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Eddcation Plan. The second section -presents a discussion of both the .
"legal and legislative arguments used in favor of mainstreaming and .
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‘ . ) INTRODUCTION, : S =

e

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

offered i support of the assumption that educationa1 intervention has ‘maxi-

mu m;imp?ct with children under -five years of age. Scholars and scientists 4 -

‘

from g variety of disciplines.and representing diverse educational phifosopHies

- generally agreed that developmental procesges aAnd behavioral‘responsea under -

.
-

go rapid change and are most malleable during the early.years (Huntf\l96l;

Bijou and Baer,.1961; 1965; Kirk, 1958; Piaget, 1952; Kagan, 1972).
’ ) r. “_‘ Y ,.' -
Recognizing the importance of early stimulation to 1ater‘deve1ppment

a ‘numbe¥ o; investigators initiated experimental programs designed to accel- +

erate the development of young children who seemed potentially handicapped

J
AL

because of experiential deprivation (Karnes, 1970; Deutsch, 1964; Edwagds
-

" and’ Stern, 1970) Other researchers studied thereffects of ear1y intervention .

on mentally (Kirk 1958), emotiona11y (Burke, 1972), sensorially (Tait, 1972),

L d

and physicially (Connors 1974) handicapped young children, These'effoéts
largely reinforced the belief that developmental anomalies could be positively

altered during the ear1y years (Karnes and Teska, 1975). By 1970 a network of

3
s

programs serv1ng young handicapped children was=oper8ting."These_projects,

funded by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, became known_as First

- N - . ' . “
Chance Programs; ' R St y

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

‘ -
_special education produced a trepd away from educating handiéapped‘learners in

)

special classes and t
. /

rd mainstreaming--the,integration of handicapped learners

.
™~

int. regular classes for the majority of the'school day. Prominent among these

.
fagtors were: 1) litigation

cusing on the social inequality of segregated

~ o

services for the handicapped (Cohyn and DeYoung, J973); ,2) the med&oame record
y 1 T




- of dhildren in segregated classrooms (Cgeika'and Tyler, 1970)3 3) a growing

" .«  commitment among special educators to the principle of normalization (Wolfens~

berger{319%25; 4)71ncreased financial incentives from federal and state
'governments in snpnsrt of integrated servibes;' and 5) national'legis}ation
«(P.Ls\94-142) mandating the return of hEndicapped children to regular clasét f
.rooms.wheneverlpossible. As n;instreaming gained accebtance among special
educators in grade*school and secondar§ settingz, educators interested in’
yoynger children began‘to\adﬁocate integrated programs for preschool children
- . o R T [ \ -

e , as well (e.g., Karnes\ 1970). Soon prdgrams enr011ing integrated. grorbs of ,
. handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool children began to emerge (Bricker

“and Bricker, 1?72, 1973; Karnes, 19Z>). Ry 1972 mainstreaming had been

7 LR i

‘mandated'as part of Project Head Start, .

-

: ’ 2 .,
Today, the integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children i$ a
{ - Co- ’

. i o . .
¥ prominent feature of many preschool programs~-ﬁead Start, daycare, and First
* o

- Chance. With the 1mp1ementation of P,L. 94 142, integrated services for pre- ..
/ .
;W'( schoolers will grow eveé more rapidly. Despite the growing popularity of )
SR - . A Y

integrated preschools and the impending federdl maddate, however, few attempts
. . ) .(\ ' \‘s . ‘
to examine the preschool mainstream literature have been made (Wynne, et &l,
% ’ ~

K

. - 1975). Gnigrtnnately,‘previous reviews neither evaluate the literature inm a_
. . 1) - 1

systematic fashion noraidentify issues that are unique to mainstreaming in the

preschool, , ; . i - .

-

! In this presentation, & numbér ' of fundamentalvissues and emnirical i J"

findings concerning Elassroom-based.integrated programs fsr preschool‘children'
¢ . p . .

a

arelexplored. ihe‘intent is to familiarize students ahd workers in early child- ) i

. hood education with these issues, to review recent research, and to examine

< "~ . .‘.

program development in this afea. First, mainstreaming and related terms are.
v - ) .

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

/
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on the justification for
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beginning the process eafly: In the third section,

]
]

recent research on‘séveral important areas in preschool mainstreaming is

"

s

reviewed. The fourth section presents a brigf review of preschooL‘projects
. N 4

- ~

that empiég»integrated approaches. Finally, the paper concludes with a °

b4

disgussion‘of the {ssues

nonhandicapped preschool
. ’
. .
. * f . N
*
Y e .
.
- .
¢
Cy
\l ,C
- N
L.
. .
: ) ‘
« PO
.t - toe
L] » - !
+

« .
3

.raised by the attempts to integratg,handicéppgq and

- ” . v . -
children. )
. . , . .
.
.
,
t . . «
-~ \ .
. - »
’
'
a4 ' -
Y ' o
4 * hd
t
- ’ "
. .
B
1y . -
’ ' - -
. .
. s *
‘ . *
° ! B
- .
.
g -
B
.
.
. . i '
. .
™~
L] . V)
.
. -

.
C
.
LY
o
.
- J
.
L4
.
K .
.




| ) MAINSTREAMING AND RELATED TERMS : . .
.' - .q B . _1 *» ‘ ' - L] . , .4-

Te%ms'associated with mainstreaning have pfoiiferated,in the literature

_ . of special education. To the ndéice;,the e terms can be intimidating. 'In -
o this initial section, therefore, the meaning of four terms commonly nsed in the

4 _ _ T . - - . : ) - )
mainstreaming litegdture will be cqngidéred: 1) mainstreaming,’ 2) normaliz- 2.

+

,r 4 R N . L . . - , J . - . .
ation, 3) EoLo ,94"142 and 4) IEP‘ o . -~

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

.
‘ ~

example, notes ‘a wide variety of définitions, one of which is merely to ¢ :
strip the 1abe1 from the handica ped chilﬂkand;yéturn him tq,the classroom,

-
-

'

* Other definitions stress, the temporal aspect of maifistreaming; that is,

the amount of time the handicapped chi1d spends in the regular c1assroom. .

W.But these definitions are of limited value becausé they ignone the cgmprehensivb ’
nature of mainstreaming by fa11ing tnaemphasife instructional delivety, assess-

. . ’

ment, and other vital elements- of programming. N . ,
¥ . ' g .
t

sMore usefdl definitions of mainstreaming recognize it to be a compree
i [4 "

¢ £

hensive processs Birch (1974), for examRle, -incorporates ¥4 factors in.his

N g . " . .
) R X y)

: . definition of mainstreaming:,

- , .
.

. " .ot

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

secomiary school., , >~
L 4 - > . N = ) )
' . * . . ,-In mainstreaming the handicapped pup%& reports to he‘regular'ciassrooﬁ

L The o

~ ~ " -
teacher. S ) S
. . -
~ . - Q ¢ .
. , f

"y
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-;In conventiondlly organized schools or oéen space dchools, handicapped

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

\ - .- =-In ¢opv;ntiona11y organized schools the special education teacper bas
la headquarters to which handicapped pupils can come for periods of time from -
. the mainstream foomg\tb’which they have been'aésign;d.

. :-In oﬁeq space schools, the sbecial educatioq teacher may be a member

" / of the team serving in the™ppen space setting or may have a separage room as
. , s . o e .

. ) . . Y ‘ é

--Mainstreamed handicapped pupils leave the main group oql& for essential

headquarters. '

small group or individual instruction and educational assessment or to pick

up and deliver assignmeﬁts prepared by the special educgtion teacher.
--Regular and special education teacherh agree upon individual scheigles
N .

and assignments ‘for mainstreamed children. ) \ Lo

. ’ - hd . i
--Regular teachers are res#gpgiple for grades and report cards for

mainstreamed, handicapped pupils, but they may consult with special educa fon
* ., 2 - -
v i t.
teachers. . . . ~

% . . )

. -+Special education teachers help regular teachers by providing educdtiopal

assessments and ithructional éonsultatiog for regular c}ass pupils whHo m : not
be.eligible'for spécral education in the &:;al éen%e:

~:hain8tredhing implies that handicapped pupils usual;y begin heir 2
. e gdqcation'in reguleg.kgnderggrten pr\firsﬁ grade groups with géegialjé&uqafiq;””

suﬁport and ére removed to special plaéses or schools oﬁly when the necesgity
., - F .

"~
N

to-do so is shown and only for the égxiéd required to prepafé them.to return /

to regular élasses. :
- .

--Criteria for selecting handicapped pupils for mainstreaming dre set in

°

~

terms of .matching the edhcatioqal:needs‘of_children with the capability of the

mainstream program to meet those needs.ratherathan in terms. of the, severity of
Ry A
'/ / B t e [

. . Y

[ ‘, '8

P T
. . - Y- . LA
. > - ~ -
J ‘ '
-. . . * ¢ . .
, . . ' .
.




4

.rbe—temoved--from mainstreamed children. . ) .

[ PN
the pupil 8 physical nggtal, emotional or other handicap. <.

