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1. Introduction

Within the past five years several forces have combined to support

a movement toward the provision of educational services within the regular

classroom to all but the most severely handicapped children. Several.
couri decisions, State legislation, and fina11y,~new Federal legislation
have laid the groundwork for a legal responsibility on the part of school
systems to prov{dé a-free public education-in the "ieast restr}gtive

eny ironment" for aill handicapped children. This movement, known as
mainstreaming, could .ffect every classroom of the two million public

schoo] teachers in the United States. Basic to this movement is the assump-
tion that the educational system is responsible for meeting the individual
neeqsggf all students.

In its most ideal form this integration of handicapped children into
regular classrooms would be dccomplished within a system based upon-a
continuum of educatiunal services. Along the continuum, services would
'?ange from fota] education within a reguilar classroom for the mildly handi-
capped, to highly specialized services outside of the public school system

for the most seyerely handicapped. Placement of a student along the continuum

should be based exclusively upon consideration of the student's e?pcationa]
needs. lIdeally, teachers would be provided support services to enable them
to meet the.needs of students within the ciassroom.
The press of circumstances--especially shrinking educational budgets--
gives rise to our concern that the "ideal" form of mainstreaming will be
! discarded in favor of an inferior expediency. Such an expediency would
v
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be the inclusion of all but the most severely handicapped children in
reguiar classrooms without adequate considera:ion of the impact on the
classroom or teacher and without the provision of additional support services.
Owing to the newness of the movement, there are few hard aata. We fear,
however, that in the context of shrinking local and State resources, many
local education agencies will unwisely force mainstreaming by laying off
special educators, those persons most able to provide essentia{\?upport
services. This is reinforced by a recent report on conditions in th: New
York City schools:
Some of the cuts in teaching personnel are producing "main-
streaming” even though there may have been no plans or pre-
paration for such organizational adaptation which places
handicapped and special children into regular classrooms.
» Such hasty reorganization results in poor quality teaching
and learning, and many teachers resist mainstreaming not
because they dislike the handicapped but because they feel
i11 prepared to work with students who require extra and

¢ special attention]9ecause of their physical, emotional, or
mental handicaps.-

o

Whatever direction mainstreaming takes at the. local level, it is
clear that the role and responsibilities of the regular classroom teacher
are greatly changed as a result of the inclusion of handicapped children in
" the classroom. Teachers wi]i need to exercise a wide range of skills,
beginning the child's education. Many of these gkilTS will not have been
required of a teacher in his or her previous-classroom experience.
Are reguiar classroom teachers adequately prepared for meetiqg the new

needs of handicapped children? Are student teachers being well prepared

for their new responsibilities? Judging from our review of certification




e

rggu1ations and education curricula, preparatioh is very inadequate. With-
out a significdnt effort toward a reconciliation of needs and capabilities
through retraining and the provision of supportive services to regular
teachers, .nany fear that mainstreamiﬁg will result not oﬁ]y in_deteriorated
education for handicapped-children, but will bring about less effective ,
education for all students.

This introduction raises several important questions:

* How is majnstreaming operationally defined and how widespread

, 1s its practice? :

* What are the impiications of ‘mainstreaming on the responsibili-
ties and consequent necessary competencies of regular class-
room teachers? -

* Are teachers adequately prepared to deal with these new
responsibilities? -

* What are tne present efforts toward better matching of the
preparation and responsibilities of regular classroom teachers,
and in the context of the size of the movement, how adequate
are these efforts?

~

This report explores these questions and develops specific recommenda-

tions based upon them.




2. ~Mainstreaming: Definition and Practice

The movement toward the segregation of handi&apped children in
special classrooms and institutions resulted from a recognition of
the special need§ of the handicapped. Prior to the deQé]opment of
specialized education, handicapped children were educated within regular
classrooms, were housed within special institutﬁpns whiqh had nb educa-
tional programs, or they were exciuded totally from services. If, as was
reported in Sen&te hearings on the handicapped, we are presently excluding
one million handicapped children from the public schools, one can only
imagine how inadequate our services for theée children were before the
advance of special education.g/ '

In recent years many’have expressed concern over the poteﬁtia]]y

dehumanizing effect of segregating grohps of people from the "mainstream"

pf society. The field of education is no exception to this growing concern.

In the area of special education a movement called "mainstreaming" is

rapidly growing into a significant nationwide force. Many reaSons are

offered in support of the movement toward mainstreaming; as fqllows:®

-- The capacity to deliver spec1a1 education anywhere has 1mproved
instructional materials have been mass produced and are avail-"
able, special techniques and approaches have been organized so
that teachers can easily learn to use -them in the classroom;

-- Parental concerns are being expressed more directly: many
parents never wanted their children segregated and are now
asserting their convictions through formal administrative
and legal channels;

*

~
O
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_- The rejection of labeling of children is growing: there has Seen
recognition of the potential harm of classifying“students as
retarded, delinquent, etc.; =

-- Court decisions have accelerated changes in special education:
courts have affirmed the right of all handicapped ¢hildren
to a free, appropriate education and special education has
responded with growth and change; '

-~ The fairness and accuracy of psychological testing has been
questioned: standardized tests have been shown to be unre-
Tiable in measuring ability of children not from the dominant
culture; .

