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Dear Reader:

On March 11-12, 1993, atwo-day symposum, known as the Dean's Symposum, was
held a the Robert Allerton Park and Conference Center in Monticello, 1llinois, to focus attention
on what colleges of education must do to prepare teachers and adminidtrators for indusve
education.

The planning for this symposum was handled by the colleges of education of Illinois
State Univergty (1SU), Northern Illinois Universty (NIU), and Southern Illinois Universty a
Cabondde (SIU-C). Funding for this symposum came to the three host indtitutions from a
grant avarded by the Illinois Planning Council on Developmenta Disahilities.  In atendance
were over thirty deans or other adminidrators representing al tweve date-supported
univergties, three representative private colleges, and three representative community colleges.

One of the gods of the grant was to devedop and publish a "white paper” from the
proceedings of that symposum. Incduded in this specid publication are a number of papers
written by presenters at the symposum. These papers provide varied perspectives on preparing
future teachers and adminidrators for induding and efectivdy educating learners from diverse
backgrounds with various cognitive syles.

A specid thanks goes out to Sharon Freagon, Professor of Specid Education at
Northern lllinois Universty, whose leadership, collaboration, and inspiration were ingrumenta
to acquiring the grant, planning the symposum, and preparing this specid publication.
Recognition and thanks aso goes out to the deans of the colleges of education at 1SU, NIU, and
SIU-C for their support and leedership throughout this effort. They were Dr. Charles Stegmean,
Dean of the College of Education a NI1U; Dr. Dondd Beggs, Dean of the College of Education
a SIU-C; Dr. Anita Webb-Lupo, Interim Dean of the College of Education a ISU; and Dr.
Sly Pancrazio, current Dean of the College of Educetion at ISU.

Findly, appreciation is expressed to the lllinois Planning Council on Developmentd
Disadilities.  Through their foresght and effort, they made funds avalable through a grant
competition for addressing the nead by higher education indtitutions to examine their role and
responghilities in the preparation of teachers and adminigrators for inclusive education.

Dr. Dondd S. Kachur
Professor of Education
[llinois State Universty
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Forward

Rene Christensen Leininger
[llinois Planning Council on Developmenta Disabilities

Because specid education teachers and genera education teachers are trained in
separate programs, each group of teachers develops limited conception of their
capabilities and competencies, the result is that many pecid education teachers
fed they should only work with student populations that have been clearly
identified as having a disabling condition, while many generd education teachers
hold that they are unable and incgpable of working with Students who have
disabilities. (Nationd Association of State Boards of Education Study Group on
Specid Education, 1992)

Didogue cannot take place if the two groups waich each other from afar in fear
and hogtility. If the classroom is segregated, educeation becomes rehabilitation with
areport card. . . . The common perception that people with disabilities are
pathetic, suffering creatures lingers and poisons our effort to speak candidly about
disability, and slence is the result. Fear acts on us as well. We are al, able-
bodied and disabled dike, arad of certain questions. But we do not need to fear
this conversation. . . . (Bennett, 1994)

Schoadl incluson has been a nationd conversation for over two decades. The notion of
educating students with disabilities dongsde their peers who do not have disabilities was
discussed at length by the authors of the Individuas with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
The Act clearly establishes a strong preference for incluson by requiring children to be
educated in the environment least redtrictive of interaction with each other. Additiondly, the
authors of the IDEA emphasized their intention by requiring a regular review of how students
with disahilities are included (or not included) in generd education. This ingghtful move has
helped to keep school inclusion before the American public.

Ethicadly, educating students with specid needs in segregated environments became
questionable dmost immediatdy following the establishment of a separate sysem of "specid
education” and the indtitutiondization of the "continuum” of placement options. Yet, in the
absence of supporting literature, many remained mistakenly convinced that the best learning
environment for children with specid educationd needs was away from the traditiona
classroom and other children. Children were caught up in a dichotomy between the negetive
aspects of segregation and a misconception that children with disabilities make better
educationd gains in isolated environments.

In years snce the IDEA was passed, American universities and colleges have played a key role
in removing the myth that children with disabilities cannot redlize educational benefit in
regular schools and classes.  Many universty professonds have been dedicated to
demondrating the benefits of inclusve educationd practices through research and



demondiration projects. Today, the literature overwhemingly demonstrates that dl children
learn best in natura environments where they have the benefit of interacting and learning from
eech other. The "educationd benefit" myth has been removed. However, in lllinois,
thousands of children continue to be removed from their home schools and classes, caught up
in a system of classfication and tracking well entrenched in the specia education bureaucracy.

In more recent years, the diaogue regarding inclusive educationd practices degpened as a
generation of young adults with disabilities graduated from segregated schools. As a result,
the sdf-advocacy movement has adopted school incluson as an issue of primary importance.
Sdf-advocates and parents of school-aged children with disabilities have joined together to
bring a new vigor to the call for reform. They want reform from a sysem that has not
demongrated pogtive outcomes for children to a new sysem that will promote a truly
integrated society in which people with and without disabilities are comfortable with each
other.

The Illinois Planning Council on Development Disahilities has embraced school reform as its
top priority in effecting societd change that will result in the redlization of independence,
productivity, and inclusion of dl people in an integrated society. The Council recognizes the
importance of the role of teacher preparation programs in current reform efforts.  In concert
with reforms within state and locd education agencies, inditutions of higher education are
looking within to change practices that encourage a continuation of segregation and less than
acceptable outcomes for children with disabilities.  Univergities and colleges are examining
their roles and responghilities in the larger scheme of socid change and recognizing that
decisons made in the training of teachers has impact on the lives of individuas and American
society-at-large for generations to come.

