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Final Report - Drart
 The mission of the "Social Integration ﬁo?gl for Young Handicapped .
Ehi]dren" (héreafter,referred to és-the Socia]'integration Project or SIP) was
"to build an economical and effe:Zive model to systematﬁca]]y integrate.young.
handicapped children academically and.socia11y-{ﬁto existing early education
prpgrgms. /Edqcationq1 practices already demonstratéd'to be effecfive were
incorporated.into the model; deve]ophent effoftS'were concentrated upon four
goals: . : _
(1). Pl&cing handicappeq(éhi1dren intd local mainstream day care centers;
(2) Installing a comprehensive program apd cgrr%cu]um reflecting
empirica]1y-basedaﬁrograTﬁingQp;actices; . _ R o
(3) Developing and‘embédding a social interaction curriculum and ° -
tifching procedures to promofe’sustained and generalized social.
interaction between handicapped-and*gonhandicapped childfen; and .
(4) ﬁreparing anq ﬁnp]ementing a home training component corresponding
to the c]assroBm social interaction curricq]qm to allow handicapped
children's pafents; siblings and/or peers to act‘as.teachers and
| bonfederq}es,in social skills development. ¥
. Model deve]operé assumed that: (a) day care staff could serve as primary ”
teachers for handicapped as well as normg]]y developing children; (b) \ é?; o
¢hildren's deve]opmeht would be 'mproved through ear]y intervention services;

(c) the model services could be as effecéive,as other services for héndi:;pped
preschoolers; and (d) services would be less expensive than self-contained
se;vices. To eva]uateewhethe? or not these assumptions were warranted, it was
necessary to provide mainstream sérvices, to evaluate the progress of children
served, to compare results of the model with results of other services, and to
document costs of servige. The rosults of these evaluations are described in
the body of this report and in the appendiced manuggripts.

To ‘accomplish project goals, it was necessary té first, overcome imitial

10 . ]
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resis;ance of day care teacheré to mainstreaming;’second, to locate referral

" sources for a.type of service not previously available in the state; third, to
work carefully with existing service providers and state agencies to keeh them
abreast o7 model sgrvices and gccomplishments wi®hout threatening existing
.services; and fourth, to workvclose1}hw1th families of children served to.

" address their changing needs. The appendiced reports and manuscripts describe
how some of these problems were addressed. -

| During the thrgg successive ﬁroject years, activities to achieve project
goa]s_ﬂire orggnﬁzed as follows: fa) Year One actiyities were directed toward
finding, asseséing and placing children in a day care center and formu]a}ing
and testing model components, .(b) Year Two activfties included continue¢
modal operatjon; mode] repficétion in a second site and a comparative evalua-
tion of modgl'effect; with effects oflgltérnative‘serv1ées. 'Kc) Year Three
~-activities concerned comtinued service fo children, dissemination of informa-
‘tion about the mudel, rép]icatisn of components in different types of service
delivery seE}ings ;nd sécuring support to continue services after the expira-
tibn of federal funding, These activities and the results are briefly
deS“;ibed by project year, More complete descriptions are found {n‘varioq§'

appendiced items referenced in the text. .

*

Year One - Model Development and Feasibility Analyses
A four component model was developed in the first year based upon the
premise that regular classroom teachers would be ﬁhe primary agéqts for
service de]ive:} (see brocliure in Appendix A). Model components were: ()
special education services, (b) basic skill development, (c¢) sociil skill
i development and (d5 home suppoft. Brief descriptiors of components, including
" instructional pfocedurés (e.g., incidental teacHing, microsessions), teacher

training procedures, and a social sk111s curriculum follow, -

T
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Special Ecucation Component

/

Child find, screening and assessment. During Year Oné, the SIP mode!

operated in the Ogden sité of Developmental Day Schools, Inc.,aa nonprofit day
care corporation. Children were referred primarily by Handicapped Children's
Services in Ogden, the social worker for the ﬂebe(-Morgén Soéia] Services
District of the Utah Departmenp of Social Services and by word of mouth.
Children were screened by the project special education teacher usihg criteria

deveéloped by Striefel coscribed in the Basic Skiils Teaching Manual

(Sto@itschek,d,d4 Striefel, S.; Boswell, C.; Rule, S.x Killoran, J.; &
Innocenti, M.; 1982, availablz from Outreach and Development Division,
Developmental Center for Handicapped Persons,. Utah State Universit}, Logan,

Utah). A draft version of the now-published Program Planning and Assessment

.Guide for Developmentally Disabled and Preschool Youngsters (Striefel and

Cadez, 1983) was used for criterion~referenced assessment. - Depend1ng upon the
child's developmental level, normative evaluation included one of the
following instruments: Bayley Scales of Infant Development. (Bayley, 1969);
Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale-(Merrill, 1673); or the McCarthy Scale of ‘
Children's Abilities (McCarthy, 1972). To be eligible for project funding, it

was necessary that children meet the state of Utah's Deve]opmenta] Disabi1ity/

Mental Retardat1on Policy Manua1 (1980) specifying that children have signifi-

cant de]ays (interpreted as a year or more) "in three or more of the fo]]owing
areas: |

1, self-care

“ 2. receptive and expgessive language-

3. learning |

4. mobility B

5. self-direction

6. capacity for independent Tiving

7. economic self sufficiency."




[EP developmant and classroom management, Children's individuat®duca-

tional plans (IEPs) were based on assessment results and parent input. The

project teacher derived objectives from the Program Planning Assessment Guide

for Developmentally Disabled Preschool Children (Striefel and Cadez, 1983).

Project staff assisted regular classroom teachers with management through
workshops and in-classroom consultation,,

Support services. Services which required specialists (occupational

therapy, speech or psychological services) were provided_on'a consultant
. basis. As dictated by chi]dreh‘s n2eds, specialists helped to develop

programs delivered by the special educator or reguiar classroom teachers.

Basic Skills Component _ — . v

The basic skills component used the Program Planning and Assessment Guide

as the basic curricuium for developing children's motor, 1anguage; self help,

and breacademic skills, .The special educator designed of‘1ocated supplemental

programs as necessary. Most services were delivered by regular classroom

teachers, always éccording to the childrens IEPs. Objectives were addressed

in one of three ways: (1) tota]_integrat%on--that 1s,.regu1ar classroom

activities, (2) inﬁidenta] teaching--teaching a skill ét the time it would

normally be used or (3) through microsessions (StowitscﬁZk & Killoran, 1983)--

systematié instructional sequences directed toward single IEP objectives,

which served both instructional purposes for children and traihing purposes

fo: staff; the special educator taught the regular classroom teachers to use

instructional programs through microsession transfer procedures each time a o ot
new objectiv;‘was addressed in children's programs. ‘these educational |
services are described in more detail in "Evaluation of a Mainstream Model

Serving Handicapped Children in Day Care Centers" (Rule, Stovﬁtschek,~

Innocenti, Striefe], Killoran, Boswell, & Swezey, 1984, pp. 4-5) in Appendix B,

13 | -




Social Skills Component

The basic skills component required that teacher training procedures and
instructional formats be designed to incorporate existing instructional mater-
ials into the dayvcdre curriculum, However, no comprehensive social skills

program could be found to address social skills. While the Social Competence

* Intervention Package for Preschiol Youngsters (Day, Powell, & Stowitschek,

1980) was used to address social skills during free play periods, a curriculum
designed to encourage interaction of handicapped children and their peers
. throughout the day remained to be developed.

Before beginning curriculum development, two studies were conductedIQO
assess the need for such a curriculum and to test a suitable feaching format
to encourage social skill instructioﬁ-in the classroom. The first study "A
Natura]ist;c Study of the Relation Between Preschool Setting Events and Peer
Interaction in Four Activity Contexts" (Innocenti, Stowitschek, Rule,
Killorang Striefel, & Boswell, 1984) was a study of the effects of various
contexts (teacher presence, materials, type of activity) as they relate to
interaction. A total of 53 normally deve]oping children enrolled in six
different preschools in Logan and Ogden, Utah participated. Results 6f the
study indicated that most interaction between preschoolers was positive with
rare occurrence of negative interaction, that teacher presence inhibited
social interaction in all settings and that teachérs engaged in virtually no
prompting and praising of'§0c1a1 interaction between.children (although they

~contacted low interacting children more often than high interacting children).
Chi]ﬁren‘s levels of interaction were consistent across contexts, that is a
child who seldom 1ﬁ£eracted in one activity (such as freeplay) seldom
interacted during other activities (snack, teacher-directed activity). “A
'compléte description of the sfudy andr}esu1ts is included in Appendix C,

Because it appeared that specific teaching procedures would have.to be

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IZRJ}:Signed and implemented if teachers were to encourzfe social interaction
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among preschoolers, a second study was undertaken to investigate the feasibil-
ity of coincidental teaching--the use of prompting, praising aﬁd enyirénmenta]
rearrangement to encourage social interaction in the context of regularly
scheﬂu]ed activities. Teachers were given specific instruction for rearrang-
ing the environment during activities such as math and snack, and were
instructed to prompt and praise social interaction. These changes in teacher
behavior and environment resulted in an increase in child-child interaction,
No detrimental effects on academic skill acquisition were found. The study

(Stowitschek, J.J., Czjakowski, L., Striéfe], S., & Boswell, C, Systematic

programming of social skills through co-incidental teaching) and data are

available from the Outreach and Developmental Division,”Deve1opmenta] Center
for Handicapped Persons, Utah State University, Logan, Utah.

A 26-unit Curricy1um Let's Be Social was developed (Killoran, Rule,

| Stowitschek, Innocenti, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982; Stowitschek, Killoran,

RuTe, Innocénti, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982). It addressed skills such as
sharing, assisting, asking for clarification and ignoring teasing. Three
types of teaching activities were included: (1) Warm-up sessions--group
~lessons incorporating-mﬁde1ing, discussion, and discrimination training; (2)
coincidentai teaching--using naturally occurring opportunif?és to prompt and
praise use of a skill (for example, hav{ng two children carry trays of food to
the table at snack time) and (3) microsessions--intensive skill development
sessions for children who did not exhibit skills after warm-up ‘participation.
The curriculum is available through the Outreach and Deve1opment51 Divigion,
Devé]opmenta] Center for Handicapped Persons, Utah State University, Logan,

Utah, 84322,

Home Support

Home support during the first year of the project included both formal
Qnd informal meetings with parents. Meeting topics concerned .IEP deVelopment,
LS

==\Cements in the public school system and child management. 15
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Results of the First Year Activities

Children Served. Table 1 describes the 11 children served during the

first year of the project, their hand1taps,.chrono1ogica1 and mental ages at
entry, 1Q or General Cognitive Index (McCarthy, 1972) and sources of funding.
Children were served in four different classrooms in the Ogden school. They
were placed with children of similar developmental rather than chronological
ages to enhance the probabi]itj that ongoing classroom activities wou]d be
appropriate to their deve]opmenta] 1eve1nand that they would engage in social
‘activities with their classmates. No more than three handicapped children
were placed in one classroom and the overa]] ratio of hand1capped to nonhandi-
capped children at the school did not exceed 1 to 10 "

TABLE 1

Description of Children Served During Project Year‘One

Number of Children "
by Handrbaggnng ' : IQ

Condition" (Using Chronological - Mental . or
Utah Office of Age Range Age Range £C18 Funding
Education Guidelines) (years - months) (years-months) Range . Source
Severe Intellectual 3-5 to 4-7 1«56 to 3-0 <50 SIP =1
Handicap (all)  nonproject =
n=3 . - K 2
Severe Intellectual - 4-5 2-2 <50 SIP
Handicap and Hearing ,
Impaired _ -
n=1
Severe Multiple 4-6 1-6 <50 SIP
Handicap h
n=1l .
Intellectual Handicap 3-1 to 5-3 2-6 to 4-0 50 to 81 SIP = 3
n=4 nonproject
Communication © 3-10 to 4-2 "3-0to3-6 73to78 SIP =1
Disordered nonproject

ns=2 “ z ]

%eneral Cognitive Index from McCarthy Scales

13" 16
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Child progress, Table 2 shows the percent of, IEP short term objectives

mastered by children served during Year One, A total of 368 objectives were

attempted to be taught and 75% were met.

| TABLE 2 °
Percent of IEP Objectives Met by Skill Area

Area SIP Funded ' Other Handicapped Objectives Met

. Children ' Children By A11 Children
DISTAR Arithmetic 100% | ¢ 56 ‘ 78% (25 of 32)
DISTAR Reading - 17% | 75% 76% (23 of 30)
Dressing ° s 60% 76% (30 of 39)
Social Lanquage '85% 7% - 84% (37 of 44)
Fine Motor T 86% * 76 82% (23 of 28)
Expressive Language 51% 83% 56% (23 of 41)
DISTAR Language | 67% 61% v ' 66% (44 of 66)
Functional Math 91% . e 91% (21 of 23)
Sociale . " 759 100% 78% (18 of 23)
Attending Skills " 80% -< . 80% (21 of 26)
Gross Motor | 100% -- 100% ( 3 of 3)
Personal Hygiene 50% -- L 50% ( 3 of 6)
Toileting : ns - % (5 of 7)

“

Table 3 shows the results of normative testing of the seven children
enrolled for a sufficient length of time to administer pre-post tests. They

were enrolled for a mean of 6.9 months (range 4 to 8 months) and showed a mean

gaip in mental age of 11.7 months.
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TABLE 3

Pre-post Gain of Enrolled Children (in months)

On McCarthy or Bayley Scales .

| Mean . Range
. (Months)

P E Overall ga}: Th7?enta1 Agel 11.7 3 months - 2 Jears

! ' Subscales (n = 6)
Verbal P 12.3 6 months - 2 years
Perceptual 11.5 6 months - 2.5 ;ears
fuantitative 7.9 0 months - 1 year
Memory , 8.8 6 honths . 1.5 years
Motor ] 8.8 0 months - 1.5 years

1

Includes one child assessed‘with Bayley Scales
" -

-

Parent satisfaction, Five of the eleven families of children served

returned a questionnaire regarding parental satisfaction.With the program,
The results are shown in Table 4.. The low rate of return was attributed: (a)

~ to the fact that the quéstionnaire was sent during the summer when several

. families had moved or were on vacation and (b) the reading level of the

" . questionnaire was difficult for some families.

|

I
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TABLE 4

SUmmary of Ratings on the 'Parent Satisfaction Questionnaire

How would you rate your impressions of The educational .

Question
programming provided to your child by the SIP staff?
Rating 'I ,
Scale Excellent Good Average Fair Poor
Number of A
Responses 4 )\ 0 0 0 “
. ' \
Question . Rate the quality of your child's Individual Education Plan (IEP. AN
- Rating =« _ - |
Scale - Excellent Good Average Fair Poor i
Number of ' | : a
Responses 4 1 0. -0 -0
Question Did you feel you.had‘adequate input into your child's 1EP?
Rating Highly Quite Average Less than Mot at all
Scale  Adequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
Number of l " / . ,
Responses 1 ' 4 0 0 - 0
Question Rate the adequacy of information provided to you on the results
of your child's evaluation (testing).
-Rating Very  Somewhat Needed More Not Clear No Information
Scale Clear Clear Information Provided
Number of . , _ ‘
Responses 5 0 0 0 . 0
Question How would you rate your interactions with SIP staff?
Rating ‘
Scale Excellent Good Average Fair Poor
‘Number of ’
Responses 3 2 0 0 0




s ’““"“’TPBPBHRREEREEEGEENEEBS

Placement of children. Six children graduated into the public schools,

Two were p{aced in self-contained specié] education classrooms and femain in
1\Jthese placements. One was placed in an a]ternative'kjndergarten’énd of fered a
, mainstream firsf-grade placement. Her parénts,,however. chose a self-

cont;ined c]assrdom anq she will remaiﬁ,there during second grade. Three

children were placed in mainstream classrooms. They remained there through
the firét'grade. Two of the three will attend mainstream second grades and
one‘famiiy has moved and cannot be located.

Teacher evaluations. Teachers eva]dated training workshops conducted

"

during the program's first year,’ On Likert-type scales rénging from 1(1ow) to
'5(high), median ratings ranged from 3 to 5. Overall median ratings‘for the
last workshop held in the spring were 4.5 for "interest" and 4.5 for ”va]ﬁe of
presentatioch", | .

Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee met quarterly to address :

model development and funding strategies for one site during the third year of -

program operation. A 1ist of Committee‘members is included in Appendix D.

Year Two--Replication and Evaluation ° ,

During Project Year Two the model program was continued in Ogden and
replicated at the Developmental Day School in Layton, Utah. A single special
“ . ) \-/‘, .

ke

educator served both sites,

Component Development

The home support model component was further developed through the addi-

tion of a 26 unit Let's Be Sbcié] home curriculum (Innocenti, Rule,

Stowitschek, Striefel, & Boswell, 1983; Innocenti, Rule, Killoran,

Stowitschek, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982) to accompany the school program., It

was designed to enhance the probability of social skill_generalization across
| persons and settings. Three types of teaching activities were included: (1)

home lessons--discussion of school -lessons; (2) coincidental teaching--
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prompting and praising use of skills during naturally-occurring opportunities

~in home and community and (3) home reheaféaTs--ski]] role plays.

A total of 16 parents participated in a workshop and/or home trainihg.

. _ P )
+ Let's Be Social was used by 14 families. They #eported that coincidental

teaching was the most frequently used teaching activity. The range of
reported length of use of the‘curricu}um'was 13 to 17 weeks.

Paren§§ were asked to rate the curriculum on a 10 itep Likert-type scaie.

Seven parents returned the questionnaire., Their mean rating of the benefit of

Let's Be Socicl to their child was 1.7 (1 = very-beneficial, 2 = benefici%iL
0n1j four parents rated the benefits to sib]inés; their mean ratihg was 2.3 (2
= beneficial, 3 = did little goddff Mean ratings of the home contracts and

follow-up telephone call system were both 2'(somewhat helpful). Home training

visits received a mean rating of 1.8 (1 = very useful, 2 = somewhat.d;efu])
and group training ses;iOns received a mean rating of 2 ("adequate"). .AN
comments on open ended questions ("general comments", "which lessons did you
1ike best") were favorable. One parent wrote "Don't change any of it. I
think it is an excellent program." Another liked the coincidental teaching
technique, writing that it was "easy to 1mp1ement; really takes.no extfa
effort to perform ohce you are aware . . ." OQnly two parents responded to the

question "which lessons did you like the least?" One found the first Jesson

! a

too easy for the child; another felt one unit was }edundanf.

Children served. Table § shows the handicaps of the children‘served,

. their mental and ctironoiogical ages at program entry, -10 and funding source.

- Three children did not meet guidelines of handicaps in three or more areas of

functioning, Two are not included in comparative or pré-post evaluation of

the model because their intelligence test scores were in the normal range.
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TABLE 5 .

Description of Children Served Quring Project Year Two

P

~ Y

Number of Children by ° Chronological Mental 1Q
Handicapping Condition Age Range - Age Range o Funding
{Using Utah Office of (years-months) (years-months) GCI? |  Source
Education Guidelines) Range
Severe Intellectual 3-5 1-5 <50 SIP
Handicap - : ) : ; o
n=1 : ‘ Y
Severe Intellectual 4-10 to +-11  2-3 to 2-8 <50 SIP
Handicap and Hearing , - (both) (both)
Impaired
n=2
Severe Multiple 4-2 to 4-8  1-8 to 3-0 52 to SIP
Handicap . : <80 (both)
n=2 . | '
Intel)ectual Handicap 2-10 to 4-10 1-8 to 4-0 =~ 56 to SIP =3
- - h=7 : ‘ 80 - Nonproject = 4
Communication 3-11 to 5-0 3-6 to 4-6 68 to SIP = 2
Disorderedd | | - 94" Nonproject = 2
n=4 . . .
Behavior Disordered® 4-11 - 5-6 - 110 Nonproject _ -
n.=1 ' ’ '

" 3General Cognitive Index from McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

b0 children handicapped in only one area; did not meet criteria of handicaps
in three or more dreas; one child not included in comparative model evaluation
.or results that follow because IQ in normal range,

CNot included in comparative model evaluation or pre-posttest results that-
follow because intelligence score in normal range.

