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During the 60's 'an imposing body of theoretical and 'empirical evidence wits

offered in support of the assumption that educational intervention has maxi-

'

muVimpWCI with children under live years of age. Scholars and scientists
.

from variety of discthines aid representing diverse educational phipsopHies

generally agreed that developmental Processes And behavioral responses under-
-

1
go rapid change and are most malleable during the early.years (Hunt 1961;

Bijou and Baer,.1961; 1965; Kirk, 1958; Piaget, 1952; Kagan, 1972).

Recognizing the importance of early stimulation to later develppmeht,

alumbet o investigators initiated experimental programs designed to accel-
,

erate the developMent of young children who seemed

becauge of experiential deprivation (Karnes, 1970;
k /-*

and Stern, 1970). Other researchers studied theeffects of early intervention

on mentally (Kirk; 1958), emotionally (Burke, 1972), sensorially (Tait, 1972),

A I
Potentially handicapped

Deutsch, 1964; EdwaVs

and physicially (Connors, 1974) handicapped young children. These effoits

largely reinforced the belief that developmental anomalies could be positively

altered during-the early years (Karnes and Teska,-1975). By 197G a network of

0

programs serving young handicapped children was operating. These, projects,

funded by the pureau of Education for the Handicapped, became known as First

Chance Programs.

As 'First Chance'Programs developed, a number of factors operating within

special ducation p oduc- ed a trend away from eduCating handi6apperners in

special classes and t rd mainstreaming--thepintegration of handicapped learners

intgf regular classes for t majority .of theschtiol day. -Pro minent among these

fac tors'were: 1) lit apion .cusing on the social inequality of segregated .

services for the handicapped (Cohan and DaYoung, J973); ,2) the meAICarre record
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- of hildren in segregated classrooms (Cgelka and Tyler, 1970)4 3) a growing

commitment among special educators to the principle 'of normalization (Wolfens-
,

btrger, 1972); 4)7'increased financial incentives from federal and state

'governments in support of integrated services; and 5) national legislagon

,(P.I,-.94-142) mandating the return of hindicapptd children to regular clase-

rooms whenever possible. As mainstreaming gained acceptance among special

educators in grade-school and secondary settings, educators interested' in:

yotInger children began to--dvocate integrated programs for preschool children
.

i

11

..4
it

as well (e.g.; Karnes; 1970). Soon programs enrolling integrated. groups of
.

1: ,

s

.

handicapped and nonhandicaiped preschool children began to errierg (Bricker
. .

.

and Bricker, 1972, 1973; Karnes, 197p. By 1972 mainstreaming had been

mandated as part of Project Head Start.

.

. i-
Today, the integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children it a

1

-r 0

- prominent feature of many preschool programs--Head Start, daycare, and *First

Chance. With the implementation of P.L. 94-142, integrated services for ,pre-
,'

schoolers will grow eve more rapidly. Despite, the groOing popularity cif

integrated preschools andsthe impending federal mandate, however, few attempts

to examine the preschool mainstream literature have been made (Wynne, et el,

1975). Itortunately, previous reviews neither evaluate the literature in a
-

systematic fashion nor identify issue's that are unique to mainstreaming in the

preschool.

In this pressentation, a number' of fundamentalissues and empirical

. .

findings concerning Classroom-based integrated programs 6r preschool` children
/

are explored. The intent is to familiarize students abd workers in early child-

, hood education wiLb these issues, to review recent research, and to examine

program development in this aiea. First, mainstreaming and related terms are:

defined. Next we consider the rationale for mainstreaming, focusing primarily

I

5
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1

on ehe justification for beginning the process early. In the third section,

recent research on several important areas in preschool mainstreaming is

reviewed. The fourth section presents a bri9f.review of preschool, projects
4,

that employ , integrated approaches. Finally; the paper conclUdes with a

4.

discussion of the issues xaised by the attempts to integrate.handic4PAd and

nonhandicapped preschool children:

I.

6
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.
MAINSTREAMING AND RELATED TERMS

Teibs'associated with mainstreaming have proliferated_ in the liter4ture

of special education. TO the novicethede. terms can be intimidating. 'In

this initial section, therefore, the meaning. of four terms commonly used in the

. :
. ... .

mainstreaming liteaature will be considered: 1) mainstreaming,' 2) normaliz-
. .

-

11
, 4 -

ation, 3) .L. ,94 -142, and 4) IEP,

_1

..

J

. .

Mainstreaming is defined in various waysby educators. Daily (1974),, for

example, notes 'a wide variety of definitions, one of which is merely to

strip the label from the handica ped chi and return him to the classroom.,
. .

.-.

Other definitions stress, the temporal aspect of mainstreaming; that is,

the amount of time the handicapped child spends in the regular classroom.

But these definitions are of limited value because they ignore the comprehensivie

nature of mainstreaming by failing taemphasize instructional delii/pry, assess
'.

ment, and other vital elements of programming. 1

%More uSefdl definitions of mainst eaming recognize it td be a compre-

hensive process; Birch (1974), for meam le, Incorporates 14 factors in his

definition of mainstreaming :,

--Mainstreaming refers to the assignmen of handicapped pupils to regular.

.classes and the provision of special education for them,'

mainstreaming, regular classroom teach rskiroaden andl.adapt

tional -procedures and content so all children are ncorporated into regular

. I

Tmograms at levels manageable for eachchiIdsand tea her.

--Mainstreaming may be accomplished at any level,

secondary school.
.).

"-In mainstreaming the handicapped pu4r1 reports td he'regular classrooM

/t

teachei.%
..

pkeschool through
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- -In conventionally organized schools or open space schoOls, handicapped

pupils being mainstreamed spend at least half of the day in regular classes.

--In Conventionally organized schools the special education teacher has

a headquarters to which handicapped pupils can come for periods of time from

the mainstream rooms to 'which they have been' assigned .

--It open space schools, the special education teacher may be a member

of the team serving in the'lven space setting or may have a separate room as
/ .4

headquarterp.

--Mainstreamed handicapped pupils leave the main group only for essential

small group or individual instruction and educational assessment or to pick

A

up and deliver assignments prepared by the special education teacher.

-Regular and special education teachers agree upon individual schedules

and assignmehts 'for mainstreamed children.

--Regular teachers are reqo ible for grades and report cards for

mainstreamed, handicapped pupils, but they may consult with special educa fon

teachers.

-.Special education teachers help regular teachers by prOviding educ tiopal

assessments and indtructional consultation for regular class pupils w o m not

J'
be eligible for special education in the usual sense.

-41Ainstregming implies that handicapped pupils usually begin heir
1 A

education in regular.' kindergarten 9r first grade groups with special education

support and are removed to special classes or schools only when the necessity

to-do so is shown and only for the pexidd required to prepare them to return

tcfregular glasses.
aft

- -Criteria for selecting handicapped pupils for mainstreaming :Ire set in

terms of.fttatching the educational needs of children with the capability of the

mainstream program. to meet those needs rather.than in terms. of the, severity of

V

1

. .
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the pupil's physical, mental, emotional or other handicap.
,

12a

46

s --Mainstreaming has a place in the spectrum of plans forrorgahlzing

instruction, space,.and facilities totaccammodate the educational needs of

handicapped pupils! .

A highly useful and often quoted definition of mainstreaming is provided

by Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard,'and KuiciG (1975):

Mainstreaming refers to the temporal, instructional and social

integration of eligible exceptional children withnormal peers

based on an ongoing individually determined educational planning

and programming process and requires clarifica4on of responsibility

among regular and special education administrative, instructional

and supportive personnel. ( . 40-42)

As this definitio suggee ,

41.

mainstreaming is more than an administrative
6 ,

,procedure or a tempo ntegration of handicapped children with normall)f

functioning children. Rather, mainstreaming incltdeVinstructional and social

integration, individualized educational planning, and the clarification de.

responsibility on the part of all professionals.involved.
.

McMillan, et al (1976) add an important qdalifidation to the defihifion.

r

Categorical labels, such as mentally retarded or emotionally disturbed, should

lbe-temoved--froni
mainstreamed children. I

Still another-component frequently mentipned in definitions of mainstreaming

is the need
:
to provide a continuum of educational services. That is, main-

streaming applies notmerely-to,the integration of thllandicapped child into

regular classrooms but to integration into, the most normal or least restrictive /

environment. As the National Advisory Council on Education and Development

(1974) puts :it:
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In its mostsideal form this integration of handicapped children
)1

into'regulat classrRoms would be accoiplished within a system

based upon'a continuum of educational services along the continuum.

