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Reintegration Practices for Behavior\
sordered Children in Three Midwestern S.1

A Pteliminary Report

Introduction

We would like to share with you today some research we've been

conducting which havp do with how teachers goiabout integratfhg

behaviO5 disor ered youngsters into regular classrooms. As you know,

a keat deal o attention has been directed at the principlesof -"least

restrictive alternative" over the past several years, and man. of you

have been involved in trying to find ways of implementing that policy.

One of the things we don't know about the "least restrictive alterna-

tfve" is how it is actually working in the public schools. Much

discussion has occurred about this topic, but little is known about

. what is happening in the public schools. One of the things we hope to

do today is to discuss how some teachers believe that they actually

implement that ricy.

Much activity is taking place regarding the "least restrictive

alternative." Everyone of us, I presume, haS had some form of training
't

with regard to the least restrictive alternative principle. We, as

special educators; are engaged in training regular classrdom teachers-

to prepare them for-the integration of handicapped youngstert. We,-)

ourselves, have received such training, and many,such programs'have been

funded by state and federal agencies.

While there may be i.lot ofsactivity taking place tkere are

unanswered quesiions. There'is little research which explains what

teachers are actually doing with regard to mainstreaming. There is .a

lot of information available about what teachers "should" be doing or4
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"could" be doing, but we are looking from a different perspective

today, that of what teachers are "actually" doing. Later we may, based

on our findings, make some suggeStionsabout "shoulds"or "coulilsi" as

well.

Even, more, specifically, there are other areas'where information

4

is not available. For
OP

example, as far as we can determine there is
4

no research which specifically addresses the prIbblems of reintegrating

behavior disordered youngsters. Many of us sense that there may be

same unique considerations in thinking about rei tegrating behavibr

disordered or emotionally disturbed (EP) youngste s, but they have not

yet been identified.

Little is known about 'the amount of integration-taking place. 'die

number of integrated students is not known. Also unknown are the typesk
of programS,int0 which students are integrated, the detiree of integration

of youngsters and ,the amount of time a youngst r _is integrated.

While,retntegration probably occurs in all areas of school ...

activities, we ao not know thetypes of programs where integration most
. .

frequently occurs. For example, we do noeknow if integration primarily

or typically occurs in Academiareas, or in nonacademic areas, are in
...

.

some particular combination A these..

Little is (known about .the process of determining the readiness

of yoyngsters for integration. One recent study (W es, et al., 1978)cv

addressed some of the criteria used to determine the re dine'ss of

r4

learning disabled youngsters for integration into r!gul class programs,

but there has been no research which addresied the readiness criteria

for behavior disordered youngsters.
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Along with criteria for determining child readiness for inte-

,gration, there has also not been research abut how teachers, in

most cases special education teachers, choose sites for infigration--the

teacher chosen to receive the integrated youngsters.

These are some of the topics with whici) we will deal today. The

purpose of the present study was to begin to collect information which

would address these types of topics. The present research '4 essentially
%

descriptive and exploratory. It identified some of the areas.we thought

I, might be important and then sought information from teachers in the

field about these issues. As all

territory which will require much
40

t- where we feel.,we are today..

Procedure

of us know, 44's is a compilicae d

additional study going well beyond

The research which was conducted utilized data collected via a

mailed survey which was sent to all teachers of the emotionally

disturbed-44)the States of Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska. As you can'

imagine, the terminology is a little different in each of these states,'

but essentially all teachers who work primarily with behavior dis-

cirdered youngsters were included in the'survey population., The
o

pop4lation was identifidd through respective state department of

education records in each state.

In addition, we also sent the survey to a sample of about 50% of

those teachers who were in "resource teacher" positions. There again'

terminology varied .from state to state, but generally this population-

C
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consisted of professionals who served in some-of the capacities
a

which would generally be associated with that of spAial educatiq
'\ 4,

resource teafher. ....c.,,.,

We sent the sample population a five-page questionnaire rlated

to the topics m ntioned previously. The questionnaire was developed

on the Basis of a p t study conducted in th%State of Iowa (Smith,

White,-& Peterson, 19 One of the reasons for expanding the

Ioiva study was to determine if some of the things we were finding

really applied to a broader gebgraphic area than just Iowa, 44.:

whether there were unique features witliin.the several states which

might result in different findings.

The survey was sent.in January of 19801via mail to all of -the'

teachers of emotionally disturbed students and to a'50% random

sample of resource teachers in the three states. -The survey forms-

were returned over 'a period of-several weeks and then a follow-up

mailing was sent: The returned survey data were transferred to p hed

cards and analyzed with a computer., At present, we are in the

beginning process of, analyzing this data. Today;,we will share some

o the preliminary descriptive data, and later we will share further

analysis of the data.

Before going further, some of the limitations,of the study should

be examined. AIn this study the data are primarily descriptive. Pre-

sent7d are how teachers responded; this is not nec ssarily the same
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as how they actually,behave,, nor the same as how they-should be
.

