and it has many Iimplications. To someone In special

education it would probably be interpreted as mild mental
retardation, while to the medical person, it may mean
something quite different. The exact meaning Intended by
the tescher ebd|d not be assumed, so wherever‘encoun+ered,
it was placed in fhe,"ofher" cateqory.

I+ was Inféres*ind to note that only 6ne'glffed chitd

was Indicated. This may have been due to the wording of the

questionnaire. Equally Interesting was the fact that not

one teacher (indicated the presence of a' health (impaired -

child.
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Beinqg aware of the interrelation of many of the
exceptionalities, the following categories were identified:
(1)‘learninq disabled, (2) mentally retarded, (3) hearing
impaired, (4) visually impaired. (5) speech impaired, (6)

physical health impaired, (7) cerebral palsy, (8) behavior

problems, (9) tlanguage. (10) other. Teachers dgeneralily
indicated the tota! numberv of special needs <children in
their classrooms and listed the various handicaps prespnf.

-
They did not always indicate the number of children with

each handicap. I+ was, therefore, imposgibié'fo defermiAe
the actual {ncidence of each handicap. Total!s indicate only
the number of classrooms in which each ca?egng of
exceptionality appeared, not the actual incidence Qf each.

(see Table V).

In the seventy-nine kindergarten and primary classrooms
surveyed, children with Iearnihg,digébilifiés and behavior
problems were found in over half (tifty-four). Conversely,

only two had visually impaired children.

integrated classrooms ' . »

From the responses to question one,'sfafisflcs cou l g

compiled on the number of régular classrooms in:
special needs children were enrolled.” Of the regbo_diﬁ”
kindergarten teachers, +!en+y had no special needs children

enrolled s+ that +ime: Thirteen of the primary teachers had

. - L]
.

.
N
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no special needs children enrol led in their
classrooms. When statistics for urban and rural districts
were separated, the following results emerged: (1) in- the

urban district seventeen of twenty-six kindergartens and
tourteen of eighteédn primary classrooms had special needs
children integrated; (2) in the rural area, ten of

twenty-one kinderqgarten classes and five of fourteen primary
P ]

classrooms were enrolled.

I+ had been assumed that there would be more

integration of handicapped chitdren in rural than urban
c[asses becaJ%e of a lack of alternatives. However, the
data indicate a significantly higher percentage of

integrated kindergarten and primary classrooms in the uéban
district (rbughly 70% urbart compéred to ‘3} rural). These
statistics may not ref|eg€ the actual situation.
Questionnaires were d}sfribu*ed o most of the kindergarten
and grade ope teachers In the rural district. Those
distributed in the ufban district were sent to the principal
of e‘kh schoo!, and because of the hafuré of fhg study,
wou l-d 'probably have .been direcfeg mainly to_ teachers of
l;\‘regrafed ilosses. I+ Is also’ pos§ib|e fh!r the rural
district may not have the sime'élagnosfic services available

to it as the urban district, so some of the handicapping

conditions may be going undatected. )

’

I+ had also been assumed that more ln+egra!§£n would be
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taking place at the kindergarten level than at the primary
leveli This was true of the classes surveyed in the rural
district (48% ot kindergartens were integrated as compared
to 36% of primary classrooms), but not in the urban
district (65% of kindergartens integrated compared to 78% of

24

primary classrooms). (See Table V).

Useful Course Work in Present Program

Question *two related to course work which had proven
useful to teachers in meeting the needs of (1) young

children, (2) special needs children, and (3) young children

with special needs. Upon examination, it became evident
that +this information could not be Ilisted in terms of
specific courses. Some respondents had gliven specific
courses while others |listed +types of course§ or course

content. Before tabulating the results of this question,

categories were drawn based on content aof courses. The

responses to the question . fell into fhe' following.

-

categories: (1) proéramming - Early CHl|dyood‘ Education
(EdC! 304, EJC! 404, EJCI 426), (2) practicum - reguylar,
“,(3) practicum - Special! Education, 14) ~child ‘developmenf
(general), (5) ﬁhil& development fspéclal education), (6)
diagnﬁsls, assessmaent, - and behavlo} management, (7§'methods
(general),ﬂ (8) mefho&s (Early Chlldhqd'} Edu;a+lon), (9)
Methods (Special. Education), and (10) pathology of

Fhandlcappfng conditions. ) : ‘

» s
< ’
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TABLE Vv
INTEGRATED CLASSES : RURAL ANO URBAN

KINOERGARTEN

«NOTE:

Total "
< No. of Integrated Non~-lntegrated
Classes Classes Classeos 4
Rural 21 10 1 48
’ 4
Urban 26 17 9 ) 65 |
PRI MARY
Total
No. of Integrated Non-integrated
Classes Classes Classes b4
Rural PR s 9 36
-]
Urban 18 14 ' 78
Because the tfocus of this study is on greparing teachers

tor special needs childrgn integrated into regular class-
rooms, dats regarding special education classrooms has
Jbeen omittdd at, this time.’ B

1}

o
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Table VI shoys the number of respondents who indicated

useful courses or course content encompassed by each,

category.
v

‘The data indica*es that of the sixty respondents with

Early Childhood Education majors, *twenty-sevep .indicated
that ECE programming wés usefuf. However many noted that
these courses were usefbl In preparing them for dealing yifh
young "normal" children, not young children with spec}al
needs. - The Special Education major who ldenfifiea ECE

programming as being wusefu!, had a doublq ma jome (ECE -
k

Special Education). )
. ! ? '
Only three ECE majors and one with a major other than

ECE or Special Education indicated that the reqular
practicum in a kindergarten o; primary sefflng wQs usefult
Hqéever, many noted that the experience qf working with
.children provided the greatest learning éxperlence' for
teachers. The general concensus was that not enough
experience was‘provided In their university program and that
much of the skill and knowlng; fhéy now possess was gained

by experience as teachers In their own classrooms. As could

E |
be expected; only Special Education mdjors Identified

~
-

Speciil Education practicum as & useful course, since it
!

would not be available to the others.
The +eachers .who stated that general  knowledge of
b PO ;

L S ,.' ’ ) !