The "Deans Symposum” represents a first step in assigting Illinois in evaluating and changing
how we teach our teachers. It is a collaborative exploration of barriers and options for change
in Illinois teacher preparation programs.  On behdf of the members of the Council, a thank
you is extended to personnel from Illinois State University, Northern Illinois University, and
Southern Illinois University for proposing and carrying out a project of depth and meaning for
thousands of Illinois schoolchildren. The Dean's Symposum project could not have been
successful without the support and commitment of State Superintendent Robert Leininger and
the Deans of the Coalleges of Education in universities and colleges throughout the state. The
participation of numerous local, state, and national experts was invauable in assuring the
Symposum carried productive messages and crested a path toward postive outcomes. The
contributions of the parents and individuas with disabilities who were willing to offer their
expertise to the Symposum could not have been replaced.
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Definition of Terms

Following are definitions of terms that represent concepts that are used especidly in the fidd
of specid education when parents and professonds talk about incluson. Ther understanding
IS important to the "hows' of implementing the tenants of the Individuds with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) especidly the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) and preference for
"non-removd”  from generd education environments by providing the students with
gppropriate aids and services.

Incluson

Inclusion involves placement in the home school and in the generd education environments(s)
with gppropriate supports, aid(e)s, and curricular adaptations designed individualy for each
student digible for gpecid education services. Incluson most closely follows the wording and
intent of The Individuas with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requiring each public agency
to insure,

that to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including
children in public or private inditutions or other care facilities, are educated
with children who do not have a disability, and specid classes, separate
schooling or other remova of children with disabilities from the regular
educationd environments occurs only when the nature or severity of the
disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary
alds and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (Section 612)

Another term for incluson is supported education meaning one educationad system for al
students.  Successful schoals regard al students as rightful members of the school they would
attend, and the class(es) in which they would participate if they did not have disabilities. Each
student is provided ingtructiona curricula to meet their individua needs and learning styles.

Experience tells us that where incluson is successful there are no prerequisites for
participation. Standards vary with each child and al educationd s&ff share respongbility.

Least Restrictive Environment

This term agppears in the language of the Individuas with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
formerly known as The Educeation of All Handicgpped Children Act (PL 94-142). This term
known as LRE applies to the placement of specid education eigible students in the educationa
environment which least restricts their interactions with students not identified as digible. For
most students, this would be an age-gppropriate classroom in the school (s)he would attend if
not identified as eligible for gpecid education. Moving to a more restrictive placement can
only be done where there is documentation that the student's needs cannot be met in the
regular classroom with necessary aids and supports.



Regular Education Initiative

The Regular Education Initigtive (REI) was firg referenced by Maddine Will, former U.S.
Office of Specid Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) Director when President
Reagan was in office. Often cdled REI, this term refers to the unification of what has become
two separate educationd systems—regular and specid education. REI efforts generdly take
two forms. First, for sudents not yet identified as eligible for specid education, pre-referra
intervention drategies are used in the regular classoom to avoid a referrd to specid
education. Second, for sudents dready identified as eligible, services are ddivered in a less
restrictive way utilizing such methods as collaboration, consultation and in-general-education-
class, rather that pull-out resource services.

Maingreaming

Maingreaming was a term popularized dfter the passage of PL 94-142 which has been
generdly used to describe the process of placing a student with mild to moderate disabilities
into one or more regular academic classes.  Students who are maindreamed are usudly
expected to meet the same sandards as non-identified students with minor modifications in
curricullum or methodology. Prerequisite skills are generdly felt to be necessary since the
same dandards for success are being goplied for dl sudents. This delivery modd identifies
the child as a "specid" rather than a "regula” education sudent. This practice has not
typicaly been associated with students who are identified as having severe disabilities.

Integration

Integration involves placement out of a specid education environment for part of the school
day. Integration is most frequently utilized with students who have labds of moderate and
severe disabilities, as these sudents have been typicaly not associated with mainstreaming
efforts.

If done for academic purposes, the practice has been that the student must generdly meet
certain prerequisites before she is fdt to be appropriate for integration and the regular
curriculum is used. If done for socid purposes, the student does not necessarily meet the same
standards as required of other students. While the student may receive necessary assstance
and support when integrated, a problem often occurs when the student's case manager is a
gpecia education teacher for a sdlf-contained classsoom and who must remain there with the
other students. This delivery modd identifies the child as a "specid” rather than a "regular”
education student. This practice has not typicaly been associated with students who are
identified as having mild disabilities.

Home School

The home schoadl is the school the child or youth would attend if she/he did not have a
disability, that is, the same school that brothers, ssters, neighbors and friends attend. For

preschool-aged children with disabilities, the home schoadl is the community daycare, preschool
or other community environment the child would attend if (S)he did not have a disability.
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Cluger Program

A clugter program involves the identification of a specific school and classroom for students
with a specific disability label. When cluster programs are utilized, most or dl of the sudents
do not attend their home school and students are frequently transported long distances awvay
from their homes.

Age-Appropriate Placement

An age-gppropriate placement refers to the general education classroom for students who are
the same chronologica age. For preschool-aged children, age-gppropriate placements are the
settings in which other children of their same chronologica age attend.

Natural Proportion

The proportion of dl people with disability labels in the genera population is about 10 to
15%. People with the most severe disabilities represent less than 1% of the generd
population. When students with disability Iabels attend their home school, there is generdly a
natural proportion represented. School buildings should consider the natura proportion when
assigning students to classsooms.  Classrooms which consider the natural proportion will not
have more than 15% of its members who have disability labels and no more than one of these
students will have alabd of severe disahilities.

Inclusive Individudized Education Program (IEP)

Like the Least Redtrictive Environment (LRE), the Individuaized Education Program (IEP) is
one of the main tenants of the IDEA. The IEP annudly guides the student's team as they
provide educationa support and services. |EP teams that are successful at including students
with varying disabilities have taught us that once students are included, the teams' visions of
students broaden and become farther reaching. Expressons of these visons in the |EP reflect
the supports, aids, and services needed to be successful in an inclusve classroom and school.