0

behaving. The fact that these data are obtained through self-repott

may make the data difficultto'understand and interpretation thereof

difficUlt. OtherWays could be found; such as reviewing student records

or actual observation of teachers; to verify some of the findings

re rted here. These limitations should be.taken Into account when

1:int rpreting these data.

Respondents

The survey was sent out to vproximately 1200 teachers (See Table

1). *The nun eE responding were.666. This would seem to be a relatively

lfrge ra of re ponce f4 n the conditions, and-should give a
.

relativel to plc ure of what i&appening within the three states.

The overall return/rate was 52.9%.
1

k.)

The numberof teachers working with ED youngsters was 520. Since
, .

Some 9116rce teachers might not have EDungsters
....

in their caseload;

the information presented conies primaril rom those 520 teachers who

did haD youngsters in their caseload. The total number of ED

students served was 4,492 based on the teachers' reports. This appeas

to be a very substkitial number of ED children.

Teachers were distributed'by state (See Table 2); with:. 47.4% (316)

in Iowa; 32.6% (217) in KanSa!Land 17.3% (115),in Nebraska. We have

no,'6alculated whether this is proportionate to the actual number of

teachers teaching in these states, but it,aPpear§At it could be.

7
4g,
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In terms of grade level (See Tible 3), 42.3% were elementary and

38.4% wete secondary teachers, and 17:6% were some other combination
.

of grades.--As can be seen in Table 4, roughly half of the teachers

surveyed were some for* of resource teacher,/28% were self-contained

classroom teachers, and 6% served in residential settings. Since

various questions were applicable to only some of the respondents,
1

,..- there were (crying response rates for each question.

Characteristiks of Behaviorally Deviant Students \
c.

Hewett and Jenkins (19451 analyzed 600 cases of mAtadjusted

chiAreref red)to child guidance clinics in the State of:Illinois.

1 . i -4

Using factor analytical methodology similar to that later used, y

,Quay (1962) and Quay, Morse, and Cutler (1966), these authprs.defined

Three patterof maladjustint;tunsOcialized aggressive, socialized
. ..),-,

aggressive aneovertnhibited. BothisoCialized.and unsocialized

aggressive uth.were primarily destibed as cruel, 4licioug,

assaultive an aggressive. Overinhibited children were described as
.k .

. 4

shy, timid, withdrawn, seclusive and submissive.

(1979)thesele'haviora

popu ation

Th

1977) and

turbed"-un

prding to Jenkins

atterns are still peval ent am g those
; .

served 6 child guidance-CTInic and social service agencies.

ost

he

er

Bower utiliz

those thildre

$

commonly used definition of behaviorally disordersOASDE,

basis for, the definition of "seriously emotionally dis-

Pubi,ic Law 94-142 is based on the work of Bowqr (1960)(

arious criterit.in sljecting from regular classrooms

who had been previoussly cliniglly. identified as

t (



.1

1

7

"emotionally handicppped." According to Bower and Lambert (1965)

there.are five major behavioral characteristics which comprise this
ft 4

population. These.are:

(1) An inability to learn which cannot be adequately explained

4 by intellectual, sensory, neuro - physiological, or general

health factors.

(2) An.inability to bdild or maintain satisfactory inter-
(

. personal relationships with peers and/teachers.

-1 (3) Inappropriate o' immature 'types of behavior or feelings

under normal. conditions.

(4) A genera] pervasive mood ofunhappiness or depression..

(5) A tendency'to develop physical symptoms, such as speech

.
problems, pains, or fears, associated with lersonal * school

problems.

Morsje,Ntutler.and Fink (1964) undertook a Warch analysis of

,public school classes for the emotkonally disturbled. They reviewed

programs in 117 publie.schooltlasses which included 441 childreh.

The following characteristics were found with this population

(1) TO range of ages was from 5 to 15, with a mean for he

boys of 9.4 anq for the girls 9.8 years.

(2) Of the group, 8(1.2 percent were boys and 168 pekent were

girls.
$ .

(3) The teachers ratedApe majority of children as educftnally

retarded compared to their chronological age educational

expectancy.,

41.
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(4) The I. Q. range was 68 to above 132. The majority of

children had I. Q.'s over 1))0.

(5) Mote than half of the samp'e were classified as neurotic,

with "actng'out" behavior as the dominant conduct problem.

IAnother large group was clossifiedas "primitive neglected,"

or i ature.

- Usi g the Behavior Rating Check List (Peterson, 1961) Quay,

Morse, and Cutler.(1966) had teacherstof 441 children in classes

for the emotionally disturbed rate their student %. These researchers

found three patterns of behavior: Conduct disorders, personality

problem dimension and the inadequate immature dimension. The

conduct disorder pattern was similfr to the categories'Of socialized

and unsocialized aggressive as describe by He4ett and Jenkins '(1945)

and personality problem dimension was similOr to the overinhibited

sample described by the same authors. The inadequate immature

dimension was rated as inaffective, sluggish, preoccupied and resembling

the psychic ric categories of autism or prepsychotic condition.
411,

Cattell and Lepper (1971) had teachers of 362 six- to

/ eight-ye -old children complete a 62-variable behavior problem check-

-- *list de ived from previous factor analyticalAtudies of deviant

,.behavior. Theeight_factors which emerged were identified as hyper-

activity, disciplino(yroblems, sluggishness, para41,noiac tendencies,

ocial with awal,1 actin out, speech problems and antisocial tendencies.

a..
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Nelson (1971) identified twenty elemer(ary.a students as

"conduct disordered" on the basis of te her rifted, factors from the

/ Devereux Child Behavior Rating Scale ( ivack and Spotts, 1966).51t

These students were matched with 2,10 other elementary students not

identified as such and compared using.a direct observational techniEe.

