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The University 'of Minnesota and the Minnesota State-
Department of Education joined forces to design and implement-a
course to prepare regular educators to vork -with handicapped
children. The purposes of the course vere to present a rationale and
philosophy for integrating special needs children into sainstrean
settings and to offer a variety of intervention strategies to
accomplish mainstreaming in the classroom. The course content was
selected by a modified goal analysis method. The following areas were
designated as important and served as the content units in the
course: normal child development, issues in integrating handicapped
children into mainstream settings, parent involvement and training,
attitudes and myths concerning handicapped children, identification
and assessment techniques, havior management, and programming
skills with handicapped children. Students were exposed to a variety
of teaching methods in the 10 sessions that made up the two-week
course. The students evaluated each session and mrade recommendations.
In the future, students could be clustered by background and need,
+opics could be organized into more palatable units, and course
continuity could be assured by encouraging the instructor to play a
more dominating role in ins*ruction and selection of lecturers.-
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Purpose

<

‘to accomplish mainstreaming in the elassroom.

Designing the Course

=) :
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A workshop iustructor ond a teaching assistant were hired to plan the
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A recent trend in education is to move handicapped children away from

self-contained specilal classes toward a more normal experience in the regu-

lar class setting. This trend is being referred to as "mainstreaming."

Until recently in early education, as well as in elementary and secondary
education, handicapped children were served in éegregated settings such as
the day activity center or special preschool program for the mentally or
physiéally impairgd. The mainstreaming movement, coupled with the additional
pressure of the mandate to include at least 10 percent handicapped children
in-all Headstart programs, has created 4 need to prepare teachers of the nor-

mal preschool child to accept and-include handicapped children in their

A

- The Center for Early Edycation and Development (CEED) of the Univeréity
‘of Mimmesota and the Hnivgrsity; State Department and Public Schools (ﬁNISTAPS)
project of the Minnesota State Department of Education joined forces to design
and iwmplement a course to prepare regular educators to work with handicapped
children. The couise was entitled, "Early Education and Development: Inte-
grating Children with Special Needs." The purposes of the course were to
present a rationale and philosophy for integrating special needs children

into mainstream settings and to offer a variety of interventicn strategies

design and implementation of the course. Course content was selected using
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a modified goal analysis method. Five professionals emploved by various

S o

private, state and federal agencles in early education were invited to
participate as a goal analysis team. Each goval analysis team mewber was
asked to subwit four goal statements for the course vne week before the goal

analysis meeting was scheduled. Upen receipt of these goal statemeants, the

vl

ourse ianstructors clustered the goal statements by teopic and presented a

s

©
List of these content areas to each goal team wewber at the goal analysis

C

meeting., The goal analysis session was directed by the course instructer,
but she did wot participate in the goal-setting activities. Objectives of
the goal analysis session were as follows:

o Rate each goal in terms of course priovitiles.

° Hate each goal in terus of student need for hoowledge.

V]

Order poal statewents aceording to luportance and need for course.
Cenevate an overall content plan for course and supgest appropriate
individualy who might offer loput as lustructors ov consultants.

Ihe course design was built directly upon consensus agreeuwents of the

goal analysis team mewbers. The following major areas were degignated as
fmportant and consequently served as the content units in the course:
o porwal chiild development,

isaues in integrating haadicapped children into mainstreaw settings,

©
[

Jpavent Involvement and tvaiailng,

o

o attitudes and ﬁyths concerning handicapped children, :
o identification and assesswent technigues,

o behavior managewent, and

o programming skills with handicapped children.
A variety of consultants and instructors were asked to participate in

ﬁthe course. They eontributed course waterials which were edited and arpanized
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into a course manual to be glven to each stmdentqat the beglunlng of the
two-week course.

Students were recrulted through a variety of early eduéation and sfecial
education orgénizatioug in the state. The respeonse far surpassed luitial
expectations, so that 50 students were randomly selected from a pool of over
100 students who applied for entrance into the course. These 50 stgdeﬁts
came to the course with a va%iety of educational back@rdhﬁds: nine speclal
education educators; three speech eliniclaas; four kindergarten ar primary
teachers; two college educators; fourteen Headstart directérs or teachers;
seven day care teachers; seven nursery school teachers rs; oue special education
covordinator in the State Departuent of Education; and one rvegistered nurse
The educational level and amount of experience with preschool, children within
the group was as varied as their backgrounds.