-- Particularly in the inner city, so -many students were testing
as retarded that the result was both a.revision of curricula
and a reluctance to continue labeling children; '

-- Civil rights actions against segrégation uncovered question- B
able practices in-special education placement; many special ‘
classes showed a disproportionate number of minority students
in special classes and as a result many of these students were
returned to regular classes; \ ’

-- Without normal interaction, nonhandicapped and handicapped .
children may develop misconceptions and never learn to inter-
relate. . .

-- The effectiveness of conventional special education is in
- question: research does not show consistent evidence that
handicapped children advance more quickly academically and .
socially in either 'special classrooms or regular classrooms;
: —~N
-- Financial considerations foster mainstreaming: in recent
years States have made possible the continued reimbursement
for the special education of handicapped children after their
return to regular classrooms; in some school districts, main-
streaming has been used to cut the costs of separatc special-
ized programs; .

-- American philosophical foundations support diversity in the
same educational setting: the "melting pot" philosophy of
integrating all elements into the maiq?tream of society is
applicable to the field of education. 3/
Some educators are reluctant to support this movement. One gducator
argues that we are rushing into a significant change in practice without

sufficient evidence of its superiority over old practice: - /

-5-
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What is the best type of class~oom for the retarded child, and
what is the nature of the opt1ma1 institutional setting for
those children who cannot remain 'with their families? We have
no' good answers to these questions, and yet the nation is

i already spendimg vast amounts on putting into place pract1ces
e wh1ch4;he future may inform us were little more than pass1ng
fads . .

"t . - .
rd . ,

Another spdkesman presented four arguments against mainstreaming.

-- Placing hapdicapped children into regular classrooms implies .
a climate of acceptance by the regular teachers. "Unfortunate]y,
teachers ard\no more perfect than any group of people in our
" society." .Teachers, like gqther people,, have biases and prejudices,
some of which-may roncern\hand1capped children.  Consequently,
handicapped children may be faced with hostile attitudes from
teachers. . . . }

N

--. Teachers are limited in. their capacity to meet the needs of every
child. The wider tié spectrum of needs, the 1ess likely all
children will be proV1ded for .

-- Mainstreaming requires extens1ve 1nd1v1dua11z1ng of 1nstructlon
Most teachers, however, are not trained in the design Or use
of individualized mater1a1s The traditional classroom is
teacher- centéred, and it 1s unlikely that change toward student-
centered c]aSsrooms will occur rapidly.

-~ Handicanped ch11dren, especially mentally retarded, progress at
a slowar rate academically than nonhandicapped ch11drew Conse~
quent1y, they will stand out as different from the other children
axd will often experience failure.> -
withstanding'this criticism, several States have passed 1egis1ation
mandating the return to régu]ar classrooms of all hHandicapped children who can
benefit from 3 regular education program. More recenE]y Federal legislation
has beed enacted which further reinforces the movement toward mainstreaming.

Although the intention of Congress was to reserve the area of educational

decisionmaking for the states, P.L: 94-142, Education for All Hand%capped

Children Act (Navember 29, 1975) does mandate individual programming for all
handicapped children with atteotion to planement in the "least restrictive
-6~
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environment commensuratq withYtheir needs." .This wording is“surprisingly

close to that used to define ma%nftreaming With rap1d growth and wide-

spread support the ma1nstream1ng movement has the potent1a1 to affect n
all c1assrooms of the‘est1mated ‘two milTion pub11c school teachers. 6/
In fact, more,thap J percent of the a]most e1ght m1111on hand1capped children

e are now’ est1mated as be1ng in regu]ar c1assrooms 7/ ;f
) t S1mp1y def1ned; ma1nstreamong.;s the consc1ent1ous effort to place

uhand1capped children into the 1east restrictive educat1ona1 setting which is
.appropriate to theirlneeds Ihe pr1mary obaect1ve of th1s process ns to :
provide ch11dren with the most - app“opr1ate and effect1ve educat1ona1
exper1ences wh1ch will enab]e them to become se1f re11ant .adults. N1th1n

' f this objective, it is thought preferab1e to educate ch11dren the least
g1&tpnce away from- the mainstream of soc iety.' Henc e‘there is a he%vy
emphasis on movement into the regu]ar classroom uhenever possibler’

Everyone recognizes that not all handicapped children ni11.necessari1y

benefit from p1acement in a regular classroom. Moreover, their presence

- W1thout adequate suppo“t1ng sérvices may demand so much of the teacher's

s

. | attention that no one else will-benefit. Consequent1y, ma instreaming
has been developed with’n the concept of a continuum of educational
. settings. Situational placement and provision of services along the
continuuni are supposed to be based exclusively upon the needs of the '
student. (See figure 1, page 8.). - ‘ o
A mild}y handicapped ,individual may be able to benefit from a regular
classroom setting without the need of supportive services. On the other
1%

