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“I. . PROCEDURES

-.In the oondﬁct of- this report, Applied ManagehenthScienoes
rev1ewed over one hundred articles, ‘books, conference reports, and
dlssertatlons " This number represents but a—partlal subset of
‘the 'several hundred related“artlcles which have been wrltten on
the subject of mainstreaming. Unfortunately, the vast majority
of written material provides disappointincly little insight on
nalnstreamlnv from either a research or evaluative point of view.
_Theretore, in wrltlng this report we have chosen to c1te onlv
those studies which contrlbute substantial knowledge to the sub-

7 _3ect=matter. The obvious exception to this rule is the Chapter
on Methodolocical'Issues Here, with an abundance of articles

"to choose from ‘we have 51ncled out several of the articles Nthh o .
_1llustrate the weaknesses 1nherent in so much of the ertten_ ///f
11terature ' : hS

t

S In conplllna thlS searcn, the obvious hindrance to our effort
was that of time. Stlll we believe that although we were unable

to review all available literature, we have reviewed .a representa-
tive sampling, as well as all of the.kef\pieces_cited by the experts.
In addition,’because.of the dearth ofvasable:materials on main-
Streaming,fwe have‘at'the'suggestion of OCD, included two other’
sections which will provide us with applicable materials for the'
project at hand.. These chapters, Noa- Mainstreamed Programs Designed
for Handlcapped Preschoolers and Surveys of the Incidence of Handl-

~ capped Chlldren aged 0-5 1n the Unlted States, follow the dlscu551on
of malnstreamlng, whlch forms the bulk of thlS volume.

o To perform this effort the" follow1ng Tesources were con-
sulted: - : |




The Library of Foncress

Council for Etceptlonal Children

The Association for Childhood Education Tnternatlonal
. The George Washington University Library

National Institute'of qucation Library

Office of Education L1brary B " T
" Bureau ot Education for .the Handicapped
- 0ffice of Child Development

'coededoo'o

An'analysis of the mater1als rev1ewed and cr1t1cally et-'

am11ed appears in- the report which follows.
II. OVERVIEW OF WATVSTRFAMIVG |

Clearly, special education for hand1capped children
is in the throes of transition. Any pronouncement
on mainsty eaming at this point is likely to be
viewed in retrospect .as less than completely
accurate - ‘

Lloyd Dunn, The- Vormallzatlon of.
Special Educatlon, Inaugura1 Lecture,
University of Saskatchewan, :
November 1973 :

f. Mains treaming is a topic wh1ch has permeated much of the re-
cent literature in spec1al ‘education. The tregd *oward the inte-
gration of handicapped children. and youth 1nto regular school pro-
crams ‘has greatly accelerated as aducators have strlved to raise:
the equallty as well as the quallty of educatlon.\ As noted in the
quotation cited above, however, the problem has arisen that as edu-
cators. have rushed to embrace the concept of malnstreamlq , they

have 'in their haste -not stopped to take a cr1t1cal look at the effi-

-cacy .of this practlce.. That mainstreaming. is a popular and’ seem--'
lngly sound approach to educatlon is abundantly clear. What is not
clear,. though is just how: educatlonally effectlve a practice main-
streaming 1s. The literature, ‘while resplendent with descr1pt1ve
detalls of the process, presents, as a whole, a ratkeT contused
_statement on the subject. ™ The hard data wh«ch wou d allow one o
make def1n1t1ve judgments on malnsfreamlnc is ccnsplcuously lacklnq.

ThlS complalnt has been echoed by v1rtuallv all critical reV1ews of



e literature made thus faT. To illustrate - a study completed by

nne. Associates in January of 1975 for the Bureau““f“Educatienfof

& Handlcapped concluded that

The llndlncs of "existing research tend to be narrow,
few oenerallzatlons can be made. ‘The literatur€ pro-
v1des no clear understandlno of the dimensions, vari-
ables and attr: ;sbutes of preschool nainstreaming, &5
practlced vMuch of the research 15 poorly done. Very
1ittle of it relates directly to the concerns of ?
administrators and practlcloners The comparative
studies thus far have bee both 1nadequate and in-
conclusive, " and there 1is llttle jndication that on-
going research represents &. ubstantlal 1mprovemenf
over that already publlshed

The eventa which have led toO this lack of conclusive data
w1ll be etplalned below “The bulk of the report will then concen-
trate on those fi ndings whlch we are nonetheless able- to clean fron
an 1ndepth examination: of the literature. The flnal section of this
report will relate‘the implications of the llterature rev1ew'to’the»
.study at hand ' ' '

III HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVh -- THE E;L“GEWCT CT- ‘MINSTREAMING_

 Perhaps the chlef reason “for the ‘nooT descrlptlve data which ,
éharacterltes mainstreaming. 1iterature 1S that matnstreamlnc unlike'
: most educatlonal jnnovations, ‘has emerged as a social trend rather
than as -&’ result of researched findings. AS Meyen, et. al. descrlbe
It?/i LIt is clearly evident that the current malnstreamlnc_move—‘
ment is not based on systematlc research ‘design, currwculum im-" -
provemenws, oT, 1nstructlonal strategies which assure resolvement of

- the pedaloglcal problems facing the education of exceptlonal'chlld-

"ren.'% Rather malnstreamlngrls the: outorowth of a phllosophlcal

*’Susan wynne, Walnstreamlno and Ear ly Chlldhood Educatlon for Handl—
ed Children:- Review an Im llcatlons of Researc ;-Flnal Re

. port, P-8. . .
2/Edward L. Meyen, ‘Glan A. Vercason, and Rlchard J. Whelan, Alterna- -’
., rives for Teaching Exceptional Chlldren (Denver: Love Publlshlnc

(#2]



and social p051tlon whlch is dlrected at enhancing the coping ability
of - the 1nd1vwdua1 and in augmenting the tolerance and understanding .
of society as it.is reflected-in general education. Walnstreamlnc
has been generated by societal’ reaction, not applied research

}theorles. Therefore, mainstreaming as a concept has developed as a
relatlvely untested innovation which only now is being confronted
. w1th the scrutlny of researched evaluation. The’ 1mpetus which gav
;h»blrth to this phenomenon will be described below.

. According.to James Colemsn, the entlre spec1a1 educatlon move-:
ment is only three quarters of a century cid. At the turn of the

~century, -as families lost their economic' independence, they also

'hbegan-to lose their welfare functions. The poor, the ill, and the

r7incapacdtated thus became the responsibility of the entire community.\

" "The trainina which a child received came to be of fnterest to all
1n the communlty, e1ther as his potential employer= ‘ot his potenrlal
economlc supports if he became dependent.’

" The maJor stimulus to the growth of th1s movement was’ ‘not so
much a phllosophlcal concern but a financial 1mpetus States- beganV
to pass laws which prOV1ded the f1nanc1al incentive for the develop-=
nent of procrams which catered to the needs of the handicapped. In
1911 New Jersey passed a law which made it mandator) for local boards
of education to determine the number of handlcapped children residing
within their district and, in the case of mental ‘retardation, to pro- |
yide special'classes wherever ten or more children could be -found.

New York followed suit in. 1917 and Massachusetts by 1920. By 1948,
1500 school systems reported the use of special education classes
for ch11dren with various types of hand’caps. In 1958, 3600 systems
were practicing this system of special education. Over 8000 school
 districts part1c1pated in this practlce by 1965. Today it is esti-
mated that 40% of the approximately 6 million schooi aced.handlcapoed
'vounosters in "the country are attendlnc special ecucation classes.

\ .

L’James Coleman “”The Concept of Equality.of Educatlonal Oppor-
. tunity," Harvard Educatlonaerevvew (Wlnter 1968), .. 8.

2/

Romalne Wachle ”Spotllohtlnc kdvances in SpeC1a1 Educatlon
Etc=pt101a1 Ch ldren, p. 38.

g

)?



Thus for over fifty vears, the idta of special, self-contained .
~ classrooms for the educatlon of the handicapped was the accepted
pattern. Its existence was the norm. Educational seoregatlon of

the handlcauped went unchallenoed

The concept of ma1nstream1no obv1ously d1rectly challenoes the
foundations on which our traditional system of education is pred;-
cated. Mainstreaming,¥as a concept, contends that the needs of _
the entire child -- social and emotional,‘as well as academlc -- can
best be served when he/she is 1ntegrated into the_"malnstream"

. of general education. This thought is not a new ohe;l/ it 'is
only the momentum of the movement over the past eight ye-rs which
can be regarded as revolutionary.

The 1mpetus for malnstreamlng can be trac°d beck through the
: 11terature to the early 1930's In 1372, Bennett conducted ‘the
4precursor of the efficacy studies on special educatlon. 2/ In this _
work, Bennett expressed his conCern over . _the placement of mentally ///
retarded ch1ldren in special, self- contained classrooms. He concludeﬁ
that retarded chlldren in regular classes w1th little or even no hy 1p
were able to out-perform : :eir counterparts in special education/
' classes. Bennett's concern was reiterated by Pertsch ‘who came” to
3/ “hese concerns over segreiat&on of
handicapped children went largely unnoticed for almost a ecade.
Then, in 1944, the Twenty Second Annual Meeting of the'lgﬁernat{onal:
Council for Exceptional Children adopted as its agengda, the !Segre--
gation versus Non-Segregation of Etceptlonal Chlldr//.'4/ The V1°WS

~ similar conclusions in 1936.

Y J‘enny_‘W‘._f'lei'n,5”"«Ia1nstream1n<7 the Presch/dler," Youn<7 Chlldren
: (July 1975), p.5. - _ : , _
./ - B Co
% A. Bennett, A. Comparative Study of Subﬁ/;mal ‘Children in the
Elementary Grades (Vew‘Yo‘E Teachers/Colleoe - Columbia University.

- T1837].
i/lc F. Pertsch A Comparative Study of Subnormal Pupils in the
"Grades and in Special.(Classes A New York Téachers Colle ge, \
ColumEJa Unlver51ty 19361/// ' _ i
. . N .- B /;// i . ]
4/ Marquls Shattuck, ”Segr gation versus Non- Seoreoatlon of .Exceptionzl
- Children," Journal of EyCeptional Children’ (la, 1946), pp.,235-240,
- . \\ i .
¥




——expressed by thlsepanel confirmed._the. needctoclnteoratﬁ handlcapnea
children 1at9’regu1ar classes wherever pos51b1e.

The eplnlon of the delegates to that 1944 meeting was, b) all
accounts, a minority one. Separate special education classes for
~ the hé}g
eveh considered the idea of mainstreaming coufd find little‘statise
/t{i;1 support for their position. The earlier studies were wrought
////w1th wedknesses in de51gn and upon reconsideration lost favor in the
) educat10na1 community. Reexamining this 1ssue in 1962, Johnson,
howeyer, concluded‘that of fourteen studies preV1ously conducted
on the efficacy question, while therevwas no support ofiihtegrated

ndicapped were the accepted practice. Those educators who

., classes, neither was there any support in favor of placemént in
special classes. He wrote:

~It is indeed paradoxical that mentally handicapped cnlldren
having teachers especially trained, having more money(Per
capita) "spent on their education, and be1ncr enrolled in
classes with. fewer children and .2 program designed to provide
for their unique.needs should be accomplishing the objectives
of their educatlon‘at the same, or at a lower level than sim-
ilar mentally handicapped chlldren who have not had these ad- /
-vantages and have heen forced to remain in the regular grades.

A great deal of discussion followed the Johnson artlcle.b
Heated debates raged as a result of his’ challenge- of the traditional
system but, in practice, very few actualachanges in the system en-
sued. It was not until 1968, that the educatioﬁal audience iistened
to what had been said earlier about the beneflts of mainstres mlng
.and began to embrace theidea. The 1nst1gat10n for thlS seemingly
sudden conversion came from Lloyd Dunn's now’ landmark essay, |
:'”Spec1a1 Zducation for the Mildly. Retarded - Is Much ¢f It Just ified?"
: ?In this artlcle, Dunn ‘boldly questloned the 1ntegr1ty of special: :
classes as the model for serv1ng mentallv retarded chlldren.\ Dunn
ethorted eddcators to "...stop be1ng pressured iato a continuing
~-and etpandlng special educatlon program. ‘that we know now to be un-
desirable for many,of the ch11dren we are dedlcated to serve.”Z/

1/ Orville Johnson,'”Spec1a1 Educaticn. for the Wentally Handl-,

capped " Ptceptlonal Children, ’79 196 ), p. 66.

[ '

f‘/L1oyd M. Dunn "Special Education for the Mildly Retarded Is
“Much of It Just1f1ed’” Exceptional Children. (35,1968), P- S. ’

.9 |



w1th the social climate of the day’ made educators receptive to the
mainstreaminczthesis for the first time in nearly Forty years. The
1mpact which Dunn was to have on special education was monumental
and swift. Just three years later, MacMillan acknowledced Dunn's
influence: '"Clearly, Dunn has Been the important influence in
reversing a trend toward the prollferatlon of self-contained soec1a1
classes.' l/ i '

+.In addlt’on to this concern held by educator< for the most
approprlate class placement for handicapped chlldren, several other
. major influences led to the creation of a cllmate which was receptlve
to the adoption of the mainstreaming thesis. Each of these will bs
described below... " E \ |

Legal Impetus

Perhaps the chieF social influence leading to the adoption of

] halnstreamlnc has come directly through legislation and the court
system. It has been sald that. malqstreamlno is merely a dlrect out-
'orowth of the civil- r1ghts mo ement Z/l By 1974, over 36 cases had
- already appeared before the State and Federal courts which were de-
cided in favor -of guaranteeing a handicapped child the full right to
| education, by applying the doctrine of least restrictive alternatives.
Basically, what this doctrine dictates is that when the government
pursues a legitimate goal which may at the same time restrict an in-
dividual's liberty, it must do so u51ng the 'least restrictive al-
.‘ternatlve available. -When applled to education, the courts have
1nterpreted that spec1a1 education, systems and/or practices-are.
1nappropr1ate if they rémove children from their expanded peer croup
. without beneflt of ‘constitutional safeguards. "Placeéement in special
env1ronments for educational purposes can, without appropriate e

l[ Donald L. Wacﬁlllan, ”Spec1a1 Educatlon for. *he Mentally Retard ed:
' Servant or Savant{" Focus on- Ercevtlonal thldren (2, 1971), p.1.

_Wartln J. Kaufman, Jay Gottlleo, Judith. A, Xcard and Maurine B.
Kukie, Mainstreaming: Toward an Explapation of the Construct,
Intramural Research Program, Bureau of Education for the Handﬂcapped,

~1
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safeguards, become a restrlctlon of fundamental llbertles nt/ If
special classes for the handlcapped are to be used, the State nmust
bear the burden of proof that such action is necessary. MJ.tJ.<7at1n<7
factors particular to a school district such as Jurlsdlctlonal '
practices or lack of financial support cannot take. precedence ove1

the rights of the 1nd1VLdual

The~follow1ng cases are illustrative of court decisions which
have guaranteed the handicapped child the right to a mainstream

education:g/ _ _ .
o Fred G. Wolf, et. al. vs. the Legislature of the State of Utah -

In 1969, Judge Wilkens required that two mentally
retarded children who had been excluded from a gemneral
education and were placed under the auspices of the
\Department of Welfare, be provided educational opnor-
tunities w1th1nlthe pub11c education system.