Supplementary Services

"Supplementary aids and services," as defmed in the Individuas with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) a 20 U.S.C. 1412(5)(B), for a student to achieve educationd benefit in the
generd education environment are supports. Supports are the accommodations made for
sudents with disability labels in order to incresse their independence and participation in
generd education classes. Experience working with successful inclusve classrooms tells us
that supports can be as smple as the student's seating assgnment in the classsoom to
reasonably accommodate a vison, hearing, motor, or atention need. The supports can dso be
as complex as an eectronic augmentative communication sysem with trained pargprofessonds
avallable to assst a student in all classes.

The Individualized Education Program (IEP) process assists the team members to determine
supports by identifying each individua student's needs. After the needs are identified, the
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possibilities for supports are sddom an exhaudtive list. Carbon paper for a fdlow student to
take notes, specid equipment and furniture, peer tutors (buddies), assgtive technology,
adapted curriculum, adgpted tests and materids, individua assgtants, certified daff
consultants, or textbooks on audiotapes are but a few. Beng credtive is the key to generating,
developing and implementing supports for a student's success and benefit in the educationd
system.

Sometimes difficult is the separating of "student supports' from “teacher supports’ as most
high technology or additiona trained personnd; adaptations to curriculum or materiads, and
consultation or team teaching by daff with certain expertise, though written as specific aid(e)s
for a student, inherently support and assst the teacher in providing instruction.



Then, Now, and the Future of I nclusive Education
for Children and Youth with
Moderate, Severe, and Multiple
Disabilities

Sharon Freagon
Northern lllinois University

William Peters
DeKab County Specid Education Association

Matthew D. Cohen
Monahan & Cohen, Attorneys a Law

Al Smith
Illinois State Board of Education

Twenty years ago, U. S. Senator Hubert Humphrey from Minnesota introduced Section 504 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Addressng Congress, he said:

This bill responded to an awakening public interest in millions of handicapped
children, youth, and adults who suffer the profound indignity and despair of
isolation, discrimination and matreatment. (118 Cong. rec. 9495)

The deliberate segregation of the handicgpped and their resulting invisbility
have led to their traditionaly low rating on the priority list of educationa
community programs. . . . May specidigs in the fidd of educating
handicapped children agree that children at the trainable or moderatdly retarded
level do not need specid classes. But...that the traditiona approach of
segregating these children in separate schools or isolated classes within regular
school buildings . .. iswrong. (118 Cong. rec. 9498.9500-01)

In 1974, Senator Stafford, the ranking member of the Subcommittee on the Handicapped
spoke about the Education of All Handicapped Children Act or Public Law 94-142 (now the
Individuas with Disabilities Education Act, IDEA):

| firmly believe that if we are to teach al of our children to love and understand
each other, we must give them every opportunity to see what "different"
children are like. ... If we dlow and, indeed, encourage handicapped children
and nonhandicapped children to be educated together as early as possible their
attitudes toward each other later in life will not be such obstacles to overcome.
A child who goes to school everyday with another child who is confined to a
whedchair will undersand far better in later life the limitations and abilities of
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such an individua when he or dhe is asked to work with, or is in a pogtion to
hire, such anindividua. (122 Cong. Rec. 10961)

Finaly, Congressman Miller, a ranking member of the House Committee on Select Education
in 1975 spoke to the implementation of Public Law 94-142:

Rather, | bdieve the burden of proof in terms of the effectiveness of a program
ought to rest with that administrator or teacher who seeks for one reason or
another to remove a child from a norma classroom, to segregate him or her
from nonhandicapped children, to place him in a program of speciad education.
(121 Cong. Rec. H7764)

Public Law 94-142, implemented in 1975, in Section 612 requires dates to ensure each child
with disabilities a "free gppropriate public education” establishing procedures to:

. assure, that to the maximum extent gppropriate, handicapped children,
including children in public or private inditutions or other care fecilities, are
educated with children who are not handicapped, and that specid classes,
separate schooling, or other remova of handicapped children from the regular
educationa environment occurs 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.

Clearly the intent of Congress in the passage of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
and Public Law 94-142 was nonremova of children and youth with disabilities from the
genera education environment. Yet, twenty years later, many if not most, of these children
and youth remain segregated from thelr brothers, ssters, neighbors and friends in df-
contained classrooms and in sAf-contained schools where they do not have access to the same
educational experiences and auricular content as do children and youth who are not labeled.

In 1992, the ARC: A Nationd Organization on Menta Retardation released a "Report Card to
the Nation on Incluson in Education of Students with Mental Retardation." They found that
Massachusetts and Vermont were the only two states that educate more than 50% of students
labeled mentaly retarded in generd education classes (Massachusetts 59% and Vermont 54%).
lllinois, New Jersey, New York, Mayland and Forida, were assigned to the "Hal of
Shame." This was because these dates were among the 10 worst in including students with
retardation in genera education classrooms in addition to being among the 10 worst in highest
usage of separate schooals.

During the same month (October 1992) that the ARC findings were announced, the Nationa
Asociation of State Boards of Education (NASBE) issued a report, Winners All: A Call for
Inclusive Schools, cdling for inclusve schools throughout Americas They cite the following
datistics rdated to the outcomes of the provison of 20 years of specid education from the
Fourteenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of The Individuals with
Disabilities Act (1992) and the SRI Internationd (1991), National Longitudinal Transition
Sudy of Special Education Sudents:
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>  Only 57% of students in specid education graduate with either a diploma or
certificate of graduation. [ Fourteenth Annual Report to Congress);

> 12% of youth with disabilities have been arrested a some time in their lives,
compared with 8% in the generd population. Sudents classfied as
emotiondly disturbed have even higher arrest rates. Almost one in five
sudents labded as emationdly disturbed are arrested while till in secondary
school. [ National Longitudinal Transition Study];

> Only 134% of dl youth with disabilities [aged 15 to 20] ae living
independently up to two years dter leaving secondary school, as opposed to
33.2% of the genera post-secondary school population. [ National
Longitudinal Transition Study]; and

>  Only 49% of out-of-school youth with disabilities aged 15-20 are employed
between 1 and 2 years after high school. [National Longitudinal Transition
Study], (p. 8)

The NASBE report dso cites Gartner and Lipsky (1989), who found that less than 5% of
sudents identified for gpecid education services ever fully left the sysem and returned to
genera education in 26 large cities they dudied. Yet, most students identified for specid
education services, when seen outside of school, would not be considered by the genera public
to be disabled (NASBE, 1992).