82



83

‘ga4e 4euy u| Bujxysom asBA yjoq asnedeq .
_sJofew uo|48NPD {e(d>ads yjia pepn)du| 4@ uoj|ienpe jejoads “
pue pooupiiyd A)Jeld yioq uf pezyjedads pey Oym sJdydedy OAL  JLON

¢ 9 1] o9 6 91 jut far | 62 ‘ NLYCH
’
Ay - -
< \ 0 < | 1 14 0 i { 92 FELRY]
| uojgeanpy
| < _ i 0 9 \ { A 0 | <t jey2ads.
R < 0 zZl 1 z Zi vi ¢ < 12 09 *3°3°3
aTe® /N @ o R n > /o W~/ & o A
AN AN AR R I N > > \ & a/G & ~ 3
Q > = - * > o ~ ~ (] Yy n/Q°n 9 °
- o o > N ® o ~ ~ i - w/ & & D &
RN o AR Q Q R LIRS ~ 0 L)
L S~ Q Q ~. O v N . y v o
> o /6 Q CHC) O O n c/ A -
/7 x ~ ~ VA o .40 ‘h. 00 .Q 9> AO 4d [ 00 o
>0 /™ DN e ® ° /% ~ IS
LN o 2/ Cl ~ > 4 > © > )
A . N AR ¥ o o ,~t0 )w04 D) .W,w
0> (Y S e o > d b 3o/ v’ “ o
N D) N Y Qi) \J 3 o o o/ @ o ~
Q ~ L] D o M) > L) LN . > ~
N o ~ ® o A » ~ ¥ e > Q A
- > ~ > 9 d . b © D) (]
- o ~ ~ 00 < ~ ~ o izv /K
o N
so \. R Joar. 000 JODJ Oli‘ o “ 00
14
~, Y
L] L ‘0 w 0/ .
~N ~ ~ D
~ ~ o 0)
> b)
s
¢
) SHYHOOHd NOILVHVdI¥d ¥IHIVIL
INIS3Hd NI MYOM 3ISYNOI IndIsn *
) - : 1A 378Vl : s
13 ' ’ .
) ° . g
> M. - ¢ -~
e .
..‘muu.\. Iu ...4 4
¢ N , . .-
hd - » - 4 -
- Py




84

phases of development was wuseful indicated that it was

usefu! only in meeting the needs of the normally developing

young child. Many had not been able to take a course
related to the development of spetrial needs chitldren. Most
teachers (other than Special Education Ma jors) who

identified courses such as ' diagnosis, assessment, behavior

management, and pathology of handicapping conditions as

being useful, had taken them.as coufses in addition to their

regular programs.
I+ could be said, in summary, . fma* the majocity of

teachers who responded Toffhe quesfionnajre felt that while
, .

’ }
there were courses in +the present ECE programs which

b e
»

prepared them ' to meet the needs of young children,vnohe ]

-

prepared them to deal with young chlldren with speciate

needs.

Several of the special education majors 'noted that 1J§

~

special Yeducafloh courses focused mainly on the age group

beyond early childhood. Therefore, while feeling that they
¢ .

were qulte well prepared to meet the needs of handicapped

elementary children in general, no courses they had taken as

cpart of the Specl%; Education program prepared them for

r

preschoof;chlldren with special needs.

Essential Skills and{Knowledgg

-~ Question three asked, "What skills and Bndyfédge did:

(3 ' - L4



£

L

"Teachers

you need, but didn't have, in order to work with these

(speéial negds) children?” From the data on the.

qﬁesﬂonnalr‘es ”en categories wer‘e drawn:. For the sake of
« .

brevity, some éafegorie§?tomblne;simi{ar'or(re|afed skills
A e ;

and knowledge. Categories were "drawn as fol?gw;: (1)

observation and diagnosfic sklills, (2) classroom management

and program planning,” (3) practical app]lcafion of theory
’ .

and skills, (4) pathology of handicapping conditions, (5)

behavioral management fechﬁlques, (6)‘ nterpersonal %kills

(child, parent, support staff), (7) tgaching the handicapped

8) suppﬁ?; services gﬁd

"N

student (methods and expectations)

resources available, fssassment,

keeping, repogting, (10) child development .Jﬁhyélcal .and

]

-

" cognitive), normal, and deviations from the norm. Responses

to this question are stmarized in Table VIl. - .

i

*

INTERVIEWS. £ .

et of follow-up

Ten of the respondents were the s
- . & o

Jinterviews. The purﬁose of the iﬁ*prview*was to get more
- - N -

’ . o ’ . |
in-depth.information than & questionnaire elicits. '
. . . . Voo
- o S ’ | .
There was' a consensus of opinion that student +eacher§

arevoverloadeq with theory before they have the pra@?rcﬁt

¥

&xpehiehqé to give it real _meaning. ‘»Sevefaj'.suggés*Iohsw

\ 3 v

A - .

P

~evaluation, record
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TABLE VI

SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE REQUIRED BY EARLY

IN INTEGRATED CLASSROOMS

CHILDHOOD TEACHERS
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were made as to how this could be remedied.

) As part of a course: beginning early 'in the ftirst
year, each student might assist a teacher for one day a week
as an aide. Thise would give students a chance *to work with
and qet to know children in a snon-threatening situation,
uniike the practicum when they are in charge of a classx As
they took courses in theory, <child development, and so
forth, they could be observing at first hand, the cbildren
and the teacher. 'O‘es*ions arising from these observations

could be raiged in the classroom or at the university. They

L%
could be given assignments whereby they woul!d observe a

child over &\period of time, learn how to keep records, do
assessments, and ‘obtain other pertinent information
regarding the role of the teacher. In this way they could

receive quidance from ﬁhe unkvg(sify as to_procedures and

3 y ~

they could confter with “the +eac?er as to fhe\accuracy of
their peréepfions. & /

\ .
\ -
(2) Students should have anp oppartyrity to spend a day

with the various resource personnel (for example, a speech

therapist, audiologist, or physiotherapist) in order to see

at tirst hand what these jobs entail. It is not ehough to
hear about them. In order to really understand and remédmber
the functions of each, students should know first hand the
services they provide.