® Pennsylvanla Association .for Retarded Chlldren et., alivsl
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.-

In October 1971, the court ordered the State to DrOV1de
education to all mentally retarded children, including
“those living within State. 1nshtut10ns. The principle
handed down was that 1f’edﬁcat10n is provided by the
government to sone, it must. be made available to all.

® Ricky Watt vs. Stonewall Stickney '

In. 1971 the federal court in Alabama’held that the
primary function or special education |was integration
21to. the community'!as a whole. Schools were to imple- .-
ment the pr1nc1p1e of normallzatlon.

i
!

lv— Richard A, Johnson, Models for Alternative Proéramming: A Per-

!

spective," (1974) p. 157., 5 j
\ C

£ Complled from Frederick J. Welntraub "Recent Influences of Law

_ReoardlnU the Identification and Educational PAacement of Children';
‘Richard A. Johnson, Models for Alternate Programming: A PersDectlve,‘
and Gary W. Nix, Mainstream Eﬁhcatlon for Hearing Impalred*

Chlldren and YoutH‘ .




e _Mills vs. Board of Education of the District of Columbia

T —

In 1973, the Court held that zach member of the plaintifif
class was to be provided with a publicly supported edu-
cational program that was suited to his/her needs, re-
gardless of his/her mentals physical;—or emotional dis-
ability and regardless Of the costs to the State. The
judge decreed that '"Among the alternative programs of
education, placement in a regular school-class with
appropriate ancillary-.services is preferable to place-
ment in a special school class<"

| - In summation, the courts have fifmly established a legal br¢4'

cedent for mainétream education.” In a 1974 paper, Attorney HérSé;ﬁ
P, Feibelman concluded.that‘"The principle has been clearlyjéstab:
lished that public education must’be provided in the least Testrictive
environqut,Adesigned to maximize the akilities of the child, and |
with a view toward normaiization:“l(“\State 1e§151;tion'oﬁ"the éduﬁa-
tion.offihe handicapped has, as a Coﬁsgqvence of these decisions, begun
to incor%oratg legal safeguards into.tﬂéx};w. ~In 1971, two modeb/stateAf

laws were drafted by the Council for Exception Children to emphasize :
'tﬂis fhfust,l/ Thgéé models have pfovided the.framgwork fﬁr %he.f}
enactment of legislétion“affecting\all efceptiohal children atith%.'
State level. Typical of such laws is this one passed by the IOWé‘i

. State legislature on May 28, 1974: | | "

‘To the maximum extent possible, children requiring special
education shall: attend regular classes and shall be educated’
with children who do not require special education. When-
‘ever possible, hindrances to learning and to the normal
functioning of children requiring special education within
e the regular school environment shall be overcome by the:
' . provision of special aids and services rather than by
' separate programs for those in need of special education.
Special classes, separate 5Chobling or other removal of -
children requiring special education from-the regular educa-. -,
tion environment shall occur omly when and to the extent that 7
the nature of severtiy of the eaucatiOnaE.handicap-is such
- that education in regular classes, even with the use of .
, supplementary aids and seIVices,iyannot'befaccomplished T~
- satisfactorily. - \ : : )

\
\
\
N

=

'l/;H;fP}_Feibelman,'”Zou, The Law, and Your Child" Paper preseﬁted
at the Alexander Graham Bell Mational Convention, Atlanta, Georgia
- June 21, 1974. . A ‘ S o _ -
2/ Council for Exceptional Children,. State Law and Educatioch of Handil
© . capped Children: Issues and dAnswers, 1971. : - i
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‘-thelr nondlsabled peers .=

In all, over'half of the States have enacted legislation aimed at
educatlnc etceptlonal children. "as a part of rather than apart from"

1/

State Fiscai Policies

In addltlon to the legal boost given to the mainstr eamina move- -

'hpment the trend has also been influenced. by the financial policies

- prevalent in a great many of the States. Depending . on the part1cular

policny of a State, the fiscal resources used to reimburse school
systems for‘educatlonal services prov1ded have served to either re-
1nforce ar d1>courage the 1mp1ementat10n of a malnstreamlnc pOllCY.
For example, States such as Georgla and Texas are actually encouraged;

to adopt a mainstreaming policy since State law- permlts the inclu-
__51on of handicapped chlldren 1n the fundlng formula for general edu-
'catlon, but not for secrecated classes. leferentlal pup11 account-s;p_'

ing procedures therefore prov1de fundlnc for the malnstreamed chlld
not only in terms of spec1al educatlon costs but also in terms of -

E"allow1nd ‘the handicapped child to be included as a part of the form?

ula for funding. Conseauently, malnstreamlng is encouraged throuch’
an incentive system which provides resources to reoular educatlon
which would not otherwise be available.% 2/ Florlda 11kew1se uses a

‘weighted equivalency formula_wnlch favors the process’ of mainstream-
ing.  In New Mexico, handicapped children can be reimbursed either

as a part of regular or spec1a1 education,
B A further dollar incentive to mainstream is prov1ded bv'the
laws of many States whlch require dlstrlcts who are not able to pro-

~vide spec1a1 services for the handlcapped to buy such services from -

appropriate agencies. The ever rising costs of buying -such services
(including transportation) has caused some districts to rethink their

- stand. on special education. Walnstream programs are able to e11m1nate

’ : ) ' ’
L/ Gary W. Nix, Mainstreaming for Hearing Impaired Children and

Youth (New York' Grune and Stratton, 1976), pP.l.

‘/ Georgia Board of Education and State Superlntendent of Schools, T
Policies and Executive Procedure, Atlanta, Feor01a.

10 . 0
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the need for providing these extensive services. To illustrate, a

study ¢f the Lexington School for the Deaf has estimated that by

ma1nstream1ng students, taxpayers are able to save on the average
1/ - :

28,000 per child.= -"\N\\*

The enactment of covernmental policies such as those cited

~ above- has served as an inducement -- albeit not a very altruistic

\
one -- to the adoptlon of mainstream education for the hand1capped

Reaction te

| ‘In .conjunction with the legal p- _ .nstream, society
has, in general, experienced & social tiiusc¢ in this direction.  The

‘debilitating effects of negative labels on the etpectations#and be-
~havior of ch11dren and teachers has been well documented 1n the liter-

ature. In their now c1ass1c study, Rosenthal and Jacobson, ably

'demonstrated that a teacher s’ perceptions of a child’ s abilities

were able to affect actual changes in that ch11d's behav1or. When

- the: teacher be11eved a -child to be g1fted --whether or not that child

was in fact so -- the child showed rap1d academlc galns. . The encour-

agement and belief of the teacher were in themselves respons1b1e for

the ch11d's 1nte11ectua1 crowth 2/

Conversely, the effect of neoat1ve labels on a ch11d can be a

'fdevastatlng, self-rulfllllno prophecv. .Problems wh1ch have been.

attributed to this practice include the following:2 3/

o There is a stigma associated with the label

e The label may adversely influence‘the.behavibr and exﬁecta:'
tions of what phenomenologists refer to.as significant others

o There are no constitutional safeguards which apply to labeling

0 ‘Labeling has only questionable relevance to the actual teach-
ing/learning process :

~

1/ L. Connor "That the Deaf tay  Speak," Paper presented at Madison
Assoc1atlon for the Deaf Wadlson, Wlscon51n, Spring 1972

2/ Robert Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson,/ Pvcmallon in the Classroom
(Vew York: Holt, Rinehard § ”1nston,/1960)

i/ Compiled from W,V. Beez, Influence ot Biased Psvchological Renorts
on Teacher Behavior (Indiana University, 1963); H.S. Becker, out-
sidefs Studies in the Sociology of Dev1ance (New York: Free Press
ot Glencoe);J.J, Gallagher, The Special education Contract for
Mildly dandluapped Children, "Exceptional Children' ‘138, 1972) -
pp‘,aﬁs 5364 and Meven, et al, Alternatives ror T:qchlno Excepntional

Children (Denver: Love Publishing Co., 1975). .
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- The repercus51ons of this: practlce ‘have led a creat many educators

.

and lay persons to act1ve1y seek the abandonment of labels in favor
of descriptions of cnlldrenﬂln terms of observable, performance re-
lated behaviors (e. g. language performance, psycho-social perform-

ance, motor performance). The support of this practice has encour-

aced the spread. of mainstreaming as an integral part of this campalcn.

Soc1eta1 Var1ab1es , . ”' : S

All of the:pressures outlined aboVe have combined'to'form a
social environment which is'receptive 10 the under’ring rationale
for mainstreaming -The traditional mode o e ~ducation with .
its segregated classes has encouraged what one ob.::v¢. has called '

~-+3 "surplus population'" of unassimilables: - 1/ ‘Technological advances,.

at

econom1c uncertalntles, and phllOSOpth recons1deratlons have charlenged
us to rethink.our pollcy of spec1a1 educatlon. Walnstreamlng, w1th
its emphasis on both individuality and normallzatlon, is strongly
appealing to the current tenor of society.

"Bandwagon" Support

The overall 1mpact of the acceptance of ma1nstream1ng by soc1ety,//

/
‘at 1arge has led to what Leslie refers to as ”bandwaoon” support 0of .the

'concept.g/ As publlc‘oplnlon has embraced the™ pract1ce, enthusiasm
and backing have‘mushroomed. Whlle such support is obviously needed

for any movement to be effective, support is by no means justifica-

tion enougn for adoption of a oractice. As Leslie describes _the situ-

-atlon, the practice of mainstreaming has been given at*entlon and

recognition through the media and profess1ona1 meetings. As interested

professionals hear of the pract1ce, they too attempt to replicate

the practice within ‘their own programs. Leslie writes: ‘"Those 'pro-

 fessionals' duplicating the program in name only appear to change
. \ ' . . N

i

1/ Edward L. Meven, '"Rationale for Alternative Programmln
- p. 28. . : _ ;

.n : : v ' :
2/”Perry T. Leslie, "A Rationale for a Mainstream Education," p.2d4.
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little or nothing in their existing programs - with the exception
- of the‘hdditioﬁ of the label 'mainstream. ’”£{ |

" The result of the pract1ces outlined above is confus1on over
exactly what, constitutes ma1nstream education.” WOre 1mportantly
“to the study at hand there is .a dearth of Jrograms and research
which allows one to -make def1n1t1ve statements on the subject of !

—-ma1nstream1ng. “ASTNiX sums .it, “"The educatlonal pract1ce of maln—
. streamlng has out- paced the diagnostic and educational technology
‘f.of nalnstreamlng A rapidly developlng body of case law, new .
educatlonal leclslatlon, and an ,increasing trend toward admini- ’
stratlve legal accountability GR ﬂin:ed_many proress1onals in
va'Very difficult position.ﬁz/ o |

‘

~ The hlstorlcal ratlonale ‘. 12 current crisis- in which
mainstreaming evalaatlon finds itselfvhas beep expanded upon at-
" length to place the s1tuatlon 1n/contett ‘/IainStreaminc as a’

practlce;‘ls a popular lecally mandated approach to speclal edu-.

catlon. However, by-having beén borne 1n the courts and in soc1etz\s
consc1ence, mainstreaming has avoided the scrutlny of the resear- -
cher and the theoret1c1an This s1tuatlon is in alrect-contrast

. to most educatlon practlces which arise as’a result of. educatlonal\

..plannlng, research and testing. The challence whlch now awaits
.educators is to assess Just how. viable and effective the already
.accepted practice of mainstreaming 1s ‘In the follow1ng sectlons;
we will discern what usable flndlngs can be derived from the.lltert,
ature to aid us in th1s quest. -

e

lth METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN THE RESEARCH ‘
As outllned above, the issoe'of mainstreaming’education'isi
in flux. . Comparatlvely little research has been performed in the

\ -" o »\‘ )
1/Perry T. Leslle, ”l Ratlonale for\a Walnstream Educatlon G 25,

“/Garv Wi Nix, Walnstream Educatlon for hearlno Impaired Chllqren
and Youth (New York: Grune and Stratton, 1976), p.1. . jﬁ
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field. Chaffin writes, "It is...evident that.the most notabia
‘omiséion of thé various componeﬂ%s of the programs reviewed is
“_eQaluation.”l/ Simiiarly, that research which has been done, has
. éll,tovoften been beset by methodo%pgical problems; ‘To'quote T

2/

from the Wynne Associates assessment:=/ .

With few exceptions, the research in this area,
‘suffers from methodological problems-that render
much of it virtually uszless. _ -

Most of:the views about mainstreaming held by
"its proponents are based on philosophical and
political considerations rather than on hard °
data. Indeed, ir ‘s often difficult to read
what litt’ ves has been done .. '
trippit. . Y ... s of the re -z "

Among the faults which are ‘inherent in many of the reviewed

‘s;udies;are the following: ‘

e Sampling inconsistencies and sizes. Faulty sampling
‘ designs appear to be one of the key weaknesses in the
reviewed literdture. In his survey of the literature,

MacMillan found that "with few exceptions,  these o

studies-could be described as . poorly designed, replete
. with sampling biases which render the Tesults, uninter-

~ pretable.'2/ To illustrate; in both thg studies. done

- , - by Cassidy and Stantoni/:and.Thurstone_/ it was con-

e e e e et i e e [P ;

' l-/Jerr}’gD\.' Chaffin, '"Will the Re51 fMainstTeamihg'-PleaéefStand -
Up! (or...Should Dunn have Done It?), Focus on Exceptional - ]
Children (6, October 1974), p. 201. T . /

2w . . . B T L -
! —/SQ§an Wynne, Mainstreaming and Early Education for Handicapped A
-gglégyen: Review and Implications of Research, Final Report, pp. [
e

2-/Dona,ld L. MacMillan, '"'Special Education for the Mentally Re- - /
' targed: Servant or. Savant,''Focus on Exceptional Children (2, 1971),
p. 9. I :
4/V. Cassidy and J. Stanton, "An Investigation of ‘Factors .in the /
-~ Bducational Placement of Mentally Retarded Children: A Study /
Between Children in Special and Regular Classes in Ohio,' USOE
Cooperative Research Programs, Project Yo. 043,1959. ‘ :

E/T. G. Thurstone, "An Evaluation of Educating Mentally Handicapped
Children in Special Classes and in Regular Grades;' USOE Coopera-

- tive Education Programs, Project No. OE~SA§76452, Chapel Hill,
North Carolina, 1960 . -

/
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cluded that the mentally retarded ~hildren enrolled in
the regular grades excéeeded in academic achievement
those. who were enrolled in the special classes. How-
ever, llke in the vast majority of reported studies,
the re:earcherf-dld not randomly assign the handlcapped
children to the two class situations. This is an
especially acute problem when dealing with mainstream-
ing, since it is usually the .case that it is those
chlldren who are most llkely to succed who are placed
in the regular classes.i/ ‘As the Wynne Associates
study ‘notes, "Unfortunately, much of the research .
literature we reviewed has.been done with an eye x
toward 'proving' that mainstrecming works or does not | |
work (usually the. former) ”2/ . __WWMU;;W,_mmttLi~
T \
T In addltlon to the marked ‘sampling biases which plague\
‘the  literature, there is the equally serious; ;problem |
_ of the small sampling -=izes 'which are so bEfen employed
‘ \\ n the research de i Unfortunately this is a
problem which it is almost impossible tu correct for
since population sizes of .integrated han 1capped
children are usually’so smal’; For example, in an
otherwise carefully control]ed studf, Kennedy  and
%rulnlnks were only ablié-to obtain in a sampl7 of 277
h{ldren, 15 maidstreamed children to study.2/Likewise, "
in\ancther otherwise excellent .study, the Pickney
Probect in Lawrence, Kansas studied only eleven handi- ‘
cappéed. children in a total school populatlon of 224. Ly
Those eleven who were selected were, in addition, - -
‘biasly picked out of' a,pool of 34 enrolled handicapped
chlldren because it was felt by a committee of specilal
education .teachers, thesschool psychologist, and the
" principal of the school that these eleven were most
1ikely to ‘achieve success in a maimstreamed. environ-
ment. _/' When deallnc w1fh such small numbers ‘drawn

¥

A

1/J Gottlieb and M. Budoff, "Attitudes. Toward School by Segregated
" and Integrated Retarded Chlldren A Study and Experlmental Valid-..
atlon,” Studies in Learning Potentlal (2, 1972), p. -35.

