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SR S Preface: o

Professronalrsm Interve‘ntron, Advocacy K
P 5 [

. /

\.)n o . )} ' :

easure of our professionalism as educators is our ability. to se .’
lldren in 3 way that will not detract from their rights and dignity.Parén-
etical to this involvement is society’s “nefld for specific services and the
* development of a relevant body of knowledge that relates to these expres-
sed needs. Our professional responsibility then is to provide these services
- to individuals at every level of society m order to uplift mankm‘d to ahigher
level of existerice. - . : .
. Intervention emerging from’ wrthtn is based on a felt need for change in
- keeping with our dedication to our clients’ rights and dignity. Ittan apply ,
to training at all levels and to service delivery systems to children. - _ /
J

Intervention imposed. from outside relates to legislation, litigation, the
current demands of ‘a chariging society, and the pressures that the publi
schools puton institutions of higher education and vice versa. i

Advocacy lmpltes that professionalism and intérvention will focus first !
on the client to be served. At the highest level of advocacy the clientis the | \
child, at intervening levels 1t is the trainee, and at the level of benevolent .
selfishness it is pur own interests. : RO

The articles included in’the m raph represent current vrewpomts B
from profesStonals at different lévels of education and in related profes-
sions concemed with shared responsibility roles in the mainstreaming of
hapdlcapped students. We felt that there was a need within thé profession
to biing together the viewpoints of individuals proceeding in mamstream-
ing ortshared responsibility efforts from many different vantage points.
The monograph includes critiques of the concept of mainstreaming, a

- discussion of the barriers that exist and must be hurdled in implementing
.. programs, as well as other problems and concerns in this area. The
. participants are not inJotal agreement with respect to the vatidity, efficacy,
N and*potentral multiplier effect of the-présent shared responsrbrlrty models;
-yeton the whole, the concept appears to be favorably received on a national
_ level. During the phst year several conferences have been sponsoredby the
. Umversrty of Miarm Special'Educatiop Training and Technical Asststance '
“Cépter. Selected papers presented at these conferences are included.in this '
monograph and represent a broad range of expertise and experignce with
regard to mainstreaming handtcapped students ir our public schools. The
four conferences from which papers were selected are:
L. Matnstreamtng Handicapped Children and Teacher Education Alter-
. natives (Administrators’ Conference), Miami, Florida

[N i
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2.Three State Mainstream Confer;nce (lIImms ‘lowa,Wisconsin), Ars
lington Heights, Illinois . .

3. Mainstreaming in Califoria, San Diego, Californiz .

4. Legislation, Funding Patterns, and Mamstreammg, Atlanta, GeorgI% '
This monograph idnot intended to be a dlscussmn of the state of the-artbu
rather an expression of particular needs, interests, concerns, and expecta-
tions from our colleagues in the field. We feel that it includes valuablé -
information that could be utilized by mdmduals contemplating the initia--

o

o L uon of new programs or expansion of exlsung mamstream plrogmms
thpﬂ Mamn - Ce -1- i

- } Director ' '

R «Special Education Training : < - . v s
~and Technical. A,gstslanqgg enter ' o ‘

g University of Miami ~ ~ . -
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S , Introductlon'*
Mamstreammg as Natlonal Pollcy

. e
S e 8 .. .- . .

AR % o
- “BR.EDWIN: W MARer
L Acting. Depuly‘COMmtssloner
S 'Burqau of Educanon Sfor ti(e Handmapped
se .bq
N Y '.; t ' ‘
The states must establlsh procedures the law now says, **to assure that, 10
the maximum extent. appropnate handleapped children, including chil-
drenin public of private institutions or ether gare fa€ilities, are educated
" with chlldr‘en wflo afe not handicapped -and thit special classes, separate
schoolipg, or. other removal of handicapped children from the regular
educatiorial environment occurs only when the nature of severity ‘of the B
_handidap is such that educauon in regular classes with the use of
supp_leméntary ,alds} and serwces cannot be achieved satisfactorily.”

se .. . . . . ¢
t . '
-

>
o

Ty The language may be dry and cqmphcated but it cargies a compelling ~
L message pros:]almlng that what was once Just a theory in educational
pl'ogrammmg er handlcapped children is now national public policy, as

* " setforthin secupn 612 of the new Education.for All HandicappedThildren
Act of° i975 (Pubhc Law 94- -I42). The appropriate educational placement
ft)rmdlwdualchlldren remains, of,course, a matter for local determination.
HoweVer fhe new paligy does seem to rule out blanket judgments on the

. pan of school officials that all children with a particular kind of handicap-
T pmg condltlon—-—the educable retarded, for example—shall be educated in _
» self—contanjed glassrooms or that all handicapped youngsters should be -
;- placed in special schools. Instead, separate judgments must be made for~

K . each'child, agd thcse]udgments must be based on an analysis of that child’s

“Lindividual needs. e

", ‘»In an earlier paper (Warfield l974) I commented on the negative |mpact
of segregated institutions and their consequent effect on strengthenmk the

~movement to provide handicapped children with an’ education in assocna-' :

4 rtion with thelr nonhandicapped: peers. That so-called.* mamslreammg
_* movement clearly has lost none of I{S momentum. It is also important to
» the however, that there has bee Jlittle. scientific information on the
progress that presumably can be expected of handicapped children when °
. they: are placed in various mainst amed-settings. Such information is in
fact dlfﬁcult to gather, given the/)bwous differences in results that might
0 . - = »
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occur depending on the nature and severity of the handicapping cfin‘lé3 ions
of the children being mainstreamed and the nature and intensity (:ithe

~ educational experiences in which they participate. In short, ffie fact that

mainstreaming is now public policy will make its implementation no less
difficult. Several basic propositions will have to be considered. - _
‘First, judgments about placement must bg made on the basis of the
individual child, considering not only the'chiagggeristics of the educational
problem involved but the specific objectively instrugtional program

- developed fo-meet that particular child's needs” Such a requirement clearly

. P . . .~ L.
indicates that it would be a mistake to blanket a group of handicapped
children in _selfecontained,or separatev settings, as a matter of a class.
Jjudgment without regard to the individualslinvolved. and that it would be..

equally erroneous to place children in mainstreamed settings simply on'the -_

basis of the theoretical advantages of such instruction.* The procedure
instead calls for an. evaluation of the particular needs of a given child and
then the careful $trircture of A program with stated objectives specifically
designed to meet those nee . The program in turn implies the develop-

ment of a strategy — perhaps involving various instructional ‘approaches .

and settings— for achieving those objectives.

A second major consideration in implementing the mainstreaming pol-
icy is the availability of special training and support for the regular
classroom teacher. Reports already are coming i of instances in which
schools have adopted maisstreaming as a policy.. but no additional special
instruction has been offered to regular classroom teachers. The parents of
handicapped children enrolled in such schools quite properly have grave
apprehensions. Such situations need not exist. There are a number of

. ‘models in place (involving consulting teachefs, for example, or resource

personnel, or part-time placement in a special program) to offer guidance .
based on the experience of others. Such guidance is necessarily subjectiye_
in character but is valuable nonetheless. Much of the progress in education
has been based on practical experience in the classroom. ‘

"A third consideration, perhaps a little further down the road, is the
knowledge that will result from a new federal priority for research in this
fiel and-from the development of new teacher preparation models -de-
sighed tp figlp meet the need for information and for new experiences.
Efforts'iff this area are already underway. o

Finally, it will become increasingly important that professional
educators, related specialists, and parents and friends of the handicapped
review the progress of ¢ducation immaipstreazm settings as objectively as
possible. The attractiveness of “the “social philosophy behind the

.

mainstreaming concept should not be permitted to obscure the need-to

'

.
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scrutinize its impact carefully and to deal in evidence rather than good
vibrations. There should be open discussion and dialogue between parents
and teachers, and where feasible, with the children themselves.

., The successful implementation of mainstreaming wjll in any case ste .
many challenges. Perhaps the most difficult of those challenges lies in the
underlying attitudes.and v?lues of our society — in attitudes that may be

found ,in teachers who have not had experiences with handicapped chil-
dren, in parents of nonhandicapped children, in the children themselves as
they begin to meet and know handicapped boys and girls. We cannot
' simply hope that the problem will go away. We maust instead-face up to it,
perhaps, .among other things, designing programs, expenences and ac-
tivities that open the doors to understanding and shared feélings. It would
clearly be too much to expect regular classroom teachets gnd pnncxpals and
nonhandicapped children and’ their parents to automatically assume a
positive attitude towdrd mainstreamed education. Yet there't ts some danger
of our hoping for such anattitude so devoutly that we mxstakenly expect it.
Our education system shows encouraglng evidence of becoming: more
humane, and as a consequence SIgmecantly more effective with handicap-,
ped children. The goal of an appropriate education for each handicapped
child"clearly seems achievable. We must nevertheless carefully examine
each step we take toward reaching that goal for,as inall j Joumeys there are
unanticipated turns and hazards. .

Reference ’ >

Martin, Edwin W. *“*Some Thoughts on Mdlnstreammg. Mainstream

Currents, edited by Grace J. Warfield. The €ouncil for Excepuonal
Children; 1974.
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SECTION 1
CURRENT ISSUES

~

Mainstreaming is becoming a reality in the schools of our country. This

first section deals with the major issues and problems related to that

- reality. The autho'rs\grapple with the task of defining mainstreaming within

‘a sound philosophical and theoretical framework; they alsé address a

number of implementation concerns, including administrative problems,
the changing teacher role, financing systems, and communication.

Birch; in his article, responds to some frequently asked questions about
mainstreaming in- an effort to disseminate information to faahtale

. & problem-solving.

Mann points out difficulties nherent in indi wdual or alternating teacher.

responsibility models for serving handicapped children. He advocates a
.~ mutual responsibility approach that involves regular and special teachers -

in a team effort.

Almanza- looks at mainstreaming from a historical perspecnve and
discusses the implications of the changes she sees resulting from
mainstreaming pragctices .:

Nash notes that legislative mandatgs have improved the quanmy of
special pragrams but raises a concern for quality control as well.

humanizing the-entire educational system.

Reussw:gLsees the mainstreaming movement as an excellent vehicle for

McLure, presents some preliminary findings of a stady he is making -

regarding fming special education programs in the state of Illinois in
an effort 10 develop a financial E')"?)em that could be applicable to the

. variety of speaal programs that now exist.

T
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~ -.accessible fo all bhlldren exceptional as well as others.

Issues and Problems irPMainstreaming
.= JAKW.BRcH T .
N Professor, School of Education ' '
Umversny ol Putsburgh

e o . . “\ ‘.'.i\.;\
S S

| . The greatest challenge\confrontmg this: nation today is to provide quahty
* " egucation for all its. youth ‘The highest pridrity. of ‘each state should be fo .

" ensure that the best- scllools and: schooling &ecome readily ,'md fully"‘&

‘ i
g Spectﬁcall.y exceptndnal children are those with spécial needs, mclud- '
" ing the cnppled.or other health lmpalred blind and visually lmgted deaf .
and hard of heaﬁlg Janguage and speech 1mpa1red mentally retarded and -
other developmentally dlsdbled bram injured, emotionally. disturbed, so-

B . cially maladjus}eg u'qentally gifted;- ‘talented;"and- those wtth leqmlpg B

dxsablhtm(é’ Or bcnaﬁ@: disoxders: ;onhected with any of qe just-named ;'

condmons or arrs\ilg \Il'pm bther causes Such exceFt ltl condltlons Y
n

singly or in’ combmatlon, rhake up the’ 15 10 20 perce f‘&hwl children-

and youthpyt‘tlu’ speelhl needs. They aw'the pupus wﬁbg need hnghly

individualiZed dd hxghl specialized education; "«

It is now iw#ly Yeeogmzed that: éll chlldre.p both : epnomi ,de g N

otherwise, shquld et i‘n&:v:dual attentlon if t y are tG.ha‘VE thg: best’
education. Exceptional 4 Idren, howexqr, requnre a; grhater de ree- find
more specialized kmds“‘vf lndmduallzmon From eyery’ s dpomt
whether that of human nghtsw economlc el’f cfe,nc;'y, educahonal effective-
ness, or social desirability;"it.is in the tl’pnal inten;st to accept this
challenge and to muster the means to solve the problem of the equality of
education which is at the heart of the matte. Expw;al cl’nldren can and
should be served equally withall others.

A major recent approach to this problem has been called mainstreaming.

- A potentially powerful concept, its use-is helping to remedy educational
problems -arising from cultural- differences, bilingualisnf, segregation
based on race, color, and ethnic background, and other divisive conditions,

*(For a fuller discussion of the concept’s application in the above connec-
tions, see Education for Einstein’s World by Marie Myles Barry, Council
for American Unity, 101 Fifth Ave.,N.Y.,N.Y., 1972, pp. 70.) But here
we will deal with mainstreaming as it applies to exceptional children.

Mainstreaming can be described simply. Herbert J. Prehm has said:
**Mainstreamning refers primarily to assigning (exceptional) children to the .

- e 17 . j
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" written about it agrees with the substance of what has just been, said.
~Generally, it is agreed that it is not now feasible to mainstream 100 rcent

.what propomon of excepuo

! P
“

regular. grades to receive their education. (Exceptional) children who
recervc%th regular and special services in the regular grades are
mamstreamed * (For further information on this'see p.6 and other parts of

“*Mainstreaming Handicapped Children and Related Legal Implications,"’

including an article by Steven Goldschmidt, Oregon School Study Council
Bulletin, 18:5 and 6, December 1974 and January l975 124 College of
Education, Eugene, Oregon, 97403).This definition, though useful, needs
elaboration, to clarify what constratnts and conditions are implied.