(3) All teachers stressed the Importance of student

87
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teacherg

]

2.
_%ceiving a solid knowledge of child development,

s

o

both ¥#% physical and the cognitive, so that they may spot
deviations from the norm and at the very least to be able %o
ask the right questions of- the right people. In the
observation class associated with *the wuniversity, ‘there
should be children from infancy to schoo! age, both normally
developing and handicapped, so that students could become
familiar with atl sfaqeijof child development.

(4) Teachers were also unanimous in the view that an
extended praéficum would be beneficial to student teachers.
Most felt.a futl day in the classroom was preferable to the
halt day which many had experienced. Some also felt the
student teachers should not be assigned to one age qroup
throughout the entire pracficuﬁ  ‘Exposure to children of
various ages and grades would give the student more of an
idea of the age group they would prefer to teach. In a
program preparing teachers for special needs children, it
would be important to assign the student to an integrated
classroom for at least part of the practicum. In order to
accommodate this. wider experience, an extended practicum
woul!d be necessary.

" (5) Teachers who had special! needs children in their
classrooms stressed the importance 6f k%owing something

about the handicapping condition before the child enters

the classroom. Their main concern was for the child. The
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teacher should be knowledgeable enough to be comfortable
with the <child, to prepare the other children  for the

handicapped child's entry, and .to answer questions as they

might arise. They felt a teacher education program should
give a qgood overview of all handicaps and then provide each
student teacher with well-indexed information for reference

when the need arose-

(6) I+ is essential that teachers be aware o( the
supfor# services and resource . persons available to
handicapped children and the necessary procedure for
assessment. Teachers spoke of the frustrations ot long
delays in getting attention from overworked specialists,
only to find medica! referrals and so forth were necessary

which resulted in further delay.

«7) Teachers with Ilimited experience mentioned the

trauma of parent interviews, particularly where a child was,

[ 3 ;
having difficulty. They felt they received I|ittle help in

the area of interpersonal skills in their teacher education.

One questionnaire was returned incomplete but with a
letter on the reverse side. I+ was incomplete because the
respondent, although ™ involved in a kindergarten "Home
Program”, was not a certiflied teacher. "Her interest stemmed
from the fact that she was the mother of a thirteen-year-old
learning disabled child. In a follow-up interview she spoke

of the trauma and frustration suffered by the undiagnosed

89



learning disabled child. That interview emphasized as
nothing else could, the importance of teachers having some

knowledge and understanding ot special needs children.

Other Educators
Interviews were conducted with +ten other educators
including professors in Early Chitdhood Education,
Educational Psychology, and Family Sfudies,’*he Coordinator
of Program Approval at Early Chitdhood gervices, the
Director ot Staff Training for Integrated Pre-schoo!
Programs at the University of Alberta, the Director of the
Alberta Association for Children with Learﬁlnq Disabilities
(Edmonfon),‘ the Supervisor of Special Eddcafion tor the
County of Lacombe, two Coordinators of Early Chitdhood

Services at the district leve!, and the Program Teacher for

the Calgary Board of Education. Each interviewee was asked
the question, "From the perspective of vyour professiona!
capacity, what skills and knowledge do you see as esse#&ial

for an early childhood teacher to possess in order to teach
in an integrated classroom?"' Most inctuded certain
attitudes as well as skills and knowledge.w These are
included in the resume. A composite o{*fheir responses 1is
given in the following resume.

(1) Knowledge of Child Development:.

Al individuals interviewed maintained that a solid
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knowledge of child development (soctal, emotional, physical,

and cognitive) was absolutely essential. They noted that™ to
/ .
/

assess a child's capabilities, the teacher must .know what to

expect during each stage of development. One educator put
it this way: "Teachers cannot be expected to be specialists
who can ditagnose, prescribe, and treat the (arious
handicapping conditions they encounter in children, but they
shoul!d be <child development specialists". Teachers must
tirst be thoroughly tamiliar with normal child development,

and then they can begin to examine the various differences

which occur.  Exceptionality can be understood only «hen
norma!l development is understood. I+ is critical to be able
to discern a d®ficiency and get treatment for it. In the

*
q

phy{1cal realm, for instance, teachers should have a better

working knowledge of the development of the eye muscles and
fine motor control, in the pﬁysiological sense, in order to
understand the deficiency and builg a suitable prégram for
the child. They have to know how children Jlearn an{,fhe
phases they go through to learn. Each area of learning is a
skill unto itself, but allvfollow a sequential pattern. .

Each area of exceptionality needs special training, but
since this is not possible in a four-year program, it was
suggested that courses could give a basic understanding ot a

full rgnge of problems that arise, where to go for he|p, and

some Iidea of how to handle' eaph in terms of cur}iculum
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adaptation.

(2) 'Observafioﬁal Skiltls:
There was a consensus amonqg eight of the interviewees that
teachers must be able to recognize a child in difficulty and
to see beyond the "behaviora! npuisance.” They should be

§

able to pinpoint different impairments s0 they can at least
"

ask the right questions of the right people. If teachers
, ‘
cannot at least raise questions early in the kindergarten
year, it is very unusual for anything concrete to happen all
year/”’/\‘ﬂ\\
(3) Interpersonal Skills:
Six of the interviewees were of the opinion that one of the
most important courses a un{versjfy could create for
pre-service training would be a communications course.
Teachers are often defensive because they don't Know how to
communicate honestly with people. Not only must they
communicate with children and possibly sypport staff on a
daily basis, but it is crucial that the teacher have the
i

confidence to approach the famil§ and establish a

relaflonship. whereby +total knowledge of fhé handicapped
i

‘child may be obtained. Teachers must be made to realize the

!
great trauma for parents of a handicapped child, and *to
Iinittate a relationship which will provide optimally for the
child under prevailing conditions.

(4) Teaching -Methods for Handicapped Stydents and



Strategies for integration:
hree indi-iduals noted that many things which teachers do
not normally have to worry about in a regular class}oom
) . -
bec5Me important in an integrated setting and teachers
shou!d be ‘aware of them. For instance, the transition

period from one activity to another can be a problem without

crarefu! pre-planning by the teacher. Another example is a
hearing impaired child cannot |ip read it the féacher stands
near a window or turns away. Many special needs children
require closeness and even actual contact to learn.