]

2/Susan Wynne Walnstreamlng and Early Childhood Education for Handl-
Eped Chi ldren Rev1ew and- Implications for’Research P. 52,

3

- J/P Kennedy and R. Brulnlnks, MSocial Status of Hearlng Impalred
Children in the Regular ClaSSrooms,” Etceptlonal Chlldren (40 1974), -
pp. 336-35.

4/Bob Campbell, Fred Geer, and Betty Weithers, ”The Pickney ProJect”
Paper Preserted at CEC Annual Conventlon,‘Vew York, New York :
Aprll 1974. C
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conclus1ons must be v1ewed with a decree of apprehen-
sion. - :

T]lS problem is even more aogravated at the pre- schqol
. level where large sample sizes can rarely be drawn.
" In 'a 1974 study by Devoney, Guralnick and Rubin, the.
, . ‘entire size of the sample of hgudicapped children -
*  studied was limited to ssven.l: Few.cenerallzatlons
:  can-be made from such 11m1tea studles

® Presence of 1nterven1ng vartables Just as many of the

Studies are weakened Dy sampling biases so too.ate.they. -

: - _further.waakened by a widespread failure to control for
- 7T Toutside variables. Administrative policies., teacher
- attltudes,\parental and family attitudes may all’'play
"a role.in influencing student achievement. Jordan .
underscores| this prob’em in.a report of recommendatlons
on the subject pyg 7pared for the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped. In a sample study conducted by
- Grosenick, Ehe notes that although Cthe study: concluded
that positive social and academic effects were evidenced'
in mainstreamed /classrooms, specific, non- controlled tor
variables wére 4also at work--cooperativeness of the«
regular classroom teacher, personality of the receiv Eng
.. teacher as compared.to the special child and hig/her. |
needs, and special academic needs of:the child. 3/ 1t 19
therefore difficult to sort out Wthh effects were due

_ ~to the teachlng model and: whlch were due to extraneous
-+ - " factors. o : _ _ . o

s

ET e Over- generallzatlon of findings. - Because of ‘the paucity-
- of research that has been conducted in. the arena of .
mainstreaming, .there has been’a tendency for researchers
to heavily generallze the findings of one study on'to
. théir own.. The result of this practice has been to
further weaken methodologlcal designs.. Bereiter under-
"scores the/ problemS\lnvolved in generallvlng the results
of one study to another: "Such studies’ even when ade-
quately designed to test treatment effects allow only
the most tenuous comparlsons between one ‘program and °

L l/C..Devoney; M. J. Guralnick, and H. Rubin, "Integrating Handi-
- capped and Non-Handicapped Children: Effects on - Social Play,"
Childhood Education (50; 1974), pp. 360-364.

: ) \
Z'-/T. E. Jordan, et. al. Recommendations fior Résearch Concernlnc 2
the Education of Young Handicapped Children: fA Report from the [’
‘Natlonal Program on EarIy Childhood ‘Edutation. CCEWREL) to the-

‘Bureau of Education of the Wandlcapped 1971. - . N

3/ ‘

Judlth Grosen:ck ”Tntegratlon of Etcept onal Children into
Regular Classes: Research and Procedure,' Teaching E\ceptlonal
. Children (2, 19/0), Dp 115~119. . .

™N
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-~ another, because each program is evaluated by a ) /
+ _ different populationy*different'testérs;and so on.'"=

~The problem osuemas further aggravated when one attempts
to apply concliusinps obtained at one -grade level to other
levels. The bulk vf mainstreaming literature focuses-on
the elementary-aged child. ™ But the applicability of find-
ings obtained from data on school-age chiidren to.programs

*being initiated at the preschool or, high school level-is: -~ 7

... a.basically unexplored issue. Swap, ifi"writing of the

w developmental differences which: influence the learning .-
of c¢hildren, brings to the forefront the problems in-

~ herent in a;wlyingﬂdevelopme:tal,?Onclusions about one
age group of children  to another® .  Piaget,. Havigurst

and Erikson have long established that children who are
‘at differing developmental stages will not accrue similar
 benefits from identical learning environm-nts. Other
aathors uave pointed to the differences in curricular
objectives ard teacher attitudes a further evidence
for noa-adoption of conclusions gained with elementary. -
aged-studentsi . The Wynne Associates report concludes:
~‘'"We question the-validity of using data from studies
‘at the elementary school level to support hypotheses
about: preschodl children and programs until more re-
search and evaluation has been done on the-applica-'"~ /-

- bility of elementary school data to preschool children— .

Bereiter, "An Academic Preschool for Disadvantaged Children:
. Conclusions from-Evaluation Studies," in J. C. Stanleyv(ed) Pro-
‘ grams for the -Disadvantaged (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press,
\\19.72); P 2. - . . SR

Ye,

AAM.‘Swap,“"Ihtegrating Children with Spécial Needs Into Régulaf
-greschooi Classes: Some Guidelines for Assessment,” BAEYC '
eports (15, 1974), p. 120. : '

- 'i/.lngdoff and J. Gottlieb,,"A.Coﬁpariéon of~EMR Childfeh in’l.
-~ Special Classes with EMR Children Who Have Been Reintegrated
into Regular Classes,'" Studies in Learning Potential (3,1974)

Sugan “ynne, llainstreaming and Carly Childhood Education for -
. Ha d%papped Children: Review and Implications of Research,
4, ) . . . .

[}
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Presence of undefined and vague variables. One.dverall

‘weakness characteristic througuoat the 11terature is -the

" non-specificity of variables employed Even the ferm

mainstreaming itself, when used in the context’ of an
experimental design, can denote a variety of sitwations.
-Kaufman, et. al. note that,/"Although the term 'main--
Streaming' permeates much of the recent literatufe in
.special education;, a precise definition of the tefrm
. has remaired elusive ... A concise deflnltlon of i
streaming: that 1ncorporates the man complexities|. in-
herent in describing the’lnterrelationshlpa betwsrn o
[handicapped] child's educational ncaeds and the wdu
1AYIG21 i cerlencesy tfered in the regular classToom ™~
is clearly necessary— . To illustrate the complexity

- of the -issue, Birch 1n 1974. incorporated 14 descrlptors

and a E?noply of related nomenclature into his defi-
nltlon_ - Further, there are various types arnd degrees

- of malnstreamlno that ‘have been 1dent1f1ed in the'

llterature The wrltlngs of Bitter .and _McGee outllne
these elght approaches to- malnstreamlng_ ' :
/ .

-;7f.TYpep I;'I:' Complete malnatreamlng of thé student

/An-his or her neighborhood school ‘with-
. /out supportive help from a specialist.
' II:/ Full mainstreaming of the student in

-4 his or her neighborhood school with

1

/Martin J. Kadfhan, Jay Gottlieb, Judith A Aoard and Maurine
B. Kukic, Mainstreaming: Toward An Explhnatlon of the-.Con- =

Intramural Report Bureau of Education of the Handl: .

struct,
capped

pp. .39-40.

Z/J Birch, Walnstreamlng Educable Mentallv Retarded ‘Children

in Reg

ular‘Classes, Leadership Tralnlng Instltute, Unlver51ty

" of Min

nesota, 1974, p. 15.

/DOnald'J. McGee, ”Wainstreaming Problems and ProcedufesE "Ages
p. . 137; and Grant B. Bitter, "Whose Schools: 'Educational

6-12,"
Apedl

ency/Educatlonal Inteorltv’” p. 12. -
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o supportive instruction from a special edu- .
/. cation. teacher or other kind of spec1allst

-



/ _ _ o
_ //, _ .-- Type III: Partial mainstreaming of the student
e - ' who is based in a spec1al resource ,
/. g : room and attends some’ ge eral education
L : - ' classes. °

~-- .Type IV: Team teaching arranoements in which
L gerteral educatlon teachers and special
leducatlon teachers cooperatively teach
all students 1n ‘a general education
. setting.

.- Type V: Reverse mainstreaming in which -\tymal

' : - “students begome Pivt of 3 spauvisl &ds-
cationr mlass In13 1y, ¢ Ls most
prevalceut at the preschool level.

-- Type VI: Self- contained classes. from whlch stu-
- S ' . dents go to general education classes =
L , _ o for instruction in one or more academic
. subJects ' :

-- ‘Type VII: Self- contalned classes frOm which
students go to general education
classes to part1c1pate in one or_mqre'
nonacademic activities.

-- _Type;V;II: Completely self- contalned classes in o
' which children have occa51ona1 contact
with non- handlcapped peers:

Wlth such latltude of deflnltlon it is no wonder
“that there is only minimal unlformlty between study
DR : approaches For example, the definition of main-
. : " streaming put forth by the Council for- Exceptional
.+ " 'Children states that mainstreaming must include the,
| addition of support services foI/those children who .
_are returned to regular classes= Yet, while this
- 'component is integral to some research studies,
# . jt.is markedly absent from others= This non-
consistency of scope makes any generalization of e
conclusions between studles an 1mp0551b111ty

’l(As c1ted in Marllyn Rauth, ”Mainstreamingf ‘A River todﬁdwhere/
or a Promising CurIent?” Chanoing Education (April 1975), p./ﬂ.
_ : . — "5 | /
;/A. Abeson '"Movement and Momentum: Government and the Education
- of Handlcapped Chlldren II" Exceptional Chlldren (41, 1974),7 -
p. 11l. . . C :
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In addition to the blatant confusion which engulfs the
practice of mainstreaming  itself, there is the docu-
mented” failure of researchers to delimit other varia-
bles in their stidies. These include the curricula
being utilized, the¢ aualifications ci = tesacher,

. and the length ¢ t -~ =hat the haniicapred child
had spent }? spev . 2l ¢lz-seid prior to T .e m:2insf.eam
experience— . :

e Questionable validity of instruments. . In his review.of
the literature, MacMillan concluded that measurement in-

. struments employed were often improvised and therefore of
quéstionable validity and reliability2/, A great many of
the tests refererced in the literature were developed '
‘specifically for -the studies at hand. Theréfore, they have,
at.most, had only minimal pretesting and virtually no S

replications which would furnish validity and reliability
‘scores. Grosenick concurs with this assessment, writing,
. .integrations that have occurred may have been noted
~anecdotally in global terms, i.e. the child made it or
" he didn't. Changes in performance between the two en-
vironments (special and 7egu}ar class) often .have not .
been readifly identified3/ s | . N

Even in those instances in-which standardized tests with
accepted standards of reliability. and validity have been
‘used, there is still vodicéd opposition in thé literature. .’
to E?eir usage. Among the problems cited are the follow-
ing*/. - : L S o
 standardized tests have been found to be culturally
‘biased, favoring a middle-class, -non-handicapped
* population Lo S N L
tests that are adminiSteréd to very young thildren :
are markedly unreliable _ s T
the mcde of communication entailed in'a given test -
may unfairly work against the handicapped child

1/ponald L. MacMillan, "Special Education for the Mildly Retarded:
'Servant or Savant," Focus on Exceptional Children (2, 1871), p. 10.

—_Z%MacMillan, p. 12.

é/Judith K. Gibsénidkﬁ “Inf%gration of-Eiceptional Children into

Regular Classes: Research and Procedure," p.. 278. — - .. -
i/See Helen R.'Gold,bﬁwhat Do You Do If the Mainstreamed Hearing'
.Impaired Child Fails? or Mainstreaming: Sink or Swim," and '
Richard P. Iano, "Shall We Disband Special Classes?"

t
v

~y .
o:

GO




/
- .. . =

.

The failure of instrumentation to proguce acceptable
s - findings is one of the strongest flaws apparent in the
" reviewed literature.. Kirk's review of| the overall
- metxodology employed in mainstreaming efficacy studies
‘led to this rather bleak conclusion: ''Until we obtain
we_. controlled studies of .2 longitudin@l nature, our
~ opii:ions about the benefits or detrimeénts of spec1al /.
classes will remain partly in the realm of conjecture=~
\
o Limitati®ngof assessments made. rrinarily because eval-
uations of*malnstreamlng have occurred at the'elementary
level, the bulk of evaluatiun data revigwed concerns onlyV
cogn:tlve gains. ‘While intellectual crowth is, most. _
assuredly a key gecal of all malnstreamlng efforts, it is -
by no means-.the.only one. This is especlally true when:
-examining preschool efforts. Walker points out .that in
sevaluatlng young, handlcapped children-the socioemotional
domain 'is often the most important.2/ In addition,.there
is also the 'very vital though largely ignored area of
health growth. In dealing with children who are multi-
~dimensional in their. growth and development, it is un=
- realistic and narrow-sighted to eAamine‘only cognitive
"+ data as proof of program Success. Without inclusion of
 these other components, it is impossible to determine the
'-effectlveness of any glven malnstreamlng program.

5v; UTILITY OF FINDINGS ON MAINSTREAMING

Up to this point, the focus of tnls 11terature rev1ev has.