‘ --Mainstreaming has a place in the spectrum of plans for;orgaﬁizing

- . © ’ o
instruction, space,.and facilities to,accommodate the educational needs of
( o ’ ’ . .

handicapped pupils. . . * » S :

J [

A highly useful and often quoted definition of mainstreaming is provided \
~J

by Kaufman, Gottlieb Agard, and Kukig (1975): ‘ . .

Mainstreaming refers ‘to the temporal, instnuctional and social

- —— -

integration of eligible exceptional children with normal peérs

based on an ongoing individually determined educational planning
and programming process and requires clarificaion of responsibility
among regular and special education administrative, instructional v

and supportive personnel. (pp. 40-42)

.

, mainstreaming is more than an adninistrative ‘

-

As this definitio

,procedure or a tempoxg ntegration of handicapped children with normallf

functioning children. Rather, mainstreaming includes’instrucbional and social

integration, individualized educational planning, and the clarification of "

N « * L
responsibilit?/on the part of all professionals.involved. y '

McMillan, et al (1976) add an important qualification to the definition.

* { s - R Y , . .

Categorical labels, such as mentally retarded or emotiohally disturbed, should
') ~

' ’ — .\_.k\\

\

Still another -component frequently mentipned in definitions of mainstreaming

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

streaming appiiés no%imerely*to;the integration of the- 'handicapped 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: R




g
iy % l‘

In its most‘idéal form this Hnteg;ation of hanoicapped.children

into regular c1assrgoms would be acgomplished within a system

-

based upon a continuum of e&ucational services along the continuum. ~

‘Services would range from tota1 education within a8 regular class- '

£ . %

room for the mildly hanaicapped,

“

hto highly specialized services,
. b
outside of the public school s%;tem for the most severely handi- -

capped, Placement of a student along:the continuum should be based

4
As stipulated here, the terms mainstreaming and least restrictive

environment become synonomous--that is, to plagce the handicapped ipdividual

] - e .

“in the most normal or least resfrictive environment is to place him in the

most appropriate mainstream setting.

Finally, Nicholas Hobbs (1975) argues that the mainstreaming princip1e

L}

does not imply a hodge podge .or melting pot where children’s special needs

tend to lose'their identity; 1instead it predicates meaningful, integrated

-
.

programs that require numerous grrangementS,,gach geared. tQ unique individugl-
& . o’ .
i

ized and group needsz .

In schools that are¥host responsive. to individual differences in
7

abi1it1es, interests ang 1earning styles of children, the

+

m?instream

is- actua11y many streams, sometimes as many streams as, there ‘arg )

%

. individual children, sometimes‘several streams as groups are formed
for special pufgosesizggmetime; oné‘streé;:bnly as concerns of all
;converge. We see no advaﬁ&age in dumping'exceptional onildren into
an undiffeéentiated mainstféam; but we see great advaﬁgzgfs to all

‘children, exceptional children included, in an educational program

modulated to the needs of individual'chiidrgn; singly, in a small

>

.
< e ) :

Hobbs writes:- - N

exclusively upon consideration of the studegt's educati®»nal needs. (p. 1)

. e,

v




limitation. Normalization is a more comprehensive term'than mainstreaming in

T e TR T o T aT e Eaa s
> v

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

.

result in functional separations of exceptional children from

tide to time, but the governing principle would apply to all

c children; school programs sheuld be responsive to the learning
“ 3

. redquirements of individual_children and groups should serve this’

-

end. (p. 297) -

s y . 4 ’ - * ) R
In summarizing the diverse definitions of mainstreaming the following

/

N
.

7

points shou1d be reiterated:: 3

1) Definitions oﬂ’mainstreaming vary widely from simplistic definition

which merely require’ that the child be delabeled and returned to the regul
c1assroom to c%mplex definitiqns which reflect the’comprehensiye nature of
the mai:stream process. . v \‘ : t ~ .
2)ANo conSensus definition of mainstreaming is found among/gzlcatbrs. CC

3) In our view, mainstreamlng, integration, and least restrictive a1ter-

i
s H - A

native are essentially synonymoys ﬁerms. o 3

4) Useful definitions of main\\reaming stress the folloning eléments: .

3

A) The temporal integration of handicapped children with their
normal _peers;”

, \ ‘
\\ B) Individually determiﬁeﬁ instruction, .

. C) The social integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children;

’

“D) The c1ar1fication of professional rolest

? v

(S o N l

"EX The de1abe1ing of the child. h } t

Normaiization refers to a'prinqiple originally developed- in Scandinaéia,
(Wolfensberger,1972), which advoéates life conditions for handicapped persons

which approximate "normal" as closely as possible considerifg the individual's
) ) e ;

. ©

that it applies to nultiple i}fe situations, not just education. When applie

/\
o ~




.‘ ~' N " - ras
7 '&. “o .
to education, normalization means to place handicapped learners into regilar

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

placement is essential, Normalization, when applied to egﬁcation, is equiva-

iéBE_t° least restrictive enviromment and there;ore to mainstreaming. .
f}.L. 24-142 refers to the education for al},handicapped children act passed

by the 94th Congress and‘signed into law by Preéident Ford in‘l975. This ’

[

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

a’

elements. First, by fiscaf‘y%ar‘l97g,:all handicapped ghildren beﬁgeen the

> . -

ages 'of five and eighteen years are” to have access to public education. By

- L2 «

-

figcal year(l97é) all handicapped children between the ages of five and eighteen

years are to have access’to public_education. By fiscal year. 1980, all handi-

se

capped children from three to five years are go have access to Rublic ‘education

.

in states mandating services to this age group.. Secopd, handicapped ghildreﬁ“'
will receive educational services in the regular classroom with nonhandicapped

Y - - -
' . Y

. L / . ; . .
children whenever possible and will always be placed in,tHE least restrictive,

yet appropriate, énvironment. Third, every handicapped child"must have ﬁ

written individualized educational plan developed in cooperation with the

» }

v e

e

<

-

. o » e

. school, parents ‘and child when possible. IEP's are designed ta,ensure ﬁat .
every ohild‘has the opportunity to receive an appropriate education. Ef

‘our th,

methods used to, evaluate childiEn must take into account the child*s chltural
/
background, primary language, and pdst history. Fifth, parents must. be notified

L

‘.; by the school before educational decisions (e.g., placement, curriculum changes)
. are made:about their child.- Thqy will have the opportunity to instftute a

‘formal review of decisions wihich they feel are inappropriate. Sixth,

~
Y

procedures will be developed to ensure thateprocedural due process has beéh

¢ M

jestablished. Seventh, aépriority of 94-14 is the establishment of a mechanism

!

7
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€ ’ ‘

_to locate all>eligible children not receiving services and to-target the

. >

- development of appropriate public-education programs for these children.
Eighth, the legislation provides ‘special training funds for teachers and

professional staff to become cOnversant with new education practicp and

o’

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

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

?
. B s
3 Y

° »

the handicapped child.

¢« The impact of P.L. 943142 on the lives of handiaappedvcitizens is perhaps

&

best captured in the following excerpt from the law*

¢
N 2

1 *

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

¢
education of the handicapped into a new ‘era.

The.handicapped
) )

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

P

-t

lamentably often there hds been a seriOus difference between actual

.

practice and what state and Eederal laws’ supposedly require fthere

2

1s now at least a firm foundation onwvhich to build." (p. 3)

B

For the "reader interested in further details, a well-written synopsis
A

of the law is presented by Goodmgn (l976l,and Weintraub, et al (1976).
.0 )

h
.

An IER, or Individuabiged Education Plan, is a Q?itten statement which

describes both the content of”a‘handicapped child's eduycational program and the
N ) [ v - - >

manner iq,which special education and related services will be provided. An

IEP is developed jointly at'a multidisciplinary staff conference by tﬁe regular\J .

class teacher, the.. child s parent or guardian the special services teacher, and
. 7
ychologists, speech or motor therapists, social
¥
According to the federal rules and regula-

,« - ¢

ancillary persbnnel (e. g., ps
workers) who work with the child
tions (Séctipp 121A. 225) which guide “the implementation of PF,L. 9%- 142 . an

-

IEP must cont&in}

-
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“ 1) a 8tatement of the child's present level of eduoétiohal performance

in areas in which, he/she receives instruction, ) i o <

i N
’ vt ? °© 3 1 4

2) a statement of annual goals which specify the educational performance, .

" to be achieved bp the child by the end of a' school yeaf;p _ #

3) a statement of short term instructional objeceyyes for each annual N

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

%

’

. level of performance and the desired level as statéd in an annual goals K .

4) a statement7of special edueation and related services which will be

-~

provided including the type of physical educafion prograg/;n which the child
will participate and special media'and matérials'required to implement the \

. child's IEP; L \

5) initiation date and anticipated duration of'special edtication and

. .

» . ‘ -

related services;
- - . y . ) ! . \
6) a description of the extent to which the child will participate in

regular gducation programs; L

7) a justification for the.child's educational placement; ’

’ .
. N -

.8) objective criteria, evaluation procednres, and schedules for deter-

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

»

‘have been’achievedﬂ

ot *
A

Though the law requires [EP's for handicapped children only, it iR

usually a fod idea for teachers to develop Individualized Educatibhal Plans

for all ch dren--handicapped and nonhandicapped alike, - . .