Full mainstreaming aceups when exceptional children attend school full
time in the same, classesw y all other childrén; when high quality special
education is brought. to(ho )écepnonal childfen who need it, to the extent

i ng them physrcally from the regular class

of the exceptional children and youth of the nation. Estimates vary as to
'l pupils should be receiving their indi-
gam. I believe it can easily: be 75 o 80

vidualized education in the ma
percent of those children now
that might be ealled a mod
mainstreaming. . B
Before going further it must be emphasized that mamstreammg does not

.~y

‘mean closing all existing special classes and schogls and/indiscriminately

dumping all exceptional childrgn and youth into regular classes. Such’
action is the exact opposite of mainstreaming. Such dumping is miseduca-
tion'of the worst sort, both for exceptibnat puprls and for all others; it
should be dissociated from mainstreaming and identified for what it is: the
worst kind of misinterpretation. Under mamstreammg special educatronal

_personnel -and facilities are not dropped of abandoned. Actually, where #

mainstreaming-has.been instituted and conducted successfully, there has

. proven.to be an even greater need for spacial educational personnel°and
facilities. Instead of being phased out, special education teachers have )
been redeployed into more responsrble and professionally satisfying roles .. ..

in the teaching of children with special needs. Special education instruc-
tional matenals facilities, and equipment havs been utilized more effec-
tively, often helping regular class teachers to give increased educational
opportunities to children who might not otherwise hdve been eligible to use
them. Perhaps most ‘important, where mainstreaming is introduced and -
carried"out successfully, no reg'.ular' class .teacher is forced to accept an
. . L . " .
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7 ‘exceptional child without the teacher’s consent, Also, no special education
teacher is required to give up his or her preference-to teach in a self-

contained class or a special school, if that is what the teacher desires. (Fora

full discussion and examples of how the above is accomplished, se¢ two
books by Jack W. Birch, **Mainstreaming: Educablé ‘Mentally Retarded
Pupils in Regular Classes,’’ and **Hearing Impaired Pupils in Régular
Classes,"” The Council for Exceptional Children, 1920 Association Drive,
" <Reston, Virginia 22091) ‘
' The title indicates 't_hatnthis article will deal with issues and problems in
- regard to mainstreaming: Most educators probably have already identified
some of each. Tobegin, it might be well to distinguish between issues and
) Jproblems. 2 s ’ .

Issues are matters that deal with principles and philosophical positions.
They have long-range implications. To a large extent issues are not fully

and finally resolvable; yet théir presence does not necessarily immobilize -

the decision-making process. Even though the issues remain, agreements
to act can be made. Issues are subjecttq debate, review, and revision by
consensus. A Consensus decision on an issue points directions and forms

the basis for procedures. .

Problems, on the other hand, ‘dré .more immediate; they stem from - "

. attempts to implement principles-and philosophical positions. They arise
most frequently vd?knT amarked change is under way. Problems are usually
solved by ‘managethent procedurés; and there seems 10 be a positive

*correlation between sound managem'en_tf_and the expeditious identification
and solution of problems. If problems persist, they are often symptomatic
of weaknesses in managgmént or of a shaky consensus on an issue.

To give an example, it was once an open issue whether or not

-mainstreaming should be -undertaken. Historically, the:greatest part of
education for exceptional children in Arherica had, since 1850, dcvélo'ped;
and remained outside the central current of general public education. Many !
-wanted it to remain that way. Others wantéd special and regular education

... o combine and not be so_exclusive. Moreover, many of those who ~
*  #37 .advocated merger also protested that _som;;?ceptional children were not 5
' cial or regular schools. They: .

were able to document that special educators were systematically exclud- *

receiving suitable education’from either Sg

ing somehildren from school altogether. Many other exceptional children
were in school, to be sure, but they were warehoused in regular classes
where neither the curriculum nor the instruction reached them, despite
heroic efforts on e part of concerned tegular class teachers who, without
training and materials, were powerless to help. The number of exceptional
e children warehoused. in regular classes was estimat to be as high as 50
percent of all those with special needs. Both matters were taken:fo the
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ourts, with the result that the issue was debated the expert tesumony and
he factual evidence weighed, and agreement rgached. 1

Mainstreaming is a fiew public policy in American education. State and .
fi

deral courts in recent decisions and consent agreements have consistently
serted.two rights of exceptional pupils: First the right of all exceptional
rson§ to receive an education, and.second, the principle of the least
reétncuve environment. Together, these rights call for great changes and
tog gher they point directions for those great changes Both have major
. import for day-to-day education i in the nation’s schools-and in the prepara-

tion ?f professional and support personnel to staff these schools.” |
- Itmay be helpful now to point out and illustrate some of the effects of the

" new public policy in action, so far as the, generation o roblems is
- concerned: Herbert J. Prehm speaks of a major school district. at *“took
- - the position that special education was supplemen}ary to the regu educa-

tion program, and that...their funds for special education would be
expended by early spring. The courts asked the school district when they
rwere going to yose the fest of their program. The district replied that the
regular program would close in the middle of June. The court ruled that the
district eould not do that. Both groups (regular and special) had to stay in
school until'the total school budget was expended. Special educauon was
seen as a basic element of the school program, not an add-on.”’ (See’p. 9in

earlier teference. See also for background for this and for the two following

paragraphs, ;A Primer on Due Process: Education Decisions for Hand-
.icapped Children ** by Alan- Abeson, Nancy Bocick, and Jayne Hass. The
Council for Excepuonal Children, 1920 Association Drive, Reston, Vir-
ginia 22091, l%, pp. 57.)

, In Pennsylvaiua in another instance, the State Department of Education
acknowledged that some excepuonal children were not in school at all and
that some others were not in school full time. The department was required

" todevote energy and funds immediately to locating the missing or partially -

served pupils and to supplying them with full and appropriate education.

" Special emphasis was given to the appropriateaess of the education—thg v

children were not to be simply dumped into regular schools. .
The principle of least restrictive env*qnment as also put forth by the
courts establishes a hierarchy of educational settings for exceptional chil-
: dren, from most desirable to least desirable. "Most desirable is the
* mainstream,. with' special educauon being brought to the excepuonal child
in the regular class.. Next is.tHe resource room. Then comes the self-

" contained special class in the régular schook Fourth is the separate, special

day school, and last the separate, special residential school. The immediate
problems become obvious, as state after state undertakes to accornplish the
turn-around called for by such legal imperativeé as those just mentioned.
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- Fortunately for those who face these day-to-day problems a great deal of
hapd information about mainstreaming is already available. That material
is being put together in forms useful to teachers and administrators_and
teacher-educators. As a result, what at first may have seemied insurfount-

" able obstacles have become only very difficult problems. Some examples

. . . . . . .
of informatign that can help to solve problems will be given‘in response to
some common questions. » ’ vt
Is mainstreaming new, or does it have a basis in experience?_

Mainstreaming has a substantial history. For example, in 1954 Ruth G.

. Newman demonstrated the' feasibility of moving hyperaggressive boys

with behavior disorders and learning disturbances from psychiatric impa-
tient status on a closed ward to full-time attendance in regular school
¢lasses.-Using a step-by-step process over a two and one-half year period,
the boys moved from a full-ti greBated special class in a residential
setting to full-time attendanc ‘;egu,la'r class pupils. The regular class

- teachers, at the close of the.d onstration, needed only occasional consul-
tatibe help, mainly for individual tutoring of.the’boys. (For more about this

Y

early grototype of mairistreaming see **The Asses'gment of Progress in the -
Treatment of Hyperaggressive Children with Learning Disturbgnces

within a School Setting.”” The American Journal of Orthopsychiany,
29:633-643, 1959.) E ’ :
When-in the exceptional child’s school life should mainstreaming start? .

< " nursery for normal children, starting in about 1957, was described by

"Margaret Lovatt. The work took place in Toronto, Canada, and had
continued over approximately aten year period at the time it was reported.
(For more.information see.":Autistic Children in a Day Nursery." Chil-’

;dren, May-June, 1961, 103-108.) Very early social integration; starting in -
the infant and toddler stage, is common with children ‘who are blind, deaf,
crippled, and those with other special needs. Educational integration in
nursery, kindergarten;, and the primary grades is preferable to waiting until
later years. B B B

Y g i R
" Arethere entire school systems in which integration for all exceptional .

children is the mode rather than the exception ? i
Yes; Tacoma,;Washington, is one example. And a good one not only’
‘because itillustrates.a setting where progressive inclusion is the policy and
practice, but because it shows also that teachers are able to negotiate"

.. professional agreements which include the concept of mainstreaming. And
" the system.wide integration has been in effect for more than fifteen years

P

_ there.._,(Fgr,more information see pp.17-26. in Birch, Jack W.,

"*“Mairistreaming: 'Educable. Mentally Retarded Pupils in Regular Class-

2 A ~ -

SIS Y

.

. The earlier the better. A carefully documénted successful attempt to ~
_integrate thrée and four year old autistic children into a conventional day’

\

el



" The Council for Excepuonal Chxldren 1920 Assocxauon Drive, Res-
ton, Va., l974 pp. 104. ) - :
Isn’t it true that mainstreaming applies only to the mildly excepnonal
child? Doesn t the degree of exceptionality really determine whether
mamstreammg is feq,ﬂble ‘ N
No, that’s a myth. Soxye of the most extreme exceptlonalmes are among
those most amenable td mainstreaming. ’Fotally blind pupils are, propor-

tionately, among the .most frequeritly successful candidates for- practically .

full integration, from nursery through secondary school. Many totally deaf

pupils prosper in tjifipiainstream. Complex multiple-exceptionalities do- . -

o not necessarily dete mamstreammg Not long ago. I interviewed a high. -

. school senior who is deaf and wha has serious problems wal.kmg and

P

writing because of cerébral palsy. His speech was defecuve t0o, as.a .

consequence of the cerebral palsy and the hearing loss. Yethe was carrying
a full class load, was an honor studenit in the académic curriculum, and was
~ editor of the school paper. From the earliest grades he had an educational’

history of mainstréam attendance, with téam teaching from his regular -

 class teachers and special educators: The key to whether mainstreaming is

feasible relates more to the kinds of teaching methods, staff,.and materials
- -we.have and their adaptability and portability, and to the strength of our
effort than to the degree of the. % },’.U s exceptionality.

How do regulardass teachers feel @bout mairistreaming retarded pupils?

o The most careful study I know that bears on-his point was completed about:

two years ago by Zawadzki. He construetedva stratified sample of regular
class teachers from urban and suburban school systems, one that jncluded
-both elementary and secondary levels and a variety of specializations.

© Zawadzki posed two kinds of questions. He wanted to.know what factors - -

regular class teachers believed would limit their’ capabilities in teaching a

mentally retarded children in their present regular classes. He also asked
. whether the teachers believe- :those impediments could be removed and
what it would take to do so. His findings confirmed that many teachers are
apprehensive and concerned in the face of that prospect. He alsofound that
.. most teachers felt they knew what it would take to make integration of The

-

~retarded pupils feasible for them. The responses on thé whole weid posmve :

" and conmstructive. Zawadzki’s work supPhes a factual basis from which to”
" move toward the design of inservice instruction for regular class teachers.

o ‘(See Zawadzki, Robert, Unpubhshed research report. University of Hous-

ton Victoria Center, Victoria, Texas,1973.)

. Doesn’t mainstreaming, full or partial, mean extra work at ﬁrst’

"To be sure, and there are other problems. However, successful day-<to- -day
experience by teachers has shown that mamstreammg #an work. To make it

work however calls for some wrenchmg changes |n some, of the beljefs

- .
3
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~ (about special education which have prevailed for many yeass,'changes that -
* show up mog clearly in how the definition of special education itself is
© r changing. - : . . o
. The complex of forces bringing regular and special education’ closer
' ~ together is also encouraging a reexamination of the hist'oz'it: definition of
, exceptional children. Up to now definitions of exception (or of handicap- N
ped) have emphasized three points. One was the" physiological or .
_ psychological nature of the exceptional condition: “blind,”” *“‘mentally
' -gifted,”” “‘crippled,”’ *‘emotionally. disturbed,”’ “‘retarded.”” The second .,
point was that the éxceptional child could not receive an adequate educa--
~tion in regular classes. The third point strongly implied a calsal link*
" between the first two, That is, because of the blindness or the giftedness,
_ the child needed special education. ~ - - .. : R .
. Advancesineducational s'cieng.e’and practice now provide fresh insights
l at‘call for updating those concepts. New definitions are emphasiZing the
educational nature of the exceplional condition. It is becoming clear that
" the older definitions led to almost exclusive preoccupation with the child’s
. problems or limitations rather thah the child’s potentialities or assets.
‘Teachers of the blind, for instafice, were taught an immense amount about
. theeye and about vision, the organ and sense least useful to the pupil, and
" almost nothing about auditory and tactual perception, the key avenues for
education. The same lack of balance has characterized teacher preparation -
for other exceptional conditions. N J"U '
Also, it is plain now that a definition based on the necessigyfor sepéfray
tion from the general run of children no longer represents reahi

en wey -
* " can point 16 Tacoma, Washington, and show a sevgnteen-yeaf“hlsmryqfl
successful inclusion of exceptional children of all kinds in"i'e'g”plz};f classes:;,
when we can point to Richardson, Texas, and report a similar fivé:yedr !
~_ history; when we can point to at least five years of annual increases in -
. :mainstreaming in the Special Schgol District of St. Louis County, Missouri
* (adistrict conceiydd in the 1950°sas the epitome of separation)}—when we, \ -
see this socioedtational change occurring all about us, it is plain that '
“‘need for separation from regular education’’ can no longer serve the
schools of the nation as an operational criterion for defining exceptional
-children. - - , ' 5
The new terminology embraced such expressions as *‘children with
special needs”’ or ‘‘children with leaming and behavior problems,’*and
such definitions as *‘ex ceptional children have motor, self-help, cognitive,
personal-social, and xogational skills which deviate significantly from the
skill levels of theircuithrlalorethni,c group age peers’’ (Prehm 1975,p.5). .~ *
The new language ‘and definitions are still a little awkward, and will
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probably be reﬁned in use. But they do have thq,vmue of attempting to
relate quite specifically to the child's educational condition. There is no -
denial, for instance, that giftedness or deafpess or mental reMfdation may-. :

be present, and that each one does have lastrng and different influences on-
~ thé way the child needs tobe" taught. But the new focus is"8h the education-
ally refevant understandings and! behaviors of the child—the umders

. ings and behaviors that are in the educator’s domain of responsibility.

