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THE EFFECTS OF MAINSTREAMING ON NONHANDICAPPED PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Education of all Handicapped Children's Act (PL94-142) of 1975 mandated a change

in the way handicapped children are educated. PL94-142 was a response to the moral, ethical, legal

and humanitarian injustices experienced by handicapped youngsters as evidenced in their lack of

educational, vocational and social opportunities. PL94-142 mandated that all children, ages 5

through 17, regardless of the type or severity of their handicap should receive a free and appropriate

education. Handicapped children were to be placed in the "least restrictive environment" possible

to meet their individual educational needs. As a result many handicapped children formerly taught

only in classrooms or institutions with other handicapped children now spend all or a majority of

their school day "mainstreamed" into regular public school classrooms. Mainstreaming "creates

circumstances in which mutual understanding, tolerance for diversity, and ultimately the
recognition of the value of diversity by both handicapped and nonhandicapped children flourish."

(Guralnick and Paul-Brown, 1980, p. 454). Mainstreaming has the potential of breaking down

artificial bathers and diminishing the labeling and segregation which have too often limited

handicapped children's potentials. Mainstreaming allows similarities between handicapped and

nonhandicapped children to be demonstrated. Few people question the values which underlie

mainstreaming handicapped students. Many people question, however, whether the potentially

positive effects of mainstreaming have in fact been realized (Semmel, Gottlieb and Robinson,

1979; Gottlieb, 1981). Since PL94-142 assures the continued placement of handicapped children

in classrooms with their nonhandicapped peers, the controversy surrounding mainstreaming is a

somewhat rhetorical one. It is time to move beyond the controversy and begin to acquire empirical

evidence which can guide educators in planning mainstreamed classrooms. We must design

research which examines philosophies and theories and answers practical questions. The results of

such research must then be put into action for the benefit of children.
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Need for the Study

Since the passage of PL94-142 in 1975, confusion and doubt have surrounded the

placement of handicapped children in the regular classroom. However, the moral, ethical and
philosophical bases of mainstreaming ensure that it is "here to stay."

Concern regarding the benefits of mainstreaming come from both parents and educators.

Parents of handicapped children placed in regular classrooms often feel that their child will not

receive the individual attention they need for skill development. They fear the rejection their
handicapped child may receive from peers (Guralnick, 1982). Likewise, parents of nonhandicapped

children have also voiced concerns about mainstreaming. They fear that the presence of handicapped

children will dilute classroom curricula, resulting in developmentally inappropriate models and

inadequate academic challenges (Odom, et al., 1984). These parents often perceive handicapped

children as unacceptable social/behavioral models for their nonhandicapped child. (Peterson,
Peterson, Scriven, 1977). Furthermore, educators have also expressed their concerns. These

concerns have focused on the difficulties they experience in responding to the extremely diverse

ability levels in a classroom of 20 to 30 students. Lack of support personnel and appropriate
curriculum for the multi-ability groups in mainstreamed classrooms is a major source of
frustration for educators (Stainback, Stainback, Courtnage and Jaben, 1985).

A review of the literature reveals little research addressing the effects of mainstreaming on

nonhandicapped children (Blacher-Dixon, Leonard and Turnbull, 1981). The available research in

this area focuses primarily on elementary and high school students. Very few studies examine

nonhandicapped preschool children in mainstreamed settings. PL99-457, passed in 1986, amends
PL94-142 so that states are now obligated to provide special education and related services to
children, ages three through five years. Therefore, a study examining the effects of mainstreaming

on nonhandicapped preschool children is needed.

The few available studies related to preschool mainstreaming rarely delineate program

philosophy and curriculum. A study by Ispa and Matz (1978) regarding the High Scope
Curriculum is the only study found which clearly delineates program philosophy, curriculum and

parameters such as number of children, ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children, etc. The
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study is far more helpful than others in helping professionals apply research findings for program

growth and change. In evaluating program intervention research, Guralnick (1982) concludes:

"The importance of evaluating the effectiveness of a particular program in comparison to
other similar programs should be underscored. Despite the fact that there are a number of
product measures that transcend individual program models, theoretical frameworks and
goals of early educational intervention programs are so diverse, focus on so many different
priorities, and are so specific in including children with only certain types of handicaps as
to render universal comparisons difficult if not impossible to obtain."

Carta and Greenwood (1985) stress the need to describe curriculum and methods of

instruction so that successful programs can be replicated.

The current lack of research focusing on the effects of mainstreaming on nonhandicapped

preschoolers enrolled in programs with clearly defined philosophies and curriculum is apparent.

There is a critical need for such information if educators are to ensure optimum learning

environments for both handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool children.

Purpose of the Study

Literature regarding the effects of mainstreaming on nonhandicapped preschoolers is

limited. As a result of weak methodology and poor control of key variables, the research that is

available allows only the most modest of conclusions to be drawn on the effects of mainstreaming

of preschool aged children.

Elements to be considered in conducting research have been reported in the literature.

Guralnick (1982) outlines the following as key variables for studies assessing the effects of
mainstreaming:

Teacher/child ratio

Ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children

Types of handicapping conditions

Developmental levels and severity of handicap of handicapped children

Level of teacher training and preparation for mainstreaming
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Developmental model of program

Environmental factors: spatial layout of classroom, toy selection

Chronological ages of children

Quality of early education/intervention program

Preparation of nonhandicapped children for mainstreaming

Resource specialists

Interpersonal skills of participants

Match between developmental levels of handicapped and

nonhandicapped children

The difficulty of controlling for all of these variables in mainstreaming research is

immediately evident when one attempts to match subjects across all present programs, and

becomes aware of the wide variability of existing mainstreamed preschools.

However, every effort must be made to control for these variables if we are to find
methods and practices that educators can utilize to ensure optimum learning environments for

handicapped and nonhandicapped children in the preschool classroom.

The purpose of this study was to answer the question: Do nonhandicapped preschool

children in mainstreamed programs make less progress in skill and self concept development than

do nonhandicapped children in nonmainstreamed programs when exposed to similar educational
programs?

Hypotheses

This study intended to examine the following null hypothesis:

HO: There will be no significant difference in development between nonhandicapped

preschool children, ages 3 through 6, placed in a mainstreamed classroom and a comparable group

of children placed in nonmainstreamed program.
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If a significant difference were found, the following alternative hypothesis would be
tested:

H1: Nonhandicapped preschool children, ages 3 through 6, are impeded more in their

development when placed in mainstreamed programs than when placed in nonmainstreamed
programs.

This hypothesis was operationalized using subordinate alternative hypotheses in seven

areas identified as important in the literature on early childhood development. The areas are:

Cognition, Physical, Self-help, Social, Communication, Visual Motor, and Perceived Self-
competence.

To test this hypothesis the study compared the progress of 15 nonhandicapped children in

a mainstreamed program and 13 nonhandicapped children in a nonmainstreamed program.

Children's skill development and perceived self-competence were assessed, pre and post, with

Alpern Boll Developmental Profile II (ABDP), Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - R,
Developmental Test of Visual Motor Integration and Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and

Social Acceptance for Young Children. Program data were analyzed using analysis of variance on
change scores of eleven variables.

Limitations

1. This study was limited to preschool children ages 3 through 6 in Corvallis, Oregon. The

transferability to other geographic areas or other ages is unknown.

2. The mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed programs in this study utilize the Preschool
Interactive Curriculum for Natural Integration of Children (PICNIC). Transferability of
results to preschool programs utilizing other philosophies or curriculum is unknown.

3. The classrooms in the mainstreamed (experimental) program each contained 15 children.

Eight children in one classroom and seven children in the other classroom were handicapped

children. Transferability to programs with a different ratio of handicapped/nonhandicapped

children is unknown.
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4. The handicapped children in the mainstreamed classrooms were mildly/moderately delayed.

All handicapped children had standard scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test,

Revised (PPVT-R) ranging on pretest from 54 to 126 and on posttest from 70 to 135.

Transferability to mainstreamed classrooms including other degrees of severity is unknown.

Assumptions

1. It is assumed that participating teachers carried out procedures as outlined by this researcher.

2. It is assumed that the populations from which treatment and control groups of children

came:

a. are normally distributed,

b. have equal variances, and,

c. are distinct and independent of one another.

Definitions

1. Mildly/moderately handicapped -- Children, who evidence a six month or greater delay in

two or more of the following skill development areas: communication, academic, self help,

social, physical on the ABDP, and have a standard score equivalent on the PPVT above 85

on a scale where the mean in 100 and SD is 10.

2. Mainstreamed classroom -- A classroom designed primarily for nonhandicapped children

who make up at least 50 percent of the class. The mainstreamed classrooms in this study

have a 50-50 ratio of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

3. Integrated classroom -- A classroom designed primarily for handicapped children.

Nonhandicapped children constitute about 30-40 percent of the enrollment.
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4. Parent cooperative -- a program which includes: group parent meetings two times monthly

for speakers, films, etc., on a variety of parenting and child development topics; parent

assistance in the classroom on a regular basis; parent assistance with bulletin boards,

snacks, material preparation and fundraising. Parents also serve on boards and the hiring

committee, but do not "hire/fire" staff.

5. Preschool -- a program serving children, ages 3 through 6 years, with an educational

purpose using a curriculum designed to involve children primarily in learning activities.

6. Least restrictive environment -- a school setting which allows a handicapped child the most

interaction possible with nonhandicapped peers and the greatest degree of instruction in the

regular classroom.

7. Skill development -- acquisition of specific skills generally agreed upon as acquired by

children during certain chronological stages in the domains of physical, self-help, social,

cognitive and communication.

8. Perceived competence -- In this study, self-evaluative judgements as measured by the

Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social Acceptance for Young Children (PSPC)

in the domains of cognitive competence, physical competence, peer acceptance and maternal

acceptance.

9. Speech and language delay -- In this study, children are described as speech and language

delayed if they demonstrate consistent difficulty in understanding others or in being

understood by others. The degree of delay is determined by criteria set with regard to

children's chronological age.

10. Apraxia -- inability to perform voluntary speech acts as a result of central nervous system

disorder.
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11. Learning delayed -- A child who demonstrates normal range intelligence but who is

significantly behind other children of the same chronological age in cognitive, language,

motor and/or social skills as measured by standardized assessment instruments. The delay

may not relate to a specific etiology. The child generally has areas of high as well as low

performance.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Although society has long been committed to the protection and education of children,

formalized education of young children has a short history. Preschool education was formalized in

the 1940s by such theorists as Maria Montessori and Freud, but it was not until the 1960s that

early childhood education became a significant discipline. The writings of Bloom in the 1960s

provided impetus for change and led to the funding of Head Start in 1965. With Head Start emerged

an emphasis on handicapped and at risk preschool children which led to the 1968 funding of Early

Childhood Assistance Programs by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH). This

program was in part a response to the belief that the negative effects of poverty and handicapping

conditions could be prevented or remedied by effective preschool programs.