) 3 3'?;* : . ) /‘ %

-\
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-
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T i -+ - RATIOMALE FOR MAINSTREAMING ' -

7 -

'

Because mainstreaming is a complex educational procedure, it is unlikely

v that educators will .ever agree on a sixgle best.solution for its implementa-
. . .
: . : : '
g . tion. But while educdtors.may not agree on how to implement mainstreaming;
. * . ' b

thef do agree aa to why integration of handicaﬁ)ed and nonhandicapped of all |

age&_is a sound and humane educational policy. The arguments which compriaek
: ' a rationale for mainstreaming may be somewhat arbitrari'ly grouped into two
= areae: 1) legal-legislative arguments and 2) benefits to children, handi-
’ - capped and nonhandicapped-alike._ ” . ‘ \\‘“
N ' : 4, o )

Legal-Legislative Argument. Recent legal ‘and legislative decisions form

the basis for a compelling set of argéffents in support of mainstreamigé Legal

mandates, which evolved from these court declsions and legislative\acts, and

P

have had the most influence on educational practice aqe:' l)‘the right of all

handicapped children to a free pubMc education, 2) the right of handicapped

v -

children to educational placement in the least restrictive environment, and

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

=

educational decisions relevant to their child. -~
' « N t) . » . .
With respect to court decisions, two cases--PARC (1971) and Mills (1974)~-

< are of particélar importance in establishing precedénts for/;he rights of

shandicapped children. In The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children

LBARC),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. -

— -~ ‘ .
/o .
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of special educationi it covers the rights of mentally hapdicapped citizens

Only .

‘bt

r v 1

LIt is‘the commonwéalth's obligation 'to ‘place each mentally retarded

//////

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

to the child's capacity,
\ ' : -
among tha alternative programs of education and training required

- ' -

) N
within the context of a-presumption that,
y . . - s

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 éducation and training. . v
Although the PARC case is a'landmark with trenendous impact“on the future

+

Legal experts, however, recognized that it was only a matter of time ——:&&\

~

before g similar ruling covering all handicapped children would be handed down7

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

The Mills decision closely ‘parallels PARC with two important.exceptions:

1) rights of treatment,placement and,due process are extended to all handi-
. - - —

tapped children and ?}(lack of funds is not an acceptable excuse. for excluding

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'incluéion of school-age‘handicapped children, regardless .of degree

k]

of impairment, into the most appropriate ‘placement in the domain of publid edu- .

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

w

~

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

i

of legal precedent and the pressure from states, the Federal government fipally -

entered the scene with the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public

~

Law 94-142).
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‘ 6f the mAnghjeagons presented in aupport of mainstreaming, the most
VAR N NN C L d

‘powerful is clearly the yegal'and legislative mandate to educate children

*

«

in the moét normal enVironment. The message” of the mandates from both legal -
and legislative sources is that the integration of handicapp d children into%

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

Benefits to Children. The potential developmental opportunities for both

handicapped‘ahd nonhandicapped chiidren that exist in integrated enviromments

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

-

oargument Tests on a nimber of factors whidhﬁigggeet4§§?t:integrated environments
R % (

.

-

best serve as educational and theraputic énvfronmegts\for all children.
RAY

\

A first factor involves the potential benefits’ to handicapped children fvnm

observing more adVagce? peers. 1t seems c1ear fnqm the imitation literature
that children acquire new responses from observing arl modeling the behavior
of others (Parton, 1976 Bandura, Grusec, and Menlove, 1967). There are also

indications thé% children selectively modél those who perform responses more
G

43§fective1y (Strichart, 1974). ‘These findings argue fbr the exposure of

\ - kK
handipqpped children to competent models in integrated environments rather

L
than for their restriction in segregated enviromments where exposure is limited

LS

~ to other developmentally deficient models. -

Similarly, opportunities to interact with nonhandicapped children provide

potential benefits to the handicapped. For e§amp1e, in the area of play,

*

Bricker and Bricker (1971) indicate that noddelayed chi;dren provide better

modeis of appropriate p1ay‘akills than do adults. §imiLar1§, kubensteingand

_Howes (1976?, in a study\with toddlers, observed that the presence of peers

“enhances various aspects of'piay including itsvﬁrequency, maturity, and the

,j i

creative ugé of objects. oreover, a numberroﬁ studies reviewed later in this

1

'paper suggest that nonhandicapped children can sefve as valuable resources by

»

* . ’ 4’ .

. ) 1f7 ' { s N

At
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N 0} .
i providing fndtruction, applying adaptive conseqyénces, or modeling appropriate

Vo : /
social and language behaviors for their handiCagped peers. Once again,. these .
. ) . N - . R N . . A . ‘o
findings argue for integrated environments in which handicapped children bene
4 ' e . i 3

fit ¢by the presence of their nonhandicapped peers.. i",' - ;
: Nonhahdicapped children also benefit from integrated enyironments.
R . . - - R N

develop increased unﬁerstanding and sensitivitﬁito indinidual differences. It

is likely that important attitudinal processes are positively affect§d by their

‘ 14

exposure to handicapped peers. Moreover, there is considenable evidence that
f L
nonhandicapped children benefit from integrated programs to at least the same

~ z

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

0 L

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, integrated glassrooms provide teachers with

: b »
~ a ready framework for guaging child behaviors within a developmental context.

One last word: merely placing children together in a classroom will not

yield these desired outcomeg§. Rather, teachers must work hard to systematically

arrange events and other specialized procedures which encourage and support

¢ - .
integration. ' ‘
v . R *
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', In the past two 8r three years a small but

\

atufe éxamining isstes unique to mainstreaming

emerged,

{ . MAINSTREAMING IN THE PRESCHOOL: A REVIEW OF RESEARCH |

- ! ,
- | -~

. .
. ‘ 4
-~

fascinating r earch liter-

) :

in pre- primary settings has

These studies are scattered throdghout a number of research peri-

i

odicals and, as of this writing, have not been collqued in any single review.
In this section, we grpup thebe very recent experimental f1i dings into three

majgr areas: 1) social interaction in integrated preschoo settings 2) pro—

cedures to facilitate socigf\interactions im integrated 8 ttings and 3) the
I

° .

N role of nonhandicapped peers as edhcationgl agents. , This; section closes with

K
.. . \ o - ¥
recommendations to nebeafchers and educators for future researth and prac;icé.

| SR )
. L3

0 : / ‘
Social Interaction in Integrated Preschoql Settings /\ ~

)

Several studies have examined the extent to which
ﬁ? . ,
integrated schooI ‘enviromnments are accepted.by and interact with their nonhandi-

! .\.[E

1976 review this research)

andicapped children in

capped’ peers (Levitt and Cohen Almost all’ of this

%

esearch has been conducted’ with children df primary and eled%ntary school

e or with adolescénts. Some of these studies ave

o ' .

results, but the general trend suggests that, ,on tde

raficed equivocal
asis cf sdciometric
s?hﬁhlraged handicapped chi1dren are ndt,readil;

and 3bservationa1 data,
3,

accepted by their nonhandicapped peers regardless of whether the setting is
a nongraded elementary school (GoodmAn Gottlieb andLHarrison 197%)§,a regular

c1assroom with sppportative servi¢ces (Iano, et ai, 74),

or an open space

.

-
secondary school (Gottlieb and Bxﬁdoff 1973) On the positive side, however,

~
’

% o
a few writers (e.g., Kennedy and Bruid&ﬁs, 1974) have found that younger,

~
¢ -

primary-+aged children have less negative attitudes toward the handicapped than'

-

do older children. . ' ’ .

3
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a few studies to date examine the social and play A\L
4

. t Unfortunately, 0

behavior of handica-ued and nonhandicapped children in integrated preschool N

,, o =
) settings. In fact * .Q

.Since this small body of research cor constitutes an

[

ew of the child‘development literature uncovered
on1y four’such studies
early source‘of data on.an important question, these studies are summarized

here in some deta

“ Por ter, Ramsey, Tremblay, Iaceobo and Crawley (1978) observed the social -

" behavior of.retarded dnd normally functioning children during free play in an
L) .
. h /
integrated preschool. Twenty-seven chi1dr%n ranging in age from 18‘to 64
L] . ' ' .
- ' months were agsigned‘to six groups of four children each;

Ve

a seventh gku

. . ‘lt
eontained three-children. - Each group had at least one child from ea

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

_pof the

\

' N R
removed from the classroom and placed in a 12 x 16 piayroom. The £loor of the ‘(:

. ’ » / ’
* playroom was marked off with tape to form a grid iﬁéiCating distalhces; |, the
\‘\' w" ~ ” .. g N .
‘ \ room was also equipped with a one-way mirror, a roving videotape™camera, amf

Each day one child was Belected and
. . '_ : " . ¢
Over the cource of the study each
]

microphones suspended from the ceiling.

followed for the 30-minute play session.

child was followed at least once.