. As might be expected, some parents and teachers have been reluctant to
dccept mainstreaming, Parents who have found regular schools inhespita-
‘ble have not been willing #6 move their children from special schools where
excepnonal younkster have been comfortable and well treated. Some”
regular teachers have bsgn dubious about their own capabilities. . -

-Of cougse, mainstream\ing is not for all pupils—those handrcapped
'childr_en who need separatjon will gorftinue to recei® it. Separate special
educatron schools as ne wi]l be supplied only to those exceptional
chrldren who present learning and instructional problems 50 extreme and
complex as to make optimum education, mostly in regular Gldssrooms,

+. impossible, even with special help. This wjll be.a small but important
_proportion, one that will negessftate even more flexibly desrgned specral

schools and classes than we/now have v

. Despite occasronal demjirrers, the advocates of mainstreaming are draw-
ing mest parents and tedchers with them. Larger numbers of parents,
puprlsa and teachers are.becoming ready for mainstreaming each year. The
natmcllonal hnow how and the equlpment and materials’are at hand and
@: ncreasingly portable. There is wrdenrng public understandmg of and

: agreement with the policy. The iwo components least prepared to deal with.
the new policy are America’ s present teachers and: Amenca S present '
_.school buildings. . P : »

‘As emphasized earlier, marnstream‘ng does not mean dumprng pupils
with special needs into an unprepared and sometimes openly hostile school
system. Thoughtful preparation must ready the parents, the pupils, and,

' "aboverali l,he team of regular and special education teachers. Efficient and

effective mainstreaming calls for marked changes in teacher acivity, not to

" mention the essential ad;ustments"rn burldrngs. (For detailed*assistance
- regarding adaptive and developing buildings, see Jack W. Birch and B.

Kenneth Johnstone, **Designing Schools and Schooling for the Handic¢ap-
ped.** Charles C. Thomas Publrsher, Spnngﬁeld lllrnors, 1975, pp.
229). '

School systems and teacher preﬁaratu!n institutions, feelrng the trend
toward mainstreaming, face real and rmmedrate questions. What would
shifting specral educatlon into the malnstream involve? How much and

24 |

v _ ' -.»25v

o 3

i Y



: ) - !
[ 'R e LTI, .‘ i -
' _what portions of special education take that route? When and where should
we start? Would added expense be entailed in.initial steps; or inthe long
. " range? Are staff and faculty members supportive and ready to move? Do -
the school buildings and ancillary servjces lend themselves to the change? '
Are the families and the communi'ty'ready to be partners with the school in
such a change? What about the.new generation of teachers in preparation?
. .~ Where are suitable practicum sites? Faculty with ‘contemporary experi-
. ence? . R S

/~... These and other tough questions immediately cqnfroﬁi teachers
tg@cher-educa;ors,'school officidls, board members, and other communify,

' “leaders. The degree to which hard data can be assembled and shared with
key decision makers can be of utmost importance. Specifically, it is
necessary to determine the following very early in any planning sequence
leading to mainstreaming: . .

1. Is the instructional and management teadership staff well informed
about mainstreaming? Does it havé the tools with which to pass on the

. " _knowledge to- teachers and parents? If not, how can the matter be. re-

- medigd? © 7 . 3 o S

-5 am . 2. What will it take to make present buildings and related facilities .

R .compatiple with mainstreaming, and how can the compatibility of future
.+ " buildings and facilities be assured? . AR

. , Teacher educators, professional teacher g"roﬁps. school administrators, _

and planners must focus realistically on the horizon where the challenge of
mainstreamihg‘is moving closer every day. - o

<
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Mamsfréammg An Evolutlonary Concept

_of Mutual Responsnblllty ' _
' ‘ »

d PHlLIPH MANN »
. Director, Special Education Trammg[ .

] and Techmcal Assistance Ce epter :

PR e L Umwrsm of Miami

< ~ ‘ ) ) " . }
One of the cogent problems we face today is that of defining mainstreaming -
.10 the satisfaction of most people. In attempting to define mainstreaming
operauonally in terms of chlldren we find that the majority of educators
have only a partial understandmg of ‘what rﬁamstreammg is while others
s mxsconst"ue the intent of the concept Int any gathenng of educators,-there «
h)haybe as many definitions as there are persons assembled. | wonder, then
if wé-need to expend our energies seeking a. nght definition at this time,
o conS|denng the stage of development in which educators find themselves -
in conceptuahzmg normdlization of programs for handicapped children. In

a sense, we mxght say that we are in the process of trym,g\}o deﬁne Q_hange

. A€ - . LR
gr‘;s%e of the objecuves of a techmcal !Ssxstance effort -in d’llS al:eaH S
s‘ﬁhowever, is to aid educational programs at all levels to develop a°com-~ 2 Uk
prehe?eﬁc;meamngful , yet functional definition of the term thatis accept-- .
%ﬁle o persons in different areas within the milieu. This means the ~ °
finition cannot be rigid or limiting to the extent 'that it undermines the "~
flexibility implied by the concept itself. Mamstredmmg is and always was _
intended to be a flexible‘approach to the normalization of programs for the -
handicapped; any definition proposed must convey thls ﬂex1b|l|ty .
Perhaps a more meaningful approach 0 the development of a defi nition
is to consider what mainstreaming is not. Conu’hry to popular opinion,
‘mainstreaming is not'a mass movement of all children from clhsses that are
..labeled. **special education”” or *‘self-con ned“'back to the so- called
regular classroom situation. ~Th|s view is soméwhat sxmphsnc and naive. It.
often results in apprehension on the, part of general and special educators
who are concerned about thie effects of suddenly placmgiarge numbers of o
handicapped children into regu1ar classrooms. It is imperative that we
assuage the fears of those who dre cagcerned 5bout mass movemen& of -
students. ‘ : OK
Some educators take a more systcmauc approach to change They ﬁ
advocate that we begin with a meamngful dlalogue relaﬁxg to the whole
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., process f normalization for thie handicapped in relationship to the concept
~+ - -of indiviQualization of instruction. After all, the latter has traditionally
¥, " Been' the Jlilosophy underlying the Américan educational system. The
] t l_egp';-_ »___."i_@u.-xh'g-'coricebt of indiVidualiza_tion of instruction has-yet to
"'c_or‘rjcta reglity in all a§£ect§ of education in our public schools. True
) ,indi,}iduaij'z_'ait’ibn of instruction, it can beé argued, imposes enormous ad-
'miniétjgﬁ,\;évﬁhd technological problems. It appears to be unmanageable,
W, toomany students'engaged in too many different activities.

. Is (e term normalization congruent with the concept of *‘preferred’’
... placement or the more currently used construct of ‘‘least restrictive envi-
fonment?”" If the answer is yes, theslogical next guestion is, *‘Does
4 _;j}eferred‘or-least restrictivecnvironment imply better?" These are impor-
* -tant considerations; but most educators would agree that although hand-

" icapped students can be served in a vatiety of educational settings, we have
. not as yet fully explored the petential for service in settings which can be
- coﬁsi.de[ed “‘mainstream’" learning environments. * : .
“Oneof the key conceptual components of any mainstreaming program is
-“the’ support'systems that surfound it. One cannot have a viable system

withoutia _'stm__cth_ré,g,i-si.lppon'system designed to take into account processes
that inclidé the wotking' relationships Jecessary between administrators,
régular, teactters, and ‘special services. Additionally, I feel that current
schiool’aneillary - séfvices—social,” psychological, community “health,
et ~-are necessary so that by all working together improved services will
be" provided for ‘Handicapped students in special classes as well as for
handidapped individuals in regular classes. ‘ '

'

©
.-

- Another ‘prerequisife’to effective mainstreaming focuses on the
: d;:_;gisioh'-making procés es involved in adopting a mainstreaming strategy.
“"Unless it is intr uced',t')'y 'legislative mandate, mainstreaming involves
-+ .power strisggles that must be'résolved so that people can work together in a
. »"'c_:bgpq’ri\ti.\?ae(fm;']’}_’gg'reings_t be an intérdependegt as well as a collabora-
/. tive relatlonghip developed.béiween the local education agency, the state
education ‘agency - insitutions of higher education, the parents, and the
T students themselves with respect to mainstreaming. This entails effbrts to
’ conceptually understand the attitudes of one another as well as to develop a
o degree of philosophical tolerance since a successful mainstream program
e can only be defined in the final analysis in terfns of all the participants. The
needs and concerns of those affected must be considered before there can

be a full understanding of what the total system is trying to accomplish. If

the program is to achieve a modicum of success, there mtrét be considera-

tion given to the imputs received from all of those affected; these in turn

tust be viewed with respect to the goals and objectives oferhainstreaming

-~
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as a viable educational alternative. If students, parents, teachers, or ad-

ministrators are resisting change, the potential for success is minimized.
The need for a more complete conceptual approach to mainstreaming is

evident when one .examines the negative effects that occur when children

are merely administrdtively shifted from one classroom settingsto another.

The social aspects of such movements have recently been studied in Texas'

by Project Prime. The study examined the socioemotional effects on

- handicapped children placed in regular classrooms as well as the social
perceptions of others toward them. The preliminary results suggest a'-

SImllamy to the results of the earlier.Orville Johnson studies, whxch
utilizing sociometrics, .indicated somewhat(negauve perceptions of the
handxcapped by others in their environment. Such outcomes are not sur-
prising and suggest rather- emphatlcally that significant mainstreaming
advances simply cannot be accomplxshed by merely moving children from
one classroom to another. The kind ‘of support that the student his
teachers, his parents, and for that matter the entire educational structure is
receiving at the time of transmon will affect the outcomes and may rhake

the difference between the success.and failure in any mamstreammg effort, .
legislated or not. Many general educaters appear unenthy,smstlc about the .

whole.concept of mutual or shared responsibility in educaung the hand-
icapped. This attitude is further compounded by the lack of agreement by
special educators as to what are the best approaches to take or the best
techniques to use in educating the handicapped. It seems to me that the crux
of the issue is not in providing definitions that are uniformly acceptable or
in legislating mandates or even in providing for adequate support systems,
but in getting educators to try to understand how mainstreaming can affect

.each student in their schools. They need to defermine as a school respensi-

bility, not just a “special education responsibility, the conditions under
which the student can best leg . Integration of handi fappcd children with
normal peers must be based on.more than mdxvgduafx apprapriate assess-
ment. Providing an instructional program that' ‘considers mdlvtdual and
mutual responsibilities on the part of teachersus a.cntli:al nexi step. The
concept of shared or mutual responsibility appqu’s’(o Be the most difficult
one to implement.

Mutual responsibilityds an evolutionary outcome of both individual and
alternate responsibility for handicapped children. The primary areas of

school responsxlﬁxh ty for handxcapped students fall into four general

categones .

1. Assessment, which entails identification, planning, and determina-
tion of cognitive styles, learning corrélates, and task-level performance.

.
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2. Curriculum and Instruction, which encompasses teathing strategxes
" and materials necessary to deliver a predefined course of studies.”

3. Mobility and Articulation, which implies physxcal movement neces-
sary to achieve an optimal learning environment for the learner, given his.
strengths, weaknesses, and abilities to cope with different educational and
social settings as he articulates through the grades and between schools

4. Management, which includes the utilization of all available 'and
approved systems and approaches necessary to systematlcally modify as
well as to define the learner’s behavior in any ngen penod of time.

L4

Individual Responsibili_ty . g . i
Not too many years ago, persons who were titled special educators were - .
expected to assume total individual responsibility for students labeled.
“*handicapped’’ or “‘exceptional” in the four general categories:listed
previously. They were supported by ancillary personnel, but for the most
part, they-assumed primary Jesponsibility for assessment, curriculum,
mobxllty and management of handicapped children in self-contained
classrooms In many sghool systems where self-contained classrooms were
the mode handicapped students were somewhat segregated physically,
socially, and academically from their *‘normal’’ age-mates. Any interac-
/tion with their normal peers was accdmplished mainly by chance, such as
-eating in the same cafeferia at the same time as “*normal’”" stidents or
taking physxchl education at the same time as ‘‘normal” students. Specxal
educators were, by and large, expected to “be experts in the particular
‘handicapping condition or conditions manifested by their students. The

. educators were expected to design a **different curriculum.”

0

-,,'Alternaiing Responsibiiity ‘ ¢

Fo}ward-looking administrators and teachers began some years ago to
encourage the integration of handicapped studentsinto regular classes,
bringing about an alternating responsibility for educatignal programming.
This approach or system, in most cases, was and still is somewhat loosely
defined and poorly structured. The success of this approach to mainstream-
ing depends upbn the competencies and public relations abilities of the
special education teacher, the attitudes of the principal and his key
teachers, and the attitudes of the regular teachers who are the potennal
recipients of the handicapped students.

- Alternating responsibility roles are currently reflected irf two situations
by special education personnel: the self-contained classroem teacher and
the resource teacher. The fundamental difference between the two is that

.
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the resource teacher moves from classroom to classroom or removes
students for spccnﬁc instructional purposes while pnmary responSIblluy for
the students rests with the regular educator; the self comnned special
education teacher on the other hand assumes full respdr lbnllty for. the
students except that they attend regular classes for part of the-scheol.day:
Some systems refer to the resource teacher's efforts in th}s"snuauon as an
“*integrated prograin’’ approach. Ot'hers are calling this? model -their
**mainstream program.’’ They say that as Iong as a student isin the r¢gular
classroom part of the day and as long as he is the primary responsibility-of .
the regular classroom teacher, he is being mainstreamed. Regardless of
what itis called and of who assumes more responsibility in which situation,

there -are some serious problems’ with the alternating’ responsibility ap-

.proach. This system of serving children appears to be the most popular one

.in public schools today, with little research; if any, available to support its
efficacy. Our experiences in technical aésistance however, have indicated
that’the following areas need to be mvesugated or at Ieast considered with
respect to alternating responsibility. .

I. Handicapped students who are resourcgd out of the regular classroom
may be overloaded with two programs, for example, two reading programs
offered simultaneously by different teachers. ¢

2. Poor or inadequate commumcauon between resource and regular
classroom teachers may result i in a lack of cooperauve planning.

3. Constant movement of the student in and out of the reg class
without appropnate interface between the resource and regular tejfcher can
result in negative feelings because the regular teacher may n want the-
student to be out of the room at agiven time.