Extrapolating from the above, one can easily see that the tatistics for students with the most
ggnificant disabilities in relation to outcomes and segregation is even worse.  The purpose of
this paper, then, is to provide a historical perspective on the education of children and youth
with moderate to severe disabilities, to discuss where we are now and where we are going in
the future. We cannot, however, do that without briefly discussing educationd services to
students identified as having milder disabilities.

Then

Children and youth with mild disabilities were often served in the general education school
building, but recaived their indtruction in segregated resource or cross-categorica classrooms
which many times were not in the schools they would attend if not identified as disabled (home
school). They were based in specid education rooms with specia education teachers and
"maingtreamed” into those genera education classes where they were expected to achieve at or
near grade-level. Grade and auricular modifications, and supports and aids in most instances
were not provided. Reading and math were the subject areas upon which teachers most
heavily concentrated. Children and youth with mild disabilities, then, experienced the
cumulative effects of not participating with the same amount of time in other curricular areas
as did their age-peers not identified as having disabilities. Students were often expected to
engage in "repesated practice’ exercises on "watered-down" curriculum materids in these sdf-
contained classrooms.

Educationd services in the past for children and youth identified as having moderate to severe
intellectual and multiple disabilities can be characterized by segregated schools, facility-based
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only ingruction and the use of a devdopmentdly-based curriculum.  Prior to the
implementation of Public Lav 94-142 (now IDEA) these children and youth, if provided
sarvices, often recaived them on the grounds of inditutions or in private agency facilities, but
not in public schools.

With the implementation of Public Lav 94-142 in 1975, locd school districts had the
respongbility to conduct child-find activities in order that those children and youth who hed
previoudy been denied an education by the public schools would have the opportunity for a
"free gppropriate public education” in the "least redtrictive environment." State legidatures dl
across the nation passed laws where monies for new segregated, disability-only, publicly
operated buildings could be acquired. Abandoned dementary or secondary buildings were dso
often desgnated "TMH" (Trainable Mentdly Handicapped) centers. Many children and youth
with the most sgnificant disabilities were "tuitioned out" to private resdentid or day schools
designed specificdly to serve only individuds with disabilities. lllinois, as late as the winter
of 1994, had arule traced to 1977 that private agencies gpproved by the Illinois State Board of
Education (ISBE) to provide educationd services to children and youth with disabilities need
only have 25% of their daff certified whereas the public schools must have 100%. Easy to
redlize is the cost-savings to public schools when children and youth with disabilities were, and
il are placed in these facilities. Almost unheard of anywhere in the nation was of children
and youth with the most severe disabilities being served in chronologicaly age-appropriate
public schools much less chronologicaly age-appropriate generd education classrooms in the
schools they would atend if not disabled. The U.S. Office of Civil Rightsjust recently found
the rule in Illinois to be discriminatory and ordered its change after a complaint was filed 3
years ago.

The segregated facility was where the children and youth with the most significant disabilities
receved al ther services. The segregated facility was where the gppropriately-certified
teachers had thelr classooms and where the related service professonds delivered their
sarvices. An isolated modd of related services was most often implemented where students
would leave their classrooms 3 times weekly for 30 minutes a time per related service to see a
physica therapist, an occupationd thergpist, a speech/language therapist, and/or a vision or
hearing itinerant teacher. The dlowed chronologica age-range of the students in a class was
from 4 to 5 years across the nation. Many facilities operated a amulated sheltered workshop
where students ages 6 through 21 went daily to learn how to sort by color, sort by shape, and
assemble and disassemble nuts and bolts to prepare for the "benchwork” typicaly found in
adult sheltered workshops.  Students were often required to engage in activities that were
"episodic’ or associated with a holiday that occurred once a year. If they did leave the
facility, they typicaly went in large groups and they often went to charitable events during
school time. While most states monitor their schoals for the amount of time students gpend in
direct instruction, school buses trangporting students with disabilities to segregated facilities or
schools that are not their home schools, dropped students off late and picked them up early.
This is because the routes for students with disabilities were connected to the routes for
sudents not identified. The result was that students with disabilities recelved less time in
ingtruction than did their counterparts who were not identified when in fact the nature of their
disabilities required (and <till does) that they have more time in instruction.



When Public Law 94-142 was to be implemented, the colleges and universities had not been
preparing teachers to work with dudents with the most severe disabilities.  Often times,
teachers who were cetified to work with students labeled moderatdy mentaly retarded were
hired to be teachers of children and youth labdled severdy and profoundly disabled and/or
mentally retarded. Because they had no curricula preparation to work with these students, they
worked from the deveopmentad modd expressed in intelligence tests such as the Stanford-
Bing and the Wechder. This led to grouping these students by menta age instead of
chronologica age which in-tura led to indructiond activities and materials used in preschool
programs. |If a sudent was 16 and had a mentd age of 22 months, that sudent would be
required to work on activities and materids mos often used with children who were
nondisabled and 22 months of age. Because students never mastered these activities and
materiads, they were required to repeat them year-in and year-out using a pre-requisite skill
modd. They were required to master one skill before they could pass to the next. Most often,
if not dways, the activities used to work on these infant and preschool skills had no meaning
to the students current or future functioning. When students refused to work on these
activities and used some means to communicate such, they were often seen as noncompliant at
which time behavior management programs would be instituted.