Teachers must be aware that some handicapped children must
"over learn” a task before they can do it.

Because many handicapped children have not had the
experiences that other children have, teachers must be

-

prepared to use a multi-approach to teaching. This 1is also

dictated by limiting factors due to the particular
handicap. Special attention must be paid to gross motor
activities and finé motor and perceptual skills, keeping in
mind whatever limitations the child happens *to have. They

must be specially planned to provide optimum conditions for

growth. . a
(5) Skills in Interpreting and Assessing:

Interviewees unanimously agreed that teachers need to be
familiar with assessment tools and to know how to assess.

Ttey must know how to identify what Is functional and stress
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what is Iimportant. Too much emphasis should not be placed
on the product, but rather on the process of Iearnf%q and

the progress that the child makes in looking ahead to the

i
next step. - TeacﬁkrS‘musf recognize and be satisftfied with
small improvem%nfs. A different approach to testing may

. :
have to be adopted. For instance, questions may have to be
read to some children and their answers taped. Report cards’
]

may have fd be-modified, so that positive progress may be
reported in areas not normally included. Teachers need to
learn to observe and assess the child in different settings
such as in school, on the playground; or in the home.
(6) Program Planning:

Teachers must know how to design a program for a child, not
a group. They must be able to build a child's self-esteem
by being able to evolve a program¢with realistic goals and
expectations. They must know when to provide individual
instruction and when to provide group involvement. After an
assessment has been- made of a child, the teacher must set
goals and plan a program to meet the needs of that child.
This appears to be al real weakness in present feécher
education programs. Many teachers do not know where to
ﬁegin in terms of writing goals and objectives for special
needs children. The program needs to focus on using the
é*r:ng+hs .of fh% ichinren to overcome fthe weaknesses.
Teachers should kbov e#acfly why they are dolng a particular

%
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activity. This is important ftor all children, but doubly so

for the handicapped child where every step has +to be defiﬁed
and taught. ‘All activities should stem from a 'qood
developmental base.so the teacher will know when a child is
ready to move on.

(7)) Knowledqge of Handicappinq Conditions:
All those interviewed agreed that teachers must have a

knowledge of the etiology of handicaps and understand each

type of exceptionality. The medical element is essential in
that many disablitites and special needs are cross
sectional. There are often other medica! factors (such as

allergies or medication) which influence a child's learning,
behavior,)and personality. Even the fact of immobility may
result in emotional problems.

Another reason for the teacher kfo be knowledgeable
about handicapping conditions is that they must prepare the
other children in such a way that they acquire a feeling of
acceptance by a personal knowledge of the handicapping
condition. Other children may already have a stereotypical
attitude from parents or they may have been frightened by
seeing a handicapped person in public. Often the normal
child is afraid because of the differences and some may
think the disability is communicable. The teacher must be

sensitive to this fear and be ready to help the child

develop a fuller understanding.



Teachers must tfirst prepare themselves by becoming
knowledgeable and at the same.fime prepare and pltan a simple
way of explaininq about disabilities through things such as
a visual aid or a quest speaker.

The teacher must also be prepared to alleviate the
fears of parents of regular students who are often concerned
that their children may imitate possible undesirable
beha&ior of some special needs children. Research has shgwn
that this seldom happens.

(8) Awareness of Support Services and Resources:

Eight of the fe? persons interviewed stated that teachers

cannot be expert in all areas. Therefore, it is essential
that teachers know how to establish a line of contact. They
must be made aware of support services, both local and
extended, which are available for handicapped children.
This information should be shared with wuniversity staff
members and be included as part of the course content. I'n

addltion, updated information should also be part of a well
indexed reference file given to each student.

Teachers need to know the procedures for referral.
They need to know that pérenfs' consent must be obtained
before a referra! may be made and that some assessments
cannot be done wifhou+ a medical referral. | ’

(9) Structuring a Program for Social Interaction:

Activities should be planned in such a way that they get
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handicapped and normally developing children together
naturally. | f children'feel they are‘fompelled to work with
and help a less able child, q.senfménf may develop.‘ There
must be careful pre-planning so all the children are-working
toward a common goal. Sfrucfufing such a proqram can be

overwﬁelming at first so teachers need on-sight quidance for

the 1initial stages. Student teachers must receive this
.

practice during their practicum.
e

(10) Case Contferencing:

Four of the interviewees stressed the impot&ance of teachers
having skill in case conferencing. They *usf know how f;
use it, when to use it, and who to have on it for
continuity. All those concerned must be included. I+ is

essential that the parents be part gf”kheﬂconferencing so
they can be aware of the recommendations which are made.
Real progress cil>be made onl; if afl concerned are kept
informed and work together. Recommendations, follow-up, and

i
progress must all be included in carefully kept files.

PHILOSOPHY AND ATTITUDES

All  interviewees stressed the importance of ‘the
teachers having the: proper attitudes toward <children,
themselves, and other people. They all maintalned that

teachers need to have a philosophy 6f education which leaves

-
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room for individual differences.

Teachers must be aware of the values they hold about

«

n

themselves in relation to education. They must ask
themselves why they entered the profession. Was it to have
a secure, respected position? . Did they Iike the idea of

having control over a group of people? Teachers must be in
the profession because they want to help people, to

contribute to society in some way.

Teachers must have concern for the -individual child and’

realize they are teaching children, nof'grades or groups.
They must have a feel for children which enables them to set
up an emotional or learning climate which allows children to
make mistakes and recoqnize the mistakes as a route to
learning, ‘To go at their own pace and compete not with
others but with themselves. They must be able to provide
quality activities which will give the child a feeling of
success and to recognize what gives a child this feeling of
success. One individual felt that posjfive rein{hcsemenf is

often. misused in +that teachers give false praise, ‘but

chlldren' know whether or not the pralise 1is honest and’

deserved. I+ is not always easy to recognize what gives the
ch‘!@ a feeling of success, so there must be a mutuality of
respect for honest dialoque to occur.