4. The shifting of responsibility back and forth, Based on exclusive
academic afeas of zonccin, tesuits in no one accepung full responsibility
" for the student’s progress. :

S. There is evidence to suppon the contention that the alternating

- responsibility approach can result in ‘the student beihg involved in

academic task level work for the resource period butsitting around doing
little or nothing for the rest of his regular classroom time. _
* 6. The responsibility to explain the student's placements, progress, and.
educational performance may become too diffuse in an altemating respon-

. sibility program. The parent may | be forced to communicate with educators

who, as a rule, do not communicate with each other.. g

"7. The entire evaluation process tends to break down as the student a

begins to exhibit strengths and weaknesses within the educational prescrip-
tion as it was.originally designed for him. Educational prescriptions may
not be updated gr reevaluated because formal procedures have not been set
up by the sch |t0 accomplish this task.
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8. Finally, and probably of most direct cdncer_n to the student, is that he
may feel he is being shifted from one teacher to another with the responsi-
bility for interface of much of the communication between his resource and
regular teacher channeled through him. ‘John, what are you doing in
reading now?”’ : ‘ )

o : © Mutual / Shared Responsibility - : *
Recently, some school systems have adopted a more shared or mutual
~ responsibility approach to serving handicapped children. The mutual re-
sponsibility concept appears to Be the most progressive in the evolutionary
continuum of mainstreaming handicapped children. The most cogent as-
“pect of mutual responsibility is the one that suggests that all teachers,
regular and special, operating as.a team, must bring to-the learning’
situation all the skills, competencies, and attitudes that will enable a shared -
responsibility to become areality. In a sense, this means that one may have:
to forget that he is just a third grade teacher or that he only teaches social
studies and bring all his strengths to this task of providing for more
comprehensive programs for the handicapped. There are some- social
studies teachers at the secondary level, for:example, who have excellent
« - backgrounds in reading that may never surface unless the individuals are
o called upon to exhibit these strengths in a team-oriented situation. The,
implications for mainstreaming using this approach are at once apparent,
Before one can successfully provide for the educational needs of children
with wide ranges of-individual variation, one- must consider the skills that
must be present or developed in teachers so that interface between the
regular and special education teachers will bring about optimal growth and
result in maximum efficiency of leéming»for each student. 'Mainstreaming
therefore becomes a natural outgrowth of good education and effective
individualizalt'ion of instruction- and is not merely conceived of as.an -
administrative expediency developed for purely economic reasons. To be
successful, mainstreaming must be/ a total schoopl effort, w‘ith all the
support systems operating together to provide'for the varying needs of all
5 children. This holds true for the identified and labeled children, as well as
for those who are in regular classes but who are not receiving special
services due to lack of program funds, or poor educational management,
. The important thing in the whole appl:oach is the idea that ‘the special
-~education teacher and the regular class teacher together plan, coordinate,
and evaluate a program for each particular student, so that one teacher is
not teaching him by using reading method A while'the other is also teaching
him redding using a conflicting approach. .o
Under a mutual responsibility ‘‘umbrella program’* some students may - .
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never be fully marnstreamed some may spend most of ‘the day: wrth a
trained speclal education treacher. By the same token mainstreaming to its

' fullest extent will be accdmplished®f for each handicapped student for. as /'
chh of the'day as necessary, dependlng on his abilifies to function ina *

regular educational setting. In the context of evolutlonary ¢hange, we can
say that the degree of malnstr&lmtng accomplished in rea'llty depends upon
the physical environment, the attitudes, and skills of edugators, and the
suppor services and material resources of-a given seho ool. Physical manip-
ulation of children can be mandated i in many waysg hint growth can only
come about through.a thorough knowledge and undes tandlng of what it is

. that needs fo be clianged.

Mutual responsibility mainstreamed programming can. be prom,oted and
achieved or inhibited and.defeated by factors operating from within the
schools and from within the community. Such factors rnclude

1. Support systems wrthln the schools

"The critical support person in the school is the pnncrpal, The prrncrpal
as instructional leader of the school, can un|te the forces negessary to
promote a, successful malnstreammg program.” He.can gain support for
mainstreaming wigh respect to mutual responsibility or he can negate the

concept and. discourage any movement in this d|rect|on Lead or key -

teachers, both those depl gnated as such and those.who function de facto as
lead. teachers. are important allies in any rnalnstreamrng program. Person-

‘nel, such as special education teachers. guidance counselors ‘

psychoiogists, and those who function in a social ‘service role, can be.
invaluable as support personnel. Support from supervrsors and -central
admrnrstratwe personnel will _encourage marnstreamrng program‘ de-
velopment and can aid in the acquisition of inservice trarnlng funds. These.

“individuals have a great potential for sparking the multiplier effect within

the educational community when they promote pamcular worthy pro-
2. Legislation and lundtnﬁ pattems .
“Legislation may mandatecharige (e.g.. Massachusetts Law 766). State
laws that,are based on excgss funding can. in a sense, inhibit-iutual
responstbrlrty mainstream approaches. Where special education personnel
are limited to working only with identitied handicapped chrldren and have

little opportunity for multiplier effect through a direct sharmg relationship
‘with regular classroom- teachers, opportunities for success are limited.
~Leg|slat|on has the most change potential. The difficulty, however, occurs’

when laws are imposed on a system without consrdertng whelher or not the
system is educationally pGCared to ellect a marnstream program \
3. Planning

A matnstream mutual responsrbllrty approach reqmres 1ntt|ally atleast, ,
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substantlal planmng ume for all who are mvolved with. pamcyar studems

programs.. This planning will of necessity need to-be intermittent; and i i

some cases, it will occur at frequem intervals. Due to scheduling prioritiés

of one kind or another, school systems as a whole, are not set up to allow -

for appmpnate planmng time. This problem is not:irreparable. In fact,
hool sygt .in certain areas of the country (e.g., Norfolk School

~ System) ﬁvé developed a program whereby'school _personnel have ample *

opponun “to plan for individual student needs. This’ cnure area of plan-

.ningto meet student needs warrants furthenn\fesugauon and developmem .

4. Special programs . :

~* Spécial schéol programs funded through local state or federalsources.-‘
" by the nature of their exclusiveness, ca it a_ matual responsnblhty

-effort. then some of the studénts who partlt;npate in, these programs have

. handigapping conditions. Die to the nature of the program and the selec- '~
. tion criteria, 'studems in some of these programs can be served by only a

selected group of téachers. These Students may be excluded to some'extent
-from a total school effort. From another pomt of view, materials purchased

and developed for these ‘programs must remain wnthm the program both.-

physically and logistically, restricting their use ‘within the -total scfiool.
Operating mutually exclusive and separate programs within the sthool miay
tend to affect rale definition, which in turn may inhibit the mutual respon-

sibility potential for services tg all the students in a particular school. It is.
intéresting to note that new changes in legislation have had Just such an

effect on schools; especnally in the area of the. handlcapped Head Start
laws which legislate that a certain perccm of the. duidrcn served must be
. handicapped is a case in point. : _ )

5. Special educauon supplements

. Jome states are still providing specnal educauon teachers with an extra -

- monetary supplement, This practice may bé questionable in one sense and
in another it may also have far-reaching implications with respect tomutual

- . responsibility-mainstream programming. Regular teachers “in sorme _in-

O
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stance§ résent the practice of giving special educatidn téachers-an extra

supplehlem especially in a shared or mutual responsnblllty program effort?”

6. Role expectation .
Specnal education personnel in most school settings are expected to be
specialists or experts. Many perceive of themsclves that way and are in turn

- percgived that way by regular educators. Preconceived ideas of what is

‘exgected of ‘us as regular or specml educators. can, it is’ felt, inhibit
attempts at mutual responsibility-mainstream programs. Except for those
workmg with moderately to severély sensory deprived. and the sevengly
dlsabled and retarded. differences betwéen what regular educators and

‘o

34

.33

e



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“question of differences between regular and special educators needs further
exploratron o :
T Jobsecurity "
Spectal education’ personncl havé expressed fears that the matnstream-
ing approach will displace then from their jObS Ina sense; it can be said

e

specral educators doin actual teachtng situations’ are neglrgtble The whole ~

that poor teaching in regular education or ‘'special education will tend to

become more obvious in mutual responsibility situations. Mutual respon-
sibility, by its naturé, involves and requires more accountability, It is

. antrcrpated ‘however, that in the future special education personnel will be

o

required to assume more responsibility in a traditional X Sense for the se--

verely. handrcapped and ‘the’ multihandicapped. In this way, they will
assume the more tradtgronal role. of the: special educator. The mjldly

bandrcapped who are preséntly served by special education personnel will ™ - *

probably become the focus of initial mainstreaming efforts and be phased
into regular class; programs where they can easily be accomMhodated. Some
educators have stated-that the mildly handicapped probably should ‘never
_ have been taken out of regular education. The potential impact of well-

_ frained special educators on the total educational milieu has yet to be .

* " determined. In this vein, special educators, by the nature of their training
and expenences -with. the handuapped have great potentral to function as

change agents in today s public schools. Historically, many of the i innova-' - -

tions that have now become rnstrtutrons in Amencan educatron were

- founded and tested by special educatron personnel
8. Pressure groups - :

Another i important cdnsrderatron wrth respect tential impact is'the

B 0

effect of such pressure groups as parent groups and teachet unions. Mis-

conceptrons about- what mainstreaming ‘is or about what it attempts to
accomplrsh abound, and intents and service delivery systems in this area
need to be clarified before any hard-and-fast decrsrons are made. The
foremost consideration is the child and how he can best be served Pre-

detenmned factors to beincluded or excluded must be carefully werghed in-,

view of legislation, lrtrgatton and patterns of change. Parent groups who

may be for or against mainstreaming efforts need to understand the concept

-of matnstreammg more fully before they become vocal about it, within
their community. Many. agree that the handicapped student should be with

his normal peers as much as possible considering his strengths, weakness-

es, and future goals. Schools, as preparation for later life experiences, can
. become more closely atuned to the world of work and society-at- -large
when the handicapped are an tntegral part of all the activities within the

schmls Mamstreammg offers less segregated and more real ltfe myolve- !

‘
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ment opponunmcs wnhm the normal home- school communuy m|l|eu In

this respect, mamstreammg programs may be in the best interests of all the if’ .

s Qems handicapped_or. not.’
' 9 “Attitudes : i »
N Probably the most lmponan[ factors to be conmdered are the amtudes of .-
the educators,’parents, and community toward the handtcapped asa'group, L
since these attitudes can affect the success of any mamstreammg effont. -
Fears: -and misconceptions need to be assuaged by current, accurate infor-
» mauon before any positive gams in.mainstreaming can be achleved _This
" most difficult aspect-of achlevmg change requires a. unified effort, in the
most basic sense, fromi those who are trying to initiaty mutual responsnbll- .
ity role delineations loward a mainstream effort.
10, Training =~ : -t
Trammg for mutual (esponSIblhty programmmg concerns every level of

education. Much more.is involved thun mer&y equipping the regular class

‘teacher with additional skills,t3 enable'him to teach more handicapped -
students. Training must b€ viewed within the context of its potential for
“precipitating a pdrity relauonshlp between the institutions of higher educa- '
tion, the state departments of‘education, and the local education agency.
_ These must collaborate to delineate the kind of training needed at both. the
e preservnce and inservice levels. More educators today are recognizing the
' ‘necessity for acommon core of skills for-all teachers regardless of speciali-
» zation. They are also recognizing the ;zed for the general educator to. .

acquire the SklllS that ‘will enable hlm to deal with more variations in

- students. - :

K ' ’Conclusiom'
It has been said that in attempnng to establlsh a mamstream approach for
educaung"handlcapped children one must tonsider the intricacies of >‘buy-.
in and trade-off.*' Sometimes; as_the proverbial cliché suggests, “You
~ have to give a little in order to dChICVC the higher good.”” What are the.
_ prime mouvatprs in attempting to achieve change? How do we get more -
than just participation? Legdslation and other traditional power techniques.
‘s . have succeeded in the past to get pdmc1pauon However, it seems that
participation is just not enough. It may be a beginning, the frst step: The
_ .y~ important goal, and the most difficult one to achleve is gemng personal :
commitment and involvement. This obgecuve requires a systemauc ap-
. proach. ‘with. built-in, tight_ suppon systems tor all those involved m the
process. - . : v o
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Where are We Gomg"
| Reflectlons on Mamstrenmmg

HELEN P. ALMANZA,.,‘, o k-

. Chief Consulrant, S .
.. Education SeniceCénter, C ;’.r
' ‘Region XIII

In the fall of 1976 we .are well into a shlfl o£emphas:s in the dellvery of
_ services to handlcapped children. Although westlll acknowledge the'need

for services separate and, apart from those for normal children, there has

”..

~ been &slgnlﬁcanl shift of emphasis to the delivery of these services within - - .~

the;malnstream of education, Thls change has elicited excitement and -

aeclalm as well as consternation and dlssausfacuon and it has generated an
* enormous amount of &ctivity nationwide as.educators search for ways 10

more effectively serve children. Their efforts represent an ethical commit-
' mem 1o all children — a commitment that is being spurred on, encouraged,

. and. (we mlght as weu be. honest) demanded by ]eglslatwe and _)udlClal .

: dlctale o Y

Mams mgAsPartofaTrend BEEE

-An examination of hlstory reveals.that malnstreamlng is but the: next'”

loglcal step in a process that began in the late nineteenth cemury with the

 establishment of residential schools for the blind, deaf, and retarded * .
* children -Reynolds{1974) has traced the history of services to handlcapped -

 children; his chronology can be summanzed as follows:”

.