-7-
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| FIGURE |
The Cascade System of Special Education Service

v

Level 1 '\ Exceptional children in regular classes, with or without supportive services 4 /

uiulnu:ulnu Sasssssssssssssss0000000000ARE0AAS Arsaaasisssztasasasssss as ©
| . | S D Mildly
level 2 2 Regular class attendance plus supplementary instructional services q‘? Handicap"ied
luuuuum};%, v l!llllll?llllillllll /] LLITTTITLTTTITTTL T \\’? Stlldent

- % A
Level 3 ‘#&_ Parttime Special Class

taanannazZennanaanRaanEnEMe %‘l IIIIIIIIIII'IIIIIIIIlllllIIl|""""".""";"""""lllllll
Level 4 %g - Fulltime Special Class M“{"’“”
o Handicapped
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIllllllll"llllllllll:ﬁ \' L] .
2"\ ° ) Student

Q ] \
Level 5 % Special Stations

"2

- A
[LLTL]] ] (LITITTIITT, (L]L] (11} [L11]]

Level 6 Homebound
o SOREENENANNNNEONNEREEONNNRRNRERNQRRRRRRRERRRRERNRE lllllllll;lllllllllll A Profoundly
Instruction in > Handicapped
Level 7 ) hospital, residential or S!udent

total care settings

Adapted from Evelyn Deno, “Lessons Learned in the EPDA Exceptional Children Program,” .

unfublished report to the Bureau of Educational Systems Development, U.S. Office of Education,
July 1975. . :

-
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hand, a severely handicapped child may need to receive instruction
‘ /
within foe bOund&\Of a residential setting. In all cases, the place-
S

ment is based on the needs of the student.

Mainstreaming undoubtedly adds to the teacher's responsibilities

and requires additional skills not generally practiced in the regular
classroom. For this reason, mainstreaming shou]d‘inc]ude specific
training for teachers to assist them in meeting the\Specia1 needs of
handicapped children while at the same ?ime meeting the needs of non- ‘
hanc:éapped students. Additionally, resource persons with special edu-
cation training should be avai]abfe and be in trequent interaction witﬁ
the reqgular classroom teacher.

The above description deals with an ideal model. Some school systems v
may "mainstream” handicapped children while excluding many essential
features of the model: John Ryor, president of the National Education
Ascociation, warns of the possibility of school boards using mainstreaming

as an excuse for eliminating all special education programs from a school

»

system,

ow ironic it would be if a forward looking program meant
to serve the nation's handicapped children should result
in our disposing of those teachers best prepared to help
them and, at the same time, add another burden to the
already pressured regular teacher and make ig impossible
for him or her to do-much more than babysit._/

With this possibility¥ in mind the ﬁZpresentative Assembly of the NEA
approved the following statement:
The NEA will support mainstreaming ot handicapped children

only when:
15
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a. It provides a favorable learning experience both for
handicapped and regular students.

" b. Regular and special teachers and administrators share
equaliy in its planning and implementation.

c. 'Regu1ar and special teachers are prepared for these
roles (emphasis supplied).

d. Appropriate instructional materials, supportive services, |
and pupil personnel services are provided for the teacher
and the hand1capped student’

e. Mod1f1cat1ons are made in class size, schedu11ng and
curriculum design to accormodate the shifting derlands
that mainstreaming creates.

f. There is systematic evaluation and reporting of program
developments.

9. Adequate additional funding and resources are provided
for mainstreaming and are used exclusively for that
purpose.9/

In summary, mainstreaming is a growing nationwide movement. It has
moved rapidly in the past five years largely tecause of court decisions and
recent state and Federal legislation. While mainstreaming is not a new and
untested concept, it is far ahead of the field of teacher education in the
demands it places on the regular and special educator. While some will

question mainstreaming in principle, it is here and it demands are upon us.

As a nation we can ill-afford to respond casually to the demands it creates.

| I
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3. Impacts of Mainstreaming on Teachers' Roles

The presence of one or several handicapped children in the
regular classroom has implications for both the form of instruction and
the responsibilities of the teacher. One way to define the elements of
change within the classroom and in the teacher's role is to discuss the
characteristics and needs the handicapped child brings to the classroom.
Although it is assumed that only those handicapped students able to
benefit from a regular classroom will be mainstreamed, the range and
types of handicaps may be wide. This range may include mildly retarded,
physically handicapped, learning disabled, speech ;nd hearing impaired,
visually impaired, and emotionally disturbed. Many who could be
classified within these groups will already be present in the regular
classroom because they have not Leen identified, because special services
are not available, or because they are intentionally placed there as the
most appropriate setting for their needs. Additionally, mahy children
in the so-called "normal group" have handicaps requiring special attention.

Mainstreaming need not mean & total conversion in the sense that all
handicapped children will now attend regular classes exclusively. Rather

it is intended to increase, to maximize interactions with nonhandicapped

.students. That the transitibn may produce special hazards and misgivings

for all.parties, including the teacher, is understandable: Handicapped
children, accustomed to a great deal of individual attention may have
misgivings about their integration, while the nonhandicapped children,

unaccustomed to interacting with the handicapped, may have anxiety and be

15
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less than accepting. In a sense it is everybody's job to ease the transition;
in practice, the daily respensibility falls on the teacher. Our report

seeks to call attention to the need for special support, training, and

general assistance.10/

Some handiéapped children, particularly emotionally disturbed, may have
much greater needs in the affective domain than nonhandicapped children.
Special attention may be necessary tc help these children in behavior control,
values development, and the growth of self-esteem and social attitudes.ll/
Others such as the learning-disabled may lack self-confidence in their
academic abilities. Faced with the recognition tha? they are at a disadvantage
as a result of their handicaps, these children may need special assistance
in adjusting to the regular classroom.