.Services would range from total education within a regular class-
.

room for the mildly handicapped, to highly specialized services,

outside of the public school system for the most severely handi7
40'

capped. Placement of a student along-the continuum should be based

exclusively upon consideratiOn of the studekt's educat nal needs. (

As stipulated

environment become

A

here, the terms mainstreaming and least restrictive

. 1)

synonomous--that is, to place the handicapped iindividual

in the most normal or least reiltrictive environment is to place him in the

most.appropriate mainstream setting.

Finally, Nicholas Hobbq (1975) argues that the mainstreaming principle

does not imply a Bodge-Rodge.or melting pot where children's- special needs

tend to lose'their identity; instead it predicates meaningful, integrated

programs that require numerous ;rrangements,,each gearec415) unique individ41-
?

ized and group needs. Hobbs writes:-

schoOls that aretost responsiVe.to individual differences in

41111,

abilities, interests an4 learning styles of children, the mainstream

is-actually many streams, sometimes as many streams as there aro

individual children, sometimes'several streams as groups are %formed

for sppcial pu4ose
4

etimes one stre nly as concerns of all

converge. We see no advaaage in dumping exceptional
j

children into

an undifferentiated mainstream; but we see great adva .410d to all

children, exceptional children included, in an educational program

modulated to the needs of individual'childrgp-, singly, in a small

4

10
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6 group, or all together. Such a flexible arrangement may well

result. in functional separations of exceptional children from

. , time to time, bat the g6erning principle would, apply to all

children; school programs should be responsive to the learning
A

requirements of individual childre=n an groups should serve this'

end. (p. 297)

In summarizing the diverse definitions of mainstreaming the following

1

points.should be reiterated:

1) Definitions oil mainstreaming vary widely from simplistic definitiOn

which Merely requires that the child be delabeled and returned to the regul
.

...---- .

4
classroom to complex definitiT which reflect the comprehensive nature of

the mainstream process.

2).No consensus definition of mainstreaming is found among ducatnrs,

3) In our view, mainstreaming, integration, and least restrictive alter-
.

. A .

native are essentia=lly synonymois rms. .

\
4) Useful definitions of mainstreaming stress the following elements:

,

s

. , p -0

A) The temporal integration of handicapped childien with,their.
normalpeers;-

.

B) Individually'deterraifteiinsiruction;

C) The social integratiork of handicapped and nonhandicapp\ed children;

'D) The clarification of professional roles;

E)\The delabelins of the child.

Normalization refers to a'prinsple originally developed. in Scandinaida

(Wolfensberger,197,2), which advocates life conditions for handicapped persons

which approximate "normal" as closely as possible consideri s the individual's

limitation. Normalization is a more comprehensive terrethan mainstreaming in

that it applies to multiple life situations, not just education. When applied

o
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to education, normalization means to place handicapped learners intd regOlar

classrooms unless the individual's limitations are such that a more restrictive

placement is essential. Normalization, when applied to eltcation, is equiva-

lent to least restrictiife environment and therefore to mainstreaming.

P.L. 94-142 refers to the education for al handicapped children act passed

by the 94th Congress and signed into law by President Ford in°1975. This

landmark document for the handicapped child contains a number of significant
A

elements. )First, by ftscal year, 1978", .all handicapped children belgten the

ages of five and eightden years are' to have access to public edUcation. By

fiscal year(1978 all handicapped children between the ages of five and eighteen

years are to have access:to public education. By fiscal year.1980, all'handi-

capped children from three to five years are 4/0 have access to Rublic 'education,

in states mandating services to this.age gfoup. Secopd,? 4Laricqpapplui childrer. )
,

. e

will receive educational services in the regular classiOom with nonhandicapped

/
. .

children whenever pcsiible and will alWays be placbd in.art least restrictive,'

appropriate,
0 .

yet p environment. Third, every(handicappea childmuat have
. f. .-

I 'c

written individualized educational plan developed in cooperation with the

school, parents and child when possible. IEP's are designed to,ensure Igt
,-- /.. -

every chilelhas the opportunity to receive an appropriate educativn. ''ourth,

( '
_i_ A'

'', /
methods used to, evaluate Children must take into account the child' d 'Cultural

/

background, primary lac nguage, and 'past history. Fifth, parents must ,be notified

4111, by the school before educational decisions (e.g.,_placement, curriculum changes)

are ma4e:abotit their child:. They will have the opportunity to institute a

1 .."7"

'formal review of decisions wAich they feel are inappropaate. Sixth,

procedures will be developed to ensure t t.-procedural due process has bejb

established. Seventh, a&pr4rity of 94-14 is the establishment of a mechanism
I

1

H 12
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to locate all eligible children not receiving 'services and to target the
,

development .of appropiiate publiC-education programs for these children.

Eighth, the legislation ptovides special training funds for teachers and

, profssionarstaff to become conversant with new education practicp and

materials. A ninth and final element in this legislation is the directive

f

' to public schools to reduce architectural barriers that limit the access-of

the handicapped child. p

; The impact of 94'-l42 on the lives of handioappeecitizens is perhaps

best captured in the following excerpt from.thp law:

"The basic machinery would seem to be in place fgr propelling

education of the handicapped into a new era The handicapped

person's right to a good education is now guaranteed, and though

lamentably often there hat been a serious difference between actual
, .

practice an d what sta te and Fderal laWasupposedlyrecuire,/ there

js"now at least a .firm foUndation on which to ,build." {p. 3)

For the 'reader interested in further details, a well-written syhopsis'
A.

. of the law is presented by Goodman (1970- and Weintraub, et al (1976).

An IEP, or In7.71;;
f

;44zed Education Plan, is a Witten Statement which
N

describes bOth the Content Ora handicapped child's educational program and the

manner inrwhich special education and related services will be provided. An

IEP is developed jointly at a multidisciplinary staff conference by the regular

class teacher, the,child's parept or guardian,the special services teacher, and
- / -

ancillary perAnnel (e.g., psychologi°sts, sppech or motor therapists, social

.

workers) who work with the child. According to the fedef'al rules and regula-

tiOns (Sectinn 121A.225) which guide the implementation of,tr.L. 94-142;.an

` IEP must contain: .

13
ft**.

151fr'411",
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1) Li, statement of the child's present level of educational performance

in areas in whichAe/she receives instruction;

A 2) a statement of annual goals whldb specify the educational performanc%

.
to be achieved by the child by the end of ,a' school year;

3) a statement of short term instructional objectives for each annual
a

.
, e

.

goal which represent measurable intermediate steps between the child's present

level of`performance and the desired level as stated in an annual goal;

4) a statemenenpf special education and rslated services which will be
4 1

L)

on prprovided, including the type of physical educatiogra in which the child

will participate and special media and materials required to implement the

child's IEP; ,

5) initiation date and anticipated duration of special education and

related services;

6) a description of the extent to whiCh the child will Participate in

regular gducation programs;

7) a justification for the.child's educatfanal placements

8) objective criteria, evaluation procedures, and schedules for deter-

mining on at least at annual basis whether short-term instructional objectives

have been achieved.
'

Though the law requir7,IBP's for handicapped children only, it ice,

-44'
)

usually a od idea, for teachers to develop Individualized Educatibiial Plans

for all h dren--handicapped and nonhandicapped alike.

14
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e RATIONALE FOR MAINSTREAMING

Because mainstreaming is a complex educational procedure, it is unlikely

that educators will.ever agree on a single best.solution for its implementa-

tion. But while educdtorb,may not agree on how to implement mainstreaming;

they do agree ass to why integration of handicaned and nonhandicapped of all,

ages, is a sound and humane educational policy. The arguments which comprise

a rationale for mainstreaming may be somewhat arbitrarily grouped into two

areas: 1) legal-legislative arguments and 2) benefits to children, Nandi-

capped and nonhandicapped-alike.

Legal-Legislative Argument. Recent legal and legislative decisions form

the basis for a compelling set of argvants in support of inainstream414. Legal

mandates, which. evolved from these court decisions and legislative,acts 24and

have hAd the, most influence on educational practice ars:" 1)4 the right of all

handicapped children to a free publ{c education, 2) the right of handicapped

children to educational placgment in the least restrictive environment, and

3) a guarantee of due process for,parents concerning their right to review

educational decisions relevanto their Child.

With respect to court decisions, two cases--PARC (1971) and Mills (1974) --
.

are of particular importance in establishing precedents for the rights of

*handicapped children. In The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children

(PARC1 vs. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the right of a previously :excluded

- group of retarded children to a free public education. was ensured., The State

also acknowledged the right of handicapped children to educationin the least

restrictive environment.,

15
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1

,It is the commonwealth's obligation'to'piace eabh mentally retarded

.child in a free public program of education and training appropriate

to the child's capacity, within the context of a-presumption that,
v.

among the alternative programs of education, and training required
.- ,

by statute to be'available, placement in a regular public school

Class is preferable. to plaCement in a special public school class

-and,,placement in 'a special public school class is preferable to

placement in any other type Of program of education and training.