Major Emphasis * Appr0x1mate Tlme - Description’
Resndenual schools es- " Late 19th century ‘Care in institutional
labllshed R ! o setting, totally sepa- -

.rate from famlly and

. commumty
2

“class” and *‘special - - Co chlldren living at

school™" launched S home»but edutated -

. with connections . - . ’ . by spécial teachers
back to residential . : *.,  "inspecial schools or

““schools for staff and o _ classes '

curriculum

Community **special - Early 20th century - Day* school situation:. -




. “Explosion™ of ser- ’1945 1970 *Children served in- -
- . . vices with rapid ex- . : public schools, but
- .. pansion of simple - for the most part
) motiel R ' segregated:into spe- -
e s LR T cial rooms with spes
) . Lo . cial- -teachers. Nor--,»»_" .
e o C 0 e malization- concept
T S . began strong thrust
o Least restrictive envi=. " 1970-present . .. Children bemg served
. ronment L Ty public schools, .
Ceew oL ) N - "but increasingly in
IR AT I . the mainstream of
_ , Ut edication, .. with
e LT E /i - major responpsibility , -
- - 5 S " upon regular class- . ‘
IR S room teachers:

a

. , _ Specnal _ educauon .
SR e teachers moving to”
ST e sfppoﬁroteof‘mgu _
lar teachers. Alter- -.
. R o natives available for
B R .. ... - those who-cannot.
S Coen w o function within reg-
1 ularclassroom. |

o

AT T . ." Inclusion versus &x-
S I clusion and right
= S I .t0 ap education

L T s . S movements. becom-
: -:~-~lng strong

.
.
. .

When we Jook ‘back over the past mnety ‘years,' ll‘ becomes clear that -
separale exclusive means and methods of . se ing handicapped children
" are glvmg way 1o procedures and approaches-that allow: thgse children to
_ ~ come out of isolation. The new emphasrs allows them to learn together with .-
S . their “normal"peers It recognizes and gives weight to the idea. that
i " handicapped and nonhandlcapped children are more alike than different,
and it recognizes that educating them: separately is nol only costly and
o ineffective but may not adequately meet their needs. :
R : Whereas once our problem was whether og not to segregate the- chlld in
/ ' order to get specnal help to h|m thls new trend provrdes a number of o
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altematives, such as (1) meeting the needs of the' child in a regular
classroom with little or no special education support; (2) meeting the needs
of the child with varying levels of support, or (3). ‘meeting the needs of the .
.child.in a noneducation setting (Deno 1970). In searching for the appro- .
priate alternative, one should remember that the least restrictive environ-
ment possible is the most desirable. ,
Mainstreaming is viewed by many as a brand néw idea, one Wthh if
ignored will ultimately fail. Néw or not, it is evidence of a loglcal progres-
* _sion from institution to day school to segregated room to regular class-
. Itis obvious that'the trend will not easily be reversed; instead, as we
Loo to the future it makes se&sexo take this next logical step. - &4
The very fact that we have rédently moved into a new phase, accounts for
the accompanying uncertajnties. We -are caught in the very thro¢s of -
change with all the problems naturally associated with a state of change,
Change in our world is constant and inévitable. The truth of Robert
“ Oppenheimer’s statement (1955) that **the world alters as we walk in it”" is

. an obvious one, but we tend to ignore that truth. Not until we reach a major

milestoge do we recognize the change it heralds. Suddenly we feel con-

frontedild threatened by massive changes that have been occurring all

along, unknown tous.

' Recogmzmg that we are part of a trend that has a long standing history

may do much to assuage our fears and permit a more. intelligent soarch for

effective methods of educating our children. Our natural resistance must

not blind us to either the dangers or the advantages of the changes that

mamstreamu)g bnngs '

What Are the Changos?

. . ~

As a consultant to SChOOl districts involved in the everyday; nitty gritty
process of xmplemenung this new delivery system, I ¢an say that I have ‘
seen many ‘changes over the past five years. Some of these changes have
been only superficial. I have seen children removed from segregated,
self-contained rooms to a regular classroom where they sat in the back and
colored pictures for most of the day.-1 have seen a system of grouping
(termed * ‘appropriate placement’’) that isin reality a tracking system. But I
have also seen changes that are notisuperficial, that appear likely to last. .

During these early stages of mainsfrearping I find it impossible to state
with certainty which changes will be permanent. Instead I find it"more
appropriate to describe those changes that I believe are not 5uperﬁc1al—the :
future will determine their permanency. During the past five years | have
observed three kinds of changes: those relating to administrators, Ehose
e T ‘ v . ' . B

2 T ,. ’ N ) . 39

. 38



I3
[y

.+ relating to regular classroom teachers, gnd those relating to special educa-
tion teachers. T _ :
ADMINISTRATORS . - LR
Mainstreaming as a vehicle. The most evident changes have been in
schools where a basi¢c commitment to children and a concern for individual
needs existed. In these schools mainstreamin§.-has been a vehicle for -
) altering regular programs with which the administrators were dissatisfied
because they.believed that many children, not just special education
children, were}lot learning satisfactorily. e e :
Obviously.-specia_l education children have been removed from regular -
-education programs because they do not fitin. If these children are returned
oo to those same programs, they will still not fit in; therefore, many schools
> have'completely revamped their entire organizational pattérn and curricu-
lar approaches, not only to accommodate handicapped children, butalsoto
+~ meetthe individual needs of all their students.

‘ In some instances entire faculties have seized upon this opportujity;to - -
take desired changes. In the process, mainstream children are accommo-
dated and the whole school benefits. One example is Dawson Elementary

.. School in Austin, Texas, which over the past five years has developed a’
N complicated, sophisticated system that attends to the needs of all its
' children. Special education children are more than adequately served
- within the mainstream, but they are not the only children so served. In fact,
this school has developed a system so sophisticated that it is able to admit
- and maintain“special education children who have been removed from
other schools due to the severi ty of their béhavior problems: These children *
are fully mainstréamed.~'ﬁi;th¢ Dawson system and experience success—
: many of them for the first time'in their lives.
I8 , Mid-management changes. Principals have been forced to familiarize. -
' .+ themselves with programs about which they breviously had felt little need
" for knowledge or training. In the mainstréaming movement regular class-
room teachers become responsible for the majority of special children, and
those children are no longer found.,in_’ one room at the end of the hall.
Rather, they are now present within the total system, fot which the” -
'« - principal is résponsible, - - ° ’ .
~° Principals havé suddenly found themselves as managers of the special
: education 'delivery system,’It is a su"ppon system and as such requirés a’
. . manager with anthority. arid wide-sweeping powers. Pringipals havehad to
~-learn how to identify and secure resources both frod \vithi'n and -from
without the school.. They have had to learn how to coordiriate the resources,
< &. e. how to'avoid having four programs operating for a child at one tifne.
' ' The greatest change at the mid-management level, however, has been in-

the growth of planning skills. Principals have. learned how to .plan for .
La .o : .

. B < i .

- . N -~ '

T

£

o - 3 A Lo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



’ . , ) . .. N - . LN,

. ! .il ' ‘ '

' !ndrytdual chrldren how to plan for problems that regularly arise in the
, mamstreammg situation, 4nd how to plan to manage the actual process of
chdnge hself The marntenance of handrcapped children on acampus thatjs ,
~ making a‘ pecrﬁc effort to mamtam them successfully requires skillful
e planmng, * v
Another change Wthh l have observed is the, opportunity for both .-
L mid- management and uppér management levels to have inputinto preser- '
vice trarmng programs for teachers. Many college and university trajning
programs have not kept: ,abreast with the’ changing needs for personnel i ;
- qualified to work’ with- chlldren who have learning problerps; as a- result oL
.they are producing teachers wrthout tl}e necessary skills’ tolxvork success+ ]

. fully with mamstreamed chlldren There is some indication that preservice. .~
training programs have begun to quesl@n admlmstrators o the needs of
the schgols so that their training prograins caqbecome more effective. Thls
does not appear tobe a wrdespread moVement but tentatiVe beglnm"ngs can

beseen SR i ’ .
" Upper-management changes. Untll 1970 the very nature of the system - h
whereby services to special children were delivered tequired the develgp- - i 4

ment of separate powervstructures In many scheol systems'of the eal'ly o
‘seventies a director of élementary programs and a director of secondary :
programs both worked underddrrectpr of curriculum, Equal in authortty to.
the director of cumculum was a director of specral educatlon under whom,
also worked a director of elementary programs and a directdr of secopdary, -
. programs. The director of curriculum had supervisors “,ho:wor]ced wrtﬁ
regular classroom teachers, and the director .of specra,l' educalion _ .
" supervisors who worked with special educatiof teachers.- ln “othier- WOrds e
wo complicated power structures had developed. since 1945L§'0wer sl;'uc- . C
tures that were normally isolated from one anbther and that acted mdepen~ T
dently. AR R
The pawer structures were so separate that pnncrpals who were" ulti-
mately responsi to the director of curriculum found: themselves in -

buildings  with special education teachers who were not; responsrble to . o
them, and who were even evaluated by the other’ power structure. Often <
these principals had no say in the hiring or firing of the spectal education - v
personnel. In'some instances the special education prdgram was so sepa- '
rate that space would actually be rented by specral educatron depanments ¥

for classes in régular buildings. ; .

With the advent of marnstreammg these two power structures have
clashed head on. It is no longer possible for them to remain separate. They
have had to come to grips with **Just who is in charge of what?"" They find
themselves in a posmon where one power structure has the money and the ,
children who need service whrle the other power structure has the person- C :
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nel and the major responsibility for delivering the service. Of necessity
they have had to abandon their isolation and assume joint responsibility— "
guarded though it may be.- E
REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS _
It is within the regular classroom ‘that I have observed the greatest
change. (The change in many instances has been a painfu'l one because it is’
 here on the firing line on a day-in \gd day-out.basis that change has had to”"
take place in order for all to survi ) o
Accountability. Teachers have had to become accountable; not only to
the handicapped children within the room, but to all of the other children
. for whom teachers have not previously been held formally accountable.
Evaluation designs (some would say as a spectre in the background) now
gauge the progress or lack of progress children are making in the
mainstream situation. On the whole-I have not found that teachers fear -
- accountability—many seem'to welcome it. But it is something new.
- Individualized instruction. Many teachers have turned to the techniques
of individualized instruction (with particular emphasis upon organizational
strategies and adaptation of curriculum) in order to allow children to move
at their own rate, work at thajr appropriate instructional level, and learn by
the manner in which they I®am best.. The use of these individualized
instruction techniques becomes an incredible burden if applied to special
students only and not to ‘the entire class; consequently, geéchers who
. f}zay:]‘)'reviously did not use individualized instruction techniques have had to
- Tporganize their total program. This is a tremendous change, and in itself is -
'4’," "'.ygough to cause major problems. Those schools that have cOmmitted
""‘%'ihemselves td individualized instruction before attempting mainstreaming
appear to me to have a less difficult time in maintaining handicapped
children. Two such districts with which I am familiar.are Comal Indepen-
dent School District in.New Braunfels, Texas, and Pinellas County in
. Florida; in both of these, handicapped children appear to have ‘been
. absorbed into the r@ular curriculum with minimum distress for both
children and teachers. Co. '

Materials. Another change is the increased use by classroom teachers of
materials (both commercial and teacher created) other than textbooks, The
use of additional materials extengs beyond handicapped &hildren to all the
children in the class. Of particular note.is the trend toward materials that

' engage a variety of senses.and not just"s'ight (reading). » .

o Attitudes. The attitudg of regular classroom teachers toward the mainte-
" . -nance of handicapped childrep within their rooms appears to be in flux.
Some teachers appear to have greatly changed their attitudes, and evidence
increased confidence in their ability to handle such children (Drezek 1974).
‘Other teachers, however, still appear to be unfavotable in their opinions

-
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(Chaffin antf Geer 1975). My i lmpressmn of teacher amtudes is therefore’
ambivalent.’ -
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
Function: In the past few years, specml education teachers have experi-
enced multiple changes while searchmg\for ‘meaningful ways in which to
- function. Few thmgs arg as threatening as having oné’s job role changed
:?lﬁ&ﬂlly, and no one with practical experience available to help define
e new role. The three teacher role models represented by the well-known
Resource Room Model (Haniill and Wiederholt 1975), the Diagnostic-
Prescriptive Model (Prouty and McGarry 1973), and the Vermont Consult-
ing Teacher Model (McKenzie et al. 1970) appear to be among the ones to
which special education teachers have turned as they grapple with this
challenge. However, seldom, if ever, is the teacher role as defined by the,-
original model identically reproduced in another setting. The teacher role’
model that I have observed most frequently has been a combination of the
three above mentioned models.
Client change. One of the greatest problems that special education
- teachers face is the change from working primarily with chlldren to
working primarily with adults. The regular classroom teacher with whom
‘the special education teacher works becomes the primary client.
Special education teachers are not genemlly labeled mediocre. It has
been my experience that when administrators are asked to evaluate special
" education teachers they reply that these teachers are either the most
talented, skilled, knowledgeable people on their staff, or else the least
capable members. It is almost impossible for the special education teacher
with few skills to advise the regular classroom teacher, and the special

education teacher who is highly skilled still faces thejdifficulties of work- .

ing with another adult. : ~

What is the Next Step? oA

Special education teachers and other special education- personnel have
worked long and hard over the past few. years to get regular educators to
assume meaningful responsibility for handicapped children in the
mainstream. The personnel as a whole have discouraged, even castigated,

" -the use of labeling. They have encouraged the expenditure of funds to
educate regular classroom teachers to meet the needs of handicapped
children, and in general have promoted mainstream concepts. Within the
past few- months a curious phenomenon, difficult to describe and impossi-
ble to document, has surfaced. I sense a retrenching or regrouping of
forces: it appears in the sudden attachment to and reemphasis upon labels,
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categories, and in-depth diagnostic procedures. Are some beginning to fear
an almost total assumption of responsibility by regular education? Such -
assumption is not the intent of well-organized and purposeful mainstream
programs. _ ' ' ' '

Can we project the future from a study of the past? The emphasis has
shifted from institutions to special day schools and segregated classrooms,
and most recently to regular classrooms."What next? If the trend that I have
described continues, will it indicate that regular education will be assuming
more responsibility for mdst of the services to handicapped children? What
then does the future bold for special education? What will our respon-
sibilities be? Will special educators focus their attention and énergies in the :
area of the severely handicapped? Some have even asked whether we will -
exist in the forms that we do today. - : : ’

The answers to those questions will come with time, but I believe that the

"+ trend in which we now find ourselves will continue. In the future only thosé

~wio work directly with the severely handicapped may exist as a separate,
identifiable group. We may well be absorbed into a larger system, carrying
with us the desire to facilitate the leamning of children with problems. As we
.become more involved in_the total decision-making process of this larger
system, our contribution may hasten the time when education that is

. “specjal" is available to everyone, : ’

©
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- Considering theIsspes . =~ ™
HERBERT D. NASH .
. Director Special Education Prog?a;n
. s N\ Georgia Department of Education
I wish to discuss a number of iss gs.that I believe are relevant, pertinent,
. and, as a matter of fact vig@-imyiéwiy’gfﬁ‘ ur job roles and subsequent
responsibilities in deal_jhgwiﬁi ydurlg hangdicapped children. Perhaps it is
o redundant to enter ingo-a’ discussion of the history of special educafion;
‘nevertheless, a short feview isnecessanyfor perspective. What would like .
to do is compare a pilosophy of what was with what Naegd then give my
* ., _  ownobservations of \;‘Aaaqlzggidor will be. L .
' Atone time, special edicators ‘\Xere the good guys. They (we) were the
\pepple concerned about individual differences, about curriculums fitting’
- the needs of children. We were humanistic, responsive, miracle workers.
“We often regarded ourselvés as good fairies who'thought we could turn
frogs into princes. J T - '
The field devised categories, ‘individualized delivery, and designed an -

. accompanying pedagogy for each area of exceptionality. We devised -
methodology angd techniques for training and teaching. There were self-
contained models and itinerant/resource modets and special schools and no
special schools: In short, we devised a set of standards and a protocol that
became virtually impregnable from without andquite rigid from within. As
a matter of fact, we were, are, and may continue to be thought by many to ‘

* be an incestuous sect—a group of separatists who refuse to interface with %;
the general educational milieu. - . .