Flexibility is the. key to Iintegration. Teachers must

be accepting of' the fact that some handicapped children
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will not be pble to do some thinqgs, or may have to do them
in a different way. The teacher must be able to adapt the
activity or modify the usual response in such a way that the
child can feel a sense of self esteem, self confidence, and
self—accepfanFe. At the same time, the teacher shou!d not
let the labelling of a handicap set the parameters for
expectations since we really'have no idea what anyone can
achieve.

I+ is the duty of the teacher to help children accept
their disability or diftference. This is crucial. They must
feel there is nothing wrong with being different. Too often
we feel we must stress the similarities in children, but we
shoul!# also share the differences and:let children know that
diversity is good. When children can accept themselves they

can then fend off disrespect or disregard trom the
Y

<\i;§ensifive. When other children ridicule the handicapped

o

child the teacher must confirm in +their minds that the
disability is real and that it is a serious matter and they
must be prepared to qive a frank explanation of how and why
the handicap occurred. In the classroom, the .teacher must
foster the attitude that we help one another. By planning
together fér extra activities, the class will come to accept
thats everyone has to be considered.

Teachers should be willing to assume the role of

advocate for =al! chiitdren 1In general! and special needs
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children in particular. They must be willing to "stand up
tor children, be concerned about issuyes such as the lack of
legal rights for children, child abuse, and the shortaqge of
therapists.

They have to try to explain what is needed in terms of

support services and to mak e an effort to get these

services. They must be involved in fostering positive
attitudes “toward integration within the school and the
community. After the functional skills of a student have
been identified, the teacher must be willing to follow-up
alt along the l!ine to see that there is continuity so that

the child stays "on the track".

.

SUMMARY
’ ”
Teachers generally feel inadequately prepared to deal
with special needs children in regutar <classrooms. They

expressed a particular need for qgreater knowledge and/or

skills in teaching methods and expectations for handicapped
students, observation and diagnostic skills, program
planning for special needs children, pathology of

handicapping conditions, and both normal and abnormal child
development. Without exception, they stressed the
Importance of teachers' philosophy of education and a

positive attitude toward children in general.
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CHAPTER V e N

SUMMARY | CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to investigate and assess
the need for an inteqrated early childhood-special education
teacher preparation proqram. I'n order to mak e this
judgement and then propose possible revisions or additions
A B
to pr!%enf teacher education programs, supporting literature
was perused and teachers in the field were approached via a
questionnaire and interviews. In addition, professionals in
various educational capacities were interviewed. Data from

these sources were examined and serve as the basis of

recommendations for components of a teacher preparation

program.
SUMMARY OF THE STUuDY

Integration of special needs <children into reqular

classes is still a controversial issue. According to the

fiterature on the subject, the concept itself is widely
supported. The controversy concerns the amount and type of
integration and the methods of implementation.

There are many dimensions to the problem. As in most

social issues there s a political dimension. The
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qovernment of Alberta reacted to public pressure for change

without first laying the required/qround—work 1t the qgoal
of integration is to reach fhékne¥dq of each child, and not
merely to serve a cause all those involved in the
integration process must be prepared. This includes
universities, tocal school boards, school administrators,
teachers, students, and parents of handicapped and

non-handicapped children alike.

Teachers in~tarly Childhood and Special Education
programs were surveyed in order to identify strengths and
weaknesses in present programs and to elicit suqqesfidns as
to revisions or additions which would better prepare
teachers for their changing role.

The main concerns of Early Childhood teachers were in
regard to their lack of (1) teaching methods and
expectations for handicapped children, (2) knowledge of the
pathology of handicapping conditions, (3) observation and
diagnostic s;ills, (4) classroom management and progran
planning “in an integrated 'classroom, and (%) child

]
development (both normal and deviations from the norm).

Special Education teachers in general felt that they were.

not prepared for young children with special needs.
ther professionals interviewed put a high priority on
(1) knowledge of child development, (2) skills in

observation, interpreting, and assessing, (3) Rnowledge of
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handicapping conditions, (4) an awareness of support
services and resources, (%) interpersonal skills. and (6)
teachers' philosophy and attitudes.

Useful courses mentioned mos t of ten were early
childhood education proaqramming (EdC! 304, EJdCI 404, EdCI
426) and child development (both general and special).
However, teachers did indicate that +the FECE Programming

courses prepared them only for teaching young children, not

young children with special needs. Special education
teachers <cited the Special! Education Practicum as being
useful, but lJlikewise, it did not prepare them specitically

for young special needs children.

Not all respondents listed useful courses taken during
their teacher training, nor did they all give suggestions as
to skills and knowledge required by teachers in inteqrated

classrooms. The majority of these teachers indicated there
were no special needs children in their classrooms.

More than hailf the responding early childhood teachers
were working in integrated classrooms. The highest
i;cidence of exceptionality in these classrooms was behavior
or emotional problems, followed by the learning disabled.

The vast majority of teachers in both school districts

received their teacher training at the University of

Alberta.

Severa! teachers had experience at levels other than
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early childhood or special education. None felt they had
been adequatel!y prepared to teach in integrated classrooms.
The literature sugqested that some teachers would

express resentment that new demands were being placed upon

them with the move toward integration. However, of the

limited number of teachers . nterviewed, the attitude
W

expressed was one of concern for the well being of all the

children in their classrooms. Any frustration expressed was

- '\
the result of the conviction +that they were not able,

because of lack of preparation and resources, *%to meet the
needs of all these children. Teachers in the rural school
districts were particularly supportive of integration

because of the lack of alternative tlasses near home for

many special needs children.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Teachers in early childhood classrooms expressed an
overwhelming need for changes in the »present teacher
preparation program. Integration of special needs children

into regutar classrooms s ?aking‘ place at a relatively
rapid pace, as evidenced by the fact that over half *the
responding teachers in this study were working in integrated
classrooms. In the city of Edmonton over 70% of the

classrooms surveyed were integrated.
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With an estimated 10% to 15% of all children having
special needs. there wil!l be few earl!ly childhood teachers
who do not work with such children. Even if the more
obviously handicapped are not integrated, behavior or
emotional problems and learning disabitities (which

comprised over half of the special needs children identified

for this study) will almost certainly surface in any early
chiltdhood classroom. Teachers must be prepared to deal with
them.