Although the PARC case is a'landmark with tremendous impact on the future

of special education, it covers the'rights of mentally handicapped citizens
k .

, .

--..\only. Legal experts, however, recognized that it was only a matter Of time

before a similar ruling covering all handicapped children would be handed down. _

2

This ruling came in Mills vs. The Washington, D.C., Board of Education (1973).

ghe Mills decision closely. parallels PARC with two importint.exceptions:

1) rights of treatment,placemeUt and,due process are extended to all luindi-
...

excludingSapped children and 2} lack of funds is not an acceptable excuse.for

handicapped children from public schools.

At. the time of the PARC and Mills litigation, a number. of states (e.g.,

/
Tennessee, 1972, and Wisconsin, 1973) were enacting legislation intended to

promote the inclusion of school-age:handiCapped children, regardless.of degree

of impairment, into the most appropriatgylicement in the domain of publ'id edu-

cation. Most of these state statutes reflected the basic rights of handicapped

children and guaranteed due process procedures for'their parents. With the weight

of legal precedent and the pressure from states, the Federal government finally

entered the scene With the Education for All Handicapped-Children Act (Public

Law 94-142).
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Of the many_reasons presented in support of mainstreaming, the most

powerful is clearly the liegal and legislative mandate to educate children

4 in thh most normal env'ironmen't. The message' of the mandates from both legal-

I

and legislative sources is that the integration of handicappe'd-children into
4 -

programs with nonhandicapped children is no longer the exception, but the rule.
0

Benefits to Children. The-potential developmental opportunities for both
. ,

handicapped and nonhandicapped children that exist in integrated environments

comprise the second argument in support of mainstreaming. The weight of thismainstreaming.

argument Tests on a number of faceors whicli,suggest tat integrated environments

best serve as educational and theraputic envi!rontecis for all children.
k*, .

A first factor involves the potential benefits'to handicapped children from

observing more advapce peers. It seems clear from the imitation literature

that children acquire new responses from observing and modeling the behavior.

of others (Parton, 1976; Bandura, Grusec, and Menlove, 1967). There are also

indications that children selectively rad41 those who perform responses more

1feCtivelY (Strichart, 1974). these findings argue far the exposure of

handi.6.4pped children to competent models in integrated environments rather

than for their restriction in.segregated environments where exposure is limited

to other developmentally deficient models.

Similarly, opportunities to interact with nonhandicapped children provide
. ,

potential benefits to the handicapped. For ecample, in the area of play,.

Bricker and Bricker (1971) indicate that nottelayed children provide better
,

models of appropriate play' skills than do adults. Similarly, Rubensteinand

Howes (1979, in a study with toddlers, observed that the presence of peers

--
enhances various aspects of play including its frequency, Maturity, and the

\
, .

creative use of objects. oreover, a number.of studies reviewed later in this
, .

paper suggest that nonhandicapped children can serve as valuable resources by

17
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providing instruction, applying adaptive,coneqt Aces, or modeling appropriate

social and language behaviors for their handicapped peers. Once againr these

findings argue for integrated environments in which handicapped children ben-

fitiby the presence of their nonhandicapped peers., 4

.1'

' Nonhaedicapped children also benefit from integrated environments, They

to< develop increased uNratanding and sensitivitto individual differences. It

is likely that important attitudinal processes are positively affected by .their

exposure tO..handicapped peers. Moreover, there is considerable evidence that,

nonhandicapped children benefit from integrated programs to at least the same
4 !

degree as would be expected. had they attended non-integrated preschools, .

A final argument in favor of integrated programs concerns the benefit to

teachers that arises from opportunities to observe a mixed 'group of children. .

Especially at the preschool level, integrated4plassroCms provide teachers with

a ready framework for guaging child behaviors within a developmental context.

One last word: merely placing children together in aciassroom will not

kcyield these desired outcome . Rather, teachers must work hard to systematically

arrange events and other specialized procedures which encourage and support

c

integration.

18
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1L ..,MAINSTR MING IN THE TRF4e0OL: A REVIEW OF RESEARCH

In the ftase`two &r'three years a small but fascinating research liter-
.

\

atute examining issbes unique to mainstreaming in pre-primary settings has

emerged. ,These studies are scattered throAghout a number research peri-
,

odicals and, as of this writing, have not been collegited in any single review.

In this section, we gryup thAe very recent experimental fi dings into three

mapr areas: 1) social interaction in integrated preschoo settings, 2) 'pro7,

dedures to facilitaeft social- interactions lin integrated s ttings and 3) the

4" role of nonhandicapped peers as educational agents. ,This section closes with

recommendations to x4 lfeatchers end educators for esearbh and pracpiC*.

Social Intrtion in Integrated Preschool Settings

Several studies have examined the extent to which andicapped children iri

integrated school-environments are accepted.by and int act with their nonhandi-

-

capped' peers (Levitt and Cohen, 1976, review this research): Almost all'of this

!

esearch has been conducted' with children df primary arid elgAt `school
.- .

,.

e or with adoleSbbnts. Some of these studies heave raddced equivocal
,

results, but the general trend suggests that,,on the axis of sociometric

and apservational data, ShWol.-aged handicapped children are not, readily

accepted by their nonpndicapped peers regardless of whether the setting is

a nongr4ded elementary school (Goodman, Gottlieb and/Harrison, 19724,a regular

classromp with sppportative servides (Iano, et al, 1 74), or an open space

i -

secondary school (Gottlieb and Bibdoff, 1973). On the ,positive side, however,

afew writers (e.g., Kennedy and BruiPiRs, 19742 have found that younger,

primary4aged children have less negative attitudes toward the handimipped than'
-

do older children.. ,

19'
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Unfortunately, on a few stkidies to date examine the social and play
4

behavior of,handica.. d and nonhandicapped children in integrated preschool

settings. In fact, ew of the childN development literature uncovered

only four-such studies .Since this small body of researchCristitutes an

early sogree of data on an important question, these studies are summarised

here in some dela

Porter, Ramsey, Tremblay,_ Iaceobo and Crawl,ey (1978) observed the social

And normally functioning children during free play in an

. Twenty-seven children ranging in age frpm 181to 64

to six groups of four Children each; a seventh group

contained three-' children. Each group had at least one child from ea of the

two"subpopulations. During 30-minute observation sessions, each group was

removed from the classroom and placed in a 12 x 16 playroom. The floor of the

behavior of .retarded

integrated preschool

months were assigned.

. 'playroom was marked off with tape to form a grid aditating dista ces; the

44.

room wasalso equipped with a one-way mirror, a roving videotapec era, and'

microphones suspended from the ceiling. Each day one chircrwas be iected and

4
followed fOr the 30-minute Play session. Over the cource of the study each

474' 4

child was followed at least once.

Porter, et al, examined two°general classes of-bataviorl. 1) the intere

personal distance between retarded and senretarded4hil en and 2) the social

preference of and interaction between the two subpopulat Normally Bevel-

,
oping children maintained a closer mean proximity to other normally developing

4

,
children than they did to their retarded peers.

several categories of social behavior with other

-,more often than they did with retarded children. Retarded children, on the

,other hand, displayed no consistent preferences for retarded versus normal peers. .

Thus, the data in this study revealed aconsistent preference by nonhandicapped

Further; they engaged in

normal children significantly
1

children for other nonhandicapped children.

20
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In a second-study, Devoney, Guralnick,'and Ru n (1974) evaluated. the e ects

of integrating handicapped and nOnhandiaapped preschool children Qn social pla
..

'4

skills. Handicapped children in a nonintegrated situation were rate on a time-'

sampling. basis for both positive peer interactions and social play level usi

a social, play scale that ranged from auti stic-like.and isolateplay,to coop

tive, ay., ter a variety of unsuccessful attempts to increase substantially

.the quali y of the handicapped children's play, a group of nonhandicapped chit=

g

dreivwere introduced into the play
4

children improved the. Siratial la

uatiOn,. Although the introdudtion of these

change was not subptantial. Moreover,

andicapped,children

the authois noted

to some extent, the

few spontaneous social

interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Not until the

4
teacher systematically structured the situation, using nonhandicapped children

to promote various interactions, did marked increases in'socIal interactions

and the quality of play occur.