Tuplewentation

Ten two and oae=half hour afgermoon sessions took place over the twoz
Y ,,“‘
week” course session.  Students experlenced a great variety of content delivery
sstems,  Several sessions were tuught in a leecture forwat, although class
disenssion was always encouraged. Many speakers uged audiv-visoal aids, 1.e.,
transparencies or slides, to ewphasice specific aspects of their toplc or
program, Pauels organiced on geveral taopics stimulated dis Lugé ion and interest.
Bratusterwing sessions ou teaching skills and strategies produced Insight and
avid participation in the studeunts. Piaplays of waterials 1u1‘qu with handi-
capped children offered teachers an opportunity to plan for their own clagsg—
.

room experience iﬂ/maiﬂstreamimg. Talking with parvents of handicapped children
brought needs and concerns to the surface aud createdy an awareness and appre-

ciation in the students. Tn addition, the last 45 winutes of each class

fa

T gession g devoted to a small group experience. Here, students wet with
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thelr support team, the sume 12 iadividuals each day, In order to discuss the.
day's conteant or work on a ﬁroject direetly related to the day's activities.
These support teams, as well as the introductgry and concluding remarks
offered by the instructor, served to bring coutinuity to the course.
Evaluation |

,,,,, —

Students were asked” to complete course evaluations at the end, of each

class and ‘a general evalvation on the last day of class. Although the daily

evaluations were often seen as aversive or tlresome by most students, they
proved to be very valuablu for the assessment of this LOUrué and the develop-
ment of future course offerings. hFor example, day-te—-day evaluatieﬁs showed
iﬂt;ractioﬁ gf spéaker X tople. A Jdeslirable tople delivered by a dynamie
speaker would often be rated the highest by the ~students, regurdless of how

well it fit luto thulr UVLLdll Udlb for the course. Tables 1, 2, and 3 show

the most frequent SCOfé and the score range for each item on each day's tople.

(Day 10 was a summary session and was uot rated separately.) Scores arve
clearly skewed in the "positive" direction. Topies vated highest included
parent involvement, attitudes and wyths, and teachiag stﬁategies.

The general evaluafion conducted at che end of the course was also veveal-
ing of the topic X gpeaker iateractiou. In addition, the student'swbackground
ngMcdgto play au luportant role in how the course wyas evaluated. Sfadents,
in geweral, appf@v;d of the arrangewents, length of session, and format of
the course. Suggestions included a shorter, m@fe'intensiveuexperiemag\f@f
cut-of-towa studencs, morning sessions, and wore variety in speaker folaat.
Most studeacs uljuyt,d the relatively informal atuosphere in the class and
were ple sed with the organizational aspeets. All bat six studeats saild théy

thought a similar eowrse should be offered again. These six students stated

o

that course content wus superb, but the format became éiring for thewd they

ke
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4. : Table l.%
Evaluation by Students of Amount Learned by Topic

Day . Topic Mode Range

1 Child Development 4 2-6

2. Integrating Issues 5 3%7

3 Parent Iavolvement 7 5#7

4 Attitudes and Myths 6 o 3%7

5 Assessment 5 3-7

6 Programming 4 1-7

-7 Child Management 4 1-7

8 "~ Teaching Strategies 6 3.7

9 . Parent Strategies 7 5-7

,l’?'l
Table 2.%
. Evaluatioun by Studeats of Awownt Stimulated by Tople

‘pay Topic Hode Range

-1 Child Developument 4 2-6

2 Tutegrationg’ Issues 4 17

3 Parent Tuvolvement 6 5-7

4 Attitudes and Myths 7 47

5 Aosegoment 5 3T

6 Programaing 4 2-7

7 Child Management 3 1-7

8 Teaching Strategies 5 2-7

9 Pareat Strategies 7 S5=7

* Patings were based on a 7-polnt seale, with 1 Indicating "east" and 7

tndicdting "most,"

Q
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Table 3 o*
Evaluation of Student's Level of Satisfaction
Day Topic Mode Range
1 Child Development 7 5«7
. 2 Integrating Issues 5 3-7
3 Parent Involvement 7 5-7
4 Attitudes and Myths 6 5-7
5 Assessment 5 4-7
6 Programning 6 2-7
7 Child Management 4 1-7
8 Teaching Strategies 6 4=7 ,
9 ) Parent Strategies - 7 5-7 f
° &
& ﬂ i

* Ratings were based en a 7-point scale, with 1 indicating "least" and 7
’ - é

{ndlcating "most."




suggested~exploring alternative delivery systems. Students were also asked
to rate the course handouts, how much pnew information they received, how
mach they were able to builld the daily lectures into a comprehensive whole,
how successfully their personal course goals were wet, and how satisfied they
felt about the course in gene%él. In respouse, students indicated that the
handouts were useful, they gained wuch vew Inforwation, they were able to
integrate daily lectures Into a couprehensive whole, they had soue or wost

of their goals met, and they felt quite satisfied with the course.