_centéred on the fallure of evaluatlon research to reach any. sub- N

:tahtlve_conc1u51ons concerning the effectiveness of malnstreamlng.-
The’widespread popularity of thié practice without any. aCCOmpanYL-'

~ 1ing statlstlcally sound assessments of the process has forced us-

to be able to: conclude only that nothlng can be concluded.

thfectlveness studies prov14e support for p051t10ns both for—and

against the process. To illustrate, the Cassidy and Stanton and
Thurstone studies which have already been cited, fcund that EMR

- children succeeded better in the regular classroom environment.

e

l/S.A;~Kirk, "Research in Educatie#ﬁ"'ih H.A. Stevens and

R. Heber (eds) Mental Retardation: A Review of Researchv(ChicagQ:
University Press, 1904), . 59, N

2/Deborah Klein Walker, Socloemotlonal Weasures for Preschool and

Kindergarten CHildren (San fFrancisco: Jossey -Bass, 1973), p. 7.
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Goldstein, et. al, however, found that af\er four years in this
- environment the 51tuatlon'~eversed 1tself / The failure of these
studies to randomly a551gn subjects to the’ two treatment groups, how-
~ever, makes any . conclu51ons d1ff1cult to 1nterpret Slmllarly, the

- methodological weaknesses inherent in clmost all of . the reviewed

stud1es, reduces the strength of. any: such arguments.
\

.Yet,‘whlle weaknesses in the literature far outweigh the
strengths, there-.are, nonetheless, usable flndlngs whlch can be
drawn. These. will be elaborated upon below.

»

. - :, . Successful Assessment Methodology

‘In the process of polntlng out the obvious methodoloclcal

flaws wh1chxhave plagued the vast maJor1t of research stud1es,
"critics have in response been able to develop\sound approacnes,
to evaluation. The problems involved in usrng-testlng.lnstruf
ments of questionable reliahility,bvalidity, and cultural fair-
ness have led to the development of instruments wh1ch are based
on the direct observatlon of student behaviors. Grosenlck 1dent1-
fies thls form of 1nstrumentat10n as '"the one method of assessment
- that appears to offer a frultful avenue of approach " She ex-
plains, ”In such a procedure the ch11d becomes his own contftol.
HlJ performance in'the regular class is evaluated 1n terms of \\
what is educationally and behav1orally acceptable 1n that

2/ K

spec1f1c classroom rather than an 1deal standard— Researchers _
K . S . N\

l/H Goldste1n J. W. Woss,'and L. J. Jordan The Efficacy of
Special Class Training on Mentally Retarded Children, USDHEW.
Cooperative, Research Program No. 619 (Urbana Inst1tute for
Research on Exceptlonal Chlldren 1965).

I

o ;/J K Grosenick, ”lsse551nc the Reintegration of Exce, onal
i Children®into Reoular Classes " Teachlno EtceptlonaL Children
(2,.1970), p. 113. :
e
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J
such as Becker et. al. 1/ Merry and- Quay ‘u Hall et. al. é/and
Lovltt—/ have substantiated this technlque\as a viable tool for

measurement Baldw1n and’ Baldwln llkeW1se concu S':

'The most neglected field of.study and one of the most
promising ones is the actual observation of handicapped-
children of all kinds in their families, in school and "in
- other .naturalistic situations. WH{le the .problems of
doing such,research are formldable they are not insur-
mountable T ) A : -
D1rect observatlon is. an espec1al1y effective tool when studylng
young ch11dren and certain handlcupped ch11dren who are not adept

‘in tae skzlls necessary for master1n° tests.

In the same vein, the Learning Accompllsh Proflle (LAP)
developed by Sanford, et. al:. is an attempt to break away fromf
‘the obvious problems relating to, the use of standardlzed
normatlve testséf Like direct observatlon the.. ‘LAP is a cr1-.
terlon referenced test of the. Chlld in hls/her own env1ronment

Sl

w1th the teacber as the evaluator

&

o Lw. e Becker, C. H. Wadsen, Carole R. Arnold and'quQ Thomas, = .
_"The Contingent Use of TeacCher Attention and Praise in Redaclng

Classroom Behavior Problems," The Journal of. Spec1a1 Pducatlon
(1,-1967), pp. .287-307. - .

”Z/J 'S. Werry and H. c Quay ngbserving ‘the Classroom BehaV1or('ﬁ
~of Elementary School Chlldren o Exceptlonal Children (35, 1969),
pp - 46L-467. , » |

| J’R V Hall ‘Diane Lund and Deloris: Jackson “Fffects of Teacher

.Attention on Study Behavlor " 1Q*rnal of Aoplled Behav1or Analv-

sis {1, 1968), pp. 1-32.

. : . V" “
/T LOV1tt,’"Behav1or Mod1f1cat70n Where Do We Fo From Here "
Etceptlonal chlldren (37, 1970) pp- 157-167.

D/ Baldw:n and A. L. Baldwln, ”Personal and %oclal Develop-

ment of Handicapped -Children,"’ In C. E. Sherrick, et. al.
Psychology and the Handlcapped Child (Washington: GPO, 19/4),
- p. 185, o _ )

E/A. Sanford B. Semran, and D\ W1150n ‘The Chanel Hill Model
- for Tra1n1no Head Start Personn€l in Walnstreamlnc\Handlcapoed
thldren (Nasnlncton BEH, 1374 ) )
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.Other examples of criterion-referenced process tests include
the Callier Systems Approach to teaching the hearing impairedl/
and the Needs Assessment Kit developed by the Judge Baker Guidéhce
Center in Bostonz/ All of these methods of testing are based
on a ulacnostlc/prescrlptlve approach which concentrates on
processes rather than products. Gallagher cites ‘the benefits of
thiepapproaeh, commenying that "While many of us have been tralned
to think in terms.of the use of standardized tests for measure-
ment, many of--the most'useful kinds of information for evaluation
are simple." Direct observations, while not powerful indices
of’aChieVemenf individu311y, can combine to create a pattern
which "reliably indicates the efficacy of a program on a child's

/
level of performance— M

Optimal Administrative Procedures

Examination of .the many mainstreaming situations character-
ized in thealiterature reveals that certain procedures are more
conducive to program suceess‘:han are others. Administrative.
practices‘fdllowed by the school, attitudes of the teachers in-

volved, and classtoom facilities all contribute to -program success.

In the realm of admlnlstratlon it has been concluded ‘that
those schools which have artlculated prooram ouldellnes which
support an 1nd1y1duallzea approach to 1nstruct10n, and which are
geared to improving instruction for all students--not proving the
efficacy of mainstreaming--provide an atmosphere which is most -
likely to lead to a successful experience.

E/R. Burroughs -and F. W._Poweii -""Can We Systematically Meet the

Needs of All Deaf Children?" Peabody Journal of Education
(April 1974), pp. 171-175. - I

=M. J. Guralnick, "A Research Service Model for Support of Handi-.
capped Children’ "Exceptional. Chlldren LJanuarv 1973), pp. 39-45.
—/J J. Galladher "Planning and Evaluatlon " in J. B. Jordan and

"R. F. Dalley(eds) Not All Little Wagons lre Red (Reston CEC,
A 19/3), pp 104 117
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Connor 1ists these priorities for administering a successful

1/

mainstreaming program=:

o organizational patterns should be limited

@ experienced and proven teaching and supervisory
personnel, should be chosen for participation in
a new ‘project

o focus must be on educational results, not parental
attitudes, State-directives, or pressure groups

programs must be rooted in theoretical models
sufficient time must be allotted to' the program
supportive services should be made available
teacher training should be on-going

indiVidua117ed instruction must be a key feature
of the program , : ’ ‘

..In addition to the administrative features noted above ex-
perts in the field have likewise noted that certaip structural
features also tend to increase the chances for a program's
achiefement‘of success. Spec1fically, the Wynne Study notes
that the physical faCilities and materials must be both appropriate

. and available in accordance With the special needs of all children

2/

being served= The organization of the classroom itself can
either assist or hinder the‘success_of a mainstreaming'programr
For etample if blind or physically handicapped children are

.to be mainstreamed the'physical environment of the claSs-mnst
be suited to their needs.. Anderson writes. '"Quite simply, many.
handicapped children cannot participate in programs whicn do-not

‘make Proper allowances in architecture and classroom arrangements."

1/te0 E. Connor, "Administrative Concerns for Mainstreaming' in
Gary W. Nix, Mainstream Education for Hearing Impaired. Children
and Youth (New York: Grune and Stratton 1976) : :

/

(l\J

Susan Wynne, 'Mainstreaming and Early ‘Childhood Eddcation for
Handicapped Children Review and Implications ot Research,
104 — - . =7,

J/ . M. Anderson, The Disaoied Schoolchild: A Study of Inte-
.oration in Primary bchools (London: Methuen g Co., 19753),
p. 62. - 7 o
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The overall conclu51on whlch can be drawn from the llterature
is that a structured env1ronment is the most benef1c1al env1ron-
ment to the handlcapped child. Evans notes that this type of

~

_structuring aids both the handlcapped ‘child and his/her non-
hand1capped peers to obtain a sense of stabllltv and orderl/

Beeler offers consideration of these features when plann1ng

2/, S

a mainstreamed environment—

accessibility of classroom antrancé
accessibility and safety of equipmént
space for quiet, independent work

provision of and storage space for special equipment

accessibility and placement of furniture

_ Further, it has been postulated ‘that low teacher- -pupil ratios

must be instituted in order to ‘provide the degree of individual- \
ization that is needed for. successful malnstreamlng Karnes puts =
the optlmal ratio at 1: SJ/ while Lewis suggests a 1:8 outside »
11m1t She writes, '"With a Good teacher-child ratio, not”more than
e1ght to- -one, there is always’ someone free to work Wltu one child

if necessary e Many alternatlves enable the staff or school to

4/

prov1de great flex1b111ty

A m111eu in which the beneflts of malnstreamlna can be
,matlmlved is predicated on administrative practlces dedicated -
to creating a fostering enviromnment. - ST

l/J S Evans, "Classroom Planning for Young Special.Children,
Tedchirn« .xceptlonal Children (4 1972), . 57.

p Z/A Beeler, ”Integratlna Etceptlonal Chlldren in. Preschool Class-'
rooms, " BAFYC Reports .(2, 1973) pp. 38 39.

J/M B. Karnes, "Implications of Research w1th D:sadvantaged
‘Children for Early Intervention with the Handicapped.' in J. B.

~ Jordan and R. F. Dailey{eds.) Not All Little "Wagons are Red
(Reston: CEC, 1973), p. 60. : . :

ci/E; G. Lewis, ”The Case for ’Spec1al’ Chlldren " Young thldren
-(28,-.1973), p. 372.

26

.29



Optimal Teaching Practices

Perhaps the most important variable in predicting the success
of 'a ma1nstream1nc experience Stems from “the teacher hlm/her°e1f
 This finding is in line with the rest of educatlonal research
which’ has long established that it is the teacher who is the-
most important faetor,in.any learning situation ‘Just as the
Harvard Reading"Studies concluded that,; rather”than any method of
instruction, it is the classroom teacner who most brlngs about
success in reading, so too have the experts in the field related
' the teacher to the success of mainstreaming programs. For this
reason, it is of critical importance that' the attltudes of par-
_t1c1pat1ng teachers be favorably disposed toward the mainstream
situation. If the teacher is uncomfortable or negative in hls/her
approach this attitude will affect not only the teaching role,
but the attitudes of the other children in the class.

As with;most educational practices, for Qhaterer the reasons,
‘not all teachers favor mainstreaming. In fact,'Barngrover found
‘that whereas nonteaching_educators favored the practice of main-
| streaming,“classroom teachers significantly favored»segregationl/:'
Y:Jordan and Proctor feel that attitude is related to aQe%/t They
‘conclude that the yovunger, less experienced teacher.is-more favor-
able in attitude than is the older, more experienced teacher.. |
Panda and Bartel have likewise found that the teacher{s attitude
. will vary according to the type of'handicappinglconditionaoresent”
in his/her classroomé/. Physioal,disabilities\appear to arouse‘

A

i

1
_ catlon Programs" Exceptlonal Children’ (o,, 1971) p. 755. /
' Z/J E. Jordan and D. I. Proctor ‘”Relatlonshlps Between Kndwledoe
v of Exceptional Children, Kind. and Amount of Experience with Then,
" and Teacher Attitudes Toward Their Classroom Integration ' The
Journal of Special Education (3, 1969);“'. 434, ’

3/

Chlldren,” Journal of Spec1a1 Educatlon (6, 1972), .'y26°
;27‘_

130

. ’ ) . ' . . ... / .~
E. Barngrover, "A Study of Educators!' Preferences. in-Speciaﬂ Edu-

R. C. Panda and ‘N. R. Bartel, '“Teacher Perteptlon of E: ceptlonal




the least negative feelings, emotional disabilities the greatest.
Gorelick alsc found that teachers knowledgeable about one dis-
‘ability were afraid to transfer their knowledge tc a child with

1/

another haxdicapping condition=

several authors have put forth the need for systematic teacher

training. Jacqbéi/, Lovitti , and Yétesi/,_have all documented'

increased acceptance of handicapped children subsequent to. teacher
training programs. In addition, teachers' attitudes appear to
improve when resource énd supportive personnel are made available

5/

‘for consultation~ .

The importance of obtaining as- full a degree of teacher

.6/

acceptance as possible is underscored in this quote by Valletutti~

Segregation or integration is not the critical issue. The
values and attitudes of teachers and their effects on the
pupil's self-perception and performance are ‘the key ques-
tions. The ‘acceptance/rejection order of students by teach-
ers is specific to a particular class and will change .when
class, composition is altered. Ideally, before placing a
special child into any class, the attitudes and values of
the teacher 'should be carefully and precisely delineated.

e

'A/Molly GorelickﬁjCareers in Integrated Early Childhood Programs |,
(California State University, August 1975), p. 127.

2/ ;. Jacobs,. The Search for Heip: A Study of the Retarded Child in
the Community (New York: Brunner-Mazel, 1969). ' o

3 m r i - : ' ’ . .
2 E. T. Lovitt, Teacher Acceptance of Classroom Integration of -
Children with Learning Disabiiities (Ar.zona State University,:

/

, 1974).
/ i/J.-.R. Yates, "Model fcrfFféparing Regular Classrbom Teachers for  .>
, "Mainstreaming'™ Exceptional Child (39, 1973), pp. 471-472.

§/Jf R. Shotel,“R..P; Iano, and J. F.,MtGettigén;'“TeathéruAttitudes;
Associated with-the Integraiion of Handicapped Children, Exceptional
 Children, (9, 1972), p. 680. C _— > g ] .

_é/P.’Vallettuti; "Integration vs. Sééregation,” The Journal of
Special Education (3, 1969), p. 405. - o . ’
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© Optimal Parent\Participation
Throughout the literature it is epparent that support“df the
program by the child's family greatly contributes to the overall
success of the progran. Indeed, much of the 111erature on main-
streamlng is devoted te narrat1ve descriptive praises of this
practice by families who have etperlenced malnstreamlnb on the in-

1/

ment helps to ensure program success.

d1v1dual level= It is‘an accepted premise that parental involve- °

Parental cooperatlon and involvement also enable parents
to share in the successes which their children are achieving.
"With this in mind, Head Start .programs. have long incorporated
parental part1c1patlon as an overall project. goal According . B
to the Third Annual Report of Head Start Serv1ces to Handlcapped

-‘Chlldren, in'1975, "12,457 parents in full year Head Start procrams'
' 2/

were receivino speclal services related to the*r ch11d s hand1cap~ .