Model Evaluation

|

IEP objectives mastered, Participatipg children received a weenly

, average of 14 individual instructional seséions in addition to totai integra-

tion activity difectgd toward IEP objectives, Figure 1 shows IEP objectives

mastered by the 16 children who had IEP's; they are grouped by skill area. A
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total of 83% or 610 of the 733 oﬁjectivés attempted were mastered. The fewest
| objectives mastered were in the dreas of. reading and math--areas often not

’ ~ addressed at all in- preschools,

r 97%
| L 9% :
. ’ 84% 8 o 86%
<
)
| e
3
"
=
ol
‘ <
: Q
8 .
3]
(o
l
Re..adi.r'.ug M;;;\ Language - Fine Gross Sel(Help - Social "
’ - Motor .
SKILL AREA | S
’ Figure 1. IEP Objectives Mastered During Project Year Two
_ ; <
} n Pre;pﬁsttest changes. Normative tests yielding mental age or eguivalent N

scores were aaministered~to children at:the béginning and end of the school
year. They included:the McCarthy Sca]es of Children's Intelligence (tharthy,
1972), the Bay]ey Scales of Infant Deve]opment (Bayley, 1969), the Stanford °
Binet’ Intelligence Scale (Merri]], 1973), the Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning
Aptitude (Hiskey, 1?66) and the Slosson-Intelligence Test (Slosson, 1982), A ‘

t-test for dependent measures indicated that there was a statistically signi-

ficant differénce (in the direction of increase) in children's mental age

' scores between the beginning and "end of the year (t = -3.76; p < .002; pretest

Q
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{ mean = 34.5; posttest mean = 40.9). i
- Children's combined scores in the receptive language, reading and fine

| . motor areas on a criterion- referenced test der1ved from the Program P]ann1ng

and Assessment Guide (Striefel and Cadez, 1983) also improved from pre to

i posttest1ng The t-test for dependent measures indicated a stat1st1cal1y

<%

r, s1gn1ficant difference (t -3.65; p < .003; pretest mean = 38.1; posttest
mean = 47.7). - | |

r “ Placement of children. Eight children graduated from the model program ) i

during the second year. One was placed in a self-contained special education

classroom and will remain there nextﬂyear Two were' placed in alternative ' -

half days in a mainstream first grade and half daySn1n a-self-contained
c]assroom. Five were placed in mainstream c]assrooms. Four will remain 1in

} kindergartens, One will go toa self-contained first grade and one wi]] spend
I mainstream classrooms during the first grade and one family cannot be located.

| ’ ) )
: . , , |
4

. Comparative Evaluation

To determine whether model services were comparable to locally available ,
alternative services for haﬁdicapped preschooTers, SIP chi]dren were compared
to three other grouﬁs of children: (1) handicapped children served in self-

r contained classrooms; (2) handicapped children in:egrated into Head Start

l - classrooms and (3) normally developing children served by another day care
center, Multiple measures were used for comparisdns: (a) the normative tests

L described under "pre-posttest changes"; (b) the criterion-referenced test

[ described under "pre-posttest changes"; (c) the Ca]ifordja Preschodl Social

Competency Scale (Levine, Elzy, & Lewis, 1969) cdmeleted by teachers and
parents; and (d) direct observation of teacher-child social interaction and
child-child social interaction during free play and teacher-directed classroom
| activity. The evaluation designs, methodology, and detailed results are

| included in Appendix B, (Rule et al., 1984). The evaluation indicated that




the model was as effective in producing educational, mental-age and social
changes as other services for handicapped children, There was no statis#¥cal-
1y significant difference in posttest scores"between normally developing
children and SiP‘chiidren on mental age, sorial skill ratings by parénts,
interaction with peers during freeplay, or interactions with adults, HoWever,
there.-were significant differences betwgen the two groups on the criterion-
referenced test, social skiii‘natings by teacher anu child-child interacnion

during'teacher-directed=activity.‘ Normally developing children had higher

~scores (or amounts of interaction) in each case. The evaluation indicated,

then, that aithough the model did not "cure" children's handicaps in the sense
of making children comparahle to ndnhanditappednéhiidren in all areas of
development, it was effective as more intensive self-contained services for ¢

handicapped ¢hildren and as successful as other integrated programs.

&

Other Indicants of Model Effects

Teacher attitudes. Teachers were asked to rate their experiences with

the model. Twenty of the thirty teachers who had participated in the model
over a two year period could be 1ocated‘at'the end of Year Two. All ratings
were positive. Although 19 of 20 teachers indicated that teaching handicapped
children was "more work" than teaching nonhandicapped children, 19 of 20 said

they would recommend to other day care teachers that handicapped children be

* integrated into their programs. A1l felt that integration had benefitted both

handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Eighteen said the training received
had helped their teaching skills with both handicapped and nonhandicapped
chiidren, A complete description of the survey and results is located in
Appendix E (Rule, Killoran, Stowitschek, Innocerti, Striefei, & Boswell,

1983).

Teather implementation. To assess whether or not teachers used the

teaching techniques prescribed by model staff, videotapes of teaching situa-

tions were made prior to training, at the middle of the year, and at the end

Q
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: of the year: Five-minute episodes were tapéd in the following situations:
. (a) one-to-one 1nstruct1on (2 sessions with different children); (b) small

group instruction with 5 to 9 ch11dren (two ep1sodes with different content);

T e

. f
and (c' free play, Teachers selected their own lesson content+and the
| bhi]dren to teach, except that one or more handicapped children were included
in the mid- and.end-of-year tapes. Nine teachers paz}jgipated at ﬁhree points 4

in time and six additional teachers whe were hired auring the year partici- ¢
/ .

- TN D

pated in the mid and end-of-year, taping.
| " Six different teacher behaviors were observed. Three were desired
_ teacher behavibrss (1) task stimu1i~-directions or questions'to elicit task
oriented behavfer, such as "Find the green circles" or “éhare your toy with
Mikey" (free play only); (2) praise; (}i prompts--essisting a child who did
t not respond or made a error in making a correct fesponse. Two were undesir-.
able behaviors--(1) task re]ated ta]k--ta1k1ng about the task act1v1ty but not
allowing the child to respond;’ (2) 1rre1evant ta]k--ta]k that had noth1ng to
"do with the act1v1ty at hand. The final category was. commands concerning
inappnopriate behavior (e.g., -"You need to stay in your chair"),
Tapes were scored by observers trained to a criferion of 80% or better
_agreement on 4 out of 5.consecutiVe scored epjsodes.‘ Reliability checks
(independent scoring by 2 observers) werg made on 21 one-to-one episodes,
, Mean‘percent agreement was 80, with a range of 63 to 96, Reliability checks
were made on 6 group-instructional episodes. Mean percent agreement was 82
with a range from 76 to'88%, |

In general, the behaviors on the tapes were consistent'with,project

teaching goals. Teachers were traine¢ to give children many cpportunities to

respund (task stimuli), to praise correct responses‘and attempts to respond,

and to minimize unnecessary talk (lrrelevant or task- re]ated talk). The most

frequent teacher behav1or dur1ng one-to-one and group 1nstruct1on was giving

L task stimuli and the second most frequernt was pr2ice, indicating that teachers

Q " !
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gave children frequent opportunities to respond and praised children for
. ' . ‘
responding, Task related behavior occurred in only 1/2 to 1/3 as many inter-

vals as task ;timu1i. There ‘was a_neg1ig3b1e amount of irrelevant talk and

behavior commands.

There was much variation across teachers in frequency of behaviors, but
they tended to show consistent patterns, that is, praise, prompts and task-

“stimuli seemed to co-vary over time. Figure 2 shows two representative

examples.

N
.
A

Teacher. 1 | Teacher 2 A--4 Task stimuli
' ‘ ®----@ Praise :
| . . ©=-© Prompts ..

9

Aug Feb May Aug. Feb May . -

-

Figure 2. Number of intervals in which praise, task stimuli
and prompts gccurred over time in two teachers

DU?ing freeplay, tgﬁchers seldom directed or prompted children to
interact. The highest fréqueﬁcy behavior during freepiay was talk that was - .
.unre1ated to 2ooperatiVe play. Y \

Teachers behaved in similar ways toward handicapped and nonhandicapped
| ch11dren dur1ng one-to-dne sessions though handicapped children were given ! y
more prompts. Hand1capped,ch11dnen might be expecté& ;o need more assistanceﬁ
‘or individual tasks. Ope noticeable dffference in lesson content, however,
was observed. Teachers tended to focus 1nsfruction on fewer different types
of task§ or skills when teacﬁing handicapped children. For example, handi-

capped children might be asked to identify a numeral and count from 0 to the

Q
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numeral, while nonhandicapped children miéht also be asked to write the
numeral, to match the numeral to a given number of objects, and to 1déﬁtifyv
the co]or of the numeré] within a lesson. Figure 3 shqws the number of
d{fferenf tasks pe: 5-minute lesson for handicapped and nonhandicapped.
children. This difference was concistent with the content of microsession .

training in which teachers were instructed to address only one or two tasks

"during a lesson when teaching handicapped children,

B3 T, nonhandicapped; [ ] X, handicapped; |==enn | range

10

Figure 3. Mean number and range of different types of tasks
required of handicapped and nonhandicapped children within a lesson

Parent satisfaction. Parents were asked to compléte Likert-type scales

regarding their satisfaction with the SIP model services as a whole, The

duestioné and responses of the 8 families who completed the questionnaire are

<

_summarized in Table 6.

v
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TABLE 6

Responses to Parent Satisfaction Questionnaire
Project Year Two .

Question Excellent ,  Good Average Fair Poor
How would you rate N . B
services provided? f=6 f=2 -0 0 0
Programming provided

by SIP staff f=4 f=4 0 0 0
Quality of IEP f=6 f=1 0 1 0
Did you have adequate N

input into IEP? - «f =58 f=1 f=2 0 0
Interactions with SIP

staff f=6" f=1 f=1 0 0 .
Given what you now | Glad my Would have . Would have ~ Don't know
know about SIP and child in preferred preferred or don't
the Day School, program  self-contained preschool wish to
circle one: contained,  without special’ answer

classroom - service
f=28 0 . 0 0

*
Families "'responding

Four open ended.questions wer; included, Sample responses to "what did
you like about thg SIP program" included two parents who liked 1ntegration°
with normal chj1dfen, two who 1iked the.individua1.he1p given children in
areas of their owh need and one barent who 1iked "how muc¢h happier hf [their -
son] has become with himself." | ’ - |

Only o;g parent responded to the queétion "what things did you dislike
aboyt the SIP program" and requested that teachers bé given more background in
working with!handicapped children, for example in using sign language,

Responses to th parents chose SIP ranged from two who were referred by

other persons or programs to three who favored mainstreaming to one who had

checked other alternatives and found SIP to be best for their needs, General

~comments included a recommendation that the social skills curriculum be used

26
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in public school kindergartens, a comment that the child had been very happy

in the program and a comment that more contact with teachers would facilitate

concurrent teaching of skills at home.

Cost Dq;a
- Costs of the SIP prdgram and time available to participants at the Day
. School were compared to costs of se]f-contained programs in Utah., The SIP-
model was both Tess expens1ve, costing $14.49 per chi]d per day as compared to
'$18 to $25 per child per day in ‘self-contained serv1ces, and available to
families for longer periods of time. - Most self-conta1ned programs operated
for.2 1/2 hours per day,vwhile the Developmental Day School provided services~

for up to 12 hours per day. This comparison is presented graphically in

~ Appendix A, S Oy

Advisory Commitfee .

Quarterly meetings of the Advisory Committee were held. Topiés concerned

dissemination of information about the model and efforts to secure funding for .

the Ogden si*~ for the third year of operation. A ljist of members is included

in Appendix D.

Year Three - Continued Service, Component
Repliration and Dissemination

Model Service Delivery

The. model was continued at the Layton Developmental Day School and

| expanded to include ohe child at the Riverdale Developmental ‘Day School. The
Ogden school provided day care services to several handicapped ﬁhildren
enrolled in self-contained services for part of therdaj, but no formal model
serviceg‘was contiqyed due to lack of fdﬁds; Children served in Layton and

Riverdale are described in Table 7.
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TABLE 7

°
e ' g
Description of Children Served During Project Year Three
Number of Children by Chronological Mental g .
. Handicapping Condition Age Range Age Range’ or Funding
 (Using Utah Office-of - (years-months) (years-months) GeId Source
Education guide’ines) XZ ’ : Range .
. Severe Intellectual 3-3 to 4-5 1-5 to 1-10 <50 SIP
Handicap ‘ (both)
n=2
Severe Intellectual 5-6 to 6-1 2-8 to 3-8 36 to 52 SIp
Handicap and Hearing. L ‘
Impaired o ‘
n=2 X
Intellectual Handicap 3-6 tc 5-6 2-4 to 4-3 53 to 74  SIP

n==56

dGeneral Cognitive Index from McCarthy Scales

Two children transferred, from the program after mid year--one at the
parents' option and one because broject staff felt the higher staff-to-student
ratio in self-contained service would be appropriate for her.

r A1l model components and services except for child findﬁand Let's Be
Social home training were continued as in previous years. Because the program

had a waiting list, no child find efforts were conducted. Five,families'had f

~already participated in Let's Be Social home training during Year Two and had

the curriculum at home. Several newly enrolled children were too ydung
developmentally to participate in the curriculum. Therefore, parent meetings
concerned lanyuage development aind other topics appropriate to the broadest

range of families,

Child Progress

Data regarding child progress include nine children: six ‘enrolled in the
project from the beginning of the 83/84 school year, two enrolled in the

project after January, 1984, and one enrolled in the project after January,
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1984 who attended a day care center different from the model site. Progress
data on two children who left the project at’mid-year are not available.

[EP objectives mastered., [EP's were prepared for each child entered into

the program and included seven areas of functiohing: feading,-math, language,
fine motor skills, gross motdr skills, self-help skills, and social skills, A
total of 81% of -the objectives attempted were mastered. Figure 4 presents

4

data on IEP objectives mastered by skill area.

| - ) |
100 | .

90% - |
86 - . 86%
| p ~ 80%
g0 | | 78%
: 67% - 672 . | -
60
40
20 q
0.

Reaging MaLh Language FLne GrLss ‘ Se1f[he1p SoLia1
Motor  -Motor

. Skill Area

Figure 4, IEP Objectives Mastered During Project Year Three

Normative tests. Normative tests yielding mental age or developmental

age equivalency estimates were administered.  Four children were tested on the

~ Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale (Merrill, 1973), four on the McCarthy Scales

of Children's Abilities (McCarthy, 1972), and one child received fhe Slosson

Intelligence Test (Slosson, 1982) during pre-testing and the Stanford-Binet

S T e v AT T T e T e,

Intelligence Scale during post-testing. Individual child data from these
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assessment instruments are presented in Table 8. The group made a mean ‘gain
of 8.5 months (range from 0 to 18 months) in a mean time between assessments
of 6.2 months (range from 4 to 10 months). This represents a mean gain of

1.34 months (standard deviation of .92) in mental or developmental age per

- month, A t-test for dependent measures indicated that there was a statisti-

cally significant differencr. in children’s mental age/developmental age scores.

between pre and post aéses's.ments (t =5.12; p =.001).

E ’
. : Table 8

Data ‘on Normative Tests Yielding a Mental Age
© or Developmental Age Equivalency for Each Child

“Pre-Mental Age or Post-Mental Age  Time 7rom
Child ., Test Administered: - Developmental Age or Development | Pre to Post -

Equivalency = Age Equivalency Assessment

1 Slosson?/Stanford-Binet® 1 year 10 months 2 years 9 months 10 months

2. Stanford-Binet 4 years 3 months 5 yeérs»3 mog}hs " 5 months
3 McCarthyC 3 years 0 mbnths 3 ygars 6 month; 4 ﬁonths-
4  McCarthy | 3 years 6 months 5 years 0 months 10 months
5 McCartHy . 2 years 4.months 2 years 6 months 5 months
6 Stanford-Binet 3 years 6 months 3‘years 6»months 6 months
7 Stanford-Binet 2 years 11 months 3 y'ears 5.months 5 months
- 8 Stanford-Binet -3 years 7 months 4 years 7 months 7 months
9  McCarthy ’ 2 years 6 months 3 years 6 montﬁ; 4 montﬁs

a = Slosson Intelligence Test; b = Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale; ¢ =
McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities '
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Normative tests which assess expressive lancuage skills and language

comprehension skills were administered to five Project children upon entering

the program and at the end of.the year. Four children were assessed using the

_ Preschool Language Scale (Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 1979). The other child

was assessed using the Test for Auditory Comprehension of l.anguage (Carrow,
1973), which provides information only on language comprehension skills. Each
pf these instruments provides a deve]opmenta]xage for the language skills

assessed and is presented for each child in Table 9. Children enrolled .in the

™

project for a longer period of time (i.e., 6 or more months) tended to make :
better pfogress.than those enrolled later in the school year. - Whether this
difference is due to amount of time programming was received or to other

factors cannot be ascertained. Clearly, children can and do make substantial

gains in language skills while enrolled in the Social Integration Project.

34

Table 9
Developmental Age on Normative Tests of Language Skills for
Children Adm1n1stered Pre-Post Language Assessments !
T1me‘from
Test Administered Expressive Lguage .Lapguage Comprehension Pre to Post
Pre ost Pre Post Assessment
Preschool Language 2 years 2 years 2 years . 2 years | -4 months
Scale (PLS) 3 months 4.5 months 3 months 1 month
PLS ; 2 years 3 years 4 years 4 years 3 months
' 10 months 0 months 0 months 1.5 months
PLS ' 1 year 3 years 2 years J years 7 months
"9 months 0 months 3 months 1.5 months
PLS 2 years 4 years 3 years A4'years 7 months
5 months 3 months 9 months 6 months
- Test for Auditory 3 years 5 years 6 months
Comprehension of 5 months 11 months
Lanquage
31
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Criterion-referenced measures. As in past years children were admini-

«

" stered a criterion-referenced test derived from the Program Planning and

Assessment Guide (Striefel and Cadez, 1983). -Children were administered the

following scales from the test: gross motor, fine motor, receptive language,
expressive language, social language, eating, dressing, toi]éting, personal

hygiene, writing, reading, math numeration, and social Ski’]s. Not all scales

i

}

5

i
were administered to all children. Children were assessed with this instru-
mént first, upon entry into SIP or af the beginning of Project Year Three, and,

f second, 1in June, 1984, To‘determine if éhénges had occurred during.the schoo!
year t-tests for debendent measures were conducted (a) for each scale
sgparate]y, (b):for all scales combined (combined scal~ score, omitting
chi]dren‘npt receiving each scale), and (c) for a scoreAbased on the sum of

all sca1g§ a child was administered (total sﬁa]e score) (Tab]e 10). Statisti-

cally significant changes (in the direction of improved scores from pre to‘

) “posttesting) were found on all scales éxcept the hygiene scale, on the

combined scale score, and on the ‘total scale score.