" A { * ) s ¢ t,

Porter, et al, examined two’general classes ofvbghavior; 1) the inters

R personal distance between retarded and nenretarded dhil en and 2) theLsocial

preference of and interaction between the two subpopu1at

Normally devel-

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

-

children than they did to their retarded peers. Further; they engaged in
‘several categories of social behavior with other ngrmal children significantly:‘
. . tore often than they did with retarded children. éetarded children, on the

| ,othe: hand, displayed no consistent preferences for retarded versus normal peers.

Thus, the data in this study revealed a'consistent preference by nonhandicapped

5 . . " . 4
R R

< children for other nonhandicapped children.

. = o,
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In a second “study, Devoney, Guralnick ‘and Ru in (1974) evaluated the ef ects
> .

of i\tegrating handicapped and nonhandiﬁapped preschOol children Qn social play’

; \-'-'

skills, Handicapped children in a nonintegrated situation were ratejﬁgn a time-'

A

’ /
sampling basis for both positive peer intéractiohs and social play 1eve1 using

: 8
a socialiplay scale that ranged from autistic-like,gnd isolate”pla% to coopji

v

4 -
tive é}axg/katgr a variety of unsuccesgful attempts to increase substgntially

.the quality of the handicapped children ] play, a group of nonhandicapped chile

dren, were introduced.into the play si uation,_ Although the introduétion of these
) > » *

children improved thexéﬁciél la )andicapped,children'to eomé extent, the - °

change was not subgtantial, Moreoéer, the authpr's noted few.spontaneous social

.
o~
a

interactions between handicapped and nonhgndicepped childr¥en. Not until the

‘teacher stheﬁaticﬁlly structured the situation, using nonhandicapped children
LN . . fl f

|l
»

to promote various interactions, did marked incredses in social interactions
. +

and the quality of play occur. b . ¥ i

“TA third stud§ examined how heterogéfous or homogeneous grouping influ-

w -

enced social interaction among "disadvantaged“ and "privileged" preschoolers
o t

o

in Israel (Feitelson, Weintraub and Michaeli 1972).; Children from poth groups

[

'were identified primarily by the ocCupation and educdtional level of their

parents, though a number of chiidren among the disadvanteged group mﬁnifeeted

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

at least a secondary education and held white-collar-skilled positions; parents<
e Q &

of the "disadvantaged' had completed‘elementary school only and were employed
’ * 1 .

in semi-skilled or

+

and half "disadvanta ed,f%were randomly assigned to one h%mbgeneoue "disadvan-

A

ne of three heterogeneous’groups in which the ratio was
- _:; ;) Iy ‘ . . )
to 16 "priVileged'ﬁ)gfeS?ids of-svcial behavior were

taged" groqps or to

eight "diéadbantaged'

o)
]

nskilled occupations. Ninety-sii 3-ye;r olds, half "ptivileged"




{
and end of. the 2- year project. Data showed that "disadvantaged" children in a
’_\ . 3 ;;. -~
homogenous enﬁ[ronment gxhihited a greater number of\hositive peen interactions
s -

than did their counterparts in,a.heteroéeneéus setting.. In contrast, "disad- i

vantaged" children in heterogeneous setcipg inégracted less frequeggly with *.

peers .and then almost exclusivelquith chilaren from.their own social group

P A

[ °

(e.g., other "disadvantaged"‘children). . There were no significant differences
between Mprivileged" children in the settings' in the' number of positive inter-
« A ¢ - “ ~

2 , , .
actions and "privileged" chi}dren in both groups interacted mainly within their =~ =

& - , - -
: A
own social group.

Whereas the first three studies ,showed litE%% interaction between handi—

[

capped and norharidicapped children, Hawkins and’ Peterson (1977) found sub-
stantial peer interactiors between handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

Their study, which was conducted at an integrated preschool at the University
of Kansas, involved frequent structured obsefvations nfwsocial and play inter-
actions between 10 handicapped and 5 nonhandicapped children’diring free play,
Several independent observers were used, ;nd eé;h child was followed 20 minutes
daily for 18 days,iu:ing a‘30-second individual recording procedure? Although
a number of variables 3ere examined and ‘the eéfﬁfis are complex; the data

. "y ot

generally indicate relatively little discrimination by’ nonhandiéapped children
¢ & C .
toward their handicapped peers. ., e , s

<4 + e & .
N . v an J W . LT
Taken as a whole, these four studies;sﬁggest that spontaneous interactions

betWeen handicapped and nonhandicapped children are not tikely to occur. Of o "

course, before definitive claims can be qéde regarding sociaL interaction in
' integrated preschool sédttings, more normatiye data are.needed on the’ interaction
{
patterns of children in such settings. Nevertheless, the available evidence

. . . L .
suggests that teachers cannot assume that positive peer interactions will occur
: .

A 3 -
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in integhgied.settings and that specialized procedures to encourage and suppor't

Pl

such interactions are needed.

This is the’ subject of our next discussion.
-’ ’ . -

Procedures to Facilitate Social Interactions in Integrated Settings

In recent years, several sthiegjhave attempted to program social inter- /<

-

actions among preschoaol childyen in integrated setttings.

We shall consider

then we shall review

first 'those suggestions which,are‘teacher-oriented;

those which rely on the chiﬂd as the agent of change,

’ N D

Teacher Reinforﬁfment. Teacher praise, provided contingent upon the
¢ s

N L

child's positive'interactive behavior, increases social integration among pre-
\4

gchool children'. Strain and Tiamm (1974), for example, appi%ed contingent

teacher attention to reinﬁbrce an isolate preschook child and her peers for
{

’ h »

"attempts at soc1a1 interaction. These writers measured interactive behavior

.

under two conditions bf contingent teacher attention, In the #irst condision,

verbal praise and physiocal contact were directed to a target suhjeé::s peers

v

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

verbalgpraise and physical contact were directed to the target subject for” ™

\ -

Results indicated that the application of

|
|

appropriate interaction.with peers.

\ .
contingent teacher attention to peers rapidly increased appropriate social behavi

by the peers and.a130 by thé target subject. §imi1ar1l; contingent teacher
1

>

attention applied to the target subject resulted in a similar increase in
appropriate social behaviors for both the target subject and peers. Additionally
C2 g - .

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

appropriate social contacts than did the peers. e,

& -~

AY
. But teacher reinforcement can also interfere.with ongoing social interacf

tion between children. Recent research suggests that teachers. shoﬁl%’be

sensitive to social interaction that occurs natu&ally between children. Shores,

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

» ~ 1

A ! ) .

’ 23 . :

o
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more successful in producing social interaoiion between handicapped and non-

\handicapped preschool children than were arrangements that relied heavily on

’

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

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

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

social&interaction_t_gn was contingent teacher attention alone. *

y These studies suggest that while teacher attention is a powerful device
in promot%ng and maintaining social interaction, teachers should be no more
ohtrusive and obvious than nepessary‘in structuring positive sogtal-emotional
experiences betWeen‘handicapped and nonhandicappeo children. ;aoditionaliy,
this policy will be more likely to result in the maintenances and generali-

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

¥

P T T

teacher's direct influence.

" Artanging Phxgiéal and Spatial Eyents in the Classroom. Child development
regsearch ghows that certain physical and spatial features of mursery school
environments inhibit social interactions among chiié:en while others promote

such interactions. Several studies (Green, 19333 Jersild and Markey, 1935
' ®
Murphy, 1937) in the early peer interaction literature relate space allgtments

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

studies suggest that aggressive interactions occur more frequently when space
is restricted:
Other Studies (yurphy, 1937; Markey, 1935; Upeédgrdff and- Herbst,1933;

“

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

“3

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

w
reports that chi1dren were more 1ike1y to quarrel with one another when playing )

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

’ .
~
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.

tricycles and wagons than other toys commonly found in nursery settings.

\

such as puzzles, tinker toys, or play dough were present.
L] t * . 7

ey i v ———
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. / .
Murphey (1937) reports more cooperative behaviors when children use swings,

- 5

- . ‘ - v

Similarly, Mar%ey (1957) found few conflicts when children were playing with
v

Ad \ & )
~blocks, and Upedgraff and Harbst (1933) report greater cooperation among -
~t ] ~ ,\

children playing ﬁ{t;‘clay: And,,in a number of studies (Buell, et al,, 1968;

'Cooper et a1., 1966; and Johnson, et al., 1966), outdoor climbing equipment

wa% found to produce .1.ncreases in %oOperat:.ve peer interactions.

A powerful example of the influence that toys have on child behavior is
demonstrated in a study by Quillitch and Risley (1973)., Thesé writere found-

that young‘children would blay alone or together depending upon the toys

*
-

available. Systematlc variation of theﬁ;resence and absence of six ''social" .

toys and six 1solate" 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 sixteeﬁ?percent of the time when isolate'toys 3

f
- B »

Johnson (1935) ex&mined the effects of the availability of play equipment
* n

on negative behaviors like teasing, crying and hitting; He found that whén ¥
re1ative1y few pieces of equipment were available, children were more likely

to exhibit negative behaviors. Bedy- (1955) reported sim11ar findings and a1so
\

found that the temperature of the play environment influenced the number of

-~

coriflicts among preschool chrldren, That is, children who played in warmer

[ v .
areas of the room were more likely” to quarrel with one another than were °* _-
children who play in a cobl, shaded area. M

The above studies suggest that social interactions are influenced by the
physical and spatial characteristics of early education settings and that ~

. ¢ .
teachers should e&perggent with various arrangements of materfals and space,
. . . >
But it is also importgnt that all chilgdren in the play setting have the necessary

4 -

- -~
-, §\ .
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skills| to utilizejthe available materials., Some observers repoTt that chN ldfen

A}

. . L <
must first learn to use p1ay materials before peer interaction will occur,

‘ ’ . .

