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The California Research Institute (CRI), funded by
the U.S. Department of Education, conducts research
and technical assistance activities on the integration of
students with severe disabilides. The research compo-
nent of CRI involves 2 three part study designed to a)
determine placement patterns of students with severe
disabilities (Level I), b) identify what factors predict
placementin integrated environments (Level IT) and, <)
identify outcomes associated with “promising prac-
tices” in the conduct of the educational programs in
integrated settings across the country (Level III). In
addition, CRI staff provide technical assistance to those
states involved in federally funded systems change
projects.

The purpose of STRATEGIES is to document and
promote the process of statewide systems change and
disseminate research findings on the education of stu-

dents with severe disabilities in integrated settings.
STRATEGIES is a publication of the California Re-
search Institute, funded by the U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP), under cooperative agreement # GO087C3056.
CRI has subcontracted with TASH for this space and

STRATEGIES will appear as an insert in the TASH

newsletters on a quarterly basis, For additional
information please contact: Patricia Karasoff, Editor
of STRATEGIES, or any of CRI’s key personnel, at the
California Research Institute, 14 Tapia Drive, San
Francisco, CA 94132,
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Morgen Alwell, M.A., Rescarch Associate, (415)
338-6247

Susan Porter Beckstead, M.A., Research Associate,
{415) 338-7850
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338-6215

Lori Goetz, Ph.D., Best Practices Research Develop-
ment Specialist, (415) 338-1306

Pam Hunt, Ph.D., Research Coordinator, {415)
338-7848 F

Patricia Karasoff, Ph.D., Project Coordinator, (415)
338-1162

Dotty Kelly, M.A., Technical Assistance Coordinator,
(415) 338-2959 .

Wayne Sailor, Ph.D., Project Director, (415) 338-1306

Marlene Simon, M.A., Research Associate, (415)
338-6247

Debbie Staub, Ph.D., Research Associate, (415)
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A substantial body of research has docu-
menzed the beneficial effects of integrated
education for students with severe disabilities.
Integrared education has been assodiated with
such high priority student outcomes as the
acquisition of social and communication skills
{e.g., Cole & Meyer, 1991; Kohler & Fowler,
1985; Giangreco & Putmam, 1991; Brady et
al., 1984: Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway, &

Gaylord-Ross, 1985; Cole, 1986; Cole, -

Meyer, Vandercook, McQuarter. 1986;
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Educational Practices in -Integrated Settings
Associated with Positive Student Outcomes

The responises to items on the questionnaire
provided by each of the teachers and farnilies
were then used to estimate the strength of the
association berween each ‘of the 12 educa-
tional practice and demographic variables with
each of the seven student outcomes variables.
The results of a series of muldple regression
analyses are described in Table 2 on page 10.
The table presents those measures of associa-
ton (i.c., the standardized slope) berween

- -eacheducational pracuce and student out-
- come variable that were determined 1o be .20
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Caviord-Ross, 1987; Hunt, Alwell, Goetz, &
Sator, 1990; Strain & Odom, 1986), the
displzy of more positive effect (e.g., Park &
Goetz, 1983), increased achievement of IED
objectives (Brinker & Thorpe, 1984; Wang &
Baker, 1986), greater levels of independence
" (Anderson & Farron-Davis, 1987; Freagon et
al., 1985), improved attitudes toward peers
with severe disabilides {Donaldson, 1980;
Fenrick & Deterson, 1986; Haring et al,
1987; Sasso, Simpson, & Novak, 1985;
McHale & Simeonsson, 1980; Voeltz, 1980,
1982}, and more positive parental expecta-
tons for their child’s future {Anderson &
Farron-Davis, 1987; Hanline & Halvorsen,
1989; DREDF, 1985).

A number of educational “best pracdces”
have been described and investigated in an
arrempt to identify factors that may be present
in integrated programs that might promote
positive student outcomes such as those de-
scribed above (c.f., Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990;
Mever, Eichinger, 8 Park-Lee, 1987). Thesce
pracrices include the degree of physical and
social integration of the students with disabili-
tics into the actvites of the school and com-
munity (Brinker, 1985; Murray-Seegert,
1989; Mever eral., 1987} and state-of-the-art
educational strategies such as functonal, gen-
eralized skil development, systernatic, data-
based programming, community-based in-
struction, and the use of a transdisciplinary
model for the provision of ancillary services
{Giangreco, 1986; Goetz & Gee, 1987; Gee,
Harrell, & Rosenberg, 1987). Best practices
in integrared educatonal programs also in-
clude principal and special education teacher-
related behaviors such as the degree to which
the principal is involved in the special educa-
tion programs in the school, the extent to
which the special education teacher partici-
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pates in general education actvides, the de-
gree to which the teacher interacts respectiully
and posidvely with his or her students, and the
teacher’s level of education, inservice training,
and experience (Murray-Seegerr, 1989;
Stetson, 1984; Meyer et al., 1987, Fredericks,
Anderson, & Baldwin, 1979; Wang, Vaughan,
& Dytman, 1985).

However, much of the “best practices™ lit-
erature is sporadic and highly theoretcal, with
relatvely few published studies using anything
but very small samples in highly circumscribed
circumstances. CRI arcempred, in the study to
be described to you, to investigate the rela-
donship berween educational practices and
positive student outcomes using research
methodology thatincluded large samples, 312
reachers and families from five states, and a
broad range of educauenal practice and stu-
dent outcome variables.