Table 10
' ~ Results of T-Test for Dependent Measures Conducted on
f Scores Obtained from the Criterion-Referenced Assessment
Scale N T Value Probability Level
Total Scale 9 -5.43 0.001
Combined Scale 6 -3.87 0.012
’ Gross Motor 8 -3.33 0.013
Fine Motor 9 =5.82 - <0.,0005
_ Receptive Language 9 -3.61 ‘ 0.007
} Expressive Language 9 -3.21 ' 0.012
Social Language 8 -4.08 - 0.005
Eating 8 -2.54 0.039
‘ Dressing 8 -2.89 0.023
y Toileting 8 -3.14 0.016 °
Hygiene 8 -2.08 0.076
Writing 9 -5.40 0.001
Reading 9 -4.23 0.003
Math Numeration 9 - =2.57 0,033
Social 8 -2.88 0,024
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Placement of children. - Four children graduated from the model during the
‘third yéar. One child will be placed in a self-contained special education
classroom, Two children will enter a regular kindergarten placement, The
fourth child will spénd a. half day in a regu]af kindergarte classroom and a

half day in a self-contained special education classroom! One other child who

~could be eligible for kindergarten placement based on his age will remain with

SIP for another year,

: -y
Parent Satisfaction

Parents were asked to complete a Likert-type scale regarding their satis-

faction with the SIP mode1.services. ‘The queétions and responses of the seven

- families who returned the questionnaire are summarized in Table 11, These -

" responses indicate that, overall, pdrenté were very satisfied with the

services their chi}d reteived and with their input into the educational
process.

In addition to the Likert-type-questions, four open ended questions were
included. Sample responses to "what did you like ab9ut the SIP program" )
included two parents who commented on the availability and knowledge of the
staff and their interest in children, two parents who enjoyed the individual
attention they received, one who commentéd favorably on the mixing of -
different types of children [handicapped and nonhandicapped], and one parent
who was happy with the progress their child had Made and how the child had
learned to make friends, 1In resbbn§e to the question "what did you dislike
about the SIP program" two parents wére unhappy about the time the program was
without a full-time teacher (due to personnel changes in the fall, 1983). One
parent did not 1ike the location ahd another commented on some teasing her
child endured from other children. Another parent suggested more personnel be
added so parents and staff could interact more often, |

The responses to "why have you ~hosen the SIP program for your child"

-were primarily related to *'e special services provided. Two parents
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commented on their childs' contact with normal [nonhandicapped] children and
one of these parents sEated that "my chi]d does'better academically and
socially here [SIP] than in a hanéicapped éettingﬂ Other comments were
related to the one on oRe attention received, gfving'the child a good head
start into kindergarten, and that this program [SIP] has good references..

General comments were few, and mainly related thanks to the SIP teacher,

Table 11 o |

" Resporises to Parent Satisfaction Questionnaire
Project Year Three

Question Excellent Good - Average Fair Poor

How would you rate

services provided? 5 2 0 0 0
 Programming provided . . .
by SIP staff 4 . 3 0 0 0
Quality of IEP T R 0
Did you have adequate o o
input into IEP? . 3 4 0 0 0
Interactions with SIP 4 _ 3 0 0 0
staff
Given what you now know Glad my Would have Would have . Don't know
about SIP and the Day child is in preferred preferred or don't
School, circle one: the program self-contained preschool wish to
' contained without special answer
, classroom service '
7 0 0 : 0

Peer_acceptance of handicapped children

In order to.determine whether ur not handicapped children were socially
accepted by their normally developing peers, 3 so-fc- atric r§%dng procedure
was employed. It was based on the Project PRIME picture sorting technique
described by Asher & Taylor (1981). Participants were 22 normally developing
children in the three classrooms for 4 and 5 year olds. They included all of

Q . '
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the children whose parents had agreed to allow them to particibate and who

were present on at least one of the three days over which the stuay was
conducted. The children rated a sam%]e of 31 to 36 percent cof their class-
mates, including the six handicapped}chi]dren enrolled. Children rated were
determined solely on the basis of pafenta] permission and presence at school
for picture taking. Both rankings of handicapped children and ratings by
their peers indicated that most handicapped children were accepted by their
peers., Four received all positibe ratings; one was ranked 14th out of 17
children, but 57% of his ratings were in the "Vike" category. The sixth
handicapped child ranked at the bottom of her class and received a majority of
low ratings. PRoth the highest ranked‘(an in the class) and lowest ;anked
~child had Down's Syndrome, which may suggest that visibility of handicapping
condition did not necessarily deterﬁine peef acceptance. (For a more complete

~ description see Appendix B).

Replication Activitieé

Durihg Year Three of the SIP Project, replication sites were sought for
- components of the SIP model, Sites'contacgsd were primarily interested in

using the Let's Be Social (LBS) Sucial Skills Curriculum, Seven schools in

six different communitieé in Utah and Idaho agreed to use the LBS school
curriculum and keep records on its implementation. These sites provided
services to either preschool or kindergarten-aged children in handicapped,
integrated, or mainstream classroom settings. Five workshops (either one or
two days in duration depending on site location and number of classrooms) were
conducted to train staff at replication sites. The 52 workshop participants
included teachers, administrators, and others (e.g., teacher aides, speech and
language therapists, etc.). Following the workshop 14 teachers reported
regular use of the LBS curriculum in their classrooms. The number of LBS

units taught at each site varied based on children's needs and time in the

school year when replication began, Twenty of the twenty-six program units

Q
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Replication sites-and pertinent data regarding each sites'

were disseminated,
replicat on activities are presented in Table 12. -

In addition Lo these replication sites the Let's Be Social currieulum was

also used in a self-contained preschool classroom for handicapped children
located at the Utah State University Affiliated Developmental Center for
Handicapped Pérsons. Thé teacher received informal instruction in the use of
thé curriculum from S{P.staff late in the school year and used part of Units
_ﬁl:jp in her classroom, Se]ectqﬂ units of the LBS curriculum were also used by
 q[§;aduate-1e9e1 practicum student with a group of children enrolled in a -

classroom for autistic children at the Developmental Center,

Tadle 12

Let's Be Soctal {LBS) School Curriculum Replication Sites and Replication Actiyities

Teacher Teacher
Type of Number of {Number of {Number of Data Data  [Implemen-|Satisfaction
Site Children People |Teachers {LBS Units Collected,{Collected; tation Questfon-
Served Attending JUstng LBS|Received | Pre-LBS |Post-LBS Question- na1re;
- and Setting |wWorkshop naire o] Peturned Pr o
Returned
Washington
Eounty Early| Preschool, : .
Intervention| handtcapped 8 2 15 Yes Yes Yes(l) | ves(1)
Center
Gardiner's Preschool,
Curriculum |nonhandicapped 1 1 20 Yes No No No
Preschool and handi-
capped
Kid Power Preschool, T
Day Care  |nonhandicapped 22 10 15 No No Yes(3) Yes(3)
and handi-’
capped
Kii1s . Preschoot, i
Preschoo!l economically 4 -1 10 - Yes " No L No
disadvantaged ; , ’
L )
| Progressive Preschool,
| Dsy School [nonhandicapped 6 6 20 Yes Yes Yes(d) Yes(3)
LAand hand{-
) capped
Canyon View |Self-contatned
School Kindergarten, 10 k] 20 Yes Yes No Yes(3)
' handicapped )
North Park | Kindergarten,
Elementary |nonhandicapped 1 1 0 Yes No No No
Schoo?

[ ]
Humber 1n parenthesis represents questionnaires returnad,

BEST COPY AVAILABL ;
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Replication Summary. The Let's Be Sgc ial School Curriculum was used by

. 26 teachers at 8 sites (formally and informaﬁly) The effect of the curricu-

Tum on ch11drens“soc1a1 skills has yet to be exper1menta11y analyzed but data

-~ reported from users, especially data collected through direct observat1on

[

suggests. the curriculum'does have an effect. Teachers, overa]] were pleased

with the program and were of the opinion that it favorab]y affected children's’

social sk111s The results of the replication act1v1t1es 1nd1cated that some
changes w111 be needed in the training workshop and in data collection proce-

dures. “An experimental analysis of the effect of this program on children's

" social skih]% is a goal Yor future replication sites. Reb]ication data and

“-measurement instruments are included in Appendix F,

% e

D . N ) '
Sibling Involvement Study - - .

| ;
In follow-up to plans in the ogigina] SIP proposal for sibling invo]ve-.

mént in handicapped chi}dred\s-socia1 development, an evaluation activity was

»

undertaken to determine the feasibility of using siblings to assist.in

increasing social interactions or pa?ticipating Day Schoo]hchi1dren: The -

. effects of sibling presence, training, and reinforcement of siblings based on

the1r handicapped brothers' or s1sters soc1aJ interactions in a small free-

play sett1ng at the school was assessed Neg]1g1b1e change i the handicapped

child's social interactions followed, the introduction of the sibling into the ®)

freeplay setting, Sdbstantia1 increases in handicapped children's social
interactions with siblings occurred with the use.of the combination of train-
ing of the sib]ing to interact, picture activity prompts and a token economy.
No indications of generalization of increases in social interaction in another
freeplay setting were evident. A complete report“regarding the study can be
obtained from the Outreach and | +'apment Office, Developmental Center for

Handicaped Persons, Utah State University, Logan, Utah.
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Advisory Committee

The Advisory Committee met to formulate alternatives for funding after .

fgdera]_funding expired and to discuss plans for service to individual
children if funding cpu]d not be secured, Help was so]icifed from individual
_ members in providing information about service needs for handicapped
preschoolers and in preparind for chi]dren'svtfansitioﬁ into échoo]s. A Tist

of members is included in Appendix;ﬁ.

Dissemination

A list of manuscripts ang conference presentations pertaining to'the
project is found in Appendix G. Two manuscripts were written and submitted
for publication ¥nd three are in preparation; 18 papers,WEre presentedAat
séate, local and nationa1.conferences, ard 11 workshops were given for early
childhood and special educators.“ The impact of these efforts on state
agenfies will beidiscussed below. National impact is apparent in requests
froﬁ more than 100 individuals and agencies in 19 states and one forgign

country for materials and information about the project.

Summary and Projections '
The results of the Social Integration Project indicate that mainstream
day care centers can be a viable service setting for preschooleré with a

variety of handicapping conditions. Children in the Project learned as much

as their handicapped counterparts in other service settings. Both parents and .

participating teachers rated services favorably,

The Project has had an impact on ihe 1ives of more than 30 children and
families over the three year period. It has a)so had an impact upon service
delivery in thsa sfate of Utah., The two major services for handicapped
preschoolers ‘in the State have been Head Start, which has operated only in
certain (generally more populous) geographic areas, and self-contained class-

rooms supported through the Department of Social Services, Division of
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Services to the Handfcapped. The Division has agreed to support a SIP model

4y3ﬁ program in Layton and to'support expansion of the model to two new sites in

the Salt Lake Valley, This will allow alternatives to self-contained class-

* rooms a.d the parf-day service provided by Head Start to be continued f-r

families who need more than half-day service.
The model has also raised several jssues regarding service delivery. One

is how to anticipate which children can be best served in mainstream settings.

A1l mode! participants were ambulatory, thus requiring 'no adult lifting and

carrying. It was not possible given the scope of the broject to explore the
feasibility of service to all types of handicapped children. Another issue is .

how to make the model viable in remote areas where costs and time'reqyired to

. travel between sites may be prohibitive. The model has operated successfully

when one special educator has served two geographically proximate sites. If
the sites had been.remote, however, it seems doubtful that the special educa-
tor could have trave11ed'befween sites and stf11 spent enough time at each
site to conduct in-classroom trafning (microsession training and transfer),
revise children's programs, and provide some direct services to children, One
way in which this problem might be overcome in through the use of telecommuni-
cation (two way audio-video telecommunications, teletext and conventional
teleconferencing) to train staff and monitor in-classroom activity and child
progress,

The necessary relationship between model developers (trainers) and imple- .
menters has not yet been defined or tested, If effective services to children
are to be maintained, some control over' training and model implementation must
be exercised. The most.effective form of the developer-implementer relation-
ship remains to be formulated. It might take the form of developers as
trainers, consultant and monitors to certified sites in a manner similar to
the Regional Intervention Program (RIP Advisory Committee, Inc., 1981) in

Nashville, Tennessee. The necessary amount of -training, monitoring and

Q



consultation to maintain effective services also remains to be investigated.
Finally, the modes "of training, monitoring and consultation deserve further
attention. Research suggests that in-classroom training and feedback are

necessary to help teachers use effective instructional techniques (Rule,

'1972). As already mentioned, problems of time and-distance must be overcome
to allow cost-effective communication between model developers and

~ implementers,

Finally, how much of the model must be implemented for handicapped
children to achieve social and cogn1t1ve goals, and the program prerequisites
for beginning to implement model components have not been.satisfactorily
explored;' The Project's component rep]ieation efforts yielded infprmation
about dfficulty in co11ect1ng adequate ‘data and many anecdotes suggesting

that the social skills curricu1um may have broad app11cab11ity across children

‘and programs, -Systematic investigation of the parameters of replication

awaits future activity,
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SOCIAL INTEGRATION MODEL

The Social Integration Model (SIP) integrates handicapped children socially as well as physically into early educa-
tion programs. Based upon the concept that regular classroom staff are the primary educators for handicapped (as
well as nonhandicapped) children, SIP provides a support system to enable regular classroom staff to serve the
children. The suvport system provides training for resource :onsultants and the materials necessary to implement

four model components (service delivery, basic skill ustr ction, social skill instruction, and home support) as
explained inside .

The inverted pyramid theme repeated below shows how the intensity of support activitles are related to the scope
of activities. The broader the range of instructional activities, the more they will occur in the daily routine (the most

lntegrateg;, The more intense the instructional activities, the more narrowly they must be concentrated (the least
integrated). _

Range of SIP Activities
Scope

_ The Day Care/Preschool Classroom

Outside
\ Support

Format of Social Teaching Activities
Scope
Warmup Social Teaching
Incidental Social Teaching
SCIPPY Sessions
Home Support

Format of Basic Instructional Activities
Scope

Regular Ongoing Classroom Programming

Daily Incidental Teaching
Extensive Microsessions
Intensive Microsessions
Special Support

For further information contact:

Social Integration Project
UMC 68, Exceptional Child Center
Utah State University
Logan, Utah 84322

801-750-1991




CURRICULUM

1.  Service Delivery Program Social Skills
Child Find :
Intake (screening, referral, assessment)
Individual Educational Programs
Liaison with special setvice (speech
therapy, occupational therapy)
Classroom management

2. Basic Skills
Assessmant .
Classroom Staff Training : . —

Total Integration ' Basic Skills wcwas ]
Incidental Teaching :
Microsessions — Extensive

Microsessions — Intensive
Reprogramming

3. Let's BeSocial
Social Assessment
Warm Ups (whole class)
Incidental Teaching
Micrusession (skill rehearsal)

4. Home Support
Assessment
Parent Training
Contracting
Home Teaching
Follow Up

STAFFING PATTERN

The SIP model is a resource consulting model. Most direct services to handicapped children are delivcred by
regular classroom staff. All special education services, however, are planned and monitored by a special educator
(or comparably trained professional; as indicated in Figure 1,

The special educator supports classroom staff through on-site, in-classroom teacher training and consulting, pro-
gress monitoring, program revision, and trouble shooting. When a child's needs require specialists such as speech
therapists or occupational therapists, the special educator serves as a liaison between specialists and classroom staff
to ensure that specialists’ recommendations for service delivery are implemented.

Classroom Staff Direct Service to Child

T : 0 ’ )
. : . ot
R Specialists

Planning.
Monitoring,
Assessment,
Staff Training

Speclal Educator

Staffing Pattern and Functions
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CHILDREN SERVED DURING FIRST TWO
PROJECT YEARS IN TWO PRIVATELY

OPERATED DAY CARE CENTERS IN
~ OGDEN AND LAYTON, UTAH

SIP Children’s Handicaps at Program Entry
Accordmg to Utah Office of Education

Guidelines!
Handicap Number . Mean Mean Mental Age | Mean IQ or GCI*
: of Chronological. (MA)
Children? Age (CA)®
Severely Multiply '
Handicapped 3 _ 4-5 2-1, less than 50
Severely
Intellectually i X 50
Handicapped 5 | 4-3 2-3 less than
lntellectuall{t .
" Handicapped 11 4.3 - 3-1 64
(mild to moderate) ' _ |
. |
Communication ' T )
Disorder : 3 4-0 3-4 77

'‘Twenty children met the State of Utah's 1980 Developmental Disability/ Mental Retardation Policy Manual
criteria for eligibility for services.

'Three children are not included because their handicaps were mild or undiagnosed.
’Figures represent years and months

‘General cognitive index from McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities.
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1. Did children learn from the SIP model services?

Yes. Children made statistically significant gains in mental age as measured by normative tests. They made
significant gains in skills as measured by criterion referenced tests. Their social behavior showed an increase in
soclal interaction during free play and a decreased reliance on adult attention . Figure 2 shows skill objectives met-
during Year Two. T
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SKILL AREA

Percent of instructional objectives mastered during the 1982-83 school year by the 16
children having IEPs (individual educationl plans).

2. Did children in the SIP model learn as much as they would have in self-contained spectal education classes?

Yes. SIP children made the same gains In mental age and other skills during the 1982-83 school year as
children matched in developmental age but enrolled in self-contained special education classes.
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- COSTS AND DAILY PROGRAM TIME
-‘AVAILABLE TO CHILDREN IN SOCIAL

INTEGRATION MODEL AND SELF-
CONTAINED SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICES
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*Range of daily attendance for handicapped children was 3-10 hours.




Mean ratings by Teachers

TEACHER EXPERIENCE "
WITH THE SIP MODEL

o~

Questions

Ratings

:

Work involved with handicapped 1 2 3
children alot more work | alittle more work same less work
XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX X
Your advice on including 1 ,' 2 3 4
handicapped children in day don't neutral - include  |strongly encourage]
care centers Including
X XXXXXXAXXX XXXXXXXXX .
H king wit 1 2 3 4
ch‘l)l‘:r‘:: raffzgted 3&:'::::5:2::" like less hasn't changed like more like a lot more
about the handicag ped opinion
XXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXXXX °
How training has affected your 1 2 . 3 ‘4
teaching skills not helpful hasn't changed a little helpful improved skills
X XXXXX XXXXXKXXXXXXX
How training has affected skill 1 2 3 4
with nonh a:dlcap:eficc:m;rens made harder no change helped ‘helped a lot
to work with
XX XXXXXXXXX KXXXXXXXX
' 1 2 3 4
How having handicapped made harder | no effect on them| hasbeenalittle | hasbeen very
t‘:‘hlldren gt the center affected to work with bitgood for them | good for them
normal” children
XXXXX XXXXXXXXKXXXXXX
“ " 1 2 3 4
How being around “normal hasn'tbeen | noeffectonthem| hasbeen :'ittle}] hasbeen very
children affected handicapped good for them bit good for them| good for them
children
XXXXX (XX
XXX XXXXXXXXX

'Each x represents one respondent’s rating.
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Mainstream Model

Evaiuation of a Mainstream Model Serving

Handicapped Children in Day Care Centers!

Sarah Rule, Joseph J. Stowitschek, Mark Innocenti,
Sebastian Striefel, and John Killoran2
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Utah State University - \
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Project;\Sebastian Striefel is Professor of Psychology and Director of Clinical

Services;\dohn Killoran is Coordinator, Education Unit, Developmental Center

for the Handi:apped.
3Craig Boswell is Director and Karen Swezey is Special Education Teacher,

Developmental Day Schools.
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Mainétfeéh Model'
Abstract
Thirty-one handicapped preschool aged children have been served by the
Social Integration Project (SIP) in mainstream day care centers. The mode)
contains four components: special education services, basic developmental skill
training, social skill training, and home programming. Three types of teaching
- formats (total integration, coincidental teaching, and microsessions) are
employed to address children's. individual educational needs. Model evaluation
has included both pre and posttesting of children and comparisons of children
served by the model with handicapped children in self-contained settings and
other integrated settings and with nonhandicapped children. A variety of
measﬁres were employed including normative and criterion-referenced tests and
direct observation. Results indicate: (a) The model was educatidnally effec-
fiVe:‘“tb) Children ir the model learned as much as their handicapped counter-
- parts in other' services though not as much as nonhandicapped children. (c)
Children interacted with peers during free play as frequentiy as nonhandicapped
children and were generally accepgfd by their pzers; and (d) Mainstream services

were less costly than self-contained services.




