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ABSTPACST

This recort presents the results of an investication of a rroject

in which 24 moderately subriormal (IH) child{en varying in age from

6 to 17 vears were located on che camnus of a newly—-established inter-
mediate which caters for children in the 11-13 year age range. The

IH childre. received most of their instruction in classes under

the guidance of their own teachers, but there were opportunities

for them to mix with the intermediate children during breaks and

lunch hours, as well as in activities such as manual classes,

“

sports and assenmblies.

The research involved evaluating the attitudes of the teachers, tha
intermediate children and the parenis of both sets of students

during the first year and observing the playground interactions oé
_the IH children during the first two years. This report presents the
results of these analyses togethel with a range of comments made by

the respondents in support of their responses to the questionnaires.

-

co




iii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

It is a pleasure to acknowledge the assistance I received in carrying out

this study.

I particularly wish to acknowledge the considerable contribution made by
Mary Lane in devising the questionnaires, in carrying out the playground

observations and in preparing data for computer analysis.

I should also like to acknowledge the cooperation extended to the
researchers by the children, parents, principals and teachers of St Andrews
Intermediate and Hamilton North School; without them there would have been

no study.

I am vexry grateful to the Education Department, acting tﬁrough the South
Auckland Education Board, for its encouragement of and financial assistance
to the research. Similarly, I am very pleased to acknowledge the

financial assis“ance provided by the Research Foundation of the New

Zealand Society for the Intellectually Handicapped. -

I am appreciative of the advice on the usz of the c¢omputer from Mark
Tepping, the fieldwork assistance given by Ko Chai Ping and Alfred Fry, the
tybing skills of Geraldine Keith, Val Lazenby and the University of

Waikato Printery.

Finally, I should like to acknowledge the supporf provided by Professor

Peter Freyberg, Head of Education Department at the University of Waikato.

Note

Interim reports on this study have been presented at the following

conferences:

New Zealand Psychological Society Conference, Auckland, ugust 1977;
ANZAAS, Melbourne, September 1977;
First National Conference on Exceptional Children, Hamilton, May 1980;

Seminar on Educational and Vocational Opportunities for Mentally
Retarded Children and Adults, arranged by the New Zealand
Ingtitute of Mental Retardation, Wellington, May 198l.

David Mitchell




iv

TABLE OF COMTENTS

P} , ‘ Page
. ABSTRACT ii
ACKNOVLEDGEMENTS . iid
v TABLE OF CONTENTS ) iv
1, INTRODUCTION 1
Review of Literature 1
¢ Y Background to the Study 6
11. METHOD 7
Procedures
Subjects o . 9
Statistical Analysis 10
I11. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 12
1. Questionnaire Data 12
2% Playground Observations - 37
o 1v. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 43
REFERENCES ) 45

APPENDICES
A Flrst Questionnaire for Parents of Intermediate Children
B Plan of Campus ’
C Category System for Playdground Behaviours
D

The Special School Principal’s View of the Integration
Project

L ]

LT




"interests. A simiiar - but somewhat weaker - principle is also embodied

i. INTRIDUCTION

Review of Literature

One of the most important and controversial issues in special education is

the extent to which handicapped children can and shOuld he educated in

reqular school environments (Carlberg and Kavale, 1980; Dunn, 1968;

Forness, 1979; Jones et al, 1978; Larrivee and Cnck, 197 ; Meisgeier,

1976; Mitchell, 1979; Warnock, 1978). This issue of '1ntegration' cx
‘mainstreaming', has recently received considerable attention in the

United States where a federal law - PL94—142 ~ has made it obligatory: for .
agencies receiving federal funds to place handicapped children in the

'least restrictive environment’ consistent with their educational

in statute in the United Kingdom, where Section 10 of the Education Act
1576 has the effect that, subject to certain qualifications and from a
date to be appointed py the Secretary of State, handicapped pupils in
England and Wales are to be educated in ordinary schools in preference to

special schools.

This recent legislative concern for integrating handicapped children into
regular schools reflects the influence of two main factors. Firstly,
since the late 1960s, many countries have beer exposed to a vigorous
advocacy on behalf of the handicapped for their right to enjoy an
existence as close as possible to the normal. Such a
philosophy underlies, for example, the United Nations Declaration of the

Rights of Mentally Retarded Fersons in which the principle of "promoting

their 1ntegration as far as possible in normal life" is asserted. The
second influential factor has undoubtedly been the considerable body of

research during the last decade or so on various aspects of integrating

Research provides a sound data base for policies and practices concernirg
the integration into regular scnools of children in the following tl.ree
categories of handicap: ° {(a) Mildly suBnormal + Bradfield et a! (1973),
Bruininks, Rynders and Gross (127%), Budoff and Gottlieb (1976), Clark

handicapped children into various kinds of school settings.
(1964), bunn (1968), Campel, Gottlieb and Harrison (1974), Geurin and




Szatlocky (1974), Goodman, Gottlieb and Harrison (1972), Iano et al (1974),
MacLennan {(1977), MacMillan, Jones and Meyer (1976), Macy and Carter (1978),
Peterson and Haralick (1977), Sheare (1974), Shotel, Iano ind McGettigan
s (19272), Smart and Wilton (1975), Smart, Wilton and Keeling (1980), Snyde
Apolloni ana Crooke (1977), ward et al (1978) and Watts et al (1978);
(b) sensory handicapped, especially hearing disabilities : Bépter and Mears
. (1973), Brackett and Henniges (1976), Frick. (1973), Jamieson, Parlett and
Pocklington (1977), Kennedy (1976), McCauley, Bruininks and Kennedy (1976},
Mears (1973), Meltzer i1978), and Northcott (1971); (c) physically handi-
capped : Anderson (1973, 1975), Billings (1963), Barry, Garvey and Byrne
k1975), Cope, and Anderson (1977), Lurlgg‘andeurn (1975), Medland (1980C)

a and Rapier et al (1972). A bibliography of New Zealand
studies on integrationhas been published recently by Jackson {1981) .

A careful search of the literature yieldéd only a small number of studies
¢
related to the integration of moderately or severely subnormai children1

into regular classrooms or schools. These studies fall into three broad

groups.

¢

The first group comprises surveys of attitudes towards the principle of
integration. Ward et al (1978) reported on the results of a survey of
nearly 1300 principals of primary and high\schools in New South Wales
regarding their wi llingness to have different categories of exceptional
- - children integrated into regular classes. Of the nine categories, moderately
subnormal children were ranked 8th in order of preference, only slightly
ah;ad of emotionally disturbed childcen. (Notwithstanding these results,
in another recent Australian stydy it was reported that 0.06 per cent of
the total school encolment were moderately/severely handicapped children

(Andrews et al, 1979))., Similar attitudes towards moderately subnormal

children‘being mainstreamed into regu.ar schools were expressed by a
sample of 345 public school principals in Maine (Davis, 1980). In their
prognoses of the likelihood of such children being successfully main-
streamed, only 6.1 per cent of the principals considered they had an
"excellent" chance, with 38.6 per cent viewing moderately subnormal

children's chances as "poor" or "wvery poor". These ratings compared un-

a

1In New Zealand, this group is generally referred to as intellectually handi-
ccpped (IH); this nomenclature will be employed throughout the report,
but occasional references will also be made to trainable mentally

retarded (TMR) children.
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favourably with all categories of handicap exgept the severely and pro-
foundly handicapped and, as with Ward et al's sample of Australian
principals, the moderxately emotionally disturbed. Parents' preferences for
the school settings for their children formed part of a strvey carried out
in ﬁew-Zeéiand (Mitchell, 1981). Out of a total sample of 152
parents of children who were under the age of'seven years and who had been
p{gfessionally identified as having special neéds, 59 were parents of
intellectually handicapped children. Of this é;oup, 20.3 per cent preferred
a special school setting for théir child, €1.0 preferred an arrangement
which included specigl provisions with opyortunities for contacts with non-
handicapped children, 6.8 per cent wanted their child placed in a reqular

schoél, and 11.9 per cent were uncertain.

A second group of studies is made up of those which have evaluated the
effects ¢ actual attempts to integrate IH children into regular school
settings on the attitudes of the persons involved. Stewart (1980)

reported on the results of a survey of the principals of 46 of the 51 state
schools for IH children. Of those schools, 8 were located within the
grounds or building of a reqgular school, 9 were located within 250 metres
of a regular school and 29 were located some distance‘%rom regular schools.
Of the 46 schools, only 17 were npt attempting some form of integration.
Those that were, reported positive attitudes toyards, and general acceptance
of , the IH children from the pupils in the regular schools. The principals
of the special schools considered that their integrated pupils gained most
in the areas of social skills and language developmert, many commenting 6n
their IH children's growth in confidence and assertiveness and their im-
proved ability to play with regulaf school children, even in games that

involved following complex rules.

More direct evidence of attitudinal shifts as a result of integration
experiences have been recorded in two studieg (Bird, 1979; Cronk, 1978).
In a smail-scale investigation of a partial integration scheme in an
Australian community, Bird (1979) was able to demonstrate a shift in
attitudes in children enrolled in a regular primary school who experienced
regular interschool visits between tneir school and an adjacent special
school for moderately intellectually handicapped children. These exchange
visits involved small groups of children from each school attending

assemblies and art and music leason% in sach schonl. To evaluate the pro-

gramﬁe, Bird asked the children from the regular primary school to lict >




' their feelings about the intellectually handicapped children before they met
' them and after they had participated in the exchange visits. When these
o responses were c.assified there was a marked shift frum unfavourable or un- ,

sure attitudes {72 per cent and 26 per cent, respectively) before thie visits

» to favourable attitudes (98 per centj after the visits. Cronk's (1978)

-

study was concerned with investigating the effects on the attitudes of
regular school children, their teachers and menbers of their PTA board of a
carefully-structuared set or experiences with trainable mentally retarded
(TMR) children. Small groups ot .,regular class children from rhe Isty, 3rd’
and 6th grades visited a TMR class on four occasions when they observed tme
retarded children, viewed a tape~slide programme on them and engaged in
various social and school-type activities with them. The teachers and PTA

' members viewed the slide-tape programme and visited the TMR classroom. As a
1esult of these experiences, significant changes in attitudes in the positive
dlrectlon were recorded for the lst and 3rd grade chlldren who experienced

the 1ntegratlon opportunities compared with those who did not.

et

The third group of studies report on direct observations of the behaviours
or IH children who have been directly involved in integration projects. 1In
one of these, Macy and Carter (1978) set out to compare the effects of a
programme in which exceptional children (including a group of fralnablc
mentally retarded children) were mainstreamed into a regular classroom with
the effects on a matchad control group from a traditional, self-contained
programme. They found no differemces betweer. the two groups on either the
academic’items or the social-affective items of a school performance check-

1ist completed by teachers. Unforﬁﬁhately, no éeparefeAgnalysi;'waeicarried7

out for the TMR children. More encouraging results were reported by ﬁ?
Santomier and Kopczuk (1981) from their study of- an integrated physical
education setting with nine TMR and nine non-retarded seventh grade stvdents
natched on sex and chronological age serving as the subjects. They found
that a prdcess of pairing TMR with non-retarded individuals, combined with
tea. hers giving praise for social interactions, subsequently led to increased
r .es of social interactions from’the TMR students. Similarly positive -
results were reported by Fredericke et al (1978) in their study of six '
moderately and severely handicapped preschool children who were integrated
into a regular day care setting. For these children the primary placement
was in a special class but they joined the non-handicapped children for

activities such as art and dross motor play. After a period of six months in

e
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. \
this programme, Fredericks et al found that the handicapped children spent
a highe; proportion of their time in pardllel or associasive play, with s
corresponding reduction of time in unoccupied, solitary play and onlooker;
behayiour.  There was also an increase in the frequency of verbal initi-
ations. The pattern of results reported by Fredericks et al did not find
support, however, in a recent study by'sinson.ana Wetherick {}981) of a
group of seven Dowfi's Syndrome children who were placed in a normal ntay -
group. According to Sinson and Wetherick, the normal children made hercic
but UPSUCCSSSful attempts to establish concaqt with the®Down!s Syndrome )
chlldren but eventually gave up, w1§h the 'result that the Down's Syndrome
children became isolated in the group. These'results were.interpreted in

L 4
terms of the handicapped children's failure to maintain mutual gaze

pattems.