It was found that subjects rated as conduct disordrfld engaged in

significantly more deviant behaviox4But-of-seat, dIstirbing others,

physical contact, audible noise, etc.) and significantly less task

oriented behavior than their matched peers.

Using the behavioral descriptors of out-of-seat, physical contact,

and vocalfiations, Barr and McDowell i1972) compared pupils in classes

I--------, *A
ipt.. the nin. disabled and emotionally disturbed using an observa-.

,k .

tional syste 4.Th se authors found that the emotionally disturbed

\
sample exhi.it,d significantly more deviant.behavior when the two

\..... ,

'samples were compared\on.all three variables. When looking at the \

ariablesindividiall;\it was found that.the emotionally disturbed

/7/A1sample demonstrated signifitantly-higher equencies,of negative physical

contact and vocalizations.

Bullock and Brown (1972) focused on Beh vior problems as perceived

. by teachers and-the behaviors emitted by pupils in special education

programs for the emotionally disturbed. ThestFachers were asked to

itemize principle behavior problems and complete the Behavioral

,DimenAon Rating Scale (Brown and_Buflock, 1972) on each child. The

.
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results of this study indicated that the most frequently mentioned

problems reported by the teachers related to acting out, aggressive

and hypeFactive typeslof behaviors.

Whelan (1978), in describing the behavior of emotionally disturbed

children, noted that the behavior patterns of these pupils varies from

almost total withdrawal to highly visible aggressive behavior. He

goes on to itate that the behavior displayed by these pupils is

characterized by behaviorli excesses and deficits.

Smith (1976,, 1977) described the.behavior of ide ied in

Iowa as emotionally diabled and chronically disruptive. In addition

to thoSe behavioral descriptors used by Bower and Lambert11965).,

Smith (1976) emphasizes the factors of age appropriateness, situa ional

appropriateness, and consistency, iblensity an duration r the behavior

of concern, in the ideptificaVon of emotionally disabled pupils. In

,describing the chronically disruptive pupil, Smith (1977) stresses
1

suck-Behaviors.als refusal to accept the standaids society, ag4ressive

tts against authority and trouble.with the law. This differentiation

of emotional disabilities from chronically disruptive,is based on the

writings of Viich professionals as Telford and SaWr'ey (1967)0Krk (1972),

''and Morse (1977) .

Another approach in describing the cfiaricteristies of E! D.
)

students is present Algoszine, Schmid'and Connors (1978): These

authors hypothesize there are actually two typesef students served

b.

.:



in-E.' Do-programs°. These are refetred to as regular E. D. and

clinical E. D. \These two types are described as. follows:

Type I (Regular E. D.)". . . ,behavior May be problematiC in

school and not at home; may be in response to an unmotivating

school environment and/or may be very responsive to environ-

mental management Wategies,"

TYpep (Clinical E. D.) . . may be characterized by the

more clinical form of disturbance not typically found in the
flA

public school 5etting. . . . behavior may be problematic in

school as well as at home; may 'be exhibited in favorable-and

/ounfaiOrable`Fhool environments; may not be immediately

responsive to environmental management strategies; and/or may

be related to organic inadequacies within the child (i.e., the

autistic and/or schizophrenic child).

Information Used to Determine E. D. Student Placement

In order to degermine how youngsters were identified and placed A

into special programs for emotionally behaviorally disordered children,

the survey asked respondents to indicate-the availability and useful---

ness of 15 types of information. Table 5 shows the percentage of

respondents who indicated these types elf information were available,

and Table 6 shows the mean usefulness rating of these types of informa-

tion (scale from 1 = useless to 7 = essential). As can readily be

seen, most types of information were usually available, and in general

all types of information w re perceived to be useful.
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Information Used to Make(iteintegration,Decisions

Becausedittle information is available regarding the types of

information used in making reintegration decisions for:6otiona1ly

)
disabled students, we,atked a question-parallel to the placement

information question discussed above. It'read, "Nhich of the followidg

tips of information are typically available at the time aptecision is

made.to integrate an ED student?" Table 7 contains the list of 15

types of information we provided. .Based upon approximately 500

responses to each of these items, this table indicates the percent of

respondents-who said the information is typically available and-the

rank-order of these. It should be noted that all types of informatibn

were reported as available by at least percent of respondents. /

,

In termsiof the rankings of availIbilityat time of reintegration,
/

those types of information (e.g., sc6es and reprts; clinical

psychological reports; 4isual/hearing/language screeping) that were

most often available at special prograM placement were again among the

top five or six in rankings of availability at the time of integration.