Mainstream Mode!

To ensure that handicapped children possess the necessary skills to succeed
in mainstream settings, it is desirable to teach them to function in such
settings at an early age. Day care centers are one type of mainstream setting
in which young handicapped children may be prepared for later mainstream exner-
iences. The Social Integration Project (SIP) ‘is a model program that was desig-
ned to integrdte handicapped children academically and socially into day care
centers, It‘was begun with the premise that, given appropriate support from

special educators and specialists, mainstream day care teachers could: (a)

- serve handicapped children, and (b) encourage their development through the use

of effective intervention procedures.
Certain characteristics of effective intervention for handicapped children

have been identified. For example, Moore, Fredericks, & Baldwin (1981) reported

. that instructional time, teachers' implementation of instructional programs with

specified cues and consequences for child behavior, and frequent monitoring of
child progress are facfors associated with long term, effective intervention.
Develop.-*s of the SIP model were facéd with the task of blending intensive
instruction and monitoring of services into the context of group .instruction and
unstructured activity characteristic of day care centers. A day care center
represents a mainstream environment characterized by Odom and Speltz (1983, p.
95) as one whose "primary objective . . . is to facilitate the adjustment of a
minority of handicapped children to a 'normalized' instructional system designed
primarily for children without developmental problems". The tasks identified by
the SIP model developers were to avnid "reinventing the wheel" by incorporating
intervention procedures found effective in self-contained preschool special
education models and to develop a service mode whereby these procedures could be
delivered to handicapped children in mainstream settings. The components and-

procedures that resulted from this model as well as the evaluation of the model

are described.
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Model Description
The SIP model includes four components: (1) special education services
such as child find, screening, assessment, IEP development, classroom management
and liaison with specialists; (2) bgsic (developmental) skill. programs; (3)
social skill programs; and (4) home support. The roles of special educators and
mainstream teachers in translating these combonents into services to children
are desciibed below.

Special education component. A special educator (whose time was shared

between two day care centers) was responsible for delivery of special education

services. These included locating potential clients, conducting assessment,
developing IEP's in conjunction with pﬁrents, planning instructional programs to
address IEP objectives, and teaching mainstream teachers %o: (a) implement most
of the programs and (b) manage handicapped children. The model provided for
services by specialists in a.manner similar to Bricker & Sheehan's (1981, p. 13)
description_of the "educational synthesizer" model. Specialists (physical
therapists, speech therapists, psychologists and occupational therapists)
evaluated, consulted and developed programs which could be implemented by the
special educator, mainstream teachers or aides.

Basic skills component. The special educator was responsible for deve-

loping other individual programs for children in areas such as language, motor,
self help and preacademic skills, areas in which systematic instructional curri-
Cula have been developed (e.g., the Teaching Research curriculum). In the
evaluation year, programs were baS¥ on the results of criterion-referenced

testing using the Program Planning and Assessment Guide for Developmentally.

Delayed and Preschool Children (Striefel & Cadez, 1983a). After assessment,

skills that had not been mastered were indexed to the appropriate objectives in

the Guide. If the objectives could be net through onguing group instructional
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acrivities ih the classroom (total integration), the special educator simply
mor itored progress. [f, however, no suitable instructiona) activities were part
of the mainstream curriculum, the special educator wrote or selected instrucf
tional programs to be delivered to several children in a small group (extensive
microsessions) or to individuals (intensive microsessions). Lasting 5 to 15
minutes, microsessions jncorporate a planned instructional sequence directed
toward short term objectives targeted by children's IEPs. .They were'conducted
by regular classroom teachefs, aides, or the special edu;ator. Whenever poss- ‘ .
ible, short programs were designed to be delivered by the reqular teacher ip the
classroom at times or on occasions when a skill would naturally be applied
(e.g., shoe tying was taught after nap as children dressed or when a child
presented herself to the teacher with a shoe untied). Called incidental teach-
ing, these sessions inéluded specific skill steps, specific numbers of step
repetitions and a measurement system. Like Hart and Risley's (1979) description
of incidental teaching, the sessions were not necessarily prescheduled and
teachers used graduated prompting if desired responses were nqt forthcoming.
Unlike Hart and Risley's sessions, they were not always child-initiated and
usually addressed self-help rather than language skills. |

All instructional programs include a written series of steps, specified
teacher and child behaviors and a measurement systenm. Planning and monitoring

forms were from Direct Teaching Tactics for Exceptional Children: A Practice

and Supervision Guide (Stowitschek, Stowitschek, Hendrickson, & Day, 1984) and

Serving Children and Adolescents with Developmental Disabilities (Striefei and

Cadez, 1983b).

Social skills component. Social skills were addressed through Let's Be

Social (Killoran, Rule, Stowitschek, Innocenti, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982;

Stowitschek, Killoran, Ruie, Innocenti, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982) a 26-unit
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~curriculum designed to increase social interaction through daily whole-grer.p

“warm-up" sessicns and co-incidental teaching sessions (instruction in a speci-

~ fic skill on the occasion when it should be applied, such as saying "hello" upon

were selected on the basis of literature indicating that certain behaviors are

.children.

entering the classroom for the first time that day). The two types of teaching

activities were designed to give children the opportunity to practice skills

both through role play (during warm-ups) and in natural situations. The effec-

tiveness of co-incidental teaching was evaluated before the practlce was

"~ included in the curriculum (Stowitschek Czajkowski, & Innocenti, 1982). Skills f

likely to produce interaction with peers (Tremblay, Strain, Hendrickson, & ﬂ
Shores, 1981; Asher & Taylor, 1981), available skill training programs

(Goldstein, Sprafkin, Gershaw, & Klein, 1980) and informal observation of

Home support components. Home support included: (1) informal group meet-/
ings with speakers and discussion of topics of parent interest (e.g., language/~

training), and (2) formal training in using'the home Let's Be Social curriculum -

(Innocenti, Rule, Killoran, Stowitschek, Striefel, & Boswell, 1982; Innocentil
Rule, Stowitschek, Striefel, & Boswell, 1983). The skills addressed in the home
curriculum were the same as those addressed in the schoo) curriculum. Home
activities included (1) home lessons--discussion and demonstration of skills

taught at school; (2) hoine rehearsals--role play of skills: and {3) co-inciden-

“tal teaching--instruction in use of the skill oh a naturally-occuring occasion.

A workshop was held to discuss the Let's Be Social Home Curriculum and demon-

strate teaching skills to parents. A home visit followed during which parents
were observed and given feedback as they conducted instruction. Phone calls

were made to monitor program implementation and to problem solve.

Teacher training procedures. Teachers received an orientation to the model

and a description of incidental te..ning and microsessions during a one day
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workshop. A series of ‘1 {/2 hour workshops describing topics such as excep-
tionalities, classroom management and instructional processes were.held dqring
the first six weeks of model implementation. When individual programs were to
be conducted, a microsession training and transfer procedure (Stowitschek &
Killoran, 1983) was emp]oyedQ First, thesbecia] educator modeled the instruc-
tional program fer the regular classroom teacher. After one to two sessions of
observation, the regular classroom teacher took over successive.parts of the
program beginning with simple procedures (data collection) and culminating with
the entire program while observed by the special educator. The special educator .
was available for informal consultation on any topic at the teachers' request
and requests were frequent]y made. |
In addition to observation of microsessions, monitoring included regular

checking of students' record books to see the results of microsessions and
coincidental teaching sessions and frequent unscheduled classroom visiﬁs.

~ Teachers were reminded .to conduct teaching sessions jf records indicated they
had not done so. |

Yy

Children served. During the first three years of model operation, 31

children wére served. Their handicapping conditions (according to Utah Depart-
" ment of Eduéation Guidelines) and mean chronological and mental ages at entry,
as measured by the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scéle (Merrill, 1973), McCarthy
Scales of Children's Abilities (McCarthy, 1972), or Bayley Scales of Infant
Development (Bayley, 1969) are shown in Table 1. Children's handicaps ranged
from speech and language problems to severe multiple handicaps. Handicaps were
diagnosed from results of the norm-referenced tests previously mentioned, admin-

istered by a psychologist, and from the criterion-referenced Program Planning

| and Assessment Guide (Striafel & Cadez, 1983a) which is referenced to develop-

mental age and was administered by the special educator. Recent reports from
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other agencies were also considered in the diagnostic process.

-~ Insert Table 1 about here

Children were served in ten classrooms in three day care centers (The
Developmental Day Schools) located within a 20 mile radius in an urban-subu;ban
area in Utah. Each classroom maiptained a maximum 1 to 15 teacher-student -
ratio. Most were staffed by two adults Qith a shift change occuring after mid-
day. One to three handfcapped children, were placed in éachﬂclassroom; handi-
capped children constituted;IO%_or less of the total échool enrollments., Child-
ren were placed in classrooms with children matched to their developmental.
rather than their chronolbgical ages to maximize the probability'that the regu--
lar mainstream day care activities would be appropriate to their developmental
skills. It was hoped that this would also minimize any stigmatization due to
their handicapping conditions and maximize the probability of interaction |
between Handicapped children and their non-handicapped peers. Péck & Cooke
(1983, p. 9) contend that current research suggests "that small &evelopmental
differences between handicapped and nonhandicapped children are associated with
hinimal social discrimination,” Guralnick (1981, p. 86) reports éhat "social
. interaction increases as a function of the similarity of the developmental

levels of the children.”

‘ "'Does it float?'"

Strain (1981, p. 123) has likened early intervention program development to
"ten year olds building.plastic model boats". Designing model programs with
features expected to make them effective is not enough. After attaching "our
idiosyncratic decals to the model" we must ask “Doe§ it float?"™ In an effort

to determine if the SIP model was afloat, multiple indicants were examined: (a)

8
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children's behavior as measured by criterion and norm-referenced tests, direct
observation, and mastery of individual education'blan (IEP) objectives; (b)-
mainstream teachers' attitudas;as»measured through attitude scales; (c) compari-
sons of the costs of model service delivery with the cost of current alterna-
tives;’and“(d) comparisons of children's behav jor Qith that of other handicapped
and nonﬁandicapped children.

The investigation to determine the efficacy of services was conduéted
during the»modél's second year of operation. The 15 children evaluated included .
14 who met the Utah criterion for bging developmentally disabled which requires

“a year or more delay in 3 areas pf.functioning (e.g., refeptive and expressive
language, learning, mobility, self diregtion). The fifteenth child had severe
speech and language problems. Using thé Stanford Binet, Bayley, or McCarthy.
Scales to measure mental age,.depending on the child's developmental Tevel, two
or more years' difference between mental (MA) and chronological age (CA) was
measured in 4 children; 8 had one or more years' difference, 1 had a nine-
mpnths"difference and 1 a three-months' difference. (In every case MA was

lower than CA.)

Educational outcome. The educational outcome of the model was evaluated in

three ways: by the propértion of IEP objectives children mastered, by«pge-post
“-changés on norm-referenced tests and by pre-post changes on criterion referenced
tests. Although mastery of IEP objectives can be influenced by the complexity
of objectives and subobjectives,Ait is a required educational measure.
Children's programs are determined by their progress:-through objectives. Figure
. 1 shows that from 69 to 97% of objectives in seven skill areas were mastered by
the 16 children having IEP's. (In this figure, data are included on an addi-
tional child who met the state developmental disahility classification criterion

in the first year of tﬁe project but improved until he no longer qualified.
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Treatment continued for his language problems. Therefore his IEP data are
reported, but no other déta-from»this child are included in this report), The

fewest objectives mastered were in the areas of reading and math--traditional

academic areas not always addressed at the preschool level.

) Insert Figure 1 about here

Normative pre-post. tests administered to children with an intertest inter-
val of 6 or more months included the Bayley, Stanford-Binet, McCarthy Scales and
the Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude (Hiskey, 1966). While éﬁese -

mgésures may be suspect because of the instability of IQ in preschool chi]dren
.(Peck & Cooke, 1983) and the fact that similar scores do not imply equivalent
functioning across ability areas (Bricker & Sheehan, 4981), they do brovide a
common referent for examining developmental gains. A t-test for dependent
measures was applied to mental age estimétes derived from the test scores of the
15 handicapped children enrolled during the project's second year. There was a
statistically sfgnificant difference between pre and post scores (t = -3.76; p <

-002; pre-test mean = 34.5; nost-test mean = 40.9). |

Children:s combined scores in the receptive language, reading,.and motor

‘areas on a criterion-referenced test derived from the Program Planning and

Assessment Guide indicated a statistically significant pre-post gain using a t-
test fér dependent measufes (g = -3.65; p < .003; pretest mean = 38.1; post-
best mean = 47.7). Since children's educational programs were derived from the
objectives in the Guide, this meashre was important in establishing the extent
" to which targeted objectives were met. |

Comparative evaluation. The three measures mentioned above indicated that

the model was educationally effective; handicapped children did, indeed learn in

10
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a mainstream day care setting. The question remained whether or not they.
learned.as much as they would have in another setting. To addfess this question
a multiple-measure comparison was made of Children in the SIP‘modei with 3 other
- groups of children: (1) handicapped éhildren in self-coﬁtained special educa-,
fion preschool classrooms; (2) handicapped children in other mainstream settings
(Head Start); and (3) nonhandicapped children enrolled in a day care center (not
~one that SIP-model children attended). Comparative measures included (1) norma-
tive tests yielding mental age or equivalent scores, (2) the criterion-
feferenced test already déscribed, (3) the California Preschool Social Compe-
tency Scale (Levine, Elzy, & Lewis, 1969) completed independently by teachers
and parenté, and (4) direct observation of children's social interaction with
children and adults during both'freg play and teacher-directed activity.w*
Testing procedufes are described below. Q v
Given that children were not randomly assigned to'treatments, an effort was
made to match children in the SIP model with children from the other settings.
Twelve SIP children were matched with children in self-contained programs on the
basis of mental age, chronological age and handicapping condition. A1l children
met the Utah Division of Services for the .Handicanped guidelines for handi-
capping conditions. The matches in handicapping condition using the AAMD,c]as-
sification system (Grossman, 1983) are shown in Table 2. ("None" in 'the classi-
fication does not indicate no hahdicaps but indicates no AAMD classification
that fit as a resul* of 1Q scores.) Pairs of children were matched in mental
‘age using pretest scores. Mental age differences between children in the pairs
were 6 or fewer months. In addition, children were matched in chronological
‘age. Ten pairs of children had chronological ages of 4 or fewer months' diffe-
rence. One pair had a chronological age difference of 6 months .and another a

J

difference of 9 months.

11
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Children in the SIP model could not be closely matched to Head Start
~ children on the hasis of mental age. As indicated in Table 2, in 6 of 9 compa-
risons, children in Head Start were more mildly handicapped. However, 9 pairs
bf children were matched in chronological age. Seven pairs of children had 6 or
fewer months' difference in age and two pairs had 8 months' differences. The 13
nonhandicapped ("normal") children compared to 13 SIP children were matched only
in#chronologica] age. A1l nonhandicapped children were classified on normative

tests as being of normal to superior intelligence.

Insert Table 2 about here - \

" Administration of tests, Normative measures yielding mental age equiva-

lents included the Stanford Binet Intelligence Séale, the McCarthy Scales of
Children's Abilities, the Bayley Scales of Infant Development, and the Hiskey-
Nebraska Test or Learning Aptitude. The same test was administered to each
‘child in the matched pair except as noted below. In one SIP-Head Start compari-
sor a Slesson Intelligence Test (Slosson, 1982) was administered to the SIP (
child while the Head Start child received a Binet. There is however, a substar-
tial correlation between the two tests. The same instrument was used in 10 of
the 13 compar sons between SIP and normal children. All tests were administereq |
| by the scnior author or by graduate students in psychology who had completed
courses on intelligence testing and supervised internships. All were exper-
ienced at giving the tests.
The criterion-referenced test was administered by the senior author or
adults trained to give the tests. Tests were given on a one-to-one basis. (The
administration manual can be obtained from the senioszuthorJ“"The children

were tested in their schools. Therefore, the testers were not blind to group-

ings. A sample of 10 children (1 from Head Start and 3 from each of the other

12
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groups) were retested within 3 days of pasttest completion to check'for test-
retest réliability on the criterion-referenced test. The Pearson Product Moment
correlation (r) between total scores was..99.

The teachers and parents who rated children on the California Preschool
Social Competency Scale Qere given a written gxplanation.of ambiguous items.
Staff turn ovér,;nd reassignmént in all settingshmgde it impossible to ensure
that the same teacher adhinistered pre- énd posttests, Therefore, caution is
required in interpreting the resulfs.'

Direct observation. Interactioh of children with peers and adults was

observeo.during free play and teachek-directed activities on four different days
(usually within a ten school-day period) both at the beginning and at the end of
the school year, .(Because self-contained spgcial education preschools did not
have extended free play periods, no free play obéervational data are reported
-for those children,) Teacher-directed activity (individual or‘group'activity)

~ was held constant during pre and post observation. Data were recorded for six
minutes per obsérvqtion using 10-second continuous intervals, Both adult-child
and child-child interaction were recorded using Tremblay et al's (1981) defini-
tion of interaction, Interaction included both vocal and gestural interchanges.
Each type of interaction could be scored only once per interval.

Prior to the study, observers were trained to a criterion of .80 inter-
observer agreement (agreements divided by agreements plus disagreements for
intervals in which interaction was scoréd) over three consecutive days. ' An
agreement was scored only if both observers agreed on the occurrence of a given
type of interaction within an interval, Wnen the study began, interobserver
agreement was assessed on 25% of the observations in each setting. During the
observations at the beginning of the school year, mean interobserver agreement

was .86 (range .50 to 1.0) during free play and .88 (range .5 to 1.0) teacher-
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directed activity. During 6bservations at the end of the year, mean agreement
was .92 (range .68 t6¢1JU during free play and .90 (range .63 to 1.0) during
" teacher-directed activity. |

Egé{ﬁ;g An analysis of chariance was used to determine whether or not
there_wefe betweeh-group differences on posttest scores; this statistic adjusts
for initial petween-group differences when pretests are used as the covariate.
Table 3 shows the'ﬁ}ratios: degrees of .freedom, and probability level for the
seven measures. No statisticallyIsignificant differences were found betweeﬁ.SIP
and handicapped children in self-contained settihgs on adjusted pésttest scores
except that children in self-contained §etting§ had more interaction with adults
during teacher directed activiﬁy. No statistically significant differences were
found between children in the SIP program and childreg*in Head Start on any -

measure. These results suggest that the SIP model was as effective as other

programs in sgrving handicapped thildfen.

Insert Table 3 abbut here
-

Comparison: of handicapped children in the SIP model with nonhandicapped
: ch%ldren indicated that nonhandicapped children made greater educational gains

"as measured by the criterion-referenced test, were rated higher socially (on the

California Preschool Social Competency Scale) by their teachers, and interacted
more with thei; peers during teacher-directéd activities. There were no statis-
tically significant differences between groups in mental age, parent ratings of
__social skills, or amount of adult-child interaction.. There ‘were no differences
between handicapped aﬁd nonhandicapped children iﬁ the amount of interaction

with peers during free play. Thus, while handicapped children scored lower than

nonhaﬁdicapped children in some educational areas, they interacted as much with

peers and were able to function with no more adult attention than their nonhan- ’

14

68




ST h T TTmTT T T I I T I T TR,

Mainstream Model

dicapped peers. (In fact, a t-test for dependent measures showed a statistical-

ly significant decrease in SIP children's interaction with adults from the

‘beginning to the end of the year, while their educationd]l test scores increased

significantly).