’

A recent New Zealand study by Page, Broadley ang'Blair (1981) , however,
suggests that older Down's Syndrome and normal children engage in a higher
degree of social ipteraction than might be expected from Sinson and
Wetherick's findings. 1In this evaluation of playground inferacéions that
took place between eight moderately subnormal children (seven of whom were
Down's Syndrome) who had been placed in a class within a regqular primary
school, Page and his colleagues found that the IH children spent approxi-
mately one-quarter of thelr time interacting with children from the rest of
the school. They also found that a greater proportlon of teachers in the
"host" school exh:blted pos1t1ve attltudes towards the integration of IH
children than d1d ueachers from other schools. Parents of both the IH and
the non-handicapped children were in favour of the integration scheme. many
of the latter group indicatino that they felt their own children were
gaining from the experisnce. Notwithstaﬁding the apparent success of the
scheme, it was not pogsible to move the IH children onto a more appro-
priate school when they became too old for the primary school and they
Qere therefore retumed to their original special school. Page, Broadley
and Blair have presented evidence which suggests that, consequent upon
their return to the special school, the IH children's rate of intellectual
and social development declined, relative to that which tec place during

the integration scheme. ‘ “
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Background to the Study

Although it has been the.long—stgnding policy of the New Zealand Department
of $ducat%Pp to integrate atypical childreq7into reqular classes or schools
whenever vossible, this policy ‘has not, in general, bkeen extended to
intellectually handftapped (1H) children. Of %he_IH children beinag catered .
for in the school system (2061 ;s of July 1980), the majority are.enrolleﬁ

. ~* &
in speciml schools with only minimal opportunities for regularly mixing

with normal childfen (Stewart, 1980).
. ‘g'
As from the Beginning of 1977, however, 24 IH children, ranging in age from
~ oy

6 to 17 years, were located on the campus of a new intgrmgdiate school in
Hamilton. The children were-selected for plgéement ig this arrangement

= solely on the basis of their geograpqic location. The Iu‘children and the:ir
teachers occupied spare classrooms in Fhat sch601 for 15 months, when ‘they -
transferred to their purpose-built school.in the samé Grounds as the int:;>

mediate. The children received most of their instruction in classes under ~
A}

the guidance of their own teachers.’ Opportunities ‘were available fox sore ) ]
IH children to have contact with the Entermediate <hildren in Ehéir scheol
activities, particularly in manual classeshﬁsports, and assemblies)'gll
children had oppogtunifies for ﬁixing with the intermediate children during -
breaks and lunch periods. Prior to moving into the intermediate school{‘

they and their teachers were located.in a large special school for«Iﬂ .

children.

In order to evaluate this innovation, a two year-long research project was
set up. This involved two procedures: (a) evaluating the attitudes to the ) .
integration programme of those in it during the first year and (b) observing
the playground interactions Sf the IH children during the .-first two years.
3 This paper reports on the results of the study and presents some implica-

‘ tions of the findings.

- [ ' L.
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1. METHOD
Procedures
Qpestionnéire. During th; first week of the simultaneous establish-

ment of the two schools, questionnairqs were muiled to both groups of

parehts and administered to the intevmediate children and their teachers. .
Where possible, identit;l or similar questions were vted for each of

these groups to facilitate the comparison of attitudes. Subjects were

asked to respond to each question on a five-point scale, ranging from

complete agreement to complete diéagreement with various propositions,

and were encouraged to comment further ié they wished. BAn attempt was

madé to balance the mumber of negatively apd’positively worded propo-

sitions. Each‘'group was asked questions on four broad themes:
i

(i) general sttitudes towards integrating IH children with non-t .
. handicapped children;

(ii) anticipated effects of the integration pr01ect on IH
children;

(iii) anticipated effects of the project on the non-handicapped |,
A children;

{iv) the effects of including IH children who are not within the
usual age range of intermediate children.

In addition, there were questions which were specific to the various

* groups. For example, the intermediate children were asked to comment on

the proposition, "I would only play with the intellectually nanulcagbed
children if my friends did." A sample questionnaire as administered to

the intermediate parents is included as Appendix A..

In ‘order to monltor any shifts of att1tudes that may have taken place
during the first year of the project's operation, a second set of
appropriately modified questionnaires was administered ta the same

subject‘.ppuiatiéns towards the end of the first school year.

- / To .
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Observations. Ep order to monitor the nature of the contacts between the
IH and intermediate children the playground behaviours of the IH children
were observed on three occasions - shortly after the commencerent of the
proiect, towards the end of the first school year and towards the end of the
second school year. The observations were carried out in the lunch period

and commenced once the children had finished eating.
Data cn the following features of the children's benaviour were recorded:

(i) zone in which the child was located (see Appendix B for *
sketch plan of the cawpus):

(ii) type of activity in which the child was endaged;
(iii) structure of social unit;
(iv) composition of social unit;

(v) contacts' responses.
The full category system is outlined in Appendix C.

The schedule required an observer to "track" each IH child individually and
to record for each of them three separate 8-miﬂute sequences of playground
behaviours. A time-sampling format was used. This involved making an
observation every 20 seconds, with a '‘bug-in-the-ear' device aiding %e

observers in their timing of the recording intervals. This procedure was

.followed on all three occasions.

Data on the reliability of the category system for the playground observa-
tions were obtainéa‘by_ascertainiﬂg the level of agreement between
independent ratings of behaviour made by the princibal observer and a
senior student. Prior to these data being obtained the second observer was
given approximately twelve hours training on the use of the coding system
in the field. Independent 8-minute records cf playground behaviours were
tﬁék obtained on one occasion for each of the 24 IH children present

during the first series of ¢ servations. 1In order to control for the effect
of divergence in timing the onset of observation intervals the principal
observer uvnobtrusively announced the beginning and end of each 5 second

observational interval-to the co-observer.

! <
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Interobserver reliability coefficients were calculated for four of the
broad categories of behaviour by dividing the.number of agreements by the
sum of agreements and disagreements within each category. Using this

method, the following interobserver reliability coefficients were

obtained:
Activity: .87
Social unit: .93
Composition of social unit: .96
Contacts'! responses: .87
Subjects

Since children, parents and teachers were all regarded as being affected
by the integration project, all served as subjects for different aspects

of the study.

The subjects from whom data on attitudes regarding the project were
sought and obtained are summarised = . Table 1. In brief, data were
sought from the parents of the 24 intellectually handicapped (14)
children, the parents of 175 intermediate children (in the 11-13 vear old
age group), the intermediate children themselves, and the 10 merbers of
staff in fhe Intermediate School.

TABLE 1

Summary of the subjects involved in the questionnaires in Fhascs I asd IT of study

Phase I (Fedb. 1977) fhase II (lov. 1977)
Quostionnaires | Questionnaires | Response Cuestionnaires Quertionnalres Response
Subjects Circulated Returned Rate Circulated returned Race
Parents of IH children N 24 22 " R '91.7 24 19 79.2
Parents of Intermediate <hildren 175 127 72.6 175 87 49.7
Teschers of Interrediate children |- 10 10 100.0 10 8 80.0
Intermadiate children . 172 169

Tre éﬁbjects of the playground observations were made up of 15 IH
children who were present on all three occasions when these data were
obtained. For the purposes of analysis, these children were divided
into younger (N = 8) and oléder N = 7) age groups relative to the ages of’
the intermediate children. ~As can be seen in Table 2, the mean ages of
the two groups were 9 years and 4 months and 14 years, respectively,

while the mean IQs were 45.6 ard 46.1, respectively.

LSy
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TABLE 2

Surmary of IH childrer present on all three occasions of playground

observations

Subject Sex Age1 IQ2 Comment
02 M 11.4 48 )
03 M 6.7 49 .
05 M 7.0 55 Expressive aphasic
08 F 9.0 45 Down's Syndrome .
17 F 10.1 30 Epileptic
21 M 12.3 42
22 M 9.3 54
23 M 9.1 42
X 9.4 45.6
07 M 15.2 35
99 M 13.3 47
10 _F - . 13.9 45 ' -
11 M 14.0 47 -
12 M 13.7 47 Epileptic "
13, M 15.3 47 g

s M 12.9 55 Visual handicap . )
X . 14,0 46,1 ’ ‘

lAge at beginning of project

2The mid point of ranges, as assessed by pPsychological Service. Some

children's assessments had just been carried out several years prior

](;o the project.

Statistical Analysis

-

Non parametric statistical analyses (Siegel, 1956) were carried out on the

data, as follows:
2 . . .
(a) X° test for two independent samples: comparisons of different
subject groups' responses to the questionnaire at any given tfﬁe;

(b) X2 one sample test: comparisons of the same subject groups'

responses to the questionnaire at different times;
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(c) Friedman two way analyses of variance: ‘comparisons of the

same subject groups' playground behaviours on three different

occasions; \
%

(d) Mann Whitney U test: comparisons of younger and older Id

.

children's playground behaviour;

. (e) Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test: comparisons of the
same subject groups' playground behaviours on two different

occasions.

It should be noted that in employing “oxder technique" statistics
(Hays, 1963), as opposed to parametric tests, there is a greater risk

of Type II errors and a loss of capacity to test for interactions in

this data.

The various analyses presented in the tables relating to playground
observations refer to the mean percentages of individuals' behaviours.

Since one or two cases can exert a considerable influence on overall

— percentage when small ‘sam lés are studied, caution must be exercised in
comparing such percentages. The order techniques employed in this

study, of course, take these factors into account.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric s
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{11. RESULTS AND DISQUSS 10N

1. QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Proposition 1 (Tabie 3)

It is the community's responsibility to provide opportunities for
inteilectually handicapped children and non~handicapped children to mix
with each other (intermediate parents, intermediate teachers, IH parents).

There should be plenty of opportunities for intellectually handicapped
children to mix with normal children (intermediate children).

A§ can be seen in Table 3, this proposition was supported overwhelmingly By all
groups: Each one of them had at least B0 per cent of its members either
agreeing completely or agreeing with reservations, most of them having around
90 per cent in one or other of these two categories -of agreement. Between-

4 group compariso;s yielded no statistically significant differences on eicher

occasion, nor did any of the comparisons of the same group over time.

-

This acceptance of the need for intellectually ° 'ndicapped and non-handicapped
children to have opportunities to mix with each other reflected a variety of
motives. These fell into five broad groups: .

(1) Learning opportunities. Many explanations advanced by the

intermediate children centred on the notion that the IH children would have
more learning opportunities in an integrated setting, the following being

typical:

They would learn a lot from us (Int child 11%).

Hopefully we would be of influence.and they may copy us (Int child
I1). , ) . y

So we can teach them things (Int child II).

They learn to be more and more like normal children in the way they

act (Int child II).

Li;) Preparation for the future. The assumption that the IH

chiliren would eventually have to adapt to society and that this scheme pro-
vided a means for them %o begin the process was commented on by'several

individuals:

-

2 . . .
Intermediate child, second questionnaire.

o 17
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Thaese children are all part of the community and early. integration —
will lead to a greater acceptance on both sides in later life

(IH parent II). ’

«+. would help them mix with society later in life (Int child

I1).
Later in 1life they will have to mix with normal children and .
they would be used to it (Int. child II). ¢

TANLE 3

\ .

It {8 the comrunity's. resporaidility to vFrovide opportunitics ]'m: tntellaotually
handicarped children and nen-handioapped chiildran to mix with each other
(inté:mediate parents, intemcdiate tecchero, IH parentsl.

There should be plenty of opportunities for intelleotually handicapped children
to mix with normal children (intermediate children)

Int. Chi) «¢n

«H Int. Int.
Parents} Parents Boys Girls Total Teachere
Seriss 1 1z 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 11

1. Complete agresment
77.3]57.9]57.8]57.5{46.9]4¢.6}63.9)61.1{56.2]53.8(60.0]62.5
2, Agreament with

ressrvations 18.2}31.6§35.9133.3(40.7}39.2[30.9§28.4]35.4(33.1]30.0]37.5
3. Disagreement, but
not strong 4.5] 5.3] o.8] 4.6] 2.5f 9.5} 2.1 7.4] 2.2] 8.3 0 0
4., Complete
disagreemant 0 o1 3.91 2.3 0] 4.1 0] 1.1 0| 2.3]10.0
5. No opindon o] 5.3] 1.6f 2.3} 9.9] 2.7} 2.1} 2.1 6.2} 2.3} o
Statistical Analysis
Series1* x! ot 3 ’
Int Parents vs int children (Cats 3 & 4 collapscd) 5.11 3 nS
< Int Farents va IR parents (Cats 3, 4, & 5 collapsed) 3.10 2 NS
Boys vs girls (Cats 3 & 4 collspsed) 7.16 3 NS
Series 2 °
Int Paronts vs int children (Cats 3 & $ collapsed) 1.00 3 NS
Int Parents vs IH parentc (Cats 3, 4, & L collapscd) .04 2 NS
Poys vs girls (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed) 4.62 23 us
saries 1 vs Series 2 %*
Int Parents {Ca%s 3, 4, & 5 collapsed) 1.3¢ 2 NS
Boys (Cats 3,4 & 5 collapted) 1.01° 2 NS )
Girls (Cats 3,4 & 5 collepsed) 5.63 2 NS
Int. Children (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed) 4.69 2 NS
¢ x2pest for two independent samples ' .
e 2 one-sample test
(iii) Self concepts of the IH and their parents. Several
Qo

intermediate children 'and their parents expressed their sensitivity to
the feelings of the IH children and their parents, thinking that the

integration scheme would develop more positive self concepts:
.e. it seems to me that it is possibly more of a help to the
parents of the IH children, a feeling of not being alone and
that the child is acceptable to others, bringing about - change
[]2312‘ in attitudes {(Int parent II).
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... the children will feel wanted amongst society and will therefore
be willing to learn (Int parent II).