In the cognitive domain needs will vary greatly according to the individ-
8a1 and his/her handicap. The needs of a mildly retarded student will differ
from the needs of a physically handicapped student with "normal" cognitive
development. As a result of this variability, adjustments will have to bg
made in the content and style of instruction. Instruction will have to be
individualized and geared toward the developmental level of each student.l2/

Aithough regular classroom teachers may have had some training in the
education of the handicapped, many will not have the expertise to prescribe
learning experiences for all handicapped children. On the other hand,
special educators wi11’have extensive experience in programming for handi-

gapped children but will now be dealing much less often with handicapped

students in a segregated setting.

16
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For this reason a new relationship between the regular educator and

the special educatoq must develop. A partnership based upon the sharing
of expertise will need to emerge and be directed toward the most effective

programming for individual students.13/

Examples of Mainstreaming

To provide the reader with a clearer picture of mainstreaming and its
implications on the regular classroom we have included three brief
descriptions of handicapped children and their educational settings
within a school that practices mainstreaming. We do not present these as
the "right" or "wrong" ways to educate handfcapped children; we present
them only as examples of the kinds of actual practices occurring within
mainstreaming *programs.14/

John seemed to be a bright child. He always participated in
- TTass discussions with a wealth of knowledge, but he had

a.lot of difficulty with reading and especially phonics.

His teacher referred him for extensive diagnostic testing

to the Child Study Team which consisted of regular and

special teachers within the school. It was found that

John has a great deal of difficulty processing auditory

information. .

Now John goes to a resource teacher for special assistance.
Using a variety of materials she is helping John to learn
to integrate the sound with the visual symbol. This in-
tensive one to one remediation is enabling John to achieve
success in reading for the first time in his four years of
school.

His classroom teacher approaches her lessons in a tradi-
tional manner and "runs a quiet ship." This is an excellent
environment for John since he cannot screen out background
noise from directed speech. Frequently John must have di-
rections repeated as his auditory memory is also affected.
Based upon suggestions from the resource teacher, the

. classroom teacher has modified some procedures to better
meet individual student needs. The modifications include

1y
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listing the daily routine on the board, reinforcing auditory
lessons visually, and preparing individualized spelliug
programs.
{
The example of John illustrates several points about mainstreaming.

When the classroom teacher realized that John had a learning problem, she
requested the advice of specialists. To overcome his handicap, John works .
for a short period of the day with a special téacher outside of the class-
room. To ensure that John does not fill behind in the regular curriculum

because of his handicap, the specialist has helped the regu]a; teacher to
]

modify specific features of the classroom that without modification would
have put John at a disadvantage.

The opening exercises have just concluded and it is time
for math. Christian sits in the front of the classroom
near the teacher. Today the lesson is on long division.
The teacher makes. a point of speaking only when facing the
class. Christian is.profoundly deaf. He has just moved
to this country from Germany. He had some knowledge of
English but he must now adjust his 1lip reading skills to
the new language. He has littlé difficulty with the math
concepts.

At the end of the lesson the children prepare for reading,
as does Christian; however, he leaves for a forty minute
lesson with a teacher of the hard of hearing. During this
lesson the specially trained teacher reviews class lessons,
especially reading, and engages Christian in conversational
English.

After the lesson, Christian returns to his class while
the teacher of the hard of hearing confers briefly with
Christian's classroom teacher. The classroom teacher is
becoming more attuned to the implications of Christian's
handicap and looks forward to these meetinys for guidance
in hand]ing classroom procedures. At the end of this brief
session the specialist leaves the school for one of the
five other schools he visits daily.

This illustrates a need which cannot be met totally by the regular
teacher. The child works with a specialist who in turn works with the
. 1 y“‘
Y IJ
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regular teacher to identify and alter elements in the classroom which,

given the child's handicap, create difficulties.

Danny's second grade classroom is “"semi-open." Most acti-
vities are individualized and each child proceeds at his or
her own pace. Danny has difficulty accurately processing
what he sees and is easily distracted by external stimuli. E
In addition, he has poorly developed eye-hand coordination,’
balance, spatial orientation, and basic coordination.

Individualized learning stations line the borders of
the room, each being 1ike a cubicle or office. Danny can
Function well in group activities but needs the confinement
of the learning stations to concentrate on individual tasks.
A1] board work is reproduced for his "office" since he is
unable to copy from the board. For reading he meets with
a resource teacher for one to one instruction. .While in
the resource room he also get visual perception training
using specialized materials. ‘

Danny is considered lucky by his classmates because he .
gets an extra gym lesson each week. He participates in an
edaptive physical education program which includes instruc-
tion in gross eye-hand coordination, balance, orientation
in space, and basic coordination like running and skipping.