A third study examined how heteroglitous or hOmogeneous grouping influ-

enced social interaction among'" disadvantaged` and "privileged" preschoolers
t

in Israel (Feitelson, Weintraub and°Michaeli, 1972). Children from both groups ,

were identified primarily by the ocdupation and edUcational level of their

parents, though a number of children among the disadvantaged group manifested

mild and moderate handicaps. Parents of "privileged" children had completed

at least a secondary eaucation and held white-collar-skilled positions; parents
- .

of the "disadvantaged" had completed'elementary school only and were employed

in semi-skilled or nskilled occupations. Ninety-sik 3-year olds, half_flptivileged"

and half "disadvanta ed," were randomly assigned to one homogeneous "disadvan-
-,

-.1PasiorpF.F

taged" groups or to ne of,three heterogeneous groups

eight "didadVantaged' to 16 "pr) ivileged." Recprds of
_

collected during one -hour, fre6-play.observ7-atiohs and
A

21
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1

and end of. the 2-year project. Data showed that "disadvantaged" children in a
. , ) 9 0 '

homogenous en4tronMent'liiaited a greater number o ositive peer interactions4
than did their coniterpares in,a ,heterogeneOus set- tin,... In contrasts "disad-

vantaged" children in heterogeneous set,pg,ingracted less frequegly with
4:

peers and then almost exclusively4tith chifaren.from,their own social group

(e.g., other "disadvantaged"'children). ...Mere were no significant differences

between "privileged" children in the settings` in the number of positive inter-
,

A

. actions and "privileged", children in bath groups interacted mainly within their

own social group.

Whereas the first three studies,shawed litt e interaction between handi-

capped and nonhandicapped children, Hawkins and Peterson (1977) found sub-

stantial peer interaction's between handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

Their study, which was conducted at an integrated prepohool at the University

of Kansas, involved frequent structured observations of social and play inter-
,

actions between 10 handicapped and 5 nonhapdicapped children during free play.

Several independent observers were used, and each child was followed 20 minutes

daily for 18 days, using a 30-second individUal recording procedure. Although

a num er of variables Jere examined and 'the su is are complex, the "'data

IL .P ii

generally indicate relatively little discrimination by nonhandiaPped children

toward their handicapped-peers. -

t 4

Taken as a whole, these, four studieS'litiggest that spontaneous interactions

between handicapped and nonhandicapped children are not 'likely to occur. Of

course, before definitive claims can be 9cle regard4ng social. interaction in

integrated preschool, settings, more normatNe data are .needed. on the interaction

patterns of children in such settings. Nevertheless, 44a available evidence

suggests that teachers cannot assume that positive peer interactions will occur

22,
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in inteNedsettings and that specialized procedures to encouzGge and support

such interactions are needed. This is the'subject of our next. discussion.

Procedures to Facilitate Social Interactions in Integrated Settings

, .

In recent years, several st4ies)here attempted to program social inter-

actions

(r"

among preschool children in integrated setttings. We shall consider

first'those suggestions which are teacher-oriented; then we shall review

those which rely on the child as the agent of change. : (
PI .

.
. .

Teacher Reinforliment. Teacher praise, provided contingent upon the
. e

child's positive interactive behavior, increases social integration among pre-
.

school childen*. Strain and Tiara (1974), for example, applied contingent
c

,iteacher attention to reAnebrce an isolate preschool child and her peers for'06attempts at social interaction. These writers measdred interaCtive behavior

under two conditions bf contingent teacher attention. In theitirst condi4on,

verbal praise and physioal contact were directed to a target subject's peers

for appropriate interaction with the targef subject. In the second condition,

verbal_praise and physical contact were directed to the target subject for'

appropriate interaction_with peers. Results indicated, that the applicatiOn of

contingent teacher_ attention to peers rapidly increased appropriate social behaviors

by the peers and also by the target subject. SimilarlY, contingent teacher

attention applied to the target subject 'resulted in a similar increase in

appropriate social behaviors for boththe target subject and peers. Additionally,

it was noted'that the recipients of contingent adult attention initiated more

appropriat; social contacts than did the peers.
gae.

. But teacher reinforcement can also interfere.with ongoing social interac-

tion between children. Recent research suggests that teacher shohlq>be

sensitive to social interaction that occurs naturally between,chtldren. Shores,

Hester and strain (1976) found that dramatic play or role playing activities were

7

23
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\.
more successful in producing social fntera Ion between handicapped and non.-

,

handicapped preschool children than were arrangements that relied heavily on

continued adult involvement.,,. Similarly,' Strain and Wiegernick (1976) found

that sociodramatic activities (for example, having handicapped and nonhandi-
4

capped children act out favorite stories) were far more effective in promoting,

socialinteraction_thp was contingent teacher attention alone.

PI5
These studies suggest that while teacher attention is a powerful device

in promoting and maintaining social interaction, teachers should be no more

4
obtrusive and obvious than nepessary in structuring positive social- emotional

experiences between handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Additionally,

this policy will be more likely to result in the maintenances and generali-

zation of social interactions in settings where" children are outside the

teacher's direct influence.

Arranging Phy al and Spatial Events in the Classroom. Child development

research plows that certain physical and spatial features of mursery school

environments inhibit social interactions among chil4zen while others promote

such interactions. Several studies (Green, 1933; Jersild and Markey, 1935;

Murphy, 1937) in the early peer interaction literature relate space allOtments

to aggressive interactions among peers in preschool settings. Generally, these

studies suggest that aggressive interactions occur more frequently when space

is restricted.

Other Studies (Murphy, 1937; Markey, 1935; Upedgr ff and,lierbst,1933;

Quillitch and Risley, 1973) have examined the influence of play materials and

equipment on the social behavior Of young children. Green (1933), for example,

reports that children were more likely'to quarrel with one another when playing

with sand than when playing with swings, jungle gyms, and rocking horses.

24
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Murphey '(1937)'(1937) ports more cooperative behaviors when children use swings,

_ .

.,tricycles and w gons than other toys commonly found in nursery settings.
.

Similarly, Marley (1937) found few conflicts when children were playing with
,. . .

.

.........* 1 ,

-blocks, and Upedgraff and Herbst (1933) report greater cooperation among

7--
children Playing with clay; And,,in a number of studies (Buell, et al., 1968;,

Cooper, et.al., 1966; and Johnson, et al., 1966), outdoor climbing equipment

wa found to produce.increases inlooperative peer interactions.

'A Powerful example of the influence that toys haxie on child behavior is

demonstrated in a study by Quillitch and Risley (1973). These writers found

that young children would play alone or together depending upon the toys

available. Systematic variation of thejresence and absence of six "social"

toys and six "isolate" toys revealed that children played with one another

seventy-eight percent of the time when social toys such as checkers or playing

cards were present but only sixteen percent of the time when isolate toys

such as puzzles, tinker toys, or play dough were present.
6

Johnson (1935) examined the effects _of the availability of play equipment

on negative behaviors like teasing, crying and hitting. He found that when t

relatively few pieces of equipment were available, children were more likely

to exhibit negative behaviors. Body (1955) reported similar findings and also

found that the temperature of the splay environment influenced the number of
4

conflicts among ,preschool children. That is, children who played in warmer

areas of the room were more likely*to quarrel with one another than were

children who play in a cobl, shaded area.

The above studies suggest that social interactions are influenced by the

physical and spatial characteristics of early education settings and that

teachers should e4er2ent with various arrangements of materials and space.
'-

But it is also importgnt that all children in the play setting have the necessary

25
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skills to utilize, the available materials. Some observers report that ciii4d!en a
. ..

4 -

must f rst learn to use play materials before peer interaction will occur.
'

\
.

Allen*,Tprher and Everett 1970Y, for e4tmple, found it necessary to teach two
N1

seVeyely; andicapped preschoolers how to play with ordinary play materials

before these materials cou1d be used to promote-sodial interaction with non-&

tf.ZN

handicapped peers. Teachers should also be sure that sufficient materials

are\present to permit interactive participation by all children. Duplicate

-toys and ma'ferials permit and may encourage imitative,behavior by handicapped

children who observe a nonhandicapped child enjoying a toy.

r--
Peers as Educational. Agents. Integrated preschool programs provide a

number of potential and perhaps unique opportunities for nonhandicapped children

(/

to s rve as valuable resources in fostering the development of ,thlir.handicapped

p p ers. The role of nonhandAcapped children in promgting the benavioral.develop-,

went of handicapped peers has been the subig..Q1.-ef-some recut and fascinating
,(7 _

research, specifically,
_
the strategies whereby normal childreh can aid in the

development of social, language and imitative behaviors among their less aavanced

,peers.