The persons involved in the BEH model programs were trailblazers in the development of

effective programs for young handicapped children. These programs coupled with the social

consciousness of the times led to the 1975 legislation mandating services for all children regardless

of type or severity of handicap. The body of research related to the programs for the education of

handicapped preschool children began in the 1960s and is extremely limited. There is little research

available regarding mainstreaming in the preschool setting and thus it is difficult to draw
conclusions from existing research. The available data are inconclusive at best.

" . . . it (mainstreaming) appears to be one of the most controversial and perhaps least
understood educational policy decisions . . . Taken together, studies comparing the
development of children in integrated and segregated settings can be characterized as
preliminary at best." (Guralnick,1981)
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The passage of PL 99-457 in 1986 mandating services for children down to age 3 will

inevitably result in more preschool programs and in more research.

The literature on early childhood education reviewed for this investigation iscategorized

into three areas:

1. Historical and legal perspectives

2. Effects of mainstreaming on skill development of preschool handicapped and nonhandicapped

children.

3. Effects of mainstreaming on self concept of preschool handicapped and nonhandicapped

children.

Historical and Legal Perspectives

Due to the confusion which surrounds "mainstreaming" a review of the Education for All

Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL94-142) is presented. Although PL94-142 established

"mainstreaming," the word itself is never used in the law. Because the term mainstreaming has

evolved from politicians, teachers, and parents, it does not have a common definition (Thurman

and Widerstrom, 1985).

In many respects, the PL94-142 law followed naturally the Brown vs. Board of Education

decision which forced racial integration in public school classrooms. Such court cases as Mills vs.

Board of Education and Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children vs. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania in 1972 applied this same rationale to education of the handicapped. (Stainback, et

al., 1985, Thurman, et al., 1985, and Tawney, 1981) Court decisions related to mainstreaming

mandated treatment for institutionalized children and the right to an education in the least restrictive

environment for noninstitutionalized children. Because the majority of handicapped children in

schools and institutions were black, (80 percent of children in classes for mentally retarded in 505

Southern School districts were black) the issue of services for handicapped children was also
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emotionally and politically tied to racial issues. These and other court decisions which upheld that

separate was not believed to be equal, culminated in the 1975 passage of Public Law 94-142.

The sections of PL94-142 which most directly relate to the mainstreaming issue are:

To the maximum extent appropriate handicapped children, including children in public or
private institutions or other care facilities, be educated with children who are not
handicapped and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of handicapped
children from the regular educational environment (occur) only when the nature or severity
of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary
aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (Federal Register, 42, 163, 121a.550)

Unless a handicapped child's individualized education program requires some other
arrangement, the child (shall be) educated in the school (that) he or she would attend if not
handicapped; and in selecting the least restrictive environment, consideration (shall be)
given to any potential harmful effect on the child or on the quality of services (that) he or
she needs. (Federal Register, 42, 163, 121a, 552)

There is only one law. The law, however, is interpreted differently by parents and teachers

in thousands of school districts of varying sizes and with varying resources. It is applied to a wide

range of types and severity of handicaps. These factors, coupled with lack of staff training for

mainstreaming, lack of appropriate curriculum materials and appropriate class sizes, have led to

varied success for handicapped and nonhandicapped children in mainstreamed classrooms. The

varied success has led to the current dispute over the efficacy of mainstreaming. The lack of sound

research in this area makes it impossible to draw conclusions which can put the dispute to rest.
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Effects of Mainstreaming on Skill Development of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Preschool
Children

The passage of PL94-142 created major changes in our educational system by placing

handicapped children in regular classrooms. One might think that a decision of such magnitude

would be based on a strong body of data It might also be assumed that the segregated classes

previously used to educate handicapped children were proved to be inadequate and that more

effective methods had been proved. This is not true (Guralnick, 1982; Galloway & Chandler 1978;

Polloway, 1984). PL94-142 was the result of moral, ethical and legal pressure, not the result of

objective data. This lack of data supporting the change from segregated to mainstreamed education

for handicapped children may be partly responsible for the continued mainstreaming debate.

It is difficult to draw conclusions from the small body of literature related to the

development of handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool children in mainstreamed settings. The

difficulty is a result of:

1. Insufficient control over such variables as teacher training, curriculum, staffing patterns,

program structure/format and subject selection.

2. Absence of definition of types and severity of handicapping conditions of subjects in the
research studies.

3. Lack of definition of the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children in program settings.

As a result of these problems in the current research, it is impossible to draw conclusions

about the effects of mainstreaming. It is imperative that studies be reviewed on individual merit. It

can be said, however, that studies generally support the positive effects of mainstreaming on the

academic and social development of handicapped preschool children.
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Effects on Handicapped Children

Ispa and Matz (1978) evaluated effects of mainstreaming on ten preschool

mildly/moderately handicapped children enrolled in two mainstreamed classrooms with 18

nonhandicapped children. The McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities were administered pre and

post to all children and evidenced changes well beyond that expected by normative developmental

information (i.e. average gain in mental age per child was 2.07 months for each month in the

program) except in gross motor development. Although Ispa and Matz used no control groups,

their use of children's developmental histories combined with developmental expectancies which

were based on normative data lend strength to their findings.

Galloway and Chandler (1978) also found positive differences in development of some

handicapped children in mainstreamed classrooms (20 percent handicapped and 80 percent

nonhandicapped). They found a relationship between rate of development and severity of handicap

with mildly handicapped children making significant gains. Moderately handicapped children's

gains ranged from two to five months per six month period while severely and profoundly

handicapped children showed no developmentalprogress in the same period.

Cooke, et.al., and Apo lloni's (1981) three-year study focused on nonhandicapped children.

They did find, however, that handicapped preschool children made as much positive change in the

segregated setting as the integrated setting on such instruments as the Alpem Boll Developmental

Profile, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Vineland Social Maturity Scale. No

description of severity of handicaps or ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children is given.

Effects on Nonhandicapped Children

PL 94-142 was passed to remedy the wrongs to handicapped children. As handicapped

children are integrated into regular classrooms, parents and teachers ask how their presence affects

the academic, attitudinal and behavioral development of nonhandicapped children. Almost no

information exists in this area.
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It is difficult to draw conclusions from the information that does exist. This is in part

due to the great variability in the structure, procedures, and curriculum of preschools serving both

handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Some programs include only an incidental number of

nonhandicapped children and see these children's primary function as peer models. In such

programs, nonhandicapped children may assume a teaching role for their handicapped peers. The

curricula used in such programs is often designed for handicapped children. Yet otherprograms

enroll predominantly nonhandicapped children and their curricula are designed to meet the needs of

children who require no particular individual instruction. Still another and seemingly rare program

is the one designed to focus equally on the growth and development of both handicapped and

nonhandicapped children. The learning theories and curricula implemented in programs may be

behavioral, cognitive or interactive. Because these variables are not controlled for or even described

in most current research, few conclusions can be drawn about the effects of mainstreaming on

nonhandicapped children.

Cooke, et.al., and Apo lloni (1981) compared nonhandicapped and handicapped preschool

children in segregated and mainstreamed settings. The study involved three-year procedural

replication. Although it has numerous methodological weaknesses it provides a basis for further
research.

The rust-year study involved 60 preschool children, ages three to five. Children were

randomly selected from three mainstreamed and six nonmainstreamed preschools. All children were

pre and posttested on the Alpern Boll Developmental Profile (ABDP), the Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test (PPVT), and the Vineland Social Maturity Scale (VSMS). ANOVA analysis of

the data found nonhandicapped children in nonmainstreamed settings made significant gains on

more of the dependent measures than did nonhandicapped children in mainstreamedsettings.

The second year procedural replication randomly selected 97 children from three
mainstreamed and three nonmainstreamed preschools. Sixty children were nonhandicapped. T-tests

found nonhandicapped children in the mainstreamed setting posttested significantly higher on the

VSMS and on the ABDP physical subscale. However, the nonhandicapped children in

nonmainstreamed settings posttested significantly higher on the ABDP social subscale.

The third year procedural replication randomly selected 117 children. Seventy-three

children were nonhandicapped. They ranged in age from 2 yrs., 1 mos., to 5 yrs., 9 mos.
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Nonhandicapped mainstreamed children showed positive significant changes on seven measures

while the mainstreamed group showed significant gains on only one measure. Nonhandicapped,

nonmainstreamed children made greater significant gains on PPVT and the ABDP social subscale

than mainstreamed children. Mainstreamed children scored significantly higher than

nonmainstreamed children on only one measure: ABDP IQ. The study found that nonhandicapped

preschool children experienced greater gains in social development in programs which did not

include handicapped peers.

The Cooke, et.al., (1981) study has several shortcomings: the use of unequal groups, and

the preponderance of uncontrolled program variables such as curriculum, teaching techniques,

parent involvement, demographics, etc. It is unclear whether any of the preschools were duplicated

over the three-year period and if so, how they were selected. The study does not describe the

theories and curriculum of each site, the level of staff training and the level of parent involvement,

the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children nor the severity of handicapping conditions.

Odom, Deklyen, & Jenkens, (1984) were interested in whether there were deleterious

affects on nonhandicapped children in the integrated settings, where the majority of children were

handicapped.

Sixteen nonhandicapped children were randomly assigned to four integrated special
education classrooms. Each contained eight mildly to moderately handicapped and four

nonhandicapped children. Thus each classroom containeda minority of nonhandicapped children.

These classes were located in a university special education school. They met two hours daily.

The instructional program is described only as a "systematic instructional model."

Sixteen additional children were enrolled in three classes in a parent cooperative preschool

center near the university. Classes contained 16 children and classes ran for eight hours daily.

Mean attendance of the preschool group sample was 28.7 hours per week as compared to 10 hours

per week for the integrated group.

The Stanford-Binet, Preschool Language Scale (PLS), Uniform Performance Assessment

System (UPAS) and the California Preschool Scale of Social Competence (CPSSC) constituted

the assessment battery. The battery was administered pre and post (eight months elapsed between

testings).
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Adjusted posttest means, F scores and levels of significance indicated no significant

difference between groups, although the adjusted means on the Stanford-Binet and PLS favored the

preschool group, while the UPAS and CPSSC slightly favored the integrated groups. Thus,

Odom et.al., concluded that nonhandicapped children had not seemed to be detrimentally affected by

placement in an integrated classroom.

The differences in length of day and absence of control for variables relating to

curriculum, staffing and parent involvement must be considered when drawing conclusions from

this study.

Several studies (Bricker and Bricker, 1972; Ispa and Matz, 1978; and Bricker, Bruder and

Bailey, 1982) indicate that nonhandicapped children made significant progress in integrated

settings. None of these studies, however, have used a control group of nonhandicapped children in

nonintegrated preschools. They did not control for or describe variables such as number of

children, severity of handicaps, amount of parent involvement, program philosophy, curriculum,

etc. Design information is so limited as to make review of these studies difficult.

Effects of Mainstreaming on Self Concept of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Preschool

Children

Looming large in the debate about the success of mainstreaming is the issue of social

interaction, self concept/esteem for handicapped and nonhandicapped children as a result of

mainstreaming. Stigma reduction, removal of labels, and increased self esteem were among the

key reasons for mainstreaming (Blather-Dixon, Leonard and Turnbull, 1981). Mainstreaming was

intended to equalize differences and help ensure that children be accepted on individual merits.