Acceptance by peers. Ouring the third year of the model operation, a

sociometric study was conducted to assess whether or not handicapped children
were accepted by their peers. Raters were 22 nonhandicapped children in three

classrooms in which 6 nonhandicapped children were enrolled. (Raters included

, qll nonhandicapped children for whom parertal permission to participate could be

secured and who were present on at least one of the chree days durihg which

ratings were solicited). According to the Project PRIME procedure cited by
Asher & Taylor (1981), children were asked to sort pictures of their classmates

into one of four piles: (a) a happy face pile indicating their friends or

- "like"; (b) a neutral face indicating classmates they felt were "okay"; (c) a

sad face indicating they didn't 1ike the classmate; or (d) a question mark
indicating they "didn't know" the classmate. Results -are shown in Table 4,

Both rankings within the class and ratings indicated that most childréen were
accepted by peers. Four received all positive ratings. Although one was ranked
14th out of lf children, 57% of his ratings were in the happy face (“1ike")
category. One child was ranked at the bottom of her class and received a
majority of low ratings. She was the most severely handicapped child enrolled
thi} year. The most poRular handicapped child had Down's syndrome. His high

ratings indicated the visibility of handicap was not associated with rejection

by classmates.

Insert Table 4 about here

Cost comparisons. The results of the evaluation indicated that the model

~_ Was a viable educational service for handicapped children and that children's
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gains were comparable to those of handicapped children in other. programs. A
\eomparison of the educational costs of the SIP model, including the special
educator's salary, extra materials, teacher travel between centeré, phone calls
and copying, specialists' services, and normal day care coststindicated that the
-model cost $14.49 per child per day to implement. Self-contained jpeCld] educa-
tion preschool costs in the State of Utah ranged from $18 to $25 pér child per
day. As indicated .in Figure 2, SIP chi]dren had access to serv1cé for more
hours at a lower cost than did cnlldren/ln self- contalned serv1ges.

/ . ’ / '-‘b
/ .

|
/
/

/ ,
Insert Figure 2 about here !

/
Social significance. While the ﬁoc1al significance of the model cannot be

L)

fully evaluated for some years hencer two immediate effects;are apparent.
First, the availability of service to handicapiad children for a full day, -
rather than the 2 1/2 hours avallab‘e in self-contained sevV1ces in the State of
Utah, was of benefit to single pareht families and famllieﬁ in which both
parents worked. If parent release ;ime were included in the calculation of
benefits, as did Schweinhart and w:kkart (1981) in their/enalysis of the bene-
fits of'the Peiry Preschool Program,\the relative costs/and benefits of the
program would be even more favorable.\ f

, Second, a follow-up of children seyved, though including children who.
graduated only 1 or 2 years ago, suggested that the model has * “eed prepared
many children for mainstreaming when they entered pub]ic school. As indicated
in Table 5, eleven of the fourteen ch11dreh who have graduated from the model
wure placed in mainstream classrooms or in "alternattve" kindergartens,
classrooms for kindergarteners who may be pf@ced in either special education or
regular first grades depending on their perfermance in the alternative setting.

Several mainstreamed children are receiving special help such as speech therapy.
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Insert Table 5 about here

Y

Collateral effects. The effects on teachers and tamilies of attempts to

mainstream handicapped children are important. Suggestive data are available
from this Project. The attitudes of 20 of the 30 day care teachers who had
participated in the model toward their expgrience were measured at the end of
the second year via Likert-type Scales (Rule, Killoran, Stowitschek, Innocenti,
Striefel, & Bosweil, 1983). (Ten teachers had resigned during the two years and
- could not be located.) The results indicated that although teachers said teach-
ing handicapped children was more work than teaching nonhandicapped children,
all felt that mainstreaming was beneficial to both hanqicapped and nonhandi-
capped children. When asked if they would»advise other day care centers to
inciude handicapped children, one teacher was neutral and 19 said they would
encourage or strongly encourage other centers to include them. Most (19 of 20)
said training in mode] procedures had improved their teaching skills and their
ékills in teaching nonhandicapped children (18 of 20) 

An additional collateral effect was observed on parents. As mentioned, 14

families participated in training to use the Let's Be Social curriculum at home.

Home training is important in view of evidence that while increased social
intéraction may generalize from the training setting to other mainstream activi-
ties (Strain, 1983), social interactions do not neceséarily generalize across

settings (Berler, Gross, & Drabman, 1982) unless training occurs across set-

tings. Parent reports indicated that they did undertake home teaching. The 14

families who participated in social skills training reported that they conducted
a mean of 8 coincidental teaching sessions per week with their children. The 12
families using home rehearsals reported doinrg about two per week and the ten

families using home lessons reported a mean of about 1 lesson per week. The

17
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reliability of the reports is unknown; they suggest, however, that many parents
will undertake collateral training to support efforts made at school.
Cautions. The results of this evaluation suggest that mainstreaming can be

a viable educational procedure for at least some children. There are several
qualifications, however. First, all children in the program were ambulatory and
therefore physically able to participate in the same activities as nonhandi-
capped children at school. This may have influenced the -ttitudes of teachers
and peers. The age of the children made it possible to minimize differences by
placing children with developmentally comparable peers. This is feasible bn]y
.in preschool; a four-year-old child in a three-year-old class is not, unduly
noticeable and even a four-year-old in a two-year-old class attracted little
Bttention from peers. “The'situation wohld, however, be very different if a ten-
year-old were placed in a second grade classroom.

’ A second consideration is that these childreq were mainstreamed into a day
care center that included academic instruction (e.g., DISTAR Reading) in its
curriculum. The notion of teaching specific skills was not foreign to teachers
as it might be in a center emphasizing only socialization. Whether the training

1]

and monitoring procedures would be sufficient to support intensive instruction

in programs with different philosophies is open to question.

Finally, mainstreaming in this model did not mean placing the child in a
'classroom and leaving the teacher virtually alone. Consistent with the notion
that mainstreaming should entail a collaborative effort between special educa-
tors and "regular" classroom teachers (Salend, 1984; Fenrick, Pearson &

—Pepeinjak, 1984) the model incorporated extensive interaction and consultation,
Though one special educator served two schools, this teacher was available to

teachers about every other day. Many microsessions were taught in regular

classrooms and the special educator was frequently in the classrooms and offered
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support (consultation, problem solving, modeling of procedures) whenever reques-
ted. Hands-on training was offered every time a child completed an instruction-
al objective and began a new program. This kind of support is unusual in day
care centers and probably in most aétempts at mainstreaming, even though
teachers have reported they would be favorable to mainstreaming given support

and training (Shotel, [ano, & McGettigan, 1972; Gickling & Theobald, 1975).

Conclusions

The Social Integration model evaluation results ére consistent with effects
of other early in;er“ention programs demonstrating that early intervention can
benefit young hqndicapped children (weiss,‘1981; Brickef, Bruder, & Bailey,
1982). They also indicate that mainstreaming can be an effective means of
service delivery, though it is not the only model that will "float". The
results of mainstreaming as reported in the literature have been termed "incon-
cluﬁive" (Salend, 1984, p. 409). This is, doubtless; because mainstreaming is
not an entity; it involves a set of procedures, as Peck and Cooke (1983) have
noted. Suggestions about effective procedures are available (Salend, 1984;
Guralnick, 1981). To provide consistently effective services to mainstream
children, it wil) be necessary to examine the effects of procedures, separately
and collectively, to determine which are effective, fcr which students, and
under what circumstances. The results of the SIP program suggest trat system-
atic instructional procedures adapted for mainstream classrooms, the ratio of
non-handicapped to handicapPed students, anq the specific support procedures

offered by special educators are variables due future experimental analysis,
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three had mild or undjagnosed handicaps. bNumbers represent years and months.
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Mainstream Model

Table 1

SIP Children's Handicaps at Program Entry Accordlqg_to Utah Office of

Education Guidelines

Handicap Number of Mean Mean Mental  Mean IQ
Children?  Chronological Age or 6C19 -
Age (CAYD  *  (ma)C
Severely 1 ‘ _ D
Multiply - R S 2-1 ° <50 '
Handicapped .u '
Severely
“Intellectually ) 6 4-1 2-2 <50 (
Handicapped S . - ’
Intellectually 1 o o ,
Handicapped 15 4-4 3-1 Y
(mild to moderate) ¢ | ;
Communication 3 4-0 3-4 77
Disorder

Note, Twenty-six children met the State of Utah's Develqpmental Disability/

Mental Retardation Policy Manual “criteria for eligibility for seivices -

Four children are,ngtwinclyded,~one'faiied to achievg a basal test score and
CGeneral cognitive index from McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

24
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.?Table 2 ' : f

N

Chronological and Mental Ages and Classification of Socia) Integration Prolgct'and Matched Self-Contained and

Head Start Children .

L3

Chron;loqicai Age o Ménta! Age AAMD
(years and months) d (years and months) | cfassificltion

Palrs - . e Rttt .
of . Jelf-  Head ‘SeTf- Head Self- Head ’"'“ﬂ_—

Children SIP  Contained Start SIP ‘w(:gnf.éipedl- Start.. - - SIp """conéatnp;i “Vs‘tm

P S R 1-5 7 © Moderate  Moderate -
2 5-0- 4-6 4-11 36 343 4-6 " Mg None, None
3 4-8 4-8 | 1-6 1-3 Severe Severe .
4 3-5 3-9 Q © 25 2410 . M MY -
5 T e 4-7 5:5 2-8 2-7 3-8 © Moderate Moderate  Mild
6 4410, 4-7  4-g 2.3 2.0 30 Moderate Severe  Mild
. 7 33 4-0 2-3 2-1 © MiMg Moderate
8 =10 4-8 4-6 3-6 3-0 4-1 Ml M ‘None
9 " 4-9 4-9 4-1 " 4-0 4'-0 3-6 ‘ Nonet None None
10 Co 4-4 4-4 4-4 - 3-2 3-1 "4-0 v_ Mild MIld °  None
n - 410 47 5-2 3-3 2-10 39w S ) IR T I
. 12 2-10 3-1 2-0 1-6 ’ ﬁi!d | Moderaté -
13 11 a5 4-6 3-6 Nome .-~ ' Hone k
& 4 9 30— 12 Moderate o Witg
r/"'/‘ ) e

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Table 5” Ma1hstream MQQel

Results.of Analysis of Covariance Comparing Posttest Scores of Children

Enrolled in SIP Model with Other Groups of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped

Children
SIP with handi- SIP with handi- SIP with non-
capped children capped children handicapped
in self-contained in Head Start children in
classes _ day care
(n = 12)3 - (n = 9)b (n = 12)C
MEASURE F p F o FE o p
Mental Age .06 .81 .08 .78 .70 41
PAPG .73 .40 03 - .88 4.74 .04
Teacher 47 .50 .38 .55 5.4 .03
Californias
Parent B .93 35 .28 .61 .03 .87
California~ ‘ .
Freeplay . ‘
Child Cmme ees c 77 39 0 272 .1
Interaction )
Teacher T
Directed ‘Child 26 62 .2 .61 4.39 .05*
~ Interaction T N | '
lf(eeplqy‘ |
T Adult - .-- | 2.72 .12 .07 .80
Interaction
-~ Teacher ,
Directed Adult 10.88 .004 2.21 - 16— ~.01 .91

Interaction

Note. There was no free play in self-contained settings.

2f explained = 2, residual = 19, bdf explained = 2, residual = 15.
df explained = 2, residual = 21,

*statistica11y significant

- 26
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Table 4

" Sociometric Ratings and Rankings of Handicapped Children by Nonhandicapped

Classmates
-Children Rated Rank of Positive Ratinrgs
handicapped children ("okay" or
Class  Raters "~ Non- , , (1 is highest rank) "like") of -
handicapped handicapped handicappgd
n n n childrc/a.ﬁ
1 5 9 1 ~4th (tie) 100%
2 9 11 1 12th 38%
3 8 13 4 2nd (tie) 100% - ¢
6th (tie) 100%
Sth (tie) 86%
14th {tie) 57

e 4

27
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Table 5

Placements_of Graduates from the SIP Model Program

Self-contained Alternative Mainstream

Special Education\ Kindergarten ' Classroom
Classroom " With mainstrean
| . first grade ° .
an option r
’
First year ) o A
graduates? H 2 o 12, 3
n==6 |
Second year '
graduates ; b - 2 _ 5
- o C

.
M
' .

0ffered mainstream first grade but parents chose se]f-contaided'placemgnt
bp1aced in unit for physically handicapped but could be offered mainstream first

grade

28
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Percent of instructional objectives masterad during the 1982-83

school ‘year by the sixteen children having IEP's (individual educational plans).

Figure 2. Costs and daily program time available to children in SIP model and

Utah self-contained preschools for handicapped childrén.
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Program Cost Per Child Per Day

(dollars)
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Appendix C

A Naturalistic Study of the Relation Between Setting
Events and Peer Interaction in Four Activity Contexts
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Peer Interaction; Setting Variables

Researchers have studied social competence in terms of those
factors that lead to interaction damong peers (e.g., Hendrickson,
Strain, Tremblay, & Shores, 1981; Greenwood, Todd, Hops, & Walker,
1982; Tremblay, Strain, Hendrickson, & Shores, 1980, 1981), A
functional analysis of these factors was initiated by researchers
who studied the effect of different toys on peer interaction
(Hendricksor et. al., 1981; Kerr & Strain, 1977; Quilitch,

Christopherson, & Risley, 1977; Quilitch & Risley, 1973). These

studies-are characterized by the manipulation of type of toy use and

the observation of resulting levels of peer interaction. Recently,
behaviors which are exhibited by children when they interact with
peers has been a focus of researchers (Greenwood et al., 1982;

Tremblay et al., 1980, 1981). A result of this research has been

‘the identification of behaviors that reliably lead to peer interac-

tion. These behaviors can then be taught to low interacting
children such that they can increase their rates of interaction
(e.g., Greenwood et al., 1932).

These investigations of specffic child behaviors and materials
related to social interaciion are necessary, but, as Hops (1983) has
pointed out, other variables which may affect social interaction
alsp need to be investigated. One variable which has not been
examined is how the preschool environment may affect social interac-
tion. These environmental factors can be referred to as setting

variables.

&8




Peer Interaction; Setting Variables

‘In a review of the literature, Mischel (1968) nresented over-
whelming evidence that behavior tends to be a function of the speci-
fic situation(s) in which it occurs. Educators have investigated
the effects of such settiny variables as classroom stimulus condi-
tions, physical arrangement of the classroom, and level of classroom
structure on childrens' academic perforﬁdnce (e.q., Doyle, 1979,
1981; Weinstein, 1979). w;lker and- Rankin (1983) examined the
setting variable of teachér standards and expectations as they
relate to children's social behavior and suggested these setting
variables be considered when mainstreaming handicapped children. o

Clearly, settina variables can influence child behavior in ¢lassroom s

environments. )

In a preschool any of 4 number of different setting variables
may be present when children interact. The way the teacher is
behavinyg toward the children or a spacific child, the materials in
use, or the physical location of a child in ycgard to his peers may

all be considered setting variables which can affect peer interac-

tion. If the setting variables which reliably occur with peer

i
\
interaction were known, remediation strategies for children with low
peer interaction skills could focus on ensuring that these setting
events are present in the environment, either alone or in combipa~
tion with interventions to increase specific skills.

The purpose of the present study was to determine what setting

variables may affect preschoolers' peer interaction. The setting
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- vdridbles of teacher behavior, material use, and peer relateu

factors, along with peer interaction, were observed in four pre-

-schoal classroom activity contexts. Data on the frequency of occur-

rence of the setting variables and peer interaction was obtained and

~empirical probabilities of each setting variable with interact;on

determined in order to identify setting variables which reljably

occur with peer interaction.

Method

Subjects and Settings

Fifty-three children, from six daycare and preschgo!l prcarams,
participated. Children ranged iﬁ age from three to five years with
the majority being four years of age. A relatively equal distribu-
tion of males and females were selected at each setting, for a totdl
of 26 males and 28 females. ‘ Children represented a broad range of

socioeconomic backgrounds, from lower to upper middle income

familijes.

Teachers at each school were given a list of children who had
parent permission té be involved in the study, and were asked to
rank each child, from lowest to highest, on their social interac-
tions with peers. Teachers were provided with examples of positive
peer social interactions to help structure their Jjudgements; a
procedure that has been found to result in accurate rankings

(Greenwood, Walker, Todd, & Hops, 1978). From this list the five

%)
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lowest and five highest interactors at each school were selected for
observation. Subject attrition pared down the total number of
subjects, but was equally distributed among programs.

The six daycare or preschool programs were located in urban
areas of northern Utah. Two of these programs were half-day and
focused on Ehi]d enrichment; two were full-day and also focused on
child enrichment; and two wére full-day with a pre-academic compo-
nent in addition to child enrichment activities. Five of these
programs were privately owned, tﬁe other (a ha}f—day program) was
affiliated with Utah State Universitx.

Behdvioral Measure

The behavioral measure for this study was an observation proce-
dure designed to obtain information regdrdingnselected preschool
setting variables concurrent with observations of childrens social
interaction with peers. Four groups of observation categories were
used, three pertained to setting variables and the fourth to child-
rens social interaction with peers. The setting variables were: '1)
-teacher behavior as it relates to interacting with children, 2) type
of material use; and 3) peer presence and physical orientation.

Fcur teacher behavior categories were observed, these were
defined as:

Group: teacher verbalizations directing a group to engage in

some behavior; to decrease some behavior, to call attention to

some ongoing activity, or to provide direct instruction during

J1
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an activity when a child designated as the target child (the
‘subject of observation) was pdrticipating in the group.
Directed: tedcher qerbaszations or motor behavior specifical-
1y directing the target child to engage in or decrease beha-
viors related to instruction or general class activity, includ-
ing specific questions, prompts, or reprimands of the target
child. "Small talk" with the target child is included in this
s

category. Behaviors related to peer interactions are not

included.

Interaction® teacher behavior directed at the target child to

prompt him/her to engage in an interaction with peers or

teacher praise gor peer interactions.

»
No teacher presence: the teacher is not engaged in verbal or

, motbr behavior directed toward the target child or group in
which the ‘target child is a participant.
The materials being used by the children were also observed as
a setting variable. Materials were coded as either those intended
fér individual use, those intended for use by more than one child
(multiple-use), or the absence of materials use by the. tdarget child.

A 1ist of potential preschool materials to be encountered and into

what category they should be placed was prepared for observation

purposes. 1 aterials encountered that were not on the list were
coded based on the intended use of the material. Individual use

materials included such items as a puzzle, book, crayon and paper,

D
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lunch items, etc. Multiple-use materials included items conducive

~to sharing as identified by Hendrickson et al. (1981) and outdoor

o apparatus, as examples. No material use was coded when the teacher

4

¢

" controlled the material (e.g., reading a book, presenting numbers)

or when the children were interacting'while no materials were
present.,

The third setting variable observed was related to peer
presence. The three catagories deed were:

Proximitx: one or more children within an imaginary circle,
with a four foot radius, around the target child.

Orientation: Eye contact between the target child and a peer

in proximity, where eye contact is defined as the observer being
dble to draw an imaginary straighﬁ line from the center of the
target child's pupils to the center of the peer's pupils.

Alone: no children in proximity of target child.

The dé%inition for interaction was adopted from a definition
utilized by Strain, Shores, and Kerr (1976). Intcraction was coded
as either positive or negative and whether the target child
initiated the interaction or reciprocated to another initiation.
More than one type of interaction could be scored during an
interval. These categories were defined as:

¢

Positive responses: overt verbal and/or gestural acts of

cooperation, compliance, shares, touch with hand(s), hugs,

waves, kisses, and mutual play with an object.
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Negative responses: hits, kicks, bites, or vocalizations such _

as "stupid" or "you dummy",

Initiations: any time the target child began an interaction,

either serbally or motorically, with another child or children.

Reciprocations: a response made by the target child directed

toward a peer after receiving an initiation from that peer.
/

To distinguish between initiations and reciprocations the con-
vention if three or more seconds elapsed between interaction epi-
sodes (e.g., initiation - reciprocation - reciprocation) then the
next occurrence of interaction was considered a new interaction.