Regardless of the intent of Public Lav 94-142, complex structura and financing systems were
developed and/or maintained. Many dates like Illinois developed cooperative or joint
agreements between multiple schoal digtricts in an area in order to provide service to children
and youth with more severe disabilities. These agreements had a separate administration and
often times the participating school districts collectively purchased the segregated facilities.
Though federd law requires that the local schoal district be responsible for the education of al
the children with disabilities who resde within the district boundaries, many school districts
who participated in joint agreements relinquished that respongbility to the joint agreements.
This often caused problems with communication with the family, student records, locus of
responsibility, school-year beginnings and endings, holidays, bussing, teacher strikes and such.
While local boards of education would hear follow-up reports of graduates who attended the
local schools, they heard none for students with disabilities who attended joint agreement
classes. In looking at specia educetion funding in Illinois, Hemp, Freagon and Leninger
(1991) found that every formula was a disncentive to labeled children and youth attending the
schools and the classes they would attend if not identified as disabled. Funding was attached
to special education class size, to disability labe, to severity of disahility, to specific teacher
certifications and to the amount of time spent in generd or specid education.

Teacher trainers of generd and speciad educators were often isolated from one another in
separate departments in the colleges and universities.  This provided modds of separation for
young teachers in preparation (Freagon, 1993). The cycle of segregation for children and
youth with disabilities was only perpetuated when student teachers had their only "hands-on"
experiences in segregated classrooms and schools.



Now

While maingreaming is a term generaly used to describe the placement of students with mild
disabilities in the least redtrictive environment (LRE) of the general education classroom,
integration is the term used when students with more severe disabilities are moved from
segregated schools to sdf-contained classsooms in chronologically age-appropriate public
schools where they participate in the nonacademic portion of the school day—namey
homeroom, lunch, and recess. If placed in general education classrooms, these are typically
art, music, and physca education. Nether the terms maingdreaming or integration are
concepts in Public Law 94-142. They have come, however, to be the terms referred to for
these two populations identified as disabled when referring to the least restrictive environment
congtruct that is in the law.

Two nationd organizations have been primarily responsible for how educationa services are
currently delivered to dudents with disabilities. These are the Council for Exceptiond
Children (CEC), which is most cosdy identified with students with mild to moderate
disabilities, and The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps (TASH), which is most
closdly identified with students with the most severe disabilities. While CEC is a professond
organization mosly associated with the public school years, TASH has srong parentd
involvement as well as that of professonds and is associated with the full life-gpan of
individuals with severe disabilities. The two organizations have been "at-odds' with one
another in ther interpretation and implementation of the least redtrictive environment
requirements of the law. TASH is the more fledgling organization and has dways had policy
related to the integration and incluson of persons with severe disabilities in al aspects of
community life. Both organizations have state chapters. Each organization is consulted on
federd policy issues and each join coditions when concerns or initiatives being addressed are
consgtent with their individua direction and misson. Findly, both hold annud conventions
in the United States.

Lou Brown, his doctord students at the Universty of Wisconan, and his associaes in the
Madison Metropolitan School Digtrict (Brown et al., 1983; Brown et al., 1991) have used the
work of Stokes and Bagr (1977) on generdization to lay the framework for current
ingructional technology related to the education of students with severe disabilities. From
their work we know that the closer the ingtructional environment is to the naturd environment
where the skills have to be utilized and maintained, the higher the probability is that they will.
Because students with severe intdlectua disabilities have more problems with generdization
(Brown et a., 1991), require more ingructiond trials (Mercer & Sndll, 1977), and have more
problems with retention and recoupment (Snell, 1982) than do their peers who are not
identified as disabled, the what, where, and how they are taught is of extreme importance.
With this information, professonds developed the Strategy of teaching students with severe
disabilities in current and subsequent natural domestic, community at-large, recreation and
leisure, vocationd and school environments. Teachers conduct environmenta or ecologica
inventories of how adults without disabilities perform in these natural environments.  Students
with severe disabilities are then taken into the environments to see how they perform and
teachers andyze the discrepancy and form hypotheses regarding adaptations and instructiona
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drategies to achieve competence within the specific environment. Related service personnel,
indead of pulling sudents out of the classsroom, work with dudents in the naturd
environments and consult and collaborate with the specid education teacher (Sternat, Messing,
Nietupski, Lyon, & Brown, 1977). As dudents get older, they spend more time in naturd
environments, especidly vocationd environments, and less time in the school environment.
The public school environment is not seen as a chronologically age-gppropriate environment
for young adults ages 19 to 21.

Trangtion from school to adult life whether that be work or continuing education is seen as
important for both students with mild disabilities and severe disahilities. 1llinois law requires
that forma trangition planning begin for all students requiring specid education services a age
14 1/2. Federal law requires formd planning beginning a age 16.

Sarvices to students with mild disabilities has changed very little over time. In some instances,
the resource room has been replaced with collaboration strategies between generd and specid
educators. Students who are in self-contained classes for learning disabilities sill have to earn
their way into the "mainstream” of generd educetion.

The number of students identified as behavior disordered is on the increase. If tudents
currently identified as having Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) become eligible for specid
education services under IDEA, informa projections are that up to 50% of the school-age
population could be identified as disabled. Many recognize that this spesks more to what is
occurring in classrooms than it does to the children who are being identified and labeled.

During this time frame that is condtituted as "now," parents of young children with Down
Syndrome have worked hard to have their children identified as having mild disabilities in
order to have them served in sdlf-contained "high incidence” classrooms in regular schools. In
the past, Down Syndrome was synonymous with trainable mentd handicaps, and following,
with segregated TMH centers. This phenomenon illustrates the panic many parents experience
when segregation, negative attitudes and low expectations are associated with disability labels.
The current system of evauation leading to categorical labels and consequent placements have
"pitted” parents legaly against school digtricts incurring astronomical financid and emotional
costs to both families and educators.

