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ABSTRACT B

Fourteen Sites attempting to integrate 245 severely

handicapped students (aged 3-22) with non-handicapped children were

examined. Trained observers recorded social interaction between

handicapped and non-handicapped students, incorporating macroscopic._

and microscopic views. Adaptive behavior of each S was also measured,

as was teacher and Séb6§l,§ﬁpp6xt*garﬁigtggrg;ié@iﬁﬁaaiti6ﬁal data

were gathered from Individualized Education Programs .(IEPs), measures

of non-handicapped students’ attitudes, state level information

requested by the U.S. Department of Education; analysis of state
certification practices, and responses to a previously conducted
survey of state support for the severely handicapped. Results

-indicated_that integration defined in. terms of social behavior
occurred in each of the sites, with the degree of integration_

statistically related to information about six factors: antecedent
factors of the state and local education agency, people present in

the environment when integrated; organization of the environment,
rate of social input from non-handicapped students, degree of support

for interaction from the teacher; and the teacher's sducational
planning process. The social behavior of severely handicapped Ss

‘differed depending on whether the behavior was directed to other
severely handicapped students or to non-—handicapped students: The
- . degree of integration was related both to the proportion of

objectives achieved on the target students' IEPs and to the attitudes

of non-handicapped students. Effects on severely handicapped and .

non-handicapped students revealed that integration can be a positive

part of the educational program for severely handicapped students.
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— * CHAPTER I

;;}EGRATION OF SEVEREEY HANDiGAPPED STUDhNTS

I.I ﬂﬂi,iﬂiﬁﬁkﬁiiﬁﬁ,?ﬁﬁ SEVERELY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS?

Giiiian is a nine-year—old Down's syndrome girl. attending regular

primary school in Cheshire;, England. She is not a typical wa&}s syndrome

child. First,; she had atypical levels of assistance during her 1nfancy and

early childhood. ' When she was identified as a Down's syndrome infant she

was immediately referred-to & project at the University of Manchester

(Cunningham, 1979), _ which began developmental assessment every six weeks

for thé first year of life. During this time Gitiian's parents were able

to obtain from the reSearchers a better understanding of both what is_known

and what is not known about the prcgnostic impilcatlons of haV1ng Down's

syndrome. This information dispelled some of their worst fears that

Giliian's life would be one of total dependency, progressing very little
beyond- a prechooler's level of development. .When Gillian was 3 years old

she wWas enrolled in the Anson House preschool project at the University of

- Manchester. There Gillian and her parents had the cpportunity to interact
with_ nonhand1capped children both at similar developmental 1levels and at

similar chronological - ages. Finally, Gillian is unique for a Down's

syndrome child in that She has done very well academicaily and has obtained

normal reading achievement scores and lags by only one year in mathematical

achievement. The reason we begin this final .report with' a_ story about

Gillian, is that she epitomizes the dilemma of a persSon striving to succeed

. and become a part of society when she has a handicapping condition which
7has traditionally been associated,with failure,and dependency.

In schoolﬂ the tlass had been discu331ng the Lecnard Arthur trial, a
court case in which an obstetrician was accused of kiiilng a baby because

the infant had wan s Syndrome and, therefore; according to Dr. Arthur,

very little developmental potentiai: In the course of the discussion one

of the children turned to Gillian and said, "You were one of those mongols
when you were a baby wWeren't you, Gillian?" Gillian replied indlgnantly. .
fjol ; wasn't:" Upon returning home Gillian related the incident to her

mother who gently explained the nature of Down's Syndrome and the fact that
Gillian had it. Gillian listened attentively. After a moments thought she

said, "Well, if they ask .again I'll still tell them i'm not."

-1 =
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Rationale - 4, ~ Page I-2

Gillian was exceptional in having developed the social and cognitive

= ' skills typically required within a regular school setting. She earned her
: way into a normalized setting:. Yet, it is difficult to separate the skills
! Which sShe uses from the situations in which those skills are required.

Typically, Downs' Syndrome students do not exhibit such skills nor are they

» typically in sSituations in which the skills are naturally and at times

Q . jimplicitly demanded. Consider a second.case, a Scene which was observed
during collection of data in one of the 46 schools evaluated by this
project: ‘

. Lisa is a five jear old multi-handicapped child attending an
integrated preschool class in a regular public School. Lisa has no speech
nor has she control over her trunk or Iower limbs.  She has rudimentary

fine motor SKills and requires total assistance in feeding, dressing and
toileting. Lisa is the first to arrive. Her .teacher removes her ‘f%bﬁ ‘a

u

wheelchair and places her on_a mat and bolster at the center of the free
play area just as the-other students begin to arrive:. Lisa's face beams as

she sees her classmates enter the room. 'Several children greet her as they

scurry by putting their- belongings away and selecting toys to play. with.

Two children approach Lisa and sit beside her on the mat. She smiles and
laughs as they tickle and talk to her. When music period begins, Lisa 1is

_piaced in a Special chair with trunk and leg supports. Her chair is

positioned within the music circle alongside the chairs of her classmates.

AS the teacher instructs the students on the lyrics and hand motions of the

new song, Lisa watches the teacher and the children seated beside her
imitating the Song's movements. As the song begins, the other children

clap to the music as Lisa watches. A girl seated beside her turns and
smiles at Lisa. She exaggerates ‘her own motions encouraging Lisa o
participate. As Lisa then Slowly begins to clap her hands both Siiile with

mutual enjoyment of a shared experience.

. To advocates of integration; this scene répresents an opportunity for

iiproved social development, through interaction with competent peers .
(Bricker, 1978; Hartup, 1978; Youniss, 1980: Rubin & FRoss, '1982). o

has been argued that these opportunities are an entitlement of every child
and should be afforded as long as no harm_ ensues tVincent; Brown, &
Getz~Sheftel, 1981). Opponents contend that integrated environments may,
in fact, be harmful by subjecting severely handicapped students to possible

. rejection or ridicule and by overtaxing the educational system's ability to
provide necessary Support _ Services in  diverse regular. _éducation
environments (Burton & Hirshoven, 1979).  Though the debate continues,

empirical evidence of the effects of integration is. preliminary at best
(Stainback & Stainback, 1981; Peck & Semmell, 1982; Tawney; 1981). In
the absence of evidence to substantiate harm, it behooves professionals to
look beyond. the traditional, _segregated environments to discover
opportunities which might be available within the larger social system of
the school or community. This is not to negate the need for maintaining or.

expanding the level of therapeutic services provided to date. Ratner with
the supports of law, litigation and educational/developmental research,
there is a a need to exténd current notions of appropriate environments and
educational goals for severely handicapped students to encompass greater

social realities. It is only through exposure to a broad range of

11
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environments and empir1ca1 studles of the effects. of such environments on

students behavior and development that the impact of integration can_ _truly _

be measured. (Peck & Semmell, 1982): Exceptional cases such as Gillian or
Helen_Keller or Dick Boydeii (Nova,; 1982) have led to the belief that

handicdpped children should be provided with an _appropriate public

education in the least restrictive environment. Most of our professional
'e;perience and judgement tells us just how atypical_ such cases are. Many
children with the same genetic or similar biological conditions do not

advance So well or give much cause for opti~ism. Lisa is such a case. She

May not astound US as a Success Story in the same way as Gillian or Helen

Reller, yet, relative to her typical beﬁavicr. the degree of awareness of

and participation in her soecial environment is exceptional. Professionals

orking - with severely handicapped’ poputatidns have "rarely had the

opportunity to see such students outside of the therapeutic. environments
which have been created for them. Such environments are certainly primary

and necessary components of effective education for severely handicapped
.- students.  However; we should systematically Seek to discover the

opportunities which mlght be available in the larger social system of

School and community, before concluding that such opportunities do not
exist, that. 1ntegration is not a p0551bility.

Support for studids tc socially validate the effects of integration by

examining‘the contexts in which educational goals are best achieved has its.

roots in ecological research (Bronfenbrenner; 1977). From this wWwork there

_has been increasing realization that behavior is a function of a dynamic
interaction with forces in the environment and thus it must be studied

within the context in_which it occurs._ _(Brooks & Baumeister, 1977; Scottj

19807 Rogers-Warren & Wedel, 1980). If real -progress is to be made 1in

.evaluating integration, then it must begin by identifying environmental -

factors which influence integration. Toward . this end, the project to

conduct a national evaluation of integration of severely handicapped
students was designed.

”mmg project to be described provides an initial empirical’ basis for
discovering the . opportunities for severely handicapped ‘students® in
integrated school and community settings. The project is unique in that it

examined a large number of Severely handicapped students (N = 245)

‘integrated in a_wide variety_ of different school and ccmmunity settings.

Fourteen school distriets located in 9 states were Invoived. The'project
is also unique in its ecological scope (Guralnick, 1982). "It was' designed

to eéxamine factors which,might facilitate integration at various levels of

the educational process: These factors included information. from the

state, district, school, teacher; and individual student. The criterion
for integration was the observed rate of interaction between handicapped
~and nonhandicapped students. Our presumption was that whatever integration
was and whatever might be accomplished through integration, it at the very
least had to involve the opportunity for interdction with ncnhandieapped
" people other than the therapeutic agents usually found in speciai classes

and special schools. The direct measurement of such interactions was: thus

central to three themes of the project: 1) describing the degree and

- quality of integration, 2) discovering factors which significantly account
for integraticn.,3) examxnrng the impact of integration on the severely

¥
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handicapped student's educational program and upon nonhandicapped student's
attitudes toward the handicapped. -

.11 CURRENT EDUCATIONAL POLICY FOR SEVERELY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

' Tne Education. for ALl Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142) requires
that all children have access to free appropriate public education in the

least restrictive setting: The least restrictive setting 1 a concept
which “requires definition for_ each ‘handicapped child. There are large

differences in professional opinion regarding the boundaries within which
these 1individualized definitions. might fall  (Burton & Hirshoren, 19793
Sontal, Certo, & Button, 1979).__ From, the perspective of normalization

(Wolfensberger,; 1972) the least restrictive setting would be ong offering
the "normal" range of opportunities and experiences to which children of a
given age have access such that these experiences do not provide an
impediment to the handicapped child's édUCétibhél_gdals;LiPuiné Law 9u-142
places the burden of proof upon the educator to demonstrate that any

exclusionary educational placements__are: in the best ‘interest of the
handicapped child.  Although PL gh=142 w?g;fg}garly an outgrowth of
increased acceptance of the concept of normalization (Bricker; 1978), the

confusion remains as to . whether "least restrictive alternative" implies

-integration of handicapped children (Meyers, MacMillan, & Yoshida, 1975):

This confusion is aptly expressed in the fact that the largest number of

complaints to the U.S. _ Department of Education, Speecial  Education
Programs, regard the least restrictive environment issue (U.S:0.E:,; 1982).
The possibility of: integrating severely and  profoundly - handicapped.
individuals has generally been ignored except in the most innovative school

~—systems (Galloway & Chandler, 1978; Sailor & Haring, 1977; . Stainback ¥
Stainback, 1981). ) ' -

~ 'As with any form of social integration, the integration of handicapped
individuals within _Society can occur in many different degrees and forms.
Integration c¢an involve merely the physical presence of members. fronm
different groups on the same premises. By this standard the pre-Civil War
! South might be regarded -as having  been racially . well  integrated.
Obviously, a uiore desirable form of integration includes not only physical
integration but also integration in terms of social interactions. The
idealized endpoint’ of the continuum of integration in education has been
embodied in the concept of mainstreaming (Kaufman, Gottlieb, -Agard, &
Kukic, 1975)- Mainstreaming implies the physical; social, and educational

"integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.  The ‘mainstreamed
handicapped child would not only be on the same physical premises as the
nonhandicapped child; he/she would also interact with the nonhandicapped
ohild. 1In addition, the handicapped child would participate in the same
educational context as the nonhandigapped child although the educational

goals and educational process -might be adapted to accommodate the

) handicapped child. Logically, mainstreaming would appear to be ; one’
definition of the "least restrictive alternative with restrictions being
placed on the amdunt and types of integration only as such restrictions are

justified as the' necessary cost of achieving particular educational goais.

-1 -
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For most severely handicapped students the goal of mainstreaming will not
be possible ' since the educational .goals and processes must be modified

considerably for this population. However, social and physical integration

may be po551b1e for severeiy handicapped students without sacrificing

- educational goals:

I.II.A Conceptions Of Integration Influence Evaluation Of Integration

-Tne way in which one conducts an evaluation of the integration of

severeiy handicapped students in regpiar educationai settings depends upon

___one's basic presumptions about the goals of such integration. . Three

perspectives on the goais of integration have emerged -‘as points of
departure for an. evaluation of integration of severely handicapped

students. The three perspectives are:

1. Integration is an educational tool for - achieving
curriculum goals for handicapped students.

2. Integration is a legal right which can only be
restricted when the benefits of such restrictlons are
defined and monitored. :

3. Integration is a societal goal in and of itseifa

_ These are related perspectives and the conduct of one's evaluation
Will be. influenced more. by the relative Weight assxgned to each perspective

rather than acceptance of one perspective to the exclusion of the other

two. We will briefly review these three perspectives and their iﬁpiicatlon

for the type of evaluation design which one might employ if any one of them

was -given precedence over the others:

I.II.A.1  Intégration As An Educational Tool: = = This pe[SpegtiveW is that

1ntegrat1on of severely handicapped ‘Students can Dbe Justified in termsrof

the skills dchieved through integration. For example. it has been argued

cogently that severely handicapped students will not learn (Brown,
Nietupski ;. & Hamre—Nietupski 1976) nor will they generalize (Stokes &

Bear, 1977) if "they 'are not taught in settings which include
nonhandicapped students. It has also been argued that one major reason for
integration 1is that ngnhandieappegf,studgntsj can act as role?modeis,for
handicapped students ({(Bricker, 1978). : These positions .are, certainly

justifiable on logical grounds. However, they -have not been strongly
substantiated by emp1rica1 demonstration of the effects of integration per
sSe. Integration -which includes structuring of  the integrated context

and/or training of nonhandicapped students (Stainback & Stainback, 1981)

can lead to positive educational changes.:

1l
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The danger of viewing integration primarily as an educational tool is,
that a) integration was not instituted as a social policy on these grounds
and b) integration without additional programs for facilitation of social
interactions does not Seem to fuction as an educational tool. Presumably
if integration of severely handicapped students is an educational _tool
among others then integration should be based and evaluated primarily in
‘terms of efficiency. If ‘educational objectives can be achieved more
rapidly by teachers of the severely handicapped in nonintegrated settings

or if integration contributed little to a severely handicapped student's

program (which might be slow in any context) then integration would not be

defensible from this technological perspective.

I.II.A.2 Integration As A Legal Right. - From the perspective of legal
rights, integration of . severely handicapped students is guarded by the U.S.
Constitution and is further elaborated by statutes and legal precedents.
Tne. major court cases of the 1970's (P.A;R:C:  vs: Commonwealth of '

pennsylvania, Wyatt vs, Stickney) viewed handicapped individuals as United
States citizens entitled to equal protection under the law and due process
considerations for any exclusions from such protection. Thus, if education-

is provided for U.S. children within a certain age range, it must be
provided for all such children (PL a4-142).  Furthermore,  although
additional sService may be necessary to accommodate severely handicapped

students in educational settings due process must.be used in making such
recommendations and restrictions on the handicapped student's contact with
other students and school resources must be justified on the basis ‘of the
benefits to the handicapped student. :

B The perspective of legal rights makes it incumbent  upon the
Wrestrictor® of a student's activities to justify such restrictions. The

student is viewed as student first with fthandicapped". being appropriately

used as an adjective rather than a noun; Thus students who are handicapped
don't have to "earn" their way into public School environments since their

right to be in such environments is now protected by law. Restrictions on

this right must be defended by sSchool officials on the basis of the

Students' best interests.

~ One danger of the legal rights perspecitive is that it often relies
upon an  active advocacy . on behalf of the student to maintain the status
accorded by law. Many students have no strong advocate. Alternatively,
the student's right to be in the least restrictive environment may be

compromised by the apparent largesse of some ﬁbﬁiﬁtégrétedigqytronments; A
specially built school or institution with specially trained staff hold a
 continuing enticement for those advocates. who fought to have it
established. If the student's advocates take the view that the student

must be protected from Society then .it will be, difficult to invoke . the
student's legal rights to be part of society: ;

N
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I.1I:4;3 Integration #s 4 -Societal Goal. - This perspective  views

integration as a goal toward which society should strive. Thus the extent

to -which a society is assimilating the heterogeneous needs of all_ its

members is the degree to which it justifies its existence (Dewey,7]916)
This perspective stems from a philosophy of normalization ' (WOlfenberger.

1972) and from the notion that partial participation in society is a

possibility which progressively can be achieved by handicapped individuals

(Brown et al., 1976; Brown et al., 1980). From this perspective the goal

of any educational program would be to increase handicapped people's

participation in . their community and to increase their ability to

independently function within the community.  Restrictions in  such

participation will be inevitable for the severely handicapped student; but

educators must now clearly articulate the benefits which removal from the
mainstream will in fact produce.

We will turn now to a review of the literature ~on the,social behavior

of Severely handicapped students in integrated versus segregated settings:

The purpose of this review will be to prOV1de the context within which the

present evaluation model was ccnceived and to provide the basis for our

prioritization of the three purposes of integration for severely

handicapped students.

I.IfI REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON INTEGRATION OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

When one is faced with reviewing a literature in which  1ittle well

Lontrolled resedreh - has been conducted there seems to be two potential

directions: The first is simply to state that in this case well-controlled

studies of integration of severely. handicapped students in  regular

educational and . community settings have not been reported  in _ the
literature. This is true. The satisfied reader may proceed to the first

six pages of Chapter 2 and then to Chapter 3 on the methods employed for
this evaluation of integration of severely handicapped students. .

The second approach is to review the research literature which touches

upon major ,themes potentially relevant to integraticn of severely

handicapped students although such literature may have differed in

important respects. We have chosen to broadiy review studies whioh have

involved 1ntegration of 1less severely handicapped ,or nonhandicapped

students of different ages in educational settings as well as experimental

studies in 1laboratory and - preschool  settings which might differ
considerably from the regular education and community settings which We
proposed to study. We took this approach in the " spirit of: integration

which seeks first an understanding of commonalities around which

appreciation of and questions about differences might uItimater be
phrased.

In the remainder of this chapter we will review the critical nature of

social skills to the process of defining handicaps. Then we will turn to

‘the few studies which have looked at the soecial interactions of severely

handicapped students in integrated and segregated settings.

—7‘




Rationale ' c , - | . Page I-8

I.III.A Social Skills As A Definition Of Handicap

At a fundamental level the classification of a person as handicapped

is a dynamic process. The classification process has two aspects. First;
there is some difference in the person which elicits _a response from
others. The difference can be biological, experiential or most likely a
combination of both. However; in addition. to some .difference in the
person; the concept of a handicap implies’ a specific kind of social

response to the difference. ”sﬁééifiééilyi,impartant,,aégf powerful people
(relative to the person with™ the difference) in the labeled- person's

ecology predict that such an individual will have iimitations in _the type
of commerce . which is possible within social environments. For people
classified as severely handicapped there 1S ample confirmation of this
prediction and indeed. significant assistance from other peopie is necessary
in order for Severely handicapped people to function. Thus, it is a social
response ‘to differences which 1is:inherent in definition of handicapping
conditions. . - :

Historically, the definition of handicaps has been in terms of = social

 skill deficiencies rather than psychometric ‘criteria (Bialer; 1977). Thus,
B the severity of a handicap has been in terms of ‘the degree  to which_ an
individual needed the mediation of ‘another person in order to be in society.
(Tredgold, 1937). The greater the required mediation by ~others, the
greater the severity of the handicap. Several people have reviewed the
historical forces through which mental retardation emerged as a societal-
‘response to individuals_ whose social skills were inadequate or different

(Sarason & Doris, 1979; Gould, 1981; Wolfenberger; 1972):

Hobbs (1966: 1975) has proposed a model of classification which is

based -upon Social competence defined within an interactive system. Thus,
the definition of a handicap is a relative, concept which requires analysis-
not only of the behavior of the child, but also of the social ecology of
the child and of the resources necessary to ameliorate the handicap. .Hobbs
emphasizes that the ameliorative process can and Should focus on changing
the demands of the environment as well as on changing the child. From this
perspective the person is' not classified as handicapped but rather his
behavior is classified as-handicapped within é_ébéé;fic,égq}gg;cai context.

The degree: of handicap increases as the number of contexts for which the
person has no appropriate behavior increasaes. The contextual and cultural
relativity of handicaps has been recognized increasingly in the past ‘decade
(Feuerstein, 1979, 1980; Mercer, 1970). - ' : '
~ From this perspective 1dtér0éntian7;g’Ehé"EBéiéi development . of the
handicapped student must focus on_ the processes by which the child's

interactions become more complex @s well as upon the processes by which the
child's social network progressively changes the definition of acceptable .

social behavior. Although skills which are a ‘necessary part of social
development may be taught in situations outside of the social context .
(Cooke & Apolloni, 1976;  Fredericks; Baldwin, Grove, Moore, Riggs, '&

Lyons, 1968), it 1is not clear  that they will be used appropriately in

everyday situations (Beveridge & Brinker, 1980; Beveridge & Tatham, 1976

Brown, et al:, 1976; Stokes & Baer, 1976): Moreover, the relevant aspects .

-8 - : ;
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* of these skills may not be found in a task analysis of the egillé

themselves, but rather in an ‘analysis of .aspects of the interactive

contexts in wh1ch the Skills should be used (Brinker, in p;éss: ‘Lewis;

1977). Thus, . the development of  soéial skills requires an analysis of
interactions in natural social contexts. However, a professional consensus
is emerging. that as the number of contexts within which an 1ndividual can
interact increases and as the complexity,,ofrisoclal interactions within

contexts increases, the level of an individual's handicap decreases.

I.III:B Segregated Special Education

Educational poiicy in England, Scotland. and Wales has resulted 'in a

(Educationally Subnormal Severe; ESN(S) ) and moderately handicappedu
students (Educationally  Subnormal . Moderate. ESN(M)}. A number of
researchers have observed the_ 1interactions which take place between

children in_ ESN(S) schools (Swann & Mittler.i1976‘ Beveridge & Berry,

1977:; Beveridge & Evans.r1978 Beveridge, Spencer, & Mittler; 1978):

They have generally found that there is a very low Ievei of 1nteract10n in

-such environments. For example; in two cIassrooms for 5 to 10 year old

children only 10 and 6 intéractions were initiated respectively.\by any

child in the group (between six and eight children) during four hours “of

observation (Beveridge & Berry, 1977).. ‘These .groups_.did not include"
profoundly handicapped children. In ESN(S) classrooms _children between 10
and 15 years of age (N_ = 14) in1tiated on the average 20 interactions in an
hour (range 1 to 60, SD = 15). 1In both studies all verbal and nonverbatl

interactions were recorded. It is interesting to compare this data to that

collected by Brinker using the method reported in  Brinker & Goldbart

(1981). . All ‘the children in that study were under 5 years of age and
particlpated in an integrated preschool intervention program at. th§

University of Manchester in England . (Hogg; 1979). The Down's. sSyndrome

children in that study used an average 47 single word and 25  multiword

utterances -in one hour period. Severely handicapped children used an
average 22 single word and 12 multiword utterances in one hour. . Sibce the
data reported by the Beveridge group has been replicated several times, the
implication would be that the preschool . ch11dren. most of _whom wouid

eventually be classified administratively as ESN(S). would _show no

significant increase in their verbal interactive behav1ors for the  next 5 -

to 10 years of their life. The important point is that at age five some

school appropriate 1anguage behavior was used in an ‘integrated. preschool

'9°9§?§§,,bUt may not be required in a context in which only severely
handicapped ch;idren are present. . Beveridge and Tatham (1976) have shown

that the language competence of severely handicapped adolescents was not
being demonstrated in their daily . interactions at school. However

teaching role-taking skllls d1d facilitate these children's utitization of

their language skills at school. Finally. Beveridge and Hurrell (1979)

demonstrated” that very few verbal initiations by severely handicapped

children were responded to by teachers in: ESN(s) schools.

il
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This documentation of the socIally restrictive nature of segregated

special scnools has not been brightened by data demonstrating the positive

benefits of segregated special education ' for handiéapped children in

America (Dunn, 1968; Filler, Robinson; Smith, Vincent-Smith, Bricker; &

Bricker, 1975): The importance of ‘one-to-one instruction for severely

handicapped children is almost universally accepted (Sailor & Haring,
1977). However. the possibility that severely handicapped 1nd1v1duals

could learn from appropriately constructed social routines which inelude
other children has largely been ignored. very ‘little  of the available

research about Sseverely handicapped students describes the differences and

reguiarities ‘of their behavior as a function of their typical - social and

physical .environment (Brinke'; in press,; Beveridge. & Brinker. 1980' Brooks_

& Baumeister, 1977: Stainback & Stainback, 1981) . Nevertheless;, the

development of. social skills which are used in, the right sociai contexts is

perhaps the fundamental educational need of severely handicapped
individuals.

f.iff C Children's. Béhav1orflnrlnteg:ated Settings'

There has been very little research on_the interactions ‘which occur

-Wwhen handicapped and - nonhandicapped ch11dren are integrated in school.

what has been done has primarily concentrated on’ mildly to moderately

handicapped children or preschool children (Jones. Gottixeb -Guskin, &

Yosh1da.,1978. Guralnick; 1982; Porter, Ramsey, Tremblay; Iaccobo. &

Crawley, 1978). The rationale for the benefits for handicapped children of

integration is considerably clearer than the documentation of such benefits

(Bricker; " 1978; Guralnick, 1978). The major arguments Would 1nclude. a)

handicapped children may learn. new behaviors by imitating behavior of

nonhandicapped peers; b) nonhandicapped children would offer a wide range

of challenging experiences ‘from which the handicapped child may have-.been

sheltered but which may, nevertheless, be necessary for development; c).

nonhandicapped children provide teachers and therapists with developmental

models which will improve__their. understanding of the —~patterns and

variations in development. A11 of these potential Dbenefits presume some

degree of interaction or the opportunity for 1nteract1on between

handicapped and nonhandicapped students. '

“In general. studies have shown that the mere physical Integracion of

severely handicapped children with nonhandicapped children does not result

in positive behavioral &hanges in either . group (Bell, 1977; Devonney,
Guralnick.r & 7Rub1n. 197%; __ Fredericks,. Baldwin, Grove, Moore;._ Riggs, &

Lyons, 1978; Preninger, 1H68) After such integration; there will not,

necessariiy. be an incraase 1n interaction such that the hand1capped

children could learn by modeling the nonhandicapped ¢hild~en or- such ‘that

nonhandicapped children will develop a ‘more nurturing, caring attitude

towards children different from themselves. Several investigators have

found - that nonhandicapped children 1nteract more frequentiy with other

nonhandicapped children 1in integrated settings (Porter et al.. 19783 -
Michell, 1979; Ray. 1974): S
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Gampel Gottiieb and Harrison (1971 demonstrated that mildly retarded

* children who were integrated into regular classes when compared to. children

whe remained in sneciai classes; a) emitted fewer 'negative. verbalizations

peers, b) were the 'brunt . :of fewer negative verbalizations, and c)

em1tted more prosocial behavior relative to their own behavior in a

segregated gpecial class prior to beIng integrated..

" The behav1ora1 ‘studies both in preschooi and school settings lead to

the conclusion that settings which include handicapped and nonhandicapped

chiidren have a wider range of stimulation which could _be potentially
beneficial to .handicapped children.  This wider range of opportunity is
particularly dramatic when placed in contradistinction to the _studies by
Beveridge and colleagues conducted in the segregated special schools of
England. However; merely placing children together .inm the same context

' does not guarantee that these opporutnities will, in fact, be actualized.

To our knowledge, no studles actually measure.-- the amount of time that

handicapped and nonhandicapped children spend together during the schooil

day nor the. different contexts and Settings in which interactions may

. geecur, - This descriptive information is important to obtain since certain

731tuatiens may facilitate interaction whereas others-may restrict it.

-1 -
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CHAPTER II

EVALUATING THE INTEGRATION OF SEVERELY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

PRIORITIES GF SPECTIVES

Our relative weighting of the three perspectives on intégration is (from
important to less important) : . . :

1. lntegration is primarily a social goal

2. Integration is a legal right

3. Integration 1S an educational tuol

We have four major reasons for this ordering of perspectives. = First, we.
believe that integration of severely handicapped students is a much broader
concept than either the issue of educational technology or the current laws

- of the U.S. A. Integration is more apprcprtately regarded as one aspect of

normalization philosophy and as such revolves around issues of who belongs

to society and the contingent benefits of such belonging. Secondly; the

legal status of least restrictive environment was ‘established upon the

broader principles .of human rights and the general,protection of human

rights under the. Constitution of the United States. Third, it is premature

.to evaluate integration as an educational technology since very little is

known at eithér a theoretical or empirical level about the nature and

functions of peer versus adult interactions in schools. Little attention ::

has been. given to the similarities ‘and. differences between interactions in

Which one peer is elevated to the status of tutor and interactions in ‘which

‘peers develop their own status hierarchies. Fourth; the field~ of special

education badly needs a description of the variety of integration currently
being. achieved rather than a premature set .of ‘"best .practice" standards

-~ based "upon very l1ittle experience with integration of a wide: age range of

children in schools (Stainback & Stainback 1981).

This fourth reason - for ordering integratrion perspEctives at this’ tIme

'ﬁith relatively less weight given to integration as an educational tool  is

~to avoid the mistakes of some educational evaluations of the past’ Any

‘ educational in vation shouId be carefully described prior to its elevation

,,,,,,

Hopefully, discussion of the
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impact of integration will not have the same roots as the furor over early

compensatory education: A premature summative -evaluation of the impact of
early education based exclusively on achievement data led d. McVicker Hunt

(1969) to question, "Has compensatory education failed? = Has it Dbeen
attempted?" 1If integration 'is evaluated as.an educational technology at

this point I predict that Someone will need to repeat .Hunt's argument

replacing rthé,warqs,?eafxbfggiiaﬁééa education" with the words "integrated:-

education for the severely handicapped.":

II.II EVALUATION PLAN: OVERVIEW

An overview of the general evaluation model is presented in Figure 1.

The purpose of the model is 1) to determine which contextual variables (the
jeft-hand box in the Ffigure) predict the degree of integration of sSeverely

handicapped children (middle box), and 2) to determine the extent to which
the degree and quality of integration tmiddle box) predicts the educational

and attitudinal impact on children (right-hand box in Figure 1.

B A A A . : c

Educational Context . ' |Degree and | Educational and
-} Quality of Attitodimal

1. antecedent variables Integration Impact on
2. concurrent variables B . _ Children

' Figure 1. General Evaluation Model

II.III SPECIFIC EVALUATION MODEL g

" The specific variables considered within the proposed evaluation are
presented_ in Figure 2. _The major premise of the proposed evaiuation model

is that the evaluation of peer interaction shouild constitute the central

fddus for the study of integration: The eXtent to which handicapped. -

children have the opportunity to interact with nonhandicapped children a1
the extent to .which interactions occur when given the opportunity is the

Cxtent to which @ School is integrated. Regardless of the! benefits of
integration, - if a school considers itself integrated, there should be

evidence of handicapped and nonhandicapped children interacting or at least
‘having the opportunity to interact, The purpose of the evaluation will be
to determine the extent to which aspects of the eéducational context are.

predictive 'of the dégree of integration and subsequently; to determine the
extent to which degree of integration is predictive of academic and
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attitudinai changes in children. We will review in turn the variables

which describe a) the degree and quality of integration, b) the educationa]

context for integration, and c¢) the impact of integration on children.

II.III.A Degree And Quality Of Integnatioa

For'our purpoSes, the degree of integration wiil be defined .as the amount

of interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped children when they

-are together in the same context.- Being in the same context means Being

physically together in visual contact in the same place. The degree of
integration has two aspects. First, the amount of social input from

nonhandicapped students to severely handicapped students is an important~
'd1mension\of the degree of integration. ~ Second, the amount of social

output from severely handicapped sStudents to- nonhandicapped students is a

‘measure of degree of integration. This social output reflects the impact

of integration on the limited social repertoires of severely handicapped

students. The quality of integration will be defined in terms of the

social affect which ' accompanies the interactiors between handicapped and

nonhandicapped students: & higher quality of integration will be defined
in terms of higher rates of positive interactions between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students and low rates of negative interaction between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students. .

II.III.B Educational,Ccntextrﬁnr,integration

The educatiOnal context for integration presented in’ Figure 2 is subdivided

into two major aspects: : antecedent contextual features and concurrent

' contextual features:. The antecedent features are further subdivided into

state ptanning; 1local planning; _sSchool :support, and parent involvement.

the physical and social setting for integration. These have often been

The concurrent features of the. model include variables which .characterize

A  third set ‘of questions involves an assessment of the impact of
1ntegrat1on upon handicapped children and nonhandicapped children: It is

"~ of eritical importanceé t5 know what effect integratxon "has upon the

educational gains of the handicapped child, and attitudes of the -

nonhandicapped child toward handicapped chiIdren.. Al though children's

levels of °'skills and their attitudes may change for a variety of reasons;

We .are 1nterested primarily in changes in skills and attitudes which_ are

‘related to the extent of integration which a child has experienced. These

relations are depicted in Figure 2 by the arrow from the central box to the

bottom box. .
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INTEGRATION EVALUATION MODEL
o B
EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

Antecedent Features : Concurrent Features a\
1. state Planning 2. Locai Plamning 1. Teacher Attitudes B

a) Special education enrollment a) Model vs. monmodel " 3. Teacher classroom behavice

b) T Téicher ttaining programff o b)- Total dia:rict Pnrollmeuf 3. Environmental Biiiﬁiiéifsﬁ

¢) Fuading for ‘handicappad prosrsms c) Number of Years integrated e

d) Categories of exceptionallty - . - Lo - ’ 4. IEP objectives wrdffen

e) LRE hearings 3. School Su 5. Fumctional level of .

£) Cerfificictén réquiremén:s a) Principal support fﬁf integration handicapped students

g) State consultants for SPH 6.

_h) éiiééE;;E options for SPH
1)“SEP funded demonatration programs

4) Special education inservice

b) Kvaiinbility of auppor: staff

c) Prepatatiou of NH students

4, Parent Invoivement
a) IEP iﬁvbivjeﬁéﬁf )
‘ b) Parents in classrooms

Schediuled integration time

A

DEGREE AND QUALITY OF INTEGRATION
. e

DegfeeAegfigggggption

Q4,11t1 of*InggggsEiéﬁ_

: Time in shared contexts

. Nﬁﬁber of a*ffefeu: contexts

Rate of social behavior
between handicapped and

nonhandicapped

1. Rite &f positive tﬁtéraction
between handicapped and
. nonhandicapped

2: Rate of negative interaction

batweer . hAndicapped and

c

IMPACT OF iﬁrnéerrbw

'I. 1EP objec:ives met

2. NOnhandicapped ehildren's ,
- attitudes :oward handicapped

2.  Specific Evaluation tfodel
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II; IT1.D Statistical Model.

It is antlcipated at this polnt that the degree of variability ‘in the

‘amount of integration and the variatﬁon in contributors to that integration

can be substantial. Hence, a design which compares integrated versus

segregated education programs .cannot . succeed because the extent . of

variation w1th1n either integrated or segregated programs will be at least .

as great as the variability between integrated and segregated programs
(Jones et al.,; 1978; Kirk, 1964; MacMillan & Semmel,. 1977). The .general

statistical model for evaluating the predictors of integration and the

impact of intégration wWill e multiple regression anatysis within .a

predictive  framework (Cbhen. 1968; . MéNeti. Kelly, & McNeil, 1975:

Pédhazur!1982. Ward & Jennings. 1973): In the proposed model depicted _in

Figure 2, the amount and .qQuality of integration will be the cr1teriou

variables predicted by a set of variables describing the preparations for

integratlon, and the processes of integration: _Subsequently, the amount of

integration will be used to predict educational changes of &Severely

handicapped students. and ‘attitudes of nonhandicapped students toward the

handicapped students.
With this general overview of the evaluation model and statistical

framework in mind, we will review the data bearing on the relevant -

criterion and predictor variableS. The literature which is applicable to

the speclfic evaluation model presented in Figure 2, unfortunately, does

not provide equal éoverage of the features of this evaluation. The area to

be reviewed - will -begin. with those studies relevant to the degree and

‘quality of igtegratton. Subsequently, we will review those studies which
bear upon the preglctability -of_ the amount of integration from various

descriptions of the educational contéxt. Finally, Wwe will review those few
studies ' which bear upon the educational impact. of integration of
handicapped and nonhandicapped students. :

II.Iv DEGREE AND dﬁﬁtiff OF INTEGRATION

One of the ‘objections. raised to iﬁtegratiﬁg severely handlcappéd

students is that they wWill not be accepted and in fact may be ostracized

' . or ridiculed in integrated settings. To address this concern, the majority

of studies have relied upon saciometrlc or attitude rattngs involving .

educable mentally retarded students. Findings have been fairly consistent

in_rating handicapped students below ncnhandicapped students -in sociometric

status both in studies within. tntegrated settings (Monroe & Howe;, _1971) _as’

well -as. in integrated versus segregated comparisons_ (Goodman, Gottlleb &

',Harrison. 1972; (Gottiieb & Budoff, 1973). Additionally, handicapped

"students who were integrated received lower ratings than those who were

segregated. Among the investlgatlon of variables affecting attitudes, the

degree of. contact between hnandicapped and nonhandic:?pﬁdmstudents has

.received a great deal of interest. Some studies addressing this factor
have concluded that the amount of contact is negattveiv related to the

acceptance of handicapped students: (Strauch, 1970; Gottliieb; Conen &
Goldstein, 197#). A
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Gther studies have shown that these results may be mediated by other

factors inciuding demographic wvarlables of 'nonhandicapped students'

residence (Bruininks,; Rynders & Gross, 1974) and age (Peterson,. 1978).

Additionally, the appropriateness of the handicapped students' socizal

behavior (Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb, Semmell & Veldman, J978;

Kiernan & Kavanaugh, 1978) as well as the extent to which a supportive

structure is present to facilitate positive interactions between students

- {Johnson & Johnson, 1975) have been Suggested as. 1mportant variables’

influencipg attitudes toward handicapped students. _ Research with severely

handicapped students supports the notion of the influence of direct contact’

within a supportive structure to promote positive attitudes towards

severeiy handicapped students. Using a rating scale (Voeitz 1980; 1982)

compared, the attitudes of nonhandicapped students -toward severely

handicapped students with ‘whom = they - had varying degrees and types of

contact. Her findings revea1 that those students who had. been involved in

a systematic program to foster peer interactions expressed significantly

more positive attitudes toward severeiy handicapped students than those who
-did not have such contact. The program .had included presentatidns.‘

discussions and direst contact with severely handicapped ~students over

several weeks designed to increase nonhandicapped students understanding

and skills in relating to severely handicapped students. Thus, there is

support for the jdea .that attitudes toward severely handicapped students

are modIfIabie and influenced by promoting positive peer interactions,

‘Though observational studies are limited, research has shown -that

o 3spontaneous 1nteract1ons, occur infrequently between handicapped and

nonhandicapped students. - Furthermore; it has been sSuggested that the

degree of interaction is related to.the functional level of the handicapped

.Student. The wmore severely handicapped a student is, the fewer

interactions are directed - by nonhandicapped peers to that student

(Guralnick, 1981) When given a choice,’ nonhandicapped students prefer s to

~interact with more competent peers (Guralnieck, 1980; €avatlaro & Porter

,1980; Porter; RamSey, Tremblay, Ioccoba & Crawley, 1978;. ~Peterson &

[

Haralick, 1970). One hypothesis that has been proposed.-to-account - -for- the-—:

nonpreferred status has received some confirmation from observational

studies. It has been suggested that the reasgn for limited social contact
with_ nonhand1capped peers may be in the failure of more seyerely

handicapped . students to exhibit more complex . coordinated social behaviors

réquired to sustain sociaI interaction (Guralnick. 19815 . Strain; 1982).

> 0n the positive side, n increasing interest in intervention has led to

some initial success in facilitatingr interaction between "severely

handicapped and nonhandicapped Students - (Strain; 1981). _Interventions

involving a combination of modeling, ‘shaping and - reinforcement of

handicapped students' social behavior have produced an increase in social
behavior during training sessions (Apolloni, Cooke & Cooke, 1977: Cooke.

Cooke & Apolloni, 1978) as have interventions in which nonhandicapped or

mildly handicapped peers were trained to initiate social pehavior with

severely "handicapped students (Strain, Shores & Timm. 1977, Ragland; Kerr
& Strain, 1978).

- 17 -
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Though many issues remain to be resoived inciuding generalization and

development of more- compiex social behaviors, existing studies represent a

hopeful beginning. A common element important to the success of existing

approaches 1is the need for ditrect structuring of interactions between
students.;,What form this structuring should take is still the = subject of

study.: There 1s some evidence to suggest that interaction Vbetween

handicapped and nonhandicapped students is facilitated  when initIaliy

structured by teachers but then allowed to proceed without ongoing adult

intervention (¢ hores. Hester & Strain, 1976; Strain & Hiil, 1979):

Further exploration is' also needed in identifying environmental factors

that relate to optimizing the occasion for interaction between handicapped

~students both at the level of the broader environment as well as the

immediate context in which handicapped and nonhandicapped students are

present (Guralnick, 1981).

II.V EDUCATIONAL CONTEXTS FOR INTEGRATION

II.V.A Educational Context: Antecedent Features

 The majority of research has focused upon a very narrow aspect of the

' educationai context depicted in Figure 2 as this related to the integration

of handicapped and nonhandicapped children. A recent computer survey of
trhe CEC collection of readings on exceptional children ®#nd of the
Psychological Abstracts revealed that over T70% of the articles on
mainstreaming - focused on teachers' attitudes. Other authors have reported
a similar predominance of attitudinal research (Bell, 1977; Galloway &

Chandler, 1978) in the area of mainstreamng. The literature on state and

Jocal planning for mainstreaming consists primarily of reports of surveys

of teachers' reported needs for training; support; and materials. Hence;- -

. the - ahtecedent features of the.

. in the ensuing 1literature reviews ]
.educationai .context which include Atate planning, local planning, and

""" ¢ considered -under the heading, °

"state and local planning needs." Aftei’careful search of the literature.

we were not able to find data regarding the ways in which the specific

aspects listed in Figure 2 under state and local plihning were related to

the amount of integration of severely handicapped children: . Similtarly, we

were not able to find much literature on the relationship between parent

involvetient and the d?8Y§§,9f,}EPESYaSEQ“,E?!E“bU11 & Blacher-Dixon; 1981).
However, we have reviewed some of the major lines of evidence indicating-
that the involvement of parents is a necessary cond1t1on for effective

education of handicapped children.
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II.V.A 1 State And Local Planning Needs. — Three major studies have
concentrated on priorities of needs expressed by educators (Hargan &

Forringer, 1977; Rude, 1978; Vale; 1980). Hargan and Forringer (1977)"
found that the highest priorities of special educators were_for published
guidelines which would provide a-standard by which individual educational
pians (IEP) could be written. Regular classroom teachers listed as major

priorities a) the provision of materials regarding the values of
mainstreaming (especially of the emotionally disturbed child); .b)
materials adapted for handicapped children; and ¢) in-service training on
methods for recognizing and dealing with children's handicaps.
Administrators listed as their major priority the development  of
appropriate assessment devices and standards by which placement decisions

are made, and procedures for reevaluation of _placement ‘decisions. _ All

these pricrities 1lead to the conclusion that the level and range of local

and state planning shnuld be a major predictor of the degree of integration

of handicapped children.

£ HRude's (1978) evaluation of needs and priorities ‘expressed ”;gfféiéﬁé
- plans for implementation of P.L. 9i-142 agrees with the Hargan and
Forringer {(1977) results. The three top priorities nationally were for

"training 1in instructional procedures/classroom management; curriculum_and

‘programming materials and resources: and preparing individualized

educational programs: Less than half of the states based these priorities
Upon a systematic needs assessment. Although several sources emphasize the
necessity of on-site demonstration and experiential in-service training
(National Education Association, 1975 _Lawrence, 197U4; Mann, 1976) most
state plans _relied _ on ‘didactic-type  Workshops,. institutes, and

- consultations (Rude, 1978). Furthermore; the development of training plans -
and products has been primarily a local affair and has not involved

- replication of plans which have been used successfully elsewhere.
Moreover, evaluation and monitoring of the ~effectiveness of state

incservice training was not listed as a high priority in state plans.