A number of recent studies point to the potential of using 5t Handicapped

peers to promote the social development of handicapped chilften. In his fiivt

study, Guralnick (1976) attempted to inctease the appropriate social inter-
..

actions of a child ybo disRlayed many severe isolate behaviors. Spedifically,

during certain activities, the teacher requested thattnonhandicapped 'preschool

fact that the with-children tag along with the wit child, despite

af
drawn child exhibited a complex reper e of bizarre, e,f-directed, and

peer avoidance beAviors. Nonhandicapped peers Were instructed.to reinforce

("attend to") all positive ( "nice ") behaviors of the withdrawn peer. Analysis

of the data revealed that the'close, phylVical presence of thesnonbandicapped

children and their response to and 'nforcement of the positive behavior of the
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withdrawn child substantially increased the positive social interactions of

the withdrawn child. Maintenance data collected two weeks after intervention

showed the target child's interaction levels to be stable at approximately the

level attained _during. intervention.

In a second study, Guralnick (1970_ analyzed the effects of nonhandicapped

peers in modifying the social pia'y behavior of less.:advanced peers. A setting

was arranged in which two nonhandicapped peez:s' focilsed on promoting the social

play of a dOsignated handicapped child.

nonhandicapped children weree nstructed

'1W2r ,

constructive play with a Par4icular toy

Through role playing and direct training,

to model and encourage interactive and,

and to reinforce only the appropriate.

social play behaviors of the handicapped child. The handicapped child's social

play behavior was observed using Parten's (1932) categories: isolate - Associate -

Cooperative. Results showed that peer mode ling and selective reinforcement pro-

cedures were effective in increasing the percentage of observation intervals

in which the Amortbandicapped child engaged in associate and cooperative play.'

Wahler (1967) analyzed the effects of high and low rates of peet attention

on several social behaviors. Working in an integrated nursery school, Wahler

selected three nonhand4apped children who produced sodial behaviors that
o ), -

xeceived high baseline rates of peer attention and two handicapped, children

ft.1

who produced behaviors that received unusually low baseline rates of peer
a:

attention. To determine the effect of peer rtentiodon these behaviors,

the nonhandicapped peers were instructed to continue playing with the

handicapped subjects (i.e., attend to them) except when they produced the

social behaviors designated for reinforcement. As. expected, social behaviors

that were ignored by peers decreased substantially while those that peers

attended to increased. These changes were subsequently reversed and then

recovered whey the baseline and intervention procedures were replicated.

27
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With this demonstration, Wahler (1967) provided experimental evidence of he

precise reinforcing effects of the attention of nonhandicapped peers on the

behavior of handicapped preschool children.

A hnal study demonstrating the'use of nonhandicapped preschool children

to promote the social development of their handicapped peers is reported by

Lee (1977). In this study contingent teacher attention was used to increase

social interactions between two specific children: one a socially skilled

model and the other a handicapped, socially isolate peer. Training was tow-

ducted in free play settings in two classrooms with generalization probes'

made during snack and free play. In addition, two socially isolated children,

one in each class, served as controls. The results showed that contingent

,
teacher attention was effective in increasing social interactions between the

model and handicapped child in each classroom. Additionally, social interactions

of the isolate subjects increased dramatically in both the free play and snack

-settings during intervention and were maintained during a probe conducted

two weeks later.

Recent evidence suggests that nonhandicapped children can"ano serve as

valuable agents in promoting the language development of their handicapped

- peers. In two recent studies Gur,Inick (1976, .1977) demonstrated that non-

handicapped children 'Successfully modified the inappropriate verbalizations of

handicapped petirs in an integrated setting. In the first study; two non-

handicapped prescho91erA were, trained to attend selectively to the appropriate

" N

verbalizations of a handicapped peer. Results shOwed.a decrease in inappro-
4' ,

-s,,

''- Eriate verbalizations and an increase in appropriate verbalizations. In the

.., ''''''

second experiment, the inappropriate language behaviors'of a handicapped pre-
,

school child were modified by having thesubject4ahild observe a trained

nonhandicapped peer use appropriate language forms. When t, he peer model was
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reinforced by the experimentor for appropriate form usage in the presence of

the handicapped child, the' latter soon began producing the same appropriate

arms. Thus, by simply reinforcing language responses in a more advanced

peer, an increase in the use of those same responses was produced in the

handicapped*child.

Little doubt exists that young children learn to produce new behaviors

by observing and imitating the actions of others. Such a process is'called

learning by imitation, and its effects have been clearly,documented (Parton,.

1976). Observations of a model have produced behavioral changes across a'

widely disparate range from reduCing overt fear responses (Bandura, Grusec

and Menlove, 1967) to increasing appropriate behaviors (Guess, et al., L %8).

Additionally, the studies cited earlier in the areas of social and language

development are examples of
(
learning by imitation; indeed, most learning in

integrated settings is by imitating others.

But many young handicapped children do not know how to imitate and thus

are deprived of learning opportunities unique to integrated settings. Recent

resear5K in Sonoma, California employs a direct conditioning procedure for

training developmentally,delayed toddlers and preschoolers to imitate non-'

_haddicapped classmates. The intervention procedure, termed peer imitation

training, consists of verbally and physically prompting a child to imitate the

behavior of a classmate and then replacing the prompt with adult praise for

imitative behavior. TWo studies employing peer imitation training have been

reported.

One study (Apolloni, Cooke and Cooke, 1977) investigates the feasibility

A
of training delayed toddlers to imitate motor, material use, and verbal re-

sponses of nondelayed age-mates. Three drlopmentally delayed subjects and

two nondelayed peers, all under three years of age,' were used In,the study.
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Results indicated that under highly structured conditions, delayed subjects

could be trained to imitate thef nondelayed age-mates. A probe for general-

ization in a non - training free play setting without adult-presence found,

Jr)however, that increased lev ls of imitative behavior, especially verbal imi-

tations, were trot maintain

Thus, a secon s udy (Peck, et al.,1976) was directip toward deyeloping

peer imitative behavior that would be maintained under nontraining free play

conditions in the absence of an,edult experimentor. The authors reasoned that

since previous research had substantiated that generalization is likely to be

obtained when there is a high degree of correspondence between the training

and generalization settings, peer imitation training should be carried out in

free play settings. Two experiments followed. In the first an adult expeii-

mentor prompted and praised developmentally delayed subjects for imitating

the ongoing free plai' behavior- of nondelayed children. Peer imitation wad'

defined as, "A response similar in topography to one emitted five seconds or

less previously by another child and which,was observed by the subject" (Peck, '

.

et al., 1976). During generalization sessions the 'adult experimentor left

the play area. Results from this experiment demonstrated that peer imitation
r

training could teach developmentally delayed preschoolers to imitate the free

play behavior of nondelayed classmates. ,Additionally, consistent increases .in

the imitative-responses of delayed subjects under nontraining conditions were

noted. Reciprocal increases in social interaction between delayed subjects

and nondelayed subjects under training and nontrainidg conditions were

also noted.

The second experident replicated the procedure of the, earlier study

with two-year-:old subjects, with the addition of a bidirectional training

prodecure; that is, both delayed and nondelayed participants were trained to

imitate one another in a variety of material and motor activities. Once again,'
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the experimentor left the play area following the training session. The resu

of,fhe second experiment replicated those of the first with one notable exception;

nondelayed children imitated delayed children under training conditions but
A

not under nontraining conditions.

Ih summary, the two studies,provide tentative evidence to support the

feasibility of training young, delayed children to imitate the behavior of

nondelayed classmates under highly structured conditions. Further, generalized

peer-imitation across stimulus conditions and to responses never directly

trained were observed. Finally, generalized increases in social interaction

between handicapped and nonhandicapped children accompanied training.

So far, the studies reviewed support the feasibility of using nonhandicapped
k

children to assist in the development of their handicapped peers. But what

about the effects of integration on nonhandicapped children? Certainly, a

salient characteristic of integrated progiams is their emphasis on meeting the

indivbdual needs of all children,' including those who are nonhandicapped.
A

4

Data to answer this question are limited, however, evidence collected

in integrated preschool settings, as measured by,54ndard sts, systematic

obser vations, informal anecdotal evidence, and later school ss, suggests

that nonhandicapped children benefit from integrated programs at least to the

,same degree as would be expected if they had attended non-integrated preschools.

Bricker and Bricker (1971, 1972), for example, used standardized intelli-

gence tests and parental evaluation to

handicapped children on the development

of normal children, as measured by pre-

measures, progressed as expected with

assess the effects of the presence of

7

of normal children. The development

and post standardized intelligence

regression effects noted. In terms

of parental evaluations, the Brickers noted:

r.
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The parents of all nine non,delayed children in the firpt year

1:61 the project and ten Out of twelve oethe non-delayed childien

in the second year were willing to re-enter their children in the pro-

gram. None of the parents in the first year felt their non-delayed

child had suffered any negative effect from interacting with less capable

children, while two out of twelve during the second year said perhaps

their children had picked up some undesired responses from non-delayed .

children. (Bricker and Bricker,: 1971, pp. 6-7).