For a large propurtion of students (50 percent), the sesslons concerning
parents and panel discussious were the best part of the course: Other topiles
rated as "best" by aeveri} of the studeats iuncluded specific techniques for
dealing with hearing impaired and yi&ually iupaired children, attitudes and

myths abouf” handleapping counditions, the support teams, the observation infor-

matleon, the handouts, and the peneral organlcation of the warkghqp.

_éome of the worst parts of the course, ds suggested by the students,
Included seosivus on child management (they rated the speaker low, ot the
topic), theoretlecal sesgsiondg, 1isténlng to speakers each day and swall group
work. )

Recommendat fous from the clasg included:

o Planning wore detion oriented elaos sessions involving classyroom
oboervations and epportunities to practice obgerving children;

o offering more specific progromming techniquess

o degigning swall workshops deveted to specific handiecapping conditions?y

- o providing wore informition on children with behavior problemss

o offering information vujlegal fssues in tutegrating preschool childreans

o providing more inforaation on resources available;

o pruvliding wore reference listss




* clusteriﬂg students in future workshops by professional background; and

o presentliung more models useful in 1ﬁtegfatiﬁg children.

Another interesting dimension rgvealed 1a the final evaluatiané‘was the
relationship between the student's pyofessional backgr@und and the ratings

n

and comments expressed on the évaluaflon form. Upon inspectilon, - Headstart

~and public schovl teachers rated thel course the highest and wade the most
positive comments about the design and content of the course. Day ecare .
persomel, speech elineians, and others (nurse, admiﬂistrator, and college
instructor) also stated thelr satisfactlon with the ceurse. The culy group
to rate any dissatisfaction with the course were the nursery school teachers.
Three of them expressed a need for methods and matcrlals that would either
precede this course in providing a background of special needs, or follow the
course providing inforwation on speeifie handieapping eonditions and tech-
nlques for dealing with them. ‘

Conelusions and Recommendations

=

Suggestions for future couwrsed on mainstreamlng or related t@p}ga see
to cluster Into four areas: students, content, management, and evalwation.

It weuld seem more wseful gnd efficlent to teach swmaller, wove homo=
penecus groups of teachers, possibly da an intenslve workghop Yormat or a
weekly seminar getting. A uude asgessient should be conducted on the
seleeted population(s) and a ceurge deslgned that would be tallered more
pultably to the eipreaaed aceds and educational level of the studeats.
Additional pepulations eould be reevuited such as psych@logigts, sehool admlo~

Astraters, nuerses and pediatricians.

Courge eontent should be eondenseﬁ and seolidificd o that topics of need

could ﬁe‘iﬁtensively precented and practiced, and ether areas dealt with through

reference 1iots or self-teachilng packets, With the varying student-professional
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: .  background, two clusters of content topics surfaced durdng the course:  issues
and ideas, aud teaching/programuelng technigues. As a result, plans for
developing two sets of content are being cousidered..

Course evaluatibu suggeétiéng include eliwination of daily evaluation
forms and uvse of g wore couwprehensive less objective flnal evaluation ques—
tiomaire and pU”bibly a field-based meas of course usefulness as well as
student coupetency. |

In geweral, the course was a useful experlence. Students enjoyed their
gpeakers and discussions, began to wtilize one another and thelr instructors

as resources, and gained a variety of wethods and materials on iutegrating
P -
haudlecapped children into nermal preschool settiugs. However, the group was

a demauding one because of its diversity and enormous range of edveation and

experience, In the future, students could be clusteved by backgroynd and

need, topics could be organized luto sore palatable wvaits, and covtse continuity

could be assured by encouraglay the instructor to play a were dowinating role

in instruction wnd selee n of lecturers,
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Footuotes
1The author 1s indebted to the CEED staff, Dr. Shirley Moore, Dr. Richard
Weinberg, Ms. Erna Fishhaut and Ms. MNerwa Falrbanks for thelr suppert in this
endeavor. Appreciation is also given to Mr. Douglas Kruse, teaching asslstant
_ . o [
and Dr. Winifred Northeott, director of UNISTAPS.
2Judith Wolf 1s an Assistant Professer in the Departuent of Educational
Adwinistration and the Tustitute of Child Developmeat at the University of
Mlanesota. - - .
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