In 1978; the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped contracted -

with the Berkeley Office of Educational Testing Service to assess the needs
_of special educators’ for educational media and materials for  the
handicapped (Vale, 1980). There was agreement between special educators (N -
= 28,0L4) and supervisor and related special education perspnnel (N =
2,015). in. ranking appropriate social behavior consistently within the top

three priorities for media and materials development. -The availability of"

such materials could obviously have a. strong impact upon teacher's

v wWillingness and enthusiasm for the social integration of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children. The National Education #4ssociation and the
American Federation of Teachers have both encouraged = a positive attitude
toward mainstreaming by their union locals provided that an adequate
context of planning and support exists (Sosnowsky; Simpkins, & LaPlante;

i~ 1976); ' <, ’

- 19 -
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Ii.V.A.2 Parent Involvement. - AS noted earlier, parents have played a:

major role 1in the changes which have culminated in the passages of P.L.
94-142 (Bricker; 1978; Lora versus Board of Education of the City _of New
York; Larry P. versus Riles; Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children versus the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania). Moreover,  those

programs which have made the most substantial changes in children's
behavior have involved parents in the educational process (Bronfenbrenner;
1975; Tjossem; 1976). There are ample theoretical models available which

would account for the importance of parents as causal agents in any aspect
of a child's behavior (Bijou, 1963; Klinger, 1975; Lewis; 19783 Parke &

Collmer, 1975; Ramey & Mills, 1975; Rosenberg, 1977). In fact, measures

of family background have generally been far superior in predicting the

developuental course of children than has schooling  (Averch, Carol,
Donaldson, Kiesling, & Pincus; 1972; Coleman,; 1966; Jencks, 1972). '

‘Thus, while parents have obtained education for their handicapped

children in hard fought legal battles and while such education is more
effective if it involves them, parents are still not always involved in
their. children's education, . ofteén due to attitudes about parental
participation (Gorham, DeJardins, Page, Pettis; & Sheiber, 1975). _ _ When
parents are involved, they are involved often. as an extra pair of hands
which can increase the temporal intensity of therapy since they are always
available to the child (Farber & Lewis; 1975). The assumption has often

been that parents simply ne&d to learn and apply the effective teaching
techniques in order to maximally influence their children (Bricker,
Seibert, & Casuso, 1980; Lillie; 1974; 0'Dell, 19745 Rosenberg, 1977).
However, a wealth of literature exists to suggest the existence of a
fine-tuning of the interactions between parents and children (Filler &
Bricker, 1976; Jones, 1977; Lewis & Rosenblum, 1974; Rondal, 1978).

Furthermore, it is now acknowledged that the child affects its parents as
well as the parents affecting their child (Bakeman & Brown; -1977; Bell,
1978; Fraiberg. 1974, 1975; Kogan, Tyler; & Turner, 1974).  Few
interventionists have capitalized on descriptions of the existing
interaction styles between parents and children as necessary information’

for any effective intervention; whether carried out by parents or teachers
(Beveridge, 1980; Wahler, Berland, Coe, & Leske, 1977).  The extent.. to

which parents are utilized as a different Kind of expert rather than as.

individuals who should learn to be teachers has important implications for

the development of truly individualized educational plans. The extent to
which parents insist Upon sharing expertise which 1s not valued by _the

educational ~sSystem is the extent to which ‘they will be perceived as-

adversaries of the system. The extent to which parents participate in the
educational p.ans generated by educational personnel is the extent to which
they will be perceived by the educational system 6 as supportive of their
child's -program: Somewhére between these extremes of parental involvement
iies a happy medium of give and take in which educators and parents share
information about children's abilities and educational goals and synthesize
this information into an individual educational plan:. We had hoped to

capture these types of parental involvement in a 'child's educational plan

‘and relate the extent of involvement to the degree and quality of
integration of the child. Unfortunately, our pians for interviews to which

parents had consented were not approved by SEP and hence very limited

- 20 -
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information about the relationship of parental involvement to degree of
integration can be reported in this study.

II.V.B Educational Context: Concurrent Features

The conourrent features listed in Figure 2 include variables that are

often included under the rubric of "educational process variables"

(Rosenshine & Furst; 1971; Semmel, 1975) We are concerned primarily with

the 'relationship of these .variables to the ~amount of integration of

severely handicapped and nonhandicapped children: There are no -Studies

which attempt to describe the relqtionship between these process variables

and the amount of integraticn. However, therc 1s extensive . literature on

teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming although only a few studies have

looked at the degree of integration as it is related to téécner attitudes
or vice versa. . . :

a

II.V.B:1 Teacher's Attitudes. - - It is obvious th§§,§§acb§53 will be the
major facilitators of integration of b§9d§9§999d and nonhandicapped

children. Thus, it is not surprising that the major research efforts in

. the area of integration of the handicapped has centered upon describing and

changing teacher's attitudes. If teachers actively oppose_the  integration

of handicapped -and ncnnandicapped children; then the "least restrictive
educational alternative" would probably not offer many opportunities fcr

handicapped. and nonhandicapped children to interact.

In a national survey of edicators about the needs created by P:L.

94142, Hargan .and Forringer (1977) found that special educators and

administrators viewed the regular classrccm teacher as the major impediment

to .mainstreaming. However, over half of these regular class teachers (N =

i195) indicated support for integration of handicapped children while less

. than one=fourth rejected the idea outright_ (Hargan & Forringer, 1977):

btudies indicatIng negative attitudes of regular class tedchers toward

1ntegration of the handicapped have been reported by Keogh and Levitt

Weber (1977)s Others have réported a wide.range of differing opinion by

regutar educators‘l regarding the integration. of handicapped students

©(1976), Vacc and Kirst t1977), Shotel, Iano, .and MecGettigan (1972); and

(Gikiing & Theobahd -1975). A substantial number of regular teachershave

& O'Leary,: 1977., Keilbaugh 1977; Singleton; 1976).

ciassrooms (Foste

although Shotel et
regular educators; associated with increased contact with handicapped

children, several studies have reported increasingly ~positive attitudes

with increased ccEtact (Coy, 1977; Guerin & Szatlocky,. 19745 Harasyniw &
Horne, 1976; Plummer, 1977).. _A problem with these conflicting studies is

al. (1972) found increasingiy negative attitudes of

" favored placement} of at_ least mildly handicapped chiidren in their

that they often |involve different measures of teachers' attitudes and

different ways of deécribing or def1ning contact wIth handicapped children.

- 7] -
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The variability in the results of the  teacher attitude research is

. somewnhat disheartening. However, this variability may reflect the fact

that teachers have been provided with no" clear guidelines about how to

implement many aspects of P.L. 94e142’ Perhaps a more consistent
attitudinal pIcture will emerge as teachers become_aware of the resources

“availabie to them as an outgrowth of the law. Thus, teachers' attitudes

‘toward- naInstreaming may be a function of the level of planning and support

which teachers percelived to be available within their school, their school

system. and their state. Thus, the variability in teacher attitudes should

be related. to the variability in local pianning and available resources.

The available studies of teacher attitudes have not specifically explored

the relationship between teacher attitudes and available resources although
anecdotally Sorie,studies suggest such a relationship. Our original study

had ‘proposed collecting data.on attitudes both from interviews with regular

and special education teachers and from observations : of teacher's

interactions with severely handicapped students. Unfortunately. clearance

"to conduct interviews was not obtained from SEP. Attitudes of teachers

discussed 1Q§ this study will be inferred from observations of teachers'

behavior.

II.V.B.2 Teacher Knowledge Of Behavioral Principles. - There is little
1nformation regarding the relationship between the teacher's knowledge of

behavioral principles and the effect of this knowledge _on integration of

handIcapped and nonhand1capped children. Perhaps the most eniightening

. research with reference to this question has been a study by Cantrell,

Stenner and Katzenmeyer €1976). They found three .clusters of teachers who

could be discriminated by their Rnowledge of \behaviorai prIncipies and

their attitudes toward teaching., These test profiles of teachers were

predictive of both their classroom behavior and the achievement scores _of

their children. Teachers with more knowiedge of behavioral pr1ncip1es

emitted a higher ratio of praise to criticism in the classroom when

compared to .other teachers with.less knowledge of behavioral principles.

Teachers with more knowledge of behavioral -principles and w1th positive

attitudes: toward teaching had students who achieved more than could be

. predicted on the basis of their achievement status when enterIng these

teachers' classrooms. Finally.,._ techers' Rnowledge of behavioral principles

increases as a function of _problem solving eXperience with a master teacher
(Cantrell & Cantrell, 1980). We regret that we will .not be able to relate

teachers' Rnowledge of behavioral principlies to integration of severely

handicapped students as had been originally proposed due to lack of SEP :

;clearance to administer the instrument selected for this purpose.
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II.V.B.3 Curriculum Model. - The finding that teachers' knowledge of
behavioral principles (Cantrell; et al.; 1976) - is related to acaderiic

“achievement has broad implications. for teacher training as well as_ ongoing
assistance in the educational problem Solving which : herent in good
teaching: Perhaps the most influential. variable in a ::acher's daily
practice of education is an understanding and systematic application of a

curriculum ‘approach. = Brinker (in press) has reviewed curricula for
severely handicapped students and. traced the evolution of three approaches.

,,,,,, — =

The three approaches which have emerged are: 1) <an operant or applied
behavioral approach, 2) a developmental approach, and 3) an ecological
approach. Theé major emphasis of the first_ two approaches. has been to

document reliable and valid methods for changing the behavior of

handicapped students and to éstablish new behaviors in limited behavioral

. repertoires (Bricker,; 1970). The' third approach takes a broader ecological:

perspective and incorporates integration as an inherent part of the

curriculum: ~ First, we will review. the basic concepts behind these three
approaches. Then, we Wwill review methods for facilitating interactions
between handicapped and nonhandicapped students which have emerged from the
three approaches.. Our purpose is to provide a broed perspective on_ these

. ourricular approaches and possible methods by which integration might be =

facilitated. Once again, there.is very little data available on.the use of

these approaches to establish interactions among sSeverely handicapped

students and nonhandicapped students.

~ The Operant Approach. The operant or remedial approach (Guess et al.;
1978), is based upon the belief that behavior is a function of a history of
operant conditioning (Skinner, 1953) and that the influence of such a .
history could be changed by new contingencies in the present. The control
of behavior is to be found through an experimental analysis_of events
antecedent and consequent toc the behavior. If manipulations of -antecedent
and consequent events do change the rate of behavior, then the antecedents
can be defined functionally as discriminative-stimuli and the conseguences

can be described functionally as reinforcements. The key elements of the:

rant sSystem require an experiment to make the translation from the
- descriptive language "antecedents" and_ "conseguences" to the functional

operant tem

language of "discriminative stimuli" and "reinforcements." Thus, the

essence of this perspective is that the teacher obtain data about the rate.

‘Sf behavior wheun there are specific antecedents and.consequefices for that
behavior, as well as data -abouc the rate of behavior when Such antecedents
and consequences are not available: A comparison of these two types of

raté data provides the basis for understanding that the behavior of
interest is controlled by discriminative stimuli and reinforcements. B

. Empirical case Studies demonstrated that "even the  most problematic

behaviors could be changed. Children who were inflicting severe harm to
themselves were taught to stop their self-injurious behavior. Children who
used no functional language were taught to .use words apprepriately.
Children who had never been trained to use a toilet, to eat appropriately,
of to dress themselves were ' taught to'do so (e.g.; Bijou & Baer, 1967;
Whitman & Scibek, 1979): Thus ended a phase of total dependency. for some

individuals which had been a major Tfactor defining them as seveérely

retarded.

i
N
W
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- The Developmental Model: The developmental model is based upon a
large body of data demonstrating that children master skills at different

ages, and some skills are consistently mastered by children before- other
skills (Cohen & Gross;  1979). Application of this model to mental
retardation implies that the rate of development is slower than normal but

the pattern of development end the stages of development are essentxaliy

the same for retarded and normal individuals. The . .task for the

‘developmental interventionist is to identify the current’ developmental

level at which a child is fdnctloning and to select educational objectives

!@iébg,éte,,49§§, above that level. Developmental progress is produced by
selecting objectives which are an "optimal mismateh" (Hunt; - 1961) . between
new task requ1rements and existing skills.

In practice, developmental models often utilize developmental
checklists _of behaviors in various domains of functioning. For example.
Hanson (1977) provides a developmental curriculum for Down syndrome infants

‘which includées. many items from - the Bayley Scaies of Infant Development

(Bayley, 1969). Other popular developmental curricula include information

from research and normative developmental tests for young children which.

provide a basis for arranging behaviors in sequence based upon- the

éhronological ages at which such behaviors are normally acquired: (Brigance,
1978; . Cohen_ & Gross;_ _1979;  Shearer, BillingsleylfﬁFrohman., Hillard,
Johnson & Shearer, 1972). For ‘example, Brigance (1978) presents picture
vocabulary items in the speéch and ;language Skills domain which are scaled
in terms of age. Using this framework the ¢hild who .knew few words would

" be taught dog before man, and airplane before cup. The child being taught -

" the Portage curriculum would be taught to say "all gone" (item 13 in
language demain) before being taught to answer the question "What's this"

with an obJject name (item 20). The rationale for the order- in selecting

the obJectives is that on average children of various ages perform

. "differentiy on such items. However; there is no logical reason that some
-of these items should be mastered before others. More importantly,.  the
relevance of these sedquences of behav1or derived from normative seales to
the sequence of development for sSeverely retarded, ‘children is open to

considerable question . (Hogg, 1975; Lewis & Wehren, 1982; Garwood, 1982;

Riechle,: Williams. Vogelsberg & Williams. 1980; Switzky,; Rotatori,; Milier
& Freagon.»1979) . . . )

The Ecological Model: The goal of the ecological model 1is to move
severely handicapped—individuals towards.ultimate functioning. Ultimate
functioning is described by Brown et al. _(1976) in_ terms of the.degree to
which Severely handicapped persons are able to function productively in the
widest variety of community settings which are appropridate to that person's

chironological age. The ecological model has several important features:

1. A fundamental commitment to participation by severely

handicapped students in the life and environments within

the communltj.

- 24 -
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2, An analysis of major environments within a community
based upon an inventory of pubiic places and their

o3 -An analysis of activities which generally oceur within

fthe various -environments in tne community.

4, Task analysis of the: skills necessary to participate

independentiy in selected activities in environments ‘and

a specification of the sUpports _necessary for

facilitating at. 1east partiai participation in the

widest functional range of activities.

A critical feature of the ecoiogical perspective is the beitief that\

the Structure and stimuIi within the environment provide the basis_for what

.will be learned and also the supports to '‘maintain the behavior; Thus;

. gseverely retarded students do not have to 1earn prerequisite skiltis to gain

entry into community environments. Rather, the ecology itself is a major

part of what must be learned. Since functioning is supposed to occur

‘Wwithin the community ecology as.an actual goal, there are valid empirical

reasons for teaching in that ecology rather than_  teaching within a

classroom and "hoping for generalization" to the community setting (Stokes

& Baer, 1977). curriculum goals can be derived from.. each of the

perspectives described.x The goals from the various perspectives.r however; -

may . be quite different in content’ and these differences have fueled the

fires of tontroversy favoring one ‘approach over: another., For exampie. the

operant approach was, historically, the first model for embarking _upon a

course of: change in the lives of_ severelynhandicapped individuals. It came

under "attack by developmentally oriented interventionists because it did

not capitalize upon the structure of behavior .as it emerges

developmentally. When the curricuium goals are something other than the

deceleration of aberrant behavior or the acceleration of the rate of

-'adaptive - behavior already in- the .repertoire; then_some criteria are needed -

to determine what to teach and in what sequence. The. selection of behavior

to modify or teachihas always been a problem from a behavior modification

perspective. The deveiopmental literature is a more 7objective source of

goals than - simply one's own _intuition about what to "teach _next.

Unfortunateiy. if development is vﬁewed as a forced march from fistirring in

a cup . with a spoon™ through "sorts JS transitors into_ 3 groups within 3

_minutes;" severely retarded students have an inordinately_ 1ong infancy.

Year after . year_ the same - educational "objectives involving the same

preschool materials are attempted with precious little change inffbehavior.

Clearly; the basic skills which severely handicapped students lack are not

being taught by changing objectives from "puts three pegs in a iine" iast

year to "puts five pegs in a 1ine" this year.

" The evolution of these three curriculum ~approaches has matched the

evolution of service delivery. systems. _ When the dramatic behavioral

" changes werée being made through operant techniques most severely _retarded

persons were being served in residential institutions. As- school . systems

begean extending serxices to . severely retarded children at “inereasingly
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earlier ~ages; the elimination of many behaviors which were typ:tca’r within:

institutional Settings was. no longer the major problem: Rather the. -

development of new skills from limited repertoires has become the major

problem. AS sSeverely retarded students become more. visible within schools

‘they beccuie more visible within communities. _With vis1bility comes the
possibxixty of fuller participation in community life.

Clearly the ecological’ perspective 1s most closely asSociated with an
emphasis on integration of severely handicapped students into school and

- community settings. . However, there has been very little ‘research
documenting -the relationship between the gcovlogical, the operant; or the

developnental models of: curriculum and therdegree of Integratxon actually -

: achiesed. Madison Public Schools :which have. been the most prominent

contrasts- markedly with employment

advocate of integrationigor severely handicappe students (Brown, et. al.
1980) have found a dramatic increase in regu}ér employment in non-sheltered
work settings. !oomis (1982) reported tha,,a followup of 53 :graduates of
ol in Madison which was closed in
1 non-sheltered employnent This

"Badger School, a segregated special sc
1977, revealed that only 1 student,was

" their program sibce the district adopted an integraticn policy in 1978

Half of-'the 1979/80 graduates were in-regular or volunteer work settings in

the community. All 25 of the graduates from 1980/81..°and. 1981/1982 are
working in the public sector as paid employees or voiunteers. Thus ;the

limjited data available suggests that adherence to an ecological model does

facilitate integrat:on into the community._

II. V. B.u Teacher Classrooii- BEhaVIOP.i— While educational research has not

produced astounding demonstrations of the outcomes of reguiar education; a

number of studies have shown that important relationships do existfﬁbetween

the kinds of behavior teachers emit and children's academic acﬁ%@vement

(Rcsenshine & Furst, 1971; Semmel, 1975; Soar,; 1972; Stallings.,,1975)

The argument would be -that what teachers do in sSchool should contribute to

any outcomes of the schooling experience. Moreover, what children actually
do 1is. clearly a function of what the teacher and other children are doing.

However; apart from the literature in applied. behavioral -analysis (Hall,-

there have been very few descriptive stiudies relating teachers' behavior

directly to. children's behavior (Brinker,  1976): Demonstrations that

Lund. & Jackson; 1968; Lovitt &7Curtiss, 1969., :0'Leary & O'Leary, 1972),

‘behavior can be controlled once reinforcing consequences are found "do 'not

tell. us much about - how- behavior actually is controliled in_ the natural.

environment. if it £s, by the events which are temporally contiguous with

It (Hiliems. 1974)

Several authors have observed _tne relationship between . teacher's

behavior and children's behavior in the classroom. Generally, this has

involved observat1ons of children's attentive, nonattentive. and disruptive

behiavior as these are related to the ‘teacher's manipulation of subject

matter or group ecology (Cantrell 1974 Kounin. 1975; Kowatrakul; 1959).

Kounin (1975) found that lesson formats in which the materials provided a

continuous flow of signals to children produced more attentive behavior by

:}5_:
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the ohildren. - Thus. children s attention was high during construction’

activities; reading - books,- and watching or 1listening to audio-visual

materials. Attention was low during group diScussion/recitation. singing,

'and movement lessons all of which ‘provided relatively ‘low . signal

ontinuity. Kounin,; Friesen and Norton (1966) found differences in the

giiount  of attentiveness of emot1ona11y disturbed and nonhandicapped

children but no difference. in the way these behaviors were related to

classroom contextual factors. For exampie. both groups of children - showed

more appropriate classroom behavior when the teacher was wWorking with then

" in a small group.

Brinker (1976) observed 114 second-grade chi1dren.,63 of whom had been

referred for -a special intervention program (Cantrell & Cantrell,; 1976).

Brinker (1976) found that the teacher's classroom behavior was predictive

-of the amount -of academic involvement and attentive behavior of the.

ohildren. Peers' behavior toward the target children was the major

predictor of the amount of off-task or disruptive behavior. Hone of the

categories-of children's. behavior were predicted by their. IQ scores, their

achievement scores, or a classification of their type of problems. This

‘would suggest that the quality of children's classroom behavior is largely

éipériéﬁcé.

We do not know the generalizability of these findings to the

1nteractions and classroom behavior of severely handicapped students.

However, it is clear that within ' the regular educational " .environment,

interaction with other students is regarded-as "inapropriate." noff-task,"

or "disruptIve." Attention to the teacher and materials is the appropriate

classroom - behavior. - For severely handxcapped students; however, a major

- educational goal is usually ‘Yo _develop "basic social and communicative'

" 8kills. A. program for such development may not be weli'suited to the

typical instructional model in which all knowledge flows from the teacher

and other students are regarded as ‘distracting - from this educational

purpose. Clearly ‘the role of social intelaction with students must be

better articulated in order for teachers to understand and facilitate such

1nteraction. Special education for severely handicapped students requires

such understanding; yet the current model of teachers' and students' roles

in the classroom:1is poorly suited to the development of a_ functional social

skills and communication curriculum (Brinker, in press' Power, 1981)

a

A number of studiés have shown that teachers respond differentially to

various groups of children. Generally; teachers interact less with

children of lower - socioeconomic status _(Davis & . Dollard, 1940) 1lower

- achievers (De Groat & Thompson; 19U9; Lahaderne. 1967) and children whom

.the teachers had ranked lowest in- terms  of. expected achievement {(Good,

‘1970) As noted earlier; very few of\the sociat initiations of severely

Famnmhar N

teachers {Beveridge & Hurrell. 1979)

_handicapped children in English ESN(s) .schooils .were _responded to by

a function of the type of interactions with teachers and peers which they .

~
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There are a few studies which have looRed at the effect of teacher'

presence and/or intervention on interactions between children: The

available_ research with preschool nonhandicapped students suggests that a.

high child-adult ‘ratic results in more Social interaction with adults

rather than with Tother children (Field; 1980; . O'Connor, 1975). The
inhibiting effect of the presence of adults on peer interactions has been
documented in studies.of teacher intervention .styles. Both in research

with nonhandicapped (Huston-Stein et al, 1977: _ Mueller. 1977) and with

nandicapped students (Novak;-Olley. & ‘Kearny, 1980; wWhite, 1980), the

greater ‘the 1level of teachers’ intervention in students' activities; the

less there i3 1interaction between students. However, . there 1is some

research which suggests that teacher attention can increase appropriate

peer social interaction when contingently appIied (Nordquist, 1978). An

important factor in determining whether aduit intervention inhibits or

promotes interaction between students ‘appears to be the purpose as well as

the manner in which aduit intervention occurs:

'Ii V.B:5 Facilitating Interactions of SH AndrNHr Students, - Aichcugh the

_{= integration. of _handicapped ,,andf’ nonhandicapped chxidren may not

automatically.result in interaction between-the two groups. it 1is clear

that such interactien can be facilitated: A number of authors have

demonstrated that children who do not interact‘ frequently Wwill interact
- .When reinforced by teachers (Allen, Hunt;. Buell; Harris & Wolf, 196143

Hart, Reynolds, Baer, Brawley & Harris; 1968) or by peers (Long. & Madson,

' 1975;  Wahler, 1967. Wynn,; Ulfelder & Dakof; 1975) to do so. Strain and

“Timm (1974) provided teacher . attention and phy51cal contact either to

nonhandicapped _peers contingent upon interaction- with a "behaviorally

disordered" child (condition 1) or teacher and physicai contact directiy to

the behaviorally disordered child contingent upon social interaction

(condition 2). They found that under both conditions; the frequency of

interaction -by the. benavicraiiy disordered ‘child -increased as did the

frequency of interaction with that child by peers.

In an attempt to replicate the Strain & ~Timm (1974) study with

severely handicapped preschoolers; Sebba (1979) found that while the

fequency of - approach by the reinforced  child . increased, no reciprocal

increase occurred-in the frequency of: ‘interactions toward the target chiid;

Furthermore; there was no generalized increase in interactions by the

reinforced c¢hild after. the reinforcement prccedures .were - terminated.

Devonney, GUralnicR and Rubin (197&) _were not. able to Increae the social

interactions of severely handicapped ‘children in a segregated special class

-usi.-g the- techniques of reinforcement and structuring of -activities which

had been effective with less handicapped children in integrated contexts.

However, introducing nonhandicappey children to the classroom produced a

small but consistent incréase “in the social behavior of the handicapped
children: However,; when the teacher structured the activities and provided

reinforcement in the 1ntegrated condition. there was a substantial increase

in the amount of sSocial interaction. It is interesting to note that these

same structuring and reinforcement conditicns had failed to produce

increased 1nteract1on when the, classroom was segregated. Strain,; Kerr and

- 28.-
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Ragland (1979) trained an 1l=year-old .boy to initiate; prompt, _and

reinforce social interactions with four autistic children: - This resulted

in substantial increases in the amount of positive social interactions by
the autistic children, but there was no maintenance of this . increase _when
the intervention procedures were~not implemented. Timm, Strain and Eller
(1980) Suggest that social interactions. by severely handicapped children
wizg be maintained after the intervention conditions only if the degree of
inftervention is gradually and systematically faded. Strain, Kerr and

alpher (1979) found that in a preschool for physically abused and neglected
children, social behavior was maintained primarily by the social responses

of other children while social overtures by adults were ignored.
* Other techniqués which have beén successful in facilitating thée social’
interactions of children have been a) training of retarded children to

imitate other children (Apolloni, Cooke & Cooke; 1977): - b) training of

-retarded children ‘to' emit positive social responses (Cooke & Apoiloni,
1976); c) training of retarded children to_request items (Fredericks; .

/ Balduin, Grove, Moore, Riggs & Lyons,. 1968); ~d) provision of group

~ contingencies for the social behavior of " withdrawn members (Straughan;
. Potter & Hamilton, 1965; Walker & Hops, 1973); e) "use of toys as.
- mediators for Social interaction  (Guralnick, -1976); fy. use of

] sociodramatic _play and role playing to facilitate interaction (Beveridge &
( Tatham, 1976; Strain & Wiegerink, 1976). ' : -

It should be clear that there is a growing interest in the actual

‘processes of interaction within classrooms. Furthermore, it can no longer
be assumed: that interaction is solely a function of .the ‘traits of .the
parties involved in the interactions.. A variety of techniques are being
developed which facilitate the interactions between children of very
different ' abilities. Given the context in which such social facilitation
techniques exist,; the amount of social interaction between handiapped and

nonhandicapped. children will increasingly be viewed as the product of the

classroom conteéxt and the teacher's behavior which might. facilitate or

retard such™ interactions. The extent to which this is the case has been.
evaluated in this project. : : ‘ :

II:V.B.6 Environmental Organization - Agard (1975) attempted .to ‘determine

differences 1in the classroom ecological Structure of resource classrooms,’
self-contained special classrooms, and regular classrooms in , which jmildly

handicapped children had been integrated. She .described ecological
structure in terms of class size, types of displays in_the room, the! rated.
quality of the physical environment, the number of adults present and their

roles, the type of teacher task, the pupil's task, the "group structure of

the class, the seating arrangement,.and the position of the teachers and
_children; A large number of classes were observed (regular ¢lasses; N_ =~

400; resource classes, N = 100; self-contained classes; N.= 150). The
major differences were in terms of  the ‘special . classes having more

equipment and materials, more adults, and fewer students than the regular
ciasses. Moreover, the groups were structured. differently. '.The regular

classes generally had all students sitting in rows and columns in one large

- 29 =
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group with the teacher front and center. The special classes had. more

variation in seating arrangements (e -9 horseshoe. circte; individual work

areas) and a higher proportion of times in which the: class was divided into

small groups. Major. differences in sSubject matter were that the

seif—contained classes were more frequently engaged in art, the resource
room  was more frequently engaged in reading, while the regular class had a
higher prOportion of science and social studies when’ compared to  each of

" the other types of classroois. Children s and teacher!s tasks were

distributed in the same way in all three types of classrooms. #&gard (1975)

noted that her observations of regular classiteachers revealed a very

restricted range of instructional aiternatives dhich were not well suited
to individualized instruction. :

II.V.B.7 Number Of integration Ob jectives - To date, there are no research
data regarding " the number of IEP _integration objectives and the
reiationship of this to integration. Consequently, a benefit of the

proposed evaluation will be this type of assessment

P .
t] ;
s

II V.B.8 Eunctionalrﬁbilities,ﬁs A Predictor Of Degree Of Of Integration - .
A major predictor of the degree of integration, which we will consider, is

the degree of severity of a child's handicap.” Unfortunately, much of the

resedrch which’ has been done has treated "the  handicapped" or "the

~reta ded" as if they were a homogeneous group. Subgroups of this larger

of equcational treatment which is also presumed to be homogeneous

g., EMR classes are all treated as the same thing) In fact, there is

very little basi; for assuming the existence of a homogeneous population

ed "the handicapped" ;or of consistent homogeneous treatments called

nsgecial classes. " "resource teachers." etc: ; €(Kirk,; 1964; Jones et al.,

| The problem of classifying types of hand1caps in terms of _their
selverity 1is indeed-'sizeable (Hobbs, - 1975a, b, ¢). Justen and Brown €1977)

ha"e noted; there is very little consistency in delimiting the population of

Severely handicapped" in-various states of the United States. Although 28

dates have mandatory legislative provisions for serving the severély

ndicapped, these states have no definitions of igevere handicap.™ Of the

ates which did défine "severe. handicap," many . used traditional-

educational definitions which defined severity of hand1cap in terms of an

available admInistrative arrangement (e.g.; class for the trainable

mentaIly retarded).. Of those definitions which foéussed on the abilities

of the child, most relied on standardized IQ scores, For example, several

‘'states have ‘adopted Grossman's (1973) procedures for classifying a person

as severely retarded if his/her IQ score - _greater than four standard

- deviation units beéloWw normal and if this is associated with probiems in

social adaptation. - Unfortunately. as Filler et al: (1975)7point out; such

a definition does not lead -to the constitutxon of a group with 31m11ar
educational needs. 5 . {

-
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An alternative type of classification would be an interactive system
which focuses a) on the total ecology of the child. b) theﬁheha?ior of the
child in that ecology rather _ than  upon the presumed inherent

) characterist1cs of the child (Bricker, 1967, ~ Hobbs, 1966 Sarhson &
Doris; 1979); and ¢) upon the services and resources needed by the echild

and his ecology rather than upon gross. categories ‘of exceptionality.f This

system_has_been proposed by Hobbs (1966, 1975) and to a large extent has

been incorporated into _the federal definition_ of severely handxcapped

children. Such a definition emphasizes a description of functional needs:

rather than static child characteristics. Children Would be claslsified as

severely handicapped a) if they. lack basic sRills ofﬁtoiieting. independent"

eating,. ambulation (where no paralysis is involved); ~ b) if they

demcnstrat severe maladaptive behaviors (e B+, self biting, head banging,

etc. ) ck if they demonstrate Severe communicative problems; and-d)

demonstrate only sensorlmotor intelligence when they are of School age.

.

If we accept such 5 functional definition of severe handicap (Justin &

Brown, 1976; Sailor & Haring; 1977); then it becomies clear that the

educational  process for such children will be substantially different from

‘the traditionai forms of curricula.. Many of the basic skills (beginning

o communication development, beginning social skill deveiopment beginning-

cognitive development) are skills necessary for commerce with the child's

social world. While such 8kills can be established outside of _the sSocial

context d&n Wwhich they are used. 1t is not clear that this will result in

appropriate use_ of the skills when the child is in the appropriate social

context (Beveridge & Brinker, 1980; Beveridge & Tatham, 1976; Brown,

. Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1976, Stokes & Baer, 1976). Moreover; the

relevant aspects of the development of these. skills may not be found in a

task analysis of the skills themselves but rather .in~ an analysis of the

- socioemotinal aspects of the interactive._ context in Which the skilis are

taught (Lewis, 1977)« If the basic. skills involve a complex ' set of

discriminations of social context in order that such skills be accessed and

- utilized appropriateiy. then basic . skills curricuia will of necessity

involve attent:on to the context in which these skills are utilized., Thus,

a key aspect of the evaluation of the adequacy of basic -skill acquisition

will-be found in assessment of the appropriate use of su¢h skills given the

’ opportunity in an appropriate context: With respect to the integration- ‘of

“severely. handicapped children, major educational goals in the basic skiil

areas will be defined in terms of the degree to which the child - has the

opportunity to make. these social discrim1nations and utilize his/her skills

whien such opportuniites arise.

One major form of evaluation of the impact of integration upon : the

handicapped child must therefore be in terms of the extent of that child's

social network (Feiring & Lewis, 1978; Lewis & Feiring,. 1979) and the

"quality  of that child§s interactions Wwithin the social network. Thus, one

major evaluatioh goal will be to document the extent of opportunities for

an extended ‘Social ‘netWork and the handicapped _ child's interaction within

this extended networx. ;n other words; Social effects are a predominant

goal of integrated education. . To the extent that a child's educationa1

plan consists of basic skill acquisition these social effects are direct

measures of the success of that plan. Thus. there are important

o v R S
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theoretical reasons to expect a relationship between the degree of

integration and the degree of improvement exhibited by a severely
handicapped student on his individualized educational plan.

IS

II.VI EDUCATIONAL AND ATTITUDINAL IMPACT OoF INTEGRATION ON CHILDREN

A much more extensive history of research:son the effects of

integration of mildly handicapped children upon their academic achievement_

leads to the conclusion that such integration is not detrimental (Filler et

al., 1975; Johnson, 1950;  Kirk, 1964): A more recent study of mlldly

retarded children (N = 1711) decertified (handicapped children reclassified

??, nonhandicapped) in California and placed in regular classes led to the
conclusion that "while decertificatin did not make the students' average.

matches" (Meyers, MacMillian % Yoshida. 19751 Although there was no
significant difference at the time of decertification between children who
were decertified and thosSe Who were not, the sSpecial class students were

significantly lower 1in the Metropolitan Achievement Tests of Math and

Reading when compared after decertification both to the decerttfied and the

regular class students. .

Cantrell and Cantrell (1976) provided an experimental study of the
. effects of mainstreamed education upon the achievenent Scores of not only
mildly handicapped children but also nonhandicapgedf7fcn;lgren. The

experimental .schools (N = 723 first graders) had access to specially

trained teachers available to asstst in the solutions of any teacher's

problems with any first grade children:: The control. schools (N = 355 first

graders) did not have access to these support teachers although . they did

participate . in the same testing and, classroom observtion procedures as the
experimentalxschools {Hawthorne control procedure). Using the residual
achievement score as a criterion measure (i.e.; the difference between the
achievement predicted on the basis of an-achievement test administered _at
the beginning of the year and the obtained achievemepnt at the end of the

year) they found significantly higher scores at each of three IQ levels for
the experimental school first graders.

fewer referrals for spectal services from the experimental schools in

MoredVer. thqge were significantly

comparison’ to the control schools: These results clearly demonstrate that
miidiy retarded children (IQ 50-90) can bénefit from mainstream education

when teachers are provided with appropriate support within their own

school. Moreover; these differences were consistent across each IQ 1level,
The authors conclude "this supports the contention that experimental. school
teachers tended to teach pupils at each IQ level in sueh a way that more

homogeneity of growth. rates was maintained within their classes than in

control school classes" (Cantrell & Cantrell, 1976 p- 385):

1.
|
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Unfortunately; there are no comparable data on experimental

integration programs for the severely héﬁdiéagpgq,b§§§a§§7§ﬁéﬁ programs

‘'simply have not been studied with systematic and replicable research
designs. : : '

II.VI.B Chiidren's Attitudes

For slementary school children; the general finding has been that

normal elementary school children reject handicapped children and ‘would not

choose such ohildren as their friends (Baldwin, 19583 Clark, 1964;

Gottlieb, 1975a; Johnson; 1950; Johnson & Kirk; 1950; RParish; Ohlsen &

parish, ~1978). This -bias 'against _handicapped ‘children -seems to be
established by age U4 years (Asher, 1975; Jones & Sisk; 1967;  Richardsan,

1970; Tucker & Brinker; 1980).  Some studies have demonstrated. that

attitudes toward visibly integrated handicapped children were jmore negative
than attitudes toward children 'in segregated special classes (Goodman,
Gottlieb & Harrison, 1972; " Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; Iano, Ayers, Heller,
McGettigan & Valaide, 1974#).- However; other studies have found either no’
difference in attitudes or more positive attitudes (Friedman, 1975; Hash &

McQuistin, 1975; Peterson, 1974; Sheare, . 1973 Strauch, 1970) as a

function of having exposure to handicapped children. Gottlieb, Semmel, and
Veldman (1978) found that the major cause of social rejection of
handicapped children was attributable to perceived behavioral disturbance.
The basis of children's negative attitudes toward handicapped children has
been attributed by the nonhandicapped children themselves to aggressiveness’

and behavioral disturbance (Johnson, 1950; Kiernan & Kavenaugh, 1978) .

1t is difficult .to draw any definitive conclusions = from  the
attitudinal research other than the fact ghat handicapped children are
regarded negatively by nonhandicapped children. ” Simpson (1976) and Tucker

and Brinker _(1980) dg@§p§§[§§ed.tﬁét,éﬁééiélly designed media can produce
sositive shifts in .attitudés toward handicapped 'children. = Questions

regarding whether initial or post intervention attitudes would be related .

to behavioral differences should be answered prior to developing large
scale attitudinal éhaﬁgéf,étUdies;wffB§;f7§]§77) has shown that expressed

attitudes of preschool children are not related to patterns of interaction.

Sipperstein, Bak & Gottlieb (1977)xhave raised fundamental methodological
issues about assessment of individual's™attitudes. They have_ argued that
the attitudes expressed toward handicapped children are a social group B
_phenomena and that ‘such 'attitudes are considerably more negative when
assessed in a group rather than individual context. Clearly the expression

.of attitudes can be influenced by group processes (Asch, 1958).  Whether

such expression is any more valid than individual attitude scales (Voeltz,
1980: 1982) as an assessment of the individual's "true attitudes" is

_debatables ' The critical question is wHether either type of attitude

assessment procedure produces measures which are related to behavioral
measures of interaction in various social contexts. ' : '

[
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Having reviewed the literature, it is cilear that a number of studies

have addressed - the impact of the types of antecedent and concurrent.

features of educational contexts which we proposed evaluating within an

ecologicdl model of . integration: 1It-is equally clear that most of these
features have been addressed separately, outside the frameWork of  an

ecological analysis. - Moreover, very few of .the studxes have invoived

severely handicapped students. Thus we are faced wtth a very large number

of factors which, when separately censtdered. may be critical to the

integration of severely handicapped students in _regular school and

community sSettings. However, the ‘available literature does not provide a

broad context within which to consider any separate.finding. Thus we might
ask, "Are critical administrative featureés (Stetson; 1980) So critical that

they compensate’ for differences one might ordinarily find in local

expertise; . teacher attitudes; teacher classroom behavior, or parent

involvement?" It is clear that ~such questions cannot be sSystematically
- addressed based on ‘the current available research for two reasons.  First,
there has been no measurement of the variations in the degree and quaility

of integration which might be related to variations in such factors about

the educational context Second. each antecedent and concurrent feature of .

‘educational contexts nas been considered separately rather ‘than within the

ecological framekerk of  interacting and mediating forces at various levels -

of the ecelogy (Bronfenbrenner, 1977): The purposes of the project to

evaiuate the xntegration of Severely handicapped students were to

1, base whatever conclusions were made about the 1mportant
variables affecting integration upon a consistent metr1c

for measuring the degree of integragion; = - -
- 2. détérmine which features-of educational contexts emerged,‘

" as eritical when evaluated within the ecologlcal'

framework of other presumed critical components;

3. determine whether integration,; as measured by the raté
. of interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped’

. students,; had an edycational impact on the progress of
severely handicapped.. students and the ’'attitudes of

nonhandicapped students toward the handicapped;

We will turn now to a description of the methods used to measure both

the degree/qualtty of tntegration and the antecedent and concurrent

features of tntegrated educattonai environments.

- 34 -
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CHAPTER III

METHODS

II1.I SIT SELECTION

regular educational sSettings was that few school districts would admit to such:a

Our expectation regarding 1ntegration of severely handicapped students in

goal. As one federal official said.,"I Wish you could show me half a ‘dozen:" In

fact a total of 303 public school districts: in 47 states were.recommended as

attempting to integrate severeiy handicapped - - students. These nominations

resulted from formal requests to the 12 regional deaf-blind centers and to the

directors 5?99@??,,?999?ti°“ ‘from each of -the states, . from _informal

qgegtioningi7of77professiona1 colleagues. and officials from Special Education
Programs, and from an analysis of a survey conducted by the Association for the

Severely Handicapped of its membership.

In requesting information from these sourees we defined "integration"- as .

the presence of Severely. handicapped students in the same school buiiding as

nonhandicapped students. Our definition of "severe1y handicapped" was ‘the same.

as the federal definition, i.e:;

o f§egereiy handicapped children aié those‘ﬁho'BécaﬁSé‘pf _
the . intensity of their - physical,. mental, or -emotional
-problems; or. a combination "‘of Such problems need

educational; Social;  psychological, _and medical Services
beyond. those which are traditionally offered by regular and
_.special educational programs, in order to maximize their -

full potential for useful and meaningful participation in

society and for seif—fuifiiiment."

o The total number of sites by state. and by nomination Source are 1isted
in' Table 1 The total _by nominating source was:  Regional Deaf-Blind
Centers - 26;. SEA Special Education Directors = 85;  Special Education

Programs Officers - T7;- and The Association for the Severely Handicapped -

201.

Each’ asterisk in Tabie 1 means that, of the sites nominated; one_ was

'also nominated by another source. Asterisks appear next to _each of the

" mutual sources. Of the'363 different educational .agencies nominated! ‘95%
were nominated by only one source. - Only one school system was nominated by

'
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Table 1

TOTAL NOMINATIONS. BY STATE BY SOURCE

DISTRICTS/AGENCIES
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thFes of the four Sources: Madison Public Schools. This would indicate

that while there - is'more than a handful of sites in which integration of
. severely handicapped students 1is: being . attempted, knowledge of these

efforts is not widespread. Thus, there is no consensus about whether these

sites are engaged in an ihnovation or perhaps no forum for establishing a

s . consensus about -the ' innovative aspects of the integration which has been
achieved: ' ‘ T : : '
' ‘Mere nomination certainly does not imply that' a site actually was

- engaged in _integrating ‘severely handicapped ~students. To confirm the
degree to which such integration was in-fact taking place was one. of the
purposes of this project; However in order to verify the belief that a

. school district was integrated, 113 .of the nominated sites were contacted
by phone. These school districts are listed in Table 2..

Phone contact was often difficult to establish and the constraints of

~ completing the entire site selection process in the first six months of the
project diminished the possibility of a systematic -survey at the site
selection phase. Thus it was not possible to get detailed information. from
each of the nominated sites, In addition, we had targeted = states in the
_ geographic region of 'states which Special Education Programs (SEP) had -
' nominated <as potential recipients . of funding as’ model projects for
integrating severely handicapped students. It'would be difficult to make
any firm conclusions about districts from which detailed information was
hot availablé. . However; U8 ‘of the 113 nominated sites which had been .
contacted provided information about the number of severely handicapped
students - integrated, the -age ranges of the students, the schools in which
they were integrated .as well jas information about the size of. -the school
district, the size of the Special education program.and the sociveconomic
status of the integrated schools (if known). ~ The Summary information from

" tHese 48 sites is presented in Table 3.-

On ‘the basis of dontinuing discussion with these sites, an effort was

made to determine a) the degree .of innovation in integrating severely
handicapped students; b) the willingness and_ resources of the site to
participate ‘in an evaluation as extensive as the one proposed, and c) the
relationship of the site to other. potential sites in terms of geographic
region, age range of students integrated; and the range of integration
.activities.. Based upon these discussions 22 ‘sites agreed to participate in -
all of the particulars of the proposed evaluation. From these 22 sites .the

" final selection of 14 sites was made.