It has been. reported that parental partlclpatlon further
enhances the contlnulty of the child"s" 1earn1ng experlences—/
Consistency of attltudes both at home and at school helps to
ensuré the maximum learning experience for ‘the child. Cansler
. and Martin Sum_upfthe consensus opinion on this subject:

1

~'l/For example, Vlralnla Stern s "Finger Paint on the Hearlng Aid,"
Volta Review" (71, March 1969), PP - 149 154 is one mother's
‘account of her Chlld £ etperlences as a malnstreamed preschoo]er

' ,Z/Head Start Services to Handlcapped Ch11dren Third Annual Report,
Office of Child Development June’ 1975 P. l7 -

'S/Early Ch11dhood Programs in the States Report of a December
- 1972 Conference TDenver Educatlon Comm1551on of the States,
1973), p. 45. . .
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M"In order to provide the best climate and training for the
handicapped child it is imperative that parents' involvement S
be sought, cultivated -and.acknowledged as extreme1y va1uab1el/.”

Replication Models

e

The most useéful inférmation to be drawn from the literature
" involves the application of theoretical bases ints practice--
 mode1s for implémentaticnﬁof'mainstfeaming programs.- As with
much of the literature on the subject, however, a great many of
the so-called models presented in the literature are nothing more
than descriptions of progfﬁms,_ There is no theoretical basé of
design and little thought to educational strategy. -Such models
will not even be noted here, sinqé‘in this section we are éon-‘
cerned only with viable findings. Below are presqntéd sevef;k
jmodelé,which have been accepted by thé.educafional community for
the utility of their cdﬁst;uctSQ o o

e Marvland State Department of Education's Continuum

- of Special Education Services. One of the earliest
‘mainstreaming models to be-.developed (by Finch, 1969),
was that of Maryland's continuum. Developed originally
for children with learning disabilities, the mddel
allows ‘the handicapped child to receive- specialized -
services from psychologists, pupil personnel workers,
diagnostic -.prescriptive teachers, and itinerant and
resource room personnel while retaining his/her
affiliation as a member of the regular class. In.

T / addition to receiving these support services, the =~ -

' / child is encouraged to move along a 'continuum' -- tO
"the point where he/she is spending less time. re-
ceiving support services and more time in the regular
classtoom. Morecver, the ‘flexibility of the program
enables the child to experience whatever types of
services are most appropriate to his/her needs at |

. ; ."a_par;iculaf/stage_of development. -As Finch describes:
' - the program=' : - e - v : -

;

;/D;_P.FCanélerjand-G, H. Martin (eds.) Working;with'Families:.A.'
Manual for Development Centers (Washington: BEH), p. 19.

2/ i P : -

1/F1nch, Thomas . E., Division of Instruction, Maryland State:

- 'Department of Education, A Design for a Continuum of Special
Education Services, June. 1969, p. 5. S

-
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With a flexible system of organization, the
school can provide adequate services to match
the changing needs of: exceptional children
throughout -their school life, beginning in the
pre-school -years. : '

T

s ‘Deno's Cascade of Services. In 1970, Evelyn Deno pro-

~ 'posed that special education "conceive of }fself pri-
marily as an instrument for social changel/ " arguing
that heretofore the prevailing approaches to 'personnel
training, teacher certification, program funding, and
service delivery not only have perpetuated bu}/widened
the gap between regular and special education®’'"..

As she perceives it, special education is the research- -

"~ and-development arm of general education, providing all
education with what she terms.''developmental capital.",

. According to Deno, both forms of education must be in-

" separably linked to each other by a cascade of edu- ..
cation services. Deno describes this system (Figure 1)
as one which "facilitates tailoring of treatment to
individual needs rather than a system for sorting out
children so they will fit conditions designed according .
to group standar?s~notwnece§sarily suitable for the L
particular caseﬁ .""" As Leslie describes the system, the -
child is to be placed only as far into the cascade as
is necessary; the child is then tec be returned' t9 the

. upper levels of ‘the cdscade as soon as,feasibleﬁ/. "The -
cascade system-provides the handicapped child with a
wide variety of service options, thus émphasizing the
individuality of all. o

, l/Ew N. Deno, 'Special Edudation as Developméntal Capital,"
Exceptional Children (37, 1970), p. 229.

“Z/g. . Deno (Ed.) Instructional Alternatives for Exceptional
Children (CEC), p. Xiii. S - .

IE/E;'Ni Déno, "Special Education as Developmental Capital,!

p. 231. S SRS _ : at.
i/Perry T. Leslie; "A Rationaie for a Mainstféam Educatidn for
the Hearing Impaired,” p. 29. - ' o '
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s Lilly's Training Based Model (Zero-Reject System).
Stephen Lilly's model for mainstreamihg focuses on the
schocl system rather than on the child. Inherent in

 this model, which was first outlined in 1971, is the
policy that "once a child ic enrclled in a regular edu- -

" cation program within a school, it must be impossible
to adminisiyatively separate him from that program- for
any reasons’ ." 'Thus, by adhering to this ''zero-reject"
policy, the responsibility for failure no lounger rests
with the child but with the teacher. Educators are thus
forced to deal with problems in the classroom rather than
to bodily remove then. : ' '

Lilly also places primary responsibility for resolution
of the handicapped child's problems on the regular class-
room teacher. It is his contention that an active goal
of special education must be to train jregular teachers
to the point where they are.self-sufficient enough to not
.requireé special education support. In describing the ;
' : workings:of this model, Lilly writes;/ "At'no time during’
the period of service would the instructional specialist”
.remove a child from the classroom for individual wortk, ..
whether it be of a diagnostic or tutorial nature, for -
this practice.in no way contributes’ to preparing the
Teacher to pertorm this sunction in the futures/ | " Lilly's

model répresents a distinct change’ in our perception of ",

special education. Rather thar requiring special edu-
cation support, it moves towards a replacement of the
~0ld svstem. ' o SR :

e Gallagher's Contract Model. Developed primariiy as a
prototype nodel for the mainstreaming-of the mildly
handicapped, the Special Education Contract involves
the signing of a formal contract by parents and scheol .
officials prior to the mainstreaming ‘experience. : With-
jin this contract both parties would set forth the.
specific goals that they wish to achieve over the next
two years. The contract would be "nonrenewable,. oOT
renewable only under a quasi-judicial type of hearing

~with thg/parents represented by legal or child advocate
council=". o ‘ R

-~

,l/M. Stephenﬁtiély, UAﬁTraining'Bésedeédel for Speciéi Education,"
Exceptional Children (37, 1971}, p. 745. . '

E/M; Stephen Lilly, "A Training Based Model for Special Educatiom,"
p. 746, . | - k

E/Jame§ J. Gallagher, "The Special Education,Contract for Mildly
Handicapped Children," Exceptional Children (38, 1972), p. 532.
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- Unlike Lilly's Tralnlng Based Model, the Snec1a1 Edu-
catlon Contract is not intended as a substitute for

special educztion services: As he describes it, the
--model is a: : :

o

suooestlon for dealing w1th two pressing problems
fac1ng specaal education today. The first problem
is the difficulty of replacement of mildly handi-
capped children in regular education once they have
been assigned to special education. The second and -
related problem is the tendency to overassign cer; /
tain minority group children to special educatlon—

Gallagher also proffers the advice that school systems
only adopt this model subsequent to indepth dlscu331ons~
at the communlty level.

S Adamson and Van Etten's Fail-Save Model. This tralnlng '
model was developed in 1972 as a reaction to Lilly's
training- based system. . Like Lilly, Adamson.and Van

" Etten put the onus of responsibility on the system
rather than the child. But unlike Lilly, they propose
additional alternatives for handlcapped chlldren As
the authors describe 1t— -

. The "fail" represents the system s rallure to

- meet all children's needs, n t the child's. The : 7.
"save' .represents the adaption of the system to '
~the child's individual needs and '"'save' him.

The model operates in ten week evaluation and obser-
vation cycles. The regular classroom teacher, upon
spotting a problem, refers the child to a consulting
teacher for testing and recommendations. The child
‘is ‘then returned to his/her class for follow-up
treatment. The authors are very adamant upon the
point that "At no time does the methods and materlal7
specialist become the tutor or the remed1a1 teacher

: l/Jaﬁesije Gallaéﬁer; "The Sﬁecial'Edueetion Contract for Mildly
~ Handicapped Children,”‘p .527. . . .

2/ "z Reject Model Revisited:
Gary Adamson and Glen Van Etten ero j ] :
A Wgrkable Alternatlve,” Etceptlonal Children (38, 1972)vp. 7o§.

"-i/Gary Adamson and Glen Van Etten, ”"ero ReJect Model
Revisited," pi'737. Lo




At the conclusion of the ten week cycle, teachers)
administrators and parents jointly mPet to discuss
future actions. The child at this juncture point
will either enter another 10 week evaluation and
observation cycle or be placed in a resource class-
room/regular class for a 90 day period. Following
either choice, re-evaluation of the child's progress
Ms aoaﬁn made..

T.e.flexibility of this model enables great in-.

. dividuality of services. The authars are confident

. of the operational success of this model, noting that
it is based on "experience and data- gathered from
implementing educational diagnosing, itinerant
methods -and materials, consultant/teachers, resource

TOOMS ,° materiai7 laboratorles, and a teacher-based.
training model=""

The four models outlined above arehpresented only as an
1nd1catlon of the types of ma1nstream1ng modeis which have been
'developed ‘They are by no means intended to represent all that
is being done . 1n this area. As noted in the 11terature review,
ma1n>tream1ng as a construct is not in the pecullar p051tlon of
‘having to ratlonallve its existence. Literally hundreds of edu-
cators have rushed to- this challenge, offering countless repli-
catlon models. - The ;elected models have been presented because
they ‘are representatlve of the "better" models which have been
developed--they are the ones most often cited in the literature
for soundness of theory and excellence of results. Theseamodels
' have chemselves generated numerous models which have 1ncorpolated

key facets of the prototype models. For instance; Chaffin reports.
that Deno's cascade 'of services 1s In some. form present in nearly

all applied mainstreaming progrims, as is Lilly's emphasls on the

o 2/

inservice role of the spec1al educator Gallagher s contract

'l/Gary Adamson and Glen Van Etten, "Zero Reject. Wodel Rev151ted "
p. 735. ~ , ‘ - .

2/Jerry D. Chaffln, ”Wlll the Real ‘Walnstreaming Program Please
Stand Up! (or---Should Dunn Have Done It?)”Focus on. Erceptlonal'
Children, (6, October 1974), p. 181 ‘ . - _
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has also been widely adapted although neowhere is it implementedr

with the formallty descrlbed The Fail-Save Model has been adopted

by the State of New Vex1cq$4

VI. IWPLICATIOVS OF THE RESEARFH TO THE PROPOSED STUDY

-

has been written on mainstreaming, but little cf substance can be
discerned. The litefature is characterized by descriptive studies
. Which are, in the ma1n devoid of statistical input. Those few
studles which may be characterlzed as research oriéented are re-
plete with metho: ologlcal weaknesses and errors. The few sub-
stantive conclusions which.'¢in be drawn from .the literature are,
as illuminated in the precedinc,chapter that: -

e direct observatlonal assessments which are process
- " oriented. are preferable to product orlented norm-
ative tests.

o administrators can facilitate the success of the main- -
streaming opportunity by providing a guideplan for
1nd1V1dua1121na instruction, reducing class enrollment,
and dedicating the school to a program based on ser-
vicing the needs of the children -

@ the physical layout and the fac111t1es in the class-
' room can enhance the 'success of the. malnstreamlng ’
effort

S
<

e teachers are the crucial variable ih determining_the
© success of the mainstream experience.. Attitudes can -
be improved by the inclusion of regular in-service
training and the provision of back up spec1a1 edu-
cation support personnel

i
® supportlve parental att1tudes will increase a proaram S
chances for success

e v1ab1e models for 1mp]ementat10n of malnstreamlno pro-
grams do etlst and can be adapted for use in the schools

i
1

. : . AT
' J'-/E N. Deno (Ed.) Instructional Alternatives for Etciptlonal e
3 Chlldren CEC, p 12. .

-From,th nreceding review of literature we have seen that muth
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The implications of these rather limited conclusions to the project

~at hand

is of 'great magnitude. So little has vet been proven that

the challenge which awaits us is laroe.

In

meeting thlS end, we will need to consider these as yet un-

resolved issues.

‘Who benefits from mainstreaming? 3e¢ery rather cheerfully

proclaims "Everyone='!' Others are more skeptical, but ~.
equally evasive. Most like Rauth, prefer. to sk1rt the .
issue, simply stating "Not all chlldren benefit from a
malnstfeam setting," and fail to identify who this sub-
set is%’. We would hypothe514e that the severely handi-
caDpe&\ch 1d, although a prime target of Head . Start's
out;eac@ is a less likely candidate for maimstreaming.

\ Y N
What aré\the costs of mainstreaming?. Although financial™
incentive has historically been a contrlbutlng 1mpetus
to the process of mainstreaming, we would take 1ssue
with- the idea that mannstreamlno is a cost- effeftlve
alternative to special classes. Where mainstreaming
is employed as an alternative to special education }
without the inclusion of support services, the f1nanc1a1
costs of employing special education.teachers 1is 1ndeed
reduced. .However, the spirit of mainstreaming is lost
by such a maneuver. We would agree with McGee's position
that ""The program costs as much as a traditional program
and the factor or/eost reductlon cannot De used as a
selling p01nt "

What are "the critical varlables to successFul main-
Streaming? From tac literature we have already ildenti-
fied Eﬁlnlstrator, teacher, and parental attitudes as
key.vaxlaoles to program suvccess. In the proposed

G

l/Keltn. E. Beery, Models for Mainstreaming (San Rafael ~Dimensions
~ Publishing, 1972), p. 348.

\—/Warllyn Rauth, ”Walnstreamlng A River to Nowhere or a Prbmiéing
Current?" Clanolng Educatlon (April 1976), p. ﬁ.

i/Donald I. McGee, '"Mainstreaming Problems and Procedures: Ages

6-12,"

p. 1453.
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.study ‘we will want to isolate other potentially im-
portant factors. One such variable we will want to
examine is the attitude of the child's peers. Kennedy
and Bruninks found that social status was unrelated
to severity of handicapping condlt}on among hearing-
.impaired elementary aged children~ Whether this
conclusion is accurate due to the small sample size

© (15) employed is questionable. . Also, the question of
student att1tudes towards different types of handi-
capping conditions needs to be considered. 'We have
data on teacher-attitudes towards handicaps, but as

.yet no hard data on student feelings.