Because children learn through imitation or modeling (Slavin, 1984) it is believed that handicapped

children will learn appropriate social behavior from their nonhandicapped peers.

A basic level of social integration must exist between handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in order for any potential benefits of mainstreaming to result. This is true for the
process of observational learning as well as for the processes of social exchange, friendship
formation, attitudinal change, and social reinforcement. (Guralnick1981, p. 62)
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Odom, et al., (1984) suggest, however, that the grouping of handicapped preschoolers

who are developmentally less mature may reduce the complexity and appropriateness of the

learning and social environment for their nonhandicapped peers. Does the presence of handicapped

children provide nonhandicapped peers with inappropriate models? Do nonhandicapped children

begin to imitate negative behaviors and thus begin to see themselves as less capable? Does the

adaptation of their language level to accommodate that of handicapped children result in lack of

challenge, inquisitiveness and sense of achievement?

Peterson, Peterson & Scriven (1977) addressed these concerns by examining the

hypothesis that nonhandicapped preschoolers serve as a more effective model than handicapped

children for both groups of children. Fourteen handicapped and 15 nonhandicapped children from

two preschool classrooms served as subjects. Each child served both as a model and as an imitator.

Ten simple behaviors were modeled and imitated. Analysis of the data indicated that both

handicapped and nonhandicapped showed about the same amount of peer imitation. Both groups,

however, were significantly more likely to imitate nonhandicapped models. Thus, this study

indicates that nonhandicapped children are the most effective model for both handicapped and

nonhandicapped preschoolers. This should lessen the concern that nonhandicapped children will be

negatively impacted by mainstreaming.

A review of the literature relating to self concept of preschool children in mainstreamed

classrooms reveals little agreement in the data.

Effects on Handicapped Children

Several studies assessed the self concept of handicapped children in the mainstreamed

classroom with conflicting results. The majority of the studies reviewed found handicapped

children to have poorer self concepts in mainstreamed classrooms than in segregated settings.

(Ribner, 1978; Wilkes, Biriley & Shultz, 1979; Gresham, 1984). In reviewing literature related to

self concept in mainstreamed classrooms, Sabornie (1985) found rejection of handicapped children

to be greater as a factor of age. Older children rejected handicapped peers more frequently than did

elementary age children. He suggests that we carefully examine the effect of mainstreamed
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placement on the self concept of handicapped children. Gresham (1984) suggests that the emphasis

on academic achievement in regular classrooms places handicapped children at a distinct
disadvantage and sets them up for failure.

If

advocates of the mainstreaming movement often have failed to consider the
magnitude, strength, or level of self efficacy for mainstreamed handicapped children,
particularly as this relates to academic versus social competence. That is, educators often do
not focus on intervention procedures in mainstream classrooms that will lead handicapped
children to believe that they are competent or effective in their interactions with the
environment. (Gresham, 1984)

Van den Poi, et al., (1985) feels a push must be made to mainstream during the

preschool years where academic performance is not stressed, in hopes that acceptance of
handicapped children by nonhandicapped peers can be established for later years.

Some evidence supports the positive effects of mainstreaming on handicapped children's

self esteem. A study by Calhoun and Elliott (1977) of educable mentally retarded and emotionally

disturbed children in mainstreamed and segregated classrooms showed mildly/moderately

handicapped children having higher self concepts on the Piers Barris Children's Self Concept Scale

in mainstreamed settings. Children were taught individually in both settings. A study of hearing-

impaired elementary school children by Kennedy & Bruininks (1974) found that those hearing-

impaired students in mainstreamed classrooms perceived themselves as well accepted.

Effects on Nonhandicapped Children

One study was found which discussed the self concept of nonhandicapped children in

integrated and nonintegrated classrooms. Odom, et al., (1984) administered the California
Preschool Scale of Social Competence (CPSSC) to 32 nonhandicapped preschoolers. Sixteen

children were enrolled in four integrated special education classes. The other 16 were enrolled in

three nonintegrated preschool classes. Although children in the integrated classroom showed a
slightly higher adjusted mean in the CPSSC, there was no significant difference between the two
groups.
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It appears that presently there is not enough information regarding the effects of

mainstreaming on the self concept of nonhandicapped preschool children. More studies are needed

in this area.

Summary

It is evident that educators and politicians have brought about a change in the ways we

educate handicapped children. They are now educated in classrooms which provide the most

normalized environment possible. There is no one who can reasonably question this change on the

basis of moral, ethical and legal grounds. As confusion and frustrations regarding mainstreaming

continue on the part of educators and parents, however, it becomes apparent that there are many

unanswered questions. Literature provides practitioners with no clear answers regarding what

works and what does not work. The uncontrolled variables in the few existing studies regarding

effects of mainstreaming on handicapped and nonhandicapped children often leave us with more

questions than answers. Greatly needed is clear control over and description of such program

variables as philosophy, curriculum, severity of handicapping conditions, ratio of handicapped to

nonhandicapped children, adult to child ratio, and amount of parent involvement. Studies which

deal clearly with these issues will provide useful information which can be implemented to
improve programs for children.

Therefore, this study intends to answer the question: Is the skill and self-concept

development of nonhandicapped preschool children in mainstreamed programs less than that of

nonhandicapped children in nonmainstreamed programs using the Preschool Interactive Curriculum

for the Natural Integration of Children (PICNIC).
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

Twenty-nine children attending two preschool programs in Corvallis, Oregon, during the

1985-86 school year, served as subjects in this study. The Old Mill School mainstreamed program

served as the experimental program. It provided two mainstreamed classrooms each containing 15

children. Seven or eight children in each classroom were identified as mildly/moderately

handicapped. The other children were nonhandicapped. The nonmainstreamed Linn-Benton

Community College classroom housed at the Benton Center in Corvallis served as the control

program. It served 13 nonhandicapped children. Both preschools shared a common philosophy and

both used the Preschool Interactive Curriculum for Natural Integration of Children (PICNIC).

Nonhandicapped Subjects

A total of 28 nonhandicapped subjects were included in the sample. Fifteen subjects were

enrolled in the mainstreamed program, eight in one classroom and seven in the other. Thirteen

subjects were enrolled in the nonmainstreamed program.

At the time of pretesting, the age range for all nonhandicapped children was 33 months to

64 months. Mainstreamed subjects ranged in age from 41 months to 64 months with a mean age

of 49 months. Nonmainstreamed subjects ranged in age from 33 months to 58 months with a
mean age of 46.5 months.

Fourteen boys and 14 girls comprised the total nonhandicapped group. The mainstreamed

program included 8 boys and 7 girls. The nonmainstreamed program included 6 boys and 7 girls.

On the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (PPVT-R), all nonhandicapped
children, except one, scored in or above the average score range, with standard score equivalents of

85 or above. In the mainstreamed program, pretest standard scores ranged from 87 to 140 with a
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group standard score mean of 112. The post test mean was 118. In the nonmainstreamed

program, pretest standard scores ranged from 73 to 130 with a mean of 116. Posttest mean was

121.

Hollingshead's "Four Factor Index of Social Status" (1975) was used to determine the

families' socioeconomic status. The four factors used to determine social status are: education,

occupation, sex and marital status. Computed scores for these four factors may range from a high

of 66 to a low of 8. Hollingshead divides these into five levels of social status.

The subjects in this study were distributed among the five social status levels as
summarized in Table 1.

SOCIAL STATUS

Table 1
Social Status Distribution

N Mainstreamed Nonmainstreamed

I Upper 14 6 8
(Scores of 66-55)

II Upper-Middle 7 4 3
(Scores of 54-40)

III Middle 4 3 1

(Scores of 39-30)

IV Middle-Lower 2 1 1
(Scores of 29-20)

V Lower 1 1

(Scores of 19-8)

TOTAL 28 15 13

Handicapped Students

The handicapped children enrolled at Old Mill School (mainstreamed) are described as

mildly/moderately handicapped. They arc children who do not qualify for, or are inappropriate for,
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placement in the classroom for severely/profoundly handicapped preschool children sponsored by

Benton County Mental Health.

A clear description of the handicapped population is provided to assist others in
replicating this study or in applying its fmdings to educational settings.

Subjects:

Fifteen handicapped subjects were enrolled in the two classrooms at the mainstreamed preschool,

seven in one classroom and eight in the other.

Age:

At the time of pretesting, handicapped children ranged in age from 40 mos., to 69 months. Their

mean age was 54 months.

Sex:

Of the 15 handicapped children, 12 were boys and 3 were girls.

Scholastic Aptitude:

Pretest scores on the PPVT-R ranged from 54 to 126 with a mean of 92. Posttest scores ranged

from 70 to 135 with a mean of 101.

Handicapping Conditions:

The 15 handicapped children represented the following primary handicapping conditions:

9 speech and language delay;
1 visual impairment;
1 physical handicap (dwarfism);
4 general learning delay.

All children were able to participate in physical activities, although the child with
dwarfism needed modifications of tricycle pedals, coat hooks, etc. All children used verbal
language although two displayed severe articulation disorders. One child was mildly apraxic and

two demonstrated delayed expressive language (use of 2-4 word phrases). No children required use

of sign language or communication boards.
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Program

In an effort to address the failure in available research to control for program philosophy,

curriculum and instructional methods, both the experimental and control preschools utilized the

Preschool Interactive Curriculum for the Natural Integration of Children (PICNIC), a curriculum

designed to be used with both nonhandicapped and mildly/moderately handicapped preschool

children. (See Appendix A for detailed description of PICNIC).

Both programs met three times weekly for 2-1/2 hours each session. Each requiredparent

involvement with parents attending group parent meetings and regularly assisting in their child's

classroom.

The mainstreamed preschool admitted nonhandicapped childrenon a first come, first served

basis. Admission was not dependent on test results. If, however, after admission, a child's test

results so indicated, the child was reclassified as "handicapped."

The nonmainstreamed preschool admitted children on a first come, first served basis.

Testing was not generally done prior to or after admission to the program. If children evidenced

developmental delays during the year they were referred to appropriate agencies.

Head teachers directed each classroom. All teachers had university degrees in related fields

and were experienced teachers. All teachers had been trained to use PICNIC and shared its

philosophy. They also shared similar teaching methods and styles. Teachers were assisted by

three additional adults each day. Therefore the adult to child ratio was one adult to four children.
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Both programs met three days weekly for 2-1/2 hours daily and maintained consistent

daily schedules. They were as follows:

Mainstreamed Program

15 min. Large group

80 min. PICNIC activities

20 min. Outside

5 min. Wash hands

10 min. Snack

15 min. Large group

10 min. Stories

60 min. Post meeting

Nonmainstreamed Program

15 min. Large group

60 min. PICNIC activities

25 min. Cleaning/snack

25 min. Outside

15 min. Large group

10 min. Stories

15 min. Post meeting

Both shared a common outside play yard so outside time was reversed for the two
programs.

Assessment Instruments

Four pre and post assessment instruments were used in this study to assess aspects of

children's skill development and perceived competence and social acceptance. Assessments included:

The Alpern-Boll Developmental Profile (ABDP), Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised

(PPVT-R), and Developmental Test of Visual Motor Integration (TVMI) and Pictorial Scale of

Perceived Competence and Social Acceptance for Young Children (PSPC).