During the early Stages of negotiation with potential Sites, districts

. were sSent an overview of the project outlining the design and general .data -
collection requirements as well as the project's proposal which described .

in  detail the proposed evaluation plan; measures and. tirelines;

b Discussions were maintained with interested districts by phone to clarify.

questions - about the design and~ procedures 'to Dbe ‘used as-.well as the

_ involvement that would be required by ETS and. district staff. Sites ™ were
—= .. assured -that disruption of ongoing programming would be minimiZed and - that
all data collection responsibilities would be -handled by ETS fieldwork

staff on site® in their; district.  For those -sites which indicated a
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: : ' Table 2
Si*es Contacted by ETS on Teiephone
| R R -7
STATE SITES R SOURCE ’
N ‘ A Sggghcqg@ Regional
AL Birminghap Public SChoois Deafiniin& Center.
CA George Mii;ggfggveigpggnt. eontrc Cos:a Oounty L
- Center - Concord, Calif. Superintendent of Schools
'San Francisco Public Schools OSE funded site
FL ‘Alachua County School District Southeast Reglonal
Jackson County School District Deaf/Blind Center
Leon County School District _
Orange County . "
A Hawaii Public Schools OSE funded site
ILL : Chicago Pq§;§c”§c§oois I1linois State Deaf/Blind
* LaGrange Area Dept. of Center _
. Speciai Education TASH. Conferencc
' IND Hammond Public Schools Midwest Regiog;l Deaf/Bi:tnd
_Fort Wayne Public Schools - Center and INﬁ.—SEA
Lafayette C6f§6?§tibﬁ IND;SEA
Muncie Community
NE Indians Special Ed Coop "
IA Dubuque Public Schoot District Iowa SEA .
Charles City. School District "
Maquoketa School District "
. Iowa City School District "
' Kalona School District Sm
Pymosa School District . Ll
K& USD #497 = Lawrence KA; SEA
USD. #233 - Olathe - " o
Atchinson-Jefferson Educ. Coop. "o .
Leavenworth Comprehensive "o
Special Ed Coop.’ ' :,
KY - Jefferson County Public Schools | .KY. SEA
ME Bradley Public Schools TASH Conference and
7 7T _ Maine SEA
"MICH Ida Public Schools,fiiiif - Midwest Regioﬁéi.ééﬁtér

Traverse Bay Intermediate

School District - ©

I
L
O

1

for Deaf/Blind

M
o -

v
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Table 2 (Continued)  j
STATE . | _ SITES - __SOURCE _ \
MINN , ' St. Paul Pdbiic Schools : | Midwest Regional‘Center
' Mbnticeiio Pﬁbiic Schools =~ for Deaf/Blind .
S . | Jacksom Public Schools 3 ‘ , Séﬁtﬁééét,Bégiéﬁéi center
' 7 o for Deaf/Blind [
. NEB - | Lincoln Public Schools | web. = sEa -
- Grand Island Public Schools - " ,
Qmaho Public Schools ’ o ‘
NY | 5.t. rnseicute for zducation Mid Atlantic Deaf/Plind
of the Bliﬁa - Bronx . _ Régibﬁél Center
NI Woodbridge State School —Rayway Mid. Atlantic neafiﬁiiﬁd 7
- Regional Center
OHIO * - 'I'o’ié’d'o’ f’ﬁﬁiit‘éthﬁ’diﬁ : | Ohio State Center for
_ ' . : ‘ Beaf/Biind
OK , Idabglftébi;g,st‘-h?@? - | oxe.sEA
Oaklahoma City Public Schools © "
Putnam City Public Schools 3 "
- Tulsa Public Schools . ' 2 B
~yoR - . _Teaching Research - Monmouth Oregon Deaf/Blind Center -
’ ‘Portland Regional Program for "o : :
_the  Deaf "
-_J;:kgo; Educ;Fégn gervices : . and Oregon Research Instif
strict = Medford , ° |  Aeoorn Deaf/Blind Center
; . Deaf Blind Cem:er
Clackamas Educatibgggfgggviggg Oregon Dea /
Mhribn Education Services District _
PA Pittsburg Public Schools ’ .| ‘Penn state Center for
' Phitadelphia Public Schools . : Deaf/Blind ) -
TX ' | Tuloso-Midway Indep. School District .Ti;,SEA_ ‘_ ; S
: El _Paso Independent School District : M ' L .
Arlington - ISD .
Region X Edgggtion Service Center
Fort Wbrth ISD-
.Judson 1ISD : . 7
- Region XX Education Service Center' . ' ' o
VA o ‘ Mgggggggry County Public Schools - VA. SEA
. | Shenandcah County Public Schools . "
 Fairfax County : "
”"
VT - Central Vermont School Districts E funded site
- -k - D S
it ‘ 49
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SITE

‘Shoreline Public Schools
Lake Washington School District

Racine Public Schools

‘Oshkosh Public Schools

Madison Public Schools

- 41 -

gia@és;,Rééiﬁﬁéi
Deaf/Blind Center
TASH Conference




 Table 3

0 S
A Site Selection Summary |
SO R I N R U I R S L
% Responsible | # of Severely |Age | #&Sizeof |Total f of |Total # of | 1 of Schools Title I |
P Agency Haridicapped - - |Ranges | Site . Students - | Handicapped | in LEA : Etjtgllﬁiéut_;
© .| Students in * | Schools Served in - [Served in | : ! “of Site -
Integrated f - |LE& | LEA o : Scliools
Settings | , L S
Mingan clty | SO/B . | 520 |9 Schools < Elea| 49,888 . | 3,500 | 100 Schools Robuson 105
School District | 75 SPR . |- | (16 cmééé) | | k-1 om0
Bimingham, . - Robinsoq 06| N 1 dlemntary | g
: 1-5; (fB, atdts) . 7‘ |23 secondary S
‘Cogeg 104 | o Huffuar 0
T T R fewds 30
,,,,K,-g,,,; I,,, ‘ . / i . C ‘ ”..‘
Wifm B0 o it 70
ledds 36 ) [mer W
-8 | | | -
Wt | N Ba W
Kb o L |
e N |
_ e o Heghts - 95
Price 218 . s .
=5 | | K . | o
Shﬁmﬂﬂ - ‘ ' ’ * ‘
o] | edghts WY
\ ' | K
George Miller East | 6 TR 69 |lelem school | 600 [ | 1 Kl
Developuent Center | ] kS - | 6 K5 -
' ' \\"_ o N . . 2 6:8 ,
A coop. program :pt'og'raﬁ operatgs-on |00 students - - BRI
between Contracosta | regular school| campus | . ' %-' . L Bt A
County Sup. of | but in'mn fsolbted |- b - Centar o
Schools and Pt;tsburg portable\unit - | SR
Unified §:D: . campus ggounds;
Etttsburg. Calif 3 - . , B ' _ _
o : \ - B ' | ;f . o '?! ‘.
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L]

o
I
[
H
H
C
o
0
]

School Distriet

self-contained

. fondntegrated fickiol.

Coimty S.D.

|40 elementary

. Responstble | § of Severely | Age § & Size of | Total # of |Total # of | ¥ of Schools Mtle I
o Ageniey Handicapped | Ranges | Site . |Students | Handicapped | in LEA  Enrollzent -
- Stiideits 1n ‘- Schiools Served in | Served in Cof Site
| Integrated | LA |LEA Schools . -
Settings | | |
t .
- . / SR . ' I
San Francisco .| 8SH . ,Preschool Jose Ortega 61,73, 109 Schosls 15
State Unfversity | oo | e [ K5 | § areas
§ San Francisco .
" Publdc Schools . | Other sites td. 80: " elementary
| . , be finalized |29: secondary
San Franclsco, . | [
California 3
* 0SE Model Site -
REP 80-50
thlachoa County #Students moved into Machua | 3,668° | 34 Schools

Gatnesville, 0,51 |14 secondery 5
Ploplda \ | |2

Orige Coiity
~ School District

Oelaido; Flotlda

SUN

| Pine Castle Blen)

Rungetford gj;g,,]_.
ST

By

10,11

7Bt elenetary
* |34 secondary

107 Schools .

ungetford Blen.
o

Pine. Castle Eler

| k6 387 } 0
*Jébkédﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁt? * The' program :I.Euot int ggg!:éd ‘ | Jackson City 884 [ 16 Schools ! , .
Piblic Sehiool with nonhandicgpped stuEentaa ~School R ;;
District Severely handipapped arp served Dlstrict 9t elementary | .| :
R . with other hangtcapped ptudents N 1: secondary A
Mat{amns; Florida | fna tricounty| segregated progean. . [ 8,331 : 54 |




Table 3 (éontihﬂéd)

ible

it of Severely
Handicapped
Stiidents in
Integrated
Settings

Age
Ranges

# & Size of
Site
Schools

Total # of

Stiidents
Served in
LEA

Total # of
Handicapped
Served in
LEA.

# of Schools
in LEA

Title T
Enrollment

‘of Site
Schools

of
Soper-
favali
cment
ﬁ B

wall

{te

‘49 SMEH, D/B,

SPMR

¥18 -

5 Schools in
3 LEAs

LEA . School

357

Kainalu
723

Kaimali
982

Honolulut Jarret
. Int.-508

' Honolulu:

44,665

Cf31: 19

Total in 3 LEAs:
123 schools

eleii.
10 sec.
2 adult-

7 sec:
1 adult,

Honolulu:

61: 45 elem.
15 sec.
1 adult

ip High
rict in
with
ea Dept.

zdacation

j1inois

55

e

33-35 SMH

16-21

Lyons H.S.
(No. Campus)

3340

“|sMn Program

gerves 3 High

School Dist.

Lyons Twp:
2,340

(Continued on

\

Lyons:
I 52
1: 11-12

next pagej

Lyons High

school: 0
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table 3 (Continied)

next page)

| rxgiz N
(Contsd or| next page)

-t "
i} ! g ] -
o Responsible | f of Severely |dge | f6Sieof |Total f of |Total Pof | #of Schools | Titlel
hgeiicy Handicapped | Ranges | ‘Site Stideits | Haidicagped | 1 LEA Enrol et
o Students in | Schools Served in | Served in | of Site
, Integrated LEA | LEA Schools
Settings ' .
Lyons Toﬁnship | finsdale ' Hinsdale:
(con't) Twp: 2t 9-12
4;306
Riveraide- Rtveréi&é— -
| Brookfield: Brookfteld:
1,716 I ‘9‘,]-12- "
Nottherd I1lifiols | 26 id public | 6-21 Del(alb' | For 10 teks | For Dekald | DeKalb District - DeKalb Sgn;or
. University | achiool settings| . | Sendor High: . | in Deketp |Distrfct: | | Hgn: 0
~ Dekalb 1n cooper- - | & community Lis Cbﬁﬁf?i o 7t k= o
* ation with Dekalb Cq.progeans nmwmmwimm~‘mwmm 2 6-8 Little John
Spec. Ed. Assoc. | u 385 [ R S E ¥  Blem: 30
~ % | 50 tn resident- | LEA enroll- | 1899 - |
DeKalb, Illinois | ial & commmnity Notre Dame” = | ment! gerved by
| progras - OUSEA Residentia] Dealt
0SE Model Stte ' Facility: - Genoa County
 RFP §0-12 50 Kingston: | Special
S . 1,273 Services
~ Regional Program Shabbina: o~
Serving 10 LEAs 503
' ‘ _Hiawatha' o
635 o
Sycanore: , 558
1 2,55 |
| Dekatb:
vo3,965
', | Hackiey
\[ Big Rocks
Bk 6
Sandwich:



Table 3 (Contined)

.
o
. .
H :
=
g
S Responstble | Fof Severely |dge | PGSl of |Total¥of |Totaldof | fofSchuols | Titlel
Hgency Hendicapped | Ramges | Site | Studeits | Henddcapped | in LEA " BitolLagit
| Students Ln Schiols Setved i | Served in of Site
S | Integtated LEA LEA Sciools
SN Settings . o AR
Northern Illinois | vaternan:
Unfversity - %L
Dekalb_1n. cooper- Somonauk:
atfon with Dealb Gq. 71,
(con't) 3

\

Hamond City 373 G, 17 4| Vallsce School | 16,808 . 1,800~ | 2 Schools
School District | 15 yeard K6 Elem lam | e
o | of uge : o
Hamiond, Indiana | | + 528 19: %-6 or K-8
’ | o
‘3:‘ 9-12'
|

*Bradley Public § SR 69 | Viola Rand | Beadley: -

Schiools . ' Elem. School lff k-8

Bradley, Maine (R-8): 200 st

*program being  Bradley; ME

noved to another '

district.

Reglonal progtan

gerving several

districts
fort Wayne 5 D/B Under | Brentwood Elem.:| 37,120 3,000 approx;| 61 Schools . ;
Comaity Sctoct | |12 f®E B N
Dstrlct bR | | R I

I . Hogland Blem: | P L ~
ok Wasre, Indiana | - 5469 \ | ] At
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é‘ Table 3 (Continued) ‘
H A
— i
?‘9 N - | . - S e [ S i ot
& Responsible Jof Severely [Age | f#&Sizeof |Total #of |Total #of | 7 of Schools Title I
: Agéhty | Handicapped | Ramges | Site . Students [ Handicapped | in LEA Enrollmeat -
© | Students 1n Schools: - |Served fn |Serveddn | | of Site
Integrated | | LA . LA | : | Sctiools
| Settings - T . o
Waptie-Westland . | 27 SHI/SXI 6-12 |3 classes: 19,960 1,720 | 3 schools Kitterdig - 58
Conmunity School Dist . : SMI/SXL: | (w/epeech). | . . -
31627 Palmer Road. | 50 MR . o I , 23: elenentary |Roosevelt=
‘Westland; NI 48185 | (iger 39 I9) Rittering Elem: | ' 8: secondary |Megrath 0
R S N T T % e
L ‘ . - |Elliot 8
Catclinett progran . o : S
for 5 LiAs | ; - |THR Program: - | ‘ - |Hamilton 0
o § classes ~ 1
R : | Mekee i
Roosévelt-MeGratht -+ | | \ o
K6 . 429 | \ “ -~ |Hoover 38
C[Elet: | : N '
K6 546 | ~ . Pranklin = . ..
Bemilton: | . | T - B W
k=6 - 438 - - ; | | :
Mckee: - |, | _ ’|Stevenson
6 5L | SR | BT R
Hoover! ___ -

k6 298
Franklin Jz, H.¢
= L0
" |Stevenson Jr: H. !
439 1,379

11111

Matgiette-Alger |14 5P ° | 3-16 = ‘|Redeetier Lutheran| 3,160 686 |10 schools
School Mstriet | | [Church | | ,
| Served in paroctial ' | | 6 elementary
Marqiette, Michigan | setting. Luthetmn | ~ || b secondary
© | Church - not & qchoo | - . I v | 62

Helen Schipnan !
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Table 3 (Continued)

a'gé !I-IIIF—

- o Responsible - | f of Severely | Age fusizeof |Total # of |Total #of | f#of Schools | Titlel
Mpency | Hadioapped | Ranges | Site Students  |Handicapped | G LEA . | Encollment
o Students i1 | Sciools . | Served 8 | Sérved in | of Site

Integrated o . | LEA - | LEA . . Schiools
Settings - . , ‘ . ; |
Bast lansing. | 1D/B . Pinecrest Elem. | 483 | 250 |12 schools - Pinecrest Elem:
School District R | School o R S
S ] ood-kevere| 35 | N BRI .
East Lansing, N B G R I | yEu ]
Michigan | 9 mod~Jsevere| 5~10 o S I T Vi
Traverse Bay | G0ME . | 3-21 |Traverse City |Setves 5 Traverge Bay | | Chierry Kuoll:
Tter: School | tod: -7'seve"re | School District | cotnties Titertediate Eleit
'Diettict < ‘. . | District D %0
| | Chiexry Kol 2,924 in | serves all '
Traverse City, | . | Elem: School 5counties handfcapped
Michigan | | | . |students ages] .
| | k=6 437 Antrium:‘ 0-25 1n the | dntrim: 15
1 3893 5 county | "
Ben 2de:  [arear | Benller 7
2,720
G, fraverse: |  1;384 | C. Traverse: 22
CIL39 | students |
; . {Ralkaska: | Ralkaska: 5 |
: - 71,855 ‘ S o
Leelanay: - leelanau: 6
2,125 L
‘Spring Lake Park | M. 510 | Hestiood E.lﬁ!l!' | 3;906 34 | 6achoots ' |Total district =
schoof Bistriet 16 | . | [RE W0 1 |~ . |eurollmest:
8000 Highway 65 b. , - bk IR
Mimeapolis; 1 '-secondarerestwood Ju b N o8 251 |
Minnesota 55432 | ge |8 S SV ST
(612) 786'—557’0 | | | | 1 | | (grades 1-4)
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| Hopkins |
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v tab1e.3 (Contied)
- o
o Responsible | # of Severely |Age | #&Sizeof |Total #of |Total?of | ' of Schools Title'l -
Agency Handicapped | Ranges | ' Site Students | Handicapped | in LEA | Enrolliment
' Students in * . Schools - |Served in | Served in B of Site
Inteptated : LA LEA Schools
Settinigs \ : '\
St. Pail Independ~ | 75 MH dncli | 35 | Como Park Elem: | 34,347 5,000 - |71 schooils | Como Park Elen:
ent School Distriet| 8D/8 | o o ' v
2 | R 0l
St. Paol; Mimesota| 125 MH incli | 6-12 "|23: secondary o
‘ 4 BB S |
Willoar Public | 15 M1 535 |Lapfayette Elent | 3,923 400 est.|1l achools | Total ditrict |
Schools : ; ' . bl duadh ]
611 Vest Sth Strect L1el4 165 | RS PP corollpent
ER R ) - | 7t elementary |grades 1-6:
Willmar; M¥innesota 6 Severely L | wenentary 3“".“‘ -6
- Retarded . - Ve sy | o
(111 be 10 . y i o
 tudents next S
year) o
11 TR Wiltaar Jr, 1.3 Y
. om A
TR Willoar Sr. B! | -\
It. hdeperdest | N0 TRt | g |lem sites: 13 e T A
School District Elem, sites | [ LN | LEks: Suburban niddle
287 | ‘ . ., - |8ec. sites: _ ] . ‘ S,E\ngrby;i o . lelass area
- SRt | | gg; Ind: $.D. | Blooniogton :
), Yeiilim Lane| Sec: sites | R
1820 No. Yenlim Lane| Sec: it brocklyn Cnter o
(of these T R
appror. 30 Blen Pradrfe | T3

| (Cortiauad o next
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Table 3 (Continued)

ible # of Severely | Age . # & Size of Total # of | Total # of {# of Schools | Title I

: Handicapped Ranges site Students Handicapped in LEA Enrollment
Students in , Schools .| Served in - | Served in : : f Site.
Integrated * | = o LEA’ LEA : | Sschoois
Settings o _ e )

ndent o Minnetonka
con't)
Orotio

Oseeo
Richfield 7
Robbinsdale
St. Louis Park
Wayzata

Westonka ' | \ﬁ‘ >

blic 20-25 SMH' 5-14 |Hawthorne Elem.. | 27,5000 | 2,700 S Hawthiorae Elem:

2889 ;| R ‘ : N o o | 0

Eligible urban

center in-low

income area,

» |but dida’t -
_lapoly.

School | ol Fontanelle Elem: | 50,200 | 100 schools Fontanelle Elem:

20-25 SMH 14-21

o _ ‘ 60 |- ¢ | % elementary | 131
caska | . L 1. E .4 26: secondary "
- T Hartman Elem. | : Co

| Rartnan Elem:

‘ SRR _y o R S 0o "

-

Ll




rable 3 (Continied)

ed TII—217" ..

Pa

& Responsible
Rgeiicy -

| ¥ of Severely

Harid{capped
Students in
Integrated
Settings

I § Stze of
Site
* Schools

Total # of

Studenits

Served in
LEA

Total # of

| andicapped

Served in
LEA

 of Schools -

in LEA

Title I
Enrolldent -
of Site
Schools

" Grand Island Publid

Schools -

318 So. Clark
‘Grand Island;
- Nebraska * 68801

Part of a 3L distrd
" coopetative.  Grand
Island serves lov
 ineidence spec: ed:

poputations,

>

E

1

=

9-20

| Hoverd Blew:

b . Comell
a spectal ed
public school

(W stds come

here & SH go fnte]

comunity)

16,000 est:
in 31 LEAs

trand Tsl.
65500 éétc.

1,850
served by
31 LEAs

Grand Tal.
700 eat.

| Wi Wo Connelt:

Howard Elem, !
85

0
(ot etigtbie
38 it's Speci -
Ed: school)

Woodbridge State
School fn

conjiiction #ith
Woodbridge Public
‘Schools

Woodbridze,
" New Jersey

26 03, S8

6-21

Lymn Crest Schook
|ivenet; 1:4.

& 355

B2

1,500 approx

28 schools
K-12

0 16

] T: 149

3 1012

iyua Crest Elen.
S

Gng

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

WEMC




IIT--13

N

 Table 3 (Continued)

aq

5 Respoisible
. Agency

1 of Severely | g
'| Hadicapped

Students 1n

| Integrated
| Settings

§ & Size of
Site
Scliools

Total ¥ of
Students

Seried i
|

Total # of
Handicapped
Served in
LEA

1 of $ekiools
A

Mtle I
Earolluént
of Sits
Schools

. Albuquerque Public

School District
. 0. Box 25704
Atbuquerque,

- New Mexico 87125

- ——

200 SPHR

disordered
antistic

1071t

 [teCollin Blen; |
(R=5) 341 5

Altriseo Elen.
(8=3) 324 st.

Meacthur Flem:
(R=5) - 261 st.

9,700
{Hricluding
1,117 specch)

40:

115 schools

15 elenentary
secondary |

Atriseo Elen:
m
NeCullum Eled:

LR

" IMeArthur Eleh:

0 :;N'

i

Wake County
Sectioo] District

P. 0. Box 28041

Raleigh,
| North Carolina
27611

10 P

) ¢lagges

Sy

. Mdgion Jr. B

Garner Elen.
(K-6) 893

- 9%

54436

80

| 85 schools

Garmer Elen:
1

* Rdguo Jg. B,

16 ¢

Forsyth County
Sctiool Distriet _
920 W, Eleventh §
Winston Sales ,
North Carolina 27

t,

102

16-20 5P

2 clasges

1221

1 |

|Grades 5-6

Cook Intermediate

309 sti

e

Sy

- |{of these
11,810 gifted
{1,226 speech)

66 schools

e

Inustrial §

subutban ares,
Large aiddle §

upper ‘class

Ciok fntern:
0.

-
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H , Table 3 (Continued)
o | o
H : o o
- ™ Responsible | 1 of Severely | Age f & Slze of |Total fof |Total #of | ¥ of Schools Tilel
Agescy - | Handicapped Ranges Site Stodents | Handicapped | InLEA Earolluent.
Stiiderits i Schools | Served fn - [Served fn of Site
| Integeated - [tEh- ~ |LEA " | Sehdols ¢
| Settings * o | R
* Rowan _Cotinty sfP | “Yo. Rowan Middle| 16,1 | 23 achools Yo, Rowan _
Box 428 - grades 58 . o | Hiddle Sohool:
- Fast Spenser, 2 classes T, | | 15+ elementary o
North Carclifa | S | 8: secondary 5
28039 ' ' :
Athewerie Clty - §/p Fast Atbemarle 2,399 st.,| under 50 | 6 achools. Fast Albeiiatle
~ Schoc? Disiedet | . School - i est. . ) Sehool:
1813 B Maln | 1class (k-6) 321 st. ' b (K-6) o
Abesatle, - | o 5 (748) 0
North Carolina 1 (9-12)
28001 s
New Hariover County | 20 students  [Most are| Hiilian . Blong 20,912 2,000 |32 schocts | Blount Elen:
370 Princess PLDE| 58 yrs | Blem: (ofthese [ |
iimigton, | classes  [old bur | (k) S0k st. 000 speech) | 22¢ elementary | 50
North Carolina range | 10: secondary SR
28005 5-17 ' y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: [K&J
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" & Responstble
Agency ‘

| # of sever:ty

| Students in

Handicagped

Integrated

Settings -

"

Ranges

.| Schools

& Staeof
site

|

Total f of
Students
Served. in

Total 4 of
Handicapped

| Served in
i

Jof Schools |
BL S S|

fele 1.
Enrolinent
of Site
Sefols

o

R

CToledo Clty

. School District. |

* Toledo; Ohls

40 approxs -
teludtg

 comnunic:
digordered

612

autlstic, D/B |

| 01d Orchard Elen:

| Oakdate Etem:

b B 8.

Washington Elem: |

. 919
580
R 823
Larchmont Elem:
TR 7

| pevttblsa . 8¢ |

1,550

1,650

48,151

475

19 sl
(k-12)

| 50 ks Bar 8|
. 20: secondary

~ [Washington:

B
old Orchard:
0

Oakdale: -
DR -
Larchmont:
IR
. |Devilbise Hi§i:
. 0
Libbey H. S.:

—

 Maron Education

Services District
. 3180 Centet. St. N.E

97301

P s
- 34 districts

19 appron. SR
within TR
 progrn

- ,3-10fg ‘
| Mt. Angel

112 {Weodbi Mddle <]

6-19

6-10

TeT

| LAs:

|Stayton

, W§pdburnj |

SPHR stiidents ate

vithin TR prograh

5 clagses in i

eftersm ten.
Stayton Rl ~

St, Hary Blen.-

Woodburn
Woodbiitn High

- [Jefferson - |,
S 610 |

E

Tt elenentaty
0 wddle

15: high

farge tiral aréa
100w fn

|d{aneter,

Blue coller

Jefferson Elem:
215
Stayton At
50
§t. Mary Elem,: -
3

| voodbien Middle:

o B
Woodbiurd H.: -
00

________________ Lo e

Homouth; Gregon | § Si |13 |Canpus Elem: o
: [:I<I?£?£S | 1 [14-16 - |ralnddge Jr: B | T
i e b T s ayrers
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“Table' 3 (Continued)

o - - = - - e = - » - - So- P - . ,
R Responsible Pof Severely |dge | #&Sizeof |Total #of |Total #0f~ | 7 of Schools Ttle 1.
: K8€“¢Y , | Handicapped | Ranges | Site | Students Handicapped | 1in LEA - Enrollment

\ Students 1n . Schiools Served in  [Served in | ° of Site
Integrated - | LEA LEA - Schools
Settings I L .
Jackson Educ, . |55 mod.Dsevere| (<21 |Progean Re'gionai - | Jackson - 10°LEAs: ..
,Services District o in 4 LEAs | program Spec: | e
| {1 class per site) serving | Ed. District gs:i zgglgist.S.
Hedford, Oregon Shotdts . |10LEAS:  feerves |
S | 4 | 100 approk{ - o -
o [ |Totfof | - e ! Falls .
‘ (mtém. . 549. students: -
)| A0 35chools )
; Jefferson: . jackson Go. | Jeffersoni
W D6-centrat 2t | W0
Oak Grove Elem.; S 5. Qa[( Crove: .
g . BN TR
MeCloughlin Je.H. 3 T TRT: McGloughlin: -
e Nedford: 18 -l
R S Phoenix SDi:
| 617 {lnCentrsl B
Mushurst S096: Sams waleys
| L(m Vailey | Pinehurst 81139 7 5
[SIERCI S
Prospect $D39:
In_Esgle Point o
‘DiEL;—QE : . A g
kpplegate S0 |iioti- i
Little Butte foblegate ST “.'-d?_B“t;g‘
Intermi; . - R
ik -360, . ‘Roge River SD35: . "8
o . |
S T J&CRSO" Co ; ff: :
7" _ fshland . H., | {509~ tagte s Ashland:- 0
L Copenom .. g - ' '
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U Table 3 (Continued) B
T 1
e Y Nesponsible | § of Severely | Age §&Stzeof |Total § of |Total § of |1 of Schools Title
C hgeney Handicapped  |Ranges | Site  °  |Stulents | Handicapped | in LFA. | Enroiigeﬁf‘
: Students {n Schools Served ir | Served dn ; of 8
‘ Integrated LEA LE}t Schooh\
Settings . \ x‘
Portland pbfle o | 3 WH with | 32 Portland: | 4800 | Portland: : \
Schools gensory impair-| = ~+|(with speech) Lo
(hild Service Center| ments . 55,631 " 16 schools Y
220 NE Beech ‘ (D]B DMH, BMH) : ' |
Portland; o I L
Oregon 97212 0 Briger Elem.:" ‘Briger Elem.: |.
R E | (4 classes) - 0
S L k-6 23 S D
Reglonal program 11 e Tabor: | Mto Tabors

serving 48 districts|

(2 classes)

| 6'8 ‘ "23 oy
| ' f : .
2% autistic | 6-10 Ioreston: | Crestom:
' gtudents "|(3 classes) P : -0
| k=5 46l -
Clark: = |Clarks
(1 Eiééé) 0
459 e S
Grant B 5.: B Grant HiS:t
(1 class) P | N
B 1,5 7
Hi11 Creek:S.D. 9SH Grandview Elem: | 7,468 - @50, | 1l schiools & | Cramdviems
S ‘ P 7 I R . 5
Mill Creek, *|(with 225 Spikds) g 7 elememtary |
Pemnsylvania . R | ‘& secondaty |Mcbowell Int:
SN | . MeDowell Intern. o R T
I figh Schools | | ) o ; K
- SO s 1359 : PRI SEE -
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S tesonsible | of Severely | Age. | FhSlzeof |Totatof |Totalfof | Fof fehoits | tittel
Mg | Wandlcapped  |Ranges | Site  |Stdemts | Handicapped | fniBh . | Hucolimeit

- C|Stugents g || Sohoils  |Served fn | Served dn ] st
Integrated = | - A . [l | schools
| Settings - | - R N

Mialgts | B8 | R | Fachls | 26725 | 25,00 aprol. /39 schons |
Public, Schools | Colme-ns | | ] IR
Hlladelghs, | 1 “ N S '\’;/,7‘_ -
Pemeyluaata I N N VA

f]

521 | West Fnd School{|” 10,586 | 813 | 18 schools West End School:
- |(elth speech) | ‘- 0

utler hres S, | LS est
167 New Castle Road | (1 class) _
Butler, PA 16001 - |k
JMmMQp : o SR Mﬂmm
Qelass) |- |~ | - .1 0.

o Lm | S I NN

Tuloso Midvay 1.5.0.]  1DBE |12 years| Clarkwood Elem: | 2,490 | W0est. | 4 schools: | Clarkwood Elem.:
9760 Labranch SR T § S B ¢ 2 CHE N | T
Corpus Christi; | » |

Texas . 78410

3 elesentary
1t secondary

" - - _ .- - B " ] N ‘[
Reglon XX Bd. Servied  16D/8  [adol | - . | s
Center - = T A I BT

155 NE Loop 40 | | | g
Sa Aitoils, | . | P T
“Texig 78209 - | Reglonal Technigat Aesisfance Progran for 120 districts:| Not operating 5P ’prug‘rams direct

rat- Techmiga , ty wlthin . &
a public sghoot Béiiiﬁg.'\liéébﬁﬁiéﬁdéd public sicol |progras to cantact: B

Q

" m\ “
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Table 3 (Continued)

Resionsible
Agency

1 of Severely
Handicapped
Students in

Settings

e
Ranges

I & Size of
Site
Schools

totat  of

Students -
Served in
LEA

Handicapped
Served in
LEA

§ of Schools
LA

Title
Enrollment
of Site
Schools -

El Paso Indep. $.D:
Box 20160

E1 Paso, Texas
.79998

12 autistics
stdents

6L
(aost of
eled.age

F

General MeArthut

Blewt
(2 classes)

Burgess HiSit |

(2 ¢lasres)

/

61,298

6,00

65 schools -
(4 area 5.D.'s)

McArthur!
S 1

Burgess: -
34

o

Fort Wotth Iiidep.S:D
3210 W. Lancaster
Fort Worth,

Texas 16107

14 M:H:

17 D/B

7-12

11 month
14 year

Bruce Shulkey
Elen: '

Klicé Carlsoi
Elem:

9,918

109 schoots

Shutkey: U .
;

|

Catlson: 0

Untversity of
Vernont & Barre Cty
b Barre Town

School Districts

Birlifgtod, Vertoit

0E Model Site

REP 80-12

Regonal progran
for distticts in
~central Vermont
O

Barre City:

9 it lstic/im

(for Fall '81)

Mathiewgon Elen:
k-5 192
Spaulding H.8: !
9-12 LA

Central
Vermont schoo]
population:
13,400
approx

Batre City:
2,680

Barre City
2,680

Barre Clty:
§_gchiools
elei. & gec.

63
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ged ITTI—25.

¢ Responsible
Agentcy

fof erely
handi,ged
Students {n
Integrated

Settings

Age
Réhgéé

|1 Size of

site
Schools

| Total # bf

Students
Served In
LEA

| Total # of
| Banddeapped

Served in
LEA

I of Schools

In LEA

Title 1

Enrollnent
of Site -
Schools

University of -
Washington in

Coopetation with
Plrcrest Residential

School & Shoreline
Public School
District

Seattle,
Wastiington

OSE Model Site
RFP  80-05

16 5/8

;é: ii‘ii

12

Fircrest
Restdential
sefsald 400

axdn School-
special public

school: 156 st

Plrcrest
gerves 400

Storeline
8D 11,360

Shoreline -

$: 657
(including
112 speech)

21 schools

i

Lake Washington
St 1 District
)

k_4mf
Washingiun

OSE Model bt
RFP * 80-51

(community nodel)

N

1721

| 2 Spectal

Piblic Schools

- Gordon R: Hauck

Special Ed. Ct.
Hauck Vocat1
Annex

Plus community
placement

16,894

1,082

(tneluding

244 speech)

29 schools

1§ clementay |

10: secondary

Judson Indep,
Scheol Mstrict
Box 249
Convetse, Texs.

Thedr progran for severty handicepped

has been moved |to & segtegated special

education centgr,

§;121

11 Schools

3 elemntary
J: gecondary

g
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H J—
;131’9 | ] I _.,[_ S
I Responsible |7 of Sevrdly | AgE b8 Size of | Total # of |Total #of | # of Schools TtleI
Agericy Nandicapped | Ranges | Site Stideiits Handicapped in LEY | Enrotluent
| Students in Schiools Served {n | Served in of Site
Integrated ‘ o |tA | LEA . - Schools
Sett1igs | | |
Hilvavkee Public [Wod.~Psevere | .| 2Elem: | 9,207 mo est, | 147 echoolst | ifddle & lov
Schools A Athspeech)) | middie urban
5225 W, Videt St 0 | 36 | 65tk Streer:27d , " 118: eleventary |
‘Wilwavkee, - k-5, 6 65th Street: 0
Wisconsin - 33208 78tk Street :480 S R ]
: ' 0 % figh 78th Steeet: 0
300 6-21 | 2Middle: - 1 | -2 | .
4 Woorse: 69| | | Moorse:
Autobahn: 741 fitobatie: 0
| 3 S
Cister: 2,205 custer: 0
Riverside 1,288 ‘piverside! 31;8,;
Madison Public 100 PR | 371 |Mendota Blems | 253 | 2000 | 45 schools . | Mendotai g
Schools . kS 246
o Glend ‘e Biem: | . Glendale: -52-
Yadison; 5| | I
WiSCUl‘[SfH ‘ Van Hise Elem: ’ | Van Hlse: ¢
: | k=5 294 }
(Coiit sted on next page) .
87 | T T B
l | ] | i
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Pag4g111+27

AR

o1 Lk

Lafollette Sr:

1S

9-12 . 106

Revpon,ibie | #of Severely |#ge | f&Stzeof |Totalfof |Total of Fof Schools | Titlel
Agency - {Handicapped | Ranges | Site Students | Handicapped | fn LEA Enrollment |
| Students in . Schools Served in | Served in | of Site
1 Integrated LEA . LEA Schools
| setings 4 | : 5 . 4 i
. Madison Public John Muir Elem: . mmw
Schools (con't) =5 | §
| Samuel Gompers Sanuel nompers %
| Middle School: Middie -0
=5 70 g
Herbert Schnenk Heroert Scinenk.
Middle School: Middle: < D
6-8 254 L
. 3. Madigon Mem: J. Madison Mem,

s, 0

LaFoL1GtEE St

. HoSo ) 0

Soitces of infotmation:

* i LEA contact person

tioo Center I Directoqz pubiished by

Cerriculum Information Center, Westport, Conn:, 1479,

"6t uua or LEA Title T Crordinators

 Revised  6/10/81
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21lingnes: to participate im the project ‘a detal}gdfi7i§§i§i§uaiiie8

jetter wac prepared sSummarizing the discussions that had been held and

etpiiing specifie: data  collection procedures, - timelines and

~esp.nsibilities. Follewing receipt of this 1letter, sites indicated

Whether z rinal vormitment to partxcipate could be made. A copy of such _a

letter is attaehei in Appendix A: In this manner the selecticn of our 14

1istriats was Lcmrxcteﬁ

for uhe mentaiiy retarced. The sites were loec-ted in four regions of the

~0Lntry-—the Northeast; South, Midwest and Northwest and represented a

range of communities inc]udlng suburban , igern and rural areas. These_

"Yocations also varied in size and soc1oeconom1c ‘characteriatics as Table &
reveal:

‘Within these sites integration with nonhandicapped Students ranged
from\\mere physical presence within the same building to Special progr.:s

designed Lo gg;eriitygeract ions between handicapped and nontandicapped
students g;gh}niﬁschooi or to foster integration of severely handicapped
students into .ccmmunity environments. Within this range- the amount of

1ntegrated time and the type of integrated act1v1ty varied considerably.

III.II SUBJECTS

o R _Zzr - -7

handlcapgeg 7§§udents -as potential participants using as- cr1ter1a the
federal definition and AAMD descriptions of adaptive behavior cf severely

retarded students doscribed below. Using materials prepared by ETS, each

- system then sent a letter to parents or.guardians of prcspective students

explaining the purpose ‘of the study and requestircgy permission for their

child's participation.. Parents were told -that their child would be

observed during school = hours and their child . -ser3ment and program

records would be reviewed. Parents were also askead 16 participate in an

interview. to discuss their chiid's program. The interview, however, was
nct conducted due to lack of SEP clcarance., Parents were assured that <the

identity of their child would be prote~ted and that their partlclpatlon was

voluntary. A1} data was coliected and’  analyzed using numerical

identxflcatlon E numbers assuring ,complote ‘anonymity to all subjects:

Parents who were willing to_ have _their child particiﬁate then returned

signed consent forms to ETS. ETS in turn sent cnples ‘of these permission
slips to each partﬁclpatlng distriet.

_ Nonhandlcapped students were velected according to their opportunity
" for contact wWith segere}y7”h399§capped students to form contact or
no—ccntact groupstW7Stugeg§s in the target schools who Wwére Kiiown to

interact with severely handicapped students or had_the opporuunlty for-sueh

interaction were identified by teachers of .severely handicapped stadents’

within each site as potential participants.for the contact group. Students
in schools that did rot have severely . i ndicapped students were randomly»

seiect\d as potential nparticipants for the no-contact group. The process

- 63 -

O
[




Methods _ o : - . Page III-29

f Table 4 -
Integration Evaluation Site Demographics o .
o ' : - . District
- Site o Region Community Enrollment
Birmingham Public Schools _ ' . Sputh - urban ' 49,488
Birmingham, Alabama ' :
DeKalb County ' Midwest - rural. 13,487
Sﬁééiél Education Association : o
DeKalb,; Illinou.s )
LaGrange Area Department of Midwest suburban . 10,124
Special Education and . '
Lyons Township High School District 204
- LaGrange, - Iiiinois
Spring Lake Park Public Schools Midwest =~  suburban 4,210
Spring Lake Park Minnesota : :
’ Grand Island Public Schools Midwest rural 6,172
Grand Island, Nebraska - : ) ' :
Lincoln Public Schools = Midwest suburban 35,466
Lincoln, Nebraska . . '
Jackson County Education Service District Northwest . rural 25;600-
Medford Oregon '
Phila.elphia Public Schoois , Northeast urban , éés 805
Phil.idelphia, Pennsylvania
Barre City Public Schools : Nortieast rural : 2;271
Barre; Vermont . : :
Southwest Yermont Supsrvisory Unios N>rtheast rural 4,769
Bennington; Vermont
Lake Washington o\hool District 14 - Northwest supurban 17,487
Klrkland Washington '
bgliéfééﬁ&ééf Washington and Northwest suburban 11,365 _
Shoreline School District and ' (Shoreline)
The Fircrist Schocl B L '
Seattie; Washington - - ;
Tacoma Public Schools Northwest suburban 27,000
Tacoma, Wash_ngron :
Madiscn Metrepolitan S~hool Daatrict Midwest ‘suburban 23;232
Madison, Wisconsin : :

- &3 -
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for obtaining parental permission -and confidentia.ity was the same as

described for severely handicapped students.

111.II.A Severely Handicapped Studsnts

years participated in the study. . 54% were male. Stuuunts were identifis:
‘as potential participants by tleir respective school Systems according “o

245 severely handicapped (SH) students ranging in age fzgm '3 ‘to 22

the federal definition of se-erely, multiply handicapped previousiy quoted,

. To provide sitns w!%: additional information which would er..
selection of severely handicapped students tney were provided with the AAMD
descriptions of independent functioning and social behavior representative
~-  profoundly or severely handicapped individuals = at different
- -npnological ages: Acccrding to the American Association —on Mental
%t lciency Manual on Classification and Terminology, a severely retarded
e si- -son would have severe impairments in adaptive behavior and a measured IQ

¢ween 20 and 36. Using impairments iﬁ’édébti?é;béhévi6r72§fafggpéréi
guideline; we might conclude along with AAMD that persons would be severely
‘handicapped as 1long as_ they were dépendent on others for assistance in

adaptive functioning. _ For axample; in the areas of iQQgggnqéntfoﬁétibﬁiﬁE
and social skills, a person would pe classified as severely handicapped if

that person cvuid not perform the following behaviors by -the ihdl'éted

Age independent Functioning

© 3 years Attempts finger feeding, cooperates in dressing,
bathing and tbilettng; :

6 years Triés to feed seif with spoon.

9 years Feeds self with spoon, drinks unassisted;

indicates Soiled pants or tollet needs:

1z years Bits on clothing but needs help fith zippers

and buttons, can wash and dry hands.

X Social Behavior
3 yjears  Responds to others in predictable fashion;
= cemmunicat:s needs by gestures, noises or pointing;
& occupies self alore Witi. toy< for a few minutes
6 years " plays in parallel with others for short periods under
' ' -direction, recognizes others and srows preferences

for some.persons over others.

9 years Interacts with others in simple play activities,

usually with one or twc others unless guided into

:Gﬁ:
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aroup activity.

12 year:s _articipates in group activities and simple group sames;

interacts thh others 1n simple fantasy play (e. g.. "store"

|

The population for whom parental or gua'dian s permission to participate

was obtained represented multihbardicapped and/or severely retarded

individuals with pronounced ¢-f12i%s in the areas of ianguage; . mobility;
self help, cognitive and community >r domestic skills. These ﬁndlviduals

required a high degree of assistance from others in order function

within a given domain with- over 93% of the populat1nn functioning on a
sensorimotor or n»ricperational level. i .

III.II. B Nonhandicapped Students ' ) : 7

515 nonhandicapped (NH> students ranging from 4 to 18 years of age

Were administered the app.opriate form of the fcceptance Scale (Voeltz;

1980, 1982). Of these students 328 took both pre and post school - year

attitude measures. Data analysis of student's attitudes was:based upon
students taking ‘both pre and posttest. Of these Bti.idents; 170 (125 females

most likely to h“ve contact with the severely handicapped students.; 158

students (83 fema-es. 75 males) were rand aly selected from schools in
which no geverely hanaicapped sStudents were enrolled:

III.II.c Confidentiality

All data collécted and transmitted -to ETS was specially coded to

system that was devised nested various levels of information: A singte

digit represented a unique code for information at each of 5 levels: These

protect the 1dent1ty of the district and all persons involved: The coding

levels were arranged in a hierarchial order and included icentification of

state, district; school; teacher and student data: gach . level of’

information carried with it the unique code for all prior levels. Thiis,
the identificatisn number for a disktrict wWas two digits in 1ength beginning

with a digit for the state in which the site was located and followed by .a o

aigit for tha specific ‘district invoivea. .In a similar fashkion, the
idantification nimber for a particular targe: 4tudent was five digits in

lengtn Dbeginning with the state code “and ending Wwith a digi( representing

the student,. Sich a coding system uciqusly identifie; ati. information

prr-taining to a site. ”4nf1dentlaiity sf all information was thus assvuied;

" while at .the same time providing for consistency in record keeping ang ease

in mergirb information for dota anaiysis. Is data was : aing collected, any

perscnally 1dencifiable information was removed and =+ laced wich an

assigoed  ideritification number pricr’ to transmissicn to ET:. _Raw data we

éthén in locked files organized by iuentification num‘*r.‘ All data w

a M
u
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sntered and analyzed using these codes. A roster for each site containing
target students' identification numbers, names. ‘birthdates and sex Were

maintained in a separate locked file at the ETS Princeton office.

I11. III CONTEXT SELECTION

In our model, integration in uchool represents an, opportunity for .