It the integration movement is to reach the needs of
children, classroom teachers must be actively involved.
They should have a solid knowledge base from which to
influence programs and curriculum for integrated classrooms,
school policies on integration, and provision of adequate
resources and support staff. 1+ is incumbent upon
universities to prepare them for their role.

Many suggestions for preparing teachers for integration
were given in the supporting literature. Teachers and o¥hef
professionals involved in this study reiferafgd many of
these as well as putting forth several which were not
mentioned in the literature. In the following section these
suggestions are stated as the rationale for each

recommendation.
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Rationale:

Early Childhood teachers said they were prepared to
teach normally developing young children, but not those with
special needs. Recent studies (Evaluation of Programs tor
Learning Disabled students in Edmonton Public Schools, 1980;
Dyson and Kubo, 1980; Barros, 1983) also found that teachers
tfelt their training in this area to be inadequate. Early

Childhood Education Programming and Methods, courses must be

adapted to include some strategies from special education so

teachers are better able to meet the needs of all children

(CELDIC Report, 1970; The Report of Early Childhood Services

Task Force on Teacher Competence, 1976; Barros, 19853
Mclntosh, 1979; Mori, 1979; Shapiro, 1979).
Recommendation 1I: ECE Programming and Methods courses

should include atrategies for 4integration, teaching methodas
§or handicapped children, goal setting and program planning,

and structuring a program for social interaclion.

Rationale:
The CELDIC Report (1970), +he Report. of the FEarly

Childhood Services Task Force on Teacher Competence (1976);

-

the SEECC Report (1979), and the Report of the Task Force on
Children and Others with Learning Disabitities (1979),

stressed the importance of the teacher having a solid

knoiledge of child development. The teachers and others
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involved in this study indicated that in teacher education

there was not sufficient understanding of child development

(normal and deviations from the norm). The emphasisein the
undergraduate program whbs on cognitive development.
Teachers need knowledge in the social, emotional, and
physical! areas as well. They should have at least a basic
understanding of anatomy and phy;iology which will enable

them to discern deticiencies and pinpoint problems in order
‘to get help from +th® .proper sources. Understanding a
deficiency woul!d also enable them to better understand
techniques tor remediafing or circumventing it in  the
program developed for that child.

Because most university students have fimited

experience with children, a study of child development can

\
¥

be meaningful only 1f students hqve the opportunity of
observing and working with children of various ages, both
normally developing and exceptional. Observation classes
associated with the wuniversity should be structured to

provide this experience.
. v

Recommendation 2: Child development courses should be a
balance of 4instruction related Lo the cognitdive, Aocéal.
emotional, and physical development of children. In
addition theat must be some focus on the ways in which a

.

child's development may deviate §rom the noam.

i
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Rationale:

Many teachers are apprehensive about teaching some

special needs chiltdren because they lack knowledge of
handicapping conditions. They must be made aware of the
pathology of handicapping conditions, including the medical

and emotional factors which may affect the child's learning,

behavior, and personality. They must be able to recognize
the child's limitations without over compensating or losing
sight of other qualities. (CELDIC Report, 1970; Report of

the Task Force on Children and Others with Lefrning
Disabilities, 1979; ABarros, 1983; Brady, 1979; Har low,
1979; and Mclintosh, 1979. jeachers should be comfortable
with handicapped children and be able to deal effectively
with both the child and the tamily. They should also be
able to alleviate the fears or misapprehensions other
children and parents may have in relafioﬂ to the various

disabitities.

Recommendation 3: A course should be provided which would

acquaint Early Childhood Education astudents with a wide
range of handicapping conditions, Aiwcluding the emotional
and medical factors. Ways of -communicating thas

understanding should also be included.

Rationale: ,

Teachers in this study, as well as those in a study



carried out by Barros (1983), stressed the importance of
observation and diagnostic skills for all Early ChildhHood
teachers. The CELDIC Report (1970), the EarlY Childhood
Services Task Force on Teacher Competence (1976), the Report

of the Task Force on Children and Others with Learning

Disabilities (1979), and Mclntosh (1979), concur. Teachers
must be able to identify the 1tess obvious Iimpairments so
that referral can be made early in the year. Many mild to
moderate disabilities go undetected fdr several months.
Parents are often unwilling or afraid to pursue the matter

so the initial contact (the teacher) must be prepared.

Recommendation 4: Diagnostic sAkiLfs must be 4incoaporated

Ainto the observalion component of the prognram.

Rationale:

The Early Childhood 6ervices Task Force on Teacher
Competence (1976) and the Report of the Task Fforce on
Children.and thers with Learnihg Disabilities (1979) stated
that teachers should be aware of the resources for
handicapped children. Following detection of a disabitity,
teachers must know where to go for help and how to proceed.
The key to remediation 1is early referral. It is the
experience of Early Childhood Services consultants that if
referral is not made within the first three months of the

school! year, it is wunusual for any concrete action to be
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taken that year. The teacher must be aware ot support
services and resources, both local and extended, which are
availa%le for special needs children. They must also know
the necessary assessment procedures.

Recommendation 5. A component of “a course should
familiarize education studentas with the vardious resounrce
perxsonnel. This should b%yan on-84ght experdience, fearning
al f§4rst hand the functionas of each. They should afaso bé

made aware of materials, equipment, and funds available foxr

handicapped students and with the procedure for obtaining

them. As well, the students should be provided with a.

well-<ndexed {nformation f{ifle for reference as requinred.

Rationale:

Students in teacher education appear to be overloaded
with theory before they have the experience to give that
theory real! meaning. The CELDIC Report (1970) and the Early
Childhood Services Task Force on Teacher Competence (1976)
stressed that theory and knowledge shou!d be integrated with
8 practical activity component. Hutton (1980) was concerned
that few teachers are exposed to exceptional! children during
training. They need opportunities to work with and observe
children (both normally developing and exceptional) of

different ages in a variety of settings. They need the

opportunity to apply theory and skills as they are acquired,

%4
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raising questions both in the schoo! and at the university

leve |l . Teachers and “consultants felt that students would
benefit by reqular contact with teachers in the ftield.
Access to off-campus inservices and workshops would give

students an insight into the realities of teaching which

cannot be gained in a university setting.