It might make them feel that they aren't all that different (Int
child II). P

... how would you like to feel rejected? (Int child II).

(iv) Benefits to the intermediate children. Some respondents,

particularly the parents of intermediate children, thought that the mixing

would be beneficial tc the intermediate children:

Our daughter now accepts IH children much more naturally (Int parent
I1). Q

Only through this can any child hope to accept other children who are
handicapped (Int parent I).

It would be good if people got to know about the IHC children (Int
child 11). .

It shows us how lucky we are (Int child II).

(v) General rights. A few individuals took a broad view of this

proposition, arguing the "rights""of the handicapped to be educated in
integrated settings:

The sooner this (ie, the community's responsibility) is realised the
better (IH parent II).

Both sets of children should be taught equally and allowed to reach

their full potent1a1 {(Int parent II).

Just cause we're normal and they're not who says its bad or horrible
to mix with them (Int child I).

As can be seen in Table 3, mild or major disagreement with the proposit.on
was expressed by only a small minority of individuals. No clear grcups of
reasons for this disagreement emerged, the followirg being representative

of the range:

Some people don't get along with the IHC (Int child II).

When you walk around the school they come up to you and kick and hit
(Int child II).

Sometimes the IHC are annoying, especially if you have a headache

{(Int child II).

Mixing must be done on a supervised basis and subject to technical
advice (Int parent II). i

Not voung children of 11 years. They're too young to be responsible
for the IHC (Int parent I).

Notwithstanding these few negative or cautious opinions, it was quite clear
that the bulk of the subjects in all groups supported the notion that there
should be opportunities for IH and normal children to mix with each other.

’
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Proposition 1 (Table &)

I think it is an essential part of my child's education to leam
"as much as he or she is able about how to get on with children
who are not handicapped (IH parents). »

I think that an essential part of my child's education should
be learning to accept and get on with people who are different in
some wav from themselives (1ntermediate parents) .

As a teacher, I place high priority on‘helping children learn to
accept and get on with people who are different in some ways
from themselves (intermediate teachers).

Ore of the things we should learn at school is how to accept and
get on with people whe are diiZferent from ourselves (inter-
mediate children)

JTABLE 4

I think it is an essential part of ry child's ed.cation to lemm as ruch as he ov
she io able about how to get on with children vho are not handicapped (Il parents).

I think that an essential part of my child’s education should be learning to accept
and gat on vith people wio are different in gsome way from therselves (1ntermediate

parents).

As a teacher, I place high priority on helping children learn to accept and get on
with people vho are different in some waye from themselves (intcmcdiutc teachers).

One of the thinge ve should learn at school is how to accept and got on with people
vho as. different from pourselves (internediate children).

Int. Chlldren

¢ Int Int
Percnts Parents Teachers
Roys Girls Total

Series] I | II I 11, 1 Irf 1 1t I 11 1 II

1, Complate agr 100 89.ﬂ 91.3182.8 [72.5{59.5(7€.3184.2174.6 §73.4|100/87.5
2. Mgrsemant with

reservations 0j10.5 6.3{17.227.5[25.721.611.6,19.8 [17.8] O[12.5
3. Disagreement, but

not strong 0 o 0, 0] 2.5§ 2.7} 2.1} 2.1] 2.3} 2.4 [} [}
4. Corplate R

disagreesent 0 o 2.4 (o] 0] 2.7 0 0 0]1.2
5. %o opinion ] of 7.5{ 9.5] o] 2.1t 3.5 s.3

Statistical Analvsis

2

Scries 1°* X af 3
Int Parents vs int Children (Cats 3, 4, & S collapsed 13.91 2 <.01
Int Parents vs IH parents (Cats 2, 3, 4 & S collapsed) 2.01 1 NS
Boys vs girls (Cats 3, 4 & 5 collapsed) 5.36 2 NS

Sexies 2 ¢
Int Paxcnts vs {nt children (Cats 3, 4 ¢ S collapsed) 10.42 2 <.,01
Int Perents vs IH parents (Cate 2, 3, 4 & 5 collapsed) .0053 1 NS
Boys vs girle (Cats 3, 4 ¢ S collapsed) 13.45 2 <.01

Series 1 vs Series 2¢*

Int Perents (Cats 2, 3, 4 ¢ 5 collapsed) 8.20 1 <.01
Boys (Cats 3, 4 ¢ 5 collapsed) 6.31 2 <.05
Girls (Cats 2,34 ¢ 5 collapsed) 3.28 1 NS
Int children (Cats 3, 4 & S collapsed) 3.49 2 NS

* xztnt for two independent sarplaes
o - xzone-sanble test
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This proposition, concerned with the school's role in heiving handicapped
and non-handicapped children get on with each other, met with a high degree
of agreement in all of the groups. All except one had over 95 per cent of
their members in full or partial agreement, the inte-mediate boys providing
the only deviation from this pattern with 90 per cent and 95.2 per cert

agreement respectively on the two occasions.

[

Comp-risons of the scores of the various groups revealed significant

differences between intermediate parents and intermediate children on both
2 ) . ’

occasions (X° = 13.21,p <,01 and X2 = 10.42, p <.01 respectively) and

5
between boys and girls on the second occasions X" = 13.45, p <.0l1). For

the most part, there reflected differences in the provortions of the

subjects in the two categories of agreement.

"Shifts over time were recorded for intermediate parents X2 = 8.20, p <.bl)
2 . . .
and for the boys X° = 6.31, p <.05), both due in the main to shifts away

from complete agreement with the proposition on the first occasgicn to

partial agreement on the second occasion.

Expressed reasons for the widespread acceptan.e of the principle that
educational benefits would accrue from the association of handicanped and

non-handicapped children fell into four categories:

(i.) Equality. Some respondents implied that the IH children

were of equal status to non-handicapped children:

They are no different from us, except they have a small brain
problem (Int child II).
They are human beings, not animals (Int child II).

(ii) "There but by the Grace of God go I". A few respondents,

particularly among the intermediate children, argued that since anyocne can
becoma\?andicapped at any time, the handicapped should be treated in the

manner in which one would like to be treated oneself:

One day you might be handicapped and won't be accepted (Int child 11).
... somewhere in life something might happen to you and you will look
different or something (Int child II).

&
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(1ii) Preparation for the future. The need to prepare early

for future associations between the handicapped and the non-handicapped

was commented on, particularly by the intermediate children:

We will mix with them when we are older, so it is just preparing
us for them (Int child I).

When we are older we are not going to be able to avo:d things, so
we should learn nov (Int child II).

She has to learn to live with the majority (TH parent I1I).

(iv) Positive attitudes towards the IH. Several respondents

described the effects the experiences would have or have had on engendering
positive attitudes towards the intellectually handicapped -mong the non-

handicapped:

Before I used to be very scared of pevple who were disabled, now

I know they are just as nice and friendly as other children (Int
child I1I1).

People might be able to keep their tempers when they £ind out what
is going on in a handicapped mind (Int child II).

My boy has learned to accept ana not make fun of the handicapped
(Int parent II}.

This has been vital in my daughter's case as she has learned
tcierance towards other less fortunate children (Int parent Il).

-

Proposition 3 (Table 5)

The intellectually handicapped children at the school will gain a
lot from being with non-handicap,2d children (IH parents, inter-
mediate parents, intermediate teachers).

The intellectually handicapped children at the school will gain a
" Lot from being with children like ourseives (intermediate children).

Opinion on the benefits to be derivad by the IH children associating with
normal children were generally positive. All of the parents of the IH
children and 80 per cent or more of the members of che othex groups

affirmed the proposition on both occasions.

Intergroup comparisons showed a significant difference between inter-
mediate parents and the Iﬁ parents on the first occasion (X2 =9,12, p
<.02), with the latter being rather more coippletely in agreement with the
proposition. A difference was also found between intermediate parents
and their children on the second occasion (x2 = 10.28, p <.02), this

mainly reflecting the latter's rather more equivocal responses.

29
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The only statistically significant shift to be recorded over the two oc-
casions took place with the intermediate parents (xz = 15.49, o <.02).
In the main, this reflected a move towards compiete agreerent with the

rroposition,

TADLE 5

The intellectually hondicarped children at the echvol will gain a lot from being
vith non-hidicapped children (1K parents, intermediate parents, intermediate
teachers). . \

The intellectually handicapred children at the scheol will gain a lot from being
vith children like ourcelvce (intermediate chiliren).

Int. Children

IH Int Int

Parents | Parents Boys Girle Total Tcacheras

Sories Il 11 I 1I I I1 I 11 I 11 1| I1x

95.5 [R9.5163.0[72.4|53.854.1]60.8(53.7]57.6153.8]40.0}87.5

|

|

l i. Complete agreenment »
’ 2. Agreemunt with

|

resorvations 4.5130.5]24.4]16.1127.5127.0}25.82€.3]26.7{26.6]|50.0 o]
3. Disagrcement,
but not atrong 0 o} 3.1 0} 7.5] 2.7] 3.1} 3.2] s.1] 3.0 [+] [+] ’
4. Cozplecte . -
disagreenent of of39 o]i3} o] ofz21]jo0.6[1.%] o o
-
5 No opinion 0 0

$.50111.51210.0]16.2}10.3]14.7|10.2]15.4]10.0]12.5

Statistical Analysis
B 2

series 1* - - X at p
Int parents vs int children (Cats 3 ¢ 4 collapscd) 2.c8 3 NS
Int parents vs IH parants (Cats 3, 4 5 5 collapsed) 9.12 2 <.02 .
Boys vs Girls N 3.32 4 HS -
Series 2* ° .
Int parents vs int children (Cats 3 ¢ 4 collapscd) 10.28 3 <-02
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 3,4 ¢ 5 collapsed) 3.11 2 NS .
Boys vs Girls 1.66 4 NS
Series 1 vs Series 2**
Int varcnts {(Cats 3 & 4 collapsed) 15.49 3 <.01
Boys {(Cats 3 & 4 collapscd) 5.97 -3 NS ‘
Girls (Cats 3,4 ¢5collapsed) 4.21 2 1 R
Int childzen (Cats 3 ¢ 4 -0}l psed) 5.61 3 NS
’ Q

. theat for two indapendent sarples

e kzone—swlc test

Perceptions of the benefits to the intellectually handicapped children of
being able to mix with non—handicapped_children revolved around three issues, .
all of which were crystallised in the comment of one of the parents of a

handicapped child: v a

Has some confidence to speak to others, can now gb to the shops
without a note, not shy and more accepting of handicap.

ERIC 23 |
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(1) Knowledge and ccmmunication skills were perceived as

improving as a result of the contact:

It makes him talk ketter and communicate with other children

(IH parent II). <
Interactions with non-handicapped children make realistic ..
demands on handicapped children to express themselves reasonably
to convey meaning for an. immediate need or purpose (Int teacher
11), )

They have learnt,things from being around with us (Int child II).
fhey are better spoken and have more common sense; they communi-
cate better (Int child II).

Indeed, one child went even further, claiming that the contacts helped

the IH childyen "to think straight and get well"!

«(ii) Social skills were seen as improving by members of all

gyoups of respondents:

R
More confidence (IH parent II).:

He talks to other people more readily when he goes out, more

confident when going on messages (IH parent I1I).

They have learnt how to play our types of games and how to mix in
' with us (Int chilg i11). .

To have overcome shyﬂess and leamt to make friends (Int ~hild 11V,

From what I have seen, the IHC have grown in confidence ovar the
year by mixing with non-handicapped children (Int parent II).

Only one respondent expressed a negative comment, feeling that

Some of them are learning bad habits, they are still the-same as -~
when they came here (Int child II).

(iii) Acceptance of differences by the IH children was thought

by some respondents, especially the intermediate children, to be a

probable consequence of the mixing:

They have accepted the way that they are different and they now ’
will maybe able to get on better in the world (Int chiid II).
They knoy now that they are different (Int child II).

e

Proposition 4 (Table 6) N

. The non-handicapped children will gain a lot from being with
intellectually handicapped children (IH parents, intermediate
parents, intermediate teachers).

We will gain a lot by being with intellectually handicapped
children (intermediate children).
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Altnough support for “this ‘proportion was somewhat less than for the pre-
ceding one, it was st111 fairly high, with at least two-thirds of the

members of the various groups affirming it. siqnlflcan* differences were

found between the intermediate parents and their children on both occa-

. 2
sions (X2 = 28.27, p <.001, -and X

more strongly than their children that ‘the latter woulc ga1n or were

gairing from being with the IH children. .Boys and girls also differed on

both occasions, the former being rather more in agreement with the preopo-

sition (X2 = 10.34, p <.05, and X° = 12.40, p <.02, respectively).