Social interaction between severely handicapped éb',hbhhéﬁdicapped_s;hdeﬁté

and integration in the community -represents this\ same opportunity for
interaction with community people. Because we wished to observe students
both within integrated and nonintegr ited contexts, we  asked teachers of
severely handicapped target students who had the greatest knowledge of
these students' School behavior to designate these contexts. In specifying

the integrated context, we asked teachers to indicate the setting in which
each student ‘had the greatest number of, or opportunities for, interactions

with nonhandicapped students in school.or with nonhandicapped people in the

ccmmunity. Thése designated settings were used as integrated, contexts for

conducting ochservations of - social interactions for each student: In a

similar mann~- we asked these same teachers to indicate for each - student
the nonintezrated  context in which each student had the mqst\iﬁtéiéétibhs

or interacticn opportunities with. other = severely handicapped sStudents.
Thus the s:lection of contexts for observation was individualized for each

‘student ans was based upon information supplied by- those persons most

familiar «. -h these students sSocial interaction opportunities in integrated
and segr:--red cortexts. ' [
o

; - ' -

v

L L e - . I R
I1I.111.2.1 Data Collection Periods. — The study was conducted in two data

collection periods. The first. period covered October through December,
1981 1nd the second period coveres March through May, 1982. Prior to the
start of data chléétiSﬁ, activities, district administrators were sent

summary descri “ions of the ‘evaluation project for distribution to school
staff. These descriptions were intended to announce to prinecipals and

teachers tnhe invclvement of the district in this project and describe _the
kinds of data that would be collected in _eaclh scho~'. ‘The announcement
indicated that a fileld worker hired by ETIS would _ responsible for

collecting all dat%'and'would.make every effort to minimize intrusion into
‘theé life of the school: :

\

ITI.III.A Field Workegs . ' ;

Recruiting. - A field worker was hired to collect data

/

' Recruiting. d worker was_ __within each
site.” In all cases, the final selection was a decisior arrived at jointly

by the district and-ETS staff: Each site was asked to nomimate Ppotential
candidates fer the |field worker position. As it was not always possible to
6btéih,candidatggigreviouéiy.khbﬁﬁ to the district, field workers were also.,

r -uited tj contlacting college placement offices as well as‘advertizin7/

~ 66 —
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"was obtiined, the field worker was
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)

the position in local newspapers. Each candidate was  asked to submit a
resune and a writing sample. The writing sample was required since
readabiiity was a'prerequisite to coding data in the central " office for
statistical <analysis, Selected'. candidates were screened ." a te1ephon=
interview by ETS staff. Since fielu workers would Ue Inte ac.‘ng with

various school staff in the course of their duties, it wac very important.

that thiey have excellent communication and social skills, and that they

reccgnize the sensitive nature of their presence on teachers and students.

In addition, we sought information about field worker applicants which

would ~convince us that they were conscientious,; capable of generating and
adhering to their owp. ‘work . schedule, and enthusizstic about observing

severely handicapped students in schools and community settings. To assess
_these yualities a Series -of followup interviews were codducted with
“ecandidates who passed the screening. interv1ew.” Addltionulry,ireferences

dere contacted to _provide personal eva1uat1ons. Final candidates were then

proposed to the distriet. 1In cases}where the person was unknown , districts

Were encouraged tc 0onduct their o interviews: Once district approvai
wg‘hen hired. : IR

, Vrd{:iﬂﬁ;,,# week—Iong traintng\for fieid work staff wWas conducted in
ugdiior, Wisconsin' in the beglnning of October; 1981. The Madison Publlc

schools ha gﬁnerously agreed to allow'. our field workers to conduct
practice b lervations within School and  community .settings ‘in  which
severely han licapped students were integraﬁedwf Each of the Cield workers

had an oppo:tunity to observe students f¥om elementary thro h high schocl

ages in a: vhqlety of 1ntegrated activities. Having an cpportar:ty to use

the observation systems in live settings acccmpan:ed by intensive

preparatory and debriefisg sessions, provided field workers with a sound

basis to use these systems according to project dtandards/in their own

sites: In addition to receiving training in the observation systems, field
workers were also trained in their other data collection respfonsibilities,

Each field worker received # copy of the _project's training manual
containing a detailed discus:ion of all data collection acti?ities;

on Site Familiarization, During the two weeks following training,

f1e1d Wworkers Were given an npportunity to become familiar with their

students and surroundlngs. Dui ing .ais time they conducted practice

observaticis on their target qtude"ts and received feedback from ETS to

”turify questions relating to the usc of the observation systems and/or

other data : collection ra2sponsibilities. _ Duripng this time they -also
collected student schedules and obtained from teachers desigrations of
contexts in which observations of social interaction should be conducted
for each student : :

Beginning - October 26, 1981 field . workers began collecting

‘observational /data in all 3ites except Phxiadeiphta and Tacoma: Data

£9;1§9tf99 was . those - two sites due to; local political
situations. n o .{la. the teachers' strike, delayed the opening of
senocts In Tacome w. = ..'z2atich of special education services due to

iarce staff redu....n .. ayed Commcncement of project Activities. .As of
Novewiber 23, '1581;, data oco'lection began . in Tacoma.  Observations of.
students in Philzcelphia were begin on ifareh 15, 358z, ' :
S - ' /e
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Ongoiqg Feedback and Support. To maintain tTS standards and ensure

the smooth transmission of data to ETS. a monitoring system was devised

prov1d1ng for weekly review of the progress of data collection activities

in each site. Field workers were required to prepare a projected data

collection schedule deta11ing on a daily basis the data to be collected for

the entire data collection period: Each week wrltten time sheets .

containing a daily 115ting of activities were submitted along with the data

that had been collected during that period. ] Weekiy review of data

submitted and progress made in completing scheduled activities was the

basis for providing feedback to field workers on the completeness and

accuracy of their performance. - _Regularly scheduled .weekly phone

conferences were hnheld with each field worker to provide feedback and to

address any questions that had arisen, More frequent phone contact was

made on an individual basis as needs arose. Project coordination was

designed- so that incoming calls from field = wWorkers or district-

administration staff would be responded to wvthln the same day as calls

were received. .In addition to ongoing phone contact, periodic written

7 instructions were Sent to fieid work staff on both an indiv1dua1 and across
- site basis. :

The strong emphasis on communication W1th field work staff ensured

that they fulfilled their responsib111t1es in an accurate; professional and

timely manner. ‘An informal measure of this approach was the favorabie

feedback from distriet administration in all sites on the high level of

professionalism exhibited by field work staff, In fact " several sites

indicated an interest in hiring ETS staff following the compIetIon of the

project: On-site monitoring of the process s5f data collection was

conducted through visits to participating sites conducted by project. staff

from the Princeton offices Within the first data collection period two

visits were made to 10 of the 14 sites. Within 4 sites located on the West

coast, transportation costs allowed that only one site visit  occur within

each data collection period., All sites were visited once during the second

data collection period. At the time of each visiys a meeting Wasrheid with

district administration to discgss the project's progress, and respond
directly to any questions or concerns. Additionally.,time was spent With

fieid work staff reviewing the progress of data collection and conducting

joint oservations of target students using both observation systems. Prior

to resumption of data collection activities in March of 1982; extensive

. communication ocourred with field work staff snd district administration.

In the interim period; field work staff had been prepared through ongoing

telephone contacts and written instructions. pistrict administration and

teaching staff were prepared for the beginning of the second data period

through correspondence and discussions with the project director, Richard

Brinker, followed up by direct contact with research sssistants assigned to

each site. As a result, the transition was_ made 'smootth and without

disruption to ongoing school activities. The system for monitoring data

collection activities continued to be conducted through “weekly phone
contacts with each research. assistant weekly review of 1ncoming data,

periodic written Instructions and on=site reliability visits.
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The first week of data collection was spent collecting information on

the amount of integrated time planned for each target student, reviewing

contexts for observation and conducting practice observations on each

target _student. . This infc mation Wwas reviewed and cr1tiqued with each

research assistant by Princeton’ staff to ensure maintenance of project

standards. Actual observatxons were begun on March 8 with the exception of

three sites in which replacement staff had to be hired and trained.” These

sites were Lake Washington School District (Washington), Jackson County

Education Services District (Oregon); and Madison Metropolitan School

‘District (Wisconsin). Training for these new personnel was conducted at
one of the project sites (Tacoma; Washington) during the week of March: 8

As tWwo of the three research assistants were working in sitesrlocated on

the West coast, it was most cost efficient to conduct the training in the

state of. Washington., The Tacoma public Schools generously offered us the

‘opportunlty to use their classrooms :for trial observations and the

.University of Washington proJect was most helpful in providing office space

and video equipment to conduct didactic training. Following training the

new research assistants (began to work in their respective districts on
March 15: . The same process for initial transition to assumption of field

. Work responsibllitles was '‘maintained with new staff. During their first
week on site their data collection activities were closely monitored to

ensure consistency and. reliability of data collection standards. When

assured that they were familiar with their school Systems, target students

and data collection act1vities, research assistants were permxtted to begin
actual observation. :

III.ITI.B iﬁiéioﬁéértér Reiiahility

Joint obéervations were conducted in each data collection period. In

the fall data collection perlod a total of 133 Joint observations involving

ETS Princeton staff and field workers were conducted. Seventy-five of the

joint. observations used the Interaction Observation System and 58 used the
_ APPLE observation system. In the spring data collection period a total_ _of -

85 Jjoint obServations were conducted. Forty-three of these used the APPLE

observation system while 42 used the Interaction Observation System.
~ The interobserver agreement data were obtained for the criterion
variables reported in the subsequent analyses. Specifically,7the7eyerage'

Pearson Product Moment Correlations between each field Worker and the ETS
.cr1ter1on observers was obtained for the following measures: :

1. The total number of interactive bids from the target
student to other students or adults.

2. The total number of interactive bids from others to the

target student. '
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the total number of interaction bouts. A bout is a

continuous exchange of interactive bids between the same

participants on the same topic.

4. The mean length of the interactive exchange.

The average of the correlations betwWeen observers for each of these

measures is presented in Table 5:

TABLE 5--Average Correlatlons Between Rates

Recorded by Field Workers and by Criterion Observers

Average Pearson r

BC 1 iC 2
Total S bids to others o .88 : . 86
Total Other .bids to S .92 .95
Total Interaction Bouts . .81 .83
Mean Length of Interaction .60 .88

Data Entry and Checking, After data were received and reviewed for

accuracy and completeness, information was entered onto a VAX 10

minicomputer using the Forms Mapagement System and Datatrieve (both Digitai

software products). This enabled the entry of data using a computer

facsimile of the actual data collection forms. In addition, this

faciiitated editing of observationai data where the 3syntax of the

observation systems was violated or where complete 1nformat10n had not been

provided. The data were subsequently transformed into speclfic data files

and variables were defined for analysis using the -SPSS and  SPS3X

statistical packages (Nie; Hull; ‘Jenkins, & Steinbrenner,; 1975; Hull &

‘Nie, 1981; SPSS Ine., 1983): All observation data were initially entered

at the 1level of individual student's daiiy observation sessions. At a

later stage, data were aggregated by 1ndividua1 student across observatIon

sessions. Other data- pertaining to state, district, _school, teacher and

student variables were entered onto each target student's data file: At

each stage of data entry and transiation to data files the accuracy of

information was checked by comparing records to the raw data. At least two

independent checks at each stage:of entry and analysis were conducted on
ali data to ensure accuracy.

Observational,ﬁaia,ﬁoliectrd. The study was designed to collect for
each severeély handicapped student a total of two hours and forty minutes of

' observational data in integrated settings and- a total of .one hour and

twenty minutes of observations in segregated settings. Collect1oniof this

data was to be divided .equally between both the fall and. spring perxods.'

Therefore, for each .severely handicapped target student a total of two

hours of observation were collected in the fall and two hours were

coIiected in the spring. Each two hours of observation per student were .

composed of separate 10-minute observation perlods conducted, on different

days. Observations were scheduled in this manner in order to obtain a

representative picture 6f each stiudent's behavior that would not solely -
- 70 - - :
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refiect atypical student behavior on a particular day. This composSite.

picture we believed would be more representative. of an 7;nd}v;db§; target
student's interactions than a continuous two hours of observation because

such a composite captures the datiy quctuations in behavioral state which

chérécterizes many severely handtcapped students:

Exceptions to this plan arose ‘in two Sites; Barre; Vermont and

Philadelphia. Pennsytvania: Pue to data collection activities of another

SEP funded project invelving the same target students within the Barre City

Public Schools,; concern was raised by the school administration as to the
potential negative effects on. their students of a second outside presence.

ETS agreed to collect only half the amount of data originally proposed.

Therefore; a total of one hour and twenty minutes of .observational data

were ccllected in ‘integrated settings and a total of 40 minutes of:

observational data were collected in Segregated settings. In Philadelphia,
due to a teacher's strike in the fall of 1981 which delayed school opening

and engendered Some tension within the district, data collection activities’

were not begun until March 1982. At.that time it wa's agreed to limit all.

data collection activities including collection of observational data.

Thus. for each student, only forty minutes of observations were conducted

in integrated settings and tWwenty minlites were <conducted . in segregated
settings: Within the remaining twelve sites.,exceptions to the amount of

: _‘ planned observational time occurred on an individual Student basis because

of factors such as _illnesses, change in restdence. or conflicts in

scheduling due pr1marily to the infrequency of occurrence of the designated

setting. ' Nevertheless, for the large majority of students (n = 234 for the

fall data collection period and.-n = 245 for the spring data collection

perlod). the amount of observatlonal data agreed upon with each site was in

fact collected:

III.IV OBSERVATIONAL INSTRUMENIS

The central focus of the iﬁéég;ééiaa evatuation. project was the

descrlption of integration in terms of opportunities for social

interaction. Previous studies of integration of severely handicapped

_students have focused .on policy and. planning variables which facilitate
integration (Stetson; 1980) but have not measured the amount: of integration

achieved. We have defined the amount of integration operationally in terms
of the rate of interaction ‘between Severely handicapped and -nonhandicapped

students. Two observational procedures were developed to record the rate

: of 1nteraction.' Both provide three levels. of Informatxon.

1. macroscopxc overview of the location of the ob°ervatlon.

the people present,; and the organlzation of the

environment ;
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. 5. deseription of the specific social and, physical context
of the observation g
. d .
3. microscopic view of the behavior of individuals relative
to the severely handicapped target student and of the
target student relative to others : = '
The framework for development of the observational tools was provided
by the -APPLE System developed by Nadine Lambert and colleagues (Lambert. &

Hartsough, 1971; Lambert; Hartsough; Caffrey & Urbanski, 1976; Lambert,
Hartsough, Converse & Converse, 1971). Lambert et al. (1971) adopted an

ecological approach to data organization of events which happened "in the
daily 1lives -of school children.  They ‘used narrative records of the

"events" which happened to children in the classroom: - Events were defined

as behaviors of children plus a) the preceding behavior of others which

were related to the target child's behavior, b) the consequent behavior of
other= to the target child, and c) the social and instructional context in

which tnese behaviors -occurred. These behavioral ' descriptions were
recorded in simple narrative records which were then coded via an extensive
lexicon. The lexicon evolved over a variety of educational evaluations
whieh utilized the APPLE. The system was designed to reduce the use of

inferential behavioral categories which might have restricted applicability

to various school settings.

~ The APPLE was selected as a model for system development after careful
examination of other observational systems which were a) not restricted to
oclassroom use, and b) were capable of capturing peer=peer interactions.

One major competitor to the APPLE was the Ecological Assessment of Child
Problem Behavior (Wahler, House & Stambaugh,  1976). We selected the APPLE

because = the Wahler system is specific to children's behavior problems and
the contingencies maintaining these behaviors. - We: anticipated _that the

 severely handicapped children would often emit very low rates of behavior.

Hence, the problem was to identify situations in whieh opportunities and
t for appropriate responses were given even though no response

- encouragemen ere !
' was emitted. We felt that an open ended system Such as the -‘APPLE would

help to identify the contextual supports for responses (even in the absence
of such responses) whereas the Wahler et al. (1976) sSystem requires ‘a’

clear behavior which is then categorized in terms of appropriateness. At
the outset, the flexibility of the open ended APPLE system seemed
advantageous for capturing a bbtéﬁtiéllg wide range of educational:
practice. g : s

. Our modification of the APPLE system included the addition of & more
detailed overview of the observational setting; focus upon a single target

stident and the social behavior in which he engaged, and coding ~of ' the

identity of persons involved in the interaction. The System Which we have

called = APPLE incorporates  the  narrative  record  format of
antecedent-response-consequence units. The Interaction Observation System

(Brinker, 1981) did not include narrative ‘recording of what transpired

:72_

vy
(ow)]
|




Methods o C : ' _ Page III=39

during an interaction but recorded the himber of exchanges between

participants within interactions:. Due to the costs of data coding and
reduction for the APPLE narrative records, only the Interaction Observation
System data was analyzed for the current project. However; both  systems

will be described since two hours of data with each system were collected.

-

III.IV.A Overview Of The Observational Setting

Before an observer began observation of the target child that observer

first completed the Observational Setting Checklist. This checklist

provided a macroscopic overview of the location of the observation and the

people present. The checklist is presented in Figure 3

At the top of the Observational Setting Checklist; the school district
participating in the evaluatioa 1s noted; in addition to the target pupll's
identification number, the date of the observation; the observer, the hour

and minute of the start and completion of the observation.’

In the location column the number 1 was entered mext to the mutually

exclusive location category in which the target pupil was present at the
beginning of the observation. If the location changed in the course of the

observation; the observer coded the number 2 in the second location and the
time at whioh the transition occurred. Changes were entéred at the end of
the observation. Up to three location changes could be recorded in-the
sequence in which they occurred. In addition the social setting of the

room was deseribed in terms of the people present and the size of the room:

III:IV.A: 1 Adults Present. - The number of adults present of either sex

were entered for each of the 14 adult role categories listed in Figure 3.

III.IV.AK.2 Childreén Present. - Similarly, the number of children present

by sex was noted. If the number of adults or children changed in. the °

course of the observation, these changes and the time at which they"
occurred were noted on the Observational Secting Checklist when the

observation period was completed..

ITI.IV.A.3 Location Size. - Location size refers to the physical
dimensions of the observed area. 'Size was estimated in terms of the number

~f feet in length by width.
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Methods
ETTING CHECKLIST
State  School School  Teacher Target Child Cycle
District : ,

Date Observer Time Start Time End

LOCATION — —
01 Special Classroom i1  Lavatory  —— 20 - Other Home
02 Regular Clasaroom 12 Playground 21  Work Place _
03 'f_h’irifay Room , 13  Hallway _ 22  Restaurant
04 Murses Office  __ 14 Other School 23 Store
o ¥oom L
05 Administration S 24  Other

Office 15 Other. School Community
o - Grounds ro— o ]

|06  Lunch Room - - [ _ 25 Bus .
o 16 Liviag Room L
07 Library - 26 Car —
o o 17 Bedroom f—
08 Auditorium " L : 27 Street
o 18 Bathroom 58 Taeker R
09 Gym , S 28 Lc?cker R:g. —
~19  KRitchen - 26 Pmal :

10 School Shop . : 29 Pool

ADULTS PRESENT: Ma Fesale Msle Female
1. Teacher : 8. Rurse —_— —
2. K4 _ : 9., Parent
3. Aduinistrator e — 10. Hanager , '
4. - Speech Therapist 1i: Employee S —
S. Occupatiopal Therapist —— 12. Custoper |
6. Physical Therapist ) 13. Other
7. Other Therapist N 18; Weg: ceacher

CHILDREN PRESENT: Male Female Over 20
1. Nou Severely Handicapped _ —
2. Severely Handicapped Location Size:
3. Selected (feet) length x width |

Tutors/Friends .

S Figure 3. Observational Setting Checklist.’
=74 -
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III.IV.B Organization Of The Environment

After recording who was in what environment the observer rated

organization of the environment in terms of the ways in which people;

materials and the physical setting were arranged {see Figure 'U), The

following elements were rated.

iii.iv.5.1 Material Dénsity.,- Materlal den31ty rexers to concentration of

material within the observed area to which children had Immediate access.
The following Scale was used: :

Very few--materials are currently within the reach of

.

- most of the children within the class: ,

2. Haif have materials--only half of the children in .the
class have materials within their reach. B L
One per child--every child has one. kind of material

3:

within their reach. . L o S -
4§, Cluttered-—most of the children have 2 or 3 Kinds of
. materials within their reach. .
5. Very cluttered=—most of the children have 4 or 5

different kinds of materials within their reach:

A
III.IV.B.2 . Social Density. = Social density refers to the concentréiiéﬁ of

people. within the observed area. Social density was rated using the
following scale: - e .

”1; Isoiated-—most of the children are more than five féét

from any other childrens

2:‘ sparseiy populated—-SO% or more of the pééblé present
are greater than an arms length from another person.

3. moderately populated--50% or more of the pecple_ present
, are within an-arms_length of only one ¢ other person.
4, crowded--between 50 and 75% of the pggp;eiipresent are
_ within an arms length of_at least 2 other people:

5. very crowded—-over 75% of the people present are within

an arms length of at least 2 other people.
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MATERIAL DENSITY: CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS IN LEARNING AREA
1. No students bave msterials — 1. No grouping —_
2: A few haye materials 2. Iavisible grouping
e - 3. 1-3 Visible groupings :
3. Half haye materials L
- o . 4: &4 or more viaible groupings ____
4. Most have materials < - & o a1t 1s and
: — 5. & or more visible and
o } S labelled R
5. K11 stideiifs have materials ]
SPATIAL SEPARATION OF LEARNING AREAS:
+| sociAL DENSITYE: 1, KNone —
1. Isolated 2. 1 - 3 simple boundaries —
- 3, 1 - 3 complex boundaries
2, Sparsely populated B
4, &4 or wore simple
3. Moderately populated _ S. & or more complex -
4. Crowded MATERLAL ACCESSIBILITY:
S i, Mo materials —
5. Very crowded P e e e
— - .2; Only within reach —_—
NotsE: 3. HAlf of msterials —
1. Near silence . 4: Two-thirds of materials - ,
2. Quiet — | 5. Most of materials — )
3. Conversation level . ] - =
, : AGE_APPROPRIATENESS
4. Noiay. — T -
T i, Infants and toddlers —
| 5, Very noisy - L. '
2. Preschool -
BRIGHTNESS CONTRASTS? 3. Elementary school —
1: Uniformly dark N 4, High school _
2. Uniformly bright : 5. Vocetional/independent. '
T - living —
. 3. Light gradient without: S
Clear contrast N:A. No materials available -
4. -One clear contrast
| 5. More than onme contrast

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figire 4.

St

Organization of the Environment.
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III. IV.B.3. Noise,r—rﬁéiée refers to the noise level in the observed area
.from either internal or external sources. One of the following dimensions
will be selected:

near. silence—-no auditory stimulation is noticeable..

qulet--one could be heard by those within 10 feet by

speaking softer than normal conversational level:

o —

3. conversational level—-one could be heard by those within

10 feet by speaking in normal conversational tones.

u, ncisy-—in order to be hea*d by those within 10 feet one

would have to raise one's”voice above the usual. level.i

5, ‘very nolsy--in order to be heard by those within 10
feet; ore would have to shout. : :

III. Iv.B.n Brightness Contrasts: - Brightness contrasts refers to the
number of bright and dark places in the observed area. One of the

following Scale items was recorded: -

1. uniformly dark-—the entire area is dark - (i.e.,_reading

for an -hour anywhere in the room would normally Strain -~ - - .
. one's eyes). ‘
3. uniformly bright—-the entlre area is uniformly bright

. either from brlght fluorescent iliumination or bright
sunlight. S
3. light gradient " without clear contrast——chere is a

well-illuminated part of the area and a less

i weli-illuminated area but there is no distinct boundary

B between the light and dark parts.
4; one .clear contrast--there is one we11—111uminated area

and one dark area with a distlnct boundary between the

two. .
5. more than one contrast—-there are several briéﬁtneéé.

contrasts includang well il= lum-in_ated areas and dark

~areas with- clear boundaries between the two (produced by

light through the window, lamps, shades/curtains. and

T flourescent lishting)

"III.IV.B.5 Learning Areas.,- Learning areas rafer to the way in which the

observed area was organized for various 1earn1ng activities. . The

dimensions range irom Cclearly defined areas to areas’ wi;hout_,clear

definition serving many purposes. A learning area is a place where a

specific kind of learning about a particular subject matter or_ topic takes

place. The topic or subject matter of 'a learning area should- be obv:oas

from the materlals available. For example, a holse area might have a

stove, pots’ anu pans; a refrlgerator, a mlrror,fold clcthes, a bed; a toy

baby. Uepending upoh how clear the boundaries are between areas; the house
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area might be two Separate areas--a kitchen and a bedtroom.

The learning environments were rated in terms of whether 1) materials

Were clearly grouped into types and 2) whether these groupings were clearly
Separated from other groupings. The importance of both dimensions (1. . the
overt classification of materials and 2. the spatial organization of these

classifications) may not be readily apparent. ‘However; these dimensions
seem to occur independently. _ For example, in many preschool- classrooms

most of the puzzles are grouped together, the building blocks are grouped
together, the kitchen toys/items are grouped together. However; these
groupings are often not scparated from each other by spatial boundaries
such -as bookcases or . moveable partitions.  Another example of clear

classification often @ithout clear separation of one classification from
another would be found in a supermarket. Most of the same type of products

are grouped together but the separation of one, kind of product from another
18 usually not that obvious. A third example would be classrooms which are-

divided into areas by furniture, cabinets and other kinds of barriers, but

@hich have no clear grouping of materials within areas.
Thus; rating of léarning areas involved the following two scales:
i. Degree of classification of types of materials/-
~ activities. - , L
2. Degree of spatial separation or marking of class-
- ifications. : R

I11:IV:D.5.a Materials Classification - The rating scale  for degree of

visible classification of types of materials was as follows:

1. .No grouping--no visible grouping of similar materials in
. one place.

2. Invisible grouping——several kinds of materials inm

storage areas with some visible label/sign indicating
what 1is in a closed storage area. Materials not

) visible: ) o o ) o

3; 1-3 visible--three or fewer separate - groupings - of
similar materials are visible but no signs or labels:
indicate the nature.of the groupings. - :

4. & or tore visible--four or more separate groupings are
visible but no signs or labels indicate the nature of
the grouping. )

related to the grouping principle.

5. 4 or more separate groupings are visible and some of
these - are labelled with words, symbols; or pictures

1
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. The concept of spatial separation of materials requires a certain
agreement upon the definition of a boundary. Boundaries, for our purposes,

were physical structures which divided space. _Shelves, - storage cabinets;
curtains, partitions, walls; and different textures of Tloor coverings were
typical boundaries. Boundaries involved one. of these types of pnysical

structures (simple boundaries) or a combination of such structures (complex
boundaries). -An example of a simple boundary would be a bookshelf placed:
perpendicular to a wall. An example of a complex boundary would be an area

bounded by a bookshelf and wall which also had a change in floor covering.

For example, carpet was in the three-sided area but linoleum was outside

this area. Thus, complex boundaries involve at least two different:

physical structures which separate a space from the adjacent space. An

area -bounded on four sides with a ‘clear entrance would be a complex
boundary since in addition to two walls there would be at least two other

physical structures to create the space. A mat or carpet in the middle of

the floor quldfpg'gwggmgié rather than complex boundary since the area is
oreated oy only one physical structure.

 III.IV.B.5.b Spatial Separation Of Learning Areas:. - The rating .scale for

spatial separation of materials iE_Ehe following:
1. None=-no clear Spatial boundaries apart from the -four
walls in the room. ' o - S
2. 1 to 3 (simple)--between one and three areas are defined

' by simple boundaries. = -

3. 1to 3 (complex)--between one and three areas are .
defined by complex boundaries, S : Lo

4. L or more (simple)--four or more separate &reas most of

" Which are.created by Simple boundaries. . S

5. U or fore (complex)-—Separate areas at least 2 of which

are created by comaiek boundaries.

A1l of the preseding ratings which have been described involved rating

of the entire. environment -as -it would impinge on anyone, ‘The next two
ratings were specifically 1in reference to ‘the target pupil for -the

observation. _The two environmental aspects rated relative to the target

student were a) .range of materials to which’the target pupil had access at

the. .fime of the observation and b) the appropriateness of these materials

to that child's chronological age.
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III.IV.8.6 Material Accessibility. - Material accessibility refered to-tie

variety of materials that were available to_the target child during the

. observational period. That is, of the materials in the learning

environment, wWhat percentage c¢f the materials would - it be physically
possible for the target student to touch if allowed to do whatever he/she
wanted. The possibilities of that target student touching materials in the
environiient was rated rather than the actual materials which the target

student was touching. at the moment or which were nearby. Obviously target
students with severe motor impairments would only be able to touch those

few objects arranged immediately near their hands.  Other severely

handicapped Students might be ablé to touch any of the materials avaialbe

in the classroom. However, if the materials were in a different room or in
a closed cabinet then they would not be accessible even to the amubulatory
severely handicapped student. Thus, rating the degree of accessibility
involves Knowing the physical mobility of ‘the target student as well as the
location of materials 1in the classroom: “The following Scale was used to

rate the accessibility of materials to the séverely handicapped students:
: ‘ \

1. None--no materials are accessible to the target student.
5. Within reach—-only materials placed within this target
students reach are available to the student.
3. About half of the materials are available to the target
- student. o : '
. About two-thirds of the materials are available to the
~ target student. . : -
5. Most of the materiuls in the classroom are available to
. the target student.

v
111.IV.B:7 Age Appropriateness Of Materials: - This - refers to the

suitability of the materials accessible for the target child in terms of
chronological age. :

For example, a ten-year-old severely handicapped student may be

working with puzzlies or toys which were designed for much younger preschool
children. Although such toys may be appropriate for the developmental
level at which the handicapped student is functioning, they are not typical

materials for nonhandicapped students of that age: In rating  the
chronological age appropriateness of materials the tasks and materials

being used were compared with materials which nonhandicapped students as
old as the target student would be engaged in this environment. Thus. the

rating Was based on whether the available materials themselves wWere typical
for children the age of the target child. The rating scale for the age
appropriateness of the materials was as follows: :
1; N:A;--not appljegble since there are no  materials
accessible to ~the target student and’ rating of 1 was
. assigned above for material accessibility. :

e
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2. Infants--the accessible materials would ordinarily be
used by infants and toddlers. o C s
3. Preschool--the accessible materials would ordinarily be
used by preschool and nursery school children.. o
.4, -Elementary- School--the accessible materials would
‘ordinarily be used by children in elementary school.
~ (ages 6=12). ' o ,
5. High schcol--the accessible materials would ordinarily
"~ be used by students in high school (ages 13-18). _
6. Pre-vocational/independent __ living--the accessible
materials would ordinarily - be used by people : i
independently 1iving in and holding jobs in  the :
community. : \
III.IV.C Immediate Context.
After completing the Observational Setting Checklist the field workers set
their alarm chronographs for 11 minutes after the present time. During the
next minute they provided information on the immediate interactive setting

6f‘ the target student they were observing: The -purpose of the context
section was to provide information on the extent of ‘individualized
instruction for the target’ student and the nature of the working

relationship of the target student to the teacher and other people. in the

environment. The immediate context Section of our data sheet is shown in
Figure 5, ‘ :

$hE  Sower . Towor o TUGT QLD = WEm e
DISTMICT . e — ; ' : ‘ -
- \ontiit | kEs PORS IBIE| DLFFERENT (DI FFERANT| SOCIAL - ]
FIHE PERSON TASKS —LEVELS SETTING
Pupll AcEivicyi —
Poaicloning;
Octhopedic Equipmant: -
Teachilng Activicy: —
Figure 5. Immediate context information.
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The time of day at which a context began was entered in the top box on

‘the left-hand side.  New context information was entered whenever a context
changed and the new time was entered when such changes occurred:. The
target pupil's task relative to others 'in the group and the target pupil's
iocation in the social setting was recorded using predefined codes

described below.. ' The categories were assigned based on answers to the
following four questions. ' :

III.IV.C.1 Responsible Person. - Who is responsible for the target pupil's

activity? The question of responsibility refers:to specific interactive
behaviors with the target pupil. Thus, while the teacher has continual

responsibility for = many  daily activities, we are referring: to

responsibility as it has been assigned in _the interactions which occur

during school. The following mutually exclusive codes can be entered: 1.
T —~ teachery 2. Th —- Therapist; 3. A -- aide; 4; OA — other adilit;

5. HM == a severely handicapped male student; 6. HF — a severely
.handicapped female 'student; 7. NM —= 3 gonhapdicappéd male student; 8:

NF =- a nonhandicapped female student; ,9. I —- the target pupil on
His/hier own. ' ' :

I11.1V.C.2 Differentiation Of Task. - To what extent is the target
student's task the same kind of task as the other children's in the

environment? The task is the activity and fiaterials with which the target
pupil is engaged.
3. I -- target pupil's ‘task - 1is

different from all other children's
tasks -

5. G —- target pupil's task is the same
as at least one other child's task
but not the same as the Whole

_ group's. task o S

3. € -- target pupil is involved in the
same kind of task as the rest of the
children present '

II1.1V.C.3 Differentiation Of Task Level. = To what extent is the target
pupil engaged in “a task at the Same level as others in the group who are
involved in that task? The jevel of the task is the extent of use of

materials or performance of the activity. For example,; at lunch all
students may be involved in the same task: eating: However, the target
\ student may be -getting physical guldance by the teacher to get the food
" .from the plate to his_mouth. This would be a different level from eating
independently. Levels of a task will be indicated using the following

codes: : :

v
oo
N
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1. I == the 1eve1 of a target student's

;nyqlvenent in a task is compieteiy

different  from anyone else's

involvement in the task -
‘2. 'G -- tWo or more students {(but not
all the  students  present) -are
‘involved in the task at the sanme
level of difficulty as the target
pupil S '
C == all children are involved at

the same level of the task

Lol

fif.IV.C.4 Social Setting.. - What is the social sSetting for the target
pupil's behavior? This refers to the group structure of which the target
student is a member when a specific event was observed. The group 1is & '
collection " of individuals engaged - in. a_ common _activ1ty or _ciearié\\._

distlngulshable through spatial proxlmity. The relevant codes are:

1. I - the target pupii is aione

2. HM -- the target pupil isl;with. at

least one severely handicapped male
3; HF -- the target pupil 1is !with at
least one severely .handicapped-
L female )
4, H == the target pupll is with both

severely handicapped males and
females = _
5. NM =~ the target pupil 1is  with at
 least one nonhandicapped’ male

6. NF --— the EaFgeE pupil’ 1is with at

8. T — the target pupil is with the

B teacher ) R

9. A == the target pup11 is with the

o aide I

10 Th -- the target pupil is with the ¢
therapist

i1s. OA == the taiget pupil 1is with

The above codes (with the evception of . I) could be combined to.

characterlze the group strncture of which the target pupil was: a part.

= 83 =
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III.IV.C. 5 Pcsitlcning. - The observer described the pny51ca1 pos:tion of
the target child d reiativé to gravity (e: g standing;. sitting, laying) and

the iocaticn of this: position (e.g:; 1in chair at Wwork station; 1in

parapodlum at sink) within the room. ' These descriptions were later .

translated into the following codes. 1) lyings °)'51tt1ng. 3) standing;

4y walking; and 5) others

IfI. IV.C. 6 Orthepedlc,Equipment. - This refers to any épéciai equipment

wh1ch a pupil was wearing or ‘on/in which the pupil was positioned: if.

observers did not know the name of .a specific piece of equipment_ they put a

.check next to orthopedic equipment and obtained the name of that equipment

from the teachcr after the observation. From these. written descriptions

numeric codes were later supplied to characterize the orthopedic equipment:

0) none; 1) leg braces; 2) helmet; 3) standing frame/parapodium/prone
board/ standing table; . %) wheelchair; and 5) other. .

111.1V.C.7 Teaching Activity. - — This refers to the generalfwtopic of

instruction in “in “the group which includes the target pupil and the seneral

method the "teacher" was using. If the target pupil 1is "being  taught

1nd1v1dually or as part of a group, the topic and method of instruction was

indicated: For' example, "shopping. in supermarket verbaiiy prompting

children to select _items_ by matehing labels," or "puttlng pieces in a

_puzzle. physically gu1d1ng the chxid's hand "

‘The teaching act1v1ty is directly related to the .person respon51b1e

for the target pupil's activity. .If a nonhandicapped female ( NF) was

teacning the target student to swim by physically guiding him through the

water; (NF) would be" recorded urider person responsible and the teaching

activity would be described "under the teaching activity box: If the:

student .Wwas responsible for d1recting his own activity and was not being

‘instructed by anyone else, tT' - meaning . self was recorded for ‘'person

reSponsibie' and_ 'NA, . not appilcabie' was_ recorded for teaching activity.

From the observer's written descriptions,; ETS coders fater supplied numeric

codes to represent _the teaching activity. Tne relevant codes are: 1)
caretakings;_ _ 2) Direct Physical. Teaching., 3) Verbal Instruetion; L)

Observing, Monitoring and Supervising;-’ 5) Facilitation; ©) Playing and/or
Conversing with Students; 7)) Other Activ:ty. O) No Activity; and 8)
Comb1nation of Teaching Techniques. ‘

i

Iff. Iv.C. 8 StudentrActiyity..- The activity ' of the .target student was

described in behavioraI terms. Activity deserIptions ineluded reference to

the kind of objects with which a student was involved, Whenever the kind

of objects changed, a change 1in student activity was recorded: “For

example, changing from a puzzle to coloring with_ crayons would be noted,

urider pupii activity since this would involve a change in the kind of ’

materials: Changing from coloring to looking around the room for 'a
' - =
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.pro1onged period (more than 30 sec:) or to doing nothing uouia be notéa,as

a change in target student activity: As in the case of teaching activity,

the fieid worker's descriptions of the pupii's, activity were later

translated to numeric codes by Princeton coders. - The foiiowing twelve

codes .Wwere used to describe the activity in which the pupil was engaged:

0) Doing nothing/waiting, “1) Personal’ Living, 2) -Domestic; 3) Work

{Vocational or prevocational) 4) CommunIty Contact: &) Dyadic and Group

Games; 6) Solitary ‘Leisure/Play; . -T) Preoperationai School Readiness

Tasks; - 8) Sensorimotor Tasks; 9) ~ Academiec  School - Work; 10)

Watching/Passive Attention (Listening); 11) Social Exchanges/Conversation'

and 12) Other:: A compiete description of the codes for teaching activity

and pupil activity are contained in Appendix C

III.IV.D Interaction Observation System

The Interaction Observation System was used to record .social bids

(movements directed: toward another person) The system was an event

sampling procedure in which all behaviors of a specific type were recorded.

(Altman, 1974).  The social interactions involving severely handicapped
target students were recorded 'in a continuous fashion as they .occurred.

Tue recording sSystem was .designed to captur the number of exchanges'

between the target.pupil and others in the enviroument. The quality of the

behavior of each participant was also hoted. A sample reccrding form 1is

presented in Figure 6. .On this form, the participants in the interaction

are noted using the initials given in. the previcus. description of the
social setting. :

An interaction begins in one of four ways: l) the target pup11 emits . |

a motor movement when oriented toward ‘another person within U4 feet; 2)
another person emits a motor movement directed at the target pupil; _3)

IIL.1IV:D:1 Beginning OFf An Interaction =

another person_ verbally or physicaiiy guides a 3rd- person to interact w1th

the target pupil; or 4) the target pupii emits a behavior which was not

c1ear1y directed to another person but another person reacts to it by

directing behav1or to the target pupil.

The interaction continues as 1ong as 1t 1nvo1ves the same partIprants

and the same topio. The target pupil must be 1nvolved In the interaction

either as the person to whom fhe other participants direct ““their behavior
or as ‘the person who directs behavxor to others. Participants were defined

by: 1) being within 4 feet of the target pupii; or 2); being oriented with

face- and body ,towards the target pupil. Given these -conditions, a.

participant's behavior dIrected touard ‘the target pup11 ‘was. récorded as

1nteract1on.
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Tre topic of an interaction was defined by the materials being used

. and by the referents of verbal conversation.. As long as the materials
and/or referents.were of the same generic class, the topic remained
constant, e.g., within a cooking activity the materials are pots; pans,

‘measuring cups, Spoons, forks and. various ingredients. These would all bée . -

considered part of .the Same generic class such that behavior involving
these materials would be part of the same interaction. If the teacher had
peen directing the target pupil with these objects and then introduced a

puzzle, a new interaction was coded.

III:IV:D:2 The End Of An Interaction = .

in interaction ends when a new one begins or when after a reasonable

time, ‘there is no subsequent behavior directed by the target pupil to
another person .or by another person to the target pupil. We defined the
time boundary for determining the end of a giVen interaction as 30 seconds
 after the behavior of the .previous participant; e.g., if the teacher says,
"Mook at me," remains silent for 30 seconds and obtains no response from
the target pupil, then her next behavior directeéd towards the target pupil
would constitute the begining of another interaction. We have chosen this
long latency of 30 seconds to reflect the fact that patterns of behavioral
"exchange involving severely handicapped individuals’ can “involve . such
latencies between. behavior of the participants. Thus an interactic is made
up of the exchange of sSocial bids between two persons which continues as

' long as the same tWo people are exchanging bids in an uninterrupted manner
about - the same topic. In -all analyses of interaction reported in the

results section the rate of social bids constitutes the dpendent measure.

o~

TI1.IV.D.3 Interaction Observation System Record Form -

_The basic context information is repeated 3 times per page. . Whenever
the context for 'the observation changes, that change -was recorded.in.the
next conteéxt box down the page: There was room for up to. 9 _sequences of

- interactions, each. of which could involve 10 interaction opportunities.
The observer ugses as many pages as are required-until the end of the 10

minute observation period. !

Since these interactive events should always be recorded next to the

" appropriate context, each of the interaction lines on the form were not
‘necessarily -used, e.g., if the observation started out with - only

_handicapped students, a teacher and an aide present, the context might be
described as shown in Figure 7. The teacher approaches the target . student’

and moves him closer to the sink. Nothing happens for several minutes,
until three nophandicapped students enter and one of ' them approaches the
TN target student: This change of context is noted in the next context box.
The nonhandicapped sStudent says, "How are you doing, Walt?" and:the target

Student smiles. This is the second interactive event and ;it is recorded as
\Eﬁ”wﬁ next to the appropriate context. : ’ ‘

:
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An example of the use of the interaction observation system 1is
provided by .the fo11ow1ng.

Context: Tre multlply hand1capped class and a grcup of nonhandIcapped

~ children : who have _chosen to be friends to some of the multiply handicapped

children are at McDbnald's for luneh The chxldren are in line at the cash

register waiting to place their order.: The target pupil (Blii) is third in:

line and is being pushed in his wheelchair by a nonhandicapped friend

(Mike). The context description appears in the cod1ng boxes and the top
context box of Figure 8: . S .

° Dehavioral sequence: Mike says to Bill, "Is a Big Mac your favorite
sandwich?" Bill smiles and looks 1t the Big Mac he is holdlng. Mike says,

"i'm getting a Big Mac; too."

as depicted in Figure 8. Mike's first statement was coded as a neutral

“This sequence would be recorded in the f1rst interaction sequence box

behavior (0) _and Mike is a nonhand1eapped male so NM is used to "identify

him, Bill's response of smiting ‘and looking at the Big Mac picture is

‘coded as a pcsitlve reSponse (+) for the target student (3). Mike then

completes the exchange by telling Blll that he's ordering the same kind of

sandwich:

Later Biil is placing his order Wwith the McDonald's person at the cash

register. The cashier says, "May I help you°" Bill moves his hand holding

the Big Mac card. The cashier leans over and takes the card and says, "You

want. a Big Mac?" Bill smiles. The cashier says, "Po you want anything to

drink?" Blll does not respcnd. Mike says;_"We'ii just have water," This

1nteract1on .is eoded as a neutral initiation (0) by an adult (0O) followed

by & neutral pupii response (S) of moving his hand followed by a .neutral

(0) adult response (0) (Do you want a Big Hac), followed by a positive

student response, followed by a neutral adult guestion about dr1nks -to
which the . target papil does not respond. :

At the tablel Bill is eatlng his eandwieh which has been cut into

small pieces., The teacher says to Mike, "Would you give Bill a drink of

water°" Mike offers the water to Bill, who moves his 1ips to the straw and
drinks 1t

For this interaction, the cantéxt has changed since the student
activity, the teaching activity. and theé Social Setting have changed. The
other adult (the cashier).is no longer in the social Setting so social

setting has been recorded from the point at whlch Bill took his order back

to the table. THis interaction is. reecrded in sequence. 3 on Figure 8.