Similarly, GuralniCk (1,977) reports on preliminary data from a study
4

conducted in the experimental preschool at the National Children's Center in

Washington, D.C. which integrates handicapped and nanhandrg:Oped children.

Preliminary evidence from this study reveals no differences whatsoever inithe

constructiveness or appropriateness of the play of nonhandicapped children

when playing in a homogeneously grouped setting as compared to a`..setting composed

of children with widely varying developmental levels: Some reduction in the

frequency of associative play did occur, however, in the hWrogeneous setting,

but associative play seems to be increasing over time as interaction patterns

'become mire'firmly established.

In a recent review of the use of nonhandicapped school-aged peers as

change agents for the social behaviors ofltheir handicapped caassmatps, Strain,

Cooke and Apolloni (1976) note the absence of negative effects on the'nem-

handicapped children. These findings are consistent wih-..x.esults,reported

by cross -age tutoring programs with school-aged children in which benefits to
.4,

those providing the tutoring, as well as benefits to the tutored, appear to

be substantial

Although the finOings to date are reassuring, they are tentative, and

additional explorations of the effects of integration on nonhandicapped children

are needed.
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Recommendations to Researchers and Educators
.

..4
.

.

--1!
r 4

reviewed
.

Tn all Areas of researci in this section a need for continued
. . \

research exists. In general, replications of many of the studies are heeded '

to determine if similar results will .itie obtained with differe populations.
'

Additionally, the following suggestions for future res arch are made:

r

1) Additional studies employing repeated structured observations of

social and play behavior between handicapped and nonhan

integrated preschool settings are needed to provide no

teraction patterns of children in such settings. Jud

regarding the necessity for behavior change strategies

until we know'more about the social behavior in such se

icapped 'children in

ative-data'on the

1

ents cannot be made

integrated settings

ttings.

2) Further research is also needed regarding the ektent to which young

children with pronounced physical disabilities are acceptediby and interact

with their nonhandicapped peers. It may be that young nonhandicapped children

will react more negatively to obvious physical disabilities than to More subtle

handicaps, like speech, language, and mental deficits.
t

410

3) Another fundamental area not addressed to date in`preschool main-

streaming research is the effect on social interaction of grouping childrdn

inn structured activities. Are there optimal arrangements for grouping children

according to developmental levels? Or according to interpersonal compatibility?

4) With respect to the influence of spdtial arrangem ent, it might be

appropriate to investigate the effects on social interaction' f furniture

arrangements (e.g., bookcases, storage areas, etc.). Do open spaces facilitate

, interaction more readily than closed areas? Can different patterns of furniture

arrangeMent be Identified and their effects on social interaction assessed
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5) Another.fundament6 unanswered question is, how effective are non-
.

handicapped children in teaching academic and language concepts in structured

instructional settings to their handicapped peers? Can teachers in small

group settings train children as tutors or models while they focus attention

on another, perhaps more disabled, child?

6) Another area in need of research is the nature of spontaneous language

interactions in integrated presOhool settings. One basic question in this

area is whether nonhandicapped,children adjust their language interactions

to the leyel of the listener. 'If so"; do these adjustments have significance

in interactions with the language handicapped child?

7) Another fundamental need of research is to investigate the effects

of placing, children at different developmental levels in integrated settings.

It seems plausible that development-ally delayed childrenwould respond differently

to peers of varying developmental levels. Researchers should begin to investigate

the optimal developmental skill blend for.integratdd programs. This in turn

provides'the educator with data on how best to match handicapped and nonhandi-

capped children by deyelopmental skill levels.

8) Another topiclbf investigation concerns' the optimal ratio of handi-

capped to normal children in integrated settings. Do various ratios have a

differential effect on the social and verbal behaviors of handicapped children?

Of nonhandicapped children? it

t.
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INTEGRATED PRE6CH0OL PROGRAMS

Scattered throughout e early education literature are escriptions of

preschool progrdms that hav successfully integrated,haadicap ed and nonhandi-

.

capped children. Sevoiral the more prominent approaChes t ainstreaming

young children are briefly escribed in this section.

Center-based Integrated Pro rams

4.4

Kennedy, Northcott, Mc auley and Williams (1976) have reported on a

program that integrates sel cted hearing-impaired childfen into regular

preschool setting with th normally hearing peers. This Kok jointly

sponsored by the University of Minnesota, the Minnesota State Department of

Education, and the Minneapolis Public Schools, serves hearing - impaired children

fralli!birth through six yeArd of,ge. Among, its distinguishing features are
,

1) an emphasis on early detection and intervention, 2) the inclUsion of parents

in the educational process, and 3) integration into regular nursery school,

programs whenever podSible. The project, developers conduct a careful follow-
, .

up of their graduates and report that a high percentage of these -children are

later integrated into regular classes in the elementary and secondary grades.

e

. Kennedy, et al. also invedtigated,the social acCeptance,of a selected sample.

of hearing-impaired children'by their normally hearing peers and found that
,

their social acceptance was not significantly differen% in general; than that

of their hearing peers.

.

The program at the Liberty Count Prbschool in Bristol, FfOrida, is
. ,

another example of a center-based integration, program. Here, handicapped and
.

economically disadvantaged children ages three to five are grouped with their

nonhandicapped peers. A special feature of this preschool program is a resource

classroom which handicapped children attend for part of the day and receive

intensive, individualized instructional services.

. 35
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Another integrated preschool approach is the HandTcappedEariy Childhood
W.

Alsistance Program sponsored by the Child Care and Developient Services of

Los Angeles, California. This program has as a primary goal the idntification
. .

of emotionally handicapped childr n (ages two to six) from low income homes

and their integration with nonhandicapped children in a day care setting. Parents

and paraprofessional aides study the basic concepts of child development and

master techniques for educating young children. Techniques that, parents and

aides can implement to enhance §pcial interaction be"denhandicapped and

nonhandicapped children are a significant current area of research and develop-

ment inthe Handicapped Early -Childhood Assistance Program.

The Demonstration Diagnostic Intervention Model for,Earlx Childhood ate

Houston,

.
.

Houston, Texas serves handicapped children in integrated settings that vary

'from Headatart to Kirgarten programs. Initially, cfilldren are screened in

hearingtdistant vision, fine and grois motor coordination, language, learning

skills, and social interaction. Children receive diagnoatiC services through
.

individualized programs provided atjaiodel Kinder rten Learning Centers (KLC's).

A highly skilled diagnostic tea operate

classes and parent training progr
e

e KLC's within regular kindergarten.

Project PEECH (Precise_Early'Eci,Cation%of Children with Handicaps) is

located on the Urban -Champaign c4mpu*sof the University,of. Illinois. PEECif

serves 111.1dr who are mildly to moderately handicapped as well as children

, .

who exhibit multiple handicaps. Children attend phe pf seven integrated class-

zrooms, each of which serves approximately ten handicapped and five normali
children. Each classroom has a certified teacheI and one or two paraprofessionals.

In addition,each handicapped child is served by an ancillary Staff consisting

of a psychologist, a langugte therapist, and an occupational therapist, all of

whom aid the classroom teacher ting individualized.,educational programs
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for each child and provide specialized instructioital services for the handicapped

child both in therapy rooms and within the classrooin itself during free play

and small group activities.

The core of the PEECH Approach is the individualization of educational

objectiVes'for'both handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Instructional

objectives are develgped for each child in six areas of functioning: language,

social, self-help, math, gross motor, and fine motor. Programming toward

each child's strengths and weaknesses is stressed. Ati initial assessment of

each child is made through systematic observation of the child's functioning

using a classroom assessment instrument entitled SCOAP (Systematic Classroom

Observation Assessment and Programming) that was developed at,the University

of Illinois and is currently undergoing field testing at the PEECH replication

sites.

The content and sequence of curriculum components used in BEECH are based

) on developmental guilelines. In this way, programming for handicapped and

nonhandicapped children on the same set of normalizing objectives is possible.

In addition to instructional activities, numerous less structured acti-

vities, including various play, music, art and other events, form additional

key components of the PEECH Program and constitute the majority of the day's

activities. Children from all developmental levels are integrated and the

processes'arid techniques related to reaping certain .potential bene Its from

t' the interactions of children at various developmental level systematically

applied. The extensive involvement of children at different developmental.

levels'during play and other social and cultural activities reflects both the

relativehase with which integration can occur in thege more dynamic and free-
,

flowing activities as well as the potential, benefits of these interactions,

for the less advanced children.
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pEAl, as ,a validated project, is currently responding to the needs of

replication sites throughout the country by further investigating methods_for.

promoting social integration. Among the methods currently under study are

peer modeling, peer reinforcement, peer imitatioq in the classroom, and the

structuring of learning centers to promote social integration.