Finaly, the preparation of generd and specid education teachers has remained separate.
Some universities and/or states require dua certification, but very little collaboration between
the two has been evidenced. Ganschow, Weber, and Davis (1984) fdt that Public Law 94-142
would have required that genera education teachers be prepared differently. This has not,
however, occurred. Freagon (1993) points out that no specific pedagogy for instructing
students with disabilities has emerged over the years. Only 42% of state education agencies
require at least one course on working with students identified as disabled (Ganschow et al.,
1984). Only 30% of states have certification requirements for genera educators working with
students with disabilities (Smith & Schindler, 1980).
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TheFuture

Kunc (1992) revigted Madow's hierarchy of needs to make the point that as a society we have
put individua achievement ahead of our need to belong.  School dropouts, gangs,
perfectionism and suicide, and segregated classes where children are forced to earn the right to
belong, are dl casudties of the inverson of Madow's hierarchy. Madow's hierarchy of
human needs teaches us that belonging (after food, water, sheter, warmth and safety) is a
prerequiste to, first, sdf-esteem and, then, sdlf-actuaization. Kunc writes:

Despite the wedth of research and persona experience that gives vadidity to
Madow's position, it is not uncommon for educators to work from the premise
that achievement and mastery rather than belonging arethe primary if not the
sole precursors for self-esteem. . . . The current education system, in fact, has
dissected and inverted Maslow's hierarchy of needs so that belonging has been
transformed from an unconditiona need and right of al people into something
that must be earned, something, that can be achieved only by the "best" of
us. . . . Sudents upon entering school, are immediatdy expected to learn
curriculum.  Successful magtery of school work is expected to fogter the
children's sene of sdf-worth which in turn will enable them to join the
community as "respongble citizens." Children are required, as it were, to learn
their right to belong, (p. 31)

Kunc (1992) goes on to explain that viewing school inclusion of children with disabilities as a
way to teach them skills to make them more "normd" legitimizes a world where uniformity
and perfection are vaued versus diversity where belonging is a human right and legdly, acivil
right.

Biklen (1992) sees phrases in Public Lav 94-142, now IDEA, like "free appropriate public
education” and "to the maximum extent appropriate’ as "civil rights with escgpe clauses' (p.
85). These are the words that have put parents of children with disabilities and school districts
a-odds if parents interpret "agppropriate’ as services (supports, ad(e)s and auricular
adaptations) in the schools and classes their children would attend if nondisabled (inclusion).

The movement to serve children and youth with disabilities in the generd education
environments they would attend if nondisabled, has gathered a momentum that neither
professonds nor parents anticipated. Parents have become tired of a system of education that
segregates their children with disabilities rather than welcoming them as full members of the
school community. They believe it is their children's civil right to go through the same
school building doors as do their brothers, sisters, neighbors and friends who are not |abeled.

Severd movements have become associated with parental unrest and with the undesirable
outcomes of nearly 20 years of specid education services. The Regular Education Initiative
(REI), firg referenced by Maddine Will who was Presdent Reagan's Office of Specid
Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) Director, advocates pre-referra intervention
drategies and services such as collaboration and consultation between specid and generd
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educators versus "pull-out" resource services. REI has typically been associated with students
with mild or "high-incidence’ disabilities. Incluson, meaning placement in the child's school
and classes they would attend if not disabled with gppropriate supports, aid(e)s, and auricular
adaptations, began with dudents consdered to have moderate to severe intdlectud and/or
multiple disabilities (Monahan & Cohen, 1993). Incluson is sometimes referred to as
"supported education.” Standards are individually determined and there are no prerequisites.

School digtricts which are implementing REI and inclusion redlize that the two concepts are not
mutudly exclusve. To have dl children participate in the schools and classes they would
atend in not identified as disabled, schools must collgpse resources and create educationa
environments where responsibility for al dudents is shared. Students with "high-incidence’
disabilities need supports, aid(e)s, ad curricular adaptations just as students with "low-
incidence’ disabilities can benefit from teacher collaboration and consultation. Therefore,
inclusion, has come to be the common-practice term.

The paradigm for separate schooling of children with disabilities is obvioudy strong.  States
have invested multi-millions annudly in an infragtructure for its support. The dtate of Illinois
annudly spends $110,000,000 to trangport children away from their home schools.
Projections are that if lllinois used a building-based cost resource modd like that of
Pennsylvanias where 10 to 15% of the children in a building are consdered eigible for
specid education services, 1% of those children have severe disabilities and the State dlocates
additiona money for unusud cases, Illinois would only spend 60% of what is currently being
used. The additiond 40% could then be redlocated for additional supports, aid(e)s and
curricular adaptations (Kane, 1993).

Generd and specid educators as well as parents are concerned with how much time a student
with intellectual disabilities should spend in the generd education classroom. Brown et al.
(1991) refer to the 0% Club and the 100% Club when addressing this question for students
with severe intellectua disabilities. Those that bdieve that students with disabilities should
gpend no time in genera education classes belong to the 0% Club, and those that think they
should spend all their time in generd education classes belong to the 100% Club. Somewhere
between 0% and 100% is the answer. One hundred percent, however, would be much better
than 0%. Brown et a. recommend that for students with severe intellectud disabilities, the
following be accounted for when determining the amount of time in the general education
classroom:

1.  The number of skills that can be learned by the student with intellectud disabilities
compared with the number that can be learned by the students who are not labeled.

2. The concrete versus abgtract nature of class experiences understanding that the student
with intdlectud disabilities benefits most from concrete learning.

3. The number of ingructiond trials needed by the student with intelectud disabilities to
learn a construct and the rate of curricular progression used by the teacher.

4.  The opportunities available for the student with intellectua disabilities to practice then
kills in the naturd environments where they can use them.
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5. The opportunities available for the sudent with intellectud disabilities to receive
ingtruction in nonschool natura community environments for purposes of generdization
to adult-living environments.

6. The range of difficulty of the skills being taught in the genera education classroom
redizing that the sudent with an intdlectuad disability will acquire less as the
information provided increases in complexity.

Brown and his colleagues (1983, 1991) advocate that home schools are imperative and that
every child be "based” in the generd education classes he or she would attend if not disabled.
While a child may not spend 100% of their time in the generd education classroom, it would
be inconsgtent with incluson if that child were to spend any time of the school day in specid-
education-only environments. A school that practices inclusion does not have any space where
only children with disabilities go for academics, nonacademics or extracurricular activities.