Slnce the teacher s behavior directs another child to dc. Something

with Bill, this is coded first. Such indirect behavior is coded only if it

directs another person. to the target pupil or provides another Wlth

feedback for doing something with the target pupil. Such indirect behavior

should be circled as. shown in Figure 8.
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III.IV.E APPLE Observatignal System

The APPLlj”gbservtIcnal system is identical in design to the

interaction observation system. Thus exerything described thus far in

terms of rating the observational setting; the imhmediate soc1a1 _context and
the beginning and ending of interact1ons also apply to the APPLE. The only
difference is at the level of recording.individual interactive events. The

APPLE system provides the sSame codes for recording the direction of

interactions and the participants. involved (e.g., S—NH T=S,. —K) In
addition to these codes the APPLE requires a narrativefdescrigticn of the
action which 'was recorded as a sSocial bid. Thus in desecribing - event

using the APPLE the observer records 1) Who did it” 2) To whom d1d they do :
it?, and 3) What ‘did they do? .
o/ ,
Events were recorded on the observation sheets in the antecedent,

i - target pupil,. . consequence sections of the forms. Antecedent events are
" those behaviors of others which are directed to /the target pupil and/or
precipitate behavior by the target pup11.~/ If another ‘person directs
behavior to the target pupil and there is no response_ by the target pupil,

the observer describes the behavior d1rected/to thertarget pupII and notes

NR (for no response) ir the target pupil section. The next event directed

to the target pupil would be recorded in the/next box under antecedent.
»/

.
/

iiiﬁi?;ﬁij” APPEE Observational Record//éheet 2 The observational record

sheet, see Figure 9, was structured ,to facilitate consistent recording of
the immediate context for the interaction, the participants in the

interction and the structure of the/interactioan;““",wﬂ~,uwﬁ_iﬂm"m~um.~w;;:;

Oni each sheet was header infermaticn which uniqueiy identified this

observation in  terms of state. district; school; teacher; the target

student, the date. the cycie (which of the six 10 minute observations), the

observer. " and the . page - within this observation. On each APPLE

ogsergatlonai form there”were three identical _fields. (see”,Eigure,,9)‘ of

information each of//which ‘Wwas broken into five major Secticns with each
section being further subdivided. . The three identical fields per page were

used to record each sSeparate intérctive event and/or each separate

immediate context. In the course of ten minutes as many pages. as necessary

Wwere used to record all the social interacticns and changes in immediate
context Whichioccurred ’ :

as shown on Figure 10. The immediate context information described above

-was entered in areas 1 and 2 which were identical to the context
descriptions for the Interaction Observatlon System. ‘ )

Target pup11 behav1or was recorded whenever the target pupil d1rects

behavior to another person. All similes and vccaIizatlons :by target.

students were recorded since these behavicrs have special social

significance. If the vocalization contained words the observer recorded

the exact words: Second; any behavior by the target child to Which another
; )
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person responded was recorded even if the target pupil's behavior did not

seem to have a sccial intent; e.g., the target pupil vomits and the teacher

- says, . "Biil. has been sick" and_goes to clean him, would. be recorded as a.
target pupil behavior and a consequent hehaviors

S

Consequent behaviors were behav1ors of others which followed ‘a. target

pupil's behavior and were directed -to the target pupil. Generally,
consequent behaviors would occur within 15 seconds of the target pupil's

behavior, However; under some- circumstances there may be a longer ‘delay

between target pupil behavior and consequence. Such events -with . longer

detays- would only be recorded as conseguences if the other prson

specifically made references to the preceding target pupil behavxor.

Thus, all the target pupil social behaviors are recorded in the Dbox

next to target pupils. All behavior of others directed to the target pupil -

. are recorded as antecedents or consequences. If the target pupil's .

behavior was prec1pitated by the behavior of another,; then the other's

'behavior is recorded in the antecedent behavior box. If another person

directs behavior to the target pupil and that behavior wWas not preceded by

a target pupil ehavior .then the -other person's behavior is recorded in the

antecedent Section. All behavior of others, which is directed to thev

target pupil and immediately follows the - target pupil's behavior is.

recorded in the consequent Section. We budgeted 30 minutes for producing a

complete transcript from each 10 min. observation: This enabled observers

to  check  the  completeness - of -~ recording ‘and to _translate

shorthand/telegraphic decriptions of the interactlons into readable forms.

of each ‘antecedent, target pupil behavior and consequence was recorded in

area 4 of the observatxonai form. Interaction opportunities, w1th negative

! affect, contained an obvious element of sSadrness or stress such as crying or’

anger. All interaction opportunities. which were not obviously happy; sad

or angry, werée recorded: as neutral. The mere; fact of interaction was not.
poS thin this framework.

Brea; 5 of ‘the APPLE observational form
n_a Social interaction and linking
within an

Linking events’ 3& sequa!
prov1des for, q;mbering eachiegent
one event to other so that the number" —socjal ‘bids

interaction bout could be computed. Thus, both the Interact ation .

System and_the APPLE system sturcture. ‘interactions into a conversational

format which can have a variable ninber of exchanges of social bids within -

and 1nteraction bout.

C Social Béhavior and ‘Noh=social Responses to Social Behavior. We havef
defined “social behavior as any- behavior directed by one person to another.

Social behavior nas- the . character'. of exchanges, as in dialogue or

conversation. People take turns speaking. Someone initiates the dialogue
the next person reciprocates the first person respondsifagain, ‘etes “In:

-.teaching situations,; the teacher is: continuously emitting behavior towards

- students, which is therefore social by our definition. - However, the

behavior of the _student in response to the teacher's initiation-is not

a1ways social; e g.. a teacher puts a spoon of food in a chlld's mouth 1s

-9k -
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our definltlon. However, swallowing the food is not clearly social.r since

it 1is not clearly directed back to the teacher. ~Sc the dilemma is what to

dc Wwith behavior which was not social but which happened 1in response tc

teaching. Such behavior was recorded as a target student behavior S but

social act normaily begins  with ‘identification of" the participants,

non-social behavior in respnse to social behavior will simply be noted 'in

the space for target pupil behavior. - -

v
-

observers Since the narrative descriptions helped us to focus them on the
same level of behavioral detail 1in 1nteractions.);;7Sgchiiinarrat1ve

descriptions facilltated the comparison of identical events recorded by two
field workers during training. :

ITI. V Fiﬂ'ﬁe‘ffoﬂﬁt MEASURES

To describe the functional abilitiés of our population. _the most

current measure of adaptive behav1or available for each stuodent was

thained., The mosSt commonly used measures included the Adaptive Behavior

The . APPLE oservational systém was particularly helpful in tralning

Scaléiischool Version (ABSSV), the Agsessment Inventory for the Severely .

Handicapped Child (TARC). the Callier Azusa, the Developmental Profile

(Alpern Boll),: the Inventory of Early Development (Brigance, 1978) and the

Portage Guide to Early Education (Portage). Table 6 outlines for each’

measure: The number of students for whom the measure was used, rlean age,

standard deviation of students' ages; and the number of sites in which the
measure was used. ~ For 7 of our 245 severely handicapped students, a

current- measure was not available.  For these students information

concerning functional abilities was obtained directly from descriptions of

current levels of functioning within their individualized education plans

(IEPs) Additionally. not ' all of the scaies or inventories contained

1nformat10n on areas of interest to our study. In these cases; Wwe also

supplemented 1nformation from current IEPS.

=

) . Each of thé student's. level of functlonlng was desecribed separately o
—for—the skill area: 1) mobilityJ 2) communication. 3) self help, 4)

cognition, 5) community/domestic skills. _Mobility was conceived of as. a

.person's  ability to:' move about his/her environment. The area of

communication dealt w1th a person's ability to transmit messages which

‘could be understood by others in the environment, including those not

familiar with the student's mode or level of communlcation.w,'SéIf help .

referred - to the execution of personal independent living, skills, such as

grooming, dressing; eating, and toileting. Lastly; cognition was conceived

within a Plagetian  framework to ‘reflect Plaget's levels of development'

including sensorimotor,. preoperational, .and concrete - operational skilis.

. Ccgnition - also - included more traditional academicrskills such as reading

and counting.. The category of _coumunity/domestic skills encompassed the

ability to function in community or domestic environments. Included:within .

th1s category would be skills such as cooking. cleaning. traveling "in ' the

- 95 -
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Table 6 -
Functional Measures of Target Students' Skiils

)  Number of  Mean'age  S:D:-age  Number of sites
Measure = ° students . (yrss)  (yrs) | using measures

Adaptive Behavior Scale 79 16.6 3. 7

TARC . 53 - 133

O v

£

3

Uy
P

Callier Azusa. . _ 39 . 11.8 : 3.
‘camelot i 1620 TS g
Brigance | 15' 11.3 . 5.6 o S 5}. :
Portage : _ : 14 PR R -
Ai{:éfﬁ Bol , 14 1.2 5 |
Other Sééiéé'g- -5 ' ',é.é; : 4.0 - 1

IEP omiy ' 7 . 9.0 2.0 3

=96 - -
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community, shopping, etc. Since four of our sites had a strong curricular

empha51s on these skills, we felt it important to inciude this dimension.

To compare the functional abilities of students in our’ populat1on in

each of these five areas; it was necessary to develop a metric for scaling
the similar information from the variety of assessment -devices and IEPs

avaitabile. The concept of mediation (Feuerstein, 1979, 1980; Tredgold,

"1937) was usad to develop a rating system for each domain which reflected

 the degree -of independent functioning, or the degree of mediation or

assistance required from others in order to ‘function within ' each . domain.

Each sSkill was rated on a four-point scale. The lowest level; Level 1,

referred to the need for complete mediation by others to perform the skill, -

Level 2 represented the need for frequent mediation by others and Level 3

represented the need for ‘occasional mediation. ~The highest level, Level 4

referred to no required mediation from others in order to perform the
skill. Four of the five-domains were conceived dlong this continuums The

exception was -the cognitive domain in which Level 1 referred- to

sensorimotor skills,; Level 2 referred to preoperational skilis. and Level 3

referred - to concrete operational ski]ls. Level U4 would include formal

' operational skills - and the . conceptual relating of dimensions = of

symbolically - encoded information. No students were rated at Level ¥ in
cognition.

U51ng infcrmation obtained from the most . current ava11ab1e functional

feasure, each child was then rated within each domain. A tetal score

summing across all five domains was ‘also derived -In this Way an ordinal

ranking of -skills in each domain and across all domains was obtained for
each student.

Interrater reliability for the rating across all ~‘domains _was

calculated using Pearson correIations. A reliability coefficient of .92

was obtained. Pearson correlations were calculated for each of the ETS

domain ratings with  associated domains - from_ "the Adaptlve Behavior

Scale-=School Version (ABSSV): The ABSSV was sSelelcted as one of  the few

available functional measures which included severely hand1capped students

in the standardization- population  and published norms for this group ...

permItted such a comparison. Table 7 disnlays the,correlation of ABSSV TMR 7

norm Scores with ETS ratings. The correlations ranged from .65 to .90 with -

half of these falling at ' or above ;85 level:; . These correlations were’

computed on only 45 students due to the fact that. the "remaining . students-

were out51de the age range for the pubiished norms.

As there were 34 addItional students who were administered the ABSSV

but whose ages were outside norm limits; a secondxcorrelation matrix was

ccmputed* in this second analysis raw -ABSSV Scores from comparable domalns
were related to ETS functional ratings. : ;

As Table 8 reflects.,all 79 students whose ABSSV we had received were

used. The results in Table g closely resembie those in Table 7. ‘The range -

in sccres was .67 to.92. The only difference oceurred within _commurity/

domestic Skills where economic. activity was. highly correlated - when
comparing this ETS domaxn to ABSSV raw scores (r = .72. p< .001), but

K
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 Table 7

Peatson Correlation of ABSSY TMR Nortis with ETS Ratings
- . ' ‘ -_——;———-" : ._mmmm4l . . :;:Zfﬂ :
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Table 8
Pearson Correlation of ABSY Raw Scores With 275 Ratings
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, ¢ ABSSV TMR norm (r = .55, p < .001). A
possible explanation for the diffference may be that older students were
included in the correlations betfleen ETS ratings and ABSSV raw Scores while

the THMR standardization sample had a more restricted age .range and possibly

. .. less . experience with domestic/economic activity such as handling money and

' shopping. Overall, there 'was a great- deal of similarity. in the
correlations. between ETS ratings of functional level and Both the TMR
 standardized score and -the ABSSV raw score.- This finding suggests;that the

_ * entire group. of 79 students who were administered the scales performed
o similarly-to the normed group and are .indeed functibning on" a severely
" handicapped .level. Moreover, the correlation between the rating scales‘ahd

the ABSSV attests to the validity of our 'rating of target ‘Student
functional abilities. ' : ‘ - o \

-

III.VI FIELD WORKER RATINGS

III.VIi.A  Rating Of Teacher And School Support For Integration.:

_~ At the end of the fall and spring data collelction periods,,ETS field
workers ' from each. site completed a rating Scale for the classroom teachers

. .of the severely handicapped .target students -observed during the study.
Although . each scale focused . primarily on the involvement in and support
received by teachers to promote integration, a few questions were also
included concerning the 'behavior -of the nonhandicapped students who had

o been present during the observations. The rating ‘scale. was designed in ¢

question format to éiiéit”%?ﬁfdimétibh on teachers' age, sex, efforts to
promote integration; degree of outside support received from other school

staff or parents, and the ‘teacher's general attitude toward teaching.
idditionally,; information was obtained on the friendliness toward - severely

 handidapped students which peer tutors or other nonhandicapped students had’

demonstrated during the observation period: : .
Aside from providing information $0 the actual age and sex of teachers

observed, responses to questions were rated on a continuum whose range and
values varied depending on the nature of the question asked.. For "questions

addressing the friendliness of peer tutors (TUTBEHAV) or other

nonhandicapped students (NHBEHAV) toward Severely handicapped students; -a
. rating of O to 5 Was obtained wnere (0) indicated no opportunity to observe

contact with nonhandicapped students, and the remaining ratings (1 to 5)
indicated a continuum of hostile (rating of 1) to very friendly (rating of
5) behavior. For questions involving the change in the amount. of

integration a@cross the school year (INTCHGE) and the change in the quality

of,integration across the data collection periods (QUALCHGE), a rating of 1
to 5 was obtained where (1) indicated a large decrease in amount or quality:

of integration, (3) indicated no change, and-(5) indicated a large increase
the school year in integration achieved. The remaining questions .

“ across
\\\\\ ' were answered on a 0 to Y4 scale, where (0) indicated ~an absence of ‘the ig?_

 behavior . in_ guestion and (4) indicated -a high degree of the behavior
expressed. Table 9 summarizeS the range of ratings for each question as

(well as the number of teachers rated:
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-  Tabla 9
Iﬁti’g’u:’ion’
777777 - Number -of - o
Quu:lon pondents Mean s.D.

1, ruch-r'o ags (TCHAGE) 22 ysars ainimm sge - 90 1.8 6.7

. _2. Teschar's sex (TCHSEX) 1= female - %0 - 1.2 .42

. tutor's frisndliness towerd 0 - & - [ R -
seveTaly Wlupp.i students ¥o such program BBI:II. Priandly Very friendly 86 2.78 1.96
{TUTBEHAV) o

4. Other nonh. . - - - YL B -
friendliness . ,,, ,,,,0 [ S 2 [ [ S R 86 3.0l 1.29

" handicspped students (NMBEHAV) No asuch nrolu- Hostilse Un!rundly Nsutral [Frieadly Vary frisndly :
5. Changs 18 amout of Integration o LT _3 Y S _ o .
. scross school yasr (INTCHGE) Largs Small No ' Small Largs 65 3.14 .93
. - dacrsase dscresss h 1 increass
. Change in quii:x of_loteSration _,,17.,_ 2 s L . o
Largs Small (1 3.22 - .86

7. Taschiar's afforts to_achievé I L
tntagration (PROINTG) 90 2.84 .89

i. Eusiun;’y,ni,xnni!xgdugfim ,,,,, I S .

: hers in envi (REGT) Navar Only ons tima fraquently 90 1.29 1.29

9. I“iiiﬁﬁii,é!;ildri Ii ,,EL, ,;, ,i.,‘ﬂ,, ,,,,,, i ,,,,, U B I ,‘, L R .
envir CAID) . . Naver Only ons time Occssionally Praquently Vary frequently 90 3.42 1.2

10. Praquancy of Othat spacial edueatiea . . 0. .. X . 2 3 Y T . o

hers in - envi (QSPECT) Nevar Only ‘one time Occutmuy ruqucntly Very fraquently 90 2.12 1.40

ii. Praquency of -consultents in 6 , [ - 2 s S & . _. _

snvirooment (CONSIULT) Navar  Only oiia fime  Occasionally Frequently _ Very frequently 90 .67 .74
'12. Prequancy of -therspists in [ B S . -3 Y S . . R
sovironment lmﬁ) Wevar _. _Only ona tima Occasionally Fraq 1y Vary fradusntly _% 2.24 1.07

13. Fraquency gf ncipal in o - - i -2 -3 L & .
en n-d%‘. gﬂli’g) Never = Only ons time Occaaionally Preauently Very fraduently 90 .89 .97

14. Fraquancy of astudent teschers.in [} . i . -2 - - 3 - e . R

;ll:llll!ool (STUDT)~ Nevar Only one time _ Occasionally y fraquently - 90 .98 _ 1.39
'15. Fraquancy of perents in classroo 0 A S 2 3 R - - -
(PARENT) , . Nevar Only one time Occasionally ﬁiiﬁiily Yniyjﬁgﬁinﬁly_io .61 .75
_0_ 1 2 Ca N ’
None Vary Somevhat - - A good -To & very 90 3.14 .92

_ uudonuinmms) at all 1icetle N daal : tiigh, degreg

17. Degtaa of | printJr.plutlon o! - _0_ 1 -2 _3 -- T = -
nonhandicspped students Nona Very * . A lot 89 270 - . 1.05
- (NHPREP) lictle -

18, Ongoing- airsceion fo and.fecilitation _0 1 2 _ 3 - . ;o
of handicepped studsnts during None Very Some A lot 87 I.5 1.05
their interactions with ssverely 1icels - -dirsction
handics, .

Raeing for School end Prtu:tpul Support for Integrstion - ;

o 1 . 2 3 P
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Ratings of teachers were averaged across both data coiiection periods.

where - information was obtained only. in one data collection period due to

staff changes; the rating for the available period was used.

Teacher ratings wWere obtained in all but ne site, Philadelpnia. bDue

£ the sensitive political situation which existed in this site; EIS
trained members of Philadelphia's evaluation staff to collect all the ‘data
for this study. To reduce the burden of involvement for their staff

nembers, ETS did nmot ask - that . teacher ratings: be .completed. . Teacher -

ratings were also -not obtained for the first data collection period for

assigned to that site:

Lake Washington due to the "sudden departure of. our ETS field worker

~ As new field workers were needed for the second data collection period
in Lake Washington, ‘Madison, . and Oregon; these people Were unable to
respond to guestions of change in the amount of integration (INTCHGE), or

the change in quality of integration (QUALCHGE) across both data collection

periods and thus reducing the number of ratings for those questions..

Reduced number of ratings for (TUTBEHAV) and (NHBEHAV) were due to a lack
of opportunity to observe this teacher's group ' of students with

nonhandicapped students.. This situation occurred primarily in sites.where

community rather than school environments.

- students were in segregateud schools and/or where . integration occurred in

III.VI.B Rating Of School hnd Principal Support .

- At the end of the fall “81 and spring ‘82 data collection period, ETS
field workers were also asked to rate the support of the building principal

for integration of severely handicapped students in his/her school. The

range of the rating was on an 0 to 4 continuum with €Q) indicating. not at
all suppoftiﬁé and (4) indicating very supportive of integration. An

- average rating of support observed across both data collection periods was

computed for each principal. Ratings Were completéd on 42 of 44 principals
across all fourteen sites in whose Schools target 'students were enroiled.

Of the two schools in whizh no rating of Support was obtained, one school
was located im an institution and the other school located its classes for

severely handicapped in a building detached from the regular school. . The-

field worker reported that, in -these situations, no contact with the

principal was observed during-the data collection.

~

Two sources of information weré used. to collect this data. First, a

iieasure of pianned time for integration (TIME1) was obtained through a.

review of each student's weekly program schedule collected from classroom

teachers in October 1981. From these schedules were obtained the number of

minutes per week in which teachers had planned for each student to have an
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opportunity to be in an inteégrated setting whether within the school or . the
community. The sSecond measure was the observed time that students had an

opportunity to interact with nonhandicapped students or nonschool staff.

This 1nformation was obtained during the observations ~of each student's

7 soecial interactions within integrated settings:. The amount of time each

student had a real opportunity for interaction was computed from the number

of m1nutes each student spent in. the same immediate social context.or

grouping as nonhandicapped students or community people.

III VIII IHDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLANS (IEPS)

In October of 1981 each of the 14 sites were asked to provide for each

student a copy of the IEP’ which was in effect for the 1981-82 school year.

In this way a copy of the most recent IEP available was obtained for all

but five students (n = 240)%°

- 777Each student's IEP was analyzed to, provide 1nformatlon on, program

‘pianning for severely handicapped students.. The levél,of Specificity at
" which students' programs were palnned was reflected by the ,total number of

IEP objectives written for each student (OWRITTEN) - In only one of the 48

" schools involved in the study were there no obJectlves written on students'

IEPS. For, the' 7 students im this school, only a few broad annual goals

were speclffed. Across all the remaining schools,; short term objectives

. Wwere written with considerable variation in length; ranging from under_ 10

to over 300 short-term objectives: The degree to which interaction with

nonhand1capped students or integration within school or community settlngs

was a valued goal was reflected by the number of interaction or .integration
. objectives ‘written (INTWRITTEN) for each student. Here, too, variation in -
the number of integration objectives written was considerable;' '

A measure of student progress was derived from counting the number of

objectlves met for each student af the end of the 1981-82 school year.
This information was obtaIned in May 1982 through available _written

information contained. on ~ IEPs or End-of-Year Performance Reports,

supplemented as necessary by information supplied directly by target

students' teachers; A final measure derived from IEPS wa§‘that of parental -
involvement in the IEP process which was indiecated by Whether-or~-not each
student's IEP had been signed by their -parent or guardian.

III.IX - ACCEPTANCE SCALE

The instrument used in this study to measure nonhandicapped students[y

attitudes toward handicapped' students was_ _the Acceptance -Scale, 1981

version; developed by Luanna Voeltz: (1980,. 1982). Validity and reliability
studies .conducted on the instrument have consistently produced respectable

results (Voeltz, 1980) and have demonstrated a positive relationship

between regular education students' Scores on the Acceptance Scaie and

their degree of actual contact with severeiy handicapped students (Voeltz,
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11982).

The Acceptance Scaie ‘consists of a number of oplnion statements which

are read to the students in small- groups. Students write their responses

on answer sheets selecting one of three choices which indicates whether

they agree with; _disagree, or_are unsure about the statements.: Separate

versions of the Scale were administered to students in,grades kindergarten.

to second grade (K-2), third to sixth grade (3-6), and seventh to high
school (7-12). The maximum score attainable on the three versions is . 36,

60, and 64, respectively. Within iech 'level there are a core set of

questions about attitudes towards the handicapped. These questions are

randomly phrased in both positive and- negative: terms to discourage

consistent yes or no responses. Also 'included are questIons to assess

. students! ability to listen to the questions and respond to the instrument.

Failure to respond accurately to these questxons results in - the’

invalidation .of the scale and removal of that-data from analysis. & third® =

set of items,; not included in the ccmputatioh-of the Acceptance Score, are

those dealing with the students' general feelings about themiselves and

friends which could affect a student's attitude toward handicapped children

This instrument was administered to two groups of nonhandicapped

students. i The first group, designated "contact students" were sSelected -

from sSchools in which severely handicapped students were enrolled., = These

students had been nominated by specia1 education teachers as most likely to

have contact with severely handicapped students: Once contact students had

neen selected; _a second group ‘of students designated no-contact students

were selected. These students were randomly selected from student rosters

from schools in which no. severely handicapped students were enrolted: The

two groups were matched according to grade level and attendance in schools

of similar .size and socioeconomic character1stics. ‘The number of contact

and no-contact students varied within each site as a ‘function of the number

of schools’ that were involved 1n the “study and: the number of students it

was possibIe to inciude without causing undue dxsruption to each school.

The 1931' VeFSion of Voeltz's (1980. 1982) Acceptance Scale Was

administered in the fall of 1981 and the spring of 19§2 ‘o 530

nonhandicapped students ranging in age from 5 to 18 .years. 515 received

—=yalid scores on the Acceptance . Scale, Of these, 328 students had both

pretest and posttest scores. From this subsample, a total of 170 - students

-t125 ~females and iS5 males) had contact with severely handicapped Students

and a total of 158 students (83 females and 75 males) did not have contact.

v
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ITI: X: A The Fourth Annual . Report Tb Cong 6n P. L . 9n-142,

The Annual Report. prepared by the U,S , Department of Education (iééé} :
provided 1nformation on enrollment- of severely handicapped students in

different educational environments for the. 1980-1981 school year:; The

~ percentages. of severely handicapped _students attending regular schooils

(PSHINT) was computed by adding the percentages provided for categories of

mentally retarded, multihandicapped and deaf-blind students within regular

classes: The percentage of all handicapped students served in regulér
schools (HPINT) was: - directly reported for each state. . Unfortunately, at
the. time of analysis; 1981-82 information was not yet EVailable so; 1980-81
data was used. - o , , ’ '

?@?,?LS’ Department of Education provided information on the -total special
_.education enrollment within ~each state (COUNI81) for the-1981-82 school
year as well as P.L: 89-313 funding for Severely handicdpped students
(FUND89SH). The proportion of severely handicapped students funded within
each state by P.L. 89-313 funds_were computed from a ratio of: the total ’

- number of mentally retarded, multihandicapped and deaf—blind students over
the total number of handicapped students in the state.

III:X:C Program Annual Reviews

"Each state. annually submits a report to the U.S. ‘Departiment of Education
. which contains information on the number of hearings at Staté and.local

levels and the major issues upon Which these hearings were held. The

proportion of state ' 1level (PSEALRE) and local level (PLEALRE) hearirigs

pertaining to 1east restrictive environment issues (LRE): was comphted from

la ratio of LRE. hearings to total hearings held at. each level for each

state. These documents also suppiied information on the number of regular .

?999§t95§1,,593°i31 “educators; administrators and parents. for whom each
state provided in—service training in special education (INSERV) ‘Thé ﬁoét

-Tbe,§Pe°Ia;i§§§§5 section of SiF provided a listing of the  number of
severely handicapped : projects funded within each’ state (SEPDEMOS) and

nomxnated federaily funded model demonstration sites to be evaluated by our
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I1i: XI SPECIAL EDUCATION SIAIE,EEBTIFICATION PRACTICEb

A National Survey was produced by the Poli y Research Center of the

bouncil for Exceptional - Children in Decembeér 1979, From this document

information was extracted on the certificaticn requirements for regular and L

'-Special .education teachers 1in each of our part1cipating states with the

exception - of Vermont where information was ‘directly obtained - from

certification materials supplied by that state. Information ch the

. req01rement for regular educators to. have' Special. education courses  in

" order to obtain certification (REINFOSE) was considered indicative of the
state's interest and support .in = extending understanding of. .and

responsibility for handicapped students' _education beyond the boundaries of

segregated special education programs Those states that required -special -

education. courses for reguiar education certificaticn were . given codes of
t1): those who did not, were coded (0). The notion of separateness was

also measured “by the ‘certification requirements for special educators.

States varied according to whether Special education certification was a

separate certification and therefore freestanding or whether_ certificaticn

in special education’ was dependent upon eiigibility for regular .education

certification as well. The first option was Seen to indicate that special -

education was seen as a _separate, distinct program apart from _.general

education. = States that adhered to this certification practice were given

codes of (1). The ,SGCOUQ option was regarded as integrating special

educators within the larger framework of general education as-these

teachers were required to be as skilled in regular education as in -special

'education programming. States adhering to this practice were coded (0).

III: Xfi NASDSE REVIEW OF STATE SUPPORT FOR SH PROGRAMS

The National AsSociaticn .of State Directors of Sp80131 Education

published a report summarizing responses to a national survey of state

T . departments ‘of education (NASDSE, 1979). The .survey completed by 43 states

contained information for the nine sStates participating in our-study. "From

this Survey were obtained a number of measures of the specificity wIth

which severeiy handicapped students. - were jdentified and_ treated as a

separate group. One measure was the number of  categories included in the

- definition of severely and profoundiy handicapped individuals (CATEGGRY)

This information was not available within this document for Iilinois and

Wisconsin, . A second measure was the _number 'of full-time state- level.

consultants - for :severely handicapped (FTESPH) whose responsibilities

‘included technical assi tance and monitoring of services for this specific

;population., Qur samplef anged from ‘'no state consultants . sQ ,assigned in

three of our states four consultants each spending 80% of their time in

this capacity in one of our states. A third measure -was whether or not

esch’ state —designated federal funds specifically for the severeiy and

profcundiy handicapped (SPHFUNDS) States that did designate funding -in

this way were rated with a rank of (1); those who did ‘not specifically

earmark funds for this population were assigned a (0). ranking.

~
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As' a measure of the state's  professional resources for extending
services to - severely handicapped students the number of colleges training
teachers of the severely handicapped was obtained (COLLEGES) &s well as the

‘level of the degree granting program offered at these colleges. The number’
-of colleges within each state granting degrees in the education of severely
: énd profoundly handlcapped 1ndividuals at the bachelor'o level (BASPH),_

information on the number of  program options available for deixvery of
services ‘to . severely and profoundly.handicapped individuals in each state
¢PLACEMNT) was obtained:’ In compiling this information; states were asked
to 1indicate which of six program options were,available to their severely

and profoundly handicapped ;students. The options ran along the ;gantinuum

of restrictlveness, from homebound insStruction- and. special educaticn
Schools (or centers) to education within regular 'schools in ‘the form of
Sself~=contained clasSses within regular schools, reSource rooms and itinerant

services. A sixth option. other, Was not specified. For eaéh state - the.

total number of program options available were used to indicate the degree

to which alternative services were avaiiabie to these students based on

program need rather than category.
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_ RESULTS

The primary purposes of the integration evaluation project ‘were first to

describe the degree of integration of severely handicapped students with

nonhandicapped students; second: to find out what -fac¢ilitates integration of

' severely :handicapped students -and _third, to determine whether integration is
related to other ,important educational -outcomes for severely handicapped

- students. In order to .describe the degree of integration, @f severely

handicapped students, observational methods were developedrto recoid the rate _ -

and .quality of interactions between sSeverely handicapped-and ‘nenhandicapped:

students. Interactions were— broadly ‘defined in terms of social behavior between

"severelyﬂghandicapped students and other individuals: . Social behavior consisted

of any behavior which was clearly directed by the target student to someone else

or any behavior by someone -else directed to the target«student

participating school. districts.; Moreover, the degree' of integration was

Integration defined in terims of Social behav1or did .oceur in each of the 14

statistically related: to information about a) antecent features of the state ..

education ‘agency- (SEA) and lpcal education agency (LEA); b) the people present

in the env1ronment when integrated. ¢) the organization of the ‘environment; d)

the -rate of social input from nonhandicapped students e)- the degree of support

for interaction which those students had from ‘the teacher, and f) aspects of the
teacher's educational planning process. _The sSocial behavior of severely
. handicapped students deffered depending on whether it was directed to other

severely handicapped students versus to nonhandicapped students. Finally. the

degree of integration was related both to the proportion of objectives achieved

on the targef studerts' 1EPs and to the attitudes of nonhandicapped students..

- .

IV.I OVERVIEW OF ANALYSES

The following discussion will describe the analyses according to a) the

degree and quality of interaction in integrated settings b) the features of

integrated educational contexts which facilitate students' social interactions.

and ¢) the relationship .of nonhandicapped students' attitudes and severely .

‘handicapped students' achievement to-students"'. social interactions..

s
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I

Iv: I.4 Degree And Quality O£ Integratlon

The rate and quality of socxal interaction of severely hand1capped students

with nonhandicapped students was the measure for the degree of integration.

Since concerns have been raised as to whether integrated _environments produce

any viable 1nteraction between handicapped and nonhand:caped students,; within

student comparisons: of the *rates of sSocial" interactions in integrated and

segregated environments were made. These compar*sons defined integration at two

levels of the environment. .The first level defined integration based upon the

presence of.. nonhandicapped students or community people in the totalrobserved

area or room. The sSecond 1evel of analysis defined integration based upon the

Immediate__social grouping in which the severely handicapped target student was

" observed. At each level of the environment both the rate and qualIty of Social

interactive behavior - of handicapped and nonhandicapped students was compared.

Specifically, we . asked whether severely handicapped students engaged in

segregated settings:

different rates of interaction ‘with other students in Integrated versus

T IV.I:B Educatlonal Context

v

Analyses of antecedent and concurrent features 0° the educational context

were conducted only at the second level in which 1ntegrat1on was defined in

"~ terms of the severely handicapped students' 1mmediate social groups. These

~analyses were de81gned to identify . those factors which facilitated integration.

Integrated environments were defined at the level of the . immediate social

setting by the presence of nonhandicapped students within the same Social group.

Features of the context relevant to integration Wwere selected from a broad -

ecological : frameWork. ThHese features represented hierarchical levels of

information about the environment ranging from the . broadest level of state

planning down to - the immediate social context w1th1n which interactzons Wwere

observed: ' This._ continuum ineluded information on lgcal planning. school supporti

and parent 1nvolvement as desscr:bed 1n Chapter 2, Figure 2.

In. order to select the best measures from each leve1 5%' domain of

1nformat1on in the ecological .evaluation mcdel, separate stepwise . regre551on

analyses including all available information from each domain were done.,, The

eriteria ~ for these regression arialyses were the rates of bids to and from ‘other

',students in integrated. settings: After selecting the best predictors from each

domain of information this informatfon was combined in a .full model to’ determine

the degree to. which: each ‘variable uanueiy accounted for proporticns of variance

in /student interaction. Finally, the predictors from these fuli ecclogical

models were included in stepwise regression analyses to Select the best

. predictors of. dagree of Integration. ’ T~ L
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: : o SN
.I.C Impact of Integpation . o : \\

- The ‘educational” progress of severely handicapped students, 3085\,§D§
attitudes of nonhand1capped students toward hand1capped students were anaryzed
as criterion variables for assess1ng the impaet of integration. .Educational

progress was defined by the proportlon of IEP objectives met.. This was analjzed
using a regression model which included the functional 1evel of the target\

students; the rate-per-minute of interaction with nonhandicapped students, and

the rate-per-minute of interaction Qithifother segprely handicapped students.
The - -attitudes of nonhandIcapped students were analyzed in two ways. The first

analysls compared the attitudes of nonhandicapped students who came from schools

in which severely hand;capped students . ‘were @ integrated to the attitudes of

nonhandicapped students in schools that did not enroll severely handicapped

students; - The second analysis eXxamined only the attitudes of students in

integrated schools and predicted the average posttest attitude scores for an

;ntegrated "8chool from the average pretest. ' scores and sverage rate of
interactlon w1th nonhandicapped students within that school. o >

The tirst step In descrIbing Integratlon was to determlne if séééreiy

handlcapped students actuaily interacted with nonnandicapped students. and if so

whether such interaction was in any way_ different from interaction when the
handicapped students were segregated . To address these guestions, analyses were

conducted on two levels using -the Interaction Observation System. -data: The

first 1level provided & broad v1ew of the environment in which integration or

Segregation was defined by the presence of nonhandicapped people (other than

teaching staff) within the.total observed area. - In school settings integration

was defined in terms of the’ presénce of nonhandicapped students _in. the same

room. For communxty settIngs, integration was defined_ in terms of the presence

of community peopie (i:e., nonschool staff) in the location _observed.  The

second level of analysis focused. on' the immediate Social group in which each

severely handicapped student was-observed and ‘defined integration in terms of

the presence of nonhandicapped students or community people within Lhe same

group (i. e.,'wlthln five feet) 'as the severely handicapped student. For the

first 1levels of analysis data from the interaction observation system collected .

in the fall of. 1981 was used.’ For the second level of analysis data from both’

the fall 1981 and Spring 1982 observaion pertods was used.

When IntegratIon was def1ned for the first level of analys1s by 7the'

. observational setting coversheet, the average rate of interactIve bids were

computed per 10-minute observation period.. ThlS average , rate per. observation

was calculated both for bids em1tted by severely handicapped students to other

students as well as bids d1rected touard severeiy handicapped students by othér"

students. The rate _of social bids by severely handicapped students to other

studentS“and*the—rate—of~social—b1ds by other—students-to-- handlcapped students

were compared using paired t- tests to determine if there were significant

~differences with1n children either in social output or _social input depending

" upon whether they were in integrated versus segregated social contexts.
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'Iv 11,4 - Integration Defined By Presence Of NH Students In The Rocm

Findings from the first level of analysis revealed that interaction between

_ Ssyerely handicapped and other students was definitely occurring and that there
Wepre differences in the rate and quality of iﬁpetéctibn,depgggingi7upph whether -

the setting was integrated or segregated. Integrated settings were seen to

Profiote significantly more social behavior between severely handicapped and
‘Other students: ~ Severely handicapped students directed significantly m.re

Soeial behavior toward other sStudénts in integrated settings. The average
Nugber  of Social bids by_the severely handicapped students in integrated

Settings was 6.79 bids per 10-minute observation (SD = 7.80). in comparison _to

..3¢71 bids per 10-minute observation (SD = 5.97) in nonintegrated settings (Lt =
S.52, af = 198, p < .001).  Additionally, other students directed more social

bepayior to Séverely handicapped students in integrated settings. - Tne average
severely handicapped

fumber of social bids directed by other students to

Students - in  integrated Settings was 9.93 bids ‘per 10-minute observation (SD =

10, 147) compared to 3,07 bids per 10-minute observation (8D~ = 5.43) in segrated
' Settipgs (L. = 8.68, df = 198, p < .001). These results are.depicted in Figure
11.which gives the mean number of social bids by severly handicapped students.to
Otper ' students in integrated settings (S-K) and to other severely handicapped
Students in segregated -settings (S=H).. In addition Figure 11 depicts. the mean

Bugber of Social bids from other students in integrateéd settings (K-S) and in
Segregated settings (H=S). 4 L ' ' . .
" pinally; defining integration at the level of tne total environment,
Seyepely handicapped students emitted significantly more social . bids te .
' Nophandicapped students in integfated seftings. thap to other handicapped

Studants' (& = 4:61, df = 198, b < .001) in integrated settings and received uore
Social bids from nonhandicapped students than fromjiother handicapped students (L

N i g.ol; 4f = 198; .p < .001) in those settingé;
\ | : E
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SQGIﬁL BIDS BY SETTING
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and segregated places. : S
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Figure 11. Rate of social bids fcr target cﬁiidren observed)in iﬁtégrétéd
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"IV.II.A.1 Affective Quality Of Social Interactions - reiated and - important

questlon in studying interaction between Severely handtcapped and nonhandicapped

students concerns the quality of "the exchange that -occurs. Specifically;

concerns have been raised that severely handicapped’ students will bear the brunt

of negatxve behavior by nonhandicapped students. : The data was. con51stent in
reflectlng extremely low levels of negative behavior (1. . betWeen-.OZ and .20

per 10 ~minute observation) so that further analyses were 'not warranted.

Hoﬁever. the ‘frequancy of- ,bbsitive bids weire somawhat higher, permitting
1
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'analyses of differences in rate between 1ntegrated and segregated fsettxngs.

Using data from the’ fail data collection period statisticaliy significant 5.

differences were found in the rate of positive interactive bids from target

students to other Students in. integrated versus nonintegrated contexts., -In

3 aatEin o . v

'1ntegrated settings; rate of positive bids from severely handicapped --target

students averaged across all sites was 1.12 (SD = 1.86). In nonintegrated
settings these same target students emlttedian average of only .69 bids: -per, :
observation (SD .= .2.01) to other students. The difference was statistically"

significant at p <.01 (t = 2.76, df = 198).- Thus, severely handicapped ‘target

'students emitted more positive sociai bids when in integrated than-when ine
nonintegrated seitings. 7 . v : o Co

Differenees in the quality of behavior which was directed to the: severely

handicapped students by other students when they were in Integrated versus

segregated settings were also found.” There. were significantly more positive RN
‘social bids from other students when the severely handicapped students were in N
integrated settings. In integrated Settings, an average of 1.26 (SD .= 2.38) .

posxtive bids per observation: from other students were directed to_ the target

students in comparison to .47 positive bids per observation (SD = 1. 70) in the .
segregated conteit. This difference was statistically significant (tr u, 55. daf .
= 198, p X .001). The results on positive social output from severely

handicapped- students (S-K, .S~-H) and social input to these students:(K-S,. H-S)are -

dep1cted by the: crosshatched portions of the bars’ in Figure 1. . ;

S Tz :q

IV.II.B Integration Definéd At Level Of Target Student's Social Group,

These results were confirmed and extended when the level of. analysis was

the imnediate group in which severeiy handicapped students Wwere observed. ”in_

[ b i

this second level of analysis, the rate : per minute of interactxve bids ,W§§'

computed separately for handicapped: and nonhandicapped students. -The rate per

minute was obtained by dividing the total frequency of bids to \Qandicapped~ or .

nonhandlcapped students by the total ‘nuniber of minutes ‘nonhandicapped students

were present -in ‘the same social Setting as’ handicapped students. .Thus, this

rate ‘was -obtained across all observations for a given child. Similarly, rates.

.per mindte were obtained for sSocial bids from handicapped and nonhandicapped

students to severely handicapped target. students: Finally, thie rate per minute

of interaction between handicapped students when nonhandicapped students were

not a part of their ‘immediate social group was computed. . The mean rate per

minute of social bids for Fall. 1981 and Spring; 1982 are depicted in Figure 12.

The solid bars represent ‘rate of social bids in integrated groups whxie the

crosshatched pars represent rate of DldS in Segregated grotps.

1
1
|
!
'
{
i

- 113 -




Resuits’ - - . | ch | _ ° page IV=T

°

S SBEIﬁE BIDS BY GROUP

2N
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- " . ' ' .5;7”77 1981 - . e . Spring 1982
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Eigﬁfé.iZ: Rate of social’ bids’ for target children observed in. integrated ' '
o and segregated groups. : .

The results  from this level confirmed previous results . That is,
integration ﬁromoted more - Social behavior than did segregated grouplngs‘ and
Second, Within 'integrated groupings, interaction with nonhandicapped versus

if ' ether hahd1capped students predominated.

In the fall 1981 data collection _period. the social output -of severely

' handlcapped students to nonhandtcapped students (S-N) was greater than the

social putput to other handicapped students (S-H) in both integrated ( t = 6.48;

dfz234, p < 001)7and segregated (t 3. 11, df = 234, p < .002) groups. These - v

fIndIngs Wwere reﬁiicéted in Spring 1982 when S-N bids also exceeded S—H bids 1in

a

¢
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integrated (t = 484, df = 237, p < .001) and in segregated (t = 2.084, df =237,
p < :05) groups. : R A

.~ The rate of social input from nonhand‘capped students to . severely
handicapped students (N-3) exceeded the sovial input from other handicapped
students (H=S) in both data collection periods. In the: Fall, 1981 N-5 bids

occurred at a significantly higher rate than ‘H=S bids when H-S'bids were
observed in both integrated (t = 9.29, df = 234, p < .001) and in segregated - (t

= T.12, df = 234, p < .001) Settings. In the Spring 1982 N-S bids exceeded’ the
rate of both of H-S bids in integrated (L = 8.56, df = 237, p < .001) and H-=S

bids in segregregated groups (t = 6:99, df = 237; p:< :001).

.

IV.II.B.1 Contingencies For Social Behavior - Another analysis was completed on

the contingencies for social interaction by handicapped versus nonhandicapped
students. Specifically, the rates per minute .of social_ bids; by severely

handicapped students to which nonhandicapped or handicapped students responded
were compared.

. Such rates were calculated from the frequency with which social
bids from severely handicapped target students were followed by social bids from

other students back to the target student. These rates of social. contingencies
are depicted in Figure 13. In. integrated settings in the Fall, 1981,
‘nonhandicapped students responded to significantly more bids (M = .30 per min;

Sp = .50) from Severely handicapped students than did. handicapped students (M =
.08 per min; SD = .23) (£ = 6.29, df = 234, p _.001). Nonhandicapped children:
in integrated settings also responded to significantly more (£ = 3.79, df = 224,

p .001) social bids from severely handicapped students in integrated settings~

than did handicapped students in segregated settings. The handicapped students
in segregated settings only responded to an average of .16 bids per minute (SD =
.32). Thus social bids from SH students are responded to by social bids from
nonhandicapped students twice as frequently: relative to contingencies from other
SH students in segregated settings and nearly four times as frequently relative
to social contingencies from SH students in_integrated settings. . _Since -social

contingencies from one's social group are probably. one méchanism by which Social
behavior is acquired (Strain & Kerr, 1981) the integrated environment 1s clearly
superior in reinforeing naturally occurring sSocial behavior. :

\ The fact that nonhandicapped students provided more contingent _social
X responses ;hgpiihanq;cappéd students was replicated in_the Spring 1982 data-
' collection period; Thus, nonhandicapped student's responsiveness to  soclal

behavior of severely handicapped student's exceeded the responsiveness exhibited

by other handicapped students both in integrated (t =-5.49, df = 237, P < ,001)
-and - in 7segfégatéd (¢ = 3.15, df = 237, p ¢ .002) settings. As a result, not

'only are severely - handicapped students exhibiting more "social behavior"
themselves in integrated settings, they are also being reinforced by more

contingent social behavior in these settings.
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CONTINGENCIES FOR BIDS
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iigure 13. Contingencies for bids from target students in integrated

and segregated groups: ° . 5
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IV.II.B. 2 Vlolatlons Of Assumptlons Of Normal DIStrIbutIons - The distributions

of rate of bids per observation anc rgteiof bids per minute were not normally
distributed. In order to ensure that the results of the t-tests which have been /
_reported -were not grt;fgggg ;of skewed distributions; the variables were/
transformed USIng an arctangent transformation. This transformation - has _been/
recominended by Rubin. (1980) to normalize skewed distributions. A1l of the/
results reported above were significant at the same. levels when ,t—testsffwere
appixed to the arctangent traasformed scores. Hence, the reported results are
- 4 /\
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not artifacts of violations in the assumptions underlying the t-tests.