Transitional Programs

In Saginaw, Michigan, Project PAR

prepares mentally handicapped four- and five-year-old children for placement in

regular classes in the public school. PAR is coordinated with the Saginaw

Public School System and helps preschool children through a quality day care

program to develop the skills and behaviors which ensure success in public

school kindergartens.,

Another project designed to help handicapped preschoOlchildren enter

4-gular lassrooms in tM public schools is GOOD START, located within the

Washington; D.C. Public School System. Eligible children are those who have

never attended school or who have attended school in the,primary grade but now
.40

''.
need additional help for part of the school day before full placement in a

;
,

,

-

a
w.,

roregular program c aan be achieved. The program serves children from five to

seven years of age for half-day, five days a week.

The BehavioWnUiences Institute, Carmel; California, has sieveloped.an

,Accountable Re-efttry Model (ARM) for handicapped children ages four toeight.

The major objective of this project, is to demonstrate that handicapped children,

with 'systematic and programmed assistance,` can re-enter the mainstream.
0-

Children attend both a special class and a regular class_until they demonstrate

the academic, social, and-motor skills needed to sustain them in the regular
:dot

class. Parents and aides work directly'with children in the special classroaffi.

38
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The Diagnostic Resource Unit of the Martin Luther King, Jr. Child Develop-
,

ment Center, in Atlanta, Georgia, is working to integrate handicapped children

=
into regular programs. The initial plan fi-itegrate's three handicapped children

into each of six local programs. Center staff offers-local staff diapostic

and resource assistance.

,

Project Maine Stream, located in Cumberland Center, Maine, also serves

as a onsultant center for local nursery school teachers who have handicapped

(ochi l ren integrated into their class ooms. A similar consulting function is

provided by teachers, students and f culty members at the integration model

associated with Framingham St. College, Framingham, Massachusetts.

Open Education Integrated Approaches

A prominent example of an integrated open classroom for prOschool children

is the Eliot-Pearson Children's School which serves as the laboratory school

of the Department of Child Study, Tufts University, Boston. Approximately

one hundred children ranging in ages from two-and-one-half to six years,

eicattend Eliot-Pearson. Approximately twenty. percent of these children

,,

are

handicapped, ranging in severity from mild to moderately handicapped and'

indluding cerebral palsy, developmental delay, speech impairment, orthopaedi-
O

cally handicapped, hearing impaired, emotional disAnce, epilepsy, lerning

disability, and Down's Syndrome. Students and faculty at Eliot-Pearson area_

currently investigating the ,unique problems associated with integrating

handicapped and nonhandicapped children in open edu tion environments.

In the learning center of Federal City College, WashAngton, D.C., handi-

capped children ages two to six are integrated into an open education environ-
.

ment with nonhandicapped peers. Weekly training sessions for the staff are

open to parents and concentrate on helping teachers meet the special needs of

educating handicapped children in open environments.
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Project RAPYHT (Retieval and Acceleration of Young Handicapped and Talented)

at the University of Illinois is another examplt of a preschool children program
P

which integrates handicapped and nonhandicapped in an opin,classroam. RAPYHT,

Abowever, also offers a structured program based on the Guilford model of

intelligence. A unique feature of,RAPYHT is its attempt to identify and serve

gifted children who are also handicapped and to integrate gifted handicapped
,

children with nonhandicapped children.

'Research-based Integration Programs
.

Bricker and 'Bricker (1971 I52 1973 1 d 76) have developed an early-

intervention project at the Mailman Centn Florida that integrates develop-'
mentally retarded toddlers with n

Their investigations focus'dh the

child. As mentioned earlier, the

ormally deve/ ping nonhandicapped children.
.00e~

effects of integration on the nonhandicapped

Bricke.rs concrude, oh the basis of data

001,'

collected through standardized tests, structured behavibral observations, and

anecptal infopation, that the development of the nonhandicapped"child is not

adver sely affected by integration., In addition, evaluation of the responaes

of parents of the nonhandicapped children igere positive and generally support-

rive of the program.
o--11Pat .

ReseaTchers at the Teaching Research Infant and-Child Care Centerf Monmouth,

474

2 .

0

A

'Oregon, are currently investigating the
/'

feasibility of integrating' severely.rely.

, . 1 -

handicapped preschool children into a normal program with nonhandicappgd peers.

Preliminary results suggest that, given a Highly strained s f capabW.of

delivering highly specialized services, severely. handicapped preschoel.children
e

.
..:

. can be mainstreamed and will benefit from systematic exposure to normally 4,i' . i .46 .4.
A V ,f

functioning peers. The -tog-tilts also suggest, however, that mainstreaming the

severely handicapped into normalv.Oreschool settings is- probably not feasible

40
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on a widespread basis and will ''be restricted to settings plith.highly trained

personnel and a very low student-teacher ratio (e.g:, 2 to 1).

The Sonoma County Office of Education, in collaboration with Santa-Rose

Junior College. and California'State College, currently directs three projects

that provide integrated educational experiences to handicapped and normally-
:

developing otngsters from six months to six years of age. The functional

t,.

level of the handicapped children ranges from severely/multiply impaired

(I.Q.: 25) to mildty.delayed (r.Q.'s: 65-85). A major goal of the Sonoma

project is to generate educationally effective strategies for promoting social

interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped children that can be

replicated. The current area of research interest at the Sonoma project is

peer imitation training.

Allen, Banning, and Drummond r1972) report on a program which integrates

eight normal and eight handicapped preschoolers at the Experimental Education

Unit of the University of Washington. Relying primarily on se applied behavior

analysis approach, the fOcus of *heir work has been to eliminate the maladap-

tive social 1*haviors which normally serve to exclude handicapped children

from the mainstream classroom.

Michael Guralnick (1976) reports on work conducted at an integrated

preschool in,the National Children's Center in Washington,D.C. The develop-

ment of replioable strategies for using rionhandiaapped preschoolers as inter-

ventiOn-agents in the development of their handicapped peers is an important

area of research here. In general, Guralnick's studies, which were reviewed

earlier in this paper, suggest that the presence of nonhandicapped children'

has an independent positive effect on their handicapped peers.

The list of integrated preschool projects reviewed here is extensive but

,by no means exhaustive. Numerous other integrated approaches are reportekin
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the preschool literature. These include Head Start programs (Klien& Randolph, 1975)

and programs integrating hearing impaired (Luterman and ituterman, 1974;-Pollack

and Ernst, 1973) andiblind (Tait, 1974) preschoolevs with their normally-

functioning peers.

"o*
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ISSUES

Preschool integration offers exciting challenges and raises a number of

issues. In part, these issues are common to all early childhood intervention

programs but become more complex with heterogeneous populations. In this final

section, seven basic issues pertaining'to the integration of handicapped and

I

nonhandicapped preschool children are identified: 1) preservice training,

2) inservice training, 3) training for university faculty, 4) preschool models

for integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped children, 5) the integration of

severely impaired preschool children, 6) criteria for least restrictive place-

ment, and 7) the evaluation of integrated preschool programs.

L.

Preservice Training

Successful mainstreaming in preschool settings will necessitate substantial

modifications in'the preservice training of all future preschool teachers. The

crucial issue involved here is, who will teach in integrated "preschool settings?

Presently, training programs prepare teachers to work exclusively with either

handicapped or normal preschool children. Course work for these two groups

differs, and programs for teachers of the handicapped emphasize assessment,

evaluation, and behavior management. The critical questions seem to be:
Ao

1) Should we prepare teachers of normal young children to teach the mildly and

moderptely handicapped? 2) Should teachers of the handicapped be trained to

work with normal young children as well? 3) Should resource specialists be

trained to work with young children with a variety of handicaps?

Inservice Training

An intensive program of ongoing inservice training for all staff personnel

is an important component of any integrated program for at least two reasons..

First, problems associated with any preschool program become more complex when
4

43
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that program integrates handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Teachers in

such preschools must stay abreast of current developments in research and

'practice. Sec ndly, many teachers and ancillary personnel active in preschool

programs have n ver Vorked with handicapped children but soon will be required

to do so. It is of critical importance to disseminate basic knowledge about

handicapped children to such personnel and to monitor their attitude& toward

handicapped children.

What competencies should be included in inservice training? These may

vary with the site, but the following competencies are essential: 1) mastering

identification and screening procedures, 2) conducting diagnostic evaluations,

3) promoting language development, 4) achieving strong parent involvement,

5) ensuring the total development of the child,,6) implementing a comprehensive

and efficient data collection, 7) securing and maintaining administrative

support, and 8) individualizing instruction.