Similarly, those types of information indicated as available by

_-

smaller percentages of respondents at placement (sociometrjc data;,

formal oervation; behavior rating scales; description of regular class

expectations) were again among the lowest in availability at time of

reintegration.

A couple of observations could be' made concerning this/data. First,

it was somewhat surprising that teachers,indicated such high levels of

1 4
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availability forscertain types of information. Secondly, as can be
.

determiA ed by comparing Tables 5 and 7, most types of information'

were at least slightly more available at reintegration thiat place-
,

ment. There were, for example, substantial increases, for §tatementt

of interventions Attempted (56.5 percent td 87.6 percent)S expected

date for achieving goals (48.4 percent to 78.9 percent), description.'

of regular class expectations (47.0 percent to 73.6 percent), foirclj

observation data (45.9 percent to 67.6 percent), and sociometric/

self-concept data C32.3 percent to 52.8 percent). Of cbupse, some of

theie which showed de greatest increases were among those that had

been less available at placement.

It is unclear exactly why there is greater availability of certain'

types of information. Perhaps the actual greater availa1ility of
4

information.at time of reintegration is dup to the development of

individual files on children--accumulation of informlon. Also the

teacher s awareness of availability, due to playing a greater role in

ation decisions than in placement decisions, may have been an.reinteg

'additional factor.

Importance of Information at Reintegration

A second question concerned the importance of the various types

of information at reintegration (see Table b). Items were rated on

a scale of one to seven (one = unimportant, seven essential).

,Respondents indicated that all, types of.information were of some
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importance. 'In fact., the lowest mean rating of importance received
0

by any item was. 4.3184 for IQ scores and reports.

As Tae 8 indicates, some types bf inform ion considered mere

valuabrle were those reported as less availableje.g., descriptibn of

regular class expectations/requirement). Conversely some types of

Informtion receiving mean ratings among the five which -had been

indicated as most available.

In addition to computing mean ratings of importance, teachers

were asked this question another Way as well! "From the above list

what are the\three most_Li§eful types of information?" Responses to

thiS questioniare,summariied in Table '9 > There were no real surprises.

These results -correspond well with the mean ratings of the earlier

question. for example,, the six "most" useful were among'the seven

highest ranked types of information on the earlier question. Also

the ive "least" useful types of information were among the seven

lowest ranked mean ratings on the earlier question

What can be concluded from this? It is interesting to note that

the most useful information tended to be\inforMation teadher:s of

emotionally disturbed children themselves might provide while that

considered least useful would tend to be provided largely by others.

Another observation that could be made is that mong those most useful

types of `information was "your subjeCtive evaluationf students'

readiness." At placement the "teacher's subjective evaluation of
11)*

the necessity of placement" was among those selected as one of the three
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most'important try the fewest respondent's while itVgl considered 'one
A

of the most useful types of information at time of Ntntegratim.
0

Apparently our own subjective evaluations are viewed as more-

valuable than those of others

`factors in Selecting Sites for Reintegration ,

Teachers were also asked to rate,Wenty-threeifact rsIteacher...

factors/classroom factors) in, selecting sites for rent gration of

.0 .emotiohally,diSturbed students. Again these rating4were made on a

0
one to seven scale (one = unimportant, seven essential). As Table

10 indicates, all of the*teacher factors tended to be rated fairly

high. .The top five factors in ratiking'rfiCeived mean ratings of-above ,

1 0

4 six on the seven-point scale. Even tWlOwest mean ratingS were;'
., -s

nearly five on theseifen-poinescale.' These obvious4.are not discrete,
5

mutually exclusive factors; but it does appear that those rated as
4

more important tend to reflect."attitudes and expectatioqg while

i ,

,

.

N.

those that reflect actual training, or sk lls were among the lower in,

ratings of tmportance.

Classroom factors (Table 11) also receiNod generally:high mean
-

ratings of importance or usefulnesd with only -a couple of exceptions

(e.g., availability,of age; location and convenience). ,What might be
k .

called "attitudes and interpersonal interaction" hypes of factors
. :

tended to-be rated as m e important in selecting siteyf r integration,
..., r... --

.while,factors t could be ore readily and objeC ItAy meaSured.

4
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(e.g., availability bf.aids; location and convenience; number of
'

integrated students),were not viewed as quite as important.
2

Many of these factors can not really be separated from one

another since, of course, teacher factors influence classroom factors

and classroom factors influence teacher hehavior. Consequently, the

mean ratings for tepcher and classrooi factors in selecting sites for

reintegration are presented in Table 1'F. -Of thos&with mean ratings

ofvix'or above (i.e., the top seven in ranking of imtance), on'

one-empathy/tolerance of students is not strictly speaking a teacher

'factor although even the degree of classroom structure is a teacher

related factor.

Again, in this question we asked.teachers.to indicate = -to rank--

the three most important factors in selecting a site for reintegration.