While Brown et al. (1991) advocate the above congderations for the learning of students with
severe intellectua disabilities, others would say they aso goply for al students including those
identified as gifted. Noted Harvard educator, Howard Gardner (1993) cites researchers a
John Hopkins Univergty and the Massachusetts Indtitute of Technology (MIT) who asked
students who had gotten A's in physics classes basic questions regarding how the world works.
They found that the students they questioned did not know how to apply, in the "red" world
context, what they had learned in class. The mgority of students answered the questions the
same way 5-year-olds would answer them. He describes three types of understanding: (a) the
intuitive understanding of the young child, (b) the understanding of the scholastic learner who
has knowledge in a very explicit context and is able to fead back specific infonnation read in a
text when the right type of question is asked, and () the understanding of the individua who
possesses knowledge and knows when and how to use it. Mogt schooals, if not all, have taught
to the scholagtic learner with expectations and standards for both specid and generd education
students which do not congtitute understanding.

Gardner (1993) explains.

To learn to think well as a phydcig is to learn to think in a way that's very
different from thinking like a literary critic. ... | believe there are no such things
as critical thinking skills in general. If you want to think criticaly, you must learn
to think critically in different disciplines. You can't count on knowing that if you
think criticaly in biology, that's going to make you a better critical thinker in the
arts. It won't hurt, but it won't solve the transfer problem for you either, (pp. 22-
23)

. . . educate for understanding . . . having a sufficient grasp of concepts,
principles, or skills so that you can bring them to bear on new problems and
gtuations. That might sound smple, and nearly every teacher | know—mysdf
included—would claim to teach for understanding. . . . There's ample evidence in
every corner of the curriculum that schools aren't achieving this al-important goal.
Curioudy this fallure is not so much deliberate as unwitting.  Knowing how kids
learn isthe key. (p. 21)
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Gardner, in an interview with Brandt (1993), explains that,

We've got to do alot fewer things in school. The greatest enemy of understanding
IS coverage. As long as you are determined to cover everything, you actudly
ensure that most kids are not going to understand. Y ou've got to take enough time
to get kids deeply involved in something so they can think about it in lots of
different ways and apply it—not just a school but at home and on the street and 0

on. (p.7)

Increasingly, we are finding out how kids learn. We are finding they learn the same way
whether labeled or not. This will necesstate a rethinking of the traditiona classoom to a
classsoom that includes ingruction in naturd community environments for al children.
Gardner in his interview with Brandt (1993) discusses gpprenticeships and children’'s museums
as effective educationd drategies to dso achieve understanding.  If Gardner's ideass are
implemented, the inclusion of children with disabilities will be sgnificantly enhanced.

An issue of concern when children with disabilities are incdluded is the perceived "dowing-
down" or detrimental effects on the education of children not labeled if children who are
labeled are included. Vandercook et al. (1991) cite schools in Colorado, Michigan, New
York, and Minnesota that examined the academic, and in some indances behaviord,
achievement of students not labeled when students identified as having mild, moderate, and
severe disahilities were included in general education classes.  Findings from the four studies
were that the academic achievement of students without labels were not adversdly affected
when students with disabilities were included.

Of dgnificant importance to the future of school incluson for children with disabilities are
conclusons of lav determined by the federa courts. Three such recent cases are Oberti v.
Board of Education of Borough of Clemonton School Didrict (1993); Greer v. Rome City
School Didtrict (1991); and Board of Education. Sacramento Citv Unified School District v.
Holland (1992). In each case, the parents fought to have their children included in genera
education environments. In Oberti. the court concluded that in the IDEA (formerly Public
Law 94-142), "lilnclusion is a right, not a privilege for sdect few" (p. 29). The court dso
concluded that "success in specid schools and specid classes does not leed to successful
functioning in integrated society, which is clearly one of the gods of the IDEA" (p. 29). In
Gregr, the Eleventh Circuit noted:

[B]efore the school district may conclude that a handicapped child should be
educated outsde the regular classroom, it must consder whether supplementa aids
and sarvices would permit satisfactory education in the regular classsoom. The
school district must consider the whole range of supplementa aids and services,
including resource rooms and itinerant instruction, for which it is obligated under
the Act and the regulations promulgated thereunder to make provision. Only when
the handicapped child's education may not be achieved satisfactorily, even with
one or more of these supplementa aids and services, may the school board
congder placing the child outside of the regular classroom. (950 F.2d at 696)

-15-



In an unprecedented move, the United States filed an amicus curiae brief (Brief for the United
Staes as Amicus Curiae Supporting Appdlees, 1992) on behdf of Rachd Halland, a child
with Down Syndrome seeking incluson in the Sacramento City Unified School District.
Rachel's parents won a date-level due process hearing on her behdf. The hearing officer
ordered the school didtrict to place Rache in a generd education classoom with specific
supplementary support services. The Sacramento school district gppeded this decison to the
federa Digtrict Court. The school digtrict argued that the court should adopt an evauation of
a district's compliance with the mainstreaming requirement of the IDEA where placement is
made based on the category of disability that a child "suffers’ and the cost of that placement
based on the State's funding formula for gpecia education and general education classes. The
school district further argued that the IDEA required that only teachers with specia education
requirements could provide educationd services to digible children.

The Digtrict Court affirmed the hearing officer's decison, and the schoadl district appeded the
lower court's ruling to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeds which in turn afirmed the Didtrict
Court's findings in January of 1994. The Ninth Circuit is where the United States filed the
amicus curiae brief. The United States presented four arguments on Rachel's behdf. These
were that:

1. The Digtrict Court correctly recognized IDEA'S presumption in favor of mainsireaming
and not placement based on categorica |abdl.

2. The Didrict Court conddered the appropriate factors in gpplying the mainstreaming
presumption to the specific fact of the case.