Haw should inservice training be implemented? Generally, university

pe=rsonnel will visit a site and provide recommendations for program develop-

ment. In addition, since inservice training plays su an important role in

the future of mainstreaming, the following guideline is o ered:

1) All staff personnel -- teachers, administrators, chologists,

therapy personnel -- should hear the same things because all sonnel contri-

bute to the success of a program. The
*
concept of equality within the inservice

program is essential. Inservice training is a learning situation and no place

for hierarchical groupings, Administrators and board members must divest

themselves of whatever status their titles imply and become part of the learner

grodp. The reality of the situation is that all school personnel have had

minimum exposure to the concept of mainstreaming.
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2) Inservice education must become an integral part of the scho81 program.

It cannot be an appendage to an already full day of work._ ilather, the inservice'

program must if, part of the school day. The administrators who have initiated

the concept of mainstreaming and are committed to its success in a preschool

environment must devise and authorize ways to ensure that training. This may

mean providing days during the school calendar year when children will not be

in attendance or employing substitutes to release teachers who are participating

in inservice training

3) Inservice education will require the cooperation of local colleges

and universities and their faculty members. Funds must be'allocated'by members

of the board of education to employ consultants on a continuing basis. Often

skilled personnel within special education departments can assume responsibility
. .

for aspects of the inservice program.

4) All staff members must participate in inservice training' Attendance

cannot be voluntary.

Training University Faculty

Mainstreaming training for preschool teachers will require the early child-

hood educators as well as special educatiOn faculties to participate in joint

pinning and program development. If .curse work regatding handicapped students

is merged with courses in the regular education curriculum, special education

faculty member, must act a esource consultants to the regular education
k *

. .

faculty. There are other cooperative endeavors that these faculties might
. s

initiate. They could aid each other in preparing reading lists and resource

--
guides; they might team teach courses, they could develop joint research pro-

,

grams; and they might work together to adapt already existing curriculum

materials.
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Preschool Models for Integrating Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Children

Most effective early'- childhood intervention programs, whether or not

they are integrated, tend to be conducted within an,identiffable educational

or deVeIopmental framework. A program's theoretical bape and corresponding

educational activities are likely to place limits on its ability to provide

an effective integrated program. The critical issue for the field of early

education is to identify the components of a given educationoapproach that

will influence its success in integrating handicapped preschoo' children.

Integration of Severely Impaired Preschool Children into Regular ClassrooMs

Most educators who support.mainstreaming are willing to accept the feasi-

bility of integrating mild and moderately handicapped children with their

normallwfunctioning peers. Few, however, advocate mainstreaming with severely

handicapped children. First, the severely handicapped are more likely to

manifest bizarre and inappropriate behaviors that disrUpt classroom routine'
A

(Smith and Arkans., 1974). Secondly, the severely handicapped child's behavioral

repertoire may be so limited that he is unlikely to profit from behaviors

molpled by nonhandicapped peers. Still, recent unpublished eVfdence from an

ongoing attempt to integrate severely handicapped,preschool children in a regular

classroom environment suggests that in a highly structured setting exposure to

normally developing children can promote the development of,severely impaired

children (Fredericks, et al., 1975).

More specifically, Fredericks, et al. assessed the effects of integration
. ,

on three autistic children who manifested a wide variety of behaviors, including

echolalic language Ad repetitive sell-stimulatory behavior. Two behavioral

areas were assessed, social play and language. the authors were interested in.

assessing the extent to which the social behavior and language development of the

severely handicapped child would be altered by exposure in a free play setting

to nonhandicapped children.
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. 'The authors hypothesized that a number of, specialized teaching procedures

would have to be implemented to promote social behavior:
Lb.

1) To, facilitate movement from unoccupied behavior into solitary, indepen:

dent play, an, autistic child was placed near nonhandicapped children and

encouraged to play with a toy or object while remaining within that environment_

or observing other children.

2) To facilitate movement to parallel activity frOm either the onlooker

or.soritary play levels, the teacher reinforced the child for proximity to other

childiWand for playing with toys similar to those used by the others. The

tencheY also-encouraged the normal children to share toys with the handicapped

child and reinforced them when they did. During these activities, the autistic

child was placed among oormal children, not on the fringes of the group.

3) To facilitatelassociative play, the teacher arranged a setting in which

\

all normal peers could engage in play with tfte)handicped child and reinforced

them for conversation and sharing of objects with the handicapped child. The

handicapped child was also reinforced for playing with normal peers. If the

handicapped child stepped.out of the setting, the teacher directed the handi-

capped child to engage in that activity once again and_reinfOrced him when he

entered or re-ente4ed the gyoup.,

Similarly, extensive guidelines for facilitating increased interaction

between the autistic children and their nonhandicapped peers were devised:

1) The teacher reinforced all verbal and'nonverbal communication by the

handicapped child in the treatment setting.

///f
2) The teacher directed child-child interaction.

3) The teacher reinforced nonhandicapped children when they i0,tiated

interactions with and/or responded to handicapped children in the treatment

setting.

47
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4) To increase the percentage of.time that a handicapped child interacted

with a nonhandicapped child, the teacher encouraged or directed the handicapped

child into appropriate play situations.

5) When peers did not respond to the handicapped child, the teacher

_modeled an appiOpriate response for the peer and reinforced the peer for

adopting hat response.

6) a handicapped child was encouraged to increase his usage of words at

all times when interacting with peers. When the handicapped child did not ma

spontaneous intelligible language with word phrae lengths appropriate for the

child's current level of language development, the teacher modeled this usage,

and prompted the handicapped child to imitate this language, and reinforced him

when he did so.

Towatd the end of icntervention, the three autistic children had increased

the level of play behavior in the presence of nonhandicapped children from that

of onlooker to that of associative play. Very few instances of cooperative play

were recorded. Similarly, the autistic child's level of language usage increased

dramatically in terms of initiated verbal responses to other children. Addition-
/

ally, no deleterious effects were noted in.the nonhandicapped peers. Unfor-

tunately, no maintenance or generalization data are reported in the study.

The Fredericks, et al. study by no means resolves the question of whether

or not severely handicapped'preschool children,can be integrated into normal

settings. Rather, the study points out-.,many problems fn ma'insUreamin the

severely handicapped. One problem is the extensive expenditure of time and

resources. The study was conducted for five months, using one full-time teacher

for approximately twenty minutes a day. Ia a non-university setting such a

time line would be prohibitive. A second problem concerns the level of staff

training, It is unlikely that early childhood educators in the field are as
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skilled in behavioral techniques as the experimentor in this study. Perhaps

for the forseeable future, the mainstreaming of severely handicapped preschool

children will be restricted to university settings where a sufficient number of

highly trained personnel is available.

Criteria for Least Restrictive Environment

Young handicapped children with varying degrees of disabilities currently

receive educational services in oneof the following settings:

1) Self-contained soh :14941s on the grounds of residential facilities

2) Self-contained private schools

3) Self- contained* public schools

4) Self-contained classes within regular schools

. 5) Regular classes within regular schools

These placements represent a continuum from the ;ilost to the least restrictive

environment. According to P.L. 94-142, the placement of children in each of

thecse environments must be justified. Yet, in preschool edUcation, no criteria

exist. While we offer no criteria here', the following considerations should ...

be useful in establishing criteria:

1) the development of standardized checklists of behaviors, based on

' developmental guidelines, for functioning levels in each environment

I2) the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped students

3), the extent to which environments will need to be prosthetized to

support handicapped children

2)4) the extent to which the organization of the school day and the content

of curriculum resembles a regular,class environment

5) the extent to which children require Specialized ancillary services.
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Evaluation of Integrated Preschool Programs
.ar

s 41.

A final issue to be discussed concerns the most appropriate,jimensions on

w ich to evaluate integrated preschool programs. In the past, integrated pro-

.1

grams for older children have depended upon pre-post standardized intelligence

40
measures. But, as has been note many times (e.g., Evans, 1974, 1971), such

measures are often unreliable with Young children, especially the handicapped.

Instead, success in integrated programs can be evaluated in a number of

ways. First, and most significantly,_an integrated program can be assessed

for its ability to meet the, developmental needs of children. Second-, benefits

received by handicapped children thattere

nonhandicapped children must be examined.
6

directly linked to

For example, does

involve ent with

the observation
4

by handicapped children of their nonhandicapped peers facilitate learning?

Third, the extent to which a program promotes positive social contacts between

handicapped and nonhandicapped peers may be evaluated.' Fourth, the satisfaction

of parents of handicapped and nonhandicapped childre,shouyd be'assessed, as

a
well, as the attitudes of the parents of normal children toward the han pped

children. Fifth, later school adjustment of'hndicapped and nonhandicapped

children who attended integrated preschools will need to be examined. Each of

these assessments will rdquire.ttie adaptation of existing instruments and the

development of new instruments for appropriate and sensitive evaluation.

0

ro
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