Survey questionnaires were completed by
the families and teachers of 312 students
with severe disabilides who attended inre-
grated educational programs in  California,
Colorado, Kentucky, Utah, and Virginia, A
random selection process was used to idendfy
the participating school districts within each of
the five states. Special education administra-
tors within each school district were then
asked ro randomly select a specified number of
teachers of students with severe disabilites
within their disarict to serve as the first respon-
dent group. Parucipating teachers then ran-
domly identified three families of students in
their program to participate as the second
responident group.

The survey quesdonnaires had been de-
signed to measure 12 educatonal “best prac-
tices ™ applied in integrated settings and seven

student outcome variables, which included
the development of communication and social
skills, the display of positive effect, increases in
the proporton of IET objectives achieved,
increased independence, positive nondisabled
peer amitudes, and positive parent expecta-

tons for their child’s future. Three demo-
graphic variables were also included with the
twelve educational pracrices as factors which
may be strongly associated with student
achievernent, peer artrudes, and posidve pa-
rental expectadons: the age of the participar-
ing students, the socio-economic status of the
comymunity, and the type of communiry {i.c.,
urban, suburban, or rural).

The most common format for each survey
question was an ordinal scale ratng of the
degree to which an educational practice or
student outcome variable was perceived to be
present. In mostcases a number ofitems were
selected to measure a single factor. Table 1 on
page 10 lists each of the educational practice
and student outcome variables investigated.
Also presented are the type of information
sampled for each factor and the designated
respondent group (teacher and /or parent).

Survey packets were sent to ¢ach participat-
ing reacher with instructons for dissemination
to the three families participating from their
programs. A single questionnaire was distrib-
uted to parents. Two questonnaires were
developed for teachers: one designed to mea-
sure variables relared to general program char-
acteristics and a second which measured vari-
ables related to ¢haracteristics of the three
students and their families. Teachers com-
pleted one “general™ questionnaire and three
“student-specific™ questionnaires (one for
cach participating student).
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A review of this table indicates that a single
program variable — the degiés f6which stu- -
dents are integrated into school and family
activities — completely dominates this list of
significant relationships. Measures of the ex-
tent of integration were significantly associ-
ated with social and communication skiils de-
velopment, positive affectve demeanor, the
percent LEP objectves achieved, level of inde-
pendence, positive nondisabled peer amitude,
and positive parent expectations for their
¢hild’s future.

These results make a significant contribu-
ton to the existing research literature which
demonstrates the beneficial effects of inte-
grated educatioral placement for students
with severe disabilities. It is the third in a series
of three studies designed and implemented by
CRI that utilized survey methodology and
large samples to increase our understanding of
integrated educational programs: the extent
to which they exist (Haring, Farron-Davis,
Karasoff, Zeph, Goetz, & Sailor, 1990), stu-
dent, farnily, and program characteristics as
wellas administrative and logistical issues asso-
ciated with, and peossibly promoting, their
existence (Hunt, Haring, Farron-Davis,
Staub, Rogers, Beckstead, Karasoff, Goetz, &
Sailor, 1991}, and, finally, educational prac-
tices in integrated settings which are
associated with the highest levels of student
achievement and positve peer attitudes and
family expecrations.

The vesults of this final study supgest that
-out of & group of what ave consideved to be
educarional “best practices”, only one — the
extent to which the child pavticipated in
integrated seltings. and activities — was

Continued on Page 10
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strongly linked to cach one of the bigh priovity
student outcome vaviables.
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Tablel
- o Educational Program and Student Outcome Variables
: »E OF INFORMATION SAMPLED RESPONDENT GROUPS:
VARIABLES TYPE OF INTORMATION SAMPLE TEACHER (T), FAMILY (F)
Educational Practices
1. Integration: School and family = Ordinal scale: Level of participation in school and famnily activities TF
activities
2. Integration: Community Ordinal scale: Level of participation in community recreational events and F
recreational activities educational activities
3. Functional educational program  Ordinal scale; Degree to which educational activities and [ED objectives include T
- instruction in community, domestic, vocational, leisure, and sodial skills domains
4. Data-based instructional Ordinal scale: Degree to which weekly data are collected for educational programs T
programs .
5. Community-based instruction # of hours per week teaching in community settings T
6.  Transdisciplinary model Crdinal scale: Degree to which ancillary services are integrated into educational T
activitics in the school and community
7. Teacher integration Crdinal scale: Degree to which the special education teacher participates in campus T
activities
8 Program reflects respect for Ordinal scale: Degree to which staff behavior communicates respect, and T
students opportunities are provided for choice and risk-taking
9. Teacher inservice training Crdinal scale: Level of participation in workshops and conferences T
10. Teacher education Highest college degree held T
11. Teacher experience # of years experience as 2 teacher T
12.  Principal involvement Ordinal scale: Level of supervision of special education programs T
13;. Community type Category: urban, suburban, rural . T.F
14. Family SES Ordinal scale: Yearly income and cducation F
15.  Age of student Actual chronological age ‘F
Student Cutcomes
1. Social skills Ordinal scale: Level of appropriate behavior, communication, and interactive play TF
2, Affective demeanor Ordinal scale- Level of pleasure and involvement in social situations with familiar T
people
3. Communication skills Ordinal scale: Level of communication skills F
4. Percent IEP objectives achieved  Percent IEP objectives achieved T
5. Independence Ordinal scale: Level of independence and participation F
. Positive nondisabled peer Ordinal scale: Level of normalized, friendly, and approach behaviers T
attitudes .
7. Positive parent expectations Crdinal scale: Level of future independence and participation F
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