In addition to the above categories, interaction could be coded
as continuous when interaction begun in one interval continued into
other intervals. A final category of interaction that could be

scored was the absence of any interaction during a given interval.

Observo&iona[LProceoqrgs

Each child was observed for eight separate occasions, termed |
rounds, in four activity contexts. A round was five minutes in |
length and was broken into 10 second intervals. Interaction catego-
ries were scored on a continuous basis. More than one category of
interaction could occur during in interval. The three other mea-
surement categuries wer2 scored using a time sampling procedure. At
the beginning of the interval an audible cue sounded through an
edrphone connected to a tape recorder. The observer recorded

teacher behavior, materials, and peer proximity/orientation measures
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occurring when the cue sounded. Only one category could be scored
for ﬁedcher behavior and material medsures. For the peer presence
measure, proximity and orientation codld have been scored Simulta-
_neously. Observations were conducted over a three month period,
with approximately one round being conipleted each week.

The four activity contexts identified for observation were:
freeplay, snack/lunch, teacher directed individual -activity, and
teacher directed group activity. Activities observed Wére program _

o

specific, but can be characterized in #he following manner:

'

Freepléx: teacher plays main role of observer to prevent

: . b .
problems but does not otherwise play a supervisor,’ role.

Snack/lunch: teachers role is similar to freeplay, except that

the children are consuming food during this time.

Teacher directed individual activity: children are engaged in
{

an ind%vidual activity while the teachers emphasis is tutorial,
moQingl??;m child'to child to provide assistance or praise.
Smailigroup and table activities such as art, structured games,
and paberwork related to numbers, letters, or shapes are
includéd in this context.

Teacher directed group activity: teachers are providing direct

instruition to a group of children at one time. Examples

includ

' !
new copcepts.
i

~reading stories, "morning circle", and the teaching of

Some overlap can and did occur between categories.: For' an observa-
|
l B

O
1
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tian to be included as an example of 4n activity context, the
ongoing activity must have fell within an activity context defini-
tion for a minimum of 80% of the observation period.

Reliability

Reiiability measures were taken by having two observers simul-
taneously record the targeﬁ child's behaviors. A double jack ear-
x
phone connected to the tape.recorder cued the intervals. Observers
were trained in all the preschool settings on the observational
procedures prior to beginning the study. Since the observational

procedure resulted in a score for measures in each observational

.Category, four areas for agreement were availabie. On observation

categories where more than one measure could be scored simultaneous-
ly, .an agreement was scored only when observers corcurred on all
measures. Reliability was determined using the formula: number of
adreements divided by number of agreements plus disagreements, then
multiplied by 100. Prior to beginning the study each observer
demonstrated four cohsecutive days of 80% or better reliability on
all observation categories in each context. During the study,
reliability was assessed for an average of 15% of observations

across rounds and activity contexts,

Results

ncliability

Average reliability scores and their ranges for edch observa-

tion category and context are presented in Table 1,

10
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Ihsert Table 1 about here

ol

—

Occurrehce of Behaviqral Measgres'

“ Table 2 presents the means and standard deviatjon, in percent,

for each behavioral-measure in each context across eight rounds of

observation. Only children on which eight rounds of data were

obtained are lncluded.. The measure of total lnteractlzn was deter- B

mined by addlnq initiations and rec1procatlons, both positive and

negatlve, with episodes of continuous interaction. Peer interaction:

as measured by total interaction, cuntinuous interaction and pegg- - : .
tive initiations occurred most fregueutly in freeplay, followed by
snack/lunch teacher directed 1nd1v1dua1 activity, and teacher
directed group activity, peer interaction decreased by apprexlmately'
half of thefmeah score of the measure from the preceding context.

The positive reciprocation interaction measure also followed the
trend of peer interaction. Teacher behaviqr directed toward the
group showed an OppOSIte trend, occurring most frequently in teacher |
dlrected group activity, followed by teacher directed 1nd1v1dual
activity, snack/lunch, and freeplay. Not‘surprtslngly, the teacher
behavior of no teacher ‘presence foilowed a trend simiiar to that of
peer interastion. The frequency of occurrence of other béhavioral
"measures did not occur in clearﬂy‘identifiable patterns across

cohtexts. Thre. measures are notable because of their infrequent ;

11
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occurrence. The teacher behavior interaction measure, the peer .

behavior orientation measure, and negative interaction measures all

v

occurred less than 1% of the time observations were conducted on the

average. ' . ' |

Insert Table 2 about here e

R . - Y ’\
Behavioral Measures Interaction Probability E y d

To obtain-i%formation on what behavioral measures ccéurred | '

concurrently with peer interaction, émﬁirical probabilities were
determined for each ¢f the teacher behavior, materials, and peer
"' -proximity/orientation measures with peer interaction. EmpiricaL

probabilities were &etermined for all measures with each interaction

category, Table %’presents‘tﬁe empirical probabilities “for éagh , -
measure with total interaction; a}l,interacfion categories are not |

presentéd as differences between them were small and would not aid

explanatory purposes. Table 3 is read, using:the context of free- ¥
play and fhe materials category individual measure as an example, as’ - |
whenuinteraction occurred in freeplay, during 40.5% of these inter-
actions the target children were using individual use materials.
hThese*empirical probabilities indicate tha; in all contexts, except
teacher directed group activity, that interaction occurred primarily
when no teacher was present ahd, in 411 contexts, when peers were in
proximity., Interaction did not occur ffequently when the target

P
i t
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other measures varied by context,

Peer Interaction; Setting Variables

~

children were oriented toward another peer, when the tdrget children

received direct teacher attention,-or when the teacher was prompting

. R . . . ) . . W9 2
or praising peer interaction. The occurrence of interaction with

<

-

o

Insert Table 3 about here °_ ¢

aathermnda

: - - Discussion
Preschool children were observed\in the activity contexts of-
freeplay, snack/lunch, teacher directed individua) activity, and

teacher directed group activity to determine the relation between

‘peer, interaction -and behavioral measures from three setting

variables: teacher behavior, type of materials in use, and peer

proximity/orientation. Interaction occurred most frequently in
. o /

freeplay and successively “less in each of the contexts of

snack/lunch, teacher directed individual activity, and teacher

directed group activity. The occurrence of peer interaction was

inversely related to teacher behavior directed toward the group in

~ which the target child was part, and directly related'io the teécher

not interacting with the children, The greate;& amount of interac-
tion occurred the contexts where the teacher directing the children

least and wds not interacting with the children, i.e., freeplay. In

" the teacher directed group activity context where teacher direction

toward the group was highest, peer interaction occurred the least.

9
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(1)

Peer Interaction; Setting Variables

- No other medsures showed as clear a relatjon with peer interaction

as teacher behaviors. These data suggest that teacher presence/ab- \
sence is a critical varigble to peer interaction. '

The empirical probability data should be interpreted with cau-

9 L3

tion. The freauency that 4 behavior~occur§ during a context can

)

affect the empirical probabilityﬁ For example, if only multipfe-use

materials were used during f}eeplay, t
8 ’ : :
multiple-use materials with interaction would be 100%, but this

he empirical probability of

would ﬁbt,%e evidence for stating that multiglé-use materials are a
setting variable for interaction when faken as‘the only source of "'o
data. In the present &ata, the empirical probability of materials
with interaction correéponds cloéely with the'frequenc¥ each %ater—

ial occurs in each context; making the detefmination of the role of
each material type on interactidnfimpossible. Discrepancies between
the frequency with which a behavior ;ccurs and its correspondjng'

empirical probability, while considering the frequeny of occurrence .

of the behavior reldated in the empirical probability (i.e., interac-

[ [} [} 3 3 .‘\ ]
.tlon), are factors to be considered in examining the empirical

probability data. AConsjder the following d%se, the'empiricaWVproba-
bility of interaction occurring with the teachercabsent in & teacher
di}ected aroup activity is 34%, fairly high considering that the
teachef is absent during 23.5% of all intervals and that interacgion
dccﬁrred during only 7.5% of all intervals.

The empirical probability data support the contention that ‘the

¢

14




¢

Peer Interaction; Setting Variabies

teacher is a critical variable to peer-peer interaction. Of the two

measures that interaction is most likely to.occur with are the

o ' . . .i . . . e
,@bsance of the teacher and having a peer in proximity. The teacher
behavior that peer interaction is least likely to occur with“is

behavior directed to,an individual child. Only during teacher

G

 directed individual'activity is teacher behavior directd to a child

not'cledrly related to interaction because of its frequency of

.Lccurrence and this may partly be due to the structure of this

tontext; ,The activities qf this context are characterized by the
chiid working on an individual gg;ivixy while the teacher moves
around the-aroup. Teacher'behavior,vespecially verbalizations,
djrected to a specific child méy not be easily descriminable byﬁthe
target of the behévior. The child may contindé to interact with
peers bacause she is unaware'that the teacher behavior is directed

to her. . .

Taken toge;ﬁerothe frequency data and empirical ‘probability

data suggest that teacher behavior is a critical setting variable to

peer interaction or the-]ack of it. This presents a dilemma, if a
teachers role is fo promote peer interaction, yet his/her presence
retards this interactior, what is a teacher to do? OJé type of

teacher behaviqr which seldom occurred was teacﬁer behavior used to

prompt peer interaction to accur .or praise ongoing peer interaction. -

© This result is surprising in light of preschools tradttional empha-

sis on socialization. Teacher behavior of this type may play a°

15
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w

. . |
significant role in the facilitation of peer interaction and in

- maintaining positive social skills in children who already interact

regularly with peers. Some programs designed to teach social skills

such as Let's Be Socigl .(Killoran, Rule, Stowitschek, Innocenti,

Striefel, & Boswell, 1982) make direct use of teacher prompting and

praising of peer intera'ction.' Other proorams, e.g., Getting Along

- With Others: (Jackson, Jack%on, & Monroe, 1983). and SKIPPY (Day,

Powell, & Stow1tschek 1980), make use of teacher promptlnq and
praising in semi-structured teaching interventions. The teacher, in
these programs, mustvlearn to be a facilitator of 1nteract10n with<
out becoming the focus of ‘interaction.

A questlon raised by this study is related to how a teacher
should structure the way he/fhe behaves durlng different activity

Contexts. -If one goal of preschool is to aid the development of

interaction between peers, then teacher prompting and praising of

peer interaction should be used during all activity contexts. This

is especially true for children who exhibjt low rates of peer inter-

action and who, studies suggest, are at r¥sk for later life adjust-

“ments (Cowen, Pederson, Babizian, lzzu, & Trost, 1973; Roff, 1970;

Westman, Rue, & Berman, 1967). .
On the bther hand,.teaehers of school-aged children do not view
peer interaction as a critical school skill citing skills such as

attending and the ability to work individually as more crucial to

school success (Fourness, 1978;:Walker & Ranklin, 1982; Walter &

n
4
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Vincent, 1981) Peer 1nteréct1on during teacher d1rected ‘contexts

may be 1ncompat1ble with school SUCCESS‘SklllS such as attend1ng and
work1ng 1nd1v1dually If th1s is the case then preschool teachers
must question whether fac1litat1ng peer 1nteract1on during teacher
d1rected actividy contexts, and perhaps even freeplay, #il) be
detrimental to a child's later school Success. Peer interaction and
school success skills, though they seem incompatah}e, can be taught
simultaneously, Stdwitschek Czajkcwski, and lnnocenti (1981) |
trained teachers to prompt and pra1se peer interaction among m1ldly
handicapped ch1ldren in the context of 0"Jo1ng Programs for academic

and self help skills. All ch1ldren demonstrated 1ntreases in peer

<

Jnteract1on while performance on these other tasks was not disrupted

and learning continued at expected rates. .
.There are.no easy solutions for the preschool ‘teacher. One

determining factor of how the preschool teacher decides: to behave

‘may be related to a‘specific preschool philosophy, but if the ulti-

o e

mate goal is to aid children in reaching their fuilest potential in
life as well as schodl, then both peer fnteraction and school
success skills need to be developed. Th2 demands of each activity
context must be accompanied by the teacher changing his/her bephavior

in accordance with these demands.

>

p .
The way in which a teacher behaves toward children is a strong

setting variable for peer interaction. Preschool teachers need to

learn how to alter their behavior to effect changes in‘child

17
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b

14
-

behavior. Teacher behavior is crucial not only in teaching social

. | . .

skills but for teaching other skills as well. This setting vari-
able, freqaently'overIOORed, is one that should be considered in as

much detail as the skills that are to be taught to the child,

4
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Tabla 1
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Q

A

for Each Behavioral Measure

f

=i et

.
( -Mean_and Rdnge of Observer Reliabilities, in Percent, in Each Activity Context

' Individual Group
Freeplay *  Snack/Lunch - Activity Activity
-d-( .
Teacher Behavior M 98.6 " 97.9 96.0 94,7 -
R 70 - 100 86 - 100 66 - 100 66 - 100
Material M 95,1 99.5 99.8 99.9
| R 60 - 100 80 - 100 66 - 100 90 - 100
-Peer Behavior M 98.0 100 . 99.8 99.9
. K 80 - 100 100 ‘96 -100 -~ 96 - 100
Interactioh M 86.4 . 89.7 91.4 96.8
R 50-100  66-100 - 5 -100 63 - 100
N .



Table 2

Means and Standdrd Deviations, in Percent, for Frequency of Occurrence of each

A

)

Behavioral Measure in Each Activity’Context Across All Intervals Observed.

b0n11LChildrgn where Eight Rounds of Observation in a4 Context Were Obtained are

Included.
. .
. Individual Group
} Freeplay(51)" Snack/Lunch(47) Activity(53) Activity(50)
M SD M SD: M. SD. M SD
Ledcher Behaviors | |
Group | 0.8 1.2 5.7 3.9 »14.7 11.3 75.2  12.6
Directed 29 32 L9 16 58 44 14 L5
Interaction 0.03 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.02} 0
No Teacher Presence 96.2 11.9 92.4 3.9 79.6 11,2 23.5 11;8
Materials )
_}ndividual 48,3 22,7 87.1 20.0 71.9 16.6 8.7 9.7
Multiple-Use . . 269 152 12 38 31 63 0.3 1.3
Mbsent 2.8 159 117 103 25.0 153 910 9.7
beer‘Proximity/Oriedtation p
Proximity 83.2 19.1 98.7 2.2 97.3 4.3 a9.5 1.1
Orientation 0.06 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.04 0.1 0.1 0.3
: Alone 16.8 11.9 1.3 4.3 2.7 4.3 0.5 1.1
fnteraction
Positive Initiation 11.5 6.1 9.3 5.2 5.8 3.4~ 2.7 2.9
Negative Iniiidtion 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2
Positive Reciprocation 4.9 3.1 4.8 5.8 2.9, 2.8 1.3 2.5
Negative Reciprocation 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
Continuous Interaction 23.2  14.6 11?0. 8.0 6.5 5.1 3.2 6.0
Total Interaction 40.4 22.0 25.4 15.1 15.5 8.9 7.5 6.0

poe Q. a
e CONtExt
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Table 3 o . v .

Empirical Probabilities for Teacher Behgqvior, Materials, and Peen_Proximisz

Orientatipn Measures with Peer Interaction by Context.

e - ~

' - . Individual Group
\ Freeplay  Snack/Lunch . Activity Activity - . Y
| Téacher Behavior , |
Group 0.9 2.8 5.5 65.0 |
Directed 0.6 . 0.6 5.5 0.8 N
Interactfon | 0.1 | - Y .f o 0.0
. No Teacher Response 98.6 . 96.5 ' 88.8 34.0
\ Materials )
Individual - 40.5 | 86.0' 72.8
| matiple-Use 255 08 a5
Absent ~ 30,3 13.0 22.3

S re I, r. "

Peer Proximity/Oricntation

Proximity 96.0 98.2 9.6
Orientation 0.1 - 0.5 0.2
Alone 4.0 1.8 0.4

' Y — I - o . P

% .
Measure did not occur.
. (f)
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Appendix D - Advisory Committees

Advisory Committee - 1981-1982

Beulah Burgess
Nursiocg Services
Ogden City/Weber County

- Public Health
2570 Grant Avenue
"‘Ogders, UT 84C44

Karen Gelinas
117 Barrington Way
"Layton, UT 844C1

Carole Nelson

369 Polk Avenue
_Ogden, UT 84004

Faye Price .
Division of Family Services

150 West North Temple
P.0. Box 2500

Salt Lake City, UT 84110.

David Shearer

Regional Resource Center -

Exceptional Child Center
Utah State University
Logan, UT 84322 ‘

_Advisory Committee - 1982-1983 -

Mary Cadez

Educational Unit
Exceptiopal Child Center
Utah State University
Logan, UT 84322

Glen Casto .
Exceptional Child Center
Utah State University
Logan, UT 84322

Th§mas Wixon and Eva Dee Wixon
2261 North 450 West
Sunset, UT

Mary Olsen

Day Care Specialist

150 West North Temple -
P.0. Box 2500

Salt Lake City, ut 84110

Mary Cadez

Exceptional Child Center .
Utah State University
-Logan, UT 84322

Sandy Fielder
3189 B Lexington
Hill Air Force Base, UT 84056

Lee Glad, Director
Monte Vista School -
70 South 300 East
Farmington, UT 84025

Phil Johnson, Psychologlst
Handiecapped Children's Services
1100 Orchard Avenue

* Ogden, UT 84404

R - -y N

Mary Olsen, Ph.D.

Day Care Specialist

150 West North Temple
Suite 370, P.0. Box 2500
Salt Lake_City, UT 84110

Marcia Parise

Vice Executive Director

Association for Retarded -
Citizens

Respite Center, Wide Horizons

910 Monroe

Ogden, UT 84404

Faye Price, Ph.D.

Division of Family Services
150 West North Temple

P.0. Box 2500

Salt Lake City, UT 84110
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“Don Koldenwyn

Reaional  Director of Social Services
312 west Gentile '

Layton, UT 84041

Cathy Mayer
3155 West 925 North
West -Point, UT 84015

Géraldine Clark »

Specialist, Intellectually Handicapped
and Preschool- Incentive Program -

Office of Child Development

250 East Fifth Sout)i Street

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 A

Weber State College,
Department. of Elementary Education
Cgden, UT 84408

" Fran Stoeck]
§ - 628 Darling
: Oaden, UT 84403

Geneil Summers
Weber Training Center for the
Handicapped Developmental °
| Preschool
o 1100 Orchard Avenue
Ogden, UT 84404

P2

- Farmington, UT 84025

Fran Stoeck]
628 Darling
09den, UT 84403

Geneil Summers, Director
Weber Training Center for the
Handicapped Developmental
Preschool ‘ :

1100 Orchard ‘Avenue g
Ogden, UT 84404 . '

” ‘
Advisory Committee - 1983-1984
“Senator Haven J. Barlow Lee Glad, Director )
552 EIm . : - Monte Vista School !
Layton, UT 84041 - 70 South 300 East
Farmington, UT 84025
Anita Burdett Norma Hoelmgren
2378 Morth 2350 East 1410 Federal Building
Layton, UT 84041 Ogden, UT 84401
w
, - Susan DeBoe - John Killoran i
350 North 200 West UvC 68 | _
Clearfield, UT 84015 Education Unit Coordinator )
Exceptional Child Center .
Joyce Garrett*” : Utah State University . ' :
T T ASSi‘Jt’dﬂC e "PY‘O fE Ssor——— _A:_Z_jf:ﬂl_‘_‘L_Ogiﬂ"":{ﬂ.f_iegfstzz_";“ —;:; T

Commissioner Glenn Saunders
Box 618

~ Linda Lambert
Coden Junior Leaguees
2284 East 6150 South " |
Oaden, UT 84403outh U
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An Inservice Training Progran for Mainstream Teachers:
Positive Teacher,Attifudes,and'Chile Outcomel
Sarah Rule,” John Killoren, Joseph Stowitschek, .