Another varlable which we will want to consider is theaym%N
effect of’ part1c1pat10n in the study on the derived.
outcomes, i.e., the much noted "Hawthorne Effect." In
the llterature on mainstreaming this variable seems
to have a larger than usual role, partly because moti-
vation appears to be so essential to program success.
We must agree with Weikart's.findings that'... experi-
mental prOJects in which researchers have dlrect con-
. trol of the curriculum, the operatlon of the project,
and the research de51gn seem to offer potential for
1mmed1at§/p051t1ve 1mpact in terms- of their stated
goals.. .- .

A third variable we will want to explore is that of

stage of intervention. In reviewing the literature,

one comes to the: general understandlng that ‘the earlier

a child is entered into a mainstreaming s1tuat10n, the
better are his/her chances for success. In working-

with preschool children, one has the edge of time on

the side of success. Yet, we will want to note if this

1

VA "

='P. Kennedy and R.-Bruninks, ''Social Status of Hearing Impaired
'Children in the Regular Classrtooms, "Exceptional Children = |
(40, 1974) pp. 336-345. _ !

2/D P Weikart ”Relatlonshlp of Curriculum Teaching and Learnlng
in: Preschool Educatlon " in J.C. Stanley (ed.) Preschool Programs

for the Dlsadvantaged (Baltlmore Johns Hopkins v..iversity Press,
1972), . 25,
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distinction is still V151b1e at the preschool level--do
children who are malnstreamed earlier have a better
chahce for success? - Similarly, do children who have
more recently been dlagnosed as handicapped have a
greater chance for success than do chlldren who have

e been so labelled all their lives?

 These -and other key variables will have to be hlgh-
llghted durlng the course of our study

e What constitutes successful malnstreamlng? "As noted in
the chapter on methodological problems there is a great
deal of amblgulty over what actually constitutes a -
mainstream experience. Some educators hold that the
element of support SéerC?? must be present for a main-
stream- situation to exist= Yet, the reality of som

' Head Start programs .is that in some areas support ‘ser-
vices are simply not available. Does this then mean that
children in these programs are not enrolled in mainstream-
ed classes? Operational criteria which are consistent!
with the literature will have to be deflned before
headlng out into .the field.

In defining the "success“ of .a program we will have to

\ delineate a variety of factors--academic achievement,

v - social acceptance, and self- growth among others. Process—
oriented instruments for measuring such gains w111 have
to be developed and validated.

_.VII.'WON MAINSTREAMED PROGQAMS DESIGNED FOR HANDICAPPED PRESCHOOLERS

Slnce the’ avallable materials on malnstreamlng and 1n partlcular,
preschool malnstreamlng-are so acutely 11m1ted at the suggestlon of
the Office of Child Development, we will in this 'section explore.

‘other preschool optlons which are avallable to the handicapped child
from birth to age five.

<« As with Project Head Start, the impetue for presehdol programs
for the handicapped has evolved from a larger concern for early
childhood education for all. Preschool programs have come to be
viewed as important for all children because 'so very much happens
in the first few years of life to form the kind of individual who
later becomes an adult.'" In fact, Benjamin Bloom's research indi-
cates that 50% of one's development occure before the age of four.

Y

‘ l/"Mainstreaming," Exceptional Children (November 1973), p. 2
. \‘ N

e
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‘Even if one’does not accept these figures, it is a generally agreed .
conclusion that the beglnnlng yzars of life. have a. tremendous impact.
on all future development. L/

3

_j&;wwﬂ Using the following set of developmental taskg for the child

-0-5, a preschool educatlon attempts to maximize the ch11d's potentlal
1n each of these areas: .2

~ Learning to walk
Learning to take solid foods
Learning ‘to talk v
Learninc‘to control e11m1nat10n
7'L=ar11ng sex differences
\Achlev1ng phy51olog1ca1 stability

Forming simple concepts ‘of social and phy51ca1 reality

®x e o e & @& O o

Learning to relate one's self emotionally to parents
siblings, ana other people ’

. ~Learning to distinguish. right and wrong

With accomplishment of these tasks, educators feel that the preschool
child is encouraged to grow and to learn. oo

For the:preschool child<who‘is also handicapped, early‘child-
‘hood éducation is deemed to be especially important. Recef Writes,
"Chlldren with dlsabllltles no less, and probably more, than chil-
dren without disabilities need spec1a11 ed a551stance from the
ear11est a"e.”s/ Theorlsts such as Plaget Martin, Welnlnger,
~Adkins and Walker and Kirk are but a few of many educators.who
"h ve,‘through‘the professlonal literature, warned that for many
chHildren, remedial programs have simply come too late. The damage

l' ’ . . ‘v

1/Roger Reger, Preschool Programmlng,of Chlldren With D15ab111t1es
Sprlngfleld * Charles C. Thomas, 1970), p. 5. .

2/Based on Hav1gurst - "isting of tasks as cited in Justin Plkunaa,
Human Development: "A Science of Growth (Vew York:  McGraw-Hill,
. (1969). _

E/Roger Reger, Preschool Programming of Children With Disabilities,
P. S. : i
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inflicted by abnormal physical, mental, and social conditions be-

‘comes 1rrever41b1e by the time the child is able to enter: school

t

As recently as February 1974 mhe Departmeht of Special Educa- j
t10n of the State of Virginia descr1bed this as yet 1arge1y unful-

- filled need 1/

- Slowness in developing presc%ool programs for hanzacapped
children has seemed to persisit. throughout the United 1
States. While many effectivel programs are now’ pro- |
gress, they are-.scattered .and the numbers of cplldren
served are relatively small., Statew1de programs seem to |

1

oe non- ex1stent I . / . : ’

/e

’The last few years have w1tnéssed a concerted drive by nat10nal
The 1n1t1a-_

State and local 1nterests to amellorate ‘the 51tuat10n.
tion and expans1on of early Lnterventlon proorams for all infants
and children with special- needs is a stated prlorlty for. federal
dollars.z/ State 1eg1s1atufes Lave . 11kewise responded by reduc1n§
- the minimum age requlrements for entrance into publicly supported
programs. As may be seen from Flaure 2, eight States now prOV1de
' services_to.handlcapped children from birth onward; another 25
States offer such services at various points prior to age five. {
~+ Local ‘efforts have s1m11ar1y accelerated " From the numerous )
prOJects which developed from federal, State and local 1ncent1vEs,

we wil? descr1be a few of the more representatlve ones below in

.
i

br1ef

National Organization Sponsored Programs

Historically, the bulk of preschool special education services

have been provided under the auspices of organizations dedicated to

l/Department of Special Educatlon, State Department of Educatldn
A Comprehensive State Plan for the Education of Young Chlldren

Below Age 5 In Virginia (February 1974), p. vii.

,Z/Vlnlfred H. Northcott, -”Preparatlon for Specialized Roles in
Early Childhood Educatlpn for the Handicapped," 'in Proceedings: of
the Conference on Research Needs Related to Early Childhood [ Edu- -

cation for the Handicapped (BEH, frebruary 11- 13, 1975).
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TICURE 2‘

SlA1F EDUCATIONAL SERVICES AVATLABLE TO HANDICAPPED CHILDREN, ACCORDING T0 AGE

Beginning at:

Fo
i

. Kansas

ELIGIBILITY 1/,
Towa 'Virginia
. Michigan -

- New llampshire
- North Carolina
- Oregon
South Dakota
“Vernont

'l/Taken from

At 3

- Alaska

- “Florida

Georgia
I11inois.

 Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Texas

~ Wisconsin

- Connecticut

Delaware
Oklahoma
Tennessee

i

\

\
BT

N\

R

hrizona .
“Colorado .
Hawail -
. Maine .

Minnesota
Missouri -
Nebraska

- Nevada
-~ New Jersey

New York

Ohio

West Virginia

|
t

|

ff, Idaho.

Mabana -
Arkansas

California

District of
Columbia .

Indiana
Kentucky

Louisiana

Montana -

~ New Mexico

North Dakota

- Pennsylvania

South Carolina
litah
Washington
liyoning

N, flobbs, fhe Futures of Childven (San. Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1975) _



the needs‘of the handicapped .The'*ational Association for- Retarded.
Citizens (VARC), National Easter Seal and Unlted Cerbbral Palsy (UCP)
have been traditional prov1ders of such services. Even w1th the for-_
matlon of newer programs'’ such 'as OCD's Head- Start’ and BEH'# First

* " Chance, these organlzatlcns contlnue to be the prime educational’

. vehicle for. preschoolers today.- Ackerman and Moorel/state that

these th%ee organizations. alone were in 1974 able to serve almost .
~twice as' many children than. d1d a11 federally funded programs -Com-

" bined. The local chapter serv1ces of these organlzatlons focus the
de11very of their, services on children who have a speclftc hand1cap.
Walnstreamlng is not part of the philosophy of these organlzatlons. '
Rather, children w1th a common need are given an educatlon which is
directed at compensating for the 11m1tatlon(s) which all of the ‘
_ch11dren at the school share, While the services provrded by these
agencies have always been directed at cater1ng to the needs of ch11-
dren with a specific-handicap, the last few years have noted the
broaden1ng of the. spectrum of proV1ded services., All- serV1ces be'they
of an educatlonal emotional”or health nature,~usua11y emanate from a -
phy51ca1 center to wh1ch the ch11dren are brought., Other tnan ‘this

< broad statement of programmatlc goals, there are few other generallza--

tions that can, be made about agency sponsored programs. The‘serV1ces
and. the eValuatlon of these services vary accord1ng to loca1e

”Stlmulatorzﬂ Federally Fuﬁded Programs o p_ T e

As noted above, there has been a’ strong commltment on the part
of the 'Federal government to serye the needs of hand1capped-ch11d-
“ren. . In addition to. the Head Start effort _the Hand1capped Child-
ren's Early.Educatlon Program, P.L. 89-313, and Title VI-B have all
iunderscored_this.federal commitment. Historically, it has been the
hphilosophy'of'CongreSS that federal monies can best serve this target
gronp when the LEA-Has primary responsibility for such services.

1/P R. Ackerman and M.G: Moore, "The Delivery of Educatlonal Services.
to Preschool Handicapped Chlldren in the United States," in. "
T. Tjossem (ed.) Intervention Strategies for High Risk Infants
.and Young Children (Baltimore: Unlverslty Park Press, 10/5}
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) Therefore, a prlme thrust of federal programs has been to fllter
programs through local school districts which will subcontract
private and nonproflt community agencies whenever‘approprlate.‘

In addition'to Project Head Start, by far the laroest of the
'federally mandated programs “is the First Chance Network of model
early chilcdhood demonstratlon centers which is funded by BEH. Man- 3 ;o
’ dated by the Handlcapped Chlldren s Early Educatlon As51stance Act 1//',
of September 1968 Flrst Chance programs ‘must by- law be- ceographlcally
dlsbursed 1nvolve cooperating parents, coordinate with other .pro-
jects, and d1ssem1nate the1r results. Approximately 55 percent of
" the programs 1ncorporare some degree of ma1nstream1ng 1nto their'.
'de51cn. '

As with the agency-sponsored programs descr1bed above it is
‘f_agaln dlfflcult to generallze on the-effectiveness of. tbe First
Chance programs, desplte the fact that evaluation is a mandated com-
' ponent of their design. As Northcott describes it; "Each mndel is.
p'considered openaended tentative, and explanatory.. ”1{ Lillie fur-
'ther notes that the models range in scope from the 1nformal with-
"emphasls on soc1al -emotional growth to the formal w1th heavy stressv
on cognitive gains. ~/ Ackerman ‘and, Moore conclude that "in the-
b,Flrst Chance Network - no common® “vocabulary can be found wh1ch deslg-«
.nates the models clearly, nor- do evaluation schemes exist to deter-‘
mine the effectlveness of one: model over another
State heglslated Programs’ . I
‘As dep1cted in Flcure 2, there is a marked trend amonc the-

. States to sponsor State- supported programs of speclal educatlon for

. i
\.-

. 1/WJ.n'J.fred H. Northcott ”Preparatlon for Spec1a117ed Roles in Early
Chlldhood Educatlon for the Handlcapped ”, :

' Z/D Lillie, Early Childhood Education: An Ind1v1duallzec Approach
. to Developmental Instructlon (Palo Alto: “Science Research Assoc-
‘iates, 1975) . : :

'“S/P R. Ackerman and- M. G. " Moore, "The Dellverv of. Educatlonal Ser-
' vices to Preschool Handlcapped Chlldren in the United States.

-
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- preschoolers." At:firSt glance, these‘impressive mandates may how.-
eVer, app@ar more encompasslng than they are in actual fact.\ C __'f' .....
Accordlng to Abeson, "Unfortunately these mandatory requlrements

" often have been 1gnored and, in V1rtua11y every State, many children
in need of special’ education serV1ces have been unable to obtain
them. "l[ Cohen concurs, but’ adds that while "not all States. are
taking advantage of their authorlzatlons,... the fact that such

~ authorizations have been achleved is very promising. "2/

_ Most‘of the State plans share a“goal similar to the one put
Forth by the'Virginia State Department of Education, namel)' "To
.provide at .Jleast a m1n1mum program of serV1ce and to encourage a
mu1t1p11c1ty of serv1ces to appropr1ate1y meet the needs of young,
handlcapped k1ds." In effectlng this. goal, State laws echo this
exhoTtment put forth by the 1111n01s Department of Exceptlonal Chil-
dren . We really cannot predlct the- effect of a. handlcap upon one's '
learnlng We. educate the child who has one or more of -these condi-
tions ‘which may or-may not interfere with his learnlng. 'We‘need to’
\\\be ever mlndful of the effect of these cr1pp11ng impairments upon g
_ the child, the’ total child who has’ feellngs self-concepts, percep-'
tlons, and fam11y " ',," ' ‘ ‘ . : T

7

Thls sens1t1v1ty has- been translated 1nto a varlety of formats.;
both among and within the States. There is.-no one or exemplary
model' for delivery of serV1ces which emerges. from the literature.

" This- d1ver51ty of program des1gn is a d1rect Tesult not onlx_of the
:' relatively recent bthh of such programs but also represents a, »
: rconscious dec151on on the part of educators that "No one program 1s

1/A Abeson ”Movement and Momentum: - Government and the Educatlon
of Handlcapped Ch11dren II," Exceptional Ch11dren (41 1974),
pp. 109-115. = - _ B

‘\ e :
2/Shlrley Cohen, "Research Veeds in Relation to Serv1ce Dellvery ' 2
'Systems," in Proceedings of the:Conference on- Research Needs

Related to Early Childhood Educatlon for th‘fHandlcapped (BEH
February I1-13%, 1975). — ..
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;successful for all chlldren, even those with similar hand1capp1ng
condltlons;” 1/ Further, dlver51tx represents a cost- ~effective dec1s-
ion to supplement already existing local programs rather than to
transplant mocdels for repllcatlon.\ The States have therefore turned
to a variety of dellvery mechanisms ,\ which 1nclude the follow1ng

Self conta1ned classrooms
Resource rooms/learn1ng centexs
Itlnerant services
Clinical settlngs
Center-based settlngs

”dome-based sett1ngs
Neighbérhood group centers
Child development hostels
Mobile classrooims

® © 6 & o & e o o o
2 - .