L 4

TARIE 6

. [N

Tho non-handicapy ed wiildres will getn & lot fras being o ith tntolleotually
handicapped eatlaren (11 parento, tuteediqte parents, i Luvnd:aw teackaera),

¥e wicl gain a lot by being vith tn.cllrctua‘ly kandicapped chtldren (inteimediate

, children). .
Int. Childien
m Int Int
Parents | Parcnts | oo 4 Girls 7otal | scachers
Sories 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 1l 1 1l 1 11
R 22 19¢ 127 87 80 74 97 s 1771162 | 10 8
-
1. Cocplete Mreement

77.3(63.2]66.1165.5]36.3]28.4}42.3]48.4]39.5139.¢ 80.0]75.0

2. Aqreooment with
¢ rescrvations © |28.2]10.5}22.8)24.1130.0}33.8{32.0]31.6[31.1}32.9 20.0}25.0
3. Disggreecment, .
but not strong o] o] 3.9} 2.3] 8.8[14.9] 8.2} s.3] 8.5| 9.5} © 0
4. Complete -
disagreenent
0] 4.7] 2.3{10.0] 2.7 0] 5.3 4.5} ¢.1 0 0
S. ¥ opinlon 4.5026.3] 2.3] 5.7]15.0{20.3]17.5] 9.5{16.4}14.2 0 0

Statistical Analysis he

Sorfes 14 Xt e P
Int parents vs int children 28.27 4 <.001
. ‘Int parents vs Iil parents (Cats 3, 4 & 5 collspsed) 1.28 2 NS
Boys vs Girls 10.34 4 <.05
Series 2e

Int paxent:s vs fnt children 17.68 4 <.01

Int parents vs 1H parents (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed) 9.21 3 <.05
Boys vs Girls 12.40 4 <.02
Serics 1 vs Series 2**

Int parents (Cats 3,44 5collapsed) 0.11 2 RS

- IH parents (Cats 3 & 4 dcleted) 4.00 2 NS
Boys (Cats 3 ¢ 4 collapsed) 3.n7 3 NS
Girlm(Cats 3 & 4 collansed) 1 LA 3 "
Int children 0,46 4 ne

2
¢ X test for two indapondent s ples
- 2
¢ X'une-sarple test

\ - -
o ‘ .
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= 17.62, p <.01), the parents feellng
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" sions for any of the groups. -

No statistically significant shiftg in opiniors occured between occa-

-

~

Three hajor advantages were seen as accruing to the non-handicapped
children from their association with the intellectually handicapped

children: . 2

4
Poo(i), The understanding and acceptance of differences came

through from many respondents, particularly the intermediate children

and their parents: N -

We have ‘accepted that tl.ese peopie are hardly anw different from

us, we are all the same species: human beings (Int child II).

We know the "earth is not made of perfect peopie like us, but

also the disabled and the handicapped (Int child I1).

A greater und. srstanding’ and av.areness of the Problems the IHC

) children have (Int teacher II).

. The closer contact has lped my son realise that the IH child

also enjoys playing gqggg; singing and learming, just as he and

- his friends do; he is prepared to be tolerant and interested in
someone different from himself (Int parent II). )
Having a retarded child ourselves-we have- found that our daughter
has come to understand her sister mach better. She has shown
more patience and understanding and also tolerance than pre-
viously. She is more willing to help her sister with schoolwork,
play, and most important is not ashamed to introduce her to her
friends (Int parent II).,. ¢

—

-, A\

(ii) The enhancement of the self concepts of the intermediate

children as a result of the contact was mentioned by several respondenis:

~

We don't know how lucky we are nof being an IHC;.with living
with them (Int child II).

& It shows us what we are like in31de when we neet someone who is
different from us (Int child II). .
A better understanding of what they might well have been them~
selves (Int teacher II). ’
Grateful for their owm full health (Int parent 11).

-

(iii) The opportunity to nurture was seen by some as a further

gain fcr the intermediate children: .

How to care for othei people in your habitat (Int child II).
Leaming to be good to other people and also being able to show
someone else scomething that you have learnt from school (Iat
child I1).

' Mainly tolerance and a nurturant feq}xng tdwards those less
fortunate (Int parent II). ~
Already she felt she had achieved a lot by teaching one particu-
lar girl to say 'Mummy and Daddy' which I believe this particular
child has never said before (Int parent)II). . .

oo




Propositign 5 (Table 7)

~ .

It is well worthwhile including intellectually handicapped children
who are older than the usual intermediate age level in this Pproject
. (IH parents, intermediate parents, intermeédiate teachers).

It is. well worthwhile including intellectually handicapped children
who are older than us {(intermediate children).

’

sThere was mixed support for this proposition, with just .over half of both

groups of parents and appreximately two-thirds of the children affirming

it on both occasions. On the first occasion, intermediate parents were less
» favouraply inclined thanothei{ children to the idea of having older IH
children in the project (§4.1 per cent vs 73.3 per‘cent in favour,_
respectively, this difference being signif;cant at the .001 level).. By the
second occasioﬁ? howevef, these two groups had moved closer together, with
5é.3 per cent of the parents and 65.9 per cent of the children agreeing
w1eh the proposition,- Between occasions, then, the intermediate thildren
became a little less sympathetic to the idea of hav1ng older IH children
in the school the differerce in their attitudes on the two occasions
being slgnlfleant at the .001 level of sigrnificance. |, As can be seen from

Table 7, the shifts in attitude took place mainliy among the girls (X =
37.11, p <.001).

. i
. ~

.

Positive att1tudes towards having older IH children in the project centred
*around the assumptlon that their mental ages were probably close to those

. of the intermediate children:

It's“OK because théy're behind. They're still at our level (Int
child 1).

Their brains are younger (Int child I1).

Older IHC chlldren are not very intelligent, so they know just
abéut as much as us (Int child II).

They only seem as old as us and they play the games we play (Int

child 1I).
Presumably IH children with their lower mental capacity would adapt
to such a situation (Int parent II). -

<

Reasons for not having older IH children in the project reflected worries

regarding their supposed sexuality and‘aggressiveness:

* They tend to frighten me and scare me half to death when I am not
watching (Int chi.d II).
The older ones seem to boss you around (Int Chlld I1).
Definitely not, physical differences are too great at this: stage
(Int parent II).
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At intermediate all children are going thrc.ugh adolescence and
many body changes; younger or same age IH children are accepted,
but older IH children could be ridicules (Int parent II).
Possibly problems might outweigh advantages: violence, sexuality
etc (Int teacher II). -
Mainly from a sexual point of view, perhaps, because some IH
‘children have less inhibitions .than normal children (Int.parent
II1). :
The older boys become a bit too friendly with us girls (Int
child II). ,
% ° : .
< .
. -
TABLE 7 -
\
It s well wortivhile including intcllectually handicapped children vho are ¢lder
than the usual intermediate age level-in this project (IH parents, intermeciate
parents, tnterrediate teachers). N
It is well wortiwiile wncluding intellectually handicapped children who are older
v thih us (intermediate childrer).
1 X Int. Children .
!H_ Int Int -
N Parents | Parents ~ Teacher s, -
: < Boys xris Total .
AN i -
Series 1f x| 1l rfIr |1 | 1 |12 1 11 - .
N 22] 19fi2a |87 |81 |74 Jos o5 [176160 |10 8
~ | 1. complete aérecnent ﬁf R .
. . “Bo.o36.8(31.5[28.7]32.1 27,0133.7134.7133.¢ 31.4} 40.0]5v.0
N
2,f Agreenent with . .
resorvations 9.1121.1]22.6] 27.6§39.5(37.8(41.1]31.6} 40.3 34.5] 50.0 0 -
3. Dimsagreemcnt, . ~
tut not strong 22.7110.521.3] 6.9[11.1{10.8] 9.5]13.7 10.% 12.4 0125.0
Is
“| 4. Complete N
disagreement
9.1)10.5117.7] 13.8, 6.2{10.8| 2.1]10.5| 4.9 10.7 0 0
5. No opinion 9.1121.1]16.9{ 23.0]22,1{13.5(13.7] 9.5 12.5' 11.2}10.0{25.0
Statistical Analysis .
Series 1 * : x2 af P
Int parents vs int children 22.34 4 <.001
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 1 ¢ 2, 3 g 4 collapsed) 0.94 2 NS
Boys vs Girls 2.22 4 N“;
Series 2 *
Int parents vs int children 8.29 4 Ng
Int parents vs Iil parents (Cats 1 &2, 3¢ 4 collapsed) 0,03 2 NS
BOoys vs Girls : 2.15 4 NS
Series 1 vs Series 2%* ) ’
Int parents 5.31 4 NS
IH parents (Cats 2,3,4 & 5 collapsed), 1.30 1 ";
::k;ﬁr 3.62 4 No
' 37.11 4 <.001
Int ¢hildren 21.59 4

¢ y? test for two independent carnples

L x? one~sample test

/ .

£.001
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Proposition 6 (Tabie )

It is well worthwhile including intellectually handicapped children
who are vounger than the usual intermediate age level in this project
(IH parents, intermediate parents, intermediate teachers).

It is well worthwhilé including intellectually handicapped children
who are younger than us {(intermediate children).

This proposition“yas supported on both occasions by just over half of hoth
groups of parents and approximately éhree-quarters of the inéermediate
children. As with propositign S, on the first occasion the intermediate
parents were less favourably inclined than their children towards the idea
of having younger IH children in the project, with 50.8 per cent of the
former and 77.9 per cent of the latter agreeiné with the proposition. By
the second cccasion, however, the intermediate parents and thei:r children

had moved towards each other with-56.3 per cent and 75.7 per cent,

respectiveiy, in favour of the proposition. As can be seen in Table 8,

whereas the shifts in attitudes among the intermediate parents over the two
. . o 2
occasions were statistically significant (X~ = 9.64, p <.05), those of the

intermediate children were not (X2 = 8.10).

Reasons for accepting the presence of younger intellectually handicapped
children in the project covered a wide range, although many comments from

the intermediate children clustered around a nurturance theme:

Py

1

The little kids feel so playful to uﬁ'and wa love them all (Int
child II1).

I very much enjoy playing with young children and like playing
mother to them (Int child I1).

When I get older I might have a handicapped baby and I will know how
) handle it (Int child II).

The older children are more able to offer help to the younger ones
(Int parent II).

I can talk to the younger ones better than to the older ones {(1nt
child I1).

It is easier to mlay and read to them (Int child II).

The normal chilwa. 1 will gain a better overall understanding of the
IH if they can see the development of IH through a wide age range
(I8 parent I1I).

They may leam to fix their illness by looking at us (Int child II).
Had our daughter had this advantage earlier she would have developed
hetter behaviour patterns (IH parent II).

From a practical point of view it must be more economical to have
these units in a few schools ~ therefore to have some younger and
some older is inevitable (Int parent II).
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- TARLE §

It is vall werthohile inoludirg intellectinlly handicapped ohildren who are yurngen -

. than the reual intermediate ags level tn this projeot (IH parents, intcrmediate parent
intermmediate teachars). P ' o

It {8 vell worthulnle inoluding intcllectually handicapped children who are younger than

. us (intermediate children). "
™ Int Int Children nt
Parents| Parents Teachers
Boys Girls Total .
&
Seriee Il 1 11 I |1z 1|1z I|IX|1: 11

N 21 119 | 124187 |81 | 74§ 35195 | 176J169 |10 &

1. Complete agroement
147.6[57.9125.5]31.0]42.0]35.1]50.5]56.8}46.6{47.3]30.0|25.0

o} 2. Agresnment with

reservations 14.3 0[15.325.3]29.6]29.7{32.6R7.37%31.3]26.4 | 30.0]50.0

3. Disagreement, but
not strong 23.8{15.8]12.1]10.3| 8.6{10.8] 8.4] 6.3| 8.5/8.3 {20.0 0

4. Complets .
disagreement 4.8) 5.3[13.7} 6.9| 8.6] 4.0] 2.1} 1.1] 5.1}2.4 {10.0]12.5

5. Ko opinion 9.5}22.123.4)26.412.1{20.3] 6.3]| 8.4; 6.513.6 }10.0)12.5

Statistical An:uysh

Series 1 .* X at p
Int parents vs int children 27.71 4 <.001
Int parents vs IM parents (Cats 1 & 2, 3 & & collapsed) 2,13 2 NS «
Boys vs girls 5.65 4 NS

L4

Saries 2°
Int parents vs int children 7.92 4 NS
Int parents ve I8 parents (Cats 1 & 2, 3 ¢ 4 collapsed) 0.31 2 NS

. Boys vs girls 4.81 4 S
. Series 1 vs Series 2"

Int parents 9.64 4 ({05
IH parents (Cats 1 ¢ 2, 3, 4 & 5 collapsed) 0.13 1 Hs
Boys 8.64 4 NS

. Girls (Cats 3, 4 & 5 collspsed) 1.62 2 NS
Int children 8.10 4 HE

. Xz test for two independent sarples
*¢ 2 one-sample test

Concerns expressed about the presence of younger IM children were
generally mild and tentative compared with those expressed in relation
to older children:

The smaller children may be among bigger intermediate children
and get hurt in the rough play (Int parent II).