3. The provison of supplementary aids and services in the least redtrictive environment
must be based on individua nesds—not funding formulae.

4. The IDEA contemplates involvement by both regular and specia education personnd in
achieving the gods and objectives described in achild's |EP.

In the amicus curiae brief (Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae Supporting Appellees,
1992), the United States said:

The schoal district's brief is replete with mischaracterizations of the mainstreaming
requirement of the IDEA, and of the Depatment of Education's policy on
educating children with disabilities in the least restrictive environment. Despite the
school district's assartions to the contrary, the district court's decison correctly
recognized the IDEA'S strong presumption in favor of maingreaming children with
disabilities into regular education classrooms.  In goplying the presumption to the
specific fects of this case, the didtrict court gppropriatdy applied many of the
factors that the federd appdlate courts have identified as relevant in evauating
whether the maingdreaming requirement has been complied with by a public
educationd agency.

As the agency charged with responshility for administering the IDEA, the
Department of Education has an obvious and substantid interest in assuring that the
provisons of the Act are properly implemented by the states. We are therefore
submitting this brief as amicus curiae to urge afirmance of the district court's
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judgment, and to address the schoal district's misstatements of the law, and of the
Department of Education’s postion, (pp. 8-9)

Monahan and Cohen (1993) provide parents with 10 practical steps to achieve inclusion for
their child prior to going to due process and ultimately the courts. These are:

1. Theidentification and "highlighting” of what the child can do versus cannot do.

2. Bring to the IEP meeting to be discussed, gods and objectives that can be achieved in
the generd education environmen.

3. Conduct a critica review of dl components of the case dudy evauaion and where
necessary, have an independent evaluation.

4.  Become familiar with the curricular options available to same-age children who do not
have [abdls.

5. Be aware that most school daff are not familiar with how incluson will look for
individua children and that they will benefit from a vison or picture of how it could be
accomplished.

6. Identify advocates who are familiar with inclusve schooling and gaffing arrangements.

7.  Provide the district with names of school districts which are successfully including
students with disabilities and encourage visitations.

8.  If the school didtrict resists inclusion, inquire as to what specific gods and objectives on
the |EP cannot be implemented in the general classroom with supports and aids.

9.  Prior to the IEP meeting, identify daff who are in concert with your views and discuss
your desires informaly.

10. Be pragmatic and try to achieve incluson that works for the family, the child and the
schoal.

If parents can't be successful doing the above, Monahan and Cohen (1993) recommend
consultation with outside evauators and educationa consultants, joining parent support groups
and procuring legd counsdl.

Findly, Biklen (1992) describes effective, inclusve schools as having three characteristics.
(& commitment, (b) organizationd framework, and (c) eements of schooling. In the area of
commitment, al persons comprisng the educationd community share a democrdtic
philosophy, purpose, and educational values. A sense of community exists, and al school
leaders assume responsibility for the success of al students learning together. The schools
organizationa framework and procedures reflect the components of the commitment made
including financid priorities.  Students with disabilities are served within the same
adminigrative structure as are students without labels. The adults in the school are integrated
and function in teams in a collaborative and problem-solving mode.  In the area of effective
elements of schooling, students are grouped heterogeneoudy and not by ability and they work
as co-participants on projects. All students participate in the full range of activities offered
and ingtruction incorporates learning-by-doing or experientia learning into all aspects of the
curriculum. Adults modd socid skills and educationd approaches related to student supports.
Feedback to students on their performance is frequently provided and accommodeations for
gudents with disabilities are naturd to the environment and nonobtrusive.  Students with
disabilities have opportunities to fill leadership roles just as do their peers who do not have
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labels. Students are encouraged to get to know and support one another. Independence is
rewarded and interdependence is redlized. The school uses a common language to describe dl
students and the community of parents, teachers and sudents view themsdaves and one another
as critical thinkers. High expectations are set and continudly evauated with revisons based
on the outcomes,

Summary

The future of inclusve schooling will ultimatdy rest in the preservice preparation of both
gpeciad and generd education teachers and administrators.  Inservice training will dways be
necessary as technology changes and expands over the teaching and administration careers of
those involved in schooling on a dally basis. Inservice training, however, does not provide
aufficient immergon in learning to produce change in a timdy and effective way. Albert
Shanker (1993), President of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), in a consderably
negative article on incluson in the New York Times, talks about a teacher who described her
training to work with children with disabilities as "one video that showed a couple of mildly
retarded students.” Kearney and Durand (1992) surveyed chairpersons of 58 postsecondary
schools of education in New York State as to the sufficency of their preparation of regular
educators to work in mainstream settings.  Thirty-five schools responded.  Findings were that
only a minority of the programs offered dua certification in generd and specid education or
provided preparation in collaborative teaching and education. They cite authors who have
suggested that parent groups and childcare professonas organize to provide pressure on date
legidators to mandate adequate teacher preparation to work with children with disabilities in
mainstream schools. Kearney and Durand summarize with the following observations:

The failure of education programs to compensate for deficiencies in Sate education
requirements regarding maindreaming may lead to serious consequences. ... If
postsecondary schools of education fal to improve the curricula necessary for
teachers to maintain successful integrated classrooms, then it is likdy that state
education agencies will be ingtructed to impose more gtringent criteria. We
recommend, therefore, that schools revise their current requirements regarding
maindreaming to avoid forced curricula changes that they may not be able to
implement, (p. 10)

Imperative, then, isthat schools of education in the colleges and universities preparing teachers
and adminigtrators for the future begin serious didogue concerning the diversity that is fast
becoming commonplace in the American school. Children with disabilities need to be viewed
as part of the diverse school population rather than an "add-on" to teacher and administrator
respongibilities.  Children with disabilities have the right to wak through the same school
doors as do their brothers, sisters, neighbors and friends. They have the right to "civil rights
without escgpe clauses' (Biklen, 1992). We need to set our dghts on the celebration of
diversity, not its condemnation.
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