Hospital-institution settings

This very individualized pattern of development once again
y .negates the possibility of making comparisons between'programs.

Pro;ect goals, resources, and' implementation. procedures are not con- .

~51stent w1th1n the States, let alone between them. In the Introduc- p
';tlon to the Virginia plan, ‘the" authors explaln "As might be ex-
pected,orural areas . generally have had fewer procrams with no alter-
natives while the more comprehenslve programs have been found in the
heavily populated areas. With such divergence, generallzatlons_can-p
not be made’. e ) ) S - o | B '

] ‘ . -

-

K Grass Roots Programs.

» Spurred by federalyand State financial support, the past few
years have witnessed the_emergenceuof'numerous locally-based pro-
grams'tO'aid the handicapped preschoolér. As with .the situation de-:
scribed at the State level, the local pattern is indeed rich with
aldiversity of approaches. -A few noteworthy trends can, however, be.
mentioned. \ o ' '

' l/Department of Special Educatlon A Comprehenslve State Plan for
the Education- of Young Children Below Age 5 in Virginia, p. 3.
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_ Where for many years hosp1tals, mental health cl1n1cs, and
soc1al service organ1zatlons were among ‘the only vehlcles for filling
in the gaps lert by State education program . re(ently another mode

" of service has arisen to help relieve this s1tuatlon -- the parent
organized, parent administered preschool program for handicapped
children. - ‘As Wharry descr1bes,'"From birth the child is dependent
upon h1s famlly for -behavior and language models. Famlly members
are 1n a unique pos1tlon to stimulate the child and to encourage

early soc1al interaction." 1/ ‘ -

Parallel to the growth of parent organlzed projects 1s the in-
_creased popularity- of home- based educatlon for the young hand1capped
child. These programs adhere’ to the belief that ‘the. parent plays a
crucial role in the educatlon of young - chlldren but are skeptical

of the,value of the group setting. Cohen 1terates this concern:
”Handicapped chlldren may have d1ff1culty imposing or seeing organ-
ization in aurlch enV1ronment . which may be related to problems‘
often reported of hand1capped chlldren becoming overstimulated in -
what we consider good. preschool enV1ronment n2/ " Stanley concurs,
writing "The traditional group-baséd nursery school 51tuatlon is 3

" thus perfectly designed to perpetuate. the aVo1dance of learn1ng in.

those ch1ldren who haVe the most d1ff1culty in learnlng n3/.

o

As .set forth by Cohen, the primary d1fferences between a home-
based .approach to preschool educatlon for the hand1capped and a -
center- based approach are as follows 4/ '

bl

1/Rhoda. E Wharry, In Time and Soace (San Rafael Ca.: Academic .
Therapy Publlcat1ons, L975), p. 8. , '

2/Shlrley Cohen, "What's Different About the Hand1capped°" in The
Implications of Recent Research in Early Childhood Development for
.Special-Education (Albany: State Department of’Educatlon, .
November/December 1973) . L

I

3/J C. Stanley (ed.) Preschooi Proorams for the- D1sadvantaged Flve
- Experimental Approaches to Early Chlldhood'Ed'catlon (Baltlmore
. Johns Hopklns Press, 19772). _ .

4/Sh1rlev Cohen, "Research Needs in Relatlon to Service De11Very
Systems,U : : :




')

° The home -- not the center——ls where the learnlng
takes’ place _ :

e  The parent becomes the'primary teacher. - Consequently,
~ the educator may not relate directly to the child at .
- all, or may do so only in a limited way

. ® The parent becomes the pr1mary learner, the one whom
: the educator teaches .

_ The home based approach is rooted in a ph11050phy strlklncly

dlfferent from that of the center-based approach ~The. experlences

fat the -home and the parents themselves are- the key to learnlng. The
. Portage Project (Wlscon51n) is the ‘most . frequently c1ted such pro-
.'Ject in the-literature. This project, which has 51nre ‘been rep11- |
. cated in a number of other sites, was primarily designed to equip
.parents of handicapped :children aged 0-4 with the skills that would

enable them. to'teach their'childreﬁ task oriented learnings, using
the pr1nc1ples of behaV1or mod1f1catlon. '

Other Dellvery Systems

The.standard service delivery systems which have been organized

. to meet the needs of the hand1capped ch11d have been outdiined above.

o However, in addltlon to the tradltlonally structured systems there

is also the documented development of del’very via television.. .

' Whlle unable to control for a preclse target aud1ence, television 1s,
‘nonetheless, able to reach a ‘far greater, geographlcally dlsparate

audience than, can any other mode of dellvery The most comprehen-

:-;51ve of these efforts 1s that being. sponsored by "Mlster Rogers'
_-‘Nelghborhood "oa program aimed at the preschool 'audience. Among
the shows: being broadcast as a part of. this series are five shows -

1nvolv1ng a Chlld with spina b1f1da, f1ve shows dealing with the

“Theatre for the Deaf, and five.shows omn lnd1v1dual dlfferences

"among'children; In conJunctlon w1th these programs, BEH has funded

the develOpment of coord1nat1ng materials to be used by handlcapped
ch11dren watch1ng the shows

[3

Slmllar efforts have also been undertaken by other telev151on
shows “for the-young.- "Zoom”,.“Rlpples",.and "Over Seven." In
addition, the Regional Resource'Center'Networkhhas-used the medium -
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*.jfor gu1dance in our own effort

- of telecommunlcatlons to comb1ne direct services on a demonstratlon

./‘l

ba51s Wlth training "and development activities. .

Related Utlllty of Pro;ects/to the Study At Hand

As may be’ 1nferred from the above descriptions of pro;ects, a
great many programs have been 1naugurated during the past several
years at all governmental levels in- response to'the pressing need
to provide the preschool handicapped child with early educatlonal
intervention. The wide range of services makes any cross-comparison
of programs an- 1mposs1b111ty. Further, the relative, newness'off AN
these programs also makes 1nd1v1dual assessments d1ff1cu1t This;is
‘not to say that stat1st1cally sound evaluations of individual pro-
grams have not been made. Projects such as the Huntsv1lle (Alabama)
Achievement. School have been systematlcally evaluated to prove the1r
‘efficacy. However 'such 1nd1v1dual assessments are 11m1ted in
scope. Because of the small numbers of chlldren involved, overall
comparlsons and generallzatlons are of little merit. Therefore,
data on the success of individual, non- ma1nstreamed programs are.
useful to us only to the extent that they (1) provide us with 1ns1ght

- ag’ ‘to other alternative programs in which the target, populatlon m*ghtf'

‘currently be enrolled other “than Head Start; and (2) allow us to
xamlne the types of goals, objectlves, and,, 1nstruments whlch are

‘used to measure program success.
\ s L V
'In terms of measures of program success, the goals -and objec-

.tives of’ these 1nd1V1dual programs, while varying somewhat accordlng
to local prlor1t1es, are for the most part con51stent All programs,
similar to Head Start, state=the1r desire to not Just prepare the
children for Klndergarten but’ to equip them with the SklllS which

L w1ll enable them to matlmlze the1r potentials. .Since the overall

goals of the pro;ects are therefore in llne with the objectlves of
the projects which we will be’ asses:1ng, it 1s therefore of benefit
to take a- look at the evaluation 1nstructlons used by these proJects

v
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‘Basically, all standard tests used'by"noanainstreamed'pro-“

jects can be described in one of these five general reference books:

o -Buros!' Mental Veasurement Yearbooks

9 " Johnson and Bommarito’s Tests ‘and Measurements 1n Child
Development A Handbook . X

e 1‘Deborah Klein Walker's Soc1ometr1c Measures for Preschool
- and Kindergarten Children -

. Boyer, Karafin, and Gail's Measures of Waturation An .
‘ Antholocz;of Early Childhood Observation lnstruments L

° Hoepfner, Stern, and ‘Nummedal's CSE-ECRC Preschool/ - g
Kindergarten Test Evaluations

The vast maJority of instruments utilized by pre scﬁool plo-'
grams for the handicapped seek to measure gains in either the” cog-"
n1t1Ve ‘0or socioemotional domain. Most of the preschool 1nstruments
either strive to measure gains in I.Q. or in "self'~related skills
such as self-help, self- confidence, self- disc1p11ne, self-worth,
and self-attitudes’ towards family and society. As with the main-

~Paming literature, there is little eV1dence of measurement of

,lth-related gains other than in the form of biographical data.-
ine measurement 1nstruments employed  covyer a w1de variety of tech-
niques. The most commonly encountered ones are listed below:

® PrOJectlon techniques (assoc1at1ve, constructive, completlon,;

choice of ordering, expr°551ve)
° Unobtrusive measures o _
0 Observatiomnal procedures (diary descr1ptlon, specimen
_ description/event sampling, time sampling,_field unit
L - analysis) - _ . _
b ° Rating scales (ranking llsts, checklist, descriptive
scale, numerical scale, graphic scale)
¢ Self-report . measures
o Situational wmeasures (sociometric/interviews contrived
situational tests)
R As with each of the domains being. measured a variety of instru-

} ments ut111z1ng a var1ety of techniques are employed to test the 1n--
tellicence of enrolled children. ‘In“suryeying the available 1n¢tru-_
- ments. in the field, Newland concluded that "'most group and individual
" tests of 'intelligence' Have been constructed on. the ba51s of no
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discernible psyohological theory. = They tend to be regarded, both
by their authors and by their users, as psychometric devices which
do, or-are expected to, discriminate among those tested in a cer-
btain-statistically defensible manner.”l/

Among the most commonly cited tests are these:

° Stanford - Binet Intelllcence Scale, Form L-M (L. Terman -
and M. Merrill, Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston, 1960).
While this most familiar of 1nte111genre tests can pro-
vide useful cognitive data, it is for many children and
settings impossible to administer. - Rather than for its
1.Q. socres, many projects find it useful when viewed
by a psychologist who studlee the chlld's oehav1or ‘and

Tesponses.
9 Peabody Picture. Vocabulary Test (L.M. Dunn, American
Guidance Service, Circle Pines, sinnesota, 1959). It

is generally thought that the Peabody is easier to ad-
minister than the Stanford - Binet because little
activity is, required. The test tells if the ‘child can
look at a picture, hear the word, and find the picture
that matches. Through this measure of experience with
the ‘'environment, the test: shows if a child can accept

a two- d1men51ona1 representatlon of a three-dimensional
object

[ Illinois Test of PaYChOllﬂ“UlStlc Abilities {Board of
Trustees of the University of Illinois, Urbana, 1958)-.
When used with appropriately suited chlluren, thlS ‘test
furnishes information on how a child interprets what
he sees z2nd what he can do about it.

In conjunction with measures of I.Q., a great many of the tests em-
- ployed studyfthe motor skills of ;tudents since it has become '

accepted_educa ional theory that w1thout motor development, cogni-
tive progress is retarded. Two of the more popular measures of

-

motor skills are The Purdue Perceptual Motor. Survey (Eugene G. -Roach
and Newell Kephent Charles E. Merrill Co., Columbus, Ohio, 1966)
and Motoric Aids to Perceptual Training (Clara”M.'Chaney and Newell
Kephart; Charles E. Merrill Co., Columbus, Ohio, 1968). - Both of

1

- l/T.--Ernest Newland, '"Assessing the Cognitive Capability of Excep-
tional Children," in Don L. Walker and Douglas P, Howard, Special
Education: Instrument of Change in Education for the 70's
Charlcttsville: University of Virginia Press, 1972), p. 41.
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these scaleslprovide information on differentiation of head, trunk,
limbs, balance and maintenance of posture,"body image, patterns of
locomotion and rhythm, hand-eye coordination, ocular control and
form perceptien. All of these sensori-motor learnings must:be gen-
eralized by the child before he/she is free to deal with all dimen-
sions of the environment. ‘ ' ‘ |

In the area of sbcioemotional measures, there appears to be‘far
greater variety in the types of instruments employed. Walker7has_
.devoted an entire volume to the collection of these measures.
"Probably the only‘test which appears to be used with greater fre-
quency than the others is the Vineland Social Maturity Scale (E.A.
Dole, American Guidance Service, Circle Pines; Minnesota, 1965).

. The majority of the measures used appear to involve checklists of

social, eating, dressing, and toilet behaviors. For eiample, the
Portage Prcject Checklist (Portage, Wlscon51n) includes a checklist

- of hehav1ors and a card file of approprlate curricular ‘ideas to be
used with children 0-5 who are hand1Capped in one or more .areas of
) growth and developnent ‘

\ Llsted below are other instruments which were c1ted in the 11t-
erature as useful in evaluating preschool handlcapped chlldren

‘e. -Arizona Artweulatlon Proficiency Scale (Fudala, J.B.
Wrskln—Psychologlcal SeLV1ces, Bevezly Hills, Callfornla
1970) -

e Assess1ng,LangEage Skills in Infancy (Bzoch and League,

Tree of Life Press, -Gainsville, Florida) -

® Assessment of Children's Language Comprehension’ (Foster,
C.R., Gidden, J.J., Start, J., Consulting Psy4501001sts
‘Press, Palo Alto, California, 1969)

° Auditory Discrimination Test-(Wepman J., Language Re-
search Associates, Chicago, Illinois, 1958)

° Ayres Space Test (Ayres, A.J., Western Psychological
Services, Beverly Hills, California, 1962)

° The Basic Concept Inventory (Engelmann, S.E., Follett
Publishing Company, Chicago, Illingis, 1967)

L IR Baylev Scales .of Infant Develonment (Bayley, N., Psy—
chological Corporatlon, New YorE 1068) :

“ 5



Bender Gestalt Test For Young Children - Koppitz Method

S ’ (Koppitz, E.M., Grune ‘§ Stratton, 1964)
S ) Boehm Test of Ba51c Concepts (Psychological Corp. )
RN 0 Cain - Lev1ne Competency Scale (Consultlng Psycholoolsts
\\\ - Press) .
) ) California Pre School Soc1a1 ComnetenC) Scale (Levine, S.,

Elvey, F.F., & Lewis, M., Consulting PSYChOlOngtS Press,
Inc., 1969)

® »Cattell Intelllgence\Scale (Psycholoalcal Corporatlon,
New York, 1940)

- @ Columbla Mental Maturlty Scale (Harcourt Brace)

) Communlcatlve Evaluation Chart from Infancy to P1Ve'Years
(Anderson, Educators Publishing Service)

o; Denver Developmental Screening Test (Frankenburg, W. K., &
Dodds, J.B., Ladoca Project and Publishing Foundatlon,
Inc., Denver, Colorado, 1968) -

S ) Developmental Scale for Multiple Impalred Children OSP
(I1linois) (Dept. for Exceptionazl Children).

e Developmental Task Analysis (Valett, Fearon Press)

‘e Developmental Te;t Potent1a1 of Pre School Cnlldren (New
York, 1958) , : .