No problem except a tendency to be 'over-mothered' by inter-
mediate girls at times (nt parent II).

The younger ones become too attached to you (Int child II).

They can be a bit of a nuisance (Int child II).

If they hear us talking sbout different things that they haven't
learnt they might get frustrated (Int child II).

Most young ones are scared of us (Int child II).




Proposition 7 (Table 9)

My child will not be happy in the less sheltered situation of an
intermediate school (IH parents).

" Intellectually handicapped children will not be happy in the less-
sheltered situation of an intermediate school (intermediate parents,
intermediate teachers).

This propositiocn was emphatically rejected by all three groups of respondents
on both occasions. Statistically significant shifts in attitudes® were ob-
served for both groups of parents between the two occasions. The parents of
IH children moved from a spread of opinions on the first occasion to near
unanimity in gejecting éhe proposition on the second occasion (X2 =6.95, p
<,05). The opinions of the intermediate paxents also underwent a dramatic
shift, with 33.3 per cent agreeing with the proposition on the first
occasion, compared with only 12.7 per cent on the second. It must be noted,
however, that much of the shift for intermediate parents went in the direc-
tion of 'no opinion™%11.9 vs 40.2 per cent for the first and second occa-
sions, respectively). The foregoing shifts were also reflected in a
significant difference between the two groups of parents on the second

occasion (X2 = 14.92, p <.001).

Comments on this question on the second occasion by the parents of the

intellectually handicapped included the following gradation of opinion:

My child was quite happy at all the schools she attended. -
A handicapped child needs to start from a sheltered school and work

his way up. They enjoy the improvement they have made.

I asked my child if he was happy at his school, he said yes he likes

it very much. ’

Our son hasn't been happier, he is thriving on the experiment.

He is much happier at this schocl and hates to miss attending.

The parents of the intermediate children commented along the following lines

on the second occasion:

This must:depend on the attitudes of the children and staff of the

intermediate school.

I would agree with this if they are having fun poked at them; in

general the children at St Andrews are giving these children a -
pretty fair go.

I have no evidence except that the children look and sound happy

whenever I am at the school.

We have no direct knowledge concerning any unhappiness. Certainly,

from what our son is continuously reporting, these children are |
happy where they are.




TABLZ 9

Ny ohil vill not be happy in the less sheltered situation of an intarmediate school
- (I# pareuts).

Intellectually handivapped children will not be kappy in tha less-sheltered situation
of an tntermediate sohool (intermciiate parents, intermediats teachsrs).

° 18 Int Int
Parents - Parents Teachers
»
-
. Sexies 1 11 1 11 1 11
hd . N 21 19 126 | 87 10 8
1. Complets egreement
14.3 01 x2.71 7.0 4] 4]
2. Agresment with
reservations 9.5 0] 20.6] 5.7 [} [}
3. Disagreesment,
but strxong 4.8]15.81 31.0}16.1 | 30.0 0
4. Complete .
disagreenent 7.4 73.7| 23.8| 3X.0}40.0 | 87.5
. S. No opinion 0]10.5] 11.9] 40.2{ 30.0 | 12.5
. Stutistical Analysis
Series 1° x2 af P
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 1 & 2, 3 & 4 collapzed) 4.44 2 NS
: Series 2°
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 1 & 2, 3 & 4 collapsed) 14.92 2 <.001
taries 1 vs Series 2°°
- Int parents 78.49 4 <.001 ¢
IH parents {(Cats 1l & 2, 3 & 4 collapsed) 6.95 2 <,05

° xztut for two indspendent saxples

o xzone-unple tast

Proposition 8 (Table 10)

The special needs of intellectually handicapped children would be
better met in a school located in its own grounds (IH parents,
intermediate parents, intermediate teachers).

o

N Not surBrisingly, in the %ﬁght of the preceding data, this proposition

found little support amoné either groups of parents or the intermediate
. teachers on either occasion. There ;as, however, a shift in attitude

between the two occasions for both parent groups (X2 = 12,45, p <.02

for the intermediate parents; X2 = 8,58, p '<.Gl for the parents of the

\
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the IH), mainly in the direction of becoming less equivocal in their level

of disagreement with the Proposition.

TADLE 10
- The apecial necda of tntellectually handiccpped children would be better mut in a
school located in its owm growids.
N IH Int Int
Paxents faients Teachers
Series I 11 1 11 1 11
R 22 19 125 87 10 8
1. Complete agreement
4.5 5.3 J21.6 {12.6 0 0
2. Agreement with
reservations 13.6 01).21] 9.2110 (4]
3. Disagrcement,
but not strong 36.4 {10.5 {31.2 | 30.0} 10 |37.5
4. Complete 4 -
disagreenent 45.5 |78.9 | 28.0 143.7 1 40 |62.5
5. Ko oPinicn 0 5.3 8.0 4.6} 40 0
Statistical Analysis
2
Series 1* X daf p
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 1 & 2 collapsed) 4N 3 NS
Series 2¢
Int parents vs IH parents (Cats 1 & 3 collapsed) £.63 3 NS
Series 1 vs Series 2'*
In% parents 12.45 4 <.02
IH parents {Cats 1, 2, 3, & 5 ccllapsed) 8.58 1 <.01

. xztut for two independent samples
se xzana-unph test

The range of reasons for disagreeingy with this notion’ of meeting the special
needs of intellectually handicapped children in a school located in its own

grounds included the following:

She has to learn to live with the majority (IH parent II).

There must be as much experience as possible in meeting other people
and situations as preparation for leading as full a life as possible
(Int teacher II). ) f ;

It is essential that JH children mix with other children so that they
may gdain confidence which will help in later life (Int parent II}.
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Proposition 9 (Table J1)

My child might be a bit scared of being among intellectually
handicapped children (intermediate parents).

I am a bit scared of being among intellectually handicapped
children (irntermediate children).

The intermediate children generally rejected this proposition on both
occasions, with one-third or les: completely agreeing with it or agree-
ing with resccvations. There were no significant differences between
boys and girls in tHeir distribution on this variable. Intermediate
parent:s were even more emphatic than their children inﬁréjecﬁiﬁg éﬁe
proposition, thé;e being significant differences between these two

groups on both the first and second occasion (X2 = 15.37, p <.01;

x2 = 33.46, p <.001, respectively). The parents showed a significant

between-occasion shifu (x2 = 15,75, p <.01l), with a move from 31.0 per

cent agreement on the first occasion to 15.9 per cent on the second.

Several parents commented on what they perceived to be changed atti-

tudes in their children with respect to this variable:

Initially my daughter was afraid but has overcome this almost
entirely.

At first, yes, but now accepts them and ignores them.

Her initial fear was rapidly dispelled.

Not any longer, although he used tc be before attending St
Andrews,

»

Many children also commented on changes in their attitudes over the

year:

I have got used to them being around the school and I can talk
to them.

I used to be scared but not now.

We have a lot of fun, but you've got to get used to them.

Not now that I know what they are like.

At first I was, but now I'm not, it helped me to understand
them when we had an IHC study.

Three parents made comments which might throw some light on the apparent
discrepancy between the perceptions of the intermediate parents and

their children:

If the IH children got a little "excited" my children get a
little worried.
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My daughter finds something disturbing but not rrom fright, more
from compassion which is not a bad thing altogether.,..

Perhaps this is due to a’ paradoxical situation. On the one hand
they are asked to treat the children as normai in a play situation,
but when the children behave in”an irrational manner they are
expected to make allowances for them.

TABLE 11

My child might be a bit ecarcd of being among intellectually handicapped children
(intermediute parente).

I am a bit ocured of being ewong intellectually handicapped children (intomedi. ¢
akildren).

Int children

Int
Parents Girls Total

11 11

87 95

1. Complete sgreement
hs.1D2.6[12.3]10.8(11.3]| 3.2[11.8] 6.5

2. Agreemant with

resexrvations 15.9 | 2.3}16.0}13.523.7127.4120.2 21.3
3. Diugzaeaex':t, but
not strong 4.3 13.8119.8]25.7]17.5}23.2{18.5 ]J24.3
4. Complete
disagrcesent 53.2 b7.8}39.5/36.5]37.1139,0]38.2 {37.9
5. Yo oplnion 1,6 | 3.4]12.3]13.5]10.3] 7.4{11.2 10.1
. *
Statistical Analysis R .
Sorfes 14 X at p
Int parents vs int children 15.37 4 <.01
Boys vs Girls 1.67 4 NS
Sories 2 ¢
Int parents vs int children 33.46 4 <.001
Boys vs Girls 5.23 4 NS
Serics 1 vs Sories 2**
a - 2erics 2 Ve Sorles &
Int parents 15.75 4 <.01
Poys 1,42 4 NS
Girls 6.77 4 +8
. Int children 7.20 4 NS
2 ’ L XY
¢ x“"test for twe independent sesples
o xzonc-nam)e test
These comments suggesc that the intermediate children might be attaching
several mear ‘ngs to the term 'scared' - a factor which could have led to co
some exaggeration in their responses to the question, compared with their :
, parents. This possibility was borne out in some of the comments made by .
. oy
children who agreed with the proposition on the second occasion:
Q )
WJ:EEE : :355
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They make faces and run after you.

They jump out at you and give you a fright,

They seem to pretend to do something but then they change
e = =2 " “thely mindss
Especially the older boys, they are stupid and run after you.
They are sometimcs trouble makers.
I am a bit scared when we play Rugby, when you take them by
the lege and they swing their arms and hit you.
They might domsonethi1g wrong.

While the foregoing might seem relatively trivial justifications,

, some of the intermediate children seem to have more serious concerns:

It is not necessary for some’ of the older boys to be here as

some of the things they do or say are hurtful.

. Some of the handicapped boys tickle you and annoy you, others
hug you and don't let go.
They sometimes get rough.
They beat you up. ,
They kick you like -~ kicked a boy in the stomach for nothing.
Some of them always want to fight.
You never know when they are going to clobber you.

P

The preponderance of comments from the intermediate children, however,

took a quite différent tack:

% N
You just need to be nice to them and you won't be scared.
. There should be no reason for anyone to be scared of them.
They are very affectionate and want friends. I see them
every day.
. , Because I have been’ to Tokanui Hospital and I tnow a few
people.

I'm not because my cousin is ar IHC.
I'm not scared because I have an IHC brother and I love him,
I don't hate him because of what he is.

Proposition 10 (Table 12)

I am not sure how to talk to’intellectually handicapped children
(intermediate children). R

Although this proposition found moderaté support from the intermediate
children on the first occasion, with nearly one-half of ‘them (45.5 per
cent) in complete or partial agreement, it was completely rejected on
the second occasion’ when only just over one qﬁ;rter of them (26.6 per
cent) were in agreement. This between-occasion shift was statistically
significant for both boys and girls (X° = 15.32, p <.01; X° = 44.59,

3

p <.001, respectively).

(-




TASLE 12

I an not sure how to talk to intcllectually handicapped children.

Int Children

. . " Boys Girls | Total .
M N taries 1] 1z 141X 1| 1z
¢ ”
N N | 8] 7a] 95| 95|16 |169
1. Complete agrasment o
18.5] 6.8}14.7] 6.3]|26.5, 6.5 >
2. ’Aqrecnent with A
resezvations 30.9128.4§27.4]13.7{292.0]20.1
' . 3. Dissgreement, *
but not streng 16.0/20.3{21.1}20.0/18.8]20.1 ﬁ
- ¢ 4. Complete . \
disagreement .17.3 31.1]20.046.3{18.8{39 6
5., No opinion 17.3}13.5}16.8]13.7|17.0]13.6 . h
Stetistical Analysis
’ Seriss 1* x? ar op } ,
. - 4
Boyz vs Girls i 1.33 4 NS s
- Al
Series 2
Boys vs Girls . 6.91 4 RS T
Series 1 vs Series 2**
) Boys 15.32 4 <.01
. Girls 44.57 4 <.001 R
Int children v 55.97 . 4 <,001 3

. xztest for two indspendent sasples

V? e Xzone-u:plo test *

.

Many childfen asserted that it is'not difficult talking to the intel-
lectually handicapped, although some pointed out the necessity to adjust

their speech to take account of limited comprehension: .
. It is all right if you talk nicely and ask suitable questions (Int
. ’ child 1). .

You have to talk to them as if they were five year olds which can

v sometimes be difficult (Int child II).
. If yougspeak as vou would to a six or seven year old they understand .
’ quite easily (Int child II).
° I have learnt how to communicate with them and it is very inter- _
¢ estlng (Int child II). -

0 coo ’ ' .
ERIC ‘ ¢
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.

. The difficulties encountered by the IH in their expressive language

was also commented on:

I don't understand their language (Int child II).

They do speak differently from us (Int child II1).