Alle%, Tprher and Everett 1970) for example, found ithecessary to teach two

N -«

severelz/bandicapped préschoolers how to play with ordinary play materials .

before these materials coq;d be used to promote.. social interaction'with non-"

§':\‘ ~

handicapped peers. Teachers should also be sure that sufficient materials -

are\present to permit interactive participation by all childreh. Duplicate
' - - * ’

, toys and maferials permit and may encourage imitative%behavior by handicapped

-~ " - .
-~ s hd

children who observe a nonhandicapped child- enjoying a toy. R

A

~ : . S .
Peers as Educational Agents. Integrated preschool programs provide a
. ’ . -l : B
number of potential and perhaps unigue opportunities for nonhandicapped children

to sgrve as valuable resources in fostering the development of ;ﬁgir.handicapped

pgers. The role of nonhandicapped children in promoting the behavioral developi
ment of handicapped peers has been the subject -efsome receTt and fascindting

14
research, specifically, “the strategies whereby normal childreh can aid in the

3

development of soc1a1, language and imitative behaviors among.their less advanced

-
3 1

- ® « . ¢

Jpeers.,

’
- . - ~ 4 &

A number of recent studies point to the potential of usi:E’pﬁnhandicapped

- 5

peers to promote the social development of handicapped children. -In his first

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

~

actions of a chi1d yho displayed many severe isolate behaviors. Speéifically,
during certain activities, the.-teacher requested thatcnonhandicapped preschool

W
children tag along with the wfzhﬁ’ag%‘child despite {§“fact that the with- N

’

drawn child exhibited a complex repercé¥}e of bizarre, se’f-directed, and

peer avoidance behaviors. Nonhandicapped peers were instructed_to reinforce
e . . ?
("attend to'") all positive ('"nice') behaviors of the withdrawn peer, Analysis
e” . o ) )
of the data revealed that the®close, phyS'ical presence of the nonhandicapped

' :

children and their résponse to and/f%&nforcement ofvthe positive behavior of the

’ 26
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withdrawn child substantially increased the positive social interactions of
the:nithdrawn child. Maintenance data collected two weeks after intervention
showed the target child}s interaction levels to be stable at approximately the
level attained during interyention. ‘

In a second study, Gura%nick (1976) analyzed the effects of nonhandicapped

peers in modifying the social piay behavior of less advaneed peers., A setting
v ! N Id N

was arranged in which two nonhandicapped pe£x§ focused on promoting the social

play of a désignated handicapped child. Through role playing and direct training,

nonhandicapped children werewépstructed to model and encourage interactive and
constructive p1ay with a parﬁicular toy and to reinforce on1y the appropriate-
socia1 play behaviors of the handicapped child. The handicapped child's social
play behavior was observed using Parten's (1932) ca€egories: Isolate = Associate =
Cooperative, Results showed that peer modeling and selective reinforcement pro-
cedures were effective in ingreasing the percentage of‘obsérvation intervals
in)which the monhandicapped child engaged in associate andgeooperative play.’

Wahler {1967) analyzed the effects of high and low rates of peer attehtion
. . . N A

ES

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

selected three nonhandi}apped children who produced sodial behaviors that

Yreceived high baseline rates of peer attention and two handicapped children N
who produced behaviors that received unusually‘low baseline rates of peer ’
attention. To determine the effect of'peer 7ttention'on these beh:viors,

o

the nonhandicapped peers were instructed to continue p1aying with the

°

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

:}' . v - f
that were ignored by peers decreased substantially while those that peers

.

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

attended to increased. These changes were subsequently reversed and then .
. . . “% 1
recovered whep the baseline and intervention procedures were replicated. ) .

Q
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_ With this demonstration, Wahler (1967) provided experimental evidence of the ‘o
'precise'reinﬁprcing effects of the~attention of nonhandicapped peers on the
, >

behavior of handicapped preschool children.

: A
A Einal study demonstrating the “use of nonhandicapped preschool children

¢ ~

to promote the social development of their handicapped peers is reported by
) , RN
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 con™

o
-« ot

ducted in free play settings in two classrooms with generalizationhprobes‘
made durihg 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
s 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, s -
AY

Recent evidence suggests that nonhandicapped children can “also serve as

va%ggble agents in promoting the 1anguage devel;pment of their handicapped

™

L4

/- . peers. In two recent studies Guralnick (1976, 1977) demonstratéd that non- '
handicapped children successfully modified the inappropriate verbalizations of
handicapped pedrs in an integrated setting. "In the first study, two non~

handicapped preschoglers were, trained to attend se1ective1y to the appropriate IR

\
4 verbalizations of a handicapped peer. Results showed a decrease in inappro=-
Pt ¢ ‘ v ' -

ariate verbalizations and an increase in appropriate varbalizations. In the

- ‘ second experiment the inappropriate language behaviorsiof a handicapped pre=~

l

school child were modified by having the subject‘ohild observe a trainéd

-, - 3 +

nonhandicapped peer use appropriate 1angpage forms. When the peer mode1 was

»
'
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reinforced by the experimentor for appropriate form usage ipithe,presence of

the handicapped child, the 1atter soon began producing the same appropr;éfe N
fJqu. Thus, bp simply reinforcing language responses in a more advanced

peer, an increase in the use of those same respooses was produced in the
handicappeﬁhchild. ' ] : -

Little doubt exists that young children learn to produce new behaviors

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

learninggpy imitation and its effects have been clearly.documented (Parton, gﬁ}

1976). Observations of a model have produceé/behavioral changes across a’

3 -

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

and Menlove, 1967) to increasing appropriate behaviors (Guess, et al., 1968).

RS N
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

L d
are deprived of learning opportunities unique to integrated settings. Recent h

researgﬂ in Sonoma, California employs a direct conditioning progcedure for

training'developmentally,delayed toddlers and preschoolers to imitate non="

. handicapped classmates. The intervention procedure, termed peer imitation

training, consisgs of verbally and physically prompting a child té imitate the )
behavior of a classmate and then replacing the prompt with adult praise for
imitative behavior. Two studies employing‘peer imitation training have Leen
reported,
‘ One study (Apolloni, Cooke and Cooke, 157;) investigates the feasibilftyn
s, - -
of training de1ayed‘to§d1ers to imitate motor, material -use, and verbal re-

' [
sponses of nondelayed age-mates. Three di¥9lopmenta11y delayed subjects and

two nondelayed peers, all under three years of age, were used in. the study.

-

AN

. . . :2§) . _ g - .
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Results indicated that under highly structured conditions, delayed subjects
: v

could be trained to imitate fhef\ nondelayed age-mates, A probe for geﬁeral-

ization in a non~tréi§in free play setting without pd&IETbié5ence found,

Thus, a second study {Peck, et al.,1976) was directip toward developing

peer imitative behavior that would be maintained under nontré?ning free play

conditions in the absence of an_gdult experimentor. The authors reasoned that

since previous research had substantiated that generalization is likely to be

-
~

obtained when there is a high’degreg 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 expef%-

méntor prompted”and pFaised developméntally delayed sybjecté for imitating

“the bpgoing free‘play'behavionfof nondelayed children., Peer imitation was" {tk

defined as, "A response similar in topography to one emitted five seconds or 3

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

\ ) (Y
P|Q - . o - )
et al,, 1976). During generalization sessions the adult experimentor left .

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

training could teach’developmehtally delayed preschoolers to imitate the free

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

_—

the imitativé responses of delayed subjects under nontraining conditions were
noted, Reciprocal increases in social interaction between delayed subjects

and nondelayed subjects uﬁaqr training and nontrainindg conditions were

also noted , .

’ Tﬁé’second experimert repiicated the procedure of the earlier study

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

¢ ~

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

imitate one another in a variety of material and motor activities. Once again,’

30
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the experimentor left the play area following the Era}ding session. The resu£§s

v

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

nondelayed children imitated delayed children under training conditions but

) ~ , - /
- . . TN
not under nontraining conditions. . o . )

© Th summary, the two studies provide tentative evidence to support the
s 4 v
feasibility of training young delayed children to imitate the behavior of

nortdelayed classmates under highly structured conditions. Further,’ generalized
peer-imitation across stimulus conditions and to responses never directly

.

o trained were observed, Finally, generalized increases in social interaction

>

be tween handicappea and nonhandicapped children accompanied training.

«

So far, the studies reviewed support the feasibility of using nonhandicappéd

-y . ‘

chi ldren to assist in the development of their hésiifappea peers. ﬁﬁt what -

d
. about the effects of integration on nonhandicapped childreh? Certainly, a

~
~

sgiient characteristic of integrated p;ogfams isftheir emphasis on meefing the
aihdiv’itlual needs of all children,'including’those who are nonhandicapped.