The ABDP is a skill inventory designed to assess children's development from birth

through age nine. It determines their functional developmental age level by assessing specific

skills according to age norms in five areas of development: physical, self help, social, academic

and communication. The ABDP offers developmental age scores and I.Q. equivalency scores in

each of these five areas.
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The PPVT-R was primarily selected to help provide clear definition of the ability levels of

both handicapped and nonhandicapped children in the programs. It also assesses vocabulary

acquisition.

The Test of Visual Motor Integration (TVMI) measures the integration of visual perception

and fine motor behavior in children, ages 2-15 yrs. Children are asked to copy geometric forms

and age equivalent scores are determined based on number of forms passed.

The Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social Acceptance for Young Children

(PSPC) is a self-report instrument which assesses a child's perception of his/her general

competence and social acceptance.

Administration Procedure

The four tests were administered to each child on two separate occasions for both pre and

post testing. The ABDP was administered by the child's teacher. The PPVT-R, TVMI and the

PSPC were administered on another occasion by another examiner.

The ABDP was administered by the child's classroom teacher during the first four weeks of

school. All three teachers were trained by one trainer. The trainer administered the ABDP with

teachers observing and completing their own copy of the scoring sheet. Scoring of individual

items and computation of developmental age were compared. Inconsistencies were discussed. Each

teacher then administered the ABDP to two children and the trainer completed separate score sheets.

Again, individual items and developmental age scores were compared. Each child and a parent

(usually the mother) were tested outside of class time and required 45 minutes to 75 minutes each.

Testing was done in a room at the child's own preschool. ABDP administration for all children in

this study included both parent report and direct performance. Parent report was the predominant

method for the self help and social scales. Direct performance was the predominant method for

physical, academic and communication scales.

The PPVT-R, TVMI and the PSPC were administered on a separate occasion, within a two

and one-half week period. These tests were not administered by the child's teacher but rather by an
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examiner unknown to the children. Each examiner, however, spent time in "group time" in each

classroom and was introduced to the children as a "friend who has some special pictures for each of

you to look at. Each of you will get to have a turn to look at examiner's name pictures."

Examiners were also trained by one trainer, observing and scoring as the trainer administered each

test to a child. Children were removed from class for this testing which lasted approximately 20-

40 minutes per child. They were tested in a separate room in their own preschool.

Posttesting occurred 30-32 weeks after pretesting. The pretesting procedure was repeated.

All children were tested in a room at their own preschool. Teachers administered the ABDP, using

both direct performance and parent report. The PPVT-R, TMVI and PSPC were readministered by

the same examiner who pretested the children. Alternate forms of the PPVT-R were administered

in the posttesting.

Assessment Instruments

Alpern Boll Developmental Profile II

Four functions are delineated for the ABDP (Alpern, Boll 1972). It can be used in

determining eligibility for receiving special education and/or related services, as a means of

developing individual educational programs consistent with children's strengths and weaknesses, as

a measure of child progress via pre and posttreatment, and as a method of evaluating a program by

comparing averages of group pre and post test scores.

The ABDP consists of 186 items arranged in five scales. Each scale has items arranged in

age ranges. A separate developmental age is determined in each of the five scales. The child is

credited a "pass" on items he/she is able to do and a "fail" on those he/she is unable to do. The

basal level is the "oldest" age section in which the child passes all items. All passed items above

the basal are added to determine the developmental age.

Reliability - The ability of the ABDP to obtain similar results over time is particularly

important due to its design as both a direct test and an interview instrument.
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Interviewer/scorer reliability was measured by two interviewers administering the ABDP

three days apart to eleven mothers. A "t" test indicated no significant difference between two

scores by two interviewers. Twenty-two percent of the scores were identical; 50 percent were

within 1 percent.

In the other study, 35 teachers independently scored the ABDP as it was administered by

one interviewer. Seventy-one percent of teachers had identical scores. Eighty-nine percentwere

within one point. The studies indicate that the ABDP gives scores with high scorer, reporter and

test/.retest reliability.

Validity - Test authors indicate that data supporting the validity of the ABDP comes from

the standardization study. Data came from the standardization study to determine at what age each

skill occurred normally. The standardization population was composed of normal children (i.e.,

not premature, no seizures, no hospitalization). Three-thousand eight subjects comprised the

standardization group. Subjects were proportionately balanced across ages, by sex, race and social

class from the general population from which the sample was drawn. Authors describe sample

limitations as: lack of significant number of ethnic groups, other than white and black children;

preponderance of children from large urban areas; and a geographical bias as all children were from

Indiana and Washington.

Validity was also supported by determining the percent of agreement on 100 children

between the mother's statements concerning the child's skills and the skills actually demonstrated

by the child. A validity index of 84 percent agreement between parent report of child's skills and

child's actual skills was established.

Due to the ABDP's uniqueness in assessing skills in five developmental areas,
comparison to one other instrument was not possible. The academic scale scores were compared to

the Stanford-Binet. A significant correlation of r=.84 was found between the Binet Mental Age and

the ABDP's academic age. A correlation of r=.80 was obtained between the Binet Mental age and a

mental age score derived by averaging the Profile's academic and communication ages.

A formula to derive an I.Q. equivalency from the ABDP was determined: Academic

Age/Chronological age times 100. The formula was validated in a study with 54 subjects at r=.85.

In a second study with 22 subjects the correlation between the I.Q. and the estimated I.Q. was
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statistically significant at r=.49. Fifty percent of the subjects had I.Q. and I.Q. equivalent within

10 points of each other. The I.Q. equivalentslightly overestimated the I.Q.s of retarded subjects

and slightly underestimated I.Q.s of above average subjects.

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (PPVT-R)

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised is designed primarily as a measure of an

individual's receptive vocabulary for Standard American English -- or vocabulary recognition. It

also provides a quick estimate of scholastic aptitude. It is not, however, a comprehensive test of

general intelligence (Dunn, 1981).

The PPVT-R like the original PPVT (Dunn, 1959) contains 175 test items each

containing four simple, black and white pictures arranged in multiple choice format. The test can

be administered to individuals 2-1/2 to 40 years of age.

The raw score, which is obtained by subtracting the number of items missed from the

number of the ceiling items can be converted to three derived scores: standard score equivalents,

percentile ranks, and stanines.

Developmental type age norms or age equivalents may also be determined. Standard score

equivalents were normalized in deriving the PPVT-R norms which allows the deviation type norms

to be interchangeable in any age group. Because the PPVT -R scores are only estimates of a child's

true score, or ability, a standard error of measurement is also determined for each child to increase

the confidence of the score as an indicator of the child's ability.

Reliability - The PPVT-R was standardized on a random group of 4,200 children, ages 2-1/2

to 18 years which represented age and sex balance, geographic, occupation, ethnic and community

size representation.

Split-half reliability coefficients for the PPVT-R range from r=.67 to r=.88 on Form L

(median r=.890) from r=.61 to r=.86 on Form M (median r=.81).

Test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from r=.73 to r=.91 with a median of r=.82.
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Validity - A great number of studies have compared the scores of PPVT (Dunn, 1959) with

other vocabulary and intelligence tests. Because the test authors have statistically compared the

original and revised versions, the PPVT-R validity statistics are considered comparable. PPVT

scores were compared with Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale scores in 72 correlations. The range

of correlations was r=.15 to r=.88 with a median of r=.62. PPVT scores were compared with

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children full scale scores in 66 correlations. Scores ranged from r=

-.16 to r=.91 with a median of r=.64.

Test of Visual Motor Integration (TVMI)

The TVMI (Beery, 1967) measures the degree to which visual perception and motor

behavior are integrated in children, ages 2 to 15 years. The TVMI consists of 24 geometric forms

to be copied with pencil and paper. Forms are arranged in order of increasing difficulty -- children

begin by copying form one and continue until they misproduce three consecutive forms.

A raw score is determined by totaling the number of correct form reproductions through the

ceiling item. The raw score is then converted to the child's corresponding age equivalent.

Reliability - To determine how consistently the TVMI measures integration of visual motor

functions, three reliability studies were done. Intertester reliability of raw scores for ten subjects

was .98.

Two-week test-retest reliability of 171 subjects was r=.83 for boys and r=.87 for girls. A

six-month test retest reliability of r=.85 was acquired on ten mentally retarded boys.

Internal consistency of relationships of each item to the total score was high with a
correlation of r=.93.

Validity - To determine to what degree the TVMI measures the integration of visual and

motor integration, the number of forms correctly produced were correlated with chronological age

with a coefficient of r=.89.
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In a study of 20 retarded boys, correlating performance on the Frostig and the TVMI

Pearson of r=.80 was found.

Beery reports that correlations between the TVMI and other tests indicate that the TVMI

was most highly associated with mental age (r = .70); visual-motor association (r=.70), and visual-

motor sequencing abilities (r=.73).

Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social Acceptance for Young Children (PSPC)

The PSPC (Harter & Pike, 1984) is a measure which is intended to more clearly delineate

the domains which are generally considered when measuring self concept. The PSPC is a self-

report measure for preschool age children Children are shown black and white line drawings

depicting children's skills and activities (i.e., drawing, jumping, playing with another child, etc.)

The scale includes two factors. The factor of general competence includes cognitive competence

and physical competence subscales, and the factor of socialacceptance includes peer acceptance and

maternal acceptance subscales. A single score is not obtained as Harter believes that theory and

research support the conclusion that children are not capable of making judgments about their

general self worth as persons until age eight. Until age 8, children do not view themselves as

equally competent in all domains. Children also tend to confuse the wish to be competent with

reality (Harter, 1982 and Harter & Pike, 1984).

Reliability - Internal reliabilities of subscales for the preschool group (N=90) were r=.79

for perceived competence and r=.89 for social acceptance.

Validity - Several indexes of validity were completed. After administration of the scale,

children were asked the bases for their responses. "How do you know you are good/not good at

(name of activity specified)?" "How can you tell?" Forty-three first graders and 48 second graders

were asked these questions regarding three cognitive and two physical items. Ninety-six percent of

the children were able to give specific reasons for why they felt they were or were not competent.

Validity in the cognitive domain was also checked by comparing the scores of twelve

children who had been retained in the first grade with twelve children, matched on age and gender,
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who had been promoted. Cognitive competence scores of retained children were significantly lower

than scores of promoted children at the .005 level.

Social domain validity was determined by comparing scores of ten "new" children who

had been in a school less than two months with children who had been in a school more than one

year. New children had a significantly lower score.

Physical domain validity was evaluated by examining scores of eight children who had

been premature infants and thus for whom physical lags could be expected. These children saw

themselves as significantly less competent than children who had been full term infants.

Analysis of the Data

The four assessment instruments administered to subjects in this study examined 11

variables. The statistical treatment consisted of three steps. Initially, the pretest scores on the 11

variables were subjected to an ANOVA to test comparability of the two groups. This comparison

was to reveal significant differences between the nonhandicapped children in the mainstreamed and

nonmainstreamed classrooms prior to experimental treatment. If the two groups of children were

statistically different at the outset, then severe limitations would be imposed on the results and

conclusions which might be drawn from them.