They murble words and you don't know how to answer (Int
child II). ~
You can't understand some of the children and they get.
frustrated (Int child II). . b

Proposition 11 (Table 13)

I would only play with the intellectually handicapped
children if my friends did (intertmediate children).

.This prop051t10n was overwhelmingly' rejected by the 1ntermed}ate
children on both occasions, but even more emphatlcally on the second
occasion when only 21.3 per cent agreed with it, compared with
28.1 per cent on the first occasion. The statistically significant
di fferences for all children for these two ooccasions (x2 = 44.95, p
.001) reflected not only the above shift, but a shift away fzom ‘no
opinion' category (20.8 vs 7.1 per cent) and towards the _complete
disagreement’ category (32.0 vs 54.4 per cent). Boys and girls
revealed similar shifts in their attitudes on this variable between
occasions (x2 = 11.86, p <.02; x2 = 27.10, p <.001, respectively).
However, differences‘between boys' and girls' patterns of responses
occurred in the Second occasion (x2 = 9.67, p <.05), but not on the

first. This result reflected the higher proportion of boys than

girls who agreed with the propositiop (29.8 per cent vs 14.7 per cent,

respectively) . . .

Reasons for rejecting this proposition tended to revolve around
feelings of compassion for the handicapped, an assertion of social

independence, or a mixture of both:

Too bad about my friend! (Int child I).

I don't care what my friends think, I would play with him
(Int child 1). .

It is my own choice if I want to play with them and most of
the time I do (Int child II).

I feel free to talk ané read to them whenever I want to

(Int child II}.

Sometimes when my friends are sick they are good to play with
(Int child I1I).

ot
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The IHC need friendship and understanding so I play with them
myself (Int child II). :

TALLE 13

I would only play vith th intellcciually handicapped ohildren if ny friendo .

did.
F4
Int Children .
boys Girls | Total ‘
’
Serics 1 11 1 II 1 II
R 81 74 97195 | 178 ] 169 .
. l
, 1. Complete agresment
. 13.6]12.2| 8.2] 4.2[10.7] 7.7 a
2. Mrec=zent with
l ’ reservations 18.5|27.6]16.5 10.5117.4 13.6
'/ 3. Disagreement, hut .
/ not strong 17.3]20.3{20.6 [14.7{19.1 [17.2
J »
/ 4. Complete
disagreenent 28.4]41.9(35.1 |64.2]32.054.4
S. o opinion 22.2| 8.1]19.6] 6.3]20.8] 7.1
. Statistical Analysis
Sories 1* x? af p -
Boys vs Curls 2.30 4 NS =
Serios 2* )
Boys vs Girls ) 9.67 4 <.05 i
Series 1 vs Series 2°*
Boys ’ 1.8 4 <.02 .
Girls 37.10 4 <.001
Int children 44.92 4 <,001
. xzuu for two indipendent sarples .
e xzono-oupla test
. ] .
Proposition 12 (Table 14) - .
All things considered, I think an integration scheme like thisg is a t

good 1dea (IH parents, 1ntermed1ate parents, intermediate teachers)

When I think about it, I would say it is ‘a good idea to have .
intellectually handicapped children in our school (intermediate
children).

——

One of the fihal prdbcsitions pPlaced before the respondents on both occa-
sions, ths_Qas intended to dauge the level of support for the project:

after the respondents had been required to think about several of the issues
T ' )
. . s ;’[' .

. N . . -
.- ' - -~ N
.
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involved. As can be seen from Table 14, ;ﬁd ‘as one might have expected
from the reactions to the\Farlier propositions, all groups of
respondents shared a very high degree of support for this project in
general. When the two categories of ‘complete agreement' and 'agree-
ment with resgrvations' were combined, the range of scores went from a
low of 77.0 per cent for intermediate boys on the second occasion to
a high of 100 per ceat for IH parents in the first occasion and the
intermediate teachers on theﬂseco d. Significant differences occurred
in the distribution of the responses of the two parent groups on ‘the
first occasion (X2 = 9.75, p <.0l), with the IH parents being more
emphatic in their agreement. The intermediate children and their
parents differed on ‘the second occasion (X2 = 13,97, p <.01), the
former being more eguivocal iy their agreement wi*h the proposition.
\Signif;:ant between - occasion shifts ingthe positive direction were
recérded for the intermediate parents (X2 = 11.58, p '<.01). Sur-
prisingly, however, the intermediate girls, and the intermediate
chi}dren as a §kodb, showed a significant shift in the negative

direction (X2 = 11.09, p <.02) from the first to the second occasion.

The reasons for thesé,generally high levels of support for the project
have already been grésentei in the discussion of the earlier propo-
sitians; it will ‘'suffice at this point to quote one example from each

of the major groups of respondents:

There should be more schools like St Andrews throughout New
Zealand. Only good could come of a scheme like this (Int
parent II). I was not happy about the scheme at first but
can see now that it has advantages both for the handicapped
and non-handicapped (Int parent II).

I hope that boundaries are not set around the new IHC school
«at present being built - all the good evident throughout the
year would be undone,in such a short time (Int teacher II),.
We should have IH children at this schoel and other schools
instead of having them all put tcgether in one place (Int
child II).

]

S
e




TABLE 14

All things considered, I think an integration echeme like thie s a good idea
(IH parents, intermediate parents, intermediate teachere & :

When I think about it, I would say it is a good idea to have intellectually handwapped
children in our school (intermediate children). "

Int Children
IH Int Int
pParents | Parents ¢ - ‘ieachers
Girls \

Series

Complete agreement

2. Agreement with
reservations

3. Disagreenent, but
not strong

4. Complete
disagreement

S. No opinion

Statistical Analysis

Serjas 1 ¢ 2

Int parents vs intermediate children (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed) 7.14
Int parents vg IH parents (Cats 3, 4 & 5 collapsed) 9.75
Boya vs Girls . €.83

Sexrdes 2 7

Int parents vs intermediate children (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed)13.97
Int pareﬁts vs IH parents(Cats 3, 4 & 5 collapsed) 3.09
Boys vs Girls 6.93

Series 1 vs Series 2 **-

Int parents (Cats.3, 4 & 5 collapsed)
Boys (Cats 3, 4 & 5 collapsed)

. Girls (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed)
Int childrea (Cats 3 & 4 collapsed)

* x2 test for two independent samples
Lk x2 one-sample test
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2. PLAYGROUND OBSERVATIONS

’ Time Spent in Various Zones
. . ,;}

Table 15.1 shows the mean percentages of the time spent in the various

school 2zones by the younger and older I? children over the first and second
series (refer to Appendix-B for the plan of the campus). No data were
. collected on thi; variable for the third series because by then the IH
children had been re-located in their own school in the campus. From this
table it cdn be seen that significant shifts in the use of zones occurred
between series for bbth groups of children. Comparéd dith the first éeries,\”
in the second series of observations the younger IH children were found
less often in the outer zone and more often in the middle zone, whereas the
older childrenAspent rather more time in the outer zone and less time in thg
library. 1In the former case this may well have been due to the decline in
the frequency with which the intermediate children took the younger IH
- children for walks in the playground, while the latter findings could
reflect a growing confidence of the older IH children in utilising their
environment.
TABLE 15.1
Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks for series comparisons of time spent

. . 1
by IH children in various zones (mean percentages)

Younger Older
Zone Series I Series II IN2 T p Seri~s I Series II N2 T p
Home room 40.2 40.8 8 17 NS 25.0 27.0 7 12 NS
Library 16.6 12.6 7 B8NS 34.6 8.4 6 0 <,05
Middle 14.4 35.9 8 2 <,02 20.8 29.6 7 5 NS
Outer 28.8 10.9 8 2 <.02 19.5 3.9 7 2 <.05
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1Data not collected for Series III
2Variations due to tied ranks ‘
While there were no significant differences on the . .first occasion
between the younger/and older children in the time they spent in the various
. zones, in the second occasion the younger children used the library more
and spent less time in the outer zone than did the older children (Table
15.2).
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TABLE 15.2
Mann Whitney U test for younger-older comparisons of time spent by IH

children in various zones (mean percentages)

Series I ’ Series II
Zone Younger Older U P Younger Older U P
Home room 40,2 25.0 15 NS - 40.8° 27.0 15 NS
Library 16.6 34.6 18 Ns 12,6 8.4 7 <,01
Middle 14.4 20.8 27 NS < 35.9 29.6 23 NS
Outer 28.8 19.5 17 Ns 10.9 34.9 10 <.02
Total 100.0 100.0 ) 100.0 100.0

Type of Activity Engaged in by IH Children

From Table 16.1 it can be seen that, with the exception of a decline in
'‘passive participation' behaviours engaged in by the yovnger IH children
over the three series, there were no significant changes in the proportion

of time spent in the various activities for either group of children.

TABLE 16.1
Friedman two way analysis of variance for series comparisons of type of

activity engaged in by TH children (mean percentage)

Young (N=7) Older {N=7)
Series Series Series Series Series Series 2

Activity I 1I 111 x‘r p I 11 1 X" p
Formal/Informal

games 11.8 4.9 14.4 3.53 NS 13.0 19.0 6.3 3.10 WS
Unstructured

play 7.1 13.0 20.0 3.09 NS 3.8 17.4 10.2 2.03 NS
Communication 35.5 33.6 32.5 4.17 NS 43.5 28,0 49.8 3.74 NS
Passive

participation 12.6 20.1  24.1 9.96<.01 14.S 17.3 20.9 0.31 NS
Onlooker/Non .

Interactive 33.1 28.4 9.0 5.46 NS 24.8 18.3 12.8 4.60 NS
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 16.2 shows that ycunger and older children did not differ with
respect to the time they spent in the various activities, when the data for

each group were pooled for all three series of observations.
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TABLE 16.2
Mann Whitney U test for younger-older comparisons of activities engaged

in by IH children (pooled data for all three series)

Activity Younger Older U P

Formai/Informal games 10.5 12.8 24 NS
tnstructured play 12.6 10.5 21 NS
Communication 33.9 40.4 14 NS
Passive participation 17.8 17.7 18 NS
Onlooker/Non Interactive 25.2 18.7 14 NS
Total - 100.0 100.0

Given the lack of statistically significant differences as outlined
above, it is possible to combine the data for both groups over the three
series of observations. The brrad pattern that emerges when this is done is
shown in Table 16.3, from which it can be seen that for an average of approxi-
mately 60 per cent of the observations the IH children were engaged in active
interaction in the form of games (11.6 per cent), unstructured play (11.6

per cent) and communication activities {37.2 per cent).

Table 16.3
Broad summary of activities engaged in by all IH children (mean of indi-

viduals' scores over the three series ) (N=14)

Activity

Formal/Informal games 11.6
Unstructured play 11.6
Communication o372
Passive participation 17.7
Onlooker/Non Interactive 21.9
Total 100.0

Social Contexts of |H Children's Activities

The proportion of time the IHd children spent playing alone, in pairs or
in a group is shown in Tables 17.1 and 17.2. From the former, it can be seen
that there was a significant trend for the younger IH children's interactive
group play to increase and their non-interactive group play to decrease over

the three series. The time spent by the older IH children in activities
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involving pairs decreased, with a corresponding increase in interactive

group play.

TABLE 17.1

Friedman two way analysis of variance for series comparisons of social

contexts of IH children's activities (mean pexcentages)

Younger Older .
Series Series Series 2 Seriés Series Series 2
Social Context I 11 111 X r p I 11 I11 X r p
Solo 7.3 3.2 6.5 3.06 NS 6.7 2.9 10.2- 1.56 NS
Pair 50.1 35.4 23.8 3.00 NS  46.7 26.1 8.7 12.32 <.001

Group (Non . .
Interactive) 26.3 25.8 6.5 7.00 <,05 18.7 15.4 12.8 2,81 NS

Group
(Interactive) . 16.2 35.5 63.1 9.00 <.01 27.8 55.5 68.4 6.03 <.05

Total 100.0 106.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10Q0.9
A3

Table 17.2 shows that when the data for all three series were pooled for

each group, the younger IH children were found to spend more time in pair

aéiivities than the older IH children and less time Zin interactive group

activities. These results, of course, have to be treated cautiously, given

that some of the social context preferences were not stable for either group -~

over the three series (see Table 17.1).

TABLE 17.2
Mann Whitney U test for younger-older comparisons of social contexts of

IH children's activities (pooled data for all three series)

Social Contact Younger Older U P
Solo 5.7 6.6 23 NS
Pair 36.5 27.2 4 <,002
Group (Non Interactive) 19.6 15.6 26 NS
Group (Interactive) 38.3 . 50.6 12 <.05
Total 100.0 100.0
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Composition of Sociai Units

When the composition of the social units in which the IH children
carried out their activities were analysed no significant changes emerged
for either the older or younger children over the three sessions (Table

18‘1).