Recommendation 6: In add{f<on fo the xregular practicum,
provision should be made for education students, early 4in
Lheir programs, Lo work with Lteachers in a varietly of
classrooms (perhaps as teachers' aides) forx a specific
péniod of t<me. To fuather promote contact with teacheas in
the f4eld, an active current network should be established
between the university and ECS consultants to bring teachenrs
and students togethen Lhrough off-campus workshops and
inservice. Allowance would have to be made within regulan

courses for attendance. =

Rationale:

Teachers receive little preparation and practice in the
interpersonal skills required daily in dealing with other
professionals, classroom aideg, and parents (CELD!C Report,
1970). éarly Childhood Services sees inferpersbnal skills
as the single most imporfanf competency for early.childhood

teachers, (Early Childhood Services Task Force Report on

Teacher Compentence, 1976). This is an important skill for



all teachers, but particularly so tor %the teacher in an
inteqrated classroom. |t is essential for the <child's
well-being that all those concerned are communicating and

working together.

Recommendation 7: Teachers in training must be g4<ven

4frategies and actual practice in the interpersonal skiffs

»
nequired in a variely of situations.

Rationale:

Early Chlldhood‘ Services consultants and other
professionals interviewed stressed the importance of
teachers' philosophy and their affifudes toward children. A
respect for all children regardless of their situation is

{

essential.

Recommendat<on §: The importance 0f Lhe proper attitudes

toward alt children, and the teachers’' role in conveyding
these attitudes to the chilfdren must ~be dtressed 4in alt

facets of the teacher education program.
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

1. We do not know enough about the impact of integration.
The following questions need additional study:
1) What are the social! and emotional effects wupon
chilldren with the various handicaps? |

(2) Should handicapped children be placed singly in a



reqular classroom, or is it desirable *to place
several in the same classroom?

{3) Are the children actually being integrated or are
they simply placed in a reqular setting?

(4) What is the maximum class size a teacher can be
expected to handle with the addition of one or
more special needs children?

As teacher education programs are revised to meet

changing conditions, periodic follow-up studies shoul!d

be done to determine which courses are particularly
usetul tin preparing teachers, or conversely, what

‘aspects of the progfam need further revision.

éfudy should be done on a system whereby teachers'

programs could be kept on f}le for reference 1in the

event ot a study -such as this. Teachers found it
difficult to recall speéiflc courses taken several
years previous.

There should be examination of the .merit of an After

Degree Program or a Masters' !'g;zam which would

brovide a more appropriate baékgroung for e}fher ear ly

chlléhood teachers or special education teachers

-

working with special needs children.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

Name of School

Telephone (School)

Grade or type of program presently taught
/

Degree(s) OR Years of Training

Major: Etarty Childhood (. )

Special Education ( )
Other « )
Don't know «

University

Years of Experience: Over 5 years ( ) 5 years or less ( )

Grades or special programs formerlily taught

Courses in Earty Childhood Education or Special Education

taken since graduation:

Course name Where taken

None () ‘Can't remember (_ )
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1. Are there any children with special needs presehtly in
your classroom? ( ) Number of children

Type of handicap B
2. What University courses, if any, prepared you to meet )

the needs of the children in your classroom? Please

indicate those courses which (1) prepared you to work

with young children, (2) helped you in terms of special

needs children, (3) were related to young children with

special needs.

3. What skills and knowledge did you need, but didn't
have, in order to work with these children?
4. Woutld you be willing to be interviewed for more

information? Yes () No ( )

5. Would you allow me to observe in your classroom at a
specified time? Yes () No ( )
(It you answered YES to question(s) 4 and/or 5, please

incltude your hgme telephone number so that | may contact you

for an appointment. Telephone .)
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GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEWS

TEACHERS

Elaborate on:

(1) Nature of the disabllities (it any) of children in
your classrooms;

(2) Helpful courses taken during initial teacher
preparation program (or courses taken in addition
to degree);

(3) Skills and knowledge required by a teacher in
order to deal effectively with special needs

children.

/

OTHER PROFESSIONALS

From the perspective of your professional capacity,
what do you see as essential skills and knowledge for
an early childhoéd teacher to possess in order *to
successfully meet the needs of all <children in an

integrated classroom?
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APPENDIX

ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

1. Earty Chitdhood Education

2. Speciat Education .
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FARLY

A non-education

bour tull course. tc be taken OUTSIDE
the Faculty of Education
to be taken 1n: N/A

(1) DNot

(1i) Mav ve used to pursue personal
interescs or to et minimum
reguirenents of a second or third
tezching speclalizacion - see che
regiscration guidc for other
teacnlng specializacions and such
related flelds as :znool 11b{ary.

spcecii, intercyltural education.

B teaching :
specialization

SIX FULL courses co ve taken OUTSIDE the
Faculcy of Education. Ac least three of
chese cours®s are required to meet the
minidum requirements of your chosen
specialization.

‘

(1) )} full course equivalents to

be selecced from 3 of che fol-
lowing areas (Art, Drama, -
Library Science, English,
Fa®ily, Movement, Music). See

ECE Counselling Cuide for
specific courses.

(11) A subject emphasis must be
developed by taking chree
full course equivalents in
ane subjectc area. For re-
commendation see the dif-
ferent subject areas in the
Education Calendar.

CHILDHOOD
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FOUCTION

C basic education

courses

TLRLL FULL courses to be taken in the

Faculty of Education.

(1) At least one full course
: equivalent in Ed4. Psychologv.
(11) At least one full course
equivalent in Ed. Foundactions.
(1i1) At leasc one half course in E4.

Administracion.

One additional half course in
Ed. Psychology or Ed. Foundations
or £d4. Administracion.