Periodic meetings between Danny's classroom teacher, the"
resource teacher, and the adaptive physical education teacher
help monitor Danny's progress so that continual modification
of the program can be made.

This example illustrates that a handicap can cause difficulties
in more than one area of a child's development, in this case in reading
and in physical coordination. Ideally then, different parts of the school

program can be coordinated to help eliminate-or compensate for a child's

~handitapping condition.

These 1imited examples déscribe only one type of placement: the
student spends the majority of the day in the regular classroom and for
short per%ods of time receives special attention in a resource room.
Many students, however, may be served exclusively in the régu]ar class-
room. Others may spend on{y short periods of time with nonhandicapped

children. The important point is that mainstreaming is student centered.

-15-
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It-is based upon identifying the individual student's special needs, and
adapting the school environment to overcome the handicaps. Children will
bring a wide range of handicaps to a variety of settings and will require

special understanding and changes in teacher behavior.

Skills Demanded of the Teacher

Based upon the needs handicapped children bring to the classroom, it
is possible to outline the skills demanded of the regular teacher:

-- Teachers should understand how a handicap affects a child's
ability to learn in the classroom.

-- Building on this understanding, teachers need to become
competent in recognition of handicaps and prescription of
learning experiences. They will need to be able to iden-
tify specific conditions and prescribe appropriate in-
structional experiences. The level of sophistication in
this area need not be high, as expert advice and support
should be available through one of many possible delivery
models.

-- In conjunction with diagnosis and prescription of learning
experiences, regular classroom teachers will need skills
in the individualization of instruction. The variance
posed by handicapped children necessitates at least sume
degree of individualization, requiring a familiarity with
resources and instructional materials for handicapped
children.

-- Teachers will need a better understanding of the emotions
of handicapped children. Not only must they be able to
. empathize with the handicapped but they must be able to
focus a part of the educational experience on the child's
. emotional development.

~-- Teachers need to develop a conceptual and practical under-
standing of the proecess of mainstreaming. Integral to this
is the development of a new understanding of the role of
the special education teacher as a consultant and resource
person. Perhaps most importantly, teachers will need to
develop competence and self-confidence in dealing with
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handicapped children based upon skills developed through
experience, additional in-service training, and use of
support services.

-~ Finally, teachers wili need to be able to apply this collective
understanding in their interactions with parents of the
handicapped and with nonhandicapped children in the classroom.

A final area must be considered which deals with the capabilities of
the special educator. As a result of mainstreaming, special educators must
assume new roleg, particularly as consuitants and resource teachers., These
new roles will demand competencies in addition tovsge ability to program
for handicapped children. Special educators will Heed to become more
familiar with the curriculum of the regular classroom. They éﬁst also
deveTop skill in consulting with regular teachers. Finally, special
educators will often be asked to develop in-service training for regular
educators and to maintain close fe]ationships'ﬁﬁth the regular’ educator.
TL's will require a significant shift in their view of professional
responsibilities as well as development of new competencies.

Nuite evidently there are significant shifts in the responsibility
and roles of both the regular and special educator implied in the movement

of mainstreaming. Are teachers well prepared to assume these new roles?

We examine this question in the following section.

oo
N
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4. Preparation of Teachers: Present Status

The certification of teachers for regular elementary and secondary
classrooms has not required exposure to special education. One report
indicates that up to 1971 no State required any special education for the
elementary certificate and that conventional teacher education curricula
did not require special education. 15/

rRecent data collected by the National Education Association and the

.Ccuncil on Exceptional Children indicate that three States now require

some formal exposure of teachers to education of the handicapped.16/
Only one of the three requires more than six course credits in special
education. It is true that almost all fifty States require the regular
classroom teacher to take courses in educational psychology and chifd
development. ﬂhi]e such courses may provide a helpful background for
understanding the shared needs of all children including the handicapped,
they can hardly be considered adequate in prepgring teachers to meet the
special educational needs of the handicapped.

It may be safe to assume that institutions prep&ring teachers continue
to follow the certification requirements. Given the rea]itie; of having
to meet certification and graduation requirements, students can hardly
be expeéted to volunteer for courses in the area of special edqcation.

" The major cdnc]usion is that a mqjority of the two million teachers
now in the schools have had little if any training in the education of
handicapped children. It also appears that the majority of students now
in p}epara;ion in the field of education are receiving 1ittle training in
the education of handicapped children.

-18-
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A review of the overall situation reveals that mainstreaming has
created new needs for which the majority of classroom teachers are in-

adequately prepared. Without competent, professional leadership, main-

streaming will surely be unsuccessful and even detrimental to both
handicappeﬂ and nonhandicappéd children.