IV.III STEPWISE REGRESSION TO SELECT PREDICTORS FROH DOMAINS
P ‘Given that severely handicapped students interact differentially in
jiintegrated and segregated environments, what are the major influences on such
‘'interactions? Clearly, within a dialogue model of reciprocal social interaction

'the behavior of thé other person in the interaction is a major influence on the-
rate of interaction. The Pearson Correlation between the rate of social bids
from severely handicapped Students to nonhandicapped students (S=N) and ‘the rate
of social bids frem nonhandicapped. Students to the severely handicapped students
(N-S) was r = .69 (df = 248;p < :001). Similarly, the correlation between the
rate of social bids from severely handicapped students to. other handicapped

students (S-H) and the rate of social bids from other handicapped students-to.
the target Students (H-S) was r = .89 (df = 244, p < .001).  In order to address

the question of influences on social intera¢tion in addition to the social
behavior of the other participants, information was selected at the levels of
the state; distriect; School, teacher, integrated Setting, and individual
students. At each of these levels there was a widé variety of information. from

information within®

which to select. Therefore, it was necessary to select information from each of
these domains which was relatively independent of the other 1in
the domain but which at the same time accounted for the highest proportion of
" student interactions: In all subseguent analyses the rate of interaction was

computed by dividing' the total number of social bids by the’total number of

minutes that the student was in a:social group which included nonhandicapped

students;  This rate of interaction per minute was averaged across both data

collection periods since previous analyses did not indicapt _ significant
4ifferences between data collection periods. . Similarly, all variables from the

observational procedures which were used as'predictors were averaged across the
two. data ,éplléétibn,pgrigggéiﬁihus;rtﬁé focus for the remainder of this report
is upéh,ihtégrated7§og§§;7§ettings.éﬁd,thé explanation of social ‘behavior of

severely handicapped target ‘students within Sich .settings.

In order to select the best ,prgéictcré of social ‘ interaciions between

" handicapped .and nonhandicapped students a series of separate stepwise regression
analyses were conducted. The analyses included as .predictors the information
from each dome'n (€.g., State; ‘district; school, teacher, environment, and
student). Tne criteria for theé analyses were the.rates per minute of social
bids directed to "and received from either handicapped or nonhandicapped students
within integrated settings. - Such rates were averaged across--all observations

during qhich;nonhgndicapped.étuaéhts verg\in the same social setting as severely
handicapped target students. : SN ' . :

’ : .- AN . .

,,,,, s e - St N C - . . B R
. ~The types ofﬁinformation included within each of the domains .is presented
in Table 10 Each of these domains was separately analyzed to predict 1) the

rate of social bids from SéVérelyrhandicappgdrtargéf\stUdéhté'tb',nbnhanqigggped

students (S-N); 2) the rate of social bids from §§i§rély handicapped target
tudents to other handicapped students (S-H), and 3) the “rate of social bids
from nonhandicapped students to severely handicapped -target Students (N-S). The

predictors: from each domain which accounted for significant>. proportions of
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Table 10
Vackablos Pron ach Donatn of Tnfornation About the Reational Contests

Tncluded in the Regression Analvsts

o Pﬂagie F IV—~11 .

- | - Selection for
B_o_ndn | Predictors 0 Sure N Mem . 5D any full model
STAIE - i Total spectal education population in state N .
1981-82 (COUNTS1) S SEP 9 §9;995:18  74;874.65 ot
) Number of colleges tralnng teachersof -+ .
severely handtcapped (COLLEGES) | NASDSE 9. 3. 14 255 out
3, Wumber of BA degree granting progravs for - - -
teachers of severely handicapped (BASPH) NASDSE 9 2.0 2,80 it
4, Number of MA degree granting progeams for o SR
teachers of SéVéi‘él}" h'&ﬁdi’cap’p‘ed (MASPH) NASDSE y 249 8% © o In
5. §umber of PL.D. degree granting programs for . . - |
teachers of severely handicapped (Facooy - NASDSE ¢ 35 48 ot
6, Proportion of severely hendicapped students . . R
i1 state fonded by §9-313 (FUNDBISH) s 9 19 A7 out -
7, * Nuber of categories of exceptionality in P o . - L
state definition (CATEGORY) o NASDSE 9 3,40 NS in
8. Proportion of SEA hearings called regarding | |
least restrictive enviroinerit issues A S .
(PSEALRZ) ' o - SEP 9 J2 CJl In
9, Proportion of LEA hearings vithin the state |
called regarding least restrictive enviromment - 7 o
fssues (PLEALRE) . @ 7 6 ot -
10; Concerns expressed to state by SEP regarding B o - o :” |
least restrictive environment policy (CITELRE) SEP 9 13 b out
o 11; Perceitaze of severely handicapped students D 155 |
154 | aﬂmﬂmr%ﬂusﬁwh(%ﬂﬂ) | - SEP- 9~ S 21,93 out L1V

g : 12 Percentage of all handicapped students 7 _ e o
7 : integrated in regular schools (HPINT) - SEP 9 95,64 3.08 out
4 : : | ‘ '

g |




table 10 (Continued)

Selection for

"‘Pag;e Tve1iz
|
|
|

o bt S B N 80, ay full el
SHTE 13 Certification of regalar elicators requiss L
(Cont)  spectal education courses: (REINFOSE) - .~ CEC 9 K S out
| lﬁ Certification of special educators 1s separate . o :
~ fron rathet than addition to regular education B = o B
| certification (FREESTAN) CEC 9 416 A9 out
‘ "_ 15, Number of SEA consultants for severely and ,;l,, L o o ,
profoundly handicapped (FTESPH) o NASDSE' 9 S 80 ~in
16 State 94-142 funds are specifically catiarked . ':7 o
for severely handicapped prograns (SPHFUNDS) NASDSE 9 I B9 in
. o ! . :
17, Nunber of ‘placement options for S0 students ST S
(PLACEMNT) | NASDSE I T 1,13 ~ out
18, Number of projects Funded tn state by the o - S 47”L E
| special needs section of SEP (SEEDEMOS) s 9 A L9y ot

19, Average wiiber of peoLe receivlpg”lpservice |

&MWMWMWMmmm)g L9 Gk 6T ot
*pﬁﬁclsmmMMMammmmamm . . R
' data collection period (MODEL) S A b /59 in
2, Total size oﬁﬂdls;;lct in terms of student e / L - B
entolnent (vOLREG) Mstrict 14 40,000 62,33 tn
SCHOOL L. Support by princlpal for integratlon o ,,,/, o B .
o (MSUPPT) , © Peld Worker 42~ 268 - .9 in
TEACKER L. Teacher's age (ECHAGE) L Peld Worker 90 L8 67 p' out
N ), Tedckier's sex llcﬂéll) C ield Vorket 90 | 1 kot ;
5 3; Peer tutors friendliness tovard severely o
: Randicapped students (TUTBERAY). Helddorier 8 20 L% ot
¢ . - A

[:IQ\V(: R o S "{ ST ':f - ];E;F? .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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able 10 (Continued)

Fletd Vorker

159

_____ _ o 5 : S o Selection for
Donan Pedteors () Smre N W S any full medel
TEACHER b Other nonhandicapped stiidedt s fricndliness

~ {Cont.) mWMSwadymmnwmdummm L o L _
| (NHBEHAV) : Fleld Worker 8 300 . L2 out
5, Change 1n amount. of integration across - ”;i___ B .
 school year (INTCHGE) - Fleld Worker * 65  3:l4 93 ot
6; Change in quatity of integration across e B
data cotlection periods (QUALCAGE) - Field Wotket 65 322 .86 out
ik Teacher § efforts to achieve integration S o o
(PROINTG) 0 HMeld Worker 90 2.8 89 o
B, Fiéqiaicy of regulat edication tedchers L . o )
in environment (REGT) Field Worker 90 LY 129 i
N, Frnquency of aids in environment (AID) Feld Worker 90 %42 LY out !
o - o | e
10, Frequency of other Speciai education K S S o
. tgachers in enviromment (GSPECT) “ Fleld Worker 90 . .12 - 140 n
11, Frequency of tonsultants 1n environment S o ? . . .
*(CONSULT) Fleld Worker 50 87 T n
12, Frequency of therapists i environment S B o o
(THERPST) Fleld Worker 90 2.2 1,07 out
13 Frequency of -principal in environment e B - |
{PRINPAL) Feld Worker. 90 89 97 oit
14, Frequency of student teachere in o ;' f' 1" - o
ciassroom (STont) Field Worker - 90 - %8 SR out
15, Frequency of parents in classtoon L -~ o B
(PARENT) . " Held Worker 90 .81 W5 ont
16, Teacher's enthustasn for and enjoyment of ; L
 teaching severely handicapped students , L L -
(Bvrius) - 90 34 M o
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L L sbm
O hnatn - Predictors Soiitte N Mean - 8D any full nodel
WAGHER  17: Degtes of prior preparation of S ) B B
{Cont) nonhandicapped students (NHI’REP) Field Worker 89 JO 105 " out
‘ 18 Ongoing direction to and faciiitation of '
ngnl}englteapped students during their
/. interactions with severely handicapped o o |
students (NHDIREC) Field Worker 87 1.5 1,05 in
STUDENT 1, Number of objectives written on IEP o R o
o (ORRITTE) W Bl W80 6 i
2, Nutber of integration objectives written . e e .
on TEP (INl’WRIT) IEP 231 811 2087 in
(R Presence of parents signature on IEP R - - .
(SIGNED) IEP w2 LI 38 n
4, Student's ability to comunicate
independently (TALKLYG) - TEA 245 1:60 90 in
5, Student's ability to move around the - - , ‘ B
 environnent independently (HOBILITY) TEA w5 489 1:26 i
G Sudent's sitly B ke ks of o I
personat hygtene (SELFHELP) TEA W5 L2 - 1,06 & out
7, Stiidaiit's ability to fuiction independently - e .
at Hote aid 1 the comonity (DOMESTIC) . TEA 5 L4l 68 out
B, Stident's ability to solve probletis and \
handle academic material independently o . o
~ (COGNITIV): TEA a5 L .62 o in
Ibiﬁél_!ﬂﬁ]_) A Becplepresent durii observation o ,
 SETTING 1. Miibet of teachers and aids (MTCHS‘“AF) dnsetvatibn U5 9t 1.6 in .
2 Husber of theraplsts (ITHERBST) Obervatton 45 .5 38 out
3, Nunber of peer titors present (PHERTIR)  Observation 85 293 i -

Results

_'1.62

161



table 10 (Continued)

/

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

163

-
d___ S
> 4 T
p . ! _ Selastio for
-%Domain Predictors Source N Mean 5.0, any full model
- :
INTEGRATED i, Number of nonhandicapped students - o o ,
- SETTING (HNONHAND) Gbservation - 245. 8,61 .80 tn
’ (Cént') 5, Number of severely handicapped students R o | S
| (MHANDICP) Obsetvation - 245 3.9 463 in
6, Number of principais and/or , P g -
administrators (MADMEN) Observation 245 b Al dn
1. Nuuber of people from commnity o o ,,
(MCOMMUN) " ' Observation 245 1,05 - 3.03 in
B Numlaer of ottt adults (MOTH.leT) Obsetvation 245 50 Ll it
: Org@nizatieaat erviEomfien | ‘
1L Socdal density in the room (usocmau) Observation .45 345 59 out !
: - - L . - N
2. Noibe level within the room (MNOISE) Observation 2% 3.9 +05 o
3, Namber of brightness contrasts i1 ) Y
aibient light (MBRIGHT)  Observation 236 .. 237 L in
b NumLer of ‘students with materials | L _
(MMATDEN) o ) Observation 2';7'07 1,19 i
5. Croopiog of types of matertals ng) E |
given place (MLRNAREA) . | Observation 236 L7 86 in
B . ‘ : L .
- . ‘6 Organizatitm of places in which - o -
materials are grouped (MSPASER) Observation 23) 1,65 95 in
T Accessibility of materials in the o
environm_ent for the obsetved student e o -~
(MMMACES) Observation 235 2.0 - 138 tn
8 Apprupriateness of materials to the - ; '
d 162 chtoralogical age of .the target’ student S o o
o (MAGEAPP) Observation 217 3,35 93 in -
0 S o '
0| : ' ;
0
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() - - S
i - ) ) 7 Selection for
® oiain Predictors Source N Mean 5,0, any full model
A , _ : o
o OSOEIAL L, Severely hanuicapped target students'
~ BIDS behavior toward nonhandicapped students I N e
SRR TR 5 ) (Observation 245 .52 67 . criterlon
o ) 2 Nonhandlcapped stidents' belaviot toward o L "~
o/ Ugevérely handicapped target. students (N-§) ~Observation 243 85 - Lo caeripn
} 3. Severely handtcapped target stideits' B
7 behavior tovard other severely handicapped . - . -
7. : students (S-H) - Observatfon 245 20 A6 criterion
i, Other severeiy handicapped target students |
: - . behavior toward severely handicapped target - -
' = students (H-S) o Obsetvation = 243 14 W33 criterfon

|
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variance in the stepwise: regression analyses are notéd in table 10 by the word

. . . - i

The statistically significant variables which emerged as -the best

predictors from each of the domains are described "in the ensuing sections (
Section III). SubsSequently, we Wwill examine -each of these predictors when
placed in the context of information.from other domains to determine whether
they have unique explanatory value (Section IV): Finally,; we will use stepwise
regression -analysis to reduce the number of predictors.from the full ecological
model and:de?elcgig~morq~§é?§iﬁéﬁi6u5~ﬁéaé1—fghiébii13¢1uagsw~the”;begttiqgerati
predictors of the degree of integration (Section V). The table of number of
cases, means standard deviations 'of each variable within domains and the
correlation matrices for variables within each domain are presented in Appendix
D. The tabie of number of cases, means, standard deviations of each. variable.

within the full model and the correlation matrix .including all the variables-
which are enterrad in the full model from the separate domain analyses 1is -
inciuded in Appendix E. . - -

IV.III.A State Pelicy -Variables

IV.IIT:A:1 S-N Bids - Three types of information about state policy were

significant ~predictors of the rate of-social bids from severely handicapped

students to nonhandicapped students (S-N). These variables were: .
1. Funds from Sé-142 were specifically earmarked for severely. handicapped
programs (SPHFUNDS). T I
2.” The number of .categories in the state definition of, handicapped
children (CATEGORY): : .

3. Proportion of LRE hearings in the state (PSEALRE).

 Taken together these three predictors accounted for 13:.3% of the variance

In the rate of Social bids to nonhandicapped students (F = 5.74; p < .005).

IV.1II.A.2 S-i Bids. - State level information was not as predictive of the
social behavior of severely handicapped students to one another. The number of .

master's degree granting programs of colleges within the state did account for a
significant proportion of. the variance 1n bids to other severely handicapped
students (S-H) in integrated settings. s The rate .of interaction with other
severely handicapped students was positively related to the number of master's "
degree granting institutions with programs for teachers of the severely
handicapped. e oL . . . . I
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CIViIII.A.3 H-S Bids. - One state level variable accounted for a statistically
significant proportion of the variance in N-S bids: the percentage of full time

professionals specifically allocated to severely Hhandicapped programs:- This
variable accounted for 3% of the variance in rate of -N-S bids. -

L

IV:III; B District And Teacher's Support For Integration

Iy, III:B;1 S-N Bids. - Local support available to special education_ teachers
and ratings of the teacher's Suppgrtifogiiptegratibh were made by field workers .

Wwho had observed the teachers for 6 months. The average rate of social

interaction was obtained for each of the 90 teachers of severely handicapped
students. Field worker's ratings were analyzed ‘With the average rate of
interaction in a teacher's class as the criteria, Four statistically
significant predictors of the.: rate of social bids by. severely handicapred
studerits to nonhandicapped students emerged from the stepwise regres<i"
analyses. .hese predicfors were 1) the amount of Support the teacher had - from

other special education teachers; ' 2) the friendliness of nonhandicapped

students to the severely handicapped students; 3) the extent to which the .

teacher was in favor of integrating severély handicapped students with
nonhandicapped students; and 4) the amount of support from regular education’
teachers for - integration.  Taken together din the Stepwise regression analysis

‘these four predictors from the -teacher domain accounted for 15% of the variance

ih social betiavior to nonhandicapped students (F = 8.94, p < .005).

Iv.III:B.2 S-8 Bids. - Only one statistically significant predictor of social

bids to other severely handicapped. students emerged at the level of the teacher.
The. amount of enihuSiasim fr  teaching severely handicapped students ' was 4

significant predictor of the rate of social bids to other severely handicapped
students in integrated settings. This predictor accounted for 10.5% of the
variance in S=H bids (F = 5.77, p < .025). -

Iv.III.B.3 N=3 Bids - Analysis of the social input to severely handicapped
students . from nonhandicapped students revealed three statistically sighificant

 predictors. The rate of social bids from nonhandicapped "students to severely
handicapped students was accounted for by three variao.es at the teacher level:l
1) the amount of direction provided to nonhandicapped students when they were
interacting with handicapped students; 2) the amount of assistance to the

teacher from other special educators; and 3) the amount of assiStance to the
special educator from district level .consultants, _ Taw:n ‘together these
variables accounted for 38% of .the variance. in  rates_ of social behavior by _

nonhandicapped students to severely handicapped students:

167
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IV.LII.C& Urganization §§ The ﬁhysiéai,snvinchméﬁi

) At the beginn1ng of each observat1on field workers rated the observed
environments in terms .of . eight aspects of the. physical organization. These
ratings were averaged across all observations and used as predictors of social.
interactions by severely handicapped ;tudents with other students. :

o

" IV.III.C.1 S-N Bids. - fhe organizatlon of the env1ronment different1aiiy 7

influenced social bids to nonhandicapped students versus social bids to other

handicapped students. Three variables were .significant predictors of social

bids by sSeverely handicapped students to nonhandxcapped students - The rumber of

clearly defined groupings of materials in the environment; . the separation of

groups of materiais“from one another and the chronologlcal age _ appropriateness

of materials in these areas accounted for 5% of the variance 1n o-N bids (F =
3.54, p < .02): .

7

IV I1r.c.2 s-H Blds. = Aspects of the ph ‘sical environment which - were

predictive of | the rate of social bids .to OtherrhandIcapped students included 1)

the acce331b111ty of materials to the severely handicapped target students; -3

the proportion of severely handicapped students occupied with materlals at the

: tige of the observation; 3) the number of clearly defined groupings of

materials in the environment; 4) the number of brightness contrasts of ambient
light within the environment. These aspects of environmental organizat‘on

accounted for 129 of the variance in soclal bids from severeiy handlcapoed
students to other students .(F = 7.52, p 4 001) :

IV.III.C.3 N—S Bids. - The social behavior by nonhandicapped -studants to

severely handicapped students appeared to be " under the control.of the sdie

features of the environment as the behavior by the hand1capped -toward the

nonnagg}capped students. The age appropr1atenes< of matérials and the spatlal'

separation of groups of materials .accounted for a Signif1cant proportion of N=S-

“bids.  In addition the amount .of noise in the environment significantly

predicted. the rate of N-S b1ds., These three variables acc~ ‘ted for
approxlmately 9% of variance in N=S° bids (F = 6. 68. p < 001) ' )
i

. ]
[y
,,,,,,,,, -’/

IV.III.D Persons In The Social Env1ronment

_ The number and type of people present  were related consistently--to -the - - -

'social output of severely handicapped students to other students. The averag-=

number of teaching staff present and the. average number of '‘nonhandicapped

students  present accounted for significant proportIons of ‘the variance in rate

of social bids to- both handicapped and nonhandicapped students. In addition- the

ng@perffoi 7per5ons from the community significantly predicted rate of bids to
nonhandxcapped students. 'The number of handicapped students present was a third_

=126 - B
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significart predictor of rate of bids to other handicapped students:

IV III D., S-N,And S-H Bids. - Thus the three aspects of the social env1ronment

wh1ch pred1cted S-N bids were 1) number of teachlng staff present. 2) number of

nonhandicapped students present; _and 3) number of . community _persons present.

These three predictors accounted for 20% of the variance in_ ‘S=N bids (F = 18:77,

T p < ;001). The three 31gn1ficant _aspects of .thé. .social env1ronment which

predlcted bids to. other handicapped students (S-H) were 1) number of teaching

~ staff - present; = 2) number of handicapped students; and 3) number of

nonhandicapped students present.r These three variables accounted for 14% of the

social behavior towar 5 other severely.handicapped students (F: = 12 1M p <
. 001). S : '

'IV.III D: 2 NPS Blds. - In comparlson to the social blds by severely hand1capped,,

students. a broader array of information about the social environment was

predIct1ve of the social behavior of nonhand1capped students toward the severely

. handicapped ' (N-S ‘bids): Five aspects of ‘the Social context predicted a
'statistically 31gn1f1cant 21% of the N-=S bids (F = 12. 22. p < . 001): The five

social environment variables ccounting for sij ni?icanf amonnts of N=-S bids were
8

1) number of peer tutors in the environment; 2) number of handxcapped students -

in the env1ronment' '3) number of other community persons in the environment;

4) .number of adminlstrators in the env1ronment' and 5) number of theraplsts in
the environment.

IV: IIL.E IEP Objectlves,And,Ianget Student's Functlonal Skills

Separate ratings were made of each. target student's functlonal ab111t1es in

the_ areas of ‘communication; self-help, domestic, mobtitty and cognltlve/acadenlc

skills. In adaition the number of objectives written on the target student's

IEPs, the number .of int-egration ob jectives, and’ ‘whether.the IEP was signed by

the térget student’s parents were 1nc1uded as predictors of the degree of

: 1ntegratIon.

IV.III.E.1 S=N Blds. - The best predictors. of the. rate of - social bids to

nonhandlcapped students .'were 1) the number’ of IEP objectives written for the

target student, and 2) the canitlve/academlc skills of the student. . These two

~ predictors - accounted for % of the varlance in S-N soc1a1 bids (F = 7;47;_p <

001)
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Iv. III.E.Z S-H Bids:. - The social behav1or of severely handlcapped students to

other handicapped students ‘(3-H) were best predicted. By 1) the communicative
abiltity of the. severely handicapped sStudent snd 2) the mobility of the severely

handicapoed student: These two varIabies accounted for 12% of the variance in
S-H bids (F = 14,82, p < :001). <

IV.III E:3 NgS,Bids. - The rate of social behavior by nonhandicapped - students
————— v

(N-S) to target Students was significantly predicted by four variables:

P 1; " The number of obJectives written on the IEP
: 2. The mobility of the target student
3.- The number of integration objectives Written

b Nhether or not the target student's: TEP was signed by hiélﬁarenté

IVL IV FUtL tcbteefcﬁt MODELS PRE DICTiNG INTEGRATION };_ ' P

~

bveryone is familiar with the maxim "correlation does not impiy causallty."

Iindeed, there are _many dangers .in concluding that x,causes y when x is only
correlated with y. ,An example.of such an error would be Sir Francis. Galton's

conclusion that- 1nte11igence was geneticaiiy inherited on the grounds that many

of the most successful people in the history of Britain were from a relatively

small number of families. Ciearly, an alternative explanation was that these

_ family environments differed and such differences in resources and . access - to

experiences . are, as plau31b1e an explanation of social achxevement as

genetic- Inheritance.

e

Since the two types of 1nformat1on are. cbnfounded one cannot decide which

is tne most plausible explanation unless there is some varlatlon 1n env1ronment
relative to. genetic endowment. :

 Any conclusion about a sEéEiéEiééiiy signiflcant éorréiétion- must be
dualified in two ways:

e If ip fact there is an underlying causal relationship,

the direction- of effect is. unknown (i. e.,_z nay cause ¥

7 or y may cause X.- - . -
2. A th1rd causal - variable may be . producing the

re1ationship between X and y and hence both X and y may

be the effects of this unknown causa1 vpriable.

~ .

The multipié linear regression approach is de31gned77to7'réauce the
tiketihood that the relationship between two variables:is spurious by
examining that relationship within the contextvfof a variety of other

- potential causal * ~factors. This reduces- the impact of  the - - second

qualification which must be made - regarding correlational . analyses.

However, trie causal modeliiné rééﬁi?éé some additional assumptions in

f ' ' . . ' -
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order to determine the direction of effects. - Multiple linear . regression

analysis was. used. within the integration evaluatlon pro;ect for 1soiat1ng

key predictors of integration rather than for causal expianatlon of E

Integratxon €Pedazhur -1982).

b - The regress1on miodels which combine: the significant 'orédiétors frof -

each of .the separate domains are presented 'in Tables 11,12 and 13.- In

addition,; we added .to these predictors 1. the rate of social bldS from" the
other particinants within an interaction;  2.° the size of the school

district in terms of total  enrollment;. 3. whether the district was

federally funded as a demonstration model for severely hand1capped students

. ¢ and 4. the total amourc of integration scheduled per week for each target

student: Tabie 11 presents data predicting S-N while Table 12 presents

data predicting N-S. .Table 13 presents the variables which emerged as the

best predictors ‘of the rate of S=H bids. from each domain of. information.

These tables provide RSQ (squared multiple correlation coefficient) change

‘when- each variable, is individually elimlnated from the full modei and'F

tests of the statistical significance of. i such a change. In all.  these

analyses’ pairW1se elimination of missing data was utlllzgd, This method

elimipates a target student' information ‘in the -calculation - of each,mc

: correlation between predictors and_  criteria .when a predictor  is not.

avezilable but 1nciudes the remaining 1nformation which is avaiiabie for the -

- target student.j' The test of the ‘full model is presented ‘at the'bottom of

each table.

Thus, from Table 11. 68% of the variance in social bids by severeiy;

" .'handicapped students to nonhandicapped students (5 -N) was accounted for by

" the ‘19 predictors indicated., The 20 predictors in Table 12 accounted for ;:“'

70% _of the variance in: social bids by nonhandicapged students to severely.
handicapped students (N ~S). The 15 predictors in Table 3. accounted for

.83p or the variance in social bids to other handicapped students;

/ T
7?@7dctermine whether a single type of 1nformation was _statfstically

.significant in its own right, that 1nformation was/subtrac from the full

modei. If the elimination of that informatigs™ -produces a- significant

reduction in &SQ, then one can conclude —that . such information 1is

51gnif1cant in its own right over and above all the other informationh

Although at this point we .have reduced the number . of possibie:'

explanations of .social interaction with severely handicapped students in

integrated settings , the arrays of predictors (between 15 and. 20) for ‘each

full model is still rather unwieldly. In order to find a nmore, parslmonious

set of information for predicting the degree of integration; the three full

models were reduced through the use of stepwise regression analysis.
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Table 11

" Page TV-23

'A’Préaittdré of the Average Rate Per Minute of Social Bids from

Severely Handicapped Students to Nonhandicapped Studerits (S-N)

g

SUM OF RSQ

SQUARES CHANGE . . F. . Si6 ¥

SOURCE

171
190

H

I R T I e D e e e

.06 - - 001 W35 -552
1l 4001 W67 . 413
.56 006 3.52 . ;062

2:77 ' .032 17.4r . 2000 .

1.74 . .020 10.90 . .001
<49 .006 3.07 ©.081
.95 ' : .01l 5.96- 2016

.06 .. .000 .05 .820

_.96 . «0l1 " 6.05 ~+015

1.5 .028 9:70 . .002
.15 %002 . 197 ;326

SV :002 88 2349
264 - 007 £02 ' . .046.

2.81 .033 17.62 .  .000
13 ..002 .82, ' ..366

.00 -.000 .04 -838

.00 : ..000 .00 ~ .983

W14 .002 - «89
25.60 - ' .297 . 160.62 o <000
58.89 .68 '19:.45  ° .000
27.24 ’ . ‘

86.13 .

-89 346

PSEALRE
CATEGORY
SPHFUNDS

PRINCIPAL
OSPECT. -
REGT
PROINTG
TIMEL

~ OWRITTEN

. COGNITIV -

MCOMMUN
MSPASEP
MLRNARFA
MAGEAPP
N-$

. FULL_MODEL

RESIDUAL

' TOTAL

i
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Table 12

. SUM OF RSQ.
DFE SQUARES: CHANGE F SIG F SOURCE
1 4.87 <026 14754 ;000 ?TESP" .
1 1:69 .009 5.05 .026. ~ ENROLREG
1 .67 .004 1.99 160 " MODEL
1 1.63 © ;008 4.87 .029° MSUPPT
I .22 . .001 .65 420 . OSPECT .
1 A .002 . -1.22 .272 CONSULT
1 5.36 .028 16.02 .000 ., " DIREC to NH-
1 1.90 .010" 5.68 .018 : OWRITTEN
1 2.63 - .014 7.85 - %006 INTWRIT
o1 _.80 . 004 2:40 © 123 4 SIGNED -
Tl 1.09 .006 3.25 .073 . MOBILITY
1 1.30 .007 3.88 .050 - ' MADMIN
1 . .07 .000 21 .649 - MTHERPST
1 6:36 ©.033 .. 18.99 . 000. : - PEERTUTOR
1 .01 .000 . .03 .872 . . MHANDICP
.1 .28 ‘ .001 - .82 . .365 MCOMMUN
.1 .12 .001 .37 .546 ~ MSPASEP-
1 .15 o .001 L . <508 " MAGEAPP..
1. 2.39 - .012 714 .008 ) NOISE
1. 52.70 - ' 277 157.43 .000 - S-N
20 . 133:32137 $70 -19.91409 -~ .000 © _FULL_ MODEL
170 . 56.90602 - \ ; : RESIDUAL
190 . 190.22739 - 5 : : , TOTAL .
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Table 13

Pradictors of the Rate Per Minute .of Social Bids Erom

‘Students in Integrated Settings (S-H) .

SUM OF RSQ SR R /
CHANGE .- = FE SIG F SOURCE

19
n
[92]

) 31 007 - 7:80 5006  MASPH

.00 . 000 00 .979 . .. ENROLREG

"02 . -000° A .511 - - MODEL _

.00 ©.000° - . .04 .839  MSUPPT

43 - L6100 - +10.93" - .001 - " ENTHUS
.00 .000 .04 © .836 TALKING

.02 - -,000 . a2 2518 MOBILITY
.00 . ~  .000 .00 1949 . MTCHSTAF
.02 . .. .000 3 514 . MNONHAND
04 <001 399 2320 - MHANDICP
.01 - 000 ' 01 .919. © MBRICGHT
.00 . 000 .08 807 - . MLRNAREA
17 - - .004 4.38 " .038 MMATACES
.08 002 ~2.01 .0 1587 MMATDEN

23.80 : .546 - 606.19 - ..000 - H-S

S e ol sl N N TN

.

o
(@)
L ]

o
o
o

.830 61.38 . .000 - FULL MODEL
- o RESTDUAL
TOTAL
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IV.V OBTAINING THE BEST PREDICTORS OF INTEGRATION

Tc recount. the findings thus far:

1. “fhe Social benaviar of severely hana~céppéa ;a;é:ﬁts
does differ in integrated and seg egated sett .

2. The rate of interactlon w1th nonhanJJ"gpneu students
w1thin 1ntegrated settings is signiftcarely related to

information about state speciai education poixcy.

district size and 1local sapport .of integration, to

special educator's attitudes about integration; to

—/:Epects of the special education pianning process and to

aracteristics of. the severely: handxcapped students.

' - The analyses to be discussed in this section; combine the rate of
behavior of others- toward the target student with the predictors delineated
. from the stepwise regression analyses to determine which of them are the

- . best predictors of degree of integration : .

The. variables wnichneméfged as ‘the best predictors of  social |

" interactions between severely handicapped chiidren and other children from-

each of the séparate domains of information were _in¢luded 1in- a - stepwise "

regres51on analysis. The goal was to account for as much &5 possible.of.
‘the variation in rates of social interaction using the Smallest -array of
1nformat1on.; : - o B

\ , The stepwi se regression analyses. entered variables from any domain

{ ‘which accounted for a statistically significant proportion (p < :10) of the

\ " -7 i, 4 e i

i variance in eritiria untit a varxabie was encountered with a first order
' - correlation and a statistically significant beta welght which dif.ered in

sign. At that point; _the .stepwise Hegression analysis was stopped. This
o : procedure was used to prevent the inclusion of variables with-unstable

"X regression weights and to prevent post hoc 'speculation about,,effeots, of
i "suppressor”  _variables in the ~ absence of an” adequate tneory about
‘ integration_ of Severely handicapped students” (Cohen & Cohen, 1973;

. Pedazhur, 1982; Rock, 1982).

I o e
The social cutput of severely handicapped students to nonhandicapped

\ students in 1ntegrated environments was best predicted by tne social input

from nonhandicapped students. Other factors which also accounted for ‘a

significant amount of o—N‘bldS were the organization of the environment and

the external supports anj attitudes of special education teachers in those~
‘environments.,- Howdgé ocial .behavior of severely handicapped students to°
other severely hand¥capp éd students was not/ so well understood in terms: of
the information - at. thé state, district, school and enV1ronmental levels.

The best prédictors of social behavior of severely handicapped students to

other’ handicapped studegts was 1) the H-8 social bids 2) the enthusiasm of

' the Special education téacher 3)the number of masters degreee granting’
colleges offering specialization | for severely handicapped students. and

4)the acces51b111ty of mater1als in the Special ;education cﬁassr*cm.

1 '
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" However ; these 1ast three predzctors of S-H blds accounted for very. snal{,

. albelt statlstlcally signlficant proportions of the variance.

i The s1gn1ficant predictors from each of the domalns were combined in a’

stepwise . regression’ analysis to -derive a reduced model With the overail

best predictors of @ social bids from- severely handicapped st,dents “to
nonhandicapped students (S-i). . This model. is’ presented in Tab e 14, .The

.table provides. for each predictor’'the degrees of freedom, sum Jf * squares,;

! . o . rage iv=cif .,/ -

RSQ | change,; the- F value for that amount of. change in predlc ability; and

the statlstical 51gnifxcance of F. This model which

,predlctors accounts for 62% of_the varlancé in rate of S-N_

‘variables offer a considerably -less complex model than

jhAcludes five
pids. These 5

emerged from the separate domain analyses and included 19/variables which

#he one which '

. accounted for 68% of the variance in S-N bids: - Bids. from nonhandicapped

- students  (N-S) was the ‘best predlctor of bids to severely handicapped

students tS=-N). Tne rate of N-S bids uniquely.accounted for 40:9% of the

variance in S-N.,“ The next most significant predictor of S-N was the

average Trumber of nonhandicapped students in . the ntegrated -environment.

.This variable uniquely accounted for 8.4% of the variance in S-N. The

number of hours per week the teacher had scheduled the target student to be

1ntegrated was -the : third best predlctor of . social-bids from severely

handicapped students to nonhandlcagped students. The amount ‘of scheduled

integration time accounted for 3. 4% of the variance in rate of b-N bids.

The number of spec1a1 education’ teachIng staff in "the environment ‘during

the observation was the fourth best predIcto* of S—N b1ds and accounted for

2. 8% of the variance. F1na11y. the size of the school district also

_ accounted for 2.8% of the variance in rate’ of S—N pids. These results are

depicted in the pie chart presented in Figure 1HI . : L .

B

Of the statlstically slgnlflcant predlctorslof S-N pbehavior,; four héd

a pos1t1ve relationship, and one had a negative!relatxonshlp. The Pearson

correlations and Beta weighls for each variable are provided in Table 14

The positively related predictprs were: 1) the rate of N=S bids, 2) the

number of nonhandicapped students in the xncegrated environment, . 3) the

-number of hours of scheduled. integraticn pe? week, 4 ) the Size of the

school .district in’ terms of 'student enrollment. The statistxcally

?sxgnlilcant negatlve predIctor was the number o spec1a1 educatIon teachers

and aids in the 1ntegnated environment.
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Table 14
. Full Models Including Best Predictors of Interactions
Between Severely Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Students

| SQUARES  CHANGE P SIGE SORCE  BETA  S.E BETA  CORREL.

SMOP . RS

.9 A9 w WS B T I

2,63 08 199 .01 ENROLREG Y ) 16
200 .08 1548 .00 MICHSTAF -8 0 -2
1.96 084 65,37 001 Nontiandicapped . °0 .04 J00

329 0% 18,77 001 Tine 19 04 g9
9.3 6 6151 0oL utt Hodel

35,97 ' | Residual

5.0 Total

5. Predicting Social Bids Fron Nonhandicapped Students to Severely Handicapped Target Students (y-5)

L

wmoE W . e
SQUARES CHANGE | T SI6 F - SOURCE BETA  S.E. BETA  CORAEL.

12106 35015 202,929 0000 SN LS R
15,8178 * 07669 4.4l 0000 PEERTYTOR B [
152763 00T 4083 0000 DmEcOw 00 0
10,65639 05167 29.94319 L0000 FTESPH -.26 05 -8
24506 . 01189 689207 0093 ©  NOISE RS | RN SR V.

13671388 75:70570 0000 Rull Hodel
715332 .65 - - Restdual
206, 24653 . | “Total
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PREDICTING 35-N
| 1 2.80%
o ENROLLMENT
- : - (24 2.88%
SR 2 MTCHSTAF
: e B 3.48%
R s - TIME1
CIICH AR ey [ 3. 7ex
SOOI RYEET o=t GHARED
(AR T = By 8.40%
RN  WONHANDICAPPED
IR H X BN 3 38%
0 R R UNERPLAINED

48, 98%

=

* © ¥igure 14. BDBest predictors of TN “ids.

 IV.V.B Social pehavic - From NH otudents To Sii Students (N-S)

~ Since the best predictor of interaction by severely handicapped
students in integrated settings was the behevior of nonhandicapped

students; the nex: question was, "Wnat accounts for the behavior of

nonhandic=pped students -men integrated wita the severely handicapped?" The
model which was bui.t from the best predictors from each separate domain of
information - included 20 variables and accounted for 70% of the variance in

'rate of social bids from nonhan-icappe. to severely handicapped students

- 136 =
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eut !

KRS Stepwi se regression énaly31s of the 20 predlctcrs from each

separate domain resulted in a less complex modei. The rasuitxng model

included 5 predictors and accounted for 65, of tne variance in rate of N-5

bids. The full model for answering this question 1is presenbed on the
bottem hélf Of Taole 1¢, o

The rate of bids irom the severely handicapped to -nonhandicapped
students dccounted Jor 35% cf the. bids from nonhandicapped students,
HYolding this information constant, four additional ' variables uniquely

accounted for statistically s=ignificant prOpOrthﬂS of the variance in rate

of soc1a1 bids by nonhandicgpped students to. Severély handic apped students:

In corder of "the amount of variance unlquely explained, the statistically

51gn1f1cant predictors of N—S holding S-N constant, were:

1. the average number of peer tutors in the - environment

when it was integrated accounting for 1.7% of variance

in N=S bids;

2. the amount of direction provided by the teacher to

' nonhandicapped studerts in their interactions with the

handicapped- which accounted for 7. H% of the variance in
N-S bids;

3. the number of ful’-tlme persons ;pe‘lfically desxgnated
in the state depsrtment of education as consultants for
severely hardicapped programs (FT‘ H) which accounted
for 5.2% of the variance in N-§ i .ds;

4, the amount of noise in the intes ..o ..vironment which
accounted fcr 1.27 of the varis. = it k= tids;

These resui:s are depicted in the pie chart presented in Figure 15:

—13'{‘ N 4
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'PREDICTING N-S BIDS

. BB 33
UNE?P:_H 1 HED

Figure 15. Best predictors of N-S bidé.

e~

Three of the predictors:accounting f: tifciTicant proportlons of N=S
bids had a positive relationship to the & N-S bids.. These were, in
the order of explanatory power: 1) rate ot S-N bids; 2) number - of peer
tutors present dt the time of the obsarvation; 3) amouiit of direction
provided by the <eacher to the peer tutors. Thus the higher the level on
these predicturs the  greater t.. rate of social bids to severely
handicapped stude:ts from nonhandicajp; :d students. ' Two of the -

statis’ 1cally SIgnIfJ:ént predictors tiad negative relatxonshxps with the
rate of N=S bids: 1) the number of SEA staff designated ﬁqpeCIfIcaiiy for.

severely h:nA -capped programs, 2) the siiount of roise in the environment.

Thus, the higher uhe levels o - these two varisbles the lower the rate of

- 138 -
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social behavior from nonhandicapped students to severely handicapped
students. : : : :

IV.V.C Social BIds From Target Students To 3H Students (S-H)

s noted at the outset; sxgn‘flcantly less  behavior is  directed to
other 'severely handicapped students when nonhandicapped students are
present in the social setcing. Five predictors uniquely accounted fér the
obehavior which was directed to- other severely handicapped students (S-H)
Qver half (63. 2%) of the varianceé in S=H sociadl behavior was accounted for

by H=S social behavior. These results are presented in Table 15:

T.e four additional predictors which uniquely accounted for S—H social

behavior in TiIntegrated settings were: 1) the enthusiasm. of the spec1al
education teacher which accounted for 1.3% of the rate of S-H bids, 2) the
number of colleges and unlvers‘tles in the state granting master's degrees -
in special . education with Speciallzation in  severely. handicapped
populations which _accounted for .2% of S-H bids 3) the accesslblllty of
-materials to severely handicaoped target students at  the - time of the
observation ~ich accounted for 4% of the variance in’ S~H bids and 4) the

riumber of hand_capped students in the environment who were u31ng “materiats

which also accounted for :4% of the vafiahce in S-H 'bids. : These resuilts

e depicted in the pie chart okesented 1n Figure 16
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Fill Hodel Tncliding Best Predictors of Interactions From Severcly

Table 15

tandicapped Target Students to Other Severely Handicapped Stideiits (5H)

SO
 SQUARES
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CHANGE -

F .

—

CSIGE

SOURCE . BETA

S.L WIh OO
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7:95083
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", 00358
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~ 0000
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Wk Programs .09
Dthuslasn ~ © =12
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. [e.49%
P MATDENSITY
R . A 0.46%

NﬁTtRIﬁt ﬁEEEE‘S
E 9.80% |

Nagses . MA PROGRAMS (CP
SRt ] 1.30% |
Jobsegaesis S - oP_ED, ENTHUSIA
NSy EY 16.98%
RSORRRY  sHARED
OSSO KA 16.98%
AL 'UHEKPEHINED
e 7 63, 14%
H—s

Figure 16, Best prec.. urs of. S=H bids‘

“The variables which were poaltlvely related to rate of S-H were a)

rate of H-S bids; b) number of master's degree granting programs for

' teachers of severely. har.dicapped students, and ¢) the aCﬂe5510111ty of

materials to severely naidicapped target students; d) the accessibility of.
materials for otiler severely handxcapped students. The teacher's
enthusiasm for teachlng severely hand:capped students w25 negatively

' related to the amoun% of interaction among such students 1in integrated

env1ronments ) Table 15 prOVIdes a summary of the results fcr regre551on

*. analyses to select the best predlctors of S-H bids.
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Iv.vi Pﬁéﬁékfiéﬁ OF IEP oéaseftvss ACHIEVED

To sunmarize. We have argued based on  the 11terature that social

' bkills are cr1tica1 to the development of severely handlcapped student s.

* 1. wore soc1a1 opportunltles are realized in actual socxal

1ntenaction in integrated versus in segregated settings;

2. a wide var1ety of variables influence the rate of soclal»,

interaction of severely handlcapped students with

nonhandlcappeu students.

¥ ;gfgrggt;gn which was significant ‘in. its own right,

statistically controlling for other. relevant influences,
included a) the social bebavior of other members of the

dyad; bJ the number of nonhandlcabped students;

especially students who were tutors prepared for
interaction -.with ~.verely hand1capped students, c) the

amount of integration planned per' week; d) the

direction which teachers provided toc -nenhandicapped

students tp facilitate the interaction;  e) 1less

presence of specxaiized stafs during the integrated
time. i ’

A notaole exceptlon to the above list of statIstIcaliy significant

predictors 1is  any measure of the target students' functional abilities..

Although such nmeasures were _ significantly correlated with =~ social

interaction the importancerof this form of .information was overshadowed by
“the nfbrmatlon listed . above which »us more predictive of social

interaction with nonhandlcapped students.