. Data to answer thig question arézlimited, however, evidence collected

in integrated preschool settings, as measured by ndard sts, systematic
obser tions? informal anecdotal evidence; a;nd later spho‘o‘ss, suggests

P

" that nonhandicapped children benefit ffbm'integrated programs at least to the

. - 4
-  -same degree as would be expected if they had attended non-integrated preschools.

Bricker and incker (1971, 19725, fof example,'used standardized intellzi~

A% ’ ) ;
A, ' .
- gence tests and parental evaluation to assess the effects of the presence of .

\ ~ ~ - B

handicapped children on thé development of normal children. The development

of normél childreg{ as measured by pre- and post standardized intelligence

) ) A\

measures, progressed as expected with :2 regression effects noted. 1In terms

of pérental evaluations, the Brickers noted:




‘I

A

The.parEnts of all nin® non-~delayed children in the first year °

| Cb% the projecgj and ten 6u§ of twelve of the non;delayed cpildfen

in the second year were willing to re-enter their children in the pro-
gram. None o§>the pgrenﬁs in the firgt year felt their noﬁ-deiayed

¢ child had suffered any négative effect from interacting with lass capaﬁle

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

their children had picked up some undesfred responses from non-delayed

children. (Bricker and Brickeé,71972, pp. 6-7). .

Similarly, Guralnick (1977) réports on preliminarx data fram‘a itudy .
.conducted iaithe experimental preschool at the Natkonal Children's Center in
Washington, D.C. which inteérates handicapped and nonhandiégfped ghild;en.

Preliminary evidence from this study reveals no differences whatsoever in,the
constructiveness or- appropriateness of the play of nonhandicapped c?fldren

) ) . RN )
when playing in a homogeneously grouped setting as compared to a“setting composed

’

of children with widely varying developmental lévels.' Some reduction in the

f
.

fréquenc? of associative play did océur, ho%ever, in the hhgqrogenequs setting,

[N 2 «
but associative play seems to be increasing over time as interaction patterns

-

‘become mgre firmly established. -
In a recent review of the use of nonhandicapped school-aged peers as’

change agents for the social behaviors of/their handicapped classmatgs, Strain,

Cooke and Apolloni (1976) note the absence of negative effects on the non=
. . -d
handicapped children. These findings are consisteht'wi¥h~xéeu1;s,reported

by cross-age tutoring pnogigms with school-aged children in which benefits to

L}

-

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

. Al

be substantial (Allem, 1976). e ' .
Although the findings to date are reassuring, they are teﬁ%ative, and
additional explorations of the effects of integration on honhandicapped children

‘ . . . , 0
)
- . '

are needed.
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Recommendations to Researchers and Educators . - A
L4 . . . . . '—‘. .

e

In all dareas of reseaxch reviewed in this section a neﬁﬁ for continued
' . . \

research existd’, In general"replications of many of the studies are<nqeded'

’. ‘ - \ —

" to detetmine Aif similar results will e obtained with differe populations.

. ) I
Additionall;, the followzng suggestions for future res%arch are made:

1) Additional studies employing repeated structuJ d observations of

'

. social and play behavijor between handicapped and nonhan icapoed%children in

integrated preschool settings are needed to provide no ative data on the

L] - !
,\‘interaction patterns of children in such seftings. _Judgpents cannot be made

regarding the necessity for behavior change stratégies ip integrated settings

*

until we know'more about the social behavior in such settings.
2) Further research is also needed regarding the eXtent to which young
158 , R

children with pronounced physical disabilities are acceptedlb§ and interact

|
1
1

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

~

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

b o

handicans like speech, language, and mental deficits.
R - " ko
3) Anqther fundamental area not addressed to date in ‘preschool main=

streaming research is the effect on social interaction of grouping childrén
- "1

%n structured actiV1t1es. Are there optimal arrangements for grouping children .

3

according to developmental levels? Or according to interperSonal compatibility?

r -
»4 ” ’

4) With respect to the influence of spatial arrangement, it might be

t

Happropriate to investigate the effects on social interaction of furmiture

.

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 assesse&hz

.
’ . .

ot

2

¢ ’

»
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) ' 5) Another.fundament£1 unanswered question is, how effective are non-
handicapped children in teaching academic and language concepts in structured

instructional settings to their handicapped‘peers?Q Can teachers in small

grodp,settiﬁgs train children as tutors or models while they focus affentibn
. on another, perhaps more disabled, child?

- . 6) Another area in/Bped of research 1s the nature of spontaneous language
interactions in integrated preschool settings. One basic question in this ‘
. , - . PN

area is whether nonhandicapped.children adjust their language interactions

to the level of the listener, “1f sdy do these adjustments have significance

#

in interactions with the language handicapped child? ) ' -.‘\> ~
7 Aﬁbther fundamental need of research is to investigate the effects

of ilacing,chiidren at differenfﬂgz;elopmental levels in integrated settings.

It seems 'plausi'ble that developmentally delayed children would respond differently

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

-

the optimal developmental skill blend for.integrated programs. This in turn )
. - ‘ "

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

.

capped children by developmental skill levels. ot .

8) Another topic %f investigation concerns the optimal ratio of handi-

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

o’ differential effect on the social and verbal behaviors of handicapped qhiidren?

,0f nonhandicapped children? iP .
) » .
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. INTEGRATED PRES CHQOL PROGRAMS
. t
Scattered throughout the early education literature are
preschéol progréms that havg successfully integrated\%and@Cap ed and nonhaﬁdi-
T c;pped children, Several of'tée more prominent appréééhes to . ‘ ;
0 young children are briefly described in this section, - .
° .o ~ ca
" Center-based Integrated Programs ‘ . ) T ) -

Kennedy, North?Stt, Mc(auley,and Williams (1§Z§) have refoﬁ%ed on a Y
program that integrat seldcted hearing-igpa{red gpildfen inﬁp regular
preschool setting with tﬁéi# normally hearing peers. This pgdis t, jointly
sponsored By the University of Miénesota, the Minnesota §tate ﬁepartment of“

l 'Education, and the‘Minneapolis Public Scﬁ;ols, serves heqxiggjimpaifgd child;en )
/ fromtbirth through six years of age. Among its diétinguishing features are
1) an e;phasis on’early detection and interventiontvg) the inclusion of parents
Y ’ .

in the educational process, and 3) integration into vegular nursery schooLl .

programs whenever po§sible. The project developers copduct a careful follow=
[ T >

up of their graduates and report that a high pefcentagé of'fhese'children are

~
-

later integrated into regular classes in the elementary and Seggndar9 grades,

-

. Kennedy, et al, also investigated .the social acceptance of a selected sample.

¢

- &” ,
of hearing=impaired childré% by their normally hearing peers and found that
[ L

their social acceptance was not significantly differenty, in ggnerélg than that

o
“~
¥

of their hearing peers. . N

el z

. N . . “ 1
The program at the Liberty County Préschool ih Bristol, Florida, is

another example of a center~based integration program. Heré, handicapped and
economically disadvantaged children ages three to flve are grouped with their
. & R A B

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

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

i . §

intensive, individualized instructional services,

L)
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. kBsistance Program sponsored by the Child Care and Development Services of

~ ¢ -

- ° . [ . /-
Another integrated preschool approach is the Handicapped(Early Childhood 3
Ve s T - ) - ’

Los Angeles, GQalifornia., This program has as a prinary‘goal the identification

of emotionally handicapped children (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
© L . e
master techniques for educating young children. Techniques that parents and
‘ £ 2 N - *
aides can implement to enhance gpcial interaction betyéenjhandicapped and

=

nonhandicapped children are 3 significant current area of research and develpp-

N

ment in the Handicapped Early Childhood Assistance Program. . ~

lhe Demonstration Diagnostic Intervention Model for Early Childhood at’

-

Houston, Texas serves handicapped children in intbgrated settings that viry _
/

"from Headstart to Kig@krgarten programs, Init:.ally, cﬁ’lldren are\ screeﬁé in

hearing,edlstant vision, flne and gross motor coordination, la guage learning

<

skills, and social interactlon. Children receive diagnosf/c services through

individualized programs prov1ded atJnodel Kindergdrten Learning Centers (KLC s)s

A high%? skilled d1agnost1c.teamkoperat/s.t e KLC's w1thin regular kindergarten

‘classes and parent training progr §/"§;. o ) ) v 7

Project PEECH (Precise Early Educationeof Children w&th Handicaps) is

located on the drhana-éhampaign cgmpus of the University_of_Illinois: EECﬁt

* . \ - n
gserves childremswho are mildly to moderately Handicapped as well as children
who exhibit multiple handicaps. Children attend ohe pf seven tntegrated class-

-
/;Béms, each of wh1ch serves approximately ten handicapped and five notmal

]

4

3

children, Each classroom has a certified teachef and one or two paraprofessionals.