. During these years, the 50s and early 605, the cutting edge respoqsiﬁility
for p{f)gramwing probably resided with the calleges and universities. The
-involvement of the federal government was ‘token and vested in per-
. sonalities of the moment. State departments of education had minimal -
staffs. Most general assemblies across the country expressed no real -
_commitment, at least not financially. Local education agencies were either
unwilling or unable to provide programs and services. In summary, what,
existed was a huge ‘void, if not a vacuum. What existed was a need to
provide for individual differénces in education which really was reflected
in a disinterestéd society! InEffect, exclusion and nonservice prevailed.
During. the 60s; parents ‘and advocates became. verytestless. Parent
. * " associations began to organize with leadership and power, Policy groups in
responsible’ dgencies were being asked to show Chuss. An 1968, two
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' '--sngmﬁcam events occurred Dunn (l968) wro(e an amcle upsemng the

. special education estabhshmem His paper seriously. quesnoned exlsung ’

practxces attackmg both the philosophy and the delivery of programs and

‘services for handicapped children. That same year the Bureau of. Educauon - '

for the Handicapped was created by legislation; This bureau was to become
a highly viable and creative leadership force at the national level. Further,.
by 1968 nearly every state had some form of full or partial mandates to
serve handicapped populations. Since that time, litigation has continued to
have treméndous impact on the delivery of programs and services.

Just as with the theory eof futute shock, special educanpn has changed
shapes as much as an amoeBZ\ and color moré often than a chameleon. In
1976, we are Iookmg atissues and probjems in the delivery of educational’
programs and services that were virtually unknown five, four, or eventwo -
years ago. In earlier years, we were trying to develop programs through
emotional afipeal. In 1976, law and enforcement are the order of the day. A’

"need for alternative delivery and specialized programming has been re-
placed by mainstreaming philosophy. In 1976, dealing with the issue of

procedural safeguards may be more important than the placement of:

“. childrenin programs commensurate with needs In short, whati issOW may

not meet anyone’s expectations. - )
Today, we find ourselves grappling with issues no Ionger phllosophlcal ‘

or idealistic; rather, we are dealing with reality. Let me briefly share some

of my concernsrand observations. The United States Congress has asserted

itself and, consequently, so has the federal government. First, let me
- discuss the issue of unserved populations. If | appear biased in some of the

impending statements, please know that no apology is offered. I believe
that the present definition of unserved is narrow and unprescriptive and
fails g'enerally to respond to the needs of’all handicapped. I believe any

- definition offered must include the concept of appropriate education. We

N

know of the ever-increasing emphasis on;programs for the s{@ierely hand;

- icapped. At the other end, we are all parhally aware of the pRssure upon
.. most states, particularly those that now receive large sums in special, as

opposed to general, education. In‘effect, we are being forced to expand
horizontally, which means that programs must move quantitatively and
with little regard for quality. The issue is not so much money or the lack of
it but a combination of dollars plus manpower shortage and the inability of
the whole educational spectrum to adjust as rapidly as needed.

I see us, then, expanding in both directions. Our field is being asked to

"“assume responsibility for more and more children and youth who, .
. philésophically and professionally, have not been considered a part.of the ;™. - .
" handicapped and gifted population. Almost daxly,most of us probably say,.

“What in the hell is special | educatxon"” We'feel it in many ways For




‘ ’ - ..example, many states now feel the squeeze of de alegorjization from such
 sources as teacher education and certification in state departments.. On the
other hand, colleges and universities have not yetreally responded.to the
, need for identifying the common elements that exist among programs, *
_* o particularly mental handicap areas, for training purposes. There is little
- effort 10 aliefsthose curriculams in the public schools which would be .
. commenisurate with the needs .of the gray, hazy, area between formal
.'special and formal regular education. Under the bell-shaped curve resides a
“mythical gmuchept that public school people consider them as being
.. real—for whom almost no educational- programs and services are pro-
vided. Will we be forced to take on this population? I am afraid of change
that occurs before its validity has been established, justas I am afraid when
" change.lags behind its time. Yet, v_vhen one looks at all the\valjiables and
-~ factors' that now affect our businéss, - it is very clear that our forces of
change are more external than‘ifiternal. We fre continuing to see an
- increase in resource room itinerant programming—i.e., mainstreaming—-
and it is happening at a 100 rapid rate. I
" Quantitatively, we-are looking great; Qualitatively, it frightens r#e to
think what might be happening to some of our children. I see the movement

as being no differént than the fonnerly'unwritt¢r1_ law to place every childin =

a self-contained classroom: done without planning and well-designed
programs both probably result in more harm than good. I believe we myst

deal with the whole issue of mainstreaming.. What will mainstreaming”
‘become? Are our children **drowning’” in the mainstream? Are we failing .

to deal with the réal issi €s, such as traditional, unresponsive carriculums? - - .
5 i} pons

What dogs ll;.é":g_lqu‘al concept of least restrictive alternative or environment

entail? Does _il‘teally;‘QQ¢ah;d‘g:ins_tfgﬂgiohajiz‘ati'or_’l,-':‘fn_x_'» does it mean appro-

priate curjt':ivqi_ajl'_lirh'_fqésignatioﬁ?;_Wil]:4li_ii&’;c<§rfc€pt'be defined only by the

courts or thfqi'xgh.fl‘iijgagi'bn:?'fl;ve[i'_if"the right to education is established,

+ we must nof lose;the :bé§ic:.defﬁi"i'tibn of education. Order does not always

emerge from'chabs. .- "% ¢ . v

Perhaps the.redl jssugssnherent in this particular discussion center more

aroundareas of: responsibility and degrees of professional emphasis. I
sincegelylope that professional responsibility will have a place in the final

. decisio}i‘ ?naking process, or we will be remiss if this aspect is not ensured. I
' hope that the federal government, Department of Health, Education and

Welfare (HEW)-and Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) will
take a long, hardlook at funding specific programs directly and possibly
‘ - Managing “programs across staté lines for the low-incidence, severely
handicapped populations. There are populations in most of the country, in
‘most of the smaller states, which probably cannot be managed in any one
state. Possibly hat we need are interstate consortiums or programs, but at

Y
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v thigpome jee, noreason why there should notbe direct federal government -

planning, fundit & and possibly thanaging of programs for the deaf, blind, = . '

severely mululymdrcapped and severely retarded. On the other hand, I
believe states should continue to expand and assume responsrbrlrty for
. general special education program funding and delivery of services. .=
Most of us are familiar with the Deno Cascade of Services (1970). The:
states should be responsrble for the-ensurance of a full array of seryices
,enerally consistent with that model. Federally. appropnated funds s?ould _
“not conﬂrct with the priorities. established within states, particularly if the
- states have mandates and the full array of services. Procedural safeguards-
and due process are . anorher matter. Smce we, already have those real
contingencies apd since there have been vrolauons in past years, interven-
tion may be necessary across the country. General concerns of the profes-
sion concernirig due process are expressed often and vociferously. I-am of
" the opinion,-however, that this i |ssue in concept is resolved because it is
now law. The problem now is how to implement the concept——not what is °
meant by it. :
= I think we should all continue to express genuine concern regardrng
merpretauon of .all new legislation. Our. concemshould be for the. chil-
dren. We are living in a new era in special education; we are Irvrng inan era
+ of public involvement. We must be responsive to Congress and to state
‘general assemblies. We-must be responsive to our own profession. We
must be responsive to the public. Mostimportantly, we must be responsive
to the needs of children. Perhaps our polemic d|lemma canbe summanzed '
with the following bit of prose. A
" 3
*TO THE WORLD’S GRAPE PICKERS
UPON ENTERING THE VINEYARDS"’

by Don Bates
- " ~
It has been the policy in the past; both formal and informal, to
v . delineate the grapes. Because ofvhe numerous varieties of grapes,
Sve, the pickers, have let ourselveg, becomeé specialists in our own
i variety. Seldom do we let ourselvg sin by picking from the wrong
' arbor, for sinners will be damned. '

We now have pickers that '%ljze only in picking normal
grapes; those that pick only health pes; those that pick only sour
grapes; those that pick only 1shnve}ed grapes, those that pick only
subnormal grapes} thos® that pid{' gnly grapes that squeak when
squeezed; thosg lh}t pick grapes {) fow only in the dark; and those
that pick grgpi ggro_\x oRly:/ilie ¢ guietest part of the vineyard.

Now, fellQw, a.r ¥ asansen amorig us. God, i His
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: .WIsdom has permmed the grapes to gmw and flourlsh Inso domg, e
they have come to know one'another and, even worse, have joined in
a unijon to produce whole new varieties of’ grapes of which we were
previously unaware: Now we are fyced with' grapes that are sour and
.shriveled; grapes that aré normal but-squeak; normal grapes that
" grow only in the dark; g,rapes that grow in the quiestest and darkest

" part of the vineyard; grapes that grow in the dark and are subnormal;
! and the very worst of our fears ‘has'been realized in finding subnor "«' :

. mal sour, shriveled grapes gmwmg in the darkest and quietest pans L'.;r'. : ‘
of the vineyard. , RN
Fellow pickers, -we ﬁnd ourselves ina temble dilemma.. On
atriving at the vineyard, pickers are now seen looking over: the
- various types of grapes trying to find those that they are prepared to
pick. Now we are 2 having full scale arguments between the pickers
- towhose grapes are whose. While all this dlalogue and diagniosing is i
going on in the vineyard, damned few grapes are being picked. As a N
matter. of fact, if one looks at the vineyard, -grapes are now scattered i
all over the ground and we are trampling them in our haste to find our
own. Needless to say, this is a most distressing situation. However,a _
* solution has been reached, which we hope will be.agreéable.to all - - /
concerned. We understand that at first it may work some hardships
“on various pickers, but please try to bear with us.for the time bemg
THE POLICY HENCEFORTH WILL BE:
* Whenyouenter the vineyard, pick those grapes that are nearest at
~ hand. Be notso concerned over the variety and specialty. Be sure you ,
- pick all the grapes that need picking. Be not concerned that someone ' .»‘
elseis workmg on the same arbor: grapes are grapes and he may need
help..
In short let’s get the crop out or we will all be lookmg for _]QbS
Sincerely,
The Management

~————_

v N
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MmrMhor on the Wall””
B e

JAMES M. REUSSWIG
Supertmendenl Vallejo City Umf ied SchooI Dlstncl

4

..‘Theviews| present here are not.in the mamstream of educatlonal adminis-
trative, management or social thought, of many of my fellow superinten-
~ deq& Since I_have this opportunity,-I want to addreSS myself to
mamﬁreammg as a broad social, educatlonal concept. 'When we speak of

- mainstreaming we should go fir beyond iirusual definitions of handicap-

E ped. Mainstreaming is for-all children; it is for all personnel; it is for the -

whole school and district; it is viewing each school as a growth environ- "

3

ment for all its participants. Frankly, I have difficulty deﬁmng the hand-
icapped. Is it the black or the white? The lame or the swift? The retarded or

the gt?ted" The teacher. who secks help, or the teacher who hs fully

;- self-contained and self-sufficient? The pnncnpal so open that he is always- E

being ‘hurt, or the. principal so closed and guarded that he never knows the

pain of sharing (nor,the rewards)? : <

Or are we all handicappéd if we:do, not, know ourselves 'do not have o

some sense’of power, some controbof:our Awh destiny? Are we all equally,

but dlffemntly handicapped, if we do hp!'l{now the worth and value of -

every other human being? Do wqtkeep ‘ ,lng, **There, but for the grace of
- God, go»l ” or do we start saymg,' My-Gpd I need help, too and from
hlm and her and them."*

Perhaps I need to’speil out where’l‘s‘ and phllosophlcally When I ask;- .
. .- myself what are the main gurposes of education, I always respond with .
" two. First, the educational process has to enhance the umqueness ofeach '

.individual. What I want for myself I have to want for you and f6F our -

children. I want to e, I do not want to be you. Hopefully, you want to
be youand nop me. Education, if that is what the schooling process is, must
be an expandmg experience for children as individdals. Conformity, and
maybe that is what schooling is too much about, is adetracting experience.

I'need to know my uniqueness. Ineed to be able to fedlit, tohave pride init, . -

to share it, to give it to you and others. And, for my own growth;, I need you
to share’ your unique self wnth me in the same feeling, prideful way.
Second, I see the need to assist children to.cope with their envnronmertu,!
themselves, their friends, their family, their school, and their neighbog
hood; their nation, their world. But beyond that, 1 feel a need to‘help
children develop the skills.to change that environment when ubi:essary I-
am lmmensely concemed that the cult of accountabrhty pypﬁmded atop
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the testing and data processing cult, is racing us pell-mell toward thinking
~of children as statistics, easily measured, finitely categorized into quar-

tiles, pefce_ntiles, standard deviations, and lots of other mystifying terms |

~ .refuse to understand. Frankly, statistically my curve is skewed.