. TABLE 18.1
Friedman two way analysis of variance for series comparisons of social
units in which IH children were present (mean percentadges)

-

Younger :(N=8) Older (N=7)

Composition of Series Series Series 2 Series Series Series 2
gocial unitl I 1T 1II X% p I 1T III X p
- r r

Other IH chn r

only 65.0 72.1 65.6 3.0 NS 34.2 4.6 ©0.1 2.03 NS
Intermediate '

children 32,0 18.0 14.6 4.0 NS 39.2 49.3 19.6 3.74 NS
Teacher 3.0 9.9 19.8 3.25 NS 26.6 9.1 20.3 2.02 NS

1All social contacts, except solo (see Table 17.1) and contacts with

observer.

Table 18.2, however, shows that there were statistically significant
di fferences between the two groups when the data fofr the three series were
pooled, with the younger children tending to spend more time in social
wmits comprising other IH children only (mean percentages of 67.6 and 45.3
for younger and older, respectively). Correspondingly, the older IH
children spent‘more time than the younger in contact with intermediate
children (36.1 per cent v§'21.5 per cent) and with teachers (18.6 per cent
and 10.9 per cent).

; TABLE 18.2
Mann Whitney U test for younger-older comparisons of social units in

which IH children were present (pooled data for all three series)

Composition of ocial unit Younger Older U p
Other IH children only 67.6 45,3 4 <.002
Intermediate children 21.5 36.1 5 <.003
Teacher . 10.9 18.6 13 <.05
Total 100.0 100.0
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Contacts' Responses to IH Children

Analysis of the responses elicited by the IH children when they weie
in contact with other persons (intermediate children, teachers and other
IH children) reveals a pattern which is generally consistent from the firs

to the second series of observations for both groups (see Table 19.1).

TABLE 1°.1
Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test for series comparisons of con-

tacts' responses to IH children in pairs or groups (mean percentages)1

t

Younger Older

Contacts' responses Series I Series II Nz T p Series I Series II N T p
Positive 67.2 54.8 8 8 NS 57.3 54.4 7 5 Nsr
Ne gative~™ ' 3.0 5.0 6 8 NS 6.0 6.0 7 9 NS
Neutral 29.8 40.3 8 15 NS 36.8 39.5 7 13 NS
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1Data not collected for Series III
2Variatious due to tied ranks

Wwhen the data on contacts' responses were Pooled for the two series, no
significant differences between the two age groups emerged (Table 19.2). The

overall pattem that was present, then, showed a preponderance of positive

responses (58.4 per cent, overall) or neutral rusponses (36.7 per cent), with

only 5.0 per cent of the responses being rated as negative.

TABLE 19.2
Mann Whitney U test for younger-older comparisons of contacts' responses

to IH children in pairs or groups (pooled data for Series I and II)1

Contacts' responses Younger Older 9] P
Positive 51.0 55.9 16 NS
Negative ? 4.0 €.0 19 NS
Neutral 35.1 36.2 27 NS
Total 100.0 100.0

1Data not collected for Series III
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- . IV.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSiONS

~

This project comprised an evaluation of an educational arrangement in
which a group of moderately subnormal (IH) children retained their own
identity for instructional-purposes” but were, at the same time, glven
regulax opportunities for social interaction with non-handicapped children

and their teachers in.an intermediate school setting.

Surveys were made of the attitudes of the non-handicapped ~hildren and
their teachers and of the parents of the IH and the non-handicapped children
shortly after the commencement of the scheme and again towards the end of
its first year of operation. The results of these surveys indicated
uniformly high!rates of acceptance of the principles and practices of the
integration project among all of the major groups of respondents on both
occasions. These results were typified by the responses on the second
occasion to the general proposition that the project was a good idea. When
the categories of "complete agreement"” and "agreement with reservations'
ware conbined, support for the proposition was given by just over 90 per cent
of the parents of koth groups of children,‘by 77 per cent of the non-
handicapped children and by 100 per cent. of the intermediate teachers.

The;; positive findings are consistent with those2 reported by Bird (1979),
Cronk (1978), Page, Broadley and Blair (1981), and Stewart (1980) .

Observations of playground behavicurs were carried out on three separate
occasions — once shortly after the commencement of the scheme, again towards
the end of the first year ana, finally, near the end of the second Yyear.
Included in this analysis was the finding that the IH children, on average,
spent 60 per cent of their time in active interaction, with a significant
tendency for them to increase their rates of participation iq,group
activities over the three accasions. While the younger IH children spent an
average of just over one-fifth of their time in social units.that jincluded
non-handi capped children, the older IH children spent over one~third of
their time in such units. Less than 10 per cent of the interactions elicited
negative responses from the non-handicapped children. The general pattem

of social interactions between the two groups of children are in accord with
the findings of Fredericks et al. (1978) an& of Page, Broadley and Blair

/




(1981).
S

The study reported in this paper throws little lighf on the influence
the integration scheme miyht have had on the IH children's intellectual or
motor development, nor does 1t attempt to elucidate the factors that might
have contributed to the results. Some comments regarding both of these
areas are presented in a paper by the principa; of the special school
during the time the study was being conducted (see Appendix D).

X The results of the study suggest that this limited form of inte-
gration is widely acceptable in prospect and after some actual experience
of it by non-handicapped intermediate pupils, their parents and teachers,
and by the parents of IH children. If these results are typical of what
might emerge in other places, they raise the issue of whether we should
continue to educate most of our TH children in special schools that »provide
minimal opportunities for mixing with non-handicapped children. They even
raise the question of whether the form of integration reported in this

study represents the limits of what might be found acceptable to children,
3

parents, and teachers. ,
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- -.'Aﬁpenolx A ) '
‘ FIRST QQFSTIONNAIRE HOR PARENTS OF INTERMEDIATE CHIdD\\kf

‘ - School of Education,
University of Waikato, -,

: . February, 1877. .

Dear

You are probably aware that about 24 1nte11eccua11y
handicapped children have been placed at St. Andrews Intetmediate
School, until their own school is built in the same grounds as
the intermediate. These children, whose ages range from five to
seventden years, will have their own teachers and facilities,-but
will have opportunities-for mixing with tne intermediate children
in a variety of ways.

~ ? ¢

Since this is the first time such a large group of .
intellectual’y handicapped children has been placed in an intermediate
school, we are anxious to evaluate various aspects of thg project.

1
In order that we can obtain information from the various =
groups of people who are 8irectly or indirectly .involved, we will
be seeking the opinions of teachers, parents and the intermediate
childxen: We would be very grateful, therefore, if you would
couplete the attached questionnaire and return it in the enclosed
envelope.

[}

We are sure you will appreciate the need for objective data
on various aspects of the project and sincerely ! pe that you w.ll .
take the feéw minutes to complete the questionnaire. Please note
that you are not asked for your name; Yyow’ anonymity wil:i be preserved.
We would be quite happy for the questionnaire to be f£iiled in by
either or both parents.

Yours sincerely,

DI £

D.R. Mitchell, *
Senior Lecturer in Education.

P.S. If'&ou have anywqueries .about the project, plpase contact
Mr. Laybourn , Principal of St. Andrews Intermediate School, or
Mrs.tﬁitcbell, Principal of the Hamilton North Special School.-

o




UNIVERSITY OF WAIKATO.
SCHOOL OF 'EDUCATION.

ST. ANDREWS INTERMEDIATE/HAMILTON NORTH SPECIAL SCHOQOL QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR PARENTS OF INTERMEDIATE CHILDREN.

~—
Instructiqﬂi.

First of £11, please put a tick in the appropriate boxes:

My child is a boy
girl

e’

My child is in F.I |

F.II \

And now place ticks in the appropriate box after each of the statements
in the rest of the questionnaire.

The numbers alongside each box refer to the following:

I completely agree with the statement,

I agree, but have some reservations about it,

I disagree with the statement, but not strongly,
2 compleEely disagree with it'a”

(S - NI L

I do not have an opinion about it.

Please note that space for comment is allowed after each question.
If you would like to explain the reasons behind your opinions,
we would be pleased to know them.

] It is the community's responsibility to provide 1 2 3 -2
opportunities f v intellectually handicapped and ’ l
nen-handicapped children to mix with each other 1
Comment:

‘ . . . 2 I 5

2. I think that an essential part of my child's
education should be learning to accept and get
on with people who are different in some way
from themselves.

Comment :
. . . \ 1 2 3 5

3. The intellectually handicapped children at the schnool
will gain a lot from being with non-handicapped
children.

Comment :
. . . 1 4 3 5

4. The non-handicapped children a the school will

gain a lot from being with the intellectually

handicapped children.
Comment:

a
(Vg
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5. Intellectually handicapped children will not be
happy in the less-sheltered situation of an

intermed%ate school.

Comment :
,
. . . 1 2 3 4
6. My child might be a bit scared of being
among intellectually handicapped children. [
Comment :

L}

v 1 2 3 4

7. The special needs bf intellectually handicapped
children would be better met in a school

lccated in its own grounds.
Comment :

8. You can't make children get together if
they're too different - they just won't mix.
<

Comment:

9. It is well worthwhile including intellectually
handicapped children who are younger than the

usual intermediate age level in this
project.
Comment:

10. It is well worthwhile including IH children
who are older than the usual intermediate

age level.
Comment.

11. All things considered, I think an integration 1 t
scheme like this is a good idea. i I

Comment :
12. Prior to this year, how much contact A great Aeal
have yéu had with intellectually Some
handicapped children? Very little
Comment: None ‘

Finally, when you have completed the questionnaire, please return it in the

enclosed stamped, addressed, envelope as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX C

CATEGORY SYSTEM FOR PLAYGROUND BEHAVIOURS

Zone | .

Home room zorne

Library
Middle zone

Outer zone

Activitz

Formal/informal games

imstructured play

Commmication

Passive participation

Cnlooker/
Non-interactive

Social Unit

Solo
Pair

Group (non-
interactive)

Group (interactive)

.

in classroom or in immediately adjacent area.
located adjacent to classroom.

in areas within an approximate radius of 30 metres
of classroom.

in areas beyond an approximate radiis of 30 metres
of classroom.

games which require cooperative action, ranging
from those with formal sets of rules (e.q.,
cricket) to those with loose rules (e.g.,
"statues")

R
activities involving some measure of cooperative
action, but without an apparent "game" structure
(e.g., chasing, hiding, play fighting)

verbal and non-verbal communication is the focus
of the interaction but is not an integral part of
a game (e.g., talking together, being read to,
greeting); may be reciprocal or non-reciprocal.

in close physical proximity to, but not actively
participating with, a group or ancther person
{i.e. "tagging along").

observing on-going activity of others, no inter-
action with others (e.g., watching, wandering,
gazing into space).

a group of three or more individuals in which the
IH child is an onlocker or is non-interactive.

a group of three or more individuval: in which the
IH child is an active participant.

Composition of Social Units

Other IH children only
Teacher

Intermediate children

Contacts' Responses

Positive\
Negative)
Neutral

.

.

teacher alone or with other IH children in the group.

Intermediate child(ren) alone or together with
other IH children in the group.

accepting, welcoming response.
rejecting, punishing, ridiculing, teasing resporse.

neither clearly positive or negative, including
acceptance without overt encouragement;
ambiguous response.
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THE SPECIAL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL'S VIEW OF THE INTEGRATION PROJECT

) FACILITATING INIEGRATION IN THE SCHOOL SYSTEM,
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Facilitating Integration in the School System.

Recently a young male Downs Syndrome adult, in a group ahead of me, climbed
a narrow steep track to a Kauri dam in the Coromandel; I see sheltered
workshop employees selecting their library books at the Fublic Library;
Sperial School pupils a‘ttend holiday programmes run by our local Council;
sports’' clibs are accepting pecple with special needs. In New Zealand today
there 1s a trend toward including such peopie 1n many aspects of life - allowing \
them to have . hat the rest of us have always regarded ss normal experiences.
This trend 1s apparent, too, in our education system. Not only are we
. reviewing the educational needs of handicapped people and how these may lbest
be met, but also, where they should receive their education. With thinking in
this area'moving rapidly fromn exclusion tc inclusion, what better place to build
, a new schocl for intellectually handicapped children than on the grounds of a
regular school. :
A spirit of optimism was obvious in 1977 when the South Auckland
Education Board decided to take the bold-step and open a new school, Hamilton
North School for intellectually handicapped children, on the same can pus as the
rewly established St Andrews Intermediate. At the same time it was viewed
with excitement and some _feelir'lgs of trepidation. These were expressed in the
early stages by the teachers and parents of children in both schools. For the
intermediate children, and the majority of their parerts and teachers, the contact
with intellectually handicapped children was to . be a new experience. A large
group of people was faced with coming to grips with understanding sometinng
about the characteristics of students with special needs, ranging in age from
5-13 years, and learning to live with these characteristics for at least part
of the day. By sharing the same grounds, it was not envisaged that the two
schools would merely sit alongside each other but that there would be mterac.uon
between the two and the sharing of same facilities. ‘
Prior to the school's opening, the excitement of the parents of the

intellectually handicapped children was tempered by some concern that their

children may have difficulties in being accepted by other pupils, and in ccping

with bullying or teasing, adjusting to the new environment,, or that their

. "esence may be detrimental to brothers or sisters at the Intermediate schocl.
During my period of three and a half years as pnnmpal of Hamlton' North

. Schoel no major problems emerged. With now having been away from the schocl
for one year, I feel that 1 am 1n a good pesition to stand back and reflect on the

1
situation and to suggest ways of facilitating integration.