The results of As question are summarize0dable 13. This table

includes' the top six factors and the percentage of respondents who

indicated each was "most" important.' As can be seen in this Table;

.

the top fiVe factdrs are teacher related factors, while even the sixth

(degree of classroom structure) largely determined by the teacher's

behavior. It should be nt th t in discussing these, factors f011ow-
b

46ing the study, the authors discovered that we had ,possibly missed the

boat on some possibly very import t factors. 1 t is, factor .suck

as age, sex, size, al itre

included in9porlist, y

etc., Qf teachers had not been

ese und ubtedly are crucial factors

1

I

A

41
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in determining sites for integration of emotionally disturbed

17

students.

Preparation of Teachers for. Reintegrating Students

Teachers we re asked to indicate to the best of their knowledge

how much tra4ninQ hadfgeen provided to the building staff, specific

regular classroom teachers who 'will receive reintegrated students,
1

and to special class teacherregarding reintegration of handicapped

students. Spe 1 class teachers were also asked to jndicatei.how

much training in onsultation techniques they had rece0ed. No

attempt was made by the makers .of t survey to 'def4nehe content

of a reintegration training'session or o delineate the length of

what would be considered a session. Therefore, a "session " Could be

anything froita 15-minute presentation at a staf meeting to'a nine -
b

week or semester course.

Table 14 summarizes the responses to theie four questions. \When

the "don't know" and "none" responses are combined for the first two
t

items, it seems that.perhaps'half the regular cllroom teachers bre

probably receiving no training at all. It is especially disconcerting

that only a little over one fourth of the reply classroom teaches%

who will receive reintegrated students received training.

Roughly 70% of the sped al class teachersiresponding to this

item did irdicate they have r ceivektraining in reintegrating
, ' ,

students. Almost two thirds 6f the respondents have alsb'received
r

'7t

>
11-1

AL. ky
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consultation training. It is. apparent from the data that more pre-.
e.

service or inservice.training is being provided for special class

teachers than for regular classroom teachers. However, neither group

is,close tothe 100% training level.

Responsibilities in Reintegration
S

.1,

. Teachers were asked to indicate w -ther the respolisibility for.

coordinating reintegration was assig d and then to indtate.to whom.
%

primary responsibifity is assigned. onsesare sumniariked in

Table 15, Responsibility f Reint tion.

th

s,

a-

Almolt-half thri:eS.po g teachersindicated that respons4bility'

was not assignedor that they didn't know if it was assigned. When

this responsibility is assigned, the Ed.D. teacher is most frer tly

given the assignment. This is consistent with t
1

he results of th

first reintegration study conducted a year ago (Smith, White,.

Peterson,s1979). J

- 1
dm

-, .

The implications of these results,are-that half the teachers/

involved in reintegrating students are-work4 ng in-situations where

]`,respq41sibilities are not clearly delineated, leaving many aspects of

this process to chance completion. Many teachers have,this responst-

4iliiy assigned to them in addition to their'normal teaching assignments.

cedure4For Reintegration / \

A series of. questions assessed whether procedures for reinte-

bi
grating students w ere written and`what the procedural components were.

1
cp .

Responses to :these items are in Tab)e 16, Procedures for Reintegration.

,.

I
clt
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Itds notable that'the vast.majority of teachers do not ha0b .

written procedurps for.their programs.--Instead they report that

4, A" even though procedures are not written, they are established and

understood by all. A significant number have no procedures establishe

at all. This may be the consequence of any number of factors such a4

failure to see the nied for written guidelines, a desire for

Lfle bil4, limited time to develop guidelines or ft may be that

programs are still new and have not progressed to the point of rein-

te rating students.

The, three most frequently listed procedural components of a

reiniegEation plan were: A descrion of needed placement informatiot,

criteria for determining readiness for reintegration, and follow-up

proqedUres. These three items are compatible with thesound pro-
. 4 %-
gramming practices of obtaining 4aseline information, comparing process

K

. 4
to the baselinAnformation, and follow-6 to evaluate success:,

OCriteh for selection of the regular class teacher and classroom

was the least frequently cited component. The criteria most 'frequently

used in selecting a teacher, as reported by:teachers reponding to

this survey, was subjective. Subjective criteria does not easily lend

itself to definition and is robably one,of the most diffitIlt torite

into a reintegration procedural plan.

The responses to the item asking trestablished procedures are

followed are difficult to assess. Since only slightly over half the

teachers surveyed responded to the item on procedural components, it

.)*
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would seed that almost half marked "not a licable" to this item

because they did not have a guideline for eintegration.

Follow-Up PrtfdUres. )(
it,

-1 A verbal report froiri.rtheiregular classroom teacher, as shown

in Table 17? Follow-up. for Reintegretion, is the most frequently

used method of folloW-up. Written reports and direct observation

are much less frequently -use0.