If no significant differences were found between groups on pretest scores, then change

scores would be calculated for each subject. These derived scores would be obtained by subtracting

pretest from posttest scores. These scores would be applied to test the null hypothesis that

nonhandicapped children in nonmainstreamed and mainstreamed classrooms had no difference in the

amount of change in their performance on the 11 variables. Statistical analysis would use
ANOVA to determine if significant differences existed between groups on any of the measures, and

a probability level of p=.05 was set as the decision level.



32

If the null hypothesis were rejected, an alternative hypothesis would be examined using a series of

t-tests. The alternative hypothesis would test the thesis that nonhandicapped children gain more in

a nonmainstreamed than in a mainstreamed classroom.

Chapter IV presents the results of these analyses.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This study examined the effects of mainstreamingon nonhandicapped children. Data were

collected on 28 subjects in two preschool settings. The two preschools differed in that one had a

mainstreamed program while the other did not. All 28 subjects were nonhandicapped preschool

children between the ages of 33 - 64 months. Fifteen subjects were enrolled in the mainstreamed

program while 13 subjects were enrolled in the nonmainstreamed program. Both programs used

the Preschool Interactive Curriculum for the Natural Integration of Children (PICNIC) and were

matched for length of day, adult to child ratio, level of parent involvement, program philosophy,

and ages of children. Four assessment instruments were used to determine change on 11 variables

judged to be important developmental factors in children of this age range. Instruments were

administered pre and post with a 30-32 week intervening treatment period.

Initial analyses of variance were performed on pretest scores to determine if the two

groups were statistically comparable. Subsequently the differences between pretest and posttest

scores on each of the 11 variables, using a one-way analysis of variance, were calculated and tested

for significance. A priori probability value of .05 was set as the decision level. The results of

these analyses are presented in the following section.

The initial statistical analyses were to determine the comparability of the two preschool

groups. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the pretest scores were performed on the 11 variables.

The analyses revealed no significant difference on any of the variables. The comparability of

groups is thereby demonstrated. In the absence of randomization, this was a necessary process.

Had the two groups been non-comparable, further analysis would have been meaningless. The non-

significant differences between the two groups allowed further analysis and hypothesis testing to be

done. These results are summarized in Table 2.
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TABLE 2
One-v-a-y Analysis of Variance of Pretest Scores

Mean
Main-

Mean
Nonmain-

VariabIQ ILyalug streamed =Ind
Physical 6.6667.7117 8.2308
Self Help .5732 9.6000 12.3846
Social .6124 11.3333 13.3077
Academic .7057 5.2000 6.0769
Communication .6521 1.4667 -.3846
PPVT .5294 112.1333 115.8462
Beery .5067 1.0000 .6154
Cognitive Competence .3935 3.2000 3.0615
Peer Acceptance .0665 2.9400 2.5615
Physical Competence .4270 3.0933 2.9154
Maternal Acceptance .1148 3.2200 2.8538

Table 2 displays the results of one-way analysis of variance applied to the means of

pretest data of subjects enrolled in the two programs. Results revealed no significant differences at

the .05 level between the pretest means of the two groups in respect to the 11 variables.

Variables Measured by the Alpem Boll Developmental Profile

Physical

On the dimension "Physical," the nonmainstreamed students had a pretest mean of 8.23, a

posttest mean of 11.23, and a difference score of 3.00. Similarly, the mainstreamed group had a

pretest mean of 6.67, a posttest mean of 11.29, and a 4.62 difference. Analysis of variance yielded

a non-significant probability of p=.68. No significant difference on the dimension "physical" is
indicated between the gains of mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed children.
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Self Help

Nonmainstreamed students' pretest mean on the "self help" variable was 12.38, their

posttest mean was 18.46 and their difference score was 6.08. The mainstreamed group's pretest

mean was 9.60, their posttest mean was 17.87, and their difference was 8.27. A nonsignificant

probability of p=.74 was obtained from analysis of variance. No significant difference between

mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed children was found on the variable of "self help."

Social

In the developmental area "social," the nonmainstreamed group had a pretest mean of

13.31 and a posttest mean of 18.46, with a difference score of 5.15. The mainstreamed group had

a pretest mean of 11.33 and a posttest mean of 17.33 with a change score of 6.00. Analysis of

variance produced a nonsignificant probability of p=.64, indicating no significant difference in

gains of nonmainstreamed and mainstreamed children on the "social" dimension.

Academic

On the "academic" variable, the nonmainstreamed children had a pretest mean of 6.08 and

a posttest mean of 11.08 with a change score of 5.00. The mainstreamed students had a pretest

mean of 5.20 with a posttest mean of 9.33, and a change score of 4.13. Again, a nonsignificant

probability of p=.37 revealed no significant differences between nonmainstreamed and
mainstreamed students in the area of academic development.
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Communication

On the "communication" variable, nonmainstreamed children obtained a pretest mean of

.38 and a posttest mean of 7.24 with a difference score of 7.62. Mainstreamed children had a

pretest mean of 1.47, a posttest mean of 11.07 and a difference score of 9.60. A nonsignificant

probability of p=.72 was found by analysis of variance and thus reveals no significant difference in

the communication gains between nonmainstreamed and mainstreamedstudents.

Variables Measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

On the vocabulary acquisition variable, nonmainstreamed children had a pretest mean of

115.85 and a posttest mean of 121.31 with a change score of 5.46. The mainstreamed children had

a pretest mean of 112.13, a posttest mean of 117.93 and a change score of 5.80. Analysis of

variance yielded a nonsignificant probability of p=.52 indicating no significant difference in

vocabulary acquisition for nonmainstreamed and mainstreamedchildren.

Variables Measured by the Test of Visual Motor Integration

On the visual motor variable, the nonmainstreamed students' pretest mean was .62 and

their posttest mean was 1.31 with a change score of .69. Mainstreamed students' pretest mean was

1.00 and their posttest mean was 1A7 with a change score of .47. Analysis of variance yielded a

probability of p=.37. The probability value indicates no significant difference between gains of

nonmainstreamed and mainstreamed children on the Test of Visual Motor Integration.
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Variables Measured by the Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social Acceptance for
Young Children (PSPC)

Cognitive Competence

On the variable "perceived cognitive competence," the pretest mean for nonmainstreamed

students was 3.06, the posttest mean was 3.17 and the change score was .11. Mainstreamed

students had a pretest mean of 3.20, a posttest mean of 3.47 and a change score of .27. Analysis

of variance yielded an insignificant probability of .86. Nonmainstreamed students did not gain

significantly more than mainstreamed students on the dimension of "perceived cognitive
competence."

Peer Acceptance

On the variable "perceived peer acceptance," the nonmainstreamed children had a pretest

mean of 2.56, a posttest mean of 3.56 and a difference score of .01. Mainstreamed children had a

pretest mean of 2.94, a posttest mean of 2.84 and a change score of -.01. Analysis of variance

yielded a non-significant probability of p=.23, indicating no significant difference between the

nonmainstreamed and mainstreamed groups on the variable "perceived peer acceptance."

Physical Competence

The dimension "perceived physical competence" resulted in a pretest mean of 2.92 and a

posttest mean of 2.93 for nonmainstreamed students. Their difference score was .01.
Mainstreamed students had a pretest mean of 3.09 and posttest mean of 3.16 with a difference score

of .07. The probability level p=.61 indicates no significant difference between nonmainstreamed

and mainstreamed children in their perception of their physical competence.
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Maternal Acceptance

On the variable "perceived maternal acceptance," nonmainstreamed children had a pretest

mean of 2.85, a posttest mean of 2.58 with a difference score of -.27. The mainstreamed children

had a pretest mean of 3.22, a posttest mean of 2.74 and a difference score of -.48. Analysis of

variance yielded an non-significant probability of p=.20. There was no significant difference

between nonmainstreamed and mainstreamed children's perception of maternal acceptance.

Table 3 summarizes these data:

TABLE 3
One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences between

Pretest and Posttest Scores

Variable
P-Value

From "r Test

P-Value From
1 Tailed
"t" test

Main-
streamed

Nonmain-
streamed

Physical .6331 .6834 4.6227 3.0000
Self Help .5233 .7384 8.2667 6.0769
Social .7165 .6418 6.0000 5.1538
Academic .7328 .3664 4.1333 5.0000
Communication .5616 .7194 9.6000 7.6154
PPVT .9523 .5239 5.8000 5.4615
Beery .7378 .3689 .4667 .6923
Cognitive Competence .2798 .8601 .2733 .1077
Peer Acceptance .4691 .2346 -.1000 .1000
Physical Competence .7823 .6089 .0667 .0077
Maternal Acceptance .4001 .2001 -.4800 -.2692

Table 3 displays the results of the one-way ANOVA applied to the differences between pre

and post test measures. Again, no significant differences at the .05 level were found between the

nonhandicapped children in the mainstreamed and nonmainstreamedgroups on the 11 variables.

Since all of the analyses resulted in non-significant differences it is not possible to reject

the null hypothesis. Therefore the hypothesis that nonhandicapped preschool children in

mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed classrooms do not differ in their development of skills and self

concept is retained. Since the null hypothesis was retained, the alternative hypothesis that
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nonhandicapped children do better in nonmainstreamed classrooms was not considered. Finally,

One-way ANOVA were also applied to the variables by sex and by social status. Again no

significant differences at the .05 level of significance were found.

In summary, analysis of the data from the 11 measures administered to subjects in the

mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed preschool settings revealed no significant differences in pretest

comparison, nor in change during treatment. Furthermore, there was no significance difference

associated with the factors of gender or social status.

The following chapter interprets and draws conclusions based on the data reported in this

chapter.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

The current study examined the question of whether the development of nonhandicapped

children, ages 3 through 6, is impeded when they are placed in a mainstreamed program with

handicapped peers. To examine this question, a control group of 13 nonhandicapped children, in a

nonmainstreamed setting and an experimental group of 15 nonhandicapped children in a

mainstreamed setting were compared on 11 variables judgedto be important developmental factors.

The fears of parents and teachers that nonhandicapped children may be hindered in their

development because of placement with handicapped children were not supported. The results of

the analyses of variance on the 11 variables indicated no significant difference between the gains of

nonhandicapped children in mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed programs. Seven variables did

indicate a more positive gain for nonhandicapped children in the mainstreamed setting: physical,

self help, social, communication, vocabulary acquisition, cognitive and physical competence. On

the following three variables, a more positive gain was indicated for children in the
nonmainstreamed program: academic, visual motor, and peer acceptance. On the variable
"maternal acceptance," neither group showed a positive gain.

There are no clear indications from this investigation of any detrimental effects from

mainstreaming on nonhandicapped children. Had there been major negative impact on the
mainstreamed children, it is expected that these effects would have been apparent. This did not

occur. As a result of the non-significant findings, the null hypothesis is retained for further
investigation.
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Discussion

On seven variables, nonhandicapped children in the mainstreamed program showed greater gains

than children in the nonmainstreamed program. This affirms this researcher's belief that given a

program such as Old Mill School and the PICNIC curriculum designed to meet the developmental

needs of both handicapped and nonhandicapped children, all children can prosper.