A -Congressional conferénce report on S. 6, which in November 1975
became P.L. 94-142, Education of A1l Handicapped Children Act, supports
this contention. ’

If the integration of handicapped children into the class-
voom is to be accomplished, several important changes must
‘take place in that classroom. A most important element is
the teacher who will be responsible for the management of
the handicapped children in that classroom. The fact can
be well documented that appropriate educational servicés
to handicapped children must be delivered by ?ua1ified
personnel trained for that specific purpose .7/

Before ending the discussion of teacher training, a final issue needs

to be aired. Birth rates in recent years have dropped even as the suppiy
of teachers has increased. The economic situation throughout the nation

has decreased job mobility in nearly all fields including education.
Consequently, at least for the next several years, turnover rates of
educational staff will be Tow. Thus, those teachers now employed must be
cetrained. This is not to say that a significant level of reform of teacher
éducation*curricu1a i§ unnecessary, but if we are to meet effectively the

Y

needs of the situation, in-service training must be emphasized.




5. Local, State, and Federal Response

L4

Mainstreaming, although new as a movement, is not new jn practice.
Present estimates indicate that close to 50% of the eight million
handicapped children are receiving education in regular classrooms.18/

In those schools wi?h agreeable administrators and adequate resources
mainétreaming may have been practices for years. In many oghers, children
have been "mainstreamed" because of an inability of the school system

to provide special services. Our data are inadequate to assess the quality
and quantity of in-service tiraining intended to help regular classroom
teachers to work with the handicapped. However, there are comprehensive
training models in certain school systems, by and large in affiuent areas.

Several states have attempted to provide programs for personnel
development but the overall picture is now unavailable. Alabama and
Kansas, for example, have implemented workshops which help reaular class-
room teachers develop skills to wéfk with the handicapped. Alabama
additionally provides special education courses to the public via the
educational TV nefﬁork.lﬁ/

Mascachusetts passed a comprehensive education law for the hanﬂicapped
in 1972 which mandated the mainstreaming of handicapped thi]dren.gg/
Recognizing the needs of teachers, the law also provided for the funding

of in-service training of regular and special education personnel. An

article recently published in Today's Education assesses the success of

-the law after four years. The major complaint of classroom teachers in

2
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reference to the law vas that the teacher training component has been
given inadequate emphasis and funding. The lack of financial resources
at both the local and state level seems to be responsible for 'the inad-

equacies. A quotation from the article is revealing: "Whila [the 1awj

requires an increase in school spending and staffing, the state and local

financial situations in which we find ourselves point to the increasing

&
;

scarcity of funds." With rare exceptions, all states are in a
fingncia] sftqation‘simi1ar to M?ssachusetts.

Acknowledging the seveﬁity of the educatip&a] needs of the handicapped
chi{dren, together with the financial plight at the state level, Congress
presented a rationale for Federal involvement (P.L. 94-142, November 19755:

-- devélopments in the training of teachers and in diagnostic
- and instructipnal procedures and methods have advanced to
the point that given appropriate funding, state and Tocal
educationai agencies can and will provide effective special
education and related services to meet the needs of handi-
capped children; '

-- state and local educational agenc’es have a responsibility
to provide education for all handicapped children, but
present financial resources are inadequate to meet the
special educational needs of handicapped children; and

-- it is in the na§iona1 inteiest that the Federal Government
assist state an® local efforts to provide programs to meet
the educational needs of handicapped children in order to
insure equal protection of the law.
Federal involvement in teacher education and more specifically in the
special education of regular personnel is not new. Under the Education

Professions Development Act, the Office of Education established the

Exceptiona] Child Program. The objectives of the program were as follows:
: P2y
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4
(1) To increase the supply of regular education personnel who '
understand and can effectively deal with handicapped child-
ren in regular c1assrooms, .
(2) to train teacher trainers so that they can integrate special
education effectively into regular teacher preparation .
programs; . . )
(3) to encourage training institutions to modify existing pre- oo
paration programs so that regular teachers and other _
education personnel will be capable of working with hand-
icapped children in the regular c1assroom; }
7l
(4) to provide appropriate training opportunities in the
techniques of special education for personnel such as school
administrators, school psychologists, coéunselors, educa- -
tional media specialists, and teacher ‘aides for regular
and spec1a1‘educat1on classrooms; and
(5) " to encourage the deve]opment of traiming pro ects that
address themselves to the needs of hand1ca5 d children in_
poverty populations, both urban and rural.
Funds comﬁitted to this program were as follows: 1969, $5.49
mi]]ioh; 1970, $6.99 million; 1971, $6.65 million; 1972, $5.48 million;
1973, $4.21 million; and in 1974, $3.9 mi11{on.§§/ ’An assessment of the
program performed midway indicated that it was meet%nq all objectives ‘
. /
except for changing teacher education curricula. The results clearly
showed that adequately trained personnel were being broduced as a result
of the program but that insctitutional chande was hot easy to stimulate.25/
Prior to 1974 the Bureau of Educatiég Personnel Development and the
Bureéu{of Education for the Handicapped had an agreement on their respective
/ .
responsibilities in the area of training special education personnel. BEH
woﬁ]d serve those perspnne] who would deal with handicapped children in
special classrooms while BEPD would serve those personnel who would work
within regular classrooms. When BEPD was phasing out most of its major
programs in 1974, responsibility for the Exceptional Child Program was passed
-22- .
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on to both BEH and Teacher Corps.