Integration Study by Waikato University.

As a teacher involved in such zﬁ{?roject, it is difficult to be com pletely objective
o 1bout what happened. A proposal from the University of Waikato, supported by
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the South Auckland Education Board and the Society for the Intellectually
Handicepped, to monitor and evaluate aspects during the first year offered
this objectivity, [he study examined, first, the attitudes of those involved in
the project and, secondly, the nature of the playground interaction of the
intellectvally handicapped children. (Mitchell, 1920).

Two questionnaires, one in the first week of the year and one fowards
the end of the year, were given to the Intermediate pupils and their teachers
and to the parents of both schools to ascertain their attitudes to the school.
Where possible, 1dentical or similar questions were asked for eacih group so
that the opinions of al'l those involved could be compared. (uestions were asked
regarding attitudes tcwards mtegratl'ng intellectually handicapped children
with non-handicapped children, the effects on both groups of children, and the
effects of mncluding intellectually handicapped children not within the usuai age
range of intermediate children. In addition, there were specific questions fer

each group.

People are ready tc accept differences.

'Had 1 been asked to predict the feelings of the aduits and children answering
the first questionnaire I would have badly underestimated how favourably
inclined they would be to accepting children with special needs. McMaster,
writing i England in 1973, stated that:

... few parents of normal children take kindly to the idea .
of real integration and most are antagonistic towards
any mnteraction or contact with the mentally handicapped...

. - McMaster, 1973. p.1l4.
This was not the case with the pupils, ’parents and teachers surveyed. [lhere
was acceptance-by the vast majority of them of something very different. How
easy 1t 1s to underestimate our society's willingness to accept people with
special needs. How easy it 1s to underestimate the openness and wisdom of
many intermediate age children. One Form 1 girl, for example, commented:

"Segregation is never good for the intellectually handicapped
as they don't learn the social skills of living with other
people."
[his acceptance of the need to provide opportunities for the intellectually
handicapped and non-handicapped children to mix with each other was mawntained
in the second questionnaire. A variety of reasons were put forward: | .
Intermediate children:

"Just 'cause we're normal and they ‘re not who says it's bad or
horrible to mix with them. ...it helps them when they leave
school. It might make them feel they aren't all that different.”

Intermediate: parents:

"Only through this can any child hope to accept other children
who are handicapped. These children are all part of the
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community and early integration will lead to a greater

acceptance on both sides in later life." ' .
Visitors to the school echoed these views and were frequently envious of the
opportunities available to both sets of children. A mother acccmpanying a
visiting Intermediate's sports team, for example, expressed surprise at the
obvious acceptance of Hamilton North children and wished her daughter's

school had the same arrangment,

Benefits in social, motor, and language areas.

There are many advantages for the 1ntellectually handlcabped child. Ninety
five per cent of the parents of handicapped children felt that their children

would benefit or had benefitted considerably from contact with children 1n a
regular school.

"My chiild now has more confidence to speak to others, can .
now go to shops without a note, less shy and more accepting

) of bis handicap."

"My child has grown up a lot; it's the best thing that's
happened to him, talks a lct better, ccnfidence in mixing
in crowds, an improved ability to cope in general."

Not only were cocial and language skills commented on, but attention was
drawn to unproved motor skills. One intermediate teache}*, for € cample,
noted an improvement 1n the intellectually handicapped children's independence,
motor skills and sharing 1 games. A Form ll Intermediate child stated:
"They have learnt how to play our types of games and
how to mix in with us."
These were all areas i which teachers working with the children had noticed
marked improvements. From very early on 1t was-fascinating watching the
pupils being tayght complicated games requiring an understanding of
procedures, of sccial and motor skills, and being accepted into games. Once
the rules were learnt no one was allowed to break them without much

discussicn ensuing.

Moving through the system.

Hamilton North pupils are exposed mainly tc the Intern ediate School system.

It may be preferable tc have them moving through the educational system from
kindergarten, primary school, intermediate school and high school like any

other child, When the questionnaire respondents were asked whether it was
worthwhile including older handicapped children 1n the Intermediate school

setting, the response was less enthusiastic than 1n cther questions. Inter-

mediate parents thought less of the idea than did their children (in the first
questionnaire 54.1 per-cent vs. 73,3 per-cent). On the second occasion, however,

the two groups had moved closer together (56.3 per-cent vs. 65.9 per-cent).
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Intermediate children became less sympathetic to the notion of older children
in the school. Most of the comments for not having older children centred on
concerns about their aggressiveress and supposed sexuality. (Fears that '
had been expressed to the Intermediate Principal prior tc the school opening).
It 1s worth noting that at the ture the second questionnaire was givan there
had been recent episodes of aggressive, unrezscnable bekaviour from a gfoup
of senior boys, but that we had no knowledge of any unacceptable sexual
behaviour. l

Less concern was e‘xpressed about the younger children being present.
Any that was erpressed centred more on the well-beiwng of the younger children -

than on their effect cn Intermediate pupils.

Sheltered environment vs. shared school grounds.

When the parents were asked 1f they thought the handicapped children would be .

happier 1n a more shelterad envircnment the majority of both sets of parernts
—re]ected this notion on both occasions. CUn the first occasion, only 23. 3
per-cent of the parents of intellectually handicapped cbildren agreed, with

some reservations, that this was true but by the end of the year there were
none who felt this way. One parent commented, "Our sdn hasn t teen )
happier, he 1s thriving" while another said, ""He hates to miss attending." Cne

intermediate parent said in the second questionnaire:

"We have no direct knowledge concerning any unhappiness.
Certainly from what our an is continually reporting, these
children are happy where they are.” -

‘Most mntermediate parents disagreed that their childrea were a bit scared of

- being among mtellectualiy handicapped childrer. The children were slightly
less emphatic but, nevertheless, in the majority of cases rejected the notion.
Those who admitted to being scared focussed again on rough and boisterous
behaviour. Many parents and children commented on changes in attitudes
throughout the year in the ‘direction of more acceptarice:

"Initally my daughter was afraid but has overccme this aimost
completely."

“ Not any longer, although he used tc be before attending St.
Andrews."

Everyone grows,

A significant change was noted between the twq questionnaires when the
intermediate children were asked if they were sure how tc talk to intellectually
handicapped children. On the first occasion, 45.5 per-cent said they were not
sure or had reservations, but by the second occasion this had dropped ' -
significantly to 26.6 per-cent. Comments were made on the necessity to adjust
language, to speak clearly, and on difficulties encountered with some of the
children's expressive language. Obvioucly, over the year, the intermediate

EMC children became much more skilled in this interaction,

oo /5.




TV J v

The final question put to everyone was whether they considered such a
scheme a good idea. According to the researcher (Mitchell, 1930), this
was intended to gauge the level of suppert for the project, after thinking
about several of the issues involv:d. A very high degree of support was
forthcoming. Two parents typified this when they said:

"l was not happy aboui the scheme at first but can see now

that it has advantages both for the handicapped and the -
non-handicapped.' (Parent of an intellectually handicapped

child).

"There should be more schools like St Andrews throughout
New Zealand. Only good could come of 8 scheme like this."
(Parent of an intermedjate child).

Advantage s and disadvantages

There are both advantayes and disadvantages in placing a school for
intellectually handicepped children 1n the same grounds as an intern.ediate. )
One disadvantage is the rapid tusnover of i)upﬂs in the latter school. Every
two yeafs approximately half the punils move on to College. Lvery year,
pupils’ friends leave and every year adjustuients have to be made by each

group. In the long term, however, this couid be an advantage. Changing groups

. of adolescents are learning more about interacting with others who are

different from themselves. They are learning greater acceptance through
regular real-life situations.
These real-life situations were not confined to the rlayground, Every
week the whole school attended two assemblies 1n St Andrews, ore cf these
being a community singing assembly. Every year pupils went to cooking and
woodwork classes in St Andrews. These classes catered each week for
eight pupils in separate classes aqd eight in classes working with inter- |
mediate pupils. As there wera changes in those participating from year to
year, over twenty of the pupils had been in both woodwork and ccoking classes.
Two pupils attended a weekly art and craft ‘class for a year, and frcm
time tc time there was participation in physical education and sports activitics.
Theatre and music groups were visited by both schools, Teachers from the
Special School have taken a Yoga Club, French and Drama in the Intermediate -
drama succeésfully drawing pupils from both schools. And so the list goes on....
As the children in the intermediate covered such a narrow age range,
opportumties to bring in and to visit qher schools 1n the community were
welcocmed. As part of a General Studies programme, for example, senior
students from one city college visited cne zfternoon a week cver four week
periods throughout the year. Senior students from.another high school coached
groups of students in soccer skills. For most of these students 1t was their
first opportunity to establish interactive relationships with intellectually

handicapped people of their own age. In many cases teachers found that they had
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to be taught interactive skills. There was frequently a tendenty on the

student's part to reinforce sccially unagdeptable behaviour.

~e

What of the Future?

The U.S.A. Public Law 94-142 emplasizes that children with special needs
should be educated 1n the "least restrictive environment” fer each individual.
When two schools share the same campus an opportunity to provide such an
environm ent oc\curs. The children are, in effect, part of the regular school i
system as well as the special education system. They mix with children in a
regular school, have models of behaviour and "teachers" aplenty, plus the
use of facilities such as a gymnasium, a well equipped Library and mult:-
purpose room that most smaller special schools would have difficulty in o
providing. Yet, within the special education facility, they are able to
participate 1n programmes tailored to meet their individual needs.
The potential for integration has, however, only been tapped - not yet

fully exploited. Speaking at the First Neational Conference for excepuonal

L
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Children in May, 1980, Proféssor Winterbourn stated that the success of any -
innovation depends to a large extent on the overall atmosphere or ethos of

the school. This overall atmosphere or ethos of a school is a matter of
significance when considering the success, or otherwise, of integrated or
segregated patterns. We should ensure 1n any regular school where mtegrduon
1s being attempted, that not only the teachers but also the ancillary staff and
perhaps most unportantly that the prmc;pals themselves, understand how to
cater for intellectually handicapped clnldren in a caring realistic way. Most
of these people have had no experience or formal training with such children,
Not only do they need well organized inservice ccurses to learn about the ¢
educational requirements of such children but, they also need someone with
whom they can discuss their attitudes, feelings and, in some cases, fears,

As weil as support of a more general nature they need easy access to back-up
resource personnel for assistance in programming, management techniques
and support of a more general naturg.

The principal and/or teacher primarily responsible for the child with
special needs can previde much of this support, however, in the majority of
special education facilities bott have full-time teaching roles. lhe integration
of exceptional children, whether 1t be partial or full-time 1. not like Newton's .
Cradle. Once set 1n motwon it does not just continue w ithout a hitch. It
requires preparation, regular consuitation, and the opportunities to smpoth out
problems as they arise. There must te some release from full-time teai’nmg
1f the opportunities for integrating .ch11dren‘ into a regular setting are to be
grasped and developed full

GO
ool




.

Integration of excegticnal children may be viewed by some as a way of
ilighten'mg the load:of the special education teacher. Not S0, 10r extra
responsibilities are assumed. It is essential that the teacher 1s clear 1n 3&
his or her own mind about what they expect children to get from a programme

In a regular school, that they can convey this*along with very specific
information about the child tc the regular classroom teacher, and that they can
analyse and develcp some of the skills necessary to ensure success 1 an ’
Integrated programme.  Many regular classroom teachers have found,

for example, that "special education children" have difficulty 1n working
independently. Glazzard (1981) offers a range of activities for teaching
students to work without teacher supecvision.

As there are different responsibilities in schools where integration
1s enccuraged, positions, when advertised,should state quite clearly the
nature of both schools and the teachers' responsibilities toward furthering
integration. Rather than feeling uncomfortable and possibly even resentful
in such a situation teachers should choose to work in it.

Finally, children cannét be taught to function in a community rsclated
from it. Some form of integration is essential. We, as parents and teachers,
must be prepared to take well calculated risks, to experience frustrations
as well as success, if we believe that in the long term the children we are
working with will truly benefit. In doing so0, we must watch how we, as v
adults, go about this, We use labels to Segregate people. Labels emphasise
differences than sunilarities. Childreg with special needs 1n the school system
are more like other children than they are different from them. Two comments
made by intermediate pupils, who were more aware of the similarities than

the differences, serve as reminders.

"Tony lives near us. Ididn't know he was handicapned
y dn't kr PI
until ! saw hum at th1s school.

"What's wrong with Susan? 1 can't understand why she's
called handicapped - 1 just can't."
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