The next question is whefher social interactlon w1th nonhandtcapped

<tudents acccunts for any educational improvement in severely ‘handicapped

>tudents‘ ‘To address this question, “he propertion of obJectlves met on

~1e target students' ' IEP's over the .1981-82 school year was computed.

Tea\ners provided each’ target student's IEP identIerd by the. =I5 student

.npomber to protect _the confide"51alit, of tne information. The IEP was
obtalned in October 1981 and sgain in May 1982. The rumber of objectlves
whick the teccher reco*ded as achleved in May 1982 was divided by tine . total

number of cbjectives written on che IEP in October 1931 %o glve the

proportlon of educational cbgecflve> attained.

‘The prcport1on of objentlves met was, used 2s the c-iterion in a full

model which included tie functional level of the target students, the ‘rate

per minute of interaction with nonhand1capped students; and the rate per

minute of interaction with -other severely handlcapped students in zue
;ﬁtégrétéd setting. :

=12 -
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The three variables were compiuted in the follow1ng ways. The average

rate of 3-N bids per minute was add2d tc the rate of N-S bids per minute to

obtain an overall rate of interaction involving both severely handicapped

and . nonhandicapped students., The measure of functional level for each

_ severely handicapped target student was obtained by adding the scores from

the ratings of ; teacher's assessmantS /in the areas of selt-help,

commﬁn1ca§§9917@9b§§xty. independent living jand cognitlon. Finally, the

rate of interaction with other handicapped students in integrated bytt1ngs
was obtained by addlng the rate per minute of S-H b1d te the rate of H—S

bIdS. _ N

' Thes .iiré: variables accounted for 14:6%3 of the variance ‘in the
propor.;sn «f objectives met. The target studen ;nctional level.
un;uueﬂiw«,ouunted for 9.7% of the variance in proper.iou cf zbjectives met
(F. = 28,69, p < 001) However. nontroilxng for the effect of functional

level, the race of interaction with nonhandicapped students accounted for a

vstatlstlcally sxgnxficant 2.1% - of the variance “in proportion of IEP
-objeetiver met (F = 5.43;, p < .029). Thus, rate of ‘interaction with

nonhardxcapped students was related to the educational achievements of
severely handicapped. students,. 1ndependent1y from the funct1ona1 abiixtles
of the severely handicapped studentﬁ.

) The rate of interauticn with other severeiyrhan icapped students was
included <n the model to separate social interactive abilities per se, as

predictors of obJectives met from the effects of interactions specifically.

witn nonhandlcapped stuaencs. Although the rate of interaction with

nonhandicapped students was a significant predlctor of the  proportion of

" educational obJectives met, statistically controlling for the rate of S-H

bids, the rate of interaction with other handicapped. students in integrected

settings did not itself account for a 81gn1ficant proportion of the
variance in objectives met (RSQ = .004; F < 1.0).

Iv.vII IMPACT OF INTEGRATION UPON ATTITU'ES OF NH ST'.GNIS
_ Thus far the resuits have shown thet .4 jration .~es lead to social

interaction between 'severely handicay.+d tudents and nonhandicapped

students, that such interaction can be exaplzir:d by a vartety of variabies
cver  and above the séverity of a studenti-s rardlcap, and that the amount of

sceial 1nteractlon which a severely handicapped- student - has with

nonhandlcaoped students _predicts the proportion of educational objectives
fiet 'by the severely handicapped student at the end of the scnool year. An
additional question of 1importance 1s whether integration of severely
handlcappfa students influences nonhandicapped students in any way. e

chose to address'this 4uzstion by examining the attitudes of ncnhandzcapped

students toward handlrappcd 1nd1v1juals. Two zrnalyses were conducted to
determine whether . there was a relationsh:.p between integration and the
‘attitudes of nonhandicapped stude he
criools which were integrated with severely.
handicapped students had differedt attitudes toward - handicapped ‘students

nts. The fiirst analysis aciress.d the
question of whether students in were I
than students in comparable ‘schod 1s with no severely handlcapped students.
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’ . The second analysis- examined for integrated schools the average
attitude scores at the ~end of the school year as a function of average
pretest scores for tihe school and the average. rates of interaction with

_ handicapped and nonhandicapped sStudents in integrated groups in that

/ . school. | :

! .
’ i

'

IV.VII.A Contact Ve-sus No-Contact Schools
these 170 stuaents (125 females and 45 males) had .contact with severely
handicapped studeats and a total of 158 sStudents (83 females and 75 males)
did not have contact. : SR ’ :

A tolu! uf 30} students had both pretest, and —posttest 'scores. Of

‘epeated measures analysis of variance were separately ébhduétéd for

each of the three versions of the Acceptance Scale:  The two between groups
factors were sex and group (contact versus no contact with SH. students).

Testing was the within subjects factor.

At “he upper elementary (3-6) and high school . (7-12) levels

nonhandicapped students who had the opportunity to have contact with SH
stucents had significantly more positive acceptance sScores “than students -

who did not have such contact. ' The effect of cortact upon acceptance
‘scores was significant at p < .001 (for grades 3-6; F = 32.42, df = 1, 136;
for grades 7-12, F = 25.68, df = 1, 147): There was no difference between
the contact and no—contact groups in acceptance  of the handicapped in

'Regardless of the grade Ievel of “stidents, girls responded more

positively to opinion Statements about handicapped students than did boys.
For the K-2 students, the effect of sex was, statistically siygnificant at p

¢ 1025 (F = 5.95, df = 1, 33). For the grades 3-6 and for ¢ ades 7-12 the
 effect of sex. was significant at p < .001. Female students in grades 3-6
had more positive attitudes (F = T1:46; df = 1, 136) as cid female students

in grades 7-12. (F = 11.85, df = 1, 147). There  Were . n» signifieat.

pretest versus posttest differences and no significant intérzi:. 75 bethees
testing and contact groups or sex nor were there .ignificant “'ni:ractine

between sex and groups. Means for pret=st and posttest sdores & . depicted

for groups by sex in Figures 17 and 18. Thus, the data c¢learly refute- the . ..

notion ~that countaet with 'severely handicapped ctudents has a negative

effect upon, the attitudes of nouhandicapped -‘students teoward  the
har.dicapped: - '
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Results Pagé IV-40

IV.VII.B Predicting Attitudes Within Schools From Interactions

Since the attitudes of nonhandicapped students _differed at pre-year
testing in contact versus no-contact schools, it could be argued that other
features might differentiate the schools rather than the integration of
severely handicapped students in some schools versus others. Hence, by not
randonly selecting target students in integrated schools the sample was

biased relative to segregated schools and this bias may not have been

related to the integration process. o It should be noted that district
admxnxstrators had matched the no—contact schools to the contact schools on

Such matching should have reduced; experimentally. the probablllty that
segregated schools contained nonhandicapped students who were more negative
to handicappEd students for reasons other than lack of contact with

the handicapped, only integrated schools were examined. Both the data on

In the Second analysis of attitudes of nonhand1capped students toward

attitudes toward handicapped students and the rate of social 1interaction

dmongst handicapped and nonhandicapped students were aggregated at the

jeveil of the school:. In order to combine the three forms of the Acceptance
Scale; z-sScores were computed separately based on the standard deviations
for the ETS sample on each form. A total of 32 1ntegrated Schools had both
pretest and posttest scores from nonhandicapped students. .

A regression model was computed wh;chr pred1cted average posttest

acceptance score in- an integrated school  from the average pretest

acceptance score. the average rate of interaction with nonhandIcapped'

students ‘in an Integrated schooi. and the _average rate of interactlon 1“,?

that school: These three predictors accounted for 82% of the variance in-

end-of-year. attitudes of nonhandicapped students: toward handicapped
students. The average rate_ of interaction with nonhandicapped students did
not prediet a sStatistically significant proportion of variance in-
end-of~year acceptance scores.  However, the. average rate of 1nteract10n
between severely handicapped students in 1ntegrated settings accounted for

5% of the variance in post—year attitude scores (E = 7.71, p,< :01). This

find1ng is over and above the amount in end—of—year score - which 1is

predicted by beginning-of-year score. Finaily, 'there was a negative :
retationship between rate of interaction with other handicapped students in
integrated settings and the end-of-year adttitude. scores. The more severely
handicapped students interacted with other Severely handicapped students in
integrated settings, thHe less positive the attitudes of' nonhand1capped
students in that school at the end of the ryear.

- 147 -
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CHAPTER V

integration of S8everely

1. 'To describe the degree and quality of integration in
terms of the interactions between handicapped and
nonhandicapped Students when they Were integrated. -

3. To explore features of the -antecedent and -concurrent

educational context which influenced the degree and

quality of integration. ' '

3. To determine whether integration as measured by the rate
of interaction with ncnhandicapped students had an
impact a) on the educational progress of severely
handicapped Students and b) on ‘the attitudes of-
nonhandicapped sStudents toward severely handicapped

students.

social interactions with other students occur at 'a higher
integrated settings when compared to the same students!:.rate of interaction
in segregated settings b) these interactions are more frequently reinforced
by nonhandicapped than by handicapped students c¢) social interactions of
severely handicapped students:in integrated settings are influénced more Dy
antecedent and concurrent features of the,educgtigﬁaligcntexts’théﬁ by the
degree of severity of these students' handicaps; d) the rate of interaction
with nonhandicapped students was significantly related to the proportion of
educational : objectives achieved at the end of the year, even when the
severity of students' handicap was controlled for statistically, e) the
amount of interaction between severely handicapped students in integrated
settings was a significant negative predictor of the attitudes of

The evaluation provided statistically significant evidence that a)
rate in

nonha.dicapped students in integrated schools. -

[y
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Implications Page V=2

V.1 INTEGRATED VERSUS SEGREGATED CONTEXTS FOR bOCIAL BEHAVIOR

.
°

The results suggest that integrated contexts are ~more donducive to

soeial interactions of severely handicapped students with.other students

than are segregated contexts: This is probably the case because severely

handicapped students are not -so adept at reading the social signals of
other severely handicapped students and conversely don't provide ‘adequate
sIgnals themselves. When both members of an interactive dyad are impaired,
~it is not surprising that the dialogue structure of social interaction
breaks down (Bell, 1968; Beveridge & Brinker, 1980; Kogan, 1980):.

" However, the nonhandicappéd <child is capable of making the necessary

adjustments to compensate for -sone interactlve deficiences (Gurainick;

1981; Guralnick & Paul= Brown,rl977.” 1980" Timm, Strain & Eiler; 1979):

- This is. reflected in the present results that nonhandicapped students' rate

of social respcn31veness was higher than the rate of handicapped students

soc1a1 responsiveness in either integrated or segregated settings. The

data refutes the notion that severly handicapped students are better-off,
at 1least in a social interactive sense when they are "With their own Rlnd"

in "special places'.

Second, the data showed that in 1ntegrated settlngs more social output

to other students by nonhandicapped students was pos1t1ve, i.e. severely’

handicapped students were smiling or laughing more:.. In addition, more

Social input from other students was positive in:the integrated setting in

comparlson to the segregated settings. Ciearty, tnis provides evidence

which refutes a commonly held belief that integration will be a negative

experience for severely handicapped students. = Relative to their own
experience in Segregated. settings; the -social interactions with othér
students in integrated settings are r1cher. Social interactions occur more
frequently, they are reinforced by the reciprocity of nonhand1capped

students; and they more frequently have a positive affect In the integrated
settlngs. . .

Thls flndlng apparently stands in contrast to prev1ous ,studiés thchi

have shown ~ that handicapped students are not prelferred as friends and are

not the- preferred social interaction partners of nonhandicapped students in

N Integrated settings (Gottlieb; 1978, 1980; Porter, et.al. 1973; Ray,
-7 1974; Beckman,; in press). However, the contradiction between the . present
findings and previous research is more apparent than real. The prev1ous

research has asked a somewhat d1fferent question than the one addressed’

_this. @valuation. ' These earlier studies asked whether handicapped students

would K be selected by . nonhandicapped students as preferred or equall

nteraction partners. The results consistentiy have been that

nonhandicapped students more frequently selected other nonhandicapped

students as targets for social bids. It ‘would be surprising if there were
a preference for hand1capped over nonhandicapped ~ students as interactlon
partners. - ASs noted -in¥ the 1literature review, handlcapped students by -

definition are different enough to evoke a social response which- confirms

"and in & sense institutionalizes that difference (Hobbs. 1975;: Rhodes &

Paul, 1980). Such societal responses are: not. especlally in the case of

severely handlcapped students, pure fictions: The severely handicapped:

" student is different from other students ‘of the same age who are not

_ 149 =
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handicapped. = A political action which eliminates the societal respense to

differences clearly will not eliminate the cerebral palsy; the sensory

impairments, the_ genetlc and physxcai anomalies: However, such peclitical
actien, for example, in some parts of Italy (Chatelanat 19823
MIlanni—Gomparettl. 1979) have eliminated social 1nst1tut10na1 responses to

some handicaps. Nevertheless, handicapped individuals remain in need of

some .adaptive response from others in order to be more fully 1ntegrated

;ht9””s9c1ety. Thus - the 1issue °“is__ whether such accommodation by
nonhandicapped persons can be facilitated and whether this provides an
improved situation for handicapped individuals.

To addréss this question requires a comparison between segregated

environments in which a few specialists are experts -at making

accommcdations for the handicapped person and situations in which a broader

social group is requxred to make accommodations. From the’point of view of

the handicapped individual the critical question is whether there are nore

opportunities in ,segregated environments versus integrated. env1ronments.

To answer this question; it is not critical to know whether handicapped

individuals will be "best friends" of nonhandlcapped individuals but rather

whether nonhandicapped individuals will ‘make some accommodations = which

result in richer experiential opportunlties for handxcapped individuals.

The present study demonstrates that across 14 school districts 1n 9 of

the: Un1ted "States such .accommcdations result  in more student-student.

interactive opportunities. This does confirm other findings which have

used comparisons within handicapped . populations in different settings

‘tather than comparisons between handicapped and_ nonhandlcapped populatldns.'

Gampei et:al. (1974) also found more prosocial behavior when EMR students
were in integrated versus segregated environments. Meyers, et al. (1975)

found that EMR students who wWere integrated achieved more academxcally than

comparable Students who were not integrated. In a similar vein we found

that severely handicapped students who. had more interaction opportunities
. With nonhandlcapped students achieved a higher . proportlon of the1r IEP
objectives. : :

=Y

V;ff

Accommodatlons Affecting the Social Output eﬁssusstudents

It is 1mportant to remember that thIs evaiuatlon of integration

ihéiuded only Severely handlcapped students and not mildly retarded or

mildly handicapped students: A different pattern of accomuodations by

-educational planners teachers, - and nonhandicapped students may be

- - - e

necessary in crder to integrate mildly handicapped - students 7ihtb regul ~

educatlonai and community settlngs. Clearly, the. social "behaviocr of

nonhandxcapped students toward the severely handlcapped students was the

most significant predictor of Social behav1orrof the severely nandicapped

student toward them. What then was associated with higher rates of social

input from nonhandlcapped students° - The. number of peer tutors in the

environmeént and the amount of direction provided to them by the teachers

- 150 -
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were the best predictors of the rate of social ingpt to severely

handicapped students. Thus, integration which -best results in social

interaction by even the most Severely hand1capped students involves the

presence of peer tutors who have: been identified as consistent interaction
partners for these severely handicapped students. In addition,; these peer
tutors provide the-best scaffolding for Social interaction when they. are
provided with ongoing. support and direction from teachers. This: finding is
ccnsistent with much of the 11terature demonstrating the ef‘ectivenessffcf

The amount of experience in integrated settings which nas been

scheduled for severely handicapped students is predictive of their rate of

social output in integrated dettings. These findings are significant 1in

that such Informatlon proved to be a better pred1ctor of the rate of soc1a1

This suggests that not only can 1ntegrat10n be achieved w1th any severely

. handicapped. student; it can _also lead to progréssively more social
. interaction. The planning of the process -through specific scheduled
1ntegration time and the recruitment of a consistent group of peer tutors

who - are " provided with ongoing direction in- integrated settings determlnes

whether integration will result in social interaction.

data analysxs was the negatlve relatlonship between student._ interactions

and direct teacher involvement and the -involvement of sSpecialists within
the antecedent and concurrent features of the educational context. Thus,
the more spec1a1 education teaching staff in the integrated environment the
less the social bids from Severely hand1cappef students to nonhandicapped
students. At a much more genéral level, ratings of the armount of

professional support specialegducators had from other: SpeCIEl educators was .

négatively related to the fr handic
students directed to nonhandicapped students. . Just- the opposite

uency of social bids severely handicapped

relat10nsh1p was obtained between the frequency of social bids and ratlngs

of the amount of support from regular education teachers. The greater the.

~support to the special educator from regular educators; the greater the
interaction of handicapped: and_ nonhandicapped students.  The negative
relationships betwWeen degree _of - sSpecialist involvement and rate of
interaction with  nonhandicapped students in jintegrated settings is
reflected even at the state level. Those states which had mcre personnei

associated speciflcally with severely ‘handicapped programs had sites in

Wwhich there was less social behavior from nonhandicapped students to

severely handlcapped stndents. Obvxously, 'gaaﬁ inférﬁatlon as the

in the state department of education 18 a function of _many other thlngs

about the organization of services for _severely handicapped students.
Until those things are better understood, it would be prematire to make any-.
conclusions about what siuch a variable might reépresent. One Hypothesis

Wwhich wWe offer 1is that 'the allocation of staff at the state level for

severely handicapped programs is related to- a more  general

compartmentallzatlon of services, If that 1is the casey then further

research should be conducted to determine if such’ compartmentalization 1is

negatIveiy related to the degree and quality of 1ntegrat10n in that state.

st =
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Certainly, a number of researchers have suggested sich a possibility
(Hobbs, 1974; Rhodes & Paul; 1980): ' -

 'The fact that greater numbers of special educators in the integrated
environment is related to less social interaction between handicapped and
nonhandicapped students suggests that teachers neea assistance and training

in supporting and indirectly facilitating such interaction. Recent reviews
of curricula for severely handicapped Students have noted a general failure
to base curricular approaches on observations of students' ongoing behavior
(Brinker, in press). Doug Guess (in press) raises similar questions about

the traditional emphases in programs for severely handicapped students.

The present results should providé strong  Jjustification for support and
training of special _education teachers in methods of _indirectly
facilitating social interactive skills of severely handicapped students in
integrated contexts. Those special education teachers who were rated as

providing the most suppert and direction to non students had

higher rates of N=S bids. The rate of N=S bids was the best predictor of
rate of social output of Severely handicapped students to nonhandicapped
students. . , o

V.IL.A Differential Predictors Of S—N And S-H Bids ‘When Integrated

 Tne rate of social bids by severely handicapped  sStudents to. either
handicapped or ngnhandicapped sStudents are best predicted by theﬂyété of

social bids by these other students back to the target students. Thus; the
Social behavior of severely handicapped students has the reciprocal quality
. of most social behavior (Bruner, 1975). However; when one looks beyond the
intersctional dialogues - at other predictors of social interaction a
“different pattern emerges for - the prediction of interactions with
nonhdndicapped students versus interactions with other nandicapped
students:: - , ' .

One ‘sich difference was the way in which environmental factors were

Felated to bids to nonhandicapped and handicapped students. The -
accessibility of. materials to severely handicapped students was ‘a
significant predictor of the rate of interaction amongst severely
handicapped students in integrated environments. The only environmental
variable which predicted .the rate of bids to nonhandicapped students was
‘the number of nonhandicapped stldents in the setting. A number of studies
in early childnood education have shown that play materials provide the

first bases for social interactions among developmentally young children
¢Smith & Connolly,; 1980). Recent studies (Beckman & Kohl,; in press} Kohl

& Beckman, in préss) have stiown that provision of attractive play materials
to mildly handicapped sStudents both facilitated tnhe amount of interaction

with nonhandicapped students and enhanced the complexity of play behavior

emitted by the handicapped students: For severely handicapped students

Whose repertoires are developmentally less advanced; the availability of
objects, seems to be similiarly related to the amount of interaction. The
availability of objects does nmct Seem to provide the same 'basis for

" interaction with nonhandicapped Students of similar chronological ages:

- 53 -
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Deveiop@cntaiiy. it would also be the case that older students primarily -

would structure their interactions around social rules or games rather~than

around materials.. ' Thus,; the differential value of information. about
material availability for predicting social behavior to other handicapped
students but not to nonhandicapped students 1s consistent with current
theories about play and social intéractibn. '

Flnally. the 7§egree of teacher enthusiasm fbr teacning Severely

handicapped students was negatively related to the amount of interaction

which severely handicapped stndents directed to- other handicapped students

in integrated settings. Although somewhat paradoxical, this might suggest

that teachers enthusiasm and committment results in better discrimination

of contextual environmental features by severely handicapped students.
This diserimination leads .to discernment of the relatively richer social
contingencies from nonhandicapped students than from handicapped students
in integrated environments. Strain (1982) has reported that autistic
students discriminate. quite clearly between a) teacher mediated pronmpting

and reinforcement of interaction with peers and b) generalization settings

in which such teacher contingencies arg not being applied: It could be

that the rating of teacher enthusiasm and commItment to teaching severely
handicapped students reflects a level of direct teacher involvement with
severely handicapped students which is not characteristic of the integrated

settings. Thus; the most enthusiastic teachers prov1de their input to
nonhandicapped students in integrated settings rather than directly to

severély handicapﬁed students.i The plau51bi11ty of such an 1nterpretation

teachers enthu51asm and amount of direction to nonhandlcapped students

(rz.36, df=84; p<.001). ' -

V.IXI THE IMPACT OF INTEGRATION O F SEVERELY HANDICAPPED SIUDENTS

. As we noted in the first chapter 6f this report, the way in Whieh obe
conducts an - evaluation of any innovation is a function of the purpose for
that 1nnovatlon. We noted three potential frameworks from which to discuss
the purpose of integration of severely handicapped students into regniar
school and community s=ttings. The ranking of priorities which we_ had

' selected was: first, integration iS a social goal; second, integration is-

a legal right; and th1rd integration is an educational tool. The extent
to which integration ‘is an educational goal has already been treated in our
discussion of the extent to which interactions.between severely handicapped
and nonhandicapped students were being achieved.

 Only one of the districts had .a..legal ‘challenge regarding least
restrictive env1ronnent ~isgues - which resulted in a local hearing.  The

----- —-~~""{S§Ué was whether the least restrictive environment for a severely deaf

student was @ segregated school emphasizing sign language for the deaf or a-

speciai class utiiiZIng the total communication approach (slgn language
pius speech) "in an integrated school: The hearing upheld the districts
placement in a total communication program in an integrated school rather .
-than the residential school for the deaf. Apart from this one case, the 14
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districts involved in the ‘integration evaluation did not have legal

challenges regarding integration as a legal right.

The third framewdrk is that integration is an educational tool through

Which severely -handicapped students better achieve their educational
objectives without jeopardizing objectives for honhandicapped students:
Trie evaluation provided tentative support for the notion that integration
oan be an educational tool which has impact upon the objectives attained by

severely handicapped sStudents and - upon the attitudes of nonhandicapped

students - toward handicapped students. The rate of ‘interaction with
nonhandicapped students uniquely accounted for a significant proportion of
the variance in percent of educational objectives met. Thus over and above
the level of severity of a Student's handicap, the amount of integration
experienced in actual interaction with nonhandicapped students is
positively related to the target students' educational progress. Some have
suggested that this finding simply shows that the more. capable sStudents
interact more and the fact that- they achieve a liigher percentage of
educational objectives is related more.to their general ability level of
which social interaction 1is_a. result. This interpretation refiects a
fundamental misunderstanding of the present results and requires further

clarification:

 Kbilities in the areas of communication; cognition; self help skills,
domestic _skiils, and mobility certainly do infiuence the rate of progress

of severely handicapped students. Functional level accounted for most of
the - variance in percentage of IEP objectives met. Nevertheless, the rate

of interaction with nonhandicapped students accounted for a  statistically
significant amount over and above functional level. Can this finding be

interpreted to mean that_the most social students simply meet a higher
percentage of their IEP objectives and that this social factor is not

reiated to integration per se? If there were some underlying Social trait,
then one would expect that the more socially interactive students would
demonstrate more social  interaction with both handicapped  and
nonhandicapped students. Thus; we should have found that interactions with
handicapped students were also predictive of proportion of objectives met.
However, interaction with other handicapped students did not account for a
unique proportion of variance in objectives met.  Thus, we can conclude
tiiat something about the interaction with nonhandicapped students is

related to educational prcgress of severely handicapped -students. We will
discuss some of the possible hypotheses which; from a theoretical

perspective, might be tenable explanations of the educational impact of
integration. '

However, it is imporcant to note at this point that -the model which

included functional level and rates of interaction with handicapped and
nonhandicapped students only accounted for 15% of the variance in

percentage of IEP objectives met. No doubt that the other 85% includes the

specialized educational techniques which have evolved as professionals have
had increasing contact with severely handicapped students {Haring & Brown,

1976; 1977; Sailor, Wilcox, &Brown, 1980; Sontag, Smith; &Certo, 1977)«
Cleariy; many of these goals reguire very weil planned teaching in settings

which are uniquely designed for Severely handicapped individuals. Such
- 184 =
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settings often require one to one instriuction tc establish skills in very -

nonhandlcapped students. No one doubts . the necessxty of such

limited repertoires. Thug, such settlngs usually are not integrated with

individualized, specialized settIngs for educating severely handIcapped

students. The present results suggest that integration can be an addendum

to such 1individualized,; specialized educational settings and that
integration can have positive educatlonal benefits.

,,,,,

‘handicapped students into unprepared educatlonal env1ronments. lowerlng of
‘standards in teacher training or reducing levels of Specialist suppert are
clearly 1in error. - Rather, the results suggest that integration can be a
positive- addition to existing’ approaches to the education of severely

handicapped students. This addition will take careful ahd systematIc

planning and will : probably require -additional resources to prepare

personnel and settings for integration. The fact that the identification
of a program as a federally funded model uniquely accounted for significant

proportions of S-N bids (see Table 11) provides some support for plans ’

which allocate additional resources to achieve integration of . severely
handicapped students.

V.IV THE IMPACT OF INTEGRATION ON ATTITUDES OF NH STUDENTS -

The results shed some light on the conflicting findings which have
been reported .regarding the effects of integration upon the attitudes of
nonhandicapped students toward handicapped students.  Uur results
demonstrate _that the att1tudes of nonhandicapped students in schools in
which severely handlcapped students were. integrated were more positive than
were the attitudes of students in comparable schools whlch did not contain
severely handlcapped students. This confirms findlngs from several otner

previous studies (Friedman, 1975; Peterson, 1974; Voeltz; 1980; 1982).

" Taken toéetne; the present results and previous studies clearly refute the

e = . I

notion [that contact with severely handicapped students inevitably fosters

negative att1tudes of nonhandlcapped students toward the handlcapped.

However. our ‘data- also sheds some llght upon_ the mechanlsm by which_

negatlvf, attitudes can result. Looklng within the 1ntegrated schocls _and
controﬂllng for initial dlfferences in attitudes; we found that the amount
of 1ntegratlon amongst severely - handlcapped students when in Integrated

sett1ngs was related to less positive attitudés of nonhandicapped students

“in those schools. This has implications which support and extend our

finainés about the factors contributing to interaction between nandicapped
and ‘”nonnandiéapped students in integrated settings. If severely
hand#cappéd students are taken as a group into settings witn nonhandicapped
students  .and interact separately from nonhandicapped students, then the
attitudes of nonhandicapped students will be less positive.  The

about handicapped students. they should be.' introduced to nonhandicapped

implication is that 1in order to truly transform the attltudes of socxety.

§§9959§F,W95 Individuais rather than as a gronp. A similar practice has
been recommended in the area of integrating deaf students 1nto classrooms

I
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with hearing §t§§eﬁté;‘v The most positive lnteractions oWitﬁ'ihearing
students resuit if only “one deaf Student is integrated in a given

envirconment  (Turnbull & Blacher=Dixon, 1981).: The. present ‘results

therefore suggest. that the attitudes of nonhandicapped. students toward
handicapped stuaents _can be shaped 16 a positive direction. This Wlll pe

accompllshed by planning contacts with severely handicapped students on an

individualized basis rather than .- plannlng such contacts for Broups of

-

severely handicapped students. = = -~ «

.t )

V.V CONCLUSION: TOWARD AN INSTRUCTIONAL THEORY OF INTEGRATION ;

‘The evaluation of integration of severely handicapped students in
regular  sSchool and community - settings shows that integration with

nonhandicapped Students can be a positive part of the educational program
for severely handicapped students. If nonhandlcapped students are

supported in their interactions with severely handicapped, students, then’

the severely handicapped students will practice Social interactlve skilis

which are critical for their educational progress. The data indicate that

S practice 1is provided if péer tutors with a continuity of experlence
with severely handicapped students are involved, . 5

wl
7]
c
0
o 2l

The discussSion thus far leads directly to a consideration of those .

‘aspects of sSocial interactlon Wwith nonhandicapped students which _might be

part1c1u1ar1y important for severeiy handicapped students. Clearly opther

kinds of interactions. especlaiiy the interaction ;between séverely

handlcapped students:and teachers or parents has: received considerably niore

sttention in educational research and policy for this population (Strain,

-~

1982; Reichle et al., 1980). What might be the unique features of soctal

interactive experience with nonhandicapped students which simply cannot be

replaced by Special educational technology implemented by adults? - This

question is a. . rephrasing of the 'notion that integration can be an

.educational tool. We do not. belisve that this question requires an answer

before 1ntegration of severely hahd1capped students is pursued as a social

goal and as a lega& rlght.’ However, we do believe that educational

planners and poilcy makers will more enthusiastically pursue 1ntegrat10n as

a social goal if they can articulate a theory upon._ which the’ p031tive

educational benefits of integration might be based. Since _our data has

provided statistically significaht support for the notion .that more

integration is related to the achlevement of more educational goals by
severely handicapped students. regardless of- ther degree of their severe,.

handicap, we will outline -a_ first step towards the development of an
instructional theory of 1ntegratxon for severely handicapped_ personSs. We

believe an 1nstructiona1 theory of integration should specify the beneflts

both for severely hahdlcapéed students and for . nonhandicapped sStudents:

Such a theory should also prov1de a rationale by which educatlonal teans

can be guided in deciding upon- the necessary mixture Dbetween h1gh1y'

structured _teaching situations utilizing specially trained professionals

and less structured situations in which severely handicapped students. have

. the opportunity to demonstrate their skills interacting with nonhandlcapped

students.

- 156 -
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It is far top early in the rtstory of 1ntegrat1ng severely handlcapped

students into regular schools and community settings to fully articulate an

» instructional theory of integration. Very 1little is  known about the
interactions between nonhandicapped students or between slbllngs. Thus, it
is difficult to specify the important developmental functions of such

interactions for the general pbpulatibn; However, an enpxrlcai foundation

of research is bezinning to appear which suggests that peer and sibling

interactions have 1mportant developmental implications for children (dunn,

1983; Eisenberg, 1982; Light, 1979; Perret-Clermont, 1980;  Wells; 1981;.

Youniss, 1980). In order to appiy these studies of interaction among

normal children to interaction with severe handicapped students, we  must

begln a program of basic and applied research in that small but growing

number of ecoiogies where integration is becoming a reality. An
instructional theory of integration will not emerge in two or three cycles
of three-year research grants. Consider 'that a_ theory of development
incorporating peer and sibling 1nteract10ns is only beginning to emerge in

) spite of the long term ubiquity of those phenomena. Social interaetlons

between _severely handicapped and nonhandicapped students cannot be so

widely witnessed so the development of the theory for which we are calling

- Wwill perhaps be quite Slow. . Nevertheless; the résearch program for such a

theory should explore at least the foiiow1ng phenomena:
. ‘:

1. The deveiopment of imitation and peer modellng in térms
of the parameters controlling. both the model's and the
imitator's behav1or.

2. Generalization of sSccial behavior to different social
“environments: ' '

3; The deveiopment of cooperatlon. altruism; and leadership

Wwith special attention to the differences in such

deveiopment within 'settings involving different degrees
of social heterogeneity.

V.V.A imitatibn And Peer Modelling

Several authors have noted the xmportance of imitation as an 1nportant

@eghanlsm by which new skills become established in a chlld's behavioral
repertoire (Baer &_ Sherman, . 1964; _ Bricker, 1978; Cooke, Cooke, &
Apolloni; 1977).  From this perspectlve iipitation and peer=modelling. have
been conceptualized as te ghniques by which .very specific ski;;swrcan be
taught. An alternative )

maintaining a social dialogue (Uzgiris, 1981):. It is used especially by

perspective is that imitation is a technique for

" young children. because it may ‘be easier to reproduce a behavior which has

just been witnessed than to search through memory. and generate a _behavior

pattern from Iong—term meme§y;- ~Thus,; imitation 1is a Social-cognitive
s ﬁaintalned and information is obtained.

, strategy by which interactio

¢
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Strain and Kerr (1981) have prOVIded a comprehensive review of the

11terature on peer modelling and imitation: They concluded that one of the

problems with studies of imitation as an _intervention technique .is that
investigators have focused too speclfically on the topqgrapny of 1m1tat1ve
behavior. Thus, little is known about the more general interactive effects
of imitation training.. However, the available studies do suggest that
. generalization of ifiitation to broader classroom ecologies 1is better if
nonhandicapped students within that ecology have been 1nvclved in the

training. The adult role was most effective in demcnstrating for peers

within a role playing situation the appropriate modelling behavior ard

reinforcement strategies rather than 'becoming -directly involved <n the

interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students (Strain;

Shores & Timm, 1977). In fact Strain (1981) reported that the most

Immediateaeffect of direct adult .involvement in social interactions between

handicapped and nonhandlcapped students was termination of the student
interactions..

Clearly if _the social goal is for, severely handicapped students 'to .
become involved in a-soecial culture of people their own age, then the more

effectlve route to such involvement appears to be through the use of peer

rather than adult models. If the social goal "is for the severely

handIcapped persons to become more involved:in a culture of older specially

‘truined adults then adult modeling would be more effective: in establlsning

social skiiis: = As Bronfenbrenner ¢1970) has pointed out the United ~States
differs from some;other cultures; such as the USSR, in that in the United
States the student-peer group culture 1is. dlst1nctly dlfferent from the
larger adult culture. A greater synchrony between the children's and adult
subecultures has been fbstered by the educational system in the USSR,  Thus,

in that ~country the educational system has capItallzed on the influence

among peers to ensure a greater homogeneity of social outcome.

D1versity has aiways been a fundamental social value within the United
States so that it is not surprising. that the educational system has not
.capitalized upon peer influences to achieve its educational goals. With
regard to peer involvement with sSeverely handicapped. students, however, the
basic thrust of the modelling—initation resefirch has been to recruit peers

as teachers. Notable exceptions. to thid have been within the preschooil

stud1es of play between handicapped and ncnhandicapped students and

lelsure—time integration activities (Guralnick; 1982; Voeiltz,; Wuerch &

Wilecox, 1982). It would appear more consistent with the organization of

fmerican education vis-a-vis peer infiluences,; to concentrate research in
this latter area of leisure time activities in studying . the modelling of
appropriate social behavior by nonhandicapped : students and imitation of
‘this béhayior by Severely handicapped students. This- is especially ¢true
! given- the other very pressing educational needs of Severely handlcapped

* : students ‘which can only be met by hlghly specIalized professIonais.

In order to better ‘understand peer influences in leisure ' time

act1v1tIes, studies should be designed -which describe the adjustments which

nonhandIcapped students make when 1interacting with séverely handicapped

students; Such adJustments are designed to facilitate interaction and may
be conceptualized as "implicit" modelling with the behavior -of severely

-
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handlcapped students belng concelved as 1m1tat1ve or nonImItatIve using the

broader use of thoseé terms from a soeial interactive perspectIve (Uzgxrxs[

1981). Studies by Guralnick and Paul-Brown (1977; 1980) ‘have shown that in

fact nonhandleapped students do sensitively adjust thneir ‘level of 1language

compiexIty to match the 1evel of handicapped student's functioning at

younger developmental levels. This process has been interpreted as similar
in kind to the adjustment made by mothers 1nteract1ng with their 1nfants.

- For an instructional theory of integration it will be necessary to specify
the differences in processes of matching behavioral complexity to severely
handicapped students when children  as opposed to adults utilize such

processes. Without understanding such differences it will pe difficult to

articulate the advantages or disadvantages of peer versus aduoit modelling
. of social behavior.

'ViViB Generalization Of Social Skills To New Social Contexts

A major concern in intervention research has been the failure to
demonstrate that skills trained and used in one context will be utilized .

appropriately in contexts different from the training context (BeverIdge &

Brinker, 1980; Stokes & Baer, 1975). The failure to generalize skills to

new 31tuatibns is quite serious. Without generaiizatxon the efforts of

special educators are . truly questionalbe  (Brown, et al.,; .1976; Dunn,

1968). Kn elaborate system of knowledge and techniques. is Ssystematically

and c°n561entlons1y applied with the results that student progress can only

be identified by those within the system and only then on some occasions
(Guess & Siegel-Causey, in press). Thus it becomes 1mperative for special
educators to demonstrate that what has been taught is in faet an important
behavioral __change outside of the special educatlon environment (Voeltz &

Evans, 1983) Yet woefully little information 1is avaIIabIe about the

béhavioral repertoires of severely handicapped - persons outside of

laboratory or special education environments (Brinker, in press; Brooks &
Baumeister; 1977):

‘Effective progranming for generallzation seemns to include sSystematic
incorporation of variability in social and physical contexts (Stokes &
Baer,; 1975). When variability in training is increased with regard to time
of training and participants, the effectiveness of the training and the,

generallzatidn of training is superior (Cavallaro & Bambara, 1982; Haiie.

1982; Mulllgan. Lacey & Guess, 1982; Wulz, Myers. Klein, Hall & Waido.
1982). .

Jd!

A plausible 7Ejgétnesisiiregard1ng the- instructional advantages of

integration -is that children provide a more variable Social interactive

environment than adults. The reason for such variability. would be that
children’ develop from a state of relatively little cognitive planning to a

state in which their social behavior is increasingly under the control of :,_

plans and sSscripts_ for specific situatlons (Karniol 1982' Neilson, 1981;

- Schank & Abelson, 1977). . The varlabllity of situations produces various

reactions depending upon which aspects of the’ situation can be assimilated. -

In adult-child interactions the dominant role of the adult is immediately

> - .
. EER :
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establlshed, thus selection and respondlng to situational st1mu11 ~equires

less processing by the child. " In interactions among ch11dren, selection of

different stimuli from_the_same situation freguently occurs without any. one

perspective becoining the de-facto accepted perspective, Thus, "interactive

situations among children require a level of ccoperation Which is greater

if the 1nteraction is to continue (Youniss, 1980). Since there is a higher

probabillty that chlidren will have divergent perceptlons of S1tuat1ona and

since children seek a coordination of perspectives wWhen 1nteract1ng with

other children, they provide a greater variety of 31gnals across several

interactions within an otherwise_ constarnt situation. This variety prevents

the type of dlscrimination learning which others have reported characterize

handicapped students in sSocial learning situatxons (Guralnick, 1932;

Strain & Kerr,; 1981). The probability is higber that adults will provide

such consistent cues withln a particular training format that the child
learns "now. 1t' time to  talk" or "now it's time to imitate. actlons.ﬂ

Brinker (in press) has provided several examples of Wways that sSpecial

educators have created. highly discriminable yet 1d1osyncrat1c currlcUIUm

plans. Thus research should . be conducted ~‘to determine . whether

student-student interactions provide a better context for generallzatlon.

51mp1y because a repeated interaction thene ocurs in a context of 1less

con31stent and 1ess discriminable cues.

v.V.C édbpérétibh;éndrétQSocialABéﬁéiiEF ' .

While the previous discussion has einphasized primarily the benefits of

1ntegration to "severely handicapped students,- the present area reviews the

- potential penefits to nonhandicapped students which should be articulated

within an instructional theory of integration.f Promisxng areas of research

include research on the developnient of prosocial behavior (Elaenberg.

1982), research on peer tutoring (Allen. J976) and research on the
interactions between siblings (Dunn, 1983): .

In the reSearch on the deveiopment of 'prosocial _ behav1or. Karnlol

(1982) has argued that children develop social seripts for how to behave in

helping 31tuations based upon a direct response to the cues 1n the

31tuations.» More typically, theories of prosocial behavior have emph331zed

that a prerequisite for such behavior is development beyond the ego—centrxc

ievels of .concrete operatibhal ‘thought (Hof fman, 1982;% Kohiberg. 1969;

- Ptaget, 1948). These theories hold that prosocial behaV1or is based ' upon

_ _the child's abillty to put himself in the other persan s shoes; so-to

speak, and to make. a response on behalf of the other person as if the child

were himself in 'need of assistance. From elther Karniol's (1982) or

Hoffmann's (1982) perspectives the child must be able to interpret the

situatlonai cues elthef directly or by cogn1t1ve1y transferrlng himself

~into that situation in order to make a ‘response. Although it has generally

\ been assumed that perceptions of other's needs is based upon a prerequisite

cogn1t1ve level, 1t is not clear that partlcipation in’ helping situations

could not itself facilitate cognltlve deveiopment’ This is especially

unclear - since. the available research on prosocial behavior and its

cognitive prerequisites have used epxsodrc, contrived situations which are

L3
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not comparabie to the ongolng prosocial contact which, for example, peer

tutors in our evaiuation study had 'in integrated schools:

children, will _use. generic labels to c1a551fy helping 31tuat1ons and that

this socialization process is related to prosocial behavior in such .

situations. The use of such ‘labels 1is related to development of the

concept of Self (Carver, 1979). It would appear that in situations.

involving severely handicapped students the cues as to the need for hei'

could be made very clear by a good teacher. The relationship between our

ratings of degree of direction provided by teachers and the rate of social

bids from nonhandicapped students raises the p0531b111ty of ,enhancing
perceptions by nonhandicapped students of needs of handicapped students.

If this were the case; then clearly research on the devélopment of
self-concepts by 'nonhandicapped students participating 1in integrated
programs is warranted. -‘Whichever the direction of causality, & positive

relationship between proscocial behavior and cognitive levels has generally .

been. found. Perret-Clermont (1980) presents preliminary data denonstrating
the positive impact on concrete  operational skills as a: function of
interactions between children of different developnental levels. -Allen &

Feldman (1973) have also demonstrated that peer tutoring produced cognitive

improvements in the peer tufors: Thus,; a basis exists for suggesting that

nonhandicapped students engaging 1in prosocial interactions with severely
‘handicapped students may have something to gain in the process.

} ‘Finallyi réséérch on the 7deve1opmenta1 functions of ) sibiiné
relationships and the impact of interactions -on these functions. is
beginning to shed ‘Some light on - issues which may be relevant to an

1nstruct1ona1 theory . of irtegration. bunn (1983) reviews research on

sibling interactions from two perspectives: First, the mutual reciprocity

in interactions implies that older siblings are .able to transcend their

status and interact in a cooperative; .sharing manner .which requires: an
ongoing  give and take. _ Youniss (1980) has noted that “this type of
reciprocity is. the unique.feature of peer interaction differentiating its
" important  "developmental functions from the functions of adult:cnild
interaction. -On the other hand, siblings differ from peers in that ons’ of

the siblings is older, except in .the case of twins. Thus; there is a

complementarity within sibling rélationships which may not be

characteristie of peer relationships: 'The complementarity includes clear

role differences with the older sibling acting as teacher; protector._giver

of comfort interpreter of needs. and manipulator.