Some interesting observations and implications can be drawn from the data. The PICNIC

curriculum included daily activities which focused on academic, communication and physical (both

large and fine motor) development. Children in both programs made considerable gains in each of

these four areas. Children in the mainstreamed program made greater gains on six variables which

directly relate to these four curriculum areas.

Variable
Physical
Physical Competence

Self Help

Communication
PPVT-Vocabulary

Acquisition

Cognitive Competence

)
)

Related PICNIC Area

Physical - Gross Motor

Physical - Fine Motor

Communication

Academic

The above relationships are somewhat arbitrary as the division between developmental

areas is not a clear one. Acquisition of cognitive or academic skills impact language development;

acquisition of language impacts social skill development, etc. The developmental skill areas

emphasized in PICNIC were all positively impacted in children in both mainstreamed and
nonmainstreamed programs.

The variable "social" also showed a positive gain in both groups with a greater gain for

mainstreamed children. Ways to encourage turn- taking, sharing and child-to-child and child-to-adult

interactions are suggested on each PICNIC activity card. Social development is thus an important

area in the PICNIC curriculum.
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It is this researcher's clinical experience that as children gain communication skills they

also become more adept socially. This is supported in the greater gains for mainstreamed children

on the three variables social, communication and PPVT (vocabulary acquisition).

It is interesting that mainstreamed children gained more than nonmainstreamed children in

their perception of their cognitive competence although nonmainstreamed children actually made

greater gains than mainstreamed children on the "academic" variable.

The fact that nonhandicapped children in both programs made gains on nine of the 11

variables supports the use of PICNIC in both mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed programs for

preschool children, ages 3 through 6.

The negative change on the maternal acceptance variable for both groups and the slight

negative change on the peer acceptance variable for mainstreamed children are perplexing in light of

gains on the social variable and the emphasis both programs place on parent involvement. Both

the mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed groups' change scores for maternal acceptance are negative

(-.48 and -.27 respectively). These scores suggest that children saw their mothers as less accepting

at the end of the school year. The assessment is based on the child's perception of the following

six factors:

1. Mom smiles.

2. Mom takes you places.

3. Mom cooks favorite foods.

4. Mom reads to you.

5. Mom plays with you.

6. Mom talks to you.

It is this researcher's opinion that the negative change on the maternal acceptance variable

may correlate with the increase in social, self help and communication variables. Preschool

children are very dependent on their mothers at the beginning of the school year. At the
conclusion of the year, however, children have developed many new skills which allow them to be

more independent of their mothers, both emotionally and physically. Children can do more things

for themselves. They play independently and with other children much more frequently. Parents'

expectations also change after children enter preschool. Parents expect children to be more

independent. Thus, it is the researcher's opinion that the amount of time mothers spend with their
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children may change during the school year -- at least the nature of time spent with their children

may change.

Another possible explanation for the change in maternal acceptance scores may relate to

the change in parents' throughout the school year. Nine of 15 parents of children in the

mainstreamed program and five of the 13 parents in the nonmainstreamed program felt at the

beginning of the year that they were having some trouble disciplining their children, that children

did not follow directions, and they "talked back." These parents worked with program staff on

becoming clearer about their expectations of their children, establishing clearer limits, and

following through on those limits. It is possible that as parents felt more secure in their parenting

roles and had higher and more consistent expectations of their children, that children perceived them

as less accepting.

The mainstreamed group also showed a negligible negative change (-.10) on the variable

of peer acceptance and the nonmainstreamed group showed a negligible positive change (.10). The

items on the peer acceptance scale include:

1. Has lots of friends.

2. Stays overnight at friends.

3. Has friends to play with.

4. Has friends on playground.

5. Gets asked to play by others.

6. Eats dinner at friend's house.

The researcher's clinical experience with the families involved in this study indicates that

some 3 to 5 year old children have lunch at a friend's home; however, rarely do they have dinner or

stay overnight at a friends house. It may be that when answering "no" to these questions, 3 and 4

year old children do not perceive them as indications of the absence or presence of peer acceptance,

but rather matter-of-factly as something they are not yet allowed to do. At age 5, however, many

children are aware of older siblings being allowed to have dinner and stay overnight at a friend's

house and may begin to respond to the items from a different perspective -- they may indeed see it

as a reflection that they are not as well liked as other children.

The maternal and peer acceptance variables may suggest areas for further study regarding

areas of mainstreaming, parent involvement and preschool children.
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Analysis of Key Variables

Old Mill School is a model program. The development of PICNIC was supported

through funds from the Federal Office of Special Education as a demonstration project from 1981-

1985. Old Mill School and the PICNIC curriculum are based on a number of theoretical

considerations and are uniquely designed to provide for the developmental needs of both

nonhandicapped and mildly/moderately handicapped children, ages 3 through 6. It is important to

delineate the unique components of the Old Mill School program as it is this researcher's belief

that these components help insure positive growth for nonhandicapped as well as handicapped

children.

Components underlying the development of Old Mill School and PICNIC are related to

the variables Guralnick (1982) saw as critical in assessing the effects of mainstreaming. Thus

Guralnick's variables were addressed to the extent possible in designing the present study.

Attention to these variables contributes to the importance of this study. An in depth look at the

relevance of these and other variables to the outcome data will clarify program parameters. It is

hoped that other early childhood educators will be helped in replicating the Old Mill School model

or in extending the current study. The variables outlined by Guralnick include:

Teacher/Child ratio

Ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children

Types and severity of handicapped children

Teacher training and preparation for mainstreaming

Learning environment: spatial layout, activities, etc.

Chronological ages of children

Resource specialists

Parent attitude and involvement

Developmental model of program

These variables will be discussed in the following sections.
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Teacher/Child Ratio

Teacher/child ratio was controlled in the study. A one-to-four ratio was selected based on

research indicating that handicapped and nonhandicapped children do not automatically interact

(Dunlop, et al., 1980), that language delayed children require frequent opportunities to use language

in meaningful interactions (Katz, 1984), and that episodes of play were lengthened and elaborated

on more often when an adult was present (Bruner, 1983). Almy's belief that children left on their

own miss many opportunities to derive richer meaning from experiences also supported a high

teacher/child ratio (Almy, 1976).

It is the opinion of the researcher that the one-to-four ratio was important in the results of

the current study. High teacher to child ratio is critical in mainstreamed programs where physical,

social/emotional and academic needs of handicapped children may require an inordinant amount of

the teacher's time. In an environment with several handicapped children -- and too few adults --

nonhandicapped children who communicate, interact and complete activities without assistance are

likely to receive little adult attention. This study suggests that a one adult to four children ratio

may be an important variable in nonhandicapped children's progress in the mainstreamed
environment.

Ratio of Handicapped to Nonhandicapped Children

The ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children varies widely in integrated (more

handicapped/fewer nonhandicapped) and in mainstreamed (more nonhandicapped/fewer handicapped)

programs. The Old Mill School PICNIC model is designed for a 50/50 ratio.

It is this researcher's opinion that if nonhandicapped children are to develop appropriate

social, physical, language, academic and self help skills, the curriculum and the social milieu must

be stimulating, challenging and enjoyable.

Modeling and imitation are important factors in the PICNIC curriculum. Peterson, et.al.,

(1977) found that nonhandicapped children constitute the most effective models for both
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handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers. Therefore it appears that an equal number of

nonhandicapped and handicapped children in the mainstreamed setting benefits both groups of

children.

Types and Severity of Handicapped Children

A weakness in much of the literature reviewed for this study was the failure to clearly

define the types and severity of handicapped children enrolled in mainstreamed programs. Literature

reveals that there arc significant differences in outcome data for handicapped and nonhandicapped

children, relative to levels of severity. Thus it is imperative if program models are to be

successfully implemented by others, or if studies are to be successfully replicated, the types and

severity of handicaps must be clearly defined.

It is this researcher's opinion that the mainstreamed children's positive gains may be in

part related to the mild/moderate levels of handicapping conditions. Galloway and Chandler (1978)

found that mildly/moderately handicapped children made significant gains in a mainstreamed
classroom. Severely/profoundly handicapped children made no gains in the same setting.

Mildly/moderately handicapped children interact with handicapped children more frequently than do

severely handicapped children (Raupp, 1985). From clinical experience, the research concludes

that mildly/moderately handicapped children have significant developmental strengths as well as

weaknesses, whereas severely handicapped children have more severe and more global delays.

Therefore mildly/moderately handicapped children no doubt provide appropriate models and

stimulation for nonhandicapped children in a variety of developmental areas.

Teacher Training and Preparation for Mainstreaming

Although very little research is available regarding the effect of teacher attitude on

mainstreaming, it seems apparent that positive teacher attitudes are critical to the success of

mainstreamed programs (Guralnick, 1982 and Allen, 1981). The inclusion of handicapped children

places additional demands on teachers. It is this researcher's clinical experience that teachers thrust
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into this situation may feel resentment and frustration, often due to lack of information about and

experience with handicapped children. The frustration and resentment affect the entire tone of the

classroom. Handicapped and nonhandicapped children alike are impacted.

Old Mill School is a private school whose stated mission is to provide a mainstreamed

preschool program. This is made clear when recruiting staff. Thus, teachers and resource

specialists choose to work at Old Mill because it is a mainstreamed program. Their choice of this

environment coupled with the high adult to child ratio in the classrooms and the team approach to

working with children and families helps insure positive teacher attitudes. As a result, a positive,

happy, relaxed environment is established for nonhandicapped and handicapped children alike. The

positive attitude of teachers also provides an important positive model for nonhandicapped children

toward their handicapped peers.

It is this researcher's opinion that educators must examine closely the effects of placing

several mildly to severely handicapped children in a classroom of 25+ children with one teacher.

This may well be setting the stage for frustration for handicapped and nonhandicapped children

and for the ultimate failure of mainstreaming.

Learning Environment: Spatial Layout, Activities, Etc.

The mainstreamed classroom must be designed to encourage interaction of handicapped

and nonhandicapped children. Classroom activities and structure should be conducive to procedures

that directly use nonhandicapped children as agents of change for handicapped children (Guralnick,

1982). It must encourage all children to interact with materials, adults and with each other.

Bruner (1983) reports that children learn through play and that play is most effective if facilitated

by an adult. Thus PICNIC materials and activities are designed to be fun -- to encourage children to

experiment, to adapt ideas, to experience consequences, to enjoy and to create.
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Chronological Ages of Children

The children in this study ranged from 33 to 64 months at time of pretesting. It is this

researcher's opinion that working with preschool age children has numerous advantages. The

researcher is convinced that the promise for change is much greater during the preschool years than

later in a child's development. Sabornic's (1985) findings that younger children do not reject

handicapped children as often as do older children is another strong reason to begin mainstreaming

during preschool years. It is this researcher's belief that preschool nonhandicapped children benefit

greatly in the mainstreamed setting because of their openness and inquisitiveness. They lack the

large body of prejudgements often held by older children and adults. When their questions and fears

are dealt with caringly and respectfully they are generally very accepting of differences.