“

i Teacher Corps responded by developing the Exceptional Child Component
| which focuses on training regular teachers to deal with the "widest

existing range of student variability in the regular classroom. "26/

4 The major goals of the program are as fellows:

(1) to sensitize teachers to the aptitudes, interests, and needs
of the exceptional child;

{2) to develop the ability in teachers to identify, diagnose,
prescribe, and impiement the learning styles of the excep-
tional child;

(3) to develop the ability to individualize instruction through
the sustained assessment necessary for flexible student
arouping and through the professional ,flexibility necessary
for team teaching;

(4) to define and measure 5he competencies. necessary to these
vattitudes and skills.2// -

Now in its third yea} of operétion, the Exceptional Child Component of .
Tegcher Corps is funding around oné'huﬁdred projeéts at a total of approxf
i&ate]y $1.5 million. Evo]vfng into a-comprehensive thrust, this year's
projects stress the team cSncepf A éeam-jnc1udes special educators, =
regular teachers, and regular education administ}ators within a school system.’
The program hopes to dissolve unnecessary barriers between regular and i \ ';~,
special education. After training, the team may have the capability of |
effecting change within the school systmn.3§/ Although these Teacher Corps
projects are widely considered effective, it must be noted that the pr6jects
involve only a small fraction of the two million regular classroom teacheré.

The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped is spending about $40
million for personnel prepﬁration in the academic year 1976-77. The agency

-

aims tbﬂimprove the quality and increase the supply of teacher educators,

2%
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~ directed by deans of colleges of education, evaluate and revise teacher

speech correctionists, and other special services personnel involved in

the education of handicapped children. Also supporggd through the Division

of Personnel Preparation is the training of regular educators and physical

educators to work with children "who display variations in learning or

behavioral sty]es."gg/ Through the projected $7,648,000 in expenditures

yhis academic’year, for the latter group, the DPP hopes to provide over

3,000 individuals with educational stipends and to reach a larger number P

through funding in-service and pre-servicevtraining projects.30/

. » Approximately sixty "Dean's orojects" funded through DPP rebresent

an attempt at a different level to provide for the special education of ' ‘

reqular educators. Funded at approximately $3.3 million, these projects,

education curricu]a.§lfL

network of special education resource and learning resource centers.

These centers provide a wide range of services aimed at more.effective

education for handiq;pped children. Becéuse these centers are responsible

s L.
In 27 area connected indirectly to teacher education, BEH funds a .
|

to the regions and States, the dggree to which they focus their resources
on supporting\teacher education varies according to the constituencies'
needs assessment. The potent%a] exists for significant support of
inservice -training.

,Sev;ra1f0ther programs have some .involvement in the area of teacher

l
education. The Office of Child Development has funded some in-service l
' {
4

training through the Head Start program. Teacher Corps funds a Leadership

20
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Training Institute to provide expert consultation to Exceptional Child

projects. BEH funds some teacher training throughiﬁther programs, although o
the number of teachers involved is relatively small.

In summary, the major Federal involvement in the training of regular
classroom teachers to deal with handicapped children is accomp]fshed
through the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped and the Teacher Corps.
During the academic year 1975/76 BEH committed close to $11 million
specifically to projects which address the spécia] ed&cation of teachers.
The Teacher Corps Exceptional Child component, although sma]]ér in scope,
is focused on development of the team approach for education of handicapped
children in the regular classroom. A conservative estimate of the aggregate
total spent through all programs to enable regular educators to serve

handicapped children approaches $14 million. We do not know how many

teachers are being reached through these programs.




6. Discussion and Assessment

In the new and growing area of training reqular teachers to deal
with handicapped children it is quite difficult to make absolute judgments
about adeauacy. Hard data are scarce. We can only estimate the need,
based on the data we have shown about current educational practice.

We stated earlier that close to 50 percent of the nearly eight
million handicapped children are presently receiving their education in
regular classrooms, ﬁost from teachers not specially trained. Mainstreaming
is already affecting many thousands of teachers. P.L. 94-142 specifically
mandates that all handicapped children within states receiving Federal
Handicapped Education monies must be placed as ciose to the regular class-
room, with nonhandicapped children, as feasible. School systems must »
provide the tirden of proof for any segregation of children on the basis of
handicapping conditions. This is 1ikely to encourage educators to serve
many moi'e children in the mainstream. fge number of teachers serving
hand:capped children is also likely to rise significantly.

How adequate is the current Federal involvement, both in terms of
focus and scope? The most immediate training needs include the development
in classroom teachers of the following: understanding how a handicap
affects learnina, skill in recognizing handicaps, prescriptive teaching,
‘ski11 in behavior management techniques, understanding of and ability to

respond to the emotional needs of handicapped children, and developient of a

new, working relationship between special and regular educators.