This mixed role of siblings.as both equal ,and _unequal intéractive
‘partners has ‘interesting parallels when nonhandicapped students are
integrated with severely handicapped students. In fact, this mixture of
roles may Separate the reSearch on integration of severely handicapped

students fron research on mainstreaming mildly handicapped students. In

mainstreaming mildly handicapped students, nonhandIcapped students have a

role which is not so cleariy mixed as the roles of sxbiings. a peer tutors;

or a special friend of a severely handicapped student. This lack of role
differentiation may be because the differences between nonhandicapped
student and mildly handicapped student is not so apparent. The unegual

161 -
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developmental 1levels of severely = handicapped  students and their

nonhandicapped peers places the peers in mixed role relationships to the
severely handicapped students. It 1is important that an instructional
theory of integration investigate the reciprocal elements of this role
Which wWould include the . discovery of mutual interests, sharing, -and

interaction on an equal status. The more typical role within peer tutoring
situations is a complementary role in which the nonhandicapped student is
clearly directing the interaction. If the complementary role becomes the
only role for nonhandicapped students within - an instructional theory of
integraticn,  then we might ‘legitimately question whether integration
provides any significant revision to a general theory of Instruction. If
the focus 1is' exclusively upon ‘a teaching and caretaking role for
nonhandicapped students then many of the existing tedcher training programs
simply await ' translation for children: However; it seems to us that the
important feature of integration is that nonhandicapped -.students. are not

specialized instructional personnel, but they have a rich social world in.

which a place can be made for severely handicapped students. Thus, it 'is
ifportant to develop an- instructional theory of integration which

.incorporates both interactive roles; the complementary and the reciprocal.
Very :little research on the. reciprocal nature of interactions’ of
nonhandicapped students with handicapped stgggp§§x£§sibeéﬁ done. Wuerch .&
Voeitz (1982) have suggested that highly attracti e play materials such as
adapted computer games could provide the context in which status was

equalized and interaction between severely handicapped and nonhandicapped

" students had a reciprocal quality. TWo recent studies.( Beckman & Kohl, -in

press; Kohl & Beckman; in press) provide some support for this strategy
albeit With less handicapped students. Dunn's (1983) review of sibling
interactions ~-provides a fruitful starting place for conceptualizing both
recirpocal and complementary roles within iﬁteféctibns\-involviﬁg partners

of unequal status: \

V.V.D Beyond The Information Given

The data presented have provided a broad empirical .basis which

supports the concept. of integration of severely handicapped students in
regular education and community settings as part of the definition .of an-
appropriate education - in the least restrictive Setting: Such support has
been badiy needed in order to take the discussion of services for the
severely handicapped beyond the level of alternative position papers and

.individual successes or failures. _Nevertheless; we should not get lost .in

the numbers and the plethora of variables examined. dany true stories of..

what integration means, stories such as the cases of Gillian and Lisa with
which we started this report, lie behind these numbers and inevitably tell
fiore to those people who witness them than numbers ever can.

'

The contexts for integrating severely handicapped . students were

conscientiousiy created in a variety of ways. Our ninth quarterly regort
gffey§ig¥plaﬁétiéﬁé,5§ each of the participating districts of the process
by which integration evolved in each locale: 'In no case was integration

accomplished haphazardly. Nor did there appear to ‘be a single common theme
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to_this accomplishient. Yet much of what districts presented at our Second
Advisory Committee ﬁéetiﬁﬁ:had a strong resonance  across situations. A

Ssomewhat Surprising “feature of that -meeting WwasS the sStrong sense of
commonality of purpose in- sp1te of .large variations 1in processes and

- resourceés.  Names, addresses and phone numbers ofr the district level
. administrators who collaborated with ETS to conduct ¢€his evaludation are

_\presented in Appendix B-

- It WOuld be incorrect to believe that the fourteen school ~districts
involved in the evaluation of integration of severely handicapped Students

were So unlque that.their innovations in integrating sSeverely _handicapped
students could not be,replicated,elgewhere, Hovwever, these districts are

unique in their interest in objectively evaluating their irnovations ins

integrating  severely handicapped students. - They made suobstantial

commitment to such an evaluation and for that .We. should. all heartlly thank

theirn.

Nevertheiess. the approaches to- integration. the degree of commitment

to integration within various schools, and the actual degree of integration

achieved -varied considerable--even within districts. For that reason we
helieve it is . important to conceptualize the process of integration in
terms of ecological dimensions which can be applied to every distriect but

“which are. idiosyncratic to none. Certainly educational ecologies will

differ in.terms of degree ..to which they are rated relatlve to other
settings on-a particular dimension. Though the dimensions we evaluated do

not necessarily distinguish the unique aspects of 1nd1v1dual districts, _

they .do reflect varying efforts to create opportunities for interaction

with nonhandicapped students: The ‘evaluation data do provide an empirical

basis on which educational environments across the nation might be analyzed
and modified to achieve integration of severely handicapped students. In
general -these efforts lead . to more sStudent-to-stiudent intéraction in
integrated contexts than is afforded in sSegregated settings. ~Our data
suggest that certain features of. these educational .contexts are iaore

related than other features to the realization of these Interaction

opportunities. ‘We believe that further exploration will be most fruitful

if it incorporates an ecological perspective which attempts to characterize

the influences and relationships among th many different aspects and

participants at a particular level of the educational enterprise.~ The
present eyaluation; 1in conjunction with discussion with those engaged in
integrating severely handicapped students, should provide an ' impetus to

other districts interested in integrating Severely handicapped students as

well as initial direction regardlng the nature of . some of the‘ eritical

influences on such 1ntegration.

\\\
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5 , ~ EDUCATIONALTESTING. SERVICE
' Jurie 30, 1981

INSTITUTE FQR THE STUDY OF EXCEPTIGNAL CHILDREN ——

| .

Dr. Donald Sherr111 o -
'Director of Special Education
Lincoln: Pub11c Schools
P.0. Box 82889 R
. Lincoln, Nebraska 68501

Y

Dear Dr. Sherrxtt,

will const1tute the formal agreement between ETS and L1neoln pubIIc schoolsi
regarding the 1mp1ementat10n of the plan to evaluate 1ntegrat16n of severely

handicapped children/youth in regular educational settxngs. Please respond to

these specific details and indicate any amendments whxch mxght be«requxred

The t1me 11ne for on-site data cotlectton in L1ncoln for the fall:éf

1981 will be as follows. - .
october 5 - 9 Train fieldworker.
October . 12 ;.13,' : Observe target children in schoolsiand

develop preliminary observation scheduies.

October .i9_f 23 ‘Complete observatxen and interview sched-

ules, interview prxncxpats, obtain IEP

- ? _ . goals for severely handrcapped children.

' October 26 - 36A L ) Observe severely handxcapped students and

begrn 1nterv1ews w1th teachers of severely
handtcapped.

November' 2- 6 Observe severely hand1capped students and
continue. teacher interviews. A

(Y

November 9 - 13 Observe severe}yihandggaggegistudents
) ~and . conduct attxtude interviews with NH
:students
Noveinber 16 — 20 =~ = Observe §é6éfé1§ héﬁﬂiééﬁpéa‘gtuaéﬁts,

‘complete nonhandicapped ‘children's
att1tude measures, obta1n adapt1ve

November 23 -~ 25 o 0bta1n nonhandxeapped achxevement scores

N PEDIATRIC'SERAVICE ____ . :
“ : THE ROOSEVELT HOSPITAL
42B WEST 59TH STREET

- NEW YdRK.NEW YORK 10019

k3

INFANT |LABORATORY
CATIONAL TESTING SEFWICE
EDNALE ROAD__ ..

ICETON, NJ 08541




We will. propqse the time 11ne for the spring 1982 data collect1on

perxod (March-April 1982) in January. The following information provides

details of the data collection process as well as the necessary preixmxnary

information for collection: ‘of data regarding:

§evere1y hand;capped students
Nonhandicapped students
.Special education, director
Principals™

Special education teachers
Regular educatxon teachers

[« AV TN - ST R ST N

I. Severetz;ﬂandxcapped (SH) Students

A. Number of Students and Site Schools

. A,total,ofJZO severely handxdapped students will be selected from
B three. (3) integrated schools within LlnEEIﬁ. The schools from
T " which the children will be- selected and the number of ch11dren will
' be as follows: : ‘

SCHOOL " yo. or STUDENTS " . AGE RANGE

- Preschool Center . o 4_7”5_ s 3- 5
Hawthorne Eieﬁentary 1o - 5~ 14,
(K-6) o , , o : ;
Lincoln East High School : - . 5 ; 14 - 21
(7-12) R S '

To allow for possible changes in.the student population; we ask that
two add1t10na1 students be selected ‘as an alternate at- each school.

ic gped—Students

nWE would ask for nominations of the most severely handicapped stu—

dents withih each of the above schools. The definition of severely~

- 'handicapped students which we are using in our study is derxved

from the federal definition of severely, mu1t1p1y handicapped

‘ children and youth which reads as follows: "Severeiy handicapped

children” are those who because of the intensity of their’ physicatl;
mental or emotional problems, or a combination of _such problems,
need educatxonal, socxal, psycnologxcall and med1ca1 servxces

1. The term includes those children who are classified as seri-

ously emotionally. disturbed (including children who- are

“schizophrenic or -autistic); profoundly and severely mentatily

retarded, and those wlth two br more. serxous hand1capp1ng

cerebral—pahsred deaf’ i
. . -Aiz : . oo
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tanguage and/or perceptual-cogn1t1ve deprivations, and evi-.
dence abnormal behaviors such as: (i) Failure to respond-

to pronounced social stimuli,: (11) Self—mut11at1on, (iii)-
Self-stimulation,  (iv) Manifestation .of intense and prolonged
temper. tantrums, and (v) The absence of rud1mentary forms of

verbal control, and (2) may also have extremely frag11e

2. '"Severely hand1capped children" ¢1) may possess severe

/ e B 7.77 ”7'77”” o 77;‘
~ —20 U. S C. 1401 (7): 45 CFR 121.2--
- oot
Accord1ng to theAAmerIcanAAssoc1atron on Mental Def1c1ency Manual

.on_Classification and Termtnologz, a severely retarded.person. would
ihave severe impairments in adaptive behavior and a measured IQ

\between 20 and 36: . Using impairments in adaptive. behavior as a

' general guideline; we might conclude along with AAMD that persons

would be severely hand1capped as long as they were dependent on

others for assistance in adaptive functioning. For example, in the
areas of independent functioning and social skills ‘a person would .

be classified as -severely hand1capped if thatiperson coutd not
perform the following behav1ors by the Indtcated ages

Age - B : 1ﬁdepeﬁdenzeiunctxon1ng
3 years . Attempts Finger feeding; cooperates in dressing,

bathing and to11ett1ng

6 years: . Tries to feed self w1th spooti.

9 years ' TFeeds self G1th spoon, drinks unassisted indi-

cates so11ed pants or toilet needs;

12 years - ' Puts on clothgng but needs: heip with zippers
and bﬁttons, can wash and dry- hands.
SncxnI,Behavxbr'- .

3 years T Responds to others in pred1ctab1e fashiot, commu-

nicates. needs by gestures, noises or pointing;
occup1es self alone with toys for a few minutés;

é'iéata ) _‘Plays in parallel wlth others for . short per1ods

under direection, recognxzes others and shows

preferences for some persons over others.

usualty with one or two others unless gu1ded into

group actlvxty : . : ]

9 years " Interacts with others in s1mp1e play act1v1t1es,

12 years ' Part1c1pates in group act1v1t1es and s1mp1e ‘group

-3
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- play (e.g.; "store;

d expressive -

activities (e g.;.-art and dance)

An add1t1ona1

_ criteria for selection of students is the avazlab111ty of clrrernt

functional -level information throagh AAMD Scales, Portage or other .

deveiopmentai assessment .

Se1ect1on Process-

In_ order to select part1c1pants for the study, we propose tﬁe_

" following process:

E’ ’E E’ i ff é E’ :Z . . _

Responsible

i

“Target
Agency / Date

1. ETS will now send drafts of pxrent petmis—

sion. 1etters for both severely handxcapped

and nonhandtcapped students to Lincoln.
2. Liﬁéélﬁ ﬁill,tﬁeﬁ,ﬁddifi,tﬁe_léttere and
notify ETS of Eﬁeh réViéiaﬁé.. ?
_ - ¢
3. ETIS will supply L1ncoln w1th self—
.addressed prepaid return envelopes as
well as consenit forms to 1nc1ude w1th

the parert- Ietter.

4: : Lincoln will send a list of the most

--geverely handicapped students (includes 2
alternates) .at each of the: selected
schools whlch contains:

- B Student name or number
a - B1rthdate :
- School

‘&“uLNu7{
RS

Description

(A chart is encioeed for your

' 's. Lincoln w111 ma11 the 1etters to parents g
of severely hand1capped and nonhand1capped '

students.

A4

ETS/tow enclosed

Lincoln/July 30

ETS/July 30

Lisicola/July 30

Lincoln/August 10
1ettere::§afents

_ _of SH students._

L1ncoln]0ctober 2
letters--parents
6f_ﬁ6ﬁh§ﬁdit§§péd
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, e : o N
o : 6.. Parent consent; forms will be returned - . \
: ' directly to ETS. ‘ETS will copy these and . _ \\

send them to ancoln. _ . N

7. ETS w111 confirm the students who agree to ETS/August 20 - SH \\\
participate and notxfy Lincoln of their ETS/October 11 'NR :
selectxon. ' .

"

8. ETS w111 prepare a cunfrdentxal roster of - ETS/Aﬁgﬁét 8 - Sh

these students. . S K ETS/Dctober 16 - NH

D. ﬁaté—tb—ié—ééiiécted'

a) Each of tﬁé,ZU,BEVEfély héﬁaxeappea : ETS/Oct:-Nov 1981
students will be observed in their . ETS/March- Aprll 1982
‘learning environments in October- _

' November 1981 and again in March- - _ ‘ ~

April 1982..

Ei\ Each student w111 be observed for: 2

ticiurs in the fall and 2 hours in the

| spring. At each data potnt, each

;} " ' C . student will be observed usxng 2 o L

. instroments.

1)  One hour using the APPLE observatxéﬁ
: -instrument.

N
o

2) One hour using the ETS Interaction
,Observatxon System. . -

/n\ il

bi Each hour of observation will ‘be dxvxded_- '

into six 10-minate tntervals scheduled

over a number of different days and

times. . Observations will occur in : - L,

Integrated and nonxntegrated contexts.
1) Faﬁr 1O—m1nute observatxons will be T ' i
‘ 1n 1ntegrated settxngs. ' ) . : :

25 Two. 10-m1nute observatlons wrll be ‘ : N

in nonxntegrated gettings.

- : d) ;Selectxoﬁ7o§70b§ergettonal contexts: We
o a would like to observe each ‘stu. 't in 2- .
integrated and highest interactive ! .S

' contexts and i nonxntegrated context. a . i

(.
.

1) Two Hi igl est Integrated Interac- Lincoln/October 12
tive Contexts: We would lxkei . . :




e)

2

e -

your staff to identify for each-
severely handicapped target

student_ the 2 _integrated. contexts

in whxch the SH student has the '
hxgheet,degree of interaction with .
nonhandicapped éti.idéiit 8.

Ve

each
‘student .in a nonintegrated context.
‘'This context . will be selected by

the ETS fieldworker.

One Nonintegrated Context:
would also like to observe

Each student will be observed twice
within the. same nonxntegrated

- context, though different noninte-
grated contexts will be selected
for different students  to ensure
observation of a range of noninte-

grated contexts.

OBéervat1on schedule .

‘1) In order for the ETS fieldworker to
‘select the nonintegrated context
and to develop the observation
achedule, the ETS f1e1dworker w111

“need to obtaxn from your staff a
weekty act1v1ty schedute for each

,student.r

During the week of ‘October 12723
the fieldworker will do. prelim-
1nary observat1ona 1n sxte

2)

target students and their
contexts.__;

The ETS ftetdworker will develop

3

N\

N

observatxon schedute for the

actual data collection period
which will begin October 26.

49‘ The actual data co11ect1on perxod
for _observations will be conducted
durxng the followxng weeks:

N .
Oetober 26 - 30 T b
November 2- 6. - .

November 9 - 20
- L ,
N A6 ca -

ETS/October 16

ancoln/ B
October 12-23

ETS/October 12-23

ETS/October 19

st
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5) The ETS fieldworker will discuss L1ncoln/0ct65€t 19
the observation schedule with !
Lincoln staff.and decide on a pro-
cess of letting teachers and.
principals knoWw when- to expect the

- observer.’

frequency of AAMD and Portage measures for’

Lincoln will advise ETS of the recency and ETS/November 16

- . target: students; The fieldworker wilk

obtain available measures -of student func-

tional level for each of the target severely :

handicapped. students,
3; IEP Goals

The ETS fxeldworker w111 Teview - target - <‘ETS/October 22, 23
students' IEPs in. effect during the fall '

1981-1982 school year collection period.’

(1EPs for.the school year 1982-1983 will -

be collected in the second data collection
. perxod ) A

; II. Nonhandicapped_£NH) Students

A. Number of Students and Site Schools - .

We ‘propose to 1nc1ude "O nonhandzcapped stu-
dents according to their active involvement

in integrated act1v1t1es w1th SH students. and , j///
.their opportﬁﬁxty.for such .participation. S

Since gome parents may mnot agreg to the ..

“participation by their children in this pro-

ject, we will initially contact parents of

46 nonhandicapped students.

B: , Selectxon Process Eor NH $tudents

1.” NH- students w111 be s!\ected to form two
groups. -

éi Contact group - ccﬁpésed of 20 NH

b) No contact group — composed of 20 NHI

;atudents. . . o S
. . !

2. Conmtact ’ciéj Twenty NH students (selected
in the same proportion as SH students in
their schools) would be nominated by.the

A"‘?_,‘ -77', . .!

{0
WNa
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eachers of the SH students These NH
students would be selected because they were

known to engage in the most frequent interac-

tion with the SH students. o -
3. No Contact Group. Twenty NH students :

would bé randomly selected by ETS from : e

one non1ntegr:;£d elementary school and oo (S T

orie nonintegratkd secondary school

4. ETS will randomly select students from the ETS/July 30
no contact group. In order to make this e
selection; ETS will contact you so that ve

first may select the two nonxntegrsted

schools and find out when next. year's

rosters of students will be available: We

would like to select omne elementary school

comparable to Hawthorne and one high school

comparable to East in érades served, size:

and SES characteristics. Because East is .

_the only. school in Lincoln which spans

grades 7-12, the matching site for the no
contact. group will have to come from either .

a 7-9 or a 10-12 grdde school. Whichever ’ -
school is selected, the no contact group ' :

and the contact group should match in grade

level: Therefore, if the no contac: group

came from a 7-9 school,; the contact group -

in East should be selected from these same
grades. C :

. 5. .In order to selectithe NH students in the ETS/September 10
no contact group, ETS will gend Lincoln
a list of random numbers wh1ch can be
applxed to cisss 1xsts in these two

schools.

N 6. When both groups have been identified, Lincoln/October 2-
' ' Lincoln will send letters to their ' :
ﬁitéﬁts asking for permission for their
child's pArticipation. (ETS will have
forms and _treturn envelopes 1n Aﬁgﬁst
. 1981.) ETS will pay- for postage.

7. Parent consent forms will be returned

directiy to ETS: ETS wzlt copy these and

send . them to you.-
8. EIS will coﬁﬁxle a list of NH students. who ETS/October 16
agree to participate and send the list T .

T . A8
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anng w1th cop1es of the returned c0nsent
forms to you : o . B

\ o
9. "ETS w111 prepare a ccnfxdentxai roster of ETS/October 16

these NH students.

c. 53t24t043246011ected: ﬁttit’de Measure &
échiEﬂement,Scores

1. Att1tude toward, Hand1capped ' o -

;is For each. nonnandlcapped student we
‘would like to administer the accep—w _

: . . . tance, .scale developed by Luanna Voeltz. o N
- oo \‘ b ) - < o
b) These measures would be administered . ETS/November 9-13
. by our project in November 1981 and ° and April 1982~
April 1982 during schoot hoursle : -
possible. o =

¢) The students can be assessed in a group;

- the assessment takes 20-30 m1nutes.

') As some items in the Acceptance 'S¢dle - Lincoln/July 30

, . are: spec1§1c to Hawaii, we would like: S
i - . your help in replacing these. Iccally ' '
S : _appropriate referencgg.ffﬁgibgy
3 ‘ . .. enclosed copies:of the Acceptance ’

Scales (at the different levels) and

circled the items to be changed We

would appreciate it if you could- re=:

turn, them by the ‘end of July.

" 2. Achievement Scores L . | -
P - : : -
. a)/’We propose a change in Colléctiﬁn of ’ Ry

7 achievement test data. Instead of

collecting this informatiom for each .

PR nonhandicappedﬁgtgdgnt7§§§§I§}§§Ein§

’ thtsitnfégﬁétidn for selected grades
at Hawthorne and East and the 2 nonin-
. tegrated schools. :

b) We would like to collect -and compare

. . : achievement test scores for available

s . '~ grades from_ each school for the next

year ('81- -82) and the current school

year ('80- 81)

c) If you will teil us when the '81- 82 . ETS/when available
. achievement test data w111 be . -

- - - A=9
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avallable, we propose hav1ng our
erIdwofker compxle this data.

ETS fieldworker to obtain information on district . April 1982

level planning for 1ntegrat10n of severely handi-

capped students. The interview will be §cbgggted

in November 198] at the Director's codvenlence
with a short follow-up 1nterv1ew in Aprll 1932

-An hour-léﬁg 1nterv1ew ‘will be conducted by the ETS/November 1981

ot of LEA Staff (Prlnciﬁél§

NOtIfIC

and Teachers)

ETS w111 prepare éﬁaiggqgifor your rev1ew a brlef ' Eié/juiy 30

serve to. inform_ ‘them about the project, prior

preparation of information that would be Eéiui?éd*-
nd alert them that an ETS fieldworker.will be

contacting them in October to schedule an interview:.

If the overview meets with your satlsfacslon, we Lincoln/

would apprecxate your dssistdrice in dxssemlnating © early September

it to LEA partxcxpants.

The interview schedule for nonhandiéap”’distudents ETS/October 21

worker by October 21 aqg\i?ared with txncolﬁ.‘

Prlnc1gals

A. Principals of Site Schools I b
1. For each of the 3 s:?é schools, the ETS ETS/November 1981 .
erldworker will conduct an interview March 1982

concerning buIldlng 1eve1 planning and

;‘ Integratxon of SH-students. The hour-

long interviews will be conducted from

October 19 to November 23, 1981 with a

" brief follow—up 1nterv1ew in March 1982:

2. The ETS fleldworker w111 schedule the ' v}f
interviews .with each principal at their '

cofiveriietice.

"'egratéa'échbbié

i: Principals of two nonintegrated schools

will also be interviewed during the same

time periods by an ETS fteldworker , -

- A-10
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3. We would like these principals to be from ETS/November 1981
the same 2 schools where the nonhandi- March 1982 ‘
capped no contact group is selected:

C. Confidential Roster

'ETS will contact you fcr the names of both ETS7361§ 30

grours of principals so that we may prepare

our cpﬁfldentzel roster of participants.

VI. SpecxelgEducatIon Teachers

~ A; Teachers of Severely Hand1capped and Other
- Special Education Teachers: up to 9

ETS will interview all teachers of severely
handicapped target students. When target
studepcs have been identified, we will ask

that you indicate the teechers of each target

student. If there are fewer than 9 teachers

of target students; we will interview up to a

— . total of 9 other. spec:al education teachers.

1f other special education teachers are to be

included; we would like to select them

randomly from teacher lists.

R

When target students are finally selected, we Liﬁééih/gepteﬁbér 8

would like to have the' names of the:r teachers

as well as other specral educators in order to

prepare our confrdent:al roster.
r

\C. SEhedﬁIIng Interviews

S 7-77”7”'777”77 - - - - . B
The ETS fieldworker will schedule teacher 1in- ETS/EIncoln 7777777777

\ terviews in conjunction with Lincoln special October 26-November 20
| education staff. These interviews would be
interspersed through the weeks of October 26-

{.November 20. ETS can pay for sibstitute

\ teachers while interviews are being conducted. AN
\‘}7 e I _ \
D. Dé%é;ﬁé;BE;CDllected

A

v
i

"ore hour and fifteen minutes. Approxlmately one

hour w:ll be for an 1nterv1ew, and flfteen miniutes

Questlonnalre This information will be repeated _ )
in the spring. : - s N /

i

b o A1 L -/
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A teachars from each of the 2 1ntegrated schools

i for a total of 8 tegchers.

B. Selectlon Process

1. We would like to randomly select these - ETSfas avaxtabie
teachers from lists of teachers at each
school..

/2. Please advise us when these lists would be  Lincoln/July 30

to approach selected teachers in order to
~ SECure their partlclpatlon

c: Information PertaInIng to GoandentxaitRoste:

' Scheduling Interviews and Data to Be Cotiected

The ;nformation dlscussed for spec1al education
teachers applies to this group.

VIII. éeﬁébi—gﬁﬁetiﬁtéﬁ&eﬁt

We are ébﬂsidériﬂg yﬁﬁi anggestlen to interview ‘Eféijuiy'jﬁ
the §g§091 Superintendent and wrll make a decision o

on that by July 30.

A-12
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Daﬁ, our intent in detaxlxng the process was to provxde you thh

specxflc steps that would be taken to plan and condict the data collection

process. We will need your help in supplying us with 1nformat10n to select

participants, notify your school personnel,.and schedule 1ntervxews Once

the data collection period has begun; we will make every effort to avoxd
" making addxtlonal demands upon your time. :

In our conversatlon, you 1nd1cated that you thought you _knew

severai people who might be, approptiate for the fieldworker position. "We

have enclosed a brief descr1ption of this posxtxon, and we would appreciaté-

it if you could give us your nominations as soon as possible. We are inter—

ested in interviewing several candidates for this position.

We would: apprecxate 1t 1f you could respond to the detaxls in the

agreement and tndxcate any amendments that mxght be needed by July 30

‘We look forward to hearlng f;om you.
Sincerely,

Riéﬁéfd 'P. Brinker, Ph. 13'

‘and Evaluatlon )
Integratlon Evaluation PtOJect

- a-13



Lincoln; Nebraska

ETS INTEGRATION EVKLUATION PROJECT o
SUMMARY TIME EINE OF DELIVERABLES AND MﬁJOR

EVENTS
INFORMATION TARGET DATE -
ETS will send drafts of parenta’' letters to you. Now Enclosed
You will respond to the Agreement July 30
You will advise ET§7§§§ﬁ§g§v§§1§§}lityiggireggtgr teacher - July 30
listings and process to secure their participation: - ' '
You will nbﬁilnate individuals for fieldworker posit fon: July-30
ETS will contact you for 1nformat10n to select the 2 - .July 30 |
non1ntegrated schools. o -
ETS will prepare and send to you an overview of the Jﬁiy 30
ETS project and 1nformat1on to prepare each person: for
ETS contact and 1nterv1ew. .
You w1;§ return Acceptance Scale revisions and revi- July 30 \
sions of parent Ietters to ETS. ' |
: ' L \
ETS w111 contact yaa for the names °f,EE}9°}E§;§,}“ July 30 | .
the 3 site schools and the 2 n&ninfégrated schools: .
You will supply ETS with a . 113t of severely hand1capped July 30
students., . _ :
You will send consent letters to parents of severely Aﬁgﬁbt 15
hand1capped to ask permigsion to partxcxpate.
§!§ griiigonfxrm SH studEntB who agree to part1c1pate §epteﬁ5er 1
and not1fy you. ‘ : . '
You will send ETS names of teachers of the SH Eirééf ‘September 8
students. ' :
You will disseminateé overview to selected LEA staff, Early September
5 7 7 :
ETS w111 send L1ncoln a list of randon numbers in order ‘ September 10
to select the no contact group. \ : : . :
¥997g5};7§en§7consent létters to parernts of both o October 2
nonhandxcapped groups. R . :
Teachers will give ETS,f}§;§Y°E§§r,Fbe,?Eg}Y}ty sgbgngtes . October 12
‘for each student and indicate the two highest xnteractxve L . :
éénteité for each student. e
ETS f1e1dworker w111 ébnaﬁét ﬁre11m1nary observations October 12-16
and select one nonintegrative context. in which to ’ '
observe each student: L . ) v

A_i4



INFORMAT 1ON

. ETS will compile a list of nonhandicapped students -who

agree to part1c1pate and send it to you.

SETS f1e1dworker w111 develop observat1on schedule and

.

ETS erIdworker thl devetop interview schedule and

 ghare It with your staff:

ETS - f eldvorker will conduct iﬁtéieiéas.aith'ﬁfiﬁai§a1s,
ETS f1e1dworker w111 conduct 1nterv1ews with teachers
of severely handicapped.

ETS f1e1dworker Q111 beg1n observat1ons'df sev- rely
hand1capped students.

ETS fieldworker will conduct. interviews with regutar

’teachers Eﬂd other specxat educatxon teachers:

tlonal level pf geverely hapd1capped students, IEP
goals and nonhandicapped ‘achievement Scores.

A15 a5

TARGET DATE

October 19

October 21

October '1§=2§/ﬁ

- B
October 26-30
- ///
October 26—
Novembér 20

/

November 2 6
/

i

i -

_VN66EEBéq’9:ij

/,

- Noveniber '23-

Deceiibar 1

October 16 ,'\_ .



ETS INTEGRATION EVALUATION PROJECT S .
FOR PARENTS OF NH.STUDENTS o .

Dear ' .,
Parents'-Name

Lincoln School sttrlct is partxcxpatlng in a natlonal study funded

by the.Offlce of7§geg§at Education in Washington, D.C., and d1rected by Educa- h
tional Testing Service in PrInceton New Jersey. The’purpose of the project

is to study different settings in which students with severe: - gAndicaps dre
enrolled in regular pubtlic schoots. From this study we hope to provide infor-

mation that will be useful in plannxng programs for these students.

' As part of this effort we are askxng students in regular educatxon

to tell us about their experiences and views regardxng students in special
.educatxon ' : - ) . :

We are'wriring,to request . - 's 55?51&&53&&5&

lﬂ,t?f§ BroJect If you agree,‘a representatlve from Educatlonal Testxng R

Service will ask . to complete a brief questionnaire that will

take approximately 20- =30 minutes. The’ queetxonnalre will be given once

in November. 1981 and in Aprxt 1982’

~ Thxs 1nformat1on w111 "be kept. strtctty confxdential by Educational

Testxng Service. Your child's name will _not appear on this qﬁestxonnaire.

Only general 1nformat1on about the reSponses of students who take this

questionnaire will beé given school personnel wlthout xdentxfxcatxon of any
specific Chlld. ,

You are free to choose not to part1c1pate in this proJect and

this decision will not affect your child's educational-program.. We- “hope;

however, that you and yoﬁr child will be w1111ng to help us with this

effort. If you agree to partchpate, please sign and return the consent

form in the enclosed self—addressed envelope as soon d§ possible.

Thank you,

Sincerely;

ﬁicﬁurd E} Brxnket, Ph. D.
ProJect D1rector '

;:Educat10na1 Testxng Servxce

Donald Sherrill; PE D: A

_ancoln Pub11c Schools _ R

A-16 . . |
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‘ETS INTEGRATION EVALUATION PROJECT ‘ A
FOR PARENTS OF SH.STUDENTS - -

Parents' Name . =~ .. :

L1nco1n School D1str1ct is part1c1pat1ng in a national study funded

'by the Off1ce of special Education in Wash1ngton,TD G;; and directed by Educa—

tional Testing Service in Pr1nceton, New Jersey. ' The purpose of the project

is to study dszerent settings in which students with severe handicaps are
_enrolled in regular public schools.f From this stupy we hope to provide infor-

mation that will be useful in plann1ng programs for these students.

 We are wr1t1ng to request 7 .\ 'E”partiéipatiaﬁ
. . Chzld's Name .. -

in thzs project ' If you .agree to participate; we; nt Educational Test1ng

Service will be doing the following things: First, We would like to observe

your child during the school day when there are’ opportunxttes to interact
with nonhandzcapped students. We also will be observ1ng

Ch11d's Name

in act1v1t1es dur1ng wh1ch nonhand1capped ch11dren are not present. Each
observat1on will be about .10 minutes long. The total amount of observation
time will be 2 hours in the fall of 1981 and 2 hours in the spring of 1982.
During this observation t1me we w111 take spec1a1 care: not to 1nterrupt or

1nterfere with - —'s educat1ona1 program in any way.

Second we would. 11Pe to review your “child's records wh1ch 1nc1ude_ :

assessment information and your chiid's IEP. We need .tO see these records

to get some idea of your child's abilities and to’ understand the educational,
program which is p1anned for your chxld

L edigen:

F1natty, we wOuld 11ke to 1nterv1ew you at your conven1ence 1n

program, yeor own part1c1pat1on in rhat program, and the R1nds of behav1on

children:

A1l of the information about _your child which deloBtain will be
held in the strictest confidence by Educational Testing Seruiée Your child's
namie will not, appear on the record .forms or observation sheets. Only general
1nformat1on about the degree and QUallty of 1ntegrat1on of and1capp6d eh11:

'roJect, andfthis

dec1s1on w111 have’ no 1mpact upon your ch11d s educat1ona1 program. - - We hope

that you. do éhooéé to participate and thereby help evaluate and improve

A-17
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services for chxldren like a : . If you choose to. partch—J

pate please sign the attached consent form~and return it in thé ericlosed

"self—addressed envelope as soon -as possible.

Sincerely,

: Richard P. Brinker; Ph.D.
- ’ - Project-Director
: - Integration Evaluation Project
~Educational Testing Service

Donald Sherrill, ?E'ﬁ,

Director of Special Education

7 Lincotn Publtc Schools

w5
I
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'tiﬁccin;-ﬁébtaské,

‘ETS INTECRATION‘EVALUATIOE PROJECT EﬁétéSBﬁES )

Integration Evaluation Agreement.

Summary Tiiie Line of Deliverables and Major Events.

Letter for Parents of Severely Handicapped Students.

Letter for Parents of Nonhandicapped Students:
Student Acceptance Scales.

Fieldworker Descriptions.

‘List of Severely Handicapped Students.
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Integration Evaluition Project

" Directory of Sites




INTEGRATION EVALUATION PROJECT

DIRECTORX OF SITES

. BIRMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOL

CONTACT PERSON:

P.0. Drawer 10007
VBirmingham, AL 35202

- (205) 252-1306 X 260

\
\

L.
!
\
|
|
| ’ . p-0- Drawer 1000
%
e
N
1

 DEKALB COUNTY SPECIALfEDUCAiiéNAAssDCIAIION—and NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY

. v Mr. William Peters-
B . Director of Special Education
- DeKalb County Special Ed. Assoc.

145 Fisk Avenue
¥ - DeKalb, IL 60115

1
. 7 CONTACT ngseug; : %
|

'(815) 756-8589

Dr., Sharon Freagon, Asst. Professor
' Dept. of Learning, Development &
Special Education
Northern Iilinois University
Graham Hall
ﬁéREiBf IL 60115

LAGRANGE AREA BEPAREMENT OF SPECIAE EDUCATIONfandgLYONSAHIGH4$CHOQLADlST 4 204

CONIACT PERSONS: : Mr. Paul Ericksen, Coordinator

Secondary Schools Prbgrams & Services

(312) 354=5730 SR

it ) ’ } ‘ B:i . ]

LaGrange Area Bept. of Special Educatlon .



Mr. Richard Yena o (8

Chairman, Speciai Education

Lyons Township High School: Dist. 20ﬁ
100 So. Brainard Avénue
taGrange, IL 60525
(312) 3544220

CONTAGT PERSONS: ‘ . Ms: Gladys Murray

. D;rgggor of Special Education
L . Spring Lake Park Public Se-ools
’ " 8000 Highway 65

Spring Lake Park, MN 55432

612) 786—5570

’Ms Cheryl Norman

'“School Psychoiogist

(612) 786—5570

Ms. Joanne Myers :
Special Education Teacher

: GRANﬁ $SLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS : ’ ' o

{CONTACT PERSONS: _ ' Mr. Jim Werth :
.Director of: Central Nebraska Support
_ . " Service Programs :
' N ‘ o : : S Grand Island Public Schools
"\ L ' © 318 South Clark -
Grand Island, NE 68801

_ (308) 381-5928

Mr. Doug Eicher .
Supervisor of Severe & Profound Programming
grand Island.Public Schools

318 South Clark 5

Grand Island, NE 68801

is (308) 381—5225? .

Ly




LINCOLN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

. CONTACT PERSONS: ; . Dr:. Donald Sherrill
, _ , . Director of Special Education
, ‘ b Lincoln Public Schools
SR T " P.O. Box 82889 :
 Lincoln, NE 68501 .

(ﬁOZ) 475~ 1081

Mr: Wiliiam Falls

Administrative Assistant

. for Special Education
Lincoln Public Schools
P.O. ‘Box 82889 J/
Lincoln, NE 68501

(402) 473-0340

JACKSON COUNTY EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT

CONTACT PERSON: . Ms. Beverly Proulx
-STEPS Coordinator .
Jackson County Education Service District
..101 North Grape.Street. ... _. ... ... . . _—
Medford OR 97501 ' ;

~i

(503) 776- 8551 -
:
PHILADELPHIA PUBLIC,SCHCOLS - ;

' CONTACT PERSONS: Dr. Win Tillery

Director 'of Special Education
Philadelphia Public Schools
Administration Center

.Philadelphia, PA 19123

- ).iéiﬁj'ésifiééi o .
7 ' '
Dr. Cynthia Janssen

Project Administyator
~ School District of Philadelphia
N . ' Administration Center ,
; © -, 13th and Spring Garden Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19123 -

(215 627-841b " -
o B3 . 9E”R




BARRE CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

CONTACT PERSON:

f

‘
e
[}

SOUTHWEST_VERMONT SUPERVISORY UNION

CONTACT PERSON:

<l

LAKE WASHINGTON SCHUOﬁ“DISTRICT ~ 1 414

CONTACT PERSUNS'

Dr. Kenneth Prusso

Phiiadeiphia Public Schools .

Board of Education

Department of Résearch.and Evaluation
Room 405

" 21st Street and the’ Parkway

Philadelphia, PA 19123

(215) 299-8946 | :

LI 4

» Mr. William Fochon, Director

Barre City Public Schools »
Mathewson School &
Eluw Street i :

Barre, VT 056&1

(802) 476-6456 3

_Ms. Shirley Tawney . .

Specia1 Qeruiceq

Southwest Vermort - Supervisory Union

604 Main Strest

Bennington; VT 05201

(8025‘&5?47501

Dr.AMyhB&mmwn

Dir-zctor of Special Services
T:zake Wishington School District 14
6511 1i2th Avenue. N.E.

hivkland VIA 98033

(206) 828-3210

B=4
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Ms. Joyce Vanden Hoorn

Program Speciaiist/Project Coordinator
— ; - Special Services
‘.i - . . : Community Liason Instructional Program
o Lake Washington Sehool District 14
) ) 6511 112th Avenue; N.E.
Kirkland, WA 98033'5

AW

g (206) 828—3261

UNIVERSII!;OEAHASHINGION ASHOREEINE SCHOOL DfSTRfGT # 412 AND FIRCREST SCHOOL
A

CONTACT’ PERSQNS: e :Dr: Marie Thompson
! s - Assistant Professor.
! ] L Experimental Education Unit WJ-10
‘- ' o Child Development and Mental Retardation Center

/ ' College of Education
: University of Washington

. ! Seattle, WA 98195 ‘ -
. ' s :
. / (206) 543 4011 and 1827°
b ( Ms. Sandta Hannes
" ‘ Project Coordinator
§&:' \ Experimental Education Unit WJ- 10

. (208) 543-4011

. TACOMA PUBLIC SCHOOLS : \
CONTACT PERSONS: \ _Dr. Henry Bertness
‘ Director of Special Education
\ Special’ Services _
5 - ) _ \ Tacoma Public Schools
: : 8th & Tacoma Ave., Box 1357
i X Tacoma, WA 98401 '
‘ \ {

| (206) 593-6965~

{ .Mr: Richard C. King
: Program Coordinator _

i (206) 5936684

=260

\




MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICT

CONTACT PEF.5ONS: ‘ :'

Dr. Lee Gruenewald
Director of Specialized Educatiom

Madison Metropolitan School District
545 West Dayton Street

Madtsor; WI 53703
(608) 266-6150
Mrs. Ruth Loomis

Program Coordimator
Specialized Educationazl Services

(608) 266-6175
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PUPIL ACTIVITY

Doing nothing/waiting

iérébﬁai 1iving

ﬁi:jtﬁestic

bekréf Vocationatl

Comacnity comtact

Dyadic and group games

Soiitary leisure/play

Preoperational School Readiness Tasks .
Sensorimotor

Aéé&éﬁiiké school work

Watching/Passive Attention. (Listening)

- Social Exchanges/conversation

Other.




PupilActivity - T

0 ‘ Deingenothing/waiting, ‘ Student 1is not engaged in a purposeful act:vitv.

Tt includes: Yooking around the room (not focused on individuals: or

activity), starring into space; wandering around, waiting.

1 Personal Living, . Includes engaging in seif-help skills such as dressing,

grooming, eating, bathing,rtoileting and mobility training (learning to
move about the environment).

2 Domestic: Activities normally done around the home to maintain upkeep

"of t<he home such as meal preparation; cleaning, laundry, tidying up;

washing dishes, etc.

3 Work (Vovational or prevocational) .?réﬁéffkg for or learning ﬁob skills

% Communitygcontact, ) preparation for and]or using skills needed to cope in

a community environment such as shopping; ‘ordering in a restaurant, going

to the movies, buying a dress.

The preparation activities can include activities done in the classroom.

te ruing about money would be considered a community comtact skill.

5 . Dyadic and Greup;Games, ‘ 7beisure activities involving 2 or nore-people
. that are not clearly educational:. : ,
gggggig : Tickling, tossing a ball back and forth peek—a—boo )
6  Sotitary Leisure/Play: fhé ‘targ'ec student is engaged in play by himself.
7. Preoperationalr School R ”‘inessriagks. ‘Includes school readiness

activicies such as sorting, tabeling, matching, classifying,,following

commands. These are activities where the child is first beginning to"

underStand and use language:

'8 Sensorimo*)r Tasks: . Includes the mdrliest motor activities where.a young

child or infant is beginning to explore his environment. and/or his own _

body: It would include: reaching, grasping. touching,‘kicking, manipulatin

objects, mouthing objects, banging objects.

(not words) with communicative inrent.

twirling, etc: would bu inCIuded.
v _ =2
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9  Academic School Work: . Traditional school subjects - reading, _
' writing, math, art, fiiisic,. discussion of talendar and daily activities.
It would include doing workbéoks or worksheets if the content of these“
-papers -was not specified. :

~

10  Watching/Passive Attention (Listening): ' Focused watching and

. listening. The target of the attention should be.specified to separate
this from doing nothing. = . ‘ v

12  Other: Anything that doesn't fit in the above catégories. It includes

1) Tranéition activities - movement to a new place or location:
2). Exercises
3 Active physical éétivities - running, hopping, jumping.

c-3




TEACHER .ACTIVITY

None *

o

-y

Caretaking

2 Direct Physical Teaching 7 ,
3 Verbal Teaching (Lecturing/Discussing/Questioning)
4 Observing and ﬁaﬁigayingl(éuperviéinéi' o
s Facilitation of interaction and student activity
6 Playing/Conversing with students -
7 other

8  Combimation of Teaching Techniques: |

o o -4

o




TEACHING ACTIVITY

1. Caretaking S

R The child is_passive. Personal living skills are being fulfilled by
another person. It is not a teaching situation. )

1t includes things like diapering, feeding; washing, grooming and other
acts of personal hygiene.

It also includes physical positiontng (moving the child's arms, 1egs, etc)

v

uxagpie feeding the target student

2. Direct Rhysical Teachi;g

Teaching a task using physieal—means. .
It includes using physical prompts,; pointing, demonstration manipulation

v

Example Assists subject to eat with hand over hand guidance

féaéﬂ&ag 5 Eéék'ﬁ§iﬁ§ Gérﬁéi aéaag;

;4; Gbserving, Monitoring and Supervising

Watching the. ongoing activity of the target student without intervening

Eiample ' .Watching students while they.are having lunch-

-

i

It s a brief adjustment or change to encourage.
a) the interaction of others to work with subject
©.b) the continuation or extension’of .the stuaéﬁté' own activity

Exéngig L T praising student s behavior

. NF is writing S's responses in a notebook

— !

C-5.
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6. Playing and/or Conversing with studeats - .

1

| Play: Usuaily a turn - taking exchange in a fun situation. (The S may not

Example Iickling; playing bali

Coniversation:" Social verbal exchange which 1s not instructional in content
7. bther'incindesi

a. Ambiguous activities: Where you can t tell what 1is being taught and

it is not clearly play.’

Example Holding héad, pulling through pool, talking

- .~ Rocking and singing to S

“b: Movement to a new;place or locatlonﬂ

; .' Example ‘Leading S down hallway to ‘art’

0 Nome  No ome is teaching or interacting with

8. Combination of Teachin ; (Combination of 2 and 3)

Both verbal and phy$ical instruction is occuring with target student.-

_It includes generai statements of instruction where it is clear that eome—

thing is being taught but it may not be what or how.

- .’Eiéﬁﬁie "ﬁcfking with individuals"
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Correlations for Variables in Separate Domains
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. CClLLEGES

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AVPENDLIX 9 LUKVRLALIUND Firv VaK]Arery
STﬁIF POLICY VARTABLES

Viéiiﬁté

CCUNTS1

BASPH ..
MASPH
PHDSPH
FUNDB9ISH
CATEGORY
PSEALRE

" PLFALRE
"CITELRE -

PSHINT

HPINT.

REINEOSE
FREESTAN

‘FTESPH
SPHEUNDS

PLACEMNT

- SEPDEMDS
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ii AUG A3 PEARSCY CORRELATIONS FGP VARIABLES IN FULL MODEL
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APPENDIX E CCRRELATICNS FOF VAPIARLES IN FULL MGDEL
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