In addition,:each handicapped child is served by an ancillary Staff consisting ’
of a psychologist, a languége therapist, and an occupational therapist, all of

o

whom aid the classroom teacher nﬁyal,i{ing individualized educational programs -

o




-

for each child and provide specialized instructioftal services for the haﬂaicapped
child both in therapy rooms and within the classroom itself during free play

and small group activities. -

3

The core of the PEECH Approach is the individualization of educational
ijectiGEs’fBr‘both handicapped and nonhéndicapped 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
L
each child's strengths and weaknesses is stressed. Anh 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 Frogramming)'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 guifielines. In this way, prog;amming for handicapped and

nonhandicapped children on the same set of normalizing objecfives is possible.
L
~ In addition to instructional activities, numerous less structured acti-

& .

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

N

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

¢ ’

N t
activities. Children from all developmental levels are integrated and the

processeé’add te}hniques re%gted 2? reaping certain sotential bene its from
- , N N
L4 the interactions of children at various developmental levels arg systematically

. v

applied. The extensive involvement of children at different developmental,
. : 7y

levels during play and other social and cultural activities reflects both the
relativeﬁEase with which integration can occur in theée more aznamic and free-

flowing activities as well as the potential benefits of these interactions
///)for the less advanced children.

- . N
fd v

N~ ’ ] '
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PE Cﬁ, aa,a.validated project, is currently resbonding to the needs of

s

replication sités‘throughout the country by further investigating methods for.
promoting social integration., Among the methods cur}ently under study are

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

structuring of learning centers to promote social integration.

Transitional Programs

In Saginaw, Michigan, Project PAR ‘ ' ’ iy
prepares‘mentally handicapped four~ and fivétzgar-old children for.placement ih
regular classes in the public schooll PAR is coordinated with the Sagthaw
Public School System and helps preschool children through_a quality day care
program to develop thé skil{s and behaviors which ensure success in public
school kindergartens.,

.

Another project designed to help handicapped preschool children enter

—TLgular ‘classrooms in the public schools is GOOD START, located within the

Washingtons 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
need additional help for part of the school da§ before full placement in a
3, . . w Lt W .

5 | . e
regular program .can be 3chieved. The program serves children from five to
. .

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

e " LA

The Behaviorg} piences Institute, Carmel; California, has developed an

w—

;,Accountable Re~entry Model (ARM) for handicapped children ages four to, eight.
] - l

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

with systematic and programmed assistance, can re-enter the mainstream,
N - . Lo
Children attend both a special class and a regular ciass_until they demonstrate

[ ]
the academic, social and: q\tor skills needed to sustain them in the regp%ar

& - “

class, Parents and aides WOrk directly’with children in the special classroomn.

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 8ach of six local programs. Center staff offers-local staff di;gnostic

r- ) - x

Project Maine Sfream, located in Cumberland Center; Maine, alsd serves

and resource assistance.
as ?;gonsultant center for local nursery school teachers who have handicapped

children integrated into their classrooms. A similar consulting function is

provided by teachers, students and faculty members at the integration model

associated with Framingham Stuté College, Framingham, Massachusetts. Y

Open Education Integrated Approaches

A prominent example of an integrated open classroom for preschool children

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

~

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

one hundred children,; ranging in ages from two-and-one-half to six yéarsa
</:;;end Eliof-Pea;son. Approximately twenty. percent of these children\afe
handicapéed, ranging in severity from mild to modgrately handicapped and'
indiuding cifanral palsy,,de;elopmental delay, sp:ech impairmgnt, orthopaedi-

cally handicapped, hearing impaired, emotional disthnce, epilepsy, learning

PR

- 14
disability, and Down's Syndrome. Students and faculty at Eliot-Pearson are: .

currently investigating the unique problems assoclated with’ integratlng .

handicapped and nonhandicapped chlldren in open edﬁbaiign_inzironments.

~ - 1

In the’ 1earning center of Federal City College, Washington, D.C., handi-

”cappad childyen ages two to six are integrated into an open education environ=

»

s , * N v

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

* ! ' ~

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

g

educating handicapped children in open environments. |,

¢ 39

into regular programs. The initial plan iﬁﬁegrateé three handicapped children

4

-
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Project RAPYHT (Retieval and Acceleration of Young Handicapped and Talented)
at the University of Illinois is another examplg of a preschool chdldren prog@am

which integrates handicapped and nonhandicapped in an op’n,classroom. RAPYHT

&however, also offers a structured program based on the Guilford model of
b4 :
- o . ] .
A unique feathre o%_RAPYHT is its attempt to identify and serve
XY
gifted children who are also hand1%apped and to integrate gifted handicapped

~

intelligence.

children with nonhand1capped children, : . .
: T e v
‘Research-based Integration Programs * \_,/K\ . . *

. « °) -

- Bricker and Bricker (1971, 1922, 1973, 1976) have developed an early -

“ intervention project at the Mailman Cente;/in Florida that‘integrates develop-

‘

mentally retarded toddlers with normally develgping nonhandicapped children.
P a ~
Their investigations focus’*n the effgfts of imtegration on the nonhandicapped
7 o et
child. As mentioned eaflier, the Brickers conclude, on the basis of data
collected through standardized tests, structured behavioral observations, and
) LT < ) . .
- anecgotal information, that the development of the nonhandicapped child is not
* ‘

adversely affected by integration,
)

« : ) .

o
K

. * -
In addition, evalqation of the responses

~ 4 . r - ,
- of parents of the nonhandicapped children here positive and generally suppor™

L3

\B‘tive of thefprogram. . o NI .
v > Y “ . - N . a
Researchers at the Teaching Research Infant and-€hild Care Center, Monmouth,
o - . . ’ . - . . -
‘Oregon, are currently investigating thg feasibility of integrating severely, .

handicapped pieschool children into a normal program with nonhandicapped peers.

Preliminar;;results suggest that, given a ﬂighly,trained stgff capablg-of
1 delivering highly specialized services, severely. handicapped preschool .children”
L -

«

~ can be mainstreamed and will benefit from systematic exposure to normafly o,
. .

functioning peers, The r/%hlts also suggest, however, that mainstreaming the

\\\\\\\\\\severely handicapped into normalﬂpreschool settings is probably not feasible ’
. L N ‘ ; N ‘_" ‘: - x

Al
-
P

-
-
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* from the mainstream classroom, ‘

i - e
.
B

on a widespread basis and w111‘$e restricted to settings with highly trained

[y

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 experienégg to handicapped and normalfy-

-

developingvyoungsters from six months to six years of age. Thé fungtiona}
level of the handicapped children ranges from sevefély/multiply impaired

- ‘ ’
(I.Q.: 25) to mildly-+delayed (I.Q.'s: 65-85). A major goal of the Sonoma

project 1s to generate educationally effective strategies for promoting social
L4

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, Benning, and Drummond {1972) report on a program which integrates

eight normal and eight handicapped preschoolers at the Experimental Eduéation

* Unit of tﬁé Univérsity of Washington. .Rélying primarily on--ar applied behavior .

1

analysis approach, the focus of Yheir work has been to eliminate Ehecmaladap-

tive social Behaviors which normally sérve to exclude handicapped children <. '
* n ’ . ’ - . .

v
[4

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 replicable strategies fof using‘ﬁonhandiéépped preschoolers as inter=~

]

vention agents in the development of their handicapped peers is an iﬁportant
-~ :

»

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 ﬁeers.‘\\

The list of integrated presthool projects reviewed here is extensive but

[ " .
,by no means exhaustive. Numerous other integrated approaches are reportedLEn

. R 5 ‘

v
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the preschool literature. These include Head Start programs (Klien & Randolph, 1975)

_and programs integrating hearing impaired (Luterman and:?uterman, 1974; Pollack

.

. . N
and Ernst, 1973) and blind (Tait, 1974) preschoolags with their normally=
functioning peers. ’ )
‘\ ' 1]
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ISSUES

-

Preschool integra;ion 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
. R ’ .

nonhandicapped preschool children are identified: 1) preservice training,

2) inservice training, 3) training for university faculty, 4) preschool models
’ L
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 progréms.

L.

Preservice Training . i S .

- Successful mainstreaming in preschool settings will necessitate substantial

3
-—

o

modifications in'thevpreservice 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

N

haﬁdicapped 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:
»»
1) Should we prepare teachers of normal young children to teach the mildfy and

\

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

work with normal young children as well? 3) Should resouxce speciaiists be
trained to work with young children with a variety of handicaps? R
N\ T

1 N @

Inservice Training

A}

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

«
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that program integrates handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Teachers in
— ; ,
such preschools must stay abreast of current developments in research and

' s

practice. Secbndly, many teachers and ancillary personnel active in preschool

programs have néver worked with handicapped children but soon will be required ,

. ~ ‘ \
to do so. It is of critical infportance to disseminate basic knowledge about

handicapped children to such personnel and to monitor their attitudes toward

A
- L4

hapdicapped children. . :
What competencies should be included in inservice traidfng? These may -
vary with the site, but the following competencies are essential: 1) mastering

identification and%écreening prbcedures, 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.