Mark Innocenti, Sebastﬁan Stniefel
bevelopmental Center for Handicapped Persons, Utah State University
L ;
- ' Craig Boswe112

Developmental Day Sehool, Layton, Utah

Formerly entitled "Relationshio Between Teacher Attitudes Toward
Mainstreaming and Spec1a1 Education Suoport" |

1This pkoject was supported by grant number 6008100249 from the Office of

Special Education and Rehabilitation St “vices, U.S. Department qf Education.

~ Project, UMC 68, Utah State ‘University, Logan, Utah, 84322; John Killoran is

No official endorsement by the Department - should be inferred.
Q

2Sarah Rule is Co-investigator of the Social Integration QOutreach

we ¥

~ Education Services Coordinator; Joseph Stowitschek is Associate Professor of

Special Education and Director of Outreach; Mark Innocenti is Coordinator,

Preschool Transition Project; and Sebastian Striefel is Professor of

~Psychology and Director of Serv1ces Developmental Center for Hand1capped

Persons. Craig Boswell is Director, Developmental Day School, Layton, Utah.

1
4

Running head: INSERVICE TRAINING FOR MAINSTREAM TEACHERS




Inservice Trainina for Mainstream Program

Abstract *

,: Surveys 6f teacher aﬂﬁ{tudes towards mainsiredming havé repofted that

| "regular" classroom teachers do ndg necessarilxﬂ;avor the practice. It is
suggested in the literature that teachers might feel more competent to teach
mainstreamed handicapped students if given training and support from special
educators. The Social Integration Project developed 4 model to integrate

| handicapped preschool children into day care centers. The model provided
inservice training for regular classroomﬂteachers through workshops and exten-
sive in-classroom feedback and consultation (microseSsi?n.training and |
transfer). In-classroom training was conducted by-a special educator whose
role was analogous to a resource teacher. Two positive model outcomes are
described: the progress of handicapped children served and uniformly positive
attitudes of participating teachers. While these outcomes cannot be directly
attributed to inservice training, it is suggested that such training

»contributes to favorable teacher attitudes toward thevihtegration of handi-

capped students.
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An Inservice Training Program for Mainstream Teachers:
Pesitive Teacher Attitudes and Child Outcome
- yhen handicapped children gare inclﬁded in mainstream classrooms,
| | "regular" classroom teachers may be expected to provide much, and perhaps; all,
of their instruction. Few would question that the attitudes and behaviors, of
regular classroom tegchgrs;are critical to successful integration of handi;
capped children into the mainstream. Rave}~(1980) Fuggests thdtl“teacher ‘. o o .
attitudes will probably détermine,’as much as any other single«varieble, |
— - whether integration will work successfully, since a teacher's attitude will ] S
eventually shape all aspects of the emotiomal climate of a program" (p. 51L4v
| Unfortunately, investigations of méinstream teachers' attitudes have not
- demonstrated their suppbrt for integration, especially when teachers have been o
-~ ...asked abOuf their attitudes toward the inclusion of educable mentaily rgtaéded
children (Shotel, lano, & McGettigan, 1972; Chflds, 1981). Reporting about an
effort to mainstream viéﬂally handicapped preschoplcrs, Simon and Gillman
(1979) wrote, "Pupils and teachers, although well’intentioned, become anxious,

resort to stereotypic behaviors, and demonstrate avoidance of handicapped

students" (p. 464) and these tendencies were seid to have increased over time.

@

Support agd_legghe[ Attitudes -

If mainstreaming is to be successful,.it is important to investigate why
~‘teacher's attitudes are unfavofable and to develop integration procedures
thich will alleviate conditioné which may produce unfavorabie attitudes. In
some cases, teachers have articulated sources of dissatisfaction; in other
L cases, retrospective examination of integration prbéedures Euggests altera- | Co
6 tions that might have .influenced teachers' attitudes. Simoa and Gillman -

(1979) for example, reported that mainstream preschool teachers were
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notified that handicapped children would be placed in their classrooms, but
. they were not trained to teach then. The ‘teachers surveyed by Shotel and
associates (1972) received an explanat1on of the goals of the program (main-
-streaming with resource room support) prior to the integration of handisapped ’
- | children. At the end of the~year they did nbt feel competent to teach handi-
capped students, particularly EMR students as opposed to emottonally handi-
capped or learnxng disabled pupils. ‘When given support, however, they said
they féElt more competent to teach handicapped children, Virtual1y all .
teachers reported- that they needed special matersials for handicapped students.
Shotel- et al. suogested that teacher attitudes might have been improved by
providing workshops on teaching methods, having mainstream teachers observe in
. the resource room,,ang'ﬁaciljtating commmunication among spéctal educators and
. mainstream teachers. ° '

The teachers surveyed by Childs (1981) expressed attitudes consistent
with those ;eported by Shotel et al. (1972). 'Only 40% said they were ade-
quately prepared to teach handicapped children although 44% had taken some
special education courses. OnIy\46% reported hating “the necessaﬁy consultant
services" to teach’the handxcapped students in their c]asses (p. 226) More

—__““than half taught the same content to EMR and nonhand1capped students and 60.5%
said they used the-same texts for all students. Childs reported that the
mainstream teacher “seems to be still unprepared and unsupported" (p. 227L'

The aforementioned surveys of experienceg"hainstream teachers define >

" specific needs: (a) for preparation for the mainstream experience, and (b) for
support from special educators. Gickling & Theobald (1975) found similar
needs expressed by "regular" educators who had not yet taught in mainstream
’classrooms. Though they felt setf-contained classrooms were restrictive

settings for handicapped students, only 15% thought they had the skills neces-
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. 4y

sary to teach such students. however, 80%-felt they would. be " comfort-
able" if they had assistance from special educators and 95% said th¥y would

- work with a special educator "if'time were available" (n. 322). ‘
S When asked, mainstream teachers can define certain needs with regard to
teaching mandicapped children. A number of studies'have suagested that »
inservice training addreSSing these needs 1is assoc1ated with positive teacher

, attituoes toward mainstreaming (Stewart, 1983 Hummel 1982; Kane, 1982). °

Various forms of inservice training must be studied to.determine wnich best

meet teachers' needs. After surveying 243 elementary teachers, Bass (1981)
repqrteq that they preferred to have resource specialists deliver training
through informal discussion and demonstration. Hummel] (1982) has advocated
"job-embedded inservice" in which teachers have the chance to practice
,techniques arnd receive feedback. Ellis (1977): too, has suggested that °
inservice training should. take place in classrooms so teachers can hnplement
techniques and receive "hnmediate",‘"low~inferencewfeedback“ about their
performance from peer-observers (pp. 11, 14). The inservice training

. described in this paper emphasized on;the-jcb training including modeling and

feedback provided.by a special educator.

The Social Integration Project - | |

| The Social integration Project (SIP), integrated 22 handicapped children
“into ten classrooms in two day care cenfers in Utah over a two year period,
The children included eight severel’y handicapped, 11 mild to moderately handi-

capped, and three children with communication disorders. Classifications were

based on the Utah Office of Education Guidelines. A1) but two children met
the Utah criterion tor developmentally disabled persons: a year or more delay

in three or more developmental areas (such as language, motor, and self-help
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skills).

The project protided d Special educator whose vole in the day care center
was analogous to a resource teacher. Thre spec?al educator developed all
individual educational plans (IEPs) in conjuncton with parents. The epecial.
educator was also responsible for determining which Ik? objectives could be

, addressed through regularly scheduled day carel{activities and which required
special programs. The special edlicator located or dcveloped all additional
programs necessary to adqress IEP objectives and served: as instructor for some

~ programs while.irdining teachers to conduct others, as described under

"Inservice Training” below.

j Only one-of the 30 teachers who partlclpated 1n &Ce.medel durlng the
first two years had prev1ous training for teachlng handlcapped chlldren. In
fact, because state day care licensure does not requ1re teacher certification, . >
only half of the teachers had formal teacher tra1n1ng Eleven had no post-

high schoolt education,

Inservice Training

e Three Lypes of inservice training were implemented: - (a) a one 3ay work-

"

shop, (b) a series.of 5 mini workshops conducted during regularly scheduled

[}

school staff,meet{ngs, and (c) microsession training and transfer, an in-
* " i |

classroom instructional procedure for children and training procedure for staff.
. o Py

“ These are explained below. : g
Workshop, During the workshop, teachers visited an ‘early intervention

-center, Workshop activity included observation in classrooms for handicapped

children and one-hour presentations on mainstreaming, vch:yior nanagement,
prompting and praising techniques, and individual instruction (microsessions).
.« The sessions were primarily short lecture and discussion sessions with the =

exception of the session on prompting and praising. This session ingluded
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Y

. Rl R
instructionat simulation during which teachers précticed ,prompting, and

prdxslnq techn1aues Teacher ratings of the interest and vi/pé of the work-

shop were favorable, the mean ratings of the interest of each session on a 5-
v i

point Ltkert-type dcale (1=1ow, 5‘hi0h) ranged from 4.6 to-4.9, Me&n ratlngs

t

1
\-! of the value of each actxvxty ranged across activities from 4.4 to 5.0.

AN
“Mini- %orkshops | )

[:\’ The mini workshops were 45 to 90-minute sessions on the foliowing topics:
overv1eq\of the SOCld] Integration Model; introduction to exceptlona]ities;
overv1ew,df\instructiondl processes including [EP deVelopment,‘prodramming and
measurement:; xp0$1t1ve dlsc1p11ne, and 1nc1denta1 ‘teachina. (Incidental
'teach1ng sess1ons are short 1nstruct1onal sessions glven when neturally
. occurring oppqrtup1;1es ‘for a child to use a skill, such as zipping a coat
before going odtdoors, arose during the school day.) Mini-workshops were

informal Jec;ure and discussion sessions conducted durlng reguldrly scheduled

day Lare staff meetlngs.,

Microsessions
n The most intensive form of inservice training was the m1crosess1on train-

ing and transfer procedure (StOW1tschek and Killoran, 1983). Mlcrosess1ons |
Care syste et1c»1n§truct1onal sequences directed toward single IEP ijectives.‘.
They are [implemented either~ind1yidually or in ;ma11 groups. The teaching
techniques employed in microsessions are consistent with practices a§sociated "
with eféective mainstream tedchihg (Larrivee, 1982). These include questions
direct¢d to students' individual skill levels, confirmation of correct

answeys, "clarifying feedback" or prompt< when 1ncorrect answers occurred, and

no criiticism (p. 6). All m1crosessxons were de51gned and 1n1t1aily

imp}emented by the special educator.
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The microsession transfer. procedure provided for the gradual transfer of

instructiondl resﬁonsibility to regular classroom perscnnel using a five-step
procedure: 1, Observe, 2. Probe, 3. Chart results, 4. Consequate correct
respghses, 5. Present stimuli, and 6, Conseauate-erfors. First, the gegular
classroom teacher observed the special educator as he conducted the session.
During'subseuuent sessions the regular teacher took over successive
_instructional steps, while the special educator continhgd to model the
remainder of the steps. The takeover oegan withlstep 1, an initial skill f . : \
Q probe. When the mainstream teacher imp1éme;téd that step corectly for two
succe551ve days ds measured through direct observation and recorded on- a » ' .
cr1ter10n checkl1st he or she began record1ng -children's respornses in |
addition to probing, When recording plus prob1ng were correctly 1mplemented .
for two successive days, the‘next step, consequating the chilq's correct
respodsés wag added. Traqsfer proceaded in this mannek until the regular.
_ Classroom teacher conducted the entire microsession. ThlS procedure was

]

lmplemented each t1me a new 1nstrtft1onal program ‘was begun though it might
have ‘been impleménted faster as the regular teacher became more experienced.

Other Support

The spec1al educator maQe frequent informal v151ts to the classrooms.
These visits provided opportunities for.d1scu551on of instructional programs,
gt~ .g assistance with classroom management and®proposing Solutiens to problems
teachers might have exper1enced.

In addition to.support and.training provided: by the special educator,
teachers received several types -of ﬁaterial}. A1l materials needed for con-
ducting individual instructional programs, incrqding'written lesson plans and

data forms, were given to the teachers as they learned to conduct the prog-
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rams. A social skills curriculum (Killoran, Rule, Stowitschek, lnnocenti,"

Striefel, & Boswell, 1982; innecent%, Rule, Killoran, Stowitschek, Striefel, &

. \ X _ .
Boswell, 1982) was provided for all children in the classrooms.

Effects Associated with Training
Inservice training was associated with at least two results of model
implementation: (a) progress of children taught and (b) positive teaéhecuﬂ‘

attitudes. Measures of child pkogress included: - (a) IEP‘thectives mastered,

(b) pre-post changes on a criterion-referenced test derived from objectives in

The Progrém Planning and Assessgggt Guide for Developmentally Disabled and

Preschool Children (Striefel & Cadez, 1983) and (c) pre-post changes on norm-
referenced tests. Teacher attitudes were assessed on a project-developed
questionnaire., The results are described below.

IEP objectives met. During year one, the ten handicapped children served

attempted 368 IEP objectives. A total of 276, or 75%, were mastered. During

year two, the 15 handicapped children served attempted 703 1€} o» .ctives and

tmastered 582 or 83%. -

Criterion-referenced test. The test derived from the Program Planning

and Assessment Guide (Striefel & Cadez, 1983) was used as a pre and posttest

only during the second year of the program; The fine motbr, reading and
recept1ve language subtests were adm1n1stered There were 15 handicapped
ch11dren tested Test-retest reliability was .99'using a Pearson moduct.

moment correlét1on.”'There was a statistically significant difference (in the

direction of improvement) in children's test scores from pre to post- testing.

‘The t for dependent measure was =3.65 (p.< .003; pretest mean = 38.1; posttest

[}

mean = 47.7),

Normative tests. Normative tests yielding a mental age or equivalent

) 124
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score administered to children included the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scales
(Merrill, 1973),.the deley Scales of Infant Development (Bayley, 1969), the
McCarthy Scales of Children's Intelllaence (McCarthy, 1972) and the Hiskey-
Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude (Hlskey, 1966) It was not possible to
administer the same test to all children because of the diéparities_in their
mental ages. The same instrument was used as pre and posttest for’each chil&
but different instruments were used acfoss Children, There is a high positive
éorre1ation among the tests as explained in the test manuals. However, the
validity of grouping mental age pr equivalent_scores-obtained from di%ferent
tests may be questioned. | |
During the first project year, oniy 7 children were‘enrollsd fof a_suffi;

cient length of time to‘conduct'normative pre and posttests. These children

" were enrolled for a mean of 6.9 months and showed a mean gain in mental age
(or equivalent score) of 11.7 months. The range of gain was 3 months to 2
years. No statistical tests were gonducted.due to 'the small sample size.

During thé‘project's second year 15 chilu, en were tested. Their mean

- pretest mental age or equivalent score was 34.5; their posttest mean was 40,9
for a mean gain of 6.4 months. The t test for dependent mea;ures indicated that
this difference in score was significant (t = 3.76, p < ,002). In sum, the
various measures indicated that handiéapped children served made progress. They

>

mastered most objectives taught and made gains in mental age;'

Survey of Teacher Attitudes

At the end of.the°second year, 20 of the 30 teachers who participated in

the SIP project were surveyed to probe their attitudes about their mainstream

experience. The,kemdining 10 teachers could not be located. Teachers' length
of association with the model ranged from two years to a few weeks in the case

of one recently employed teacher. Most had at least an academic year's exper-
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ience in the model,

Survey questicns derived.from-issoes described in the literature on teacher
attitudes toyard mdinstreaming are suomarized'in Table 1. Each question was
followed by a foor-point Likerf-type rating scale. Responses to the survey were
anonymous. Table 1 shows a frequency distribution of teachers' responses to
questions about their attitudes. Not all items had 20 reSponses because the

one 1nexper1enced teacher chose not to answer several ouest1ons.

-Insert Table 1 about here

4 " 4 &

Teachers'were candid when asked about how much work was involved in
teaching handicapped .children in the mainstream.‘ They responded that it
required more work. However, all said that they would’encourage inclusion of
handicapped children if they were asked by someone considering'integrating a
"day carercenter; None reported that teaching in the mainstream had adversely
affected their opinions of the hahdicapped, and 15 of the 20 said their
attitudes had been improved by the experience. All but one said:the training
they‘had received had helped their teaching skills and all but two felt this

training had improved their'teaching‘skills with nonhandicapped.children as -

Cowell. Al teachers felt that malnstreamlng had been good for handlcapped and

nonhandicapped_ chlldren allke.
Discussion
The preceding data do not represent an experimental anaTysis of fhe effects
of inservice training. Therefore, no causal inferences can be made about the-
effects of tra1n1ng on ch1ld progress and teacher attitude. However, given that

mdny day care staff members had l1ittle or no formal training except for

10
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inservice training, and studies suggesting teachers are notﬂfavorably inclined
toward mainstreaming in the absence of training (Shotel et 41., 1972; Child,
1981), it seems dnlikely that the outcomes were independent of training.

There are suggest1ons in thev11terature that presch001 teachers might -
have more favorable attitudes toward hand1capped children than teachers of .
oner children. Peck and Cooke (1983} have cited two authors who reported

that mainstream preschool teachers' attitudes are "largely positive" (p. 14).-

| However, prior to the inception of 1nservjce training during the SIP project's

first year, many preschool teachers complained about serving handicapped

* children.

The attitudes of the SIP teachers may have been-influenced by the results
they achieved with the ch11dren. Larrivee and Cook (1979) found that teacher§
attitudes were.positively'correlated«with their perceptions of success in
teaching handicapped children. Children in the SIP model made progress as
indicated by mastery of. IEP objectives and test results. When ashed an. open-
ended question regarding what they liked best about the Social Integration
Model, the most frequent response of teachers surveyed in the present study
was that they 1iked seeing the progress and achievement of the children, One -
teacher wrote that this "was a new experience for me,'not_having anyhtype of
handicapped training. 1 found the model most helpful. I believe being around
hand1capped children, working w1th them and 1earn1ng from them is what I liked
best. Seeing their progress and know1ng I helped them learn to do something
was most rewarding for me." Apparently, when children made progress, teachers
perceived themselves as successful. Some teachers referred directly to the
Support provided by the model. One teacher commended the "step .y step"
procedure of the programs; another liked “the special educator's coming into

individual‘classrooms to talk about individual problems," and another liked

11
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n

o

the individualized programs "and the record keeping so ane can see the

progress.”

0

While not conclusive, the attitudes of teachers participating in the model

-are consistent with earlier surveys suggesting that inservice training and

support from special educators can be translated from the literiture into °
practice, Nn-the-job training as delivered in the SIP model was assocjated with
effective teaching as indicated by children's prqgréss. - Such training may help

teachers develop and maintain positive attitudes toward mainstreaming.