° Developmental Test of Vlaaal Motor Integratlon (Beery,
K.E., and Buktenica, N.A,, Follett Publishing Company,
Chlcago Illinois, 1967) _

) Early Detection Inventory (McGahan, F.E., and McGahan,

C., Follet Publishing Company, Chicago, 1967)

° Early Identificaticn - Meeting Street School Test
(Hainsworth, P.K., and Siqueland, 'M.L.; Meeting Street
School, Providence, Rhode Island, 1969)

° Evanston Early Identification Scale (Landsman, M., and.
Dillar, H., Follett PuBilchlng Company, Chlcaco, Illinois,
1967) . '

.« . Full Range Picture Vocabulary Test (Ammons, R. B,, and
Ammons, ‘H.S ’Psyéhologlsts‘Press, Palo Alto California,
1948) o :

° Functional Checklist (0 3 Prbjgét Peoria, I111n01s, 1971)

) Goldman - Fristoe Test of Articulation (Goldman, R., and

Fristoe, M., American Guldance SerV1ce Circle Pines, i
Wlnnesota, 1969) :

° Goldman - Fristoe.~ Woodcock Test of Audltorz Discrimina-
tion (Goldman, R., Frlstoe M., and Woodcock, R.,iAmeri-

. can Guldance Service, C%rcle Pines, Mlnhesota, 1970)
. \_

) L. . ‘ . \‘ ¢
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Goodenough - Harr:s Drawing Test (Goodenough F.L., and

)
Harris, D.B., Harcourt, Brace, & World Publishing Company,
Chicago, IllanIS, 1963)

° Hejina Developmental Artlculatlon Test (Hejlna, R.F.
Speech Materials, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1959) r

® Houston Test: for Language Development (Crabtree, MQ,

Houston, Texas, 1958)

® Katz Auditory Screening Test (Katz, J., Follett Publish-
ing Company, Chicago, II11n01s, 1971) :

L.A.C. Test: Lindamood: Auditory Conceotuallvation Test,

°
(Teaching Resources Corp., Boston, Massachusetts) ,
K Language and Learning Disorders of the Pre-Academic” Child
‘ (Tina . %angs, Appleton-Century-Crofts) .
e .Lincoln-Oseretsky Motor Development Scale: (Sloan W. , C.H.

StoeItlng Company, Chicago, Illinois, 1948-56)

°o Maxfield Buchholz. Scale of Social Waturl;y for use with
Preschool Blind Children

Performance Goals -Record (from Tralnable Chlldren by Ju11a
Molloy, John Day Co.)

@ Pre School Attainment Record (Doll, E.A., American Guidance
Serv1ce,‘P’ubIJsh1nc Co., Memphis, Tennessee, 1966)

®

® Pre School Self Concept Picture Test (Zimmerman, I.L.
Steiner, V.G., & Evatt, R.L., Charles Merrill Publlshlng
Co., Columbus, Chio, 1969)°

LI - The Primary Visual Motor Test (Haworth Grune § Stratton)
° A Program for Early Identification Disabilities (Wretha ‘
Peterson, Special Child Publlcatlon§7 . ‘
) Pup11 Record of Educational Behavior (P.R.E.B.) (Ruth Cheves,
Teaching R*SOuroes, Boston, Massachusetts)
9 Quick Test fAmmons, R.B., § Ammons, C.H. Psycolog;cal
- Test Spec1allsts, Missoula, Montana, 1958 62) . . R
° Screenlng Test for the A551anment of Remedial Treatments _
.(Ahr., A.E., Prlorlty Innovatlons, Skokle, Illlnols, 1968)
e A Sequenced Preschool Educational Developmental Scale:
(Wl*nlgan Upper Peninsula Comprehensive Program for. Pre-
- school Handlcapped Chlldren (ESEA Title III))
° Templin Darley Screening and D1aonost1c Tests of Articula-

tic . (lemplin, M.C., G Darley,- F‘IZ, Bureau of Educational -
_Research and Serv1ces, 1960-69) .

¢ Test of Basic Experiences (Moss M.H., California Test
Bureau/McGraw Hill, Monterey, Callfornla, 1970)




5 T.M.R. Performance Profile for the Severely -and Woderately
- Retarded (Educatilonal Performance‘Assoc )

e Valett Developmental Survey of Basic Learnlng Ab111t1es_
- Valett, R,E. Consulting Psychologlsts‘Press, Palo Alto,
- California, 1966) :

) ‘Verbal Language Development Scale (Mecham, M. J., Amarican
Guidance Serv1ce, C1rcle‘P1nes, Minnesota, 1959)

[ Visual Motor, Gestalt Test (Bender, L;, Grune~& Stratton,

: Vew York, 1946)

° YEMR Performance Profile for the Young Moderately and

Mildly Retarded, (DiNola, Kamlnsky, Sternteld, Educatlonal
Performance Assoc. ) ’

In addltlon to direct adoption of these tosts, it appearS"to
be increasingly common pract1ce for many projects to adapt these

‘ lmeasures for use with the;r ch11dren. This enables the evaluative

instruments to be more_fully reflective of each individual project's

ﬂaiﬂs{;{The above referenced listing of tests will likewise pTove to.

be a fruitful starting point for us in our: own process of developing
assessment instruments. :

.VIII SURVEYS OF THE I\CL@ENCE OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 0-5

"IN THE UVITED STATES

In our cursory exanination of preschool programs of a non-
mainstreamed nature, it was noted that one of the outputs of that-
review was to provide us with knowledge of other programs Wthh Head

* Start-eligible . chmldren mlcht be attendlng. This insight will prove

to be especlally useful to us when we set out tc develop procedures
for aetectlng the total universe of hand1capped preschool ch11dren
in-the. country With this goal in mind, OCD has further requested
that we etamlne efforts that have heretofore been conducted in thlS
area. .

An irtensive 11terature search of thls top1c revealed that

‘there’ have been only 'a- few previous attempts to obtain data of thlS
itype that have produced results of any satlsfactory merit. The first

of these are the surveys performed by the National'Center for Health
Statistics as part of their Vital awd Hedlth Statistics ser1es.

Spec1£1cally, the follow1nc surveys dealt with the ‘topic under con-

51deratlon
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o ' Series 10, Number 35, Aprll 1967: Characteristics of
Persons With Impalred Hearlno, U.S., July 1962 - June.1963

e .- Series 10 Number 48, November 1968: Prevalence of"
- ~Selected Impalrments, U.S. July, 1963 - June 1965

e Series 10, Number 62, February 1971: - Children and Youth:

Selected Health Characteristics, U.S.: 1958 and 1968
4

~All of these surveys were conducted in a similar manner. .Of the

- 1,900 prlmarv sampllng units involved (PSU'S), a sample was drawn and

divided into segments of about_nlne households each.. Doot - -to-door
canvassing was then conducted df'each of the sampled households.
Anyone 19 years of age and older was 1nterv1ewed to serve as proxXy

.for the young chlldren be1ng =urveyed

¢

For each of the surveys, data ‘was colleceed eVerv wenk for a

- year. By employing. a contlnuous probaolllty sample of a’civilian,

non- 1nst1tut10nallzed populatlon, the researchers were able to con-

Ssider those 1nterv1ewed during any phase of the canvassing as hav1ng

the same basic characterlstlcs as’all others.. Ha ndlcapplng data
was mzintained for all of these surveys by age, sex, reglon, and
soc1oeconom1c level. '

.The second and,morenintensified of these attempts at,identif&e
ing the handicapped preschool population have been the so-called

~"child find" surveys conduCted by the States. Going by a variety

of names such as "Pro;ect Child" in New Jersey 'Count the Children"

‘in North Carolina and "COMPILE? in Pennsylvanla,(each of these

‘studies'has the common aim of locating and identifying handicapped

g preechool age childien. -Since 1574, which marked the passage of

the "Education Amendment to the Elementary- Secondary Education Act

of 1965‘ the States have begun full scale efforts to conduct such

surveys. The impetus for th 1s_movement is a direct result of ‘the

. mandate by the Amendments requiring State'deﬁartments of“edncation

to 1dent1fy all handlcapped children w1th1n their ‘domains in order
to receive federal fundlng ;/ At pre=ent, sixteen States and/or

1/The Law (P L. 93-380) states: ”,,.all chlldren residing in the
State who are handicapped regardless of the severity of their
handicap and who are in need of spe;lal education and related

: experlences shall be 1dent1f1ed

\
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‘territnries are conductlng child-find surveys- to 1dent1fy children
below the. age of five; 9 States have methodologles for identify-
.ing handlcapped chlldren from birth onward. Flvure' presents a
'llstlng of ‘the States and/or terr1tor1es wh1ch are currently 1nV01Ved
_-ln_chlld find studies." '

Whlle the etact methodologles employed by each State do vary,
there are some generalizations which can be made about the proced-
ures involved.. Basically, the structure of the surveys can be sum-

marized by these developmental steps:

® ‘they contacted rellable individuals and groups often
including State, county,.and local offlclals, school’
administrators, PTA organlzatlons and- agencles dea11ng
with the handlcapped :

s  they held meetlngs with these groups in order to establish

obJectrves and a uniform set of rules and def1n1t10ns
K} they conducted extenslve publicity campaigns, 1 “eey used’
o radlo, T.V. newspapers, posters, .
" e . they deveroped a. questlonnalre or standard form for data
' collectlon,; ‘
[ they "‘conducted. f1e1d research tralnlna sessions or pro- -
’ cedure development before the conduct of the data col-'
lection, . _ : : T .
‘o they used available manpower when feaslble, i.e., volunteers,

agencies, professlonals, etc.

Th1rd1y, in addition to these natlonal and State 1n1t1ated sur-’
U veys, 1dent1f1cat10n of handicapped children is also done, to a -
lesser -and more spec1f1ed degree, by ‘certain 1nterest croups and or-
“ ganlzatlons. For example, The Vatlonal Soc1ety for the Preventlon
of Blindness has opthamologlsts screen several million ch11dren-
~each year for vision handicaps. Similarly, ‘Volunteers for Vision
' Sponsors the scréening of handicapped children by optometrlsts.
Likewise the division of Matefnal and Ch11d Health or Crlppled
n_Children within State Health Departments will often run screenlng 3
Hprqgrams to detect handicaps in- the ch11dren served by’ that~area¢__,_,///

7




FIGURE 3:  STATES/TERRITORIES CONDUCTING GHTLD-FIND SURVEYS BY AGE AT WHICH TDENTIICATION
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Appllcablllty of Flndlngs

From the literature, and in particular the Chlld find studles,'
““we are able to abstract methodologled directly relevant to the pro-
ject at hand. 1In addition, screening forms, public relations com-
munications) and the usé of media are all avallable. All of this
material w1ll prove to he a valuable startlng point for the develop—

N

ment of our own methodology. - . y

One other important feature to be derived from this body of 11t-
erature 1s what pitfdlls to avoid. Because the concept of a child- -
find study for preschool children has only recently been operatloq—
alized, the surveys thus far implemented have, like all beglnn;ng
.efforts, encountered problems for which we will have to make accom-
modations in our design. The chief problems cited will be listed
below: '

B £
B
\

o Problems of diagnoses and screening. Perhaps more than
any. other area, this problem appeaTrs to be the chief bane
of all such surveys. ‘Van Doornick writes, "Among the
various screening programs developed in this country,
inaccuracies sometimes occurred due to. inappropriate
age of screening. For example, a screening project.at
our medical center was designed to discover congenital-
hearing loss in’ newborns. The 'Warblet' method resulted
in 250 overreferrals for every case found.'l/ This prob-

"~ -lem could have been averted by s:reening inFfants at a
more reliable age for detection, such as 3-6 months. 1In
addition to the t1m1ng of the screening, serious consid-
eration must be given to the training of -the screeners
who will be doing this task. The literature is resplendent
with examples of 'screened'" children who have been” mis-
~diagnosed and identified as handicapped. To avert such
“tragedies, in a GAO evaluation of Project Head.Start,
one of the recommendations made to Congress: was the need -
 for professional confirmation of diagnosed handicaps. 2/
In the conduct of child-find studies where the identifi-
cation of handicapped children is the primary goal, this
. problem becomes:" extremely crucial. Nearly every State
‘methodology incorporates an element -of 1n service tra1n1ng
- for screeners into its procedures.~ N _ ¢

1/1,\T1111am van Doornick, "Early and Per10d1c Screenlng Dlagn051c
and ‘Treatment Program" P. SO.x: T-

‘2 Comptro;ler General of the Un1ted States, Progect Head Start
Achlevements and Probiems (Washington, Way‘ZO ~1975), p. 11.
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® Problems of Categorization. Parallel to the problems
inherent 1n the screening of children, are the problems
_ involved in the use of handicapping labels. - Without -
-gétting further -into the social-emotional stigmas of
applying such labels, there. is the very real procedural
problem of dealing with categor17atlons which are im-
precise. Without universally accepted definitions for
-~ identifying handicapping conditions, it is almost 1mpos-
sible to avoid erroneous identifications, no matter how
quallfled the d1agnost1c1ane may be. Only through the =
‘establishment of precise definitions or criteria can we
hope to achleVe reasonable accuracy in reportlng.

) ‘Timing of outreach publlc1tz One of the chief weaknesses

' cited by the States in the evaluation of their own child-
find efforts was-the failure to begin public information
_early enough. It is important that the following be
clearly outlined and dlssemlnated Erlor to any collec-
tion procedures:

r

.. Descriptions of ‘the characterlstlcs of children
with exceptional needs’ ;

“ .. Descriptions of available programs and services for
.these children- _ .

.o Delineation of the steps ‘that parents must take to
enable their children to gain. access to services

e Announcements of the t1mes, dates, and sites of
. free orientation workshops and cllnlcs_
Through an analysis of the reV1ewed literature on ch11d-‘1nd
' eFforts, we will be able to .build on the. strong foundatlons which
have already been la1d by the States.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

From the review of the llterature contained in ‘this volume, it
is obvious that the task ahead of'us is an obviously large one. -As
we look to the experts for support, we are forced to conclude that
at this stage we have 11ttle concrete knowledge upon| which we can -’

‘make Judgmental decisions. If anythlng, the 11teratLre underscores
the impressive need for the proposed study, so that in the future

-

we w1ll be able to c1te\ztatlst1cally verified conclu51ons.

Certain hypotheses an, however be drawn from what has been
.written up to now. We know that certaln_admlnlstratlve procedures
and attitudes help to maximlze program success. Further we Xnow

that process or1ented tests are the best reflectors of . achlevement.

L
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From the llterature on non- malnstreamed programs for preschoolers,

~ we have a.panoply of tests from which we can adapt measures of
learnlng, _Moreover, from the child-find surveys we have methodol-
ogies and procedures for identifying‘and screening the population of
Head Start- -eligible children. Finally, we have spec1f1c prog*ammatlc
models of malnstreamlnc which are most llkely ‘to effect a successful
learning envzronmen;. From all of these flndlngs we will be able

to postulate outcomes that will form the basis of our evaluation
plan. The eventual product of our sfforts will be the filling of

- the void that now characterizes the literature.
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