(1v)

D curricul_um and
instruction courses

FOUR TULL COURSE EQUIVALENTS 14 ThL
FACQULTY OF EDUCATION (AND, CURRICULLM
AND INSTRUCTION COURSES IN PHYS. ED.
SERVICES).

Four different curriculum and
instruction subject areas must be
selected.

(1)

See calendars for appropriace
Junior and senior courses.
Teaching specialization require-

ments are:

a. One half course in lLanguage CI
(Ed CI 229, 329, 429, 4130)

b. One half course {n Reading CI

(Ed CI 224, 323, 426)
c. Ed CI 404
E fied
\ experiences
ONT PULL COURSE EOUTVALENT REQUIRED
(NORMALLY: ED PR 201/ED PR 1301)

F free -

options

(11

TWO FULL COURTE EQUIVALENTS TO 3E
SELECTED FROM INSIDE ©R-QUTSIDE THL
FACULTY OF EDUCATION (SPECIAL EDUCATION
HAS ONLY ONE FRLE OPTION).



SPECTAL

A non- education

Four full courses toc be taken QUTSIDE
the Faculty ot raucation

May be used to pursue persooal
interests or 0 meet ainimum re-
quirements of a second or third
teaching specialization - see the
calendar for other teaching
specializations and such related
fields as school library, speech,
intercultural educacion.

B teaching
speciahzation

SIX FULL coutrses to be taken OUTSIDE the
Faculty of Education. At least three of
these courseg are required to meet the
ainimum requirements of your chosen
specialization.

[. a. Educational Psychology (4 fce's)
1. ED PSY 251 and 253
[0).3
ED PSY 341 & 343 (not to be
taken by first year students)
11. ED PSY 351 and 355
1114. ED PSY 357 & 2361
iv. ED PSY 461 and one of ED PSY

453 or 459.

}. Three full course equivalents to
be taken outside the Faculty of
Education and selected from one
subject area (Art, English,
Mathewmacics, Music, Physical
Education, Science, Sacond Lan-
guage, Social Studies)®,

for recommended courses in the
different gubjec: areas.

See the
Y Counselling Guides or the Calendar

FDUCAT 1 ON

C basic education

courses

THREE FULL courses to be taken in cthe

Faculcy of Education.

course
Psychologyv.

At least one full
equivalent in Ed.

(1)

course
Foundations.

(14) At lesst one full
equivalent in Ed.

(111) At lesast one half course in Ed.
Administration.
(iv) One addicional half course in

E4. Psychology or Ed. Foundations
or Ed. Adainiscration.

D curriculum and

instruction courses

FOUR FULL COURSE EQUIVALENTS I ThE
FACULTY OF EDUCATION (AND, CURRICULLM
AN INSTRUCTION COURSES IN PHYS. ED.
SERVICES).

Four different curriculum and
instructionssubject areas must be
selected.

1)

(11) See calendars for appropriace
junior and senior courses.

Teaching specialization require-
wents are:

See Special Educstion Program
Counselling Guide for recommenda-
t1o#8 in Curriculum and Instruction

E fied

experiences
ONE PULL COURSE EQUIVALENT REQUIRED
(NORMALLY: ED PR 201/ED PR 301)
Note: Additfonal practicum credits will

"Teplace course slots in this order:
non-~education, .

free opcions.

F free

Cteaching specialization and
Faculty members will advise.

options

TWO FULL COURSE EQUIVALENTS TO BE
SELECTED FROM INSIDE OR OUTSIDE THE
FACULTY OF EDUCATION (SPECIAL EDUCATION
HAS ONLY ONE FRCE OPTION).



}Aw .

“
£33

g

2.

3.

APPENDIX D

CORRESPONDENCE
Permiséion for Research

Covering Letter to Principals

Covering Letter to teachers
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EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

April 19, 1982

Mr. W. A. Kiffiak

School Liaison Officer
Division of Field Services
The University of Alberta
Edmonton, Alberta

T6G 2G5

Dear Mr. Kiffiak:
Re: Research Request - "Integrating Early Childhood/Special

Education in a Teacher Training Program: A Feasibility
Study” - Darlo Albrecht

The above research request has been approved on a permissive
basis following examination by our department and consultation
with Dr. A. L. Charette, Supervisor Special Education.

The approval is subject to the condition that a sample of Early
Childhood Education teachers be used. As there are only 35
Special Education teachers at the grade levels indicated, it
would be appropriate to have a sample of a similar number of

ECS teachers. I am enclosing a list of the Kindergarten and
grade one Special Education teachers in Edmonton Public Schools.

’Sincerely,

—
C’//’WVM

T. A. Blowers, PhD.
Director Instructional Resources
Research, Liaison

TAB/jmr
cc: A.L. Charette

J. Blakey
D. Albrecht:
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¢ University of Alberta
Education Building
T6G 2G5
May 3, 1982

1 have been given leave to:distribute this quest-
ionnaire to teachers in the city of Edmonton on a per-
missive basis. Your school was selected at random.

I would appreciate it if you would give the enclosed
questionnaires to one kindergarten teacher and one grade
one teacher in your school. Teachers who have children
with special needs in their classrooms would be my pref-
erence; however I am interested in the views of all
teachers, so this is not a prerequisite.

As stated in my covering letter, names of teachers
or schools will not be used in any way in this study nor
for any purpose other than this study. If you have any
questions concerning the questionnaire or my study,
please telephone me at home (436-5070) or at my office
at the University (432-5123).

" Thank you for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

Darlo Albrecht
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University of Alberta
Education 3uilding
T6G 2G5

May -3, 1982

I have been given leave to distribute this/quest-
ionnaire to teachers in the city of Edmonton on a per-
missive basis. Your school was selected because Dr.
Blowers indicated that on/your staff you have Special
Education teachers at thf kindergarten and grade one
levels. T would apprecf{ate it if you would give the
enclosed gquestionnaires these teachers.

If there are other Early Childhood teachers in
your school who would like to have input in this study
I would be glad to deliver more questionnaires. I am
Particularly interested in hearing from teachers who
have children with special needs in their classrooms;
however, I am interested in the views of all teachers
so this is not a prerequisite.

Thank you for your assistancs.

Yours sincerely,

Jarlo Albrecht