(4
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- ' Table 1

, Freauency Distribution of Teacher Ratings of Experiences with the SIP Model

’ |__Questions _ . _Ratinas
.| Work involved|: 1 2 3 . 4
+ | with handij- a lot more a little more same less work
capped ehild-| ~ work work | L n
ren . :
. =6 f=13 f=1
4
Your advice | 2 1 3 -4
on including don't neutrgal include ~ .strongly
hﬁn?&cappgd ' ' gnc?ugqge
children in | S L e ncluding
day care '
centers .- f=l f=10 f=9
- h P —it ) e o2 N e, | ¢
How working 1 2 3 4 _
with handi- like-less |- hasn't . - 1ike more like a lot
capped child- like less | changed more
ren affected L opinion D
your opinions .
about- the f=5 o f=5 f=10
handicapped b
-How training 1 2 3 : 4
| has affected not helpful hasn't a little improved
your teaching L changed __helpful _skills
skills : ) ,
{ f=1 f=5 ‘ f=13
.\ N _ A " e _‘. Y Pa'V »
How training ;}g 2 3 4
has affected made-harder no fngnge helped helped a lot
skillls with to work with . N . N —
nonhandi~"- T
capped child- f=2 f=9 f=9
ren _ IR
How having 1 S 3 4
handicapped made harder no effect ™| has been a has been very
children at to work with on them - |. little bit = | good for them
the center o ) A aqod for them | °
.affected S
“normal* - f=5 f=15
children- ~ .
How being 1 2 _ 3 4
around - hasn't been no effect has been has been very
"normal" good for them Qn them little bit good for them
¢hildren . N .| good for them » N
affected . . -
hand icapped f=3 L f=17
children :
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Appendix F. Replication Data and Instruments

’
-~

Pre-post ddta on replication activities. As noted in Table 12, staff at

T onlx three-sites collected data for evaluating the impact of the LBS- curriculum

“on childrens' behavior. Within these sites, data collected at the beg1nn1ng of
the year d1d not always correspond with end-of-year data, proh1b1t1ng some pre-
Post comparisons. The fact that such a small amount of pre-post evaluation data
was collected and even less was usabie makes jt cledr{fhat»future evaluations
will need to be conducted by project staff, -

Four cidssrooms completed pré-post evaluation using the Let's Be Social

Skill Rating. The Skill Rating is a teacher completed qhecklist which asks
‘qQuestions about skills taught as part of the LBS curriculum. Teachers respond
to these questions on a Lfkertrtype scale indicating the degfeé to:uhich a_giveu
sKill is exhibited--from never (0) to all of the time (3). Reliability aud
validity have not been established for this rating instrument. The classrooms
returning this data were: a mainstream preschool classroom for three year olds,
a mainstream preschool classroom for fuur year olds, a preschoot classroom for
four and five.year olds integrated wifh handicapped and nonhandig'ppeq children;
and an alternative kindergarten classroom for handicapped children. A total of
54 Skill Ratings were evaluated from these four classrooms. Individual
quest1ons were summed for a total score on each checkl1st. A t-test for depeu;
dent measures was performed. The incre;se in childrens' scores from pre tu post

evaluation was statistically significant (t = -7.91, p <0.0005). This indicates

that children did gain in social skill during the time the lLet's Be Social

curriculum was in use. ‘
For three of the classes (N = 43) which collected Skill Rating data, all
except the alternative kindergarten, it was possible to sepdrate checklist

questions into those that corresponded to units which had been taught and those




that corresponde. to units which had not geen tauqht. Pre-post scores were
obtafned for gach set of auesgions.. These scores were divided by the number of
questions comprising each set, and pre-scores were subtracted from post-scores
to provide an average per auestion change for questions corresponding to skills
taught and for aquestions corresponding to skilis not directly taught. A t-test
for Hependent measures was‘conducted and a staéistically significant.difference
- (t = -5.54, P <0.0005) was found in change scores, favorina questions corres-

ponding to skills ndt directly taught (mean change of 6.41 to 0.16).

It is difficult to interpngt@phe above data without data from a control

o group which did not participate in the Let's Be Social curriculum. It is clear-

the qhildrenstsoci;l skills did increase while the LBS curriculum was imple-
mented. That there was greater chanae on’auestions thét did not directly assess
LBS [units tauéht may be related to a "halo effect" caused by teachers using a
systematic social skills program and thus sensitizing them to skills that a
child maj have when completing the»shecklist. It is also possible that some of"

se other skills were ‘informally taught outside of the curriculum. Teachers

know about the content of the lessons they had not taught and May have

included this content in other clasﬁroom_activities. Other explanations fo} the
~ change data are possible, but until more thorough evaluations of the LBS curri-
.lqulum are completed elf explanatiohs remain,speCulétion.

One classroom of preschool handicapped children used a rating form other

a

than the Skill Rating. The rating scale this classroom used is shorter than the
Skill Rating and was adapted from a feacher rating scale originally devised for

use with the SCIPPY social skills program (Day, Powell, & Stowitschek, .1980).

. Pre-post data on, this rating scale was compléted on six children. A t-test for
"dependent measures was conducted on this data and changes were found to be
nonsignificant (t = -2.02, _p_=‘ 0.10). The limited number of ‘children assessed

With this rating scale and the fact that the auestions were not specific to

_— 2
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skills addressed in Cet's-Be Social makes it difficult to interpret the results

of this statistical analysis. Five of the six children did make gains on pre to

post scores. o

n addition to the Skill Rating;edirect observation data was collected on
six children. Four children were from the inteqrated”breschool class room for 4
to 5 year olds and the other two were from an alternat:ve Kinderaarten for °
handicapped.children. The direct observat1qn data were collected using the LBS
Skill Chécklist. To use this checklist children are observedAfor'a 15 to 20
. minute period in a freep]ay or a snack/lunch setting, after w}\eh the teacher-

.completes the. checklist based,on his/her observations. Four observation are
’ ]

recommended to obtain a reliable sampling of a child's skills. The six ¢ ildren.. :

were observed, from two to four times at pre and post evaluétions. For feach
question on the skill checklist a +l1 is aiven for a yes, a -1 is given a no,

. ®
and 0 is aiven for other responses. Pre or poet scores are ummed across

checklists for pre or post evaluation and are d1v1ded by the number of ob;erva-
tions. Thus, the score a chi}d may receave can vary from -26 to +26. - Tota}
checklist ‘scores for pre and post observaf?ons, as well as scores on checklist
jtems correspond to social s, ‘11s not directly taught are presented in Table 13.
_ Allﬁchildren.made.gain on the1r total cheeklist score from pre to post observa-

tion. An analysis comparing scores on items aSSESSan social behavior that were

taught to children versus those that were not taught revealed that four children .

made larger gains on items which corresponded to Skl]]S tauaht than on items
cdrresponding to units not djrect1y taught. These gain scores were, respec-
tively, 6.4 to 2.3 forQSI, 8.29 to 1.75 for S2, 3.to -1.17 for S4, and 6.5 to
2.5 for S6. For the other two children "*i- pattern'of scoring was reversed,
0.17 to 4.5 for S3 and -0.17 to 5.5 for SS, indicating qreater géins on jtems

not directly taught. ‘Overall, the e results inply that children may make

t .
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areater observatle aains cn skills which are directly tauaht then tho e which
are not. Also, direct observation may be a more sensitive indicator of skill
" changes than a rating measure. ~The number of subjects in this sample was smali
and more data are needed to verify these results.

'Teacher Implementat1on Questionnaire, To determine if teachers Were using

the Let s Be Social curriculum in tHe manner outlined in the workshups,

.implementation duest1onna1re was sent to teachers. Seven teachers from three
sites (Taple 12) returned the questionnaire. A sample'questiodnairecand a

- summary of responses are pre sented in this Appendix. Though some variations
occurred and were expected the LBSacurriculum was implemented in the
prescribed way Only one teacher"deviated from the way in which warm-up
sessions were to be conducted, using these Oncexor-less per week, but this

teacher was the one working exclusiveiy with handicapped preschoolers.

Teacher Satisfactton"Ouestjognaire; Teacher satisfaction with the LBS
social curgicdlum wag assessed by auestionnaire. This questionnaire.gauged
teacher satisfaction with the LBS workshop and the implementation of LBS, as
well as providing a measuretdf social validatiod on some of the social skills in
the LBS currjcwlum. Ten te;chers from four sites (Table 12) returned this
Jduestionnaire. A sample questionnaire with a summary'of responses is presented
in this Appendix.

Teacher satisfaction with the training wdrkshop was mixed. -Although all
felt the purpose of LBS was well presented, many would have liked more detail on i

e teaching techniques used in LBS. A number of teachers indicated they would

~ have liked feedback from the presenters while they used the teaching techniques.

This information will be incorporated intc future workshops.
Reyarding implementation of the LBS curriculum, most teachers found the
- material given them clear and that enough information was included to use the

units. Some teachers did report difficulties in fncluding the LBS curriculum




in their daily schedules, but none found it overly difficult. No teacher

reg%ﬁted dissatisfaction with Let's Be Social.
- On the social validation section of the ouéstionnaire, thirteen skills were
presented. On .en of these skills teachers were qf the opinfon that the LBS

curriculum did have impact for changina a skill. No skill was reported to have

deteriorated as a result of Let's Be Social.

Teachers were also provided with some open ended questions. ~ Responses to

the question of what "you liked best about Let's Be Social" were met wifhupraise

for the program and its impact on the children. The question of what "you likedj

least about Let's Be Social" elicited a variety of responses. They ranged from

complaints about the pictures used to the‘data collection procedures, and from

the simplicity of'the curriculum to the difficulty of the program.
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Let's Be Social

~ Teacher Imp1§mentation Questionnaire

Please complete the following questions, o

1. How many children in your classroom were involved in the Let's Be Social
program (please write in a number)? 35, 15, 40, 13, 10, 15, 8

2. What are the ages of these children? 3, 4-5, 4-5, 4-5, 3, 4, 3-5

3. Of theseﬁ%hildren.how many were handicapped? 0, 5, 0, 0, 0, 0, 8

4, 1If there were handicapped children in your class, what types of handicaps
did they have (;heck all- that apply)? | ' L

Mentally handicapped
Physically handicapped
Language impaired '

Hearing impaired

Other (please describe briefly)

Em——

The following addresses how you used the Let's Bé Social (LBS) program and
measurement forms, :

Part A

- Assessment: The following questions deal witn the LBS skill rating

(checklist of child skills) and ranking (ordered listing of children by social 1
ability) procedures, . : -

5. How did you identify the children who were low social interactors,

Used rating and ranking forms X X X X X

With another assessment device
Name of device

Did not identify Tow interactors -

Other (please explain) _ “"general knowledge" "knowing the Kids"

£

6. How many children were in the Let's Be Social program?

7. Of ‘those children in the program, how many were judged to be low
interactors? 12, 6, 4, 4, 4, 4

8, Do you have any additional comments about the way in which you selected low
interactors for the Let's Be Social Progrgm, '

"low were those expected” "a lot that were low I know before hand"
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Part B

Implementafion: The next set of questions deals with use of "warm-up"

sessions and co-incidental teaching,

‘9. How often did you do the "warm-up" sessions?

10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

At what time of day (or activity) did you do the "warm-up" sessions?

- Daily X X .
Four times each week )
Two to three times each week X X X X
Once or less per week X -

If you spent more than one week on a unit, how long did it take you to
complete one unit? .

Two weeks X
Three weeks X X

Four weeks e

More than four weeks

early mokning; between snack and freeplay; early morning; early morning;

morning; morning; morning

How often did you do co-incidental teaching?

More than once per day - X
Once per day X X - -
At least one every two to three days X X X
At least one every four to five days ~ X
Never did co-incidental teaching
None of the above

If you answered "None of the above" on question 11, how did you use co-

“incidental teaching?

On what children did you use co-incidental teaching procedures?

A1l low interactors X X
A few low interactors
Any child X X X X X
Other (please explain)

e,
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15, At what time(s) of the day (or activity) were you able to do coeihcidental
, teaching? __playtime; snacktime; freeplay; anytime: freeplay; varied; art,

freeplay; free choice activities and snack
/- o

16. If you did co-incidental teaching, did these teaching episodes focus on:

Only current units

Current and past units X X X X X X
Any unit from the program X

‘17, Have you been selecting units to teach:

a). in the order presented in the manual. _ X X X X X X X

b) according to class needs.

18, Do you have any additional comments about the way in which you've been
implementing the Let's Be Social Program. (Please comment on any changes
you may have made,) :

“fwo unit lesson per week and then ideas in classroom"

"too simple for § year olds--place 2 or 3 lessons tdgether"

"for_handicapped group [al1] units could be extended"




'Pleése complete the following questions.

1. How many Let's Be Social (LBS) -lessons have you completed (cross out those

Let's Be Social
Teacher Satisfaction Quesfionnaire
} completed)?

1 -2 3 4 5 6. 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 "22 23 24 25 26

. What ages are the children you teach?

How many children did you involve in the LBS program?

Were any of these children handicapped? Yes~ No

How many?

5. If you answered yes to #4, what types of'handicaps did the children have?
: (Check all. that apply) . : |

Mental handicaps ‘ | | -
Physical handicaps -
.Language handicaps
‘I Hearing impaired | ,
ther (please describe briefly) - ‘ '

0

The following questions are designed to measure your satisfaction with Let's

Be Social. Please "X" those responses that best describe your feelings about
the program. ; .

Part I - These questions deal with tle Let's Be Social workshop.

6. Was the purpose of Let's Be Social well presented?

WeTl Purpose ~Purpose No
Presented Adequately Presented Purpose
Purpose Presented Was Weak Presented

8 2 0 0

7. 'Did the instruction in prompting and praisin
information to use these techniques?

g provide you with enough




10,

11,

Excellent [nformation [nformation More
Information was weak, but able Information
Provided Adequate to put in use - Needed

2 7 0 1

Was the information in daily "warm-up" sessions enough to get you started?

More than Adequate Would Not Enough
Enough Information Like More Information
Information Information ~Given
3 4 3 0

L]

Wasthe information in co-incidental teaching enough to get you started?

Would

More than Rdequate Not Enough
Enough Informatiaon Like More Information
Information Information -Given
-3 6 1 0

If you received direct feedback on your use of fﬁe Let's Be Social

based on observation of your using it, was the feedback:

Very HelpfuT, Not Not
Useful Useful But More Useful . Applicable
Needed
2 1 0 4

Please check those items which

the workshop,

a. Instruction from the presenter
b. Videotape demonstrations

C. Role-playing

d. Hands on instruction while
you do program

3

du

you would like to see used more heavily in

program,



F

¢

12, OQOverall, how well did the workshop meet your needs for teaching the Let's
Be Social program, h

Excellent | Good Adequate - Poor

. Part Il - The next set of questions deal with the implementation of the Let's Be

Social program.

13. How useful were the classroom ranking and skill rating assessment
procedures in identifying low interactors for the Let's Be Social program?

Very ~ ' -~ Some Not at all
Useful' Useful Usefulness" Useful
3 . s 0 | 2

14, - Did the guide for the "warm-up" activities provide a clear description of
- what to teach? ' ' -

Very » Clear, but Not
Clear Clear More- Information Clear
, Desired
5 .. 4 F! 0

15, Did the examples of how to do co-ihcidenta] teaching provide enough
information on how to do these activities?

Good Adequate “Could be done, Not Enough
Information Information but more Inform- Information
Given Given ation Desired |Given to do those
4 | 4 1 1
k!



16. lere the units presented at an appropriate understanding lavel for children
‘in your education classrooms?

I ATT Lassons Most Some ATT Lessons
' Appropriate Lessons Lessons Too Difficult
Appropriate Appropriate
2 4 ‘ 4 0

17, 1f you can remember lessons that were too difficult for the children,
please write them in below. ‘ :

"Good morning 1essoh was difficult"

18, How easy was it for you to include the Let's Be Social program in your
daily schedule? - : '

Very . Moderately © Very
Easy Easy Difficult Difficult
1 4 5 0

19. Did the children find the Let's Be Social activities enjoyable?" ‘

Most » Séme

A Few Nobody
Children Children Children Enjoyed It
Enjoyed Them Enjoyed Them Enjoyed Them
5 ' 3 2 | 0

20. Overall, how satisfied were you with the Let's Be Social program?

~ Satisfied, but Not

~Very -
Satisfied Sat¥sfied ~Would Like to - Satisfied
\ _See Some Changes
2 q 3 0
» )




¢l. Additional comments about the Let's Be Social teaching. format, ' A

a

"I want to use it again," - _ \\
"(4-5 year old preschool teacher] . . lessons too simple for most . ,

difficult to present in large group (38] due to children losing

interest,"

"Too high functioning for my program [a11 handicapped preschool].

Need smaller increments of progress,"

T “(3 year old preschoo]l teacher] . . . Some of the games too advanced." -

"[3 year old preschool teacher]-, . . Some [lessons] may have been too *

difficult:"

Part III - This last section investigates the effect the Let's Be Social program
has had on children involved in the program. Please rate the effect you think
Let's Be Social has had on children in your class.

( Since you've been using Let's.Be Sotia],_whht~has happehed to children's . . . .

.22\ Initiating or joining in |~ X 0 ] 1 2 3 | .
play with others? " Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved :
e . : Know |Them Worse Nphange Same "A Lot
0 0 1 | 8 1
- \
23, Sharing and taking turns? 1 X 0 1 2 k|
- : : Don't | Has Made No |Improved {Improved
Know |[Them Worse| Change |- Some A Lot
0 0 0 8 2
24, Listening to directions’ X 0 A
, ~and asking if they don't Don't | Has Made No Improved “mproved
‘ understand? " | Know [“hem Worse| Change Some ° A Lct
0 0 3. 7 0
l.
25, Saying nice things to X 0 1 2 3 l
; friends, giving compliments,| Don't | Has Made No Improved Improvpdi
| and avoiding name calling? Know |Them Worse| Change Some A Lot
| 0 0 3 6 1
— -
5




b . 26. Table manners?

[+

-

1 27, Use of social amenities
} i

me, I'm sorry)?

s

places (outdoors, not

without hurting others?

29. Helping others?

30. Talking to people they
know but not to strangers?

31. Greeting others (saying

hi, goodbye)?

r

(please, thank you, excuse

28. Playing rough in appropriate

indoors) and playing rough

X 0 T 2 I
Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved
Know |[Them Vorse _Change Some A Lot
oo 0 4 5 1
XL, 70 I z T
Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved|
| Know |Them Worse| Change Some | A Lot
\ ol -
0 0 2 6 2
X 0 T | 2 3
-Don't | Has Made No Improved | Improved
Know |Them Worse|  Change | Some A Lot
0 0 7 3 0
|~ X 0 T [. ¢ 3
| Don't | Has Made No  |Improved |Improved
Know [Them Worse| Change Some A Lot
0 -0 1 8 1
X o1 1 2 3
Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved
Know |Them Worse| Change Some A Lot
3 0 1.5 4.5 0
X 0 | 2 3
Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved
Know |[Them Worse| Change Some A Lot
0 0 1 4 5
6
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Play s«ills such as playing X 0 l 2 3

board games, engaging in Don't | Has Made No Improved |Improved é
fantasy play? | Know |Them Worse| Change Some A Lot
2 0 6 2 0
Saying no politely and X 0 | | 2 3|, -
accepting others' refusals? | Don't | Has Made No [mproved |Improved '
o ' Know }Them Worse| Change Some A Lot Z
2 0 4 4 0 '
~ | | . . | ‘ .
34, Ignoring teasing and name X | 0 T 1 2 3
' -calling? : Don't,. | Has Made No . [Improved |Improved
| , AR Know |Them Worse| Change | Some A Lot B
;_,__‘ [ . - ‘
0 0 6.5 [ *3.5 0

35. What have you liked best about Let's Be Social? : T

"Systematic way of teaching social skills," - o ‘ .
". . . having a program . . . growth in low interactors." L §
"Brevity yet completeness of lessons.": o : AT ' '
"Helped chi]dren understand and handle certain’situations," )

"Improvement that I have seen in kids social behavior," \

“Easy to follow, required little preparation." o . \
"Topics were skills children can use." . \ Ji ‘
“Shows how to use feelings in a constructive way," o S Ny
“Lessons were clear as to what the lessons wanted me to do on, my part, ‘and P
the way to go about it." I 4
"That it helps kids to become aware that other people have feelings also.,"

36. What have you 1iked least about Let's Be Social?

"Presented another thing to do . . . not programs fault," _
"Collecting data." »
"Black and white pictures." | 1
“Presentation too difficult at times for 3 year olds.".

"Tou repititious." - |
"Need more advanced lessons for older children."

“Testing and ranking." .

"That my children didn't benefit more [teacher of 3 year olds]."
"Not task analyzed in small enough increments of progress."