How should inservice training be implemented? Generally, university

personnel 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 oXfered: e

1) All staff personnel -- teach;}s, administrators,. pdychologists,

%
sonnel contri-

therapy personnel -- should hear the same things becaqse all
bute to the success of a program. ‘Thegconcept of equality within the inservice
program is essential. Inservice trdining is a learning situation and no place
for ﬁierarchicai groupings., Adﬁznistrators and board members must divest
theméelves of ﬁhatever status tﬁgir titles imply and become part ;f Fhe learner

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

minimum exposure to the concept of mainstreaming.

.
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2) 1Inservice education must become an integral part of the school program.

It cannot be an appendage to an already full day of work. Rather, the inservice
program must @ﬁapart 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 whem children will not be

in attendance or employing substitutes to release teachers who are participating

.

in inservice training.
/

. r -

3) 1Inservice education will require the cooperation of 1oca1’c011eges

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 dssume responsibility

- ¢
for aspects of the inservice program. . .

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

N

cannot be voluntary. ' g -

“

raining University Faculty -

S

- . ’ Y
Mainstreaming training for preschool teachers will require the early child-

hood educators as well as spécial_educatiﬁn faculties to participate in joint
p%ﬁnning and program development. If c{urse work regafding handicapped students
is merged with courses in the tegular education curriculum, special education

v

faculty member® must act ag-fesource consultants to the regular education
! * '

faculty. There are other cooperative endeavors that these faculties might

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

* 5 '
guides; they might team teach courses, they could develop joint research pro-

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

]
materials.

ERIC | 15
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Preschool Models for Integiating Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Children

Most effectivé ear1y4chi1dhood intervention programs, whethgf or not

, they are infegratéd, tend to be conducdted within an,identifiable educational
~ N .
or developmental framework., A program's theoretical bage and corresponding

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

I

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

education is to identify the components of a given educationeapproach that
’ ~

will influence its success in integrating handicappéd preschoo? children.

—

Integration of Severelv Tmpaired Preschool Children into Regular Classrooms
. - A3
Most educa;ors who support mainstreaming are willing to accept the feasi-

bility of integrating mild and moderately handicapped children with their

’ ] '

normallgzfunctioning peers. Few, however, advocate mainstreaming with severely
_— L ‘ )
handicapped children. First, the severely handicapped are more likely to

manifest bizarre and inappropriate behaviors that disrupt classroom routine
< : *

(Smith and Arkans, 1974). Se&éndly, the severely handicappéé child's behavioral

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

- N * .

m(ﬂ‘e}ed by nonhatdicapped ﬁeers. Still, recent unpublis-_hed evidence from an

.

v

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

classroom environment suggeéts that in a highly structured sétting exposure to

<

) : S
normally developing children can promote the development of, severely impaired

cHildren (Fredericks, et al., 1975). - S

)
"t

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

- on three autistic children.who manifested a wide variety of behavid}s,”including

- . * s e

echolalic language afid repetitive self-stimulatory behavior. Two behavioral

areas were assessed, social play and language, The authors were interested in-

assessing the extent to which the soeial behévior and lanéuage development of the

<

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

1 3

to nonhandicapped children.

46
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. The authors hypothesized that a number of. specialized teaching procedures

[y

would have to be'implemented to promote social behavior: _

s

N

_entered or re-enteged the é;oup;

iﬁ R
- 1) To facilitate movement from unoccupied behavior into solitary, indepen=

dent play, an_autistic child was placed near nonhandicapped children and
' L
encouraged to play with a toy or object while remaining within that environment.

or observing other children. . . . —

—

42) To facilitate movement to parallel activity from either the onlooker
or ,solitary play levels, the teacher reinforced the child for proximity to other

child?én‘and for playing with toys similar to those used Ly the others. The

~1

teacher also %ﬁbouraged the normal children to share toys with the handicapped

child and reinforced them when they did. During these-activities, the autistijc
child was placed among»ngrmal chil&ren, not on the fringes of the group.

3) To facilitate,associative‘play, the teacher arranged a setting in which
;11 normal peers ceuld endgée in play w;th thejhandicégged child and reinforced
them for convgrsation ﬁﬂd éggring of obﬁec£; with the handicap?ed child. The
handicapped child was also reinforced for‘playing with normal peers. If the
handica;ped child steppga_out df the setting, the teacher directed the handi-
capped child éo engage in that éctivity once ;gain'and‘reinfdfced him when he
Similarly, extensive guidelines for facilitating increased interaction
between the autistic childéen ané their nonhandicapped peers were devised:
1) The teacher reinforced ail verbal and nonverbal communicgtibn.by the
handicapped child in the treatmené setting.
2) " The teacheF directed chi?d-child intefaétion.
3) Tbe teacher reinforced nonhandicapped children when they iqitiated

intéractions with and/or responded\to handicapped children in the treatment

setting, S . - ‘. . . s




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

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

[y

chilq into appropriate play situations.
5) %hen peers did Pot respond to the hand&fapped child, the teacher
modeled an appropriate response'for the peef and reinforced.the peer for
adopting that respogse.
6) The handicapped child wij)encouraged to inﬁgease his usage of words at
all times when interacting with peers. When the handicapéed child did not use

-

spontaneous intelligible language with word phrégg lengtﬁs appropriate for the

v

child's current level of languageydevelopment, the teacher modeled this usage,
: \
and promptgd the handicapped child to imitate this language, and\reinforceﬁyhim
when he ééd SO.
Toward the end of intervention, the three autistic children had increased
the level of play behavior in the ;resence Qf nonhandicapped childre; from that -
of onléokér to that of associativeqplay. Very few instances of cooperative play

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

. 4 - .
dramatically in terms of initiated verbal responses to other chilq;en. Addition-

. Ve

ally, no deleterious effects were noted in.the nonhandicappe@ peers, Unfor- g
tunately, no maintenance Qr genera%ization data are reported in the study.

The FFedericks, et al. study gy no m;;;; resolves the ‘questiop of whether
of not severely handicapped preschool children can be integrated fhto ?ormal
settingsﬂ Rather, the‘study po}nts Putmmgny problems in maﬁnstreamiqg the
sevegﬁly handicaPped. One probIEm is thg extensive expenditure of time and
reso;%ces. The study was conducted fo} five months, using one full-time teacher
for approximately twenty minutes a day. Im a non-un%;ersity setting such a

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

traiping. It is unlikely that early childhood educators in the field are as

48 o
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skilied in behavioral techniques as the éxperiméntor in this study. Perhaps
for the forseeable future, the maiﬁstreaming of severely handicapped preschool

children will be restricted to university settings where a sufficient number of
. | -
highly trained personnel is available. ) ! ’ ) /

’ 3

Criteria for least Restrictive Environment . : ) .

-

Young hahdicapﬁed children with varying degrees of disabilities currently

. < receive educational services im one -of the following settings¢

L
~

. . RS
1) Self-contained schggls on the grounds of residential facilities

2) Self-contained private schools
3) Self-contained public schools

4) Self-contained classes within regular schools . &
LY . :
5) Regular classes yithin regular schools

These placements re?resent a continuum from the Ebst to the least restric%}ve ,
.- ,' i
environment. According to P.L. 94-142, the placemént of children in each of .

-

yhgse environments must be justified. Yet, in preschool education, no criteria

-

exiét. While we offer no criteria here, the folyowing considerations should -

?

~ Cy ) 4 .- ~ 3
be useful in establishing criteria:

1) the development of standardized checklists j;Jbehaviors, based on

A @

developmental guidelines, for functioning levels in each environment

;7 2) the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped students

= -

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

. supporg handicapped children .

5

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

° ~ ¥

of curriculum resembles a regular\claés environment

5) the extent to which children require specialized ancillary services,

«

. ~
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Evaluation of Integrated Preschool Programs ) -
' - * ! a o

¢

A final issue to be discussed concerns the most approprigte,dimensions on

which to evaluate integrated preschool programs. In.the.past, intggrated pro-

. s

grams for older children have depended upen pre-post stagdd}dized intelligence

W ﬂ ¢ t

) . . . 3
measures, But, as has been n;:;&\many times (e.g., Evans, 1974, 1971), such

I3 .

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

L

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

4y -~ >
. ——

ways. First, and most significantly, an integrated program can be assessed
. - . 7

for its ability to meet the'davelopme;tal needs of chilJrEn. Second, benéfits

received by handicapped children that;are.directly linked tp.invélvegent with
)

¢ PR
nonhandicapped children must be examined. For example, goes the observation

N Q.‘ ‘:
by handicapped children of their nonhandicapped peers facilitite learning? -
h )

<

Third, the extent to which a program promotes positivé social centacts between
K S

Y

handicapped and nonhandicapped peers may he evaluated.  Fourth, the satisfaction

- . i

éﬁ_parents of handicapped and nonhand@cappéd childrep shoutd be' assessed, as -;7

well as the attitudes of the parents of norhal children toward the han pped
. 1S .

children. Fifth, later school adjustéent qf’héndicapped add nonhandicapped

children who attended integrated preschools wi}l need to be examined. Each of

these assessments will rgguire«tﬁé adaptaﬁion‘ff existing instruments and the
. . Pl " .

deve lopment of new inségzgents fgr appropriate and sensitive evaluation.
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