Follow-up is conducted on a frequent basis by-teachers responding

to.thiS survey. No attempt was/made to differentiate between follow-up

methods used with students being reintegrated part `Lime as opposed

to those reitiVgrated full time. -S There. likely would be differendes

between follow-up for these two categories of students. This is

because most students reintegrated part time are still within ther
school where U., special class is located. . Many students eintegrated\

full 'time-are ini4heir "home" schools. Frequent contact with teachers

of these students isorpi4ranvenient as when they'r reintegrated in

the ,same school./

4
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Table 17-

Surve Population an Res1pendents

4

Li ,
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4 Number Valid,

RespondentsRespondents

Respondent
Percent "of
Population

4`Teachers of Emotionally sturbed

Special Education Re urce aQd
Recited Personnel , .

Deletions for Incorrect Address,
Errors, etc.

669

638

- 48

4,

378

288

56.5

45.1

-40T1 .1259 k 666 52.9

ai

V
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Shrvey Relondents by State

State N

*.r

Iowa 316 47.4

Kansas 217 32.6

Nebraska, 115 17.3
1

Missing 18 , 2.7

Total 666 100.0

.Grade

Table 3

*Grade Level 0, Survey Respondents

M

Elementary

11

id2

Secondary 256 -, 38.4

Other 117 17.6

Mising 11 1.7

Total 666 100.0

Role

Resource Program

Table 4

Indic ted Role of*Survey Respondents

Self-Contained ClassroOm

Residential Program

Other

Total

N %-

335 50.3

191 28.7

'40' 6.0

100 15.0

666 100.0

22



Table 5

TYPE OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT TIME OF PLACE!

Type Percent of Availability

I. 9. Scores and.Repur4:
, 7

Standardized Achievement Test Scores

Clinical/Psychological Reports

Vision/1i ing/Language Screening

HiE History Family Information
a. A

Teacher's Assessement of Behavioral Status

Criteria,Referenced Acaaqmic Evaluation

Subjective Whluation

Statement Educational Behavioral Goals

cTritervent on Techniques Attempted

Expected Date for Achieving Goals

Behavior` Rating Scales/Checklfits

Descr ition of Regular Cla'ss Eipectatkon
t

Formal Obgervational Data

92.5

)91.6

90.0

84.3

;33

67.2

64.3

62.2

62.0

56.5

48.8 ort

47.3

47.0'

45.9.

metric /Sel' Conce t Da 32.3



Table

USEFULNESS OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT TIME OF PLACEMENT

Intervention Techniques Atteatet

Clinical/Ps cholo ical Re orts 5.8

Statement of Educational Behavioral Coals

Teacher's Assessement of Behavioral Status 5.703

nMealllinalLUJAulati Rank

5.861 . 1

5.710. 3

Formai Observational Data 5.572

5.464Behavior Ratin Scales/Checklists

Descri tion of Re ulat Class Ex ectation 5.300

,

Criterion Referenced Acade c Evaluation

7

5,276 8

ymo,11Mwwlm

Vision/Hearin /Lin ua e Screenin

Sedometric/Scif-Concept Data

5.247

5.200 go

Health History/Family Information

Standardized Achievement Test Scores

Scores and Re orts

Ex ected Date for Achievin Goals

Subjective Evaluation

5.063

4.883

4 726

4,492

4.475

12

13

14

15

From a scale of 1 uselegi to.] essential

N

n
4



Table

TYPES, OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE. AT THE TIME OF REINTEGRATION

TYPE OF INFO,

II

RATING OF

% AVAILABLE RANK IMPORTANCE RANK

I.O. SCORES AND REPORTS

CLINICAL/PSYCH, REPORTS

STATE, OF BEHAV/ACAD, GOALS

TEACHER'S ASSES, OF BEHAV, STATUS

VI,S/HbR/LANG, SCREEN

SUBJECTIVE EVAL, ( "READINESS ")

STAND, ACHIEVE, TEST SCORES

HEALTH HIST. /FAMILY INFO

STATEMENT INTERVENTIONS 'ATTEMPTED

CRITERIIEF, ACAD. INFO,

9415

93.9

93.9,

9213

90,4

,90.2

89.8

.89,4

87.6

84.2

1 4.3184 15

2 5.0472 11

2 6.1351 1

6.0539 3'

4.9201 12

5.6350 5

4.7356 13

4,6064 14

5.9294 4

5.3407 8

5.1679 9.

610547 t 2

5.5922 6

5,5303 7

5,1377 10

4

7

8

9

10

,ARR. EXPECT, DATE FOR ACHIEVE OF, GOALS 78,9 11

DESCRIP, OF REG, CLASS EXPECT/REO, 73,;6 12

FORMAL OBSERVATION 67,6 13

BEHAVIIRATINGS/CHECKLISTS 66.4 14

SOCIOMETRIC/SELF CONCEPT DATA 5218 15

4

30.'
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Table R. 26

IMPORTANCE OF TYPES OF INFORMATION, AT

TIME OF REINTEGRATION

1 STATEM T OF BEHAVIORAL /ACADEMIC

r-- G ALS::

2 DESC IPTION OF RgG. CLASS

.EXPECTATIONS /REQUIREMENTS

TEACHER'S ASSESSMENT OF BEHAVIORAL

STATUS /ANECDOTAL-RECORDS

STATEMENT OF INTERVENTIONS

ATTEMPTED ,

5 SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION ("I THINK

IT'S NECESSARY"). .; %.6350 6

6 FORMAL BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION DATA 515922 13

7 BEHAVIOR RATNGS/CHECKLIST '0 5.5303 14

8 CRITERION REFERENCED'ACADEMIC

INFORMATION 5 3407 .10.