Programs under both BEH and Teacher Corps are attempting to meet
these needs. The new relationship between special and regular educators
is more explicitly addressed by the Teacher Corps but the possibility

exists for this development through BEH programs. The other skills specif e!

above are included within each project. The emphasis given each varies
according to decisions made locally. Projects are intended to be responsive
- to local and individual needs. The emphasfs on in-service training is
reflected in current BEH and Teacher Corps prog}ams. A significant start
has been made tew;rd the revision of teacher curricula. Recognition of
theidifficulty of institutional change is reflected in the leadership-
oriented "Dean's Projects" and the Teacher Corps team-orieﬁted projects.
It abpears that the Fedéfa] efforts are well targeted.
The adequacy of current Federal efforts in terms of quantity and
scope is a different matter. A great number of teachers either are or
will soon be facing Handicapped children in the regular classroom. The
Education for A1l Handicapped Children Act requires each State to provide
training for virtually all teachers with any responsibility for the handi-
capped. However, the retraining of eve}y public school teacher is quite
improbable and could be very expensive. For example, éven a simple provision
-of tuition reimbursement for a ten-credit special education package
(insufficient as this might be) for ten percent of the workforcg of teachers
would cost close to $100 million each year. . .
In reality, the funds required for such an effort are not now available.

How to reconcile the coexistence of a growing need and shrinking resources

is a vexing problem. It is evident that the scope of the problem outruns
3
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current resources. The Federally funded programs have made a good start,
but a realistic attempt to meet the needs will require a greater commit-

ment of resources and/a greater degree of coordination at all Jevels.
/ .

V¥
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7. Recommendations

" Given current financial restraints, even the limited evidence to

date peﬁnits us to predict that mainstreaming may produce adverse res:1ts
unless there is a major effbrt to help classroom teachers cope with these
special children in the daily c1assr;om. It isn't that teachers are
unwilling to teach the handicapped, but they want special training and
support services fo meet ;he needs of students who have traditionally been
labeled "special" and who will require "special" treatment in the regular
classroom.
To say that educationrf; a State and local responsibility does not
solve the problem because school districts have higher priorities, more :
{ urgent needs, and can usually rationalize that fully certificated teachers
are professionals who simply ought lo know how to deal with all kinds of
students. In short, neither the local districts nor most States :re’

likely to fund in-service training adequately, and thus we advocate

Federal support.

1. Conditions of Mainstreaming: Several forces including budgetary

considerations will pressure some school systems to embark indiscriminately
on mainstreaming to the detriment of all children involved. In the
implementation of any\mainstreaming program, the educational rights of all
students must be carefully protected. This requires that all programs be

closely monitored to ensure that full educational services be provided for

all handicapped students, while not diminishing the educational opportunities

[ m
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of other students. The necessity for sufficient resources cannot be
stressed strongly enough. When mainstreaming programs are planned and
implemented, adequate funds must be provided for teacher preparation, a
sufficient supply of appropriate materials, and supportive pupil personnel
services. 32/ We recommend that States carefully study mainstreaming and its
alternatives as models for providing appropriate education for all

children. The States should strictly define the conditions under which
mainstreaming will be permitted (the child's needs, class size, supporting

services, preparation of staff, procedural safeguards).

2. Support of In-Service Training of Regular Teachers: - Federal
programs through BEH and Teacher Corps are attempting to meef some of the
needs in this area. We recommend their continuation but urge that they
be funded at a significantly higher level. Emphasis should continue on
both skills acquisition and leadership development. Local and State

education agencies should be made aware of the opportunities for Federal

assistance.

3. Training of Adminiscrative and Specialized Personnel: Opportunities

are presently available for the preparation of school administr;tors and
special education personnel to work with regular educators who teach

handicaﬁped children. We recommend the éxpansion of these opportunities
with an emphasis, whenever possible, on the training of all three groups

together. In this manner we can help to dissolve the unnecessary barriers

between special and regular education and facilitate coordination.




4. Pre-service Training: Despite the conditions in the present Jjob

market for teachers, there are still great needs for personnel to work

with handicapped children in regular énd special classrooms. Programs

such as the "Dean's Projects" are trying to evaluate and revise teacher
education curricula. These programs(have made a good start and should

receive continued support. The most promising deve]opﬁénts in teacher

curricula should be disseminated to State certification officers and

decisionmakers in other institutions of teacher preparation.

5. Research and Development: We recognize that there is a large

audience of regular teachers in need of special training. Accordingly,
we recommend that the National Institute of Education investigate the
feasibility of several types of widespread delivery systems for in-service

training (instructional television, standardized materials, etc.).

6. Coordination and Support: We recommend that all relevant Federal

resourcas be coordinated in an effort to provide teachers and school
systems with materials, information, and consultation which will increase

their capacity to serve handicapped children in regular classrooms.

7. Certification of Teachers: State certification requirements

generally do not reflect the fact that reqular classroom teachers often ;
are serving handicapped children. As a force for rapid change in teacher

preparation, certification requirements are invaluable. We recommend that

the Office of Education or the National Institute of Education should sponsor
35 ,
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regional confereqces which bring together State certification personnel,
teacher trainers, regular and special educators and aim at the examiration
aﬁd rapid revision of certification requirements to include training in the
education of handicapped children.

We believe that school systems, state governments, and the Federal
government havé a stake and a responsibility in providing all children with
a free, appropriate public education. Presently needs are growing much
more rapidly than are our abilities and resources to meet them. Leadership

must be exerted at all levels to ensure a quality education for all

children.
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