. . € N . . ~
g The concern I want to convey.® one of children as children, children as

-human beings, children as citizens, children as people neéding roont and
opportunity to ‘grow into responsible, caring, problem-solving ygﬁth and
adults. All the accountability and statistical measures in math and reading

are not going to help our children o cope with racism, war, poverty,'the

environment, and an unjust .social systerp. The goals, the_-i;urposes, the
objectives of education have to be broader than our statistigal measures. So

.  does the process. Mainstreanging, as Fseits construct, js that process.
Mainstreamin_g t0 me is the involva#nent of the to,;:‘a'l school: children,

~*  teachers, aides, principals, secretaries, cusxédians,,pdoks. Itis a process of

sharing what we know and feel with each other. It is a process of involving -

all the members of that scﬁool,socicty in planning, implementation, gnd
- evaluation. It is a: process that accepts a premise that all of us know more
than any one’of"us.- It is a process that accepts that each school is rich in
talent and _di\:gr:sity. Itis a ptocess that accepts’the contribution each of us

can make to thé growth of that school society. Itis a process thayaccepts the

school as a growth, environment. It is’a process that acceptse But our

schools, our school societjes, our sociely are not yet accepting institutions.
. They are not yet growth environments. My concept of mainstrearhing
 includes everyone, not just those:we label as handicapped.

We have developed‘heat, ir}Sik}ious ways to keep children out of the .

¢ mainstream. Let me use one example. Some years ago, aformer state
o - superintendent of public instruction, a fearless and feckjess character, was
T on one of his frequent spreading-the-gospel missions out of staté. On this
- occasion, he was in Portland. He was there with his concrete find—all

Ins

do about kids wio use bad {anguage at'schools, our leader replied, **Send

" them home 10 stay until-they learn proper English.”” T know of a case in -7
w7 Vallejo where that was attempted. A 'seventh grader called his teacher’a *

- "MF; She was greatly upset and could ot be:mollified until she was assured

mixed up and permaneritly set. To’a téacher’s earnest question of what to

that the. vice principal would take thiat ySungster home*and confrorit the

+

did. He rang the doorbell and waited for thi:f
- father took one look;, recognized the vice priric
what has that little MF done?”’ '

* fokthe language, habits, and culture they bring to school. Here was a child
-* that needed to be in schodl, needed to be mainstreamed, neéded tobéina

._,;'5%. | | ' h 5 1 f R
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ipal, and said to him, **Now.

. ;- parents with the awfulness of his Iangu'ég_g.; Reluctantly, the vice principal =

-« ..Wecontinue to send children home or lock them out in more subtle ways "

L E

\

drent; the door opened. The - -
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growth envu‘onment where he could dxscover other more acceptable unique

‘qualities abowt himself. Here was a child who needed assistance to copeé
] wuh the totality of his environment. Here was a child who needed some
’ skills to know how to go about changing those aspects of his environmént

that obviously needed changmg The child was not the only one who

" needed to grow. The teacher had equal needs. .

That teacher.needéd to learn how to accept the differences among her

~ pupils—not just their reading and math scores, but their language, cus-

toms;-and value systems. She needed to learn that this youngster had come

. froma different socnety, notless good, riot better, but different. She needed

o understand that this child had some uniqueness to offer’er and the other
pupils. She needed to understand that the white middle-class gociety and its
Jvalue syslem are not necessarily exemplary. She needed to understand that
the mainstréam of American society must be pluralistic and that she had
missed-a chanee to add a dimension of plurahsm to her school socrety,
Too ofterf; 1 am afraid, the teacher in the classropm falls into a very-
human habit of wanting to see reflections of herself.-We can almost repeat
those words of vanity, **Mirror, mirror on the wall, who's the fairestbne of.
all?”’ And, as that story gogs, the sough,t -after answer is . *Why, you are the
fairest one of all!”” We tend to be ‘most comfortable with those who are
mirror images of o rselves we want to separate those who are different o
getrid of the e#nes As each extreme is remoVed there is, of course, a
new extreme., That was the process we went through for a number of years.
We created spec“ial classes for.every-imaginable deviation from that mir-

" rored norm that opr | nice, neat, healthy minds could imagine, such as,
‘ . retarded severely retarded, emotlonally handicapped, educationally hand-

lcapped, and on and on.:But you know them as well as or better than L.

«- Then, as if that separatxon was not enough, we devised all kinds of ways of

further sorting children. We grouped within a room or among rooms. We -

were smart though becau$e we gave them clever, conceahng names hke
Bluebirds, Yéllowbirds, Redbirds, or Alpha, Beta; Gamma, brx, ¥, z. As
smart as we were, the children were smarter because, they knew, and felt,
that no matter what name we called them we meant dumb, average, and

‘7 bright: What a'terrible decision to make aboit children. We weré de iding
“that we would expect less from two out of every threexchildren than they -
. were capable of glvmg That self-fulﬁllmg prophecy was fulfilled.

Dueto our réliance on testing and our looking {00 often at that mirrof on

the waﬂ Wwe had handrcapped all children. Not only did we have the

intended classifications of handicap, we had unknowmgly created -the

normal handicap and the bright handicap. All the children were now

handxcapped because there was no mainsiream, no pluralism; and, since

they had no chance to share lhelr riches of difference and uniqueness with
- . ¢
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- one another, there was no humanism. There was not even an opportunity to
o ass"kst' them'in 'éop'ing, with their environment be¢ause we had altered the
environment, . : - :
~ Unfortunately, that was.nof the end, nor even the beginning, of the .
devastatjons we heaped upon our children. Long before we developed- «
. those niches of handicaps we had excluded:other children. ‘We had totally
- - separate schools, or no schools at all, for children who were black or Indian
-or Chicano. For two hundred years:we looked at that mirror. and said,
_ “‘They. are different; they are less good, they cannot go to school withi our
v children’’’ And, we continue to say it today. Despite conicerted efforts
during the past several years and notable gains iri'some geographic areas,
- more children and youth are in racially isolated schools than was the ¢ase
- just a few years ago. That mainstream of America.and of American-
education is still an elusive goal for whole segments of our population. As
- my-wife said, when' she ‘inquired about the topic-of this: paper, ‘‘The
‘mainstieam is great as long as you are not up 4-side creek without a
paddle.”’ That is true because we have put so many children u[’those. side
. creeks and not even givep them.a paddle. Now we have the Holt‘Amend-
“ment to the Education Appropriations Bill, which forbids assigning chil-’
- dregto school on the basis of race, ‘elhnicit’y,,or'sex. Evenr Congres§ is |
telling whole segments of our children that they shall not get into the .-
" maipstream. . _ IR S .
. The mainstreatof America is everyone. The miainstream of education is
<@ everyope. o e el
7 .- Earlier, inf an illustrationf, I was critical of a teacher. Perhaps it was_
. unjust. Perhaps her college or univerSity thought that the, way o educate :
her, to help her.grow, was to train her. Her professors called themselves ™
. ‘“‘teacher traingrs." That terminology disturbs me. Please! You train dogs *
. and lions. You educate people, and help,them to grow. Call yourselvés and: .
* your programs something else. If you are bankrupt for titles, let me suggest
. “Leader of* Learners"’ or-*‘Growth Gurus”; almost anything except
. . ‘‘teainers.”” Pethaps tha{ teacher was lonely, unsure, afraid. Perhaps her
school was not a growth environment for her. Chances are that she had no
opportunity to participate in-the school’s plans; that she was not able to
_evendiscover, let alone share, her uniqueness with other teachers; that she.
was not able to'share her skills, or her fears, with other teachers. Chances .
are that she had no opportunity to develop trustin her principal and fellow -
teachers. Chancés are excfllent that a growth en\ﬁrb_,ment does not happen
by chance. It happens be®ause someone cares enough about how people
. feel-about themselves and others and their work:fo bring themn into the -
mainstrear of that school. It is exeeedingly difficultfor me to imiagine how . .
children are to become <creative in their leaming if their teacher is not
54 . 53 7.
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.creative in her/hls teaching; how children wﬂl enhance their uniqueness if
 their teacher has no opportunity to enhance he;/hls uniqueness; how cfyl
* dren will learn to cope if their teacher cannot ¢ope; how children will learn

to efféct charfge if their teacher gannot change; how children will grow if
their teacher cannot grow; how chiildren will develop trust f their teacher is
not trusting; how. chlldren w:ll become humane if rf@gteacher is in-
humane. ’
Fortunatelgve are begmnmg to turn arourﬂegmmng to see the needs
of all children, not separate, but together and strengthening each other. As
this encouraging movement called mainstreaming gathers momentuPn
however, it causes me some anxieties. First, as we bring our so- called

. handicapped childrén back mto the mainstream, ‘are we.really sure it'is a
“healthy, growing env1ronment for children? Is that mainstreamed class-

room and school accepting, ; and human and sharing? Is it an environment -
where all the participants are growmg" Is it a place where all the part|c1- :

" pants feel good about themselves, about each other, about their roles? ~

Second, | do not sense much advocacy to-include in that mainsfream lhe

plurahsm of our.society> There are tifes when I feel terfibly alone as'
- advocate desegregation and integration. Thereare times when I feel I have

been swimming upstream, throughout my career, that suddenly the waters

-run faster as I grow weaker. So, as I pledge my support to you in your

efforts to mainstream the handicapped children, I solicit your Support for
my efforts to _mainsffeam all. children regardless of racé; ethiicity, or
economic status. |.ask your support for a national view of mainstreaming -
that supports the Fourteenti” Amendment of the Bill of Rights—**equal

protection under the law.’* Together, for all chlldren we can reflect on

John Donne’s words, whieh I paraphrase: No man is an island unto himself

— each is a piece of the continent, & part of the main — any child’s death ’
,diminishes mé for Iam mvolved in mankind.
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R 'Somthndamental'“,lsisuesQ
'~ on Financing Special Education

WILLIAM P. McLURE
Direoﬁ; .
. Bureau of Educh‘tiforibl{?esearch _
College of Education LT
. o University of lHlinois ot
. L . - ~ "Q'

Presented here are preliminary findings arising in part from a study on the
financing of special education which I am “conducting for the glllinois
School Problems Commission and the Illinois Office of Education. The
theme of this monograph, though a worthy subject in its own right, has
- fag-reaching implications. It raises many questiops about the tsends in
special education—where it has been, where it is, and where it is going. I
*want to pursue thése quéstions briefly, because I think the answers will
provide perspective for a more rational system of financing.

.
i

=i~ Changing Nature of Special Education -
Special education started as a program of instruction to meet the needs of
severely handicapped children—thosé with “serious neurological - and '
physiological difficulfes. These children, ‘constituting something like four
to five percent of the total school population, had special learning difficul-
ties that were not explained or altogether associated with their primary
handicaps. Programs for these ghildren were intended to meet individual
“needs; they became unique, de "'f’ope_d a public and political constituency,
- and contributed to the general effort ‘$f the school systems 48 focus more
attention on the needs of every indivigua, . ' - :
During the past quarter of a .cenmfy%ughly 1950 to 1975—there has |
been a profound expansion in the scope of special'educggion. Muchffort -
‘has been devoted to ifvention of better labels or defmitions, so”as to
accommodate learning and:other dévélopmental needs of pupils within a
“more dignified and humane mode. Foregxample, **exceptionality”” has .
JTeplaced *‘handicap,” and **slow learner® has been substituted for “men-
" tally retarded.”’ Sume of these terms may be just as ambiguous as their
predecessors, but at least they sound better. _
- The general trend in“}pecial education is gpward inclusion of ’chilgren
. 2 .
e
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with less severe edﬁcatlonal handxcappm& conditions or “excep-
tionalities.’’ The major question today is whether special éducation has
reached a crossroads or a watershed in its drive.jo meet the peeds of
individuals. No matter where we draw the line for admission (ﬁ pupils, -
-there are always some just beyond the-limits who need some “special .
attention not presently provided. Thus, my first ma_|or premise is that
special education is set on a course of individual need fulfillment—the
fundamental objective of all education in our society. Itcan neither stop nor '
- retreat; it can only continue to expand until a totally adaptive or respansive
school system is developed for every individual. :

An important issue il education is whether this expansion of resources in
the system should be conducted through special education modes of opera-,

_tion or in other ways. It is essentjal to recognize that attention to individual
needs - the objective of the total school system and not the exclusive -
prerogative of specidl education. For example, I estimate that two-thirds of
all spectal education pupils today are already in maihstreamed regular
programs and assigned primarily to reguldr teachers. The specxal teachers
provide supplemen(Ary instruction™and sgrvice. One of the foremost issues
in mainstreaming is not who should be mainstreamed (out of the five

_percent of handicapped pupils), but how to intprove the shared instruction
of those who are mainstregmed and those who will be.

Thus the tendency vpdEs¥| ‘separatlsm androf bifurcation in the early
stages of special educauon 'm&y be dissolvingsn the process of expansion. . ’
The terms special teacher and regular teacher.will have to be redefined in
new contexts of knowledge and modes of operation. The dreams of special
administrative and instructional empires miy vanish, but-the skills of
expert diagnosis and teaching will continue. As school systems move «
further toward peeting the exceptional needs of all individuals, they will
capitalize on the coljributions of special education programs, vocational
education, the so-called aeddemxc areas, and the specuﬂ service areas of
counseling and guidance.