Resource Specialists

Old Mill School believes that all children have strengths and weaknesses, that all children

may have educational and/or emotional needs during their development. As a result, the

counselors, occupational therapist, and language specialist work in the Old Mill School classroom

and are available to provide individual services to nonhandicapped children and provide information

and support to parents. Rarely arc these specialists readily available to nonhandicapped children in

other mainstreamed programs.

In the view of this investigator, this unique availability of resource specialists

contributes to the lack of significant difference between the performance of children in the

mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed setting in this study.

Parent Attitude and Involvement

Parent involvement in children's preschool education is now common. Little research,

however, exists regarding parent attitude toward mainstreaming in preschools. The attitude of
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handicapped and nonhandicapped children's parents seems critical to the success of the

mainstreamed program and the quality and quantity of parent-parent interaction (Blacher and

Turnbull, 1983).

Parents of nonhandicapped children often select Old Mill School because it is

mainstreamed. They express their desire for their child to develop a better understanding and

acceptance of individual differences. It is believed by the investigator that this positively impacts

on the Old Mill School nonhandicappcd child. Parents of nonhandicapped children are supportive

of program philosophy and activities. They are interested in and concerned about the handicapped

children and are open to their children's questions about handicapped children. Parent involvement

is required in both the mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed programs in this study. Not all

mainstreamed preschools have this high level of parent involvement. Nonhandicapped children at

Old Mill School may develop in different ways and at different rates than nonhandicapped children

in a mainstreamed classroom where choice of mainstreaming and required parent involvement are

not factors.

Developmental Model of Program

The PICNIC model was developed for both handicapped and nonhandicapped children. A

large and significant body of research undergirds PICNIC, supporting its theory, activities,

objectives and format (See Appendix). Key to the PICNIC model is Mori and Neiworth's research

(1983) that children progress at varying rates in different learning domains. They found that

mildly/moderately handicapped children go through the same developmental progression as

nonhandicapped children, but at a slower rate, and with more practice. Thus, if a program is truly

mainstreamed, the curriculum must accommodate diverse developmental levels. If the curriculum

focuses primarily on handicapped children's developmental levels it may very likely undershoot the

abilities of the nonhandicappcd children, thus robbing them of the challenges and excitement of

learning new skills and concepts. PICNIC utilizes activities that provide instruction, challenge

and practice at a variety of developmental levels. It is this researcher's opinion that PICNIC's

format enables nonhandicapped children to achieve as well in a mainstreamed setting as they would

in a nonmainstreamed setting. This opinion is not supported by this study.
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Attempts were made to control for and/or describe as many of these variables as possible

in the current study. The controlled variables include: program philosophy, curriculum, length of

day and number of days per week, adult to child ratio, access to resource specialists, ages of

children, sex of children, amount of parent involvement, and teacher experience.

Limitations

This researcher believes it is important to note two variables which may have influenced

the study's outcome and which were not controlled. One relates to the four adults in the

mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed classrooms. The mainstreamed classrooms were directed by

teachers (one with a master's degree in early childhood special education and six years teaching

experience, and the other with a bachelor's degree in special education and four years of experience).

The three additional adults included one other professional staff (counselor, occupational therapist

or program director), a community volunteer (a person who came regularly one half-day per week)

and a parent. The nonmainstreamed classroom was staffed by a teacher with a bachelors degree and

five years teaching experience and by three parents. Each parent worked about every two weeks in

the classroom.

Counselors, occupational therapist and program director from the mainstreamed program

were available to observe and assist in the nonmainstreamed classroom and did so on several

occasions. They did not participate on a regular basis in the nonmainstreamed classroom. It is

this researcher's opinion that the additional professionals in the mainstreamed classroom provided

augmented programming for nonhandicapped children as well as handicapped children. On the

other hand, the more frequent presence of parents in the nonmainstreamed program may have had a

positive effect for these children (i.e., parents gaining more skills, being more involved in the

daily program, having more interaction time with their own and other children in an educational

setting, etc.).

The other uncontrolled variable was the amount of postmeeting time for the two

programs. This was the result of the difference in number of hours teachers in the two programs

were employed. The nonmainstreamed program allotted fifteen minutes for post meeting, during

which time the teacher talked with the three parent assistants about anything which seemed
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significant regarding children's activities, interactions and performance. This was an informal,

verbal exchange. Written notes were taken only about major concerns. The mainstreamed

program allocated 60 minutes for post meeting. During this time, the teacher, other staff person,

the volunteer and sometimes the parent discussed each child. Written notes were made on each

child's performance in curriculum activities, free play time, and general behavior. A copy of these

notes was given to parents each week and a copy was placed in each child's file. The additional

time spent focusing on nonhandicapped children's strengths, weaknesses, progress, etc., may have

contributed to their positive gains in the mainstreamed program.

In addition to these two variables, several additional elements demand consideration when

interpreting the data in this current study. It must be acknowledged that the sample size is limited.

It must also be acknowledged that the sample came from predominantly upper and upper-

middle class families in a small university-centered community. Although thecurrent study does

not include significant numbers of low income or ethnic families, PICNIC was successfully

replicated in a Headstart and an Easter Seal program during its development. These programs had a

high percentage of low income children. Gains made by children during these replications were

significant and thus it would seem that PICNIC does indeed benefit nonhandicapped children in a

variety of settings.

Although attempts were made to obtain data on a wide variety of variables significant to

the development of preschool children, one important dimension was not studied. This is the

dimension of the "attitude" of nonhandicapped children towards handicapped individuals over time.

The researcher's clinical experience supports a belief that children who have been at Old Mill

School and thus have interacted frequently with handicapped children, are unusually accepting of

individual differences. These children notice handicaps, ask questions about handicaps (i.e.,

blindness, paralysis, severe speech/language delay) and then appear to accept the handicapped child.

After inquiries about wheelchairs, braces, hearing aids, etc., nonhandicapped children do not seem

"put off' or fearful. They appear to develop a relationship with the handicapped child as they

would with any other child. If anything, nonhandicapped children at Old Mill School assume the

role of nurturer, caregiver and teacher to their handicapped peers. They often need reminders to

allow the handicapped child to be more independent. These observations of children enrolled at Old

Mill School over the past ten years seems consistent with Sabornie (1985) who found rejection of

handicapped peers to be greater as a factor of age. Older children rejected handicapped peers more
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frequently than did elementary school children. Feedback from parents and elementary school

teachers indicates that children who attended Old Mill School generally tend to be more

compassionate and comfortable with handicapped children than do other children. This may be a

unique benefit of a mainstreamed preschool. Considering the lack of evidence to the contrary, the

researcher agrees with Guralnick and Paul-Brown (1980) that mainstreaming "creates circumstances

in which mutual understanding, tolerance for diversity and ultimately the recognition of the value

of diversity by both handicapped and nonhandicapped children flourish." This is an area which has

received no apparent research and yet seems central to the moral, ethical and philosophical basis

underlying mainstreaming.

Recommendations

Based on this study's results and limitations, the following recommendations are

suggested:

1. A follow-up study which more tightly controls staffing differences.

2. Further study regarding the effects of mainstreaming on friendship and peer acceptance.

3. A follow-up study utilizing a larger sample.

4. A replication of the current study with different populations in different geographic areas.

5. A longitudinal study comparing the attitudes towards handicapped individuals of children

who as preschoolers were enrolled in mainstreamed and nonmainstreamed programs.

Summary

If indeed the controversy over whether mainstreaming "works" is to be resolved, research

must continue in a variety of areas -- skill development, self concept development, attitude change,
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program models, etc., in respect to both handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Longitudinal

studies are needed to compare children from both mainstreamed and nonmainstreamedprograms.

Stringent control and/or description of key variables and program parameters must occur so that

studies may be replicated and successful program models may be appropriately implemented.

This study provides no significant evidence that the development of nonhandicapped

preschool children is impeded in mainstreamed programs. Perhaps this study can help put to rest

the fears that mainstreaming is harmful to nonhandicapped children. This researcher hopes this

study can provide early childhood educators with information regarding specific program theory,

philosophy, format and curriculum. The Old Mill School and PICNIC curriculum can be

replicated with the knowledge that both handicapped and nonhandicapped children have the potential

to benefit from this mainstreaming model.
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APPENDIX

PRESCHOOL INTERACTIVE CURRICULUM FOR THE NATURAL INTEGRATION OF
CHILDREN

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Old Mill School developed the Preschool Interactive Curriculum for the Natural

Integration of Children (PICNIC) from 1981 to 1985. PICNIC was developed to address the need

for a curriculum to teach both mildly and moderately handicapped children and nonhandicapped

children in preschool settings. (Blacher and Turnbull, 1983; Madden and Slavin, 1983). PICNIC

is a response to the small body of available research relating to preschool curriculum and

mainstreaming. In an attempt to better serve both handicapped and nonhandicapped children in

mainstreamed preschool settings PICNIC responds to critical issues noted in the research. The

following issues underscore the PICNIC philosophy and implementation.

1. Social Interactions: There is agreement (Raupp, 1985; Burnstein, 1986; and Dunlop,

Stoneman and Cantrell, 1980) that placing handicapped and nonhandicapped children together

does not ensure that they will interact with one another. There is no evidence of overt

rejection of handicapped children, but nonhandicapped children do initiate interactions

predominantly with other nonhandicapped children. The amount of interaction decreases as

severity of the handicap increases. Handicapped children do not reciprocate as frequently as do

nonhandicapped children to others' interactions (Raupp 1985). In order to ensure that

handicapped and nonhandicapped children do interact, PICNIC utilizes highinterest activities

designed for mainstreamed groups of four children. Each activity is facilitated by an adult

who encourages and guides children's interactions with each other.

2. Modeling and Imitation: It seems clear that imitation is a factor in children's learning but

that the willingness to imitate is affected by a range of motivational, discrimination and

reinforcement variables (Peterson, Peterson, and Scriven, 1977; Slavin, 1984). More

competent models are imitated more frequently than less competent models. Nonhandicapped
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as well as handicapped children thus tend to imitate nonhandicapped peers. Guralnick (1982)

believes programs must provide opportunities so that observational learning can occur. There

is some evidence that being imitated is also a positive experience for children. PICNIC is

designed for a 50-50 ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped in both large and small group

activities. Thus, children have various opportunities throughout the day to serve as a model

for others, as well as to model others' behavior and skills.

3. Appropriate Developmental Tasks: Mori and Neisworth (1983) site evidence that children

progress at varying rates in the different learning domains (language, cognitive, physical,

social and self help). They note that mildly/moderately handicapped children generally go

through the same developmental progression as nonhandicapped children, but at a slower rate.

Handicapped children require a wider variety of experiences and methods or increased repetition

to learn the skills. Mori and Neisworth suggest use of a curriculum which allows

handicapped and nonhandicapped to work at the same activity but at different levels. PICNIC

is designed to do so. Each PICNIC activity includes developmental objectives appropriate for

ages 2 - 6. Thus, adults can encourage children to interact with materials and peers at each

child's appropriate developmental level.