A 9 ARRIVAL OF EXPECTED DATA FOR

ACHIEVE.'OF GOALS' . 5 1679 .,11

15

2

5'

7

-8

1

. .

MEAN1 .RANK

RATING

S.1351 3

6.0597 12
I 8

6.039 4

5.9294 9

10 SOCIOMETRIC /SELF CONCEPT DATA 5.1377

11 CLINICAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL REPORTS 5.0472

12 VISION/HEARING/LANGUAGE SCREENING 4.9201

13 SiANDAlprzED ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORE. 4..7356

14 HEALTH HISTORY /FAMILY INFORMATION 4.6064

15 1.0. SCOVS AND REPORTS 4.3184

1Note: From a scale of 1 = unimportant to 7 = essential



Table 9 ,-------
.

.

"MOST" USEFUL TYPES OF INFORMATION

IN INTEGRATION.DECISION

. 27

RANK TYPE OF INFO

% OF'

COUNT 'CASES

1 ACHIEVEMENT OF EppCATIONAL/

BEHAVIORAL GOALS N9c,c\ 52.9

YOUR ASSESS. OF BEHAV. STATUS/

-ANECDOTAL RECORDS 245 52.0

DESCRIP. OF REGULAR CLASSROOM

'EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS 216 45.9

4 SUBJECTIVE EVAL. ("HE/SHE IS

6

1

2

3

4

5

READY") .
140

BEHAVIOR RATING SCALES/CHECKLIST 94.

STATEMENT OF INTERVENTION TECH'S..

ATTEMPTED 91

"'LEAST" USEFUL

VISION/HEARING/LANGUAGE SCREENING 7

HEALTH HISTORY /FAMILY INFO. 15

I.Q. SCORES AND REPORTS 20

ARRIVAL OF EXPECTED TARGET DATE

FOR INTEGRATION. 21

SOCIOMETRIC/SELF-CONCEPT DATA 34

32

3

29.7

20.0

19.3
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Tattle 10

1.

, , ' 7-----7

CHER.

FACTORS I 1. .ELECTING SITE FOR.

STUDENT NTEGRATION

28

(

TEACHER FACTORS MEAN RATING1 'RANK

ATTITUDE TOWARD BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS 6 3' 1

BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS 6.3 9 ----2

WILLINGNESS TO MODIFY CURRICULUM 6.334 3

ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATON 6.325 4

RAPPORT' WITH THIS STUDENT 6.174 5

RAPPORT WITH OTHER STUDENTS 5.940 6

PREVIOUS SUCCESS W/INTEG. 5;872 7

PERSONALITY. 5.832 8

ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS 5.818 9

KNOWLEDGE OS F.D. STUDENTS -5.705 10

PROFICIENCY IN BEHAV. MANAGE. 5.597 11

RELATIONSHIP' WITH YOU 4.977 12

TRAINING TO INTEGRATE 4.898 13

1 Note: From a scale of 1= unimportant to 7 = essential

v.+
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CLApegoom

NEJFACTORS IN SEL TING SITE FOR

STUDENT INTEGRATION

:29

CLASSROOM FACTORS MEAN .RATING RANK
V

i

APPARENT EMPATHY/TOLERANCE OF ST" ENTS 6.492) 1

DEGREE OF CLASSROOM STUDENTS. STROITURE 6.318 2.

LEVEL OF CURRICULUM/MATERIALS 5.943 3

.RANGEOFSTUDENT BEHAVIOR 5.905' , 4

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN CLASt- . 5.679 5

BEHAVIOR MANAGE. SYSTEMS ..., , 5.577\ 6

NUMBER OF OTHER INTEG. STUD T ,1v 5.491 '7

RANGE OF ACAD. FUNCT. LEVEL 5.484 8

AVAIL. OF AIDES/VOLUNTEERS --''' 4.393 9-r

LOCATION ANDICONVeNIENdE 3.741 10

1Note:

g

From a scale of 1 = unim*rtanttcr 7 = essential
7

3 4
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Table 12

IMPORTANCE OF FACTOR IN SELECTING A

SITE FOR INTEGRATION OF STUDENTS
RANK MAN RATING1

TEACHER'S ATTITUDE'TOW$RD BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS

2 APPARENT EMPATHY /TOLERANCE OF STUDENTS

A 3 TEACHER'S BEHAVIORAL EXPEcTATIONS1

4 TEACHER'S WILLINGNESS TO AODIFY CURRICULUM

5 TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION

6 DEGREE OF CLASSROOM STRUCTURE

7 1ACHER'S RAPP RT WIT. THIS-STUDENT

8 L VEL OF CURRI LUM/ ATERIALS

9 TEACHER'S RAPPORT ITH OTHER STUDENTS _

110. RANGE OF STUDENT BEHAVIPRS IN CLASS

/ 11 TEACHER'S PREVIOUS SUCCESS WITH INTEGRATION

12 TEACHER'S PERSONALITY

13 TEACHER'S ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS .

14 TEACHER'S KNOWLEDGE OF E.D. STUDENTS

15- NUMBER, OF STUDENTS IN CLASS

16 TEACHER'S PROFICIENCY IN BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT

17 BEHAVIOR-MANAGEMENT. SYSTEMS

18 NUMBER OF OTHER NTEGRATED STUDENTS

19. RANGE OF ACADEMIC FUNCTIONING LEVEL

-20 TEACHER'S RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU

6

6. 92

6.3 9

6.33

6.325

6.318

6.174

5.943

5.940

5.905.

5.872

5.83

5.818

5.706

5.679

5.597

.5.577

. 5.491

5.484

4.977

*21 TEACHER'S TRAINING TO INTEGRATE STUDENTS '4.898

22. AVAILABILITY OF AIDES/VOLUNTEERS 41.393

23 LOCATION AND CONVENIENCE 3.741

1 Note: From a scale of 1 = important to 7 = essential
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Table 13

MOST IMPORTANT FACTOR IN SELECTING SITE

TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD BEHAVIOR. PROBLEMS

31

MOST

iMPORTkNT

(19%)

TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION 16%)

TEACHER'S BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS (15%)'.

TEACHER'S RAPPORT WITH THIS STUDENT (9%)

5 TEACHER'S WILLINGNESS /SKILLS TO MODIFY

.CURRICULUM

6 DEGREE OF CLASSROOM STRUCTURE

3S



Table 14

Training Related to Reintegration

guestionnefl Item

Percentage-Of-ResOondents Answering

lrrrs---1Tir---r5Thr---'nonsrvre
Know

None
Session Sessions Sessions

Amount of training provided to building

staff regarding integration of handi- 25.9 . ..34.4 13.5 21.1

capped students N a 526

Amount of training provided WW1 ally

to regular class teachers who will be 19.7 39.9 12,1 14.2 4,

receiving-integrated students N u530

Amount of training respondent received

regarding reintegration of students 3.0 25.5 10:9 2517 34.9
into regular program .N * 330

Amount of training respondent received

rigarding provision of consultation to

classroom teachers and indirect

support of integrated students N u525



Table. 15

Responsibility for Reintegration

Questions ,

<._
Responses /-

Is responsibility for coor- Assigned Not Etn't
dinating reintegration efforts for Assigned Know
a particular student assigned to one
professional person? 11=.1521 51.8% 31.7% 15.9

.

=j521
/

What person typically or most often
is assigned responsibility for coor-
dinating reintegration of students?
Nr = 499

ED Teacher

Resource Teacher

Other

ED Mnsultant or
Supervisor

Principal,,

None assigned

Psychologist

et

Percentage Rank

37.7X 1

14.6% 2

13.4%

11.69 4

8.2% 5

7.6% 6

6.87. 7



Procedures forR7ntegration

Questions
'Responses

fit

gl

Procedures for integr of students from
'

27,4% Written

your progrim into the regular classroom are: 44.5% Not written, but established and understood,
N a 519 28,11 Not established at this time

If procedures for integration are establis Percentage of respondents
for your programvindicate.whicrof the

. Is a Is not a , Not
following are components of these guidelines; Component Component Applicable7

a. Description ofOneeded'placement .

information: N 4 364 74.5% 15.4% 10,2%

b. Delineation of responsibilities of each

integration team member (including the

regular classroom teacher(s): N 2 364 613% 27.2% 10.4%

c. Criteria for determining readiness, of

the student; N g 367
76.670 15.8% 6.570

d. Criteria for selection of the regular

class teacher(s) and classioom(s); 53.2% 30.5% 15.5%
N= 361

\\

e. Criteria for determining the success

reintegrationrefforts: N 369 ./

f. Follow-up procedures: N R 368

66.4%

73,4%

24.7%

1.9.370/,

8,1%

6.570

If procedures for integration are established Yes Sometimes No Unsure Not Applicable 4
for your program, are these procedures typically 31.270 15A% 0.6% .36% 49.1 %
followed? NA 666.

4'' ,

33



Table .17

Follow-up for Reintegration

Questions

If follow-up of integration occurs, which

methods are typically used:

a. Verbal .report from the regular teacher(s),

principal, etc. N =457

b. Written report or checklist from the

regular teacher(s) N =428

c.1Direct observation of liudent by someT.

one other than the clasiroom teacher(s)

N=427

If follow-up procedures are used, 'which is the

closest to the frequency With which the

follow-up typically occurs? N s440

Used

97, 2

57.2

49.9'

Responses

Not Used

2.8

42.5

50.1

63.4%,- weekly

20.9% -monthly.

11,4% quarterly

2,7% each sepester

- yearly
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