4. Self Esteem Development: Peterson (1982) sees a major difficulty of mainstreaming as

meeting handicapped children's developmental needs while still integrating them socially so

they feel good about themselves and their capabilities. To this end, Madden and Slavin

(1983) and Slavin (1984) have found that cooperative learning is better than competitive

learning for achievement, time on task and for self esteem development. In Madden and

Slavin's review of literature they propose three principal conditions conducive to the

development of positive relationships between handicapped and nonhandicapped students:

A. There should be opportunities for nonsuperficial, cooperative contact,

sanctioned by school authorities, between handicapped and nonhandicapped students.

B. It should be impossible, or nearly so, to identify the academically

handicapped students as belonging to a special group.

C. The classroom organization should be noncompetitive to forestall development of a

"pecking order" based on academic status (Madden &Slavin, 1983).
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The Old Mill School facilitates cooperative interactions throughout the day. PICNIC

activities encourage children to interact with and assist each other. Because children are able

to perform activities at appropriate developmental levels, all children experience success. In

this way, PICNIC is intended to help handicapped and nonhandicapped children to feel

competent and effective in their interactions with the environment.

5. Adult Facilitation of Learning Activities - The indication that children's development of

social, language, cognitive and other skills is facilitated by watching and interacting with

older children and with adults supports a preschool curriculum where adults are readily

available as models, interactors and reinforcers (Katz, 1984). One philosophy which guides

many teachers of young children is that the play which is so important to young children's

learning must be free of all adult contraints. Play must be completely child directed. Bruner

(1983) reports that during a research study in Britain in the late 1970s he found that the

longest episodes of play and the ones that had the biggest set of elaborations were those in

which an adult was present. The adult provided reassurance, information and redirection when

needed. Almy (1976) states that children left on their own miss many opportunities to derive

fuller meaning from experiences and thus to develop higher, more abstract levels of thinking.

It was the belief of the Old Mill School staff, supported by Allen (1981), that the need for

adult facilitation was intensified when handicapped children were involved in the program.

Thus, PICNIC small group activities are each facilitated by an adult.

6. Heterogeneous Grouping - Many programs for young children place all three-year olds in one

class, the four-year olds in another class, etc. Such homogeneous grouping is very common

and little research is available to compare the effects of homogeneous and heterogeneous

grouping. The question of placement in these settings is complicated in mainstreamed

programs where large discrepancies may exist between a child's chronological and

developmental ages.

Freedman's (1981) review of research leads her to support heterogeneous grouping in that it

provides a wider range of language and social behaviors for children to model. The

heterogeneous setting also enables the handicapped child to fit in more comfortably -- to be

just another variation.
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PICNIC is developed to accommodate heterogenous groups of children. Each curriculum

activity includes developmental objectives appropriate for children from age 2 through 6.

7. Play as a Learning Facilitator - Play is something most children do quite naturally. They

enjoy it. They become absorbed in it. Thus it seems a natural and logical medium through

which to teach children skills and concepts. Knowing that the infant is not a blank slate but

rather an adapting, communicating organism (McCormick & Schiefelbusch, 1984) it is now

widely accepted that children learn through interactions with their environment. The playful

environment allows the child to try things out -- to experiment, to adapt ideas, to experience

consequences, to enjoy and to create (Bruner, 1983).

The PICNIC activities were developed with the belief that children learn more if they are

enjoying themselves. Activities were developed which utilize such play activities as water

play, dress up, swinging, play dough, music as the medium to facilitate skills development

in the domains of language, cognitive, gross motor and fine motor, social areas.

8. Parent Involvement - An increasing body of research supports the significant impact parents

make on their children. In the area of language, Petersen & Sherrod (1982) found a

correlation between inappropriate and inadequate language of mothers of children with severe

language delays with no retardation. These mothers paid more attention to their children's

physical behavior and less to their children's speech and gave less feedback than mothers of

nonlanguage delayed children. (All mothers were middle-class socio-economically.) In the

realm of social development, a study by DeAenlle (1979) indicates that parents' attitudes and

responses may affect their children's friendships. Parents of popular and unpopular children

completed a questionnaire. All were found to believe in the importance of friendships for

their children. Parents of popular children, however, responded much more specifically to

their children and were most concerned with the feelings of other children. Parents of

unpopular children tended to give vague, nonchalant advise ("Be yourself," "Do what you feel

is right.")

These and many other studies support the fact that parentsare not all equally skilled at raising

children. The quality of parenting that a child receives may make the difference in his/her

development. Therefore it seems imperative that programs which provide educational
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programs for children must also provide programs for parents -- au parents, not just parents

of handicapped children.

PICNIC includes a parent education and support component. Parentsare considered as an

integral part of the educational team and valued as peopleas well as parents.

In reviewing literature regarding learning theories which underlye curriculum models, it

was evident that none were a solid match with the beliefs and research that supported the

development of PICNIC. The theoretical basis of PICNIC is a blend of theories and seems most

consistent with a theory described by Elliot (1972). He describes three major theories: behavioral-

environmental, nativist-maturational, and comprehensive-interactional. The basis for this division

is the relative amount of emphasis placed on genetic make-up or "nature," environmental forces or

"nurture," and the interactions between nature and nurture. The comprehensive interactional theory

consistently correlates with the goals, procedures, child activities and parent involvement of
PICNIC.

This comprehensive interactional view sees the individual and the environment as equally

important in shaping development. The child is seen as active, exploring and adapting. The child

develops understanding of the environment by continued interaction with it. The child's

interactions vary according to the child's developmental abilities and to the setting. Five main sets

of influences which contribute to shaping human development are included in the comprehensive-

interactional view. They include: maturation, to which genetic factors make the major

contribution; experience, to which the environment provides the main input; developmental tasks,

transactions with the environment (and with forces within themselves, such as feelings);
consultations with other people who share the world with them, and who are also engaged in the

process of development (in addition to being part of the shaping environment); and interactions

among all of the preceding, which take place continually as each individual strives to maintain

equilibrium by tasting, touching, seeing, moving, and hearing. The information children receive

adds to their cognitive map and through their interactions children develop more complex patterns

of relationships and are able to carry them out mentally. Children gradually move away from

direct sensory learning to more abstract thinking. Although it is possible to change behavior and

teach specific tasks by rewarding specific tasks, the comprehensive interactional theory considers it

more typical for development to occur as a result of extensions and elaboration in the child's
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cognitive map. The map is a synthesis of intellectual emotional and perceptual motor functioning

and constructs. None can be dealt with in isolation.

The following philosophical statement was written by PICNIC developers and is

consistent with the comprehensive interactional theory.

PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY

PICNIC is based on the following beliefs:

1) that children need to be viewed as "whole" individuals. By "whole" it is meant that a child's

total needs should be considered; a child's development cannot be segmented. What affects

one aspect of the child's development will also affect other aspects. Therefore, PICNIC is

designed to assist equally the development of cognitive, language, affective/social, fine and

gross motor skills.

2) that each child is a unique individual. Each child is different from every other child and the

strengths and weaknesses of one child are not the same as those of another child. Various

aspects of development are integrated in different ways for each child. It is therefore

necessary to utilize activities, methods and materials in a variety of ways in order to meet

each child's individual needs. The developmental objectives of PICNIC curriculum

activities and small group format assist in meeting each child's unique needs.

3) that children continuously seek to become the best of what they are. Children want to learn

and to create. They want to achieve to their highest level and are excited by their own

accomplishments. Thus, it is essential that the learning environment provide situations,

activities and interactions which challenge each child. We need to provide a supportive,

caring environment which frees children to experiment, to take risks and to create with the

assurance that they will be accepted and successful.

4) that children must be provided materials in a noncompetitive and nonjudgmental setting so

they feel free to create, take risks, to explore, question and to problem solve.
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5) that children must be active partickants in the learning activities and thus should be

encouraged to interact with materials and people - to be initiators as well as responders.

Thus they learn that they have the ability to change, create, and modify their world.

6) that children take in information with all their senses and that the quality of a child's

performance is in part dependent on how sensory information is received, processed and

acted upon. Thus children should be provided continual opportunities to utilize their senses

in learning.

7) that children's abilities as learners is integrally tied to their self esteem.

8) that children learn best in an environment that they perceive as safe and secure, with people

they trust.

9) that children learn best in an environment that includes limits and consistent and reasonable

rationale for what is allowed and not allowed. Children need to know the adults are "in

control" and will take care of them.

10) that children must be seen as part of their home and family environment. A child's first

exposure to the world is through relationships encountered within the famly. The child's

relationships with family will continue long after our relationship with the child has
concluded. Therefore, parents and siblings must be regarded as major partners in the

facilitation of the child's growth and should be involved in numerous ways in their

children's program.

11) that children must also be regarded as part of the larger community. Social experience at

home and school will lay the foundation for children's later participation in society. Thus

community experiences, outside the classroom, should expose children to a larger social

environment.

12) Children are feeling, thinking. actin and reacting individuals. Children respond in their

own unique manner and thus deserve to be considered, respected and treated as the unique

persons they are. Only if they are provided growth experiences with people and objects,
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communicated with and cared about, can we expect them to develop into the kind,

considerate, self-assured, capable adults we hope they will become.

Format and Procedures

The PICNIC classroom curriculum is presented within a 30-week thematic framework.

Objectives and activities designed primarily for small groups of 3-5 children are included in the

learning domains of language, cognitive, fine motor and gross motor skills. Children participate

daily in each of the four activities. Each activity is facilitated by an adult who adapts the activity

to help children of diverse skill levels achieve an appropriate developmental objective from the

activity card. Each activity card contains objectives appropriate for 2-6 year skill levels. High

interest activities (water table, block play, puppets, dress up, etc.) provide the learning context in

which to facilitate acquisition of specific skills in the four domains. Activity cards also guide

adults to model language, problem solving, sharing, turn taking, and playing cooperatively in

order to assist children in developing strong self concepts and social interaction skills.

The selected 30 themes ensure that curriculum activities provide experiences for children

in the areas of body awareness. affective/social awareness. developmental readiness and science.

The themes are as follows:

FALL WINTER SPRING
Color/Primary Color/Secondary Color/Shades
Zoo Animals Pets Growing
Me Weather/Winter Weather/Spring
Weather/Fall Emotions Nursery Rhymes
Dramatics/Puppets Shapes Danger Signs
Things that Move Helping Others/Giving Farm Animals
Shapes Body Awareness Food
Talking/Listening Roots Books
Homes Air Water
Light Nursery Rhymes Friends

Curriculum Cards

Each thematic unit includes 12 activity cards. There are three activity cards per unit in each of four

developmental areas: Language, Cognitive, Gross Motor and Fine Motor. Each activity card
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contains developmental objectives and a procedure for carrying out the activity to achieve the

objectives. The four daily activities are balanced according to levels of interest, noise, activity

(busyness) level and type of materials needed.

Card Format

Each Card contains the following information:

Term

Area

Activity Title

Objectives

Materials

Procedure

Developmental

Goal Focus

* Code indicates: 1=week 1; a= first day of week

2=week 2; b= second day of week

3=week 3; c= third day of week