' A dilemma now appears as to how school’ systems can develop further to
become what I call *‘totally adaptive systems™” to meet, the.exceptional
needs of all individuals. If the dévelopment proceeds fhainly through
special education programs, theh ultimately special education no longer
will be entitled to designation as a special field. Special education would -
change from the stage of a componcnt part to the encompassing perspective
of the total system: This may'be a?good route for future developments. In
any event, if my major preﬁﬁw,of i trend toward development of the total
adaptive system is co‘rrect the conditions of differentiated teaching talent
and instructional strategxes will persist; and the necessity to design fiscal
mehods to accommodate tuhe system will follow. :

&

o
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. .  Costs '.
- We:new Ea‘ve the methodology to determine total comparative costs of
“ operationally definable programs with reasonable precision. Expenses fall
. into three broad categories: (1) direct instructional activities and materials;
< (2) publicservice, e.g. , traggportation, food service, rehabilitation, health{
"~ \(3) capital facilities. These classifications permit analyses and compari-
- Ysons acrospthereat variety of needs ranging from the child who must have
24-hourt a day care to the mildly excéptional pupil who requires only alittle
# extra help above the regular child.
= "‘: Costapary with the severity of handicap, which in turn calls for varying
2 . ‘iﬂ(engity of educational resources for treatment or instruction and allied
*  services. Costs are srelative to a common base of reference, which I have
sed " a number of studies’ in the elementary EChool grades, excluding -
+  preschool pupils and those in all special programs receiving special state-
i and fgderal earmarked aids. The base of reference is defined as regular
pupils. . “ . ' . : ;
High school prggrams can be structured as basic academic, vocational, -
-« * and special education. The latter can be compared to basic dcademic 3
. programggnternally withjashe school or to the regular elementary base. for
comparisons within and among twelve-grade systems. (2RI I
My purpose in mentioning these structural matters is to én’fh gize that
we cannot single out special education’ or any other pregram df€a, and
develop a rational method of costanalysis solely for that area. Theganalysis
must be based on the total strudfure.of the programs and services ithin the
system. We need a uniform, general structure.of cost analysis to serve the
following purposes: . o '
1. To provide a picture of reality for locaNplanning, operation, and
¢ evaluation . o .
2. To provide better comparisons among school systems within states
3. To provide better comparisons among states J .
4. To improve the equalization of state aid in relation to educational
needs among systems .. : :
5. To assure fiscal neutrality with respect to:
a. Variable prevalence rate of high-cost pupils among local districts
* .b. Variabl€ imipact of pupil needs upon the local district tax base
c. Flexibility of instructional strategies within and among programs as
to .

. *

-

-

/'»1-

— Degree of mainistreaming .

— Diffegeptiation of teaching and learning styles
—-Develpment of *‘preventative'” measures
~d. Start-up costs of.new programs

ss »5'7
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A system of pro&{
educ'atibn. Suchia
tion of instructi¢in;ah
Illinois study I afn pricing out twenty-two special programs including .
preschool handicapped, kindergarten, compensatory (Title b federal),
bilingual, and gifted. These exclud. some fifteen vocational programs
receiving special aids in five major a:cas of agriculture, home economics,
trade and industrial, business and distributive, and health occupations. -
New developments are observed among these programs to mainstream °
pupils with exceptional needs. ' '

e. Responsibility for pupils : 2,
— Shared rather than proprietary interest within schools . ,
— Assignment of severely handicapped pupils to special regional
centers, private agencies, and nonschool governmental agencies
6. To improve the state educational information system:
—Basis of fiscal analysis in relation to educational programs and
objectives v : , ’
— Leadership and monitoring functions of the Office of Education
— Public policy formation a :

e

..
‘ °  Concluding Reméarks .
. F- ° .
m.cost analysis is one of thé most fundamental needs in
must be designed to fit the best possible organiza-

nf” supportive services to children. In the current

As we examine the school districts in Illinois, we find that most of the

unmet needs in special education are mild exceptions that can be met in
local districts. There are regional co-ops (Joint Agreement Districts) for
concentration of low numbers of moderately and severely handicapped
pupils. There arc a few super-regions for very severely handicapped

pupils. S

The vocational programs are developing on a regional basis for

specialized training at the advanced level in *‘Area Vocational Centers.”
Incidentally, I must emphasize that vocational education will be
mainstreaming increasing numbers of pupils with‘moderate and mild
difficulties and many with severe handicaps. The greatest problem is not in
the regional programs but in the local districts. where the mild excep-
tionalities occur for larger numbess of the school population, particulatly
for those not being identified and provided with extra help in a special
program. - : ‘ . '

My main concern at present is to devise a feasible financial system to

serve the present proliferation of programs. It now appears that the twenty-
. » . « o .

two special programs may be grouped into five qr six cost categories

because some instructional programs have comparable costs. I shall be able

2} . : .
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. approaches to financing special éducation:

v

to test this. proposition after all data are in and analyzed. Instead of
twenty-two cost mdexes five or six.may serve the ﬁscal needs of the
programs. . ‘

Moreover, there may be other lmpor(am advamages Dlsmcts need
flexibility in bringing together a critical mass of resources 'to provide
diverse treatments. Because state and federal funds are often earmarked,
efforts have been fragmented and duplicated and personnel have not been:
used to maximum efficiency. These tendencies tan be turned toward a-
more unified effort, a step that will become increasingly important as states
develop such intermediate administrative units as regional vodational cen-
ters, special education’ cooperauves and regional service centers for health
and other needs.

Out of these conSIderauons I am trying to ‘examine three fqndamemal
g

1. Full state funding of extra costs qbove the basic (regular) programs,
after deducting federal funds that likewise are designed to,share in the extra
costs.
: 2. Full cost allowance of spec1al programs through ap;ﬁ'opnate program

. we&hungs to be built into the general state aid formula, again adjusting for
- equivalent federal funds. ~ ,

3. Simplification of the bit-by-bit add-ons for **special teachers sup-

- portive staff, and special expenses in present practice, wnh no accounung

®

method to determine the actual €xtra costs, )
These altematives are treated in a final report of the current Illinois study on
speCIaI education.
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.. sEcTIONH
HIGHER EDUCATION PERSPECTIVES

ln this section v:ce-pre.gldems deans deparlmem chalrmen and profes-

_Sors of education take a long, critical look at the role of teacher training

institutions in providing quality education for all children. They accept
responsibility for the barriers to mainstreaming that they have helped
bwld and admit 1o having resisted change; as a group, however, they
commit themselves 1o greater self-examination dnd openness in expressmg
their viewpoints. ‘ ..

Fishell and Fox. introduce the section by airing and dtscussmg some of
the embarrassmg problems facmg institutions .of higher edugation that.
wish to mainstream themselves. They maintain that thesé problems can be
dealt with. Howsam presents a history of the University of Houston College
of Education’s effort 10 mainstream itself. This effort includes considera-

Jionofa plan to educate children within the same teaching/learning space

that teacher trainers and teachers in training use on the Umversaty of
Houston campus. ' "N

Kalaska and Best raise a vdriety of questions that confronl teacher
educators who train teachers to work with mainsireamed children.
‘Kokaska asks how higher educationscan facilitate the mainstreaming of
children who have previously been denied access or have dropped out of
public education. He wonders how colleges can recruit the large numbers
of teachers still needed to work exclusively with exceptional children and to

(4

support the efforts of regular teachérs. Best inquiries whether some rypes -

of exceptionalities respond 1o, mainstreaming better than others, and

further.questions how mainstream programs should respond 10 differences

in severity of handicap. He also expresses concern for the ofien overlooked-

» needs of secondary students with exceptionalities. n
The Norfolk StaggCollege article presents a model for preservice and

inservice teacher’ ning which is designed to fatilitate mainstreaming

_efforts. Rather than presenting models from several different educational

institytions, we felnhat viewing one model from four poinis of view would
be a unique wdy “of providing an example of an alread) accomplished
coordinated effort in this area.

Cavwley writes from the perspective of a classroom teacher faced with -

meeting the educational needs of mainstreamed children. His article.
presented in letter form, demonstrates that a teacher can be cﬁnf dent
about such an assignment when he has beeq prepared for it through
inservice training provided by leucher training institutions.

S .80
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Facilitating Mainstréaming in Preservice
and Inservice Training Programs
in Higher Education

KENNETH N. FISHELL
: Associate Dean
College of Education and Social Services
| : and. SO
’ WAYNE L. FOX
. * " Chairman
Spec:al Educgtion Area . »
* Unjversity of Vermont . e

@

Vermont has adopted the term *‘responsive mainstreaming’’ to describe
special education services delivered within the regular public school sys-
tem. The concept includes not only the placement of mildly handicapped
learners within regular classrooms but also the provision of resources that
the regular q!.assr?om teacher needs to assure each learner’s progress. The
educational personnel in undergraduate and graduate preservice and inser-

vice programs at the University of Vermont are expected to eventually play

a major role in the implementation of responsive mainstreaming. The

purpose of the graduate program in special cducauon is to train an educa-

tional specialist—the consulting teacher. :
Consulting téachers are trained to provide special education SCl‘VlCCS' to

eligible feamners in regular pubhc school classrooms through consultation

with classroom teachers, school administrators, and the children’s parents;
thus, they represent a.significant contribution to the resources available to

regular teachets. On our campus, spzcial educators have made significant .

contributions in vocational and speéch pathology training programs. In

fact, most of the discussion and activity concerning mainstfeaming;’not,

only at the University of Vermont, but everywhere in higher education,
seems'to be taking place among special educators. Certainly “the special
education staff is an integral part of the college’s faculty, but in the near
future we feel that such discussion and activity must include others. Thus;
the remainder of this paper will focus on educauonal programs other than
special education. o

Educators have long talked in generalities regarding * equalny of educa-
tional opportunity,”’ **recognizing individual differences,’” **meeting the
needs of all leamners,* and *“initiating instruction at the learner’s level."”

Lo
'

61



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- and "teacher organizations have attemp(ed 10 gain: greater dontrol of the

.o

Educators constantly restate and reaffirm ideas of this soit Without- ever
conSIdenng what might be done to realize them. ,lf we ever did what we
have been‘vsaylng we do we would now havq programs that mamstream all

e . .
Most preservuce and inservice tralmhg of educauon’aL personnel still falls
under the direct influence of hngher educatxon Wh:lc.mdn'ldual schools

educauon training process in. a’ vanqty‘ of’ wa)bs fegy gstablishment of
teacher centers and local peer cemﬁcatlon b()ards) most' tramlng programs
still.rely upon Course credit, credennaled faculues degree’ grantmg. etc.,

following the model presented by. col-legc:$ And umvcrsmes Thus, the
implementation of mamstreammg,concopts‘wﬂl depend greatly upon the
leadership provided by higher educauon NS :
> Those of us who work in a collega onnmversny Scmng ‘tend to bc

"*insulated from the real worldqf theclasstoom and are forced to deal with

“ have to get our hands dmy'maklng th’mgs happen: At the sametume we,
must be increasmgly aware of thc sngmﬁcant rolé that teachers can play.ln_: .
the design and evaluation of: umversny.trammg programs s TN

most problem areas second or fhirdhand.: Malhstreammg is certamly no

exception." We may prepare tenchers to accept a b,roader range of children

in their classrooms. We may, prepare pnnCIpaTs and supenntendents 0

‘admlmster new progr s. We > may !preparé'state educanon agency person-

nel to be responsible tor enforcmg new: reguiauons But, we in higher -
education will not have to teach the student counsel the parent, attend the’

faculty meeting, rearrange theé seh,edule etc ln bther words, we enjoy the
luxury of mjaking- recommendanons ‘and- pronouncements buft we do not

- Another p:oblem in higher educauon lsthq dlvided loyalty of the fa u
‘member. In contrast to the speCIal educatgr who accepts the responsibil
for? |mprovmg educational programs for- handlcapped learners,
‘mathématics- educator thehlstonan educator. the science-educator, etc.,

-~

";’must dggide whether his loyalty iy with the dlsc1pl|ne or with education in < R

&,neral Even if he does: put edqcauon ﬁrst his loyalty is generally (o

ther education mstuutmns;Few facultymembers inhighereducationsee . .
%ﬁe«’problems in eleméntary and secondary school classrooms - as theig - ¢

pnmaryaconcem Cer&aln}y “h:g‘ner’ education has ng:ver seen fit to reward
““faculty members fgr pnmary effons focused on elemefltary and secondary
classrooms. = . o0 T, p

l‘he pomt of restaung tms rathet obvxous snuauon is to suggest that the

v
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: chaﬁge 'prdcess related to mainstreaming may be doubly difficult in higher

educatiop because educators at this level do not have to deal directly with
the problem. They will not be held accountable if mainstreaming is not
successful. Having just mentioned accountability, we should cosider the
problems that surround our, use of the term. For the past half-dozen years
everyone has been preaching accountability; however, only a handful of
people have examined the ramifications with regard to complex organiza- -
tions. Higher education institutions have been willipg 10 exercise great

“authority, but have not assumed the same degree of responsibility. In many
‘cases state education agencies have followed the same pattern of authority

without accountability. R . ‘

This problem of authority without accountability rears its head at the.
level of service delivery ih a variety of ways. A special education depart-
ment may be responsible for implementing a teacher-training program for -
300 students, whereas the dean of the college has authority to schedule and
approve classes. In a public school; the physical education department may -
have the responsibility for providing a new corrective exercise program for _
physically handicapped children, whereas the district business manager
has the authority to purchase the equipment, and the state education agency
the authority to dictate the curriculum. Until and unless we can be much

. clearer about who has the authority and the respons'ibility ateach level, we

will continue to have problems with any organizational change.
Mainstreaming should not be allowed to fail because we are unable to
balance authority“and responsibility within higher education and public

- schools. - . .

Although the direct delivery of educational services related to
mainstreaming prograis is in the hands of teachers and other educational -
personnel, we should not igriore the role of other-human service personnel
in promoting the mainstreaming concept. (folleges and universities, by
their organizational patterns, have tended to support separation, and at
times competition, bétween groups charged with providing human ser-

 vices. Too often, education has been separated from and forced compete

with social work, allied health sciences, psychology, sociology, and other*
related schools and departments. If mainstreaming is to succeed, we must
recognize that the present organizational pattern{ present problems, and we
must work for greater integration of all human service trainees in educa-
tional personnel training programs. :
Finally, let us bring to your-attention a problem found in higher educa-

" tion that is to us most embarrassing. From time to time you have heard

people say of a classroom teacher, **He teaches the way he was taught.”” If
this is indeed the case, and we are inclined to believe there is at ledst an
element of truth in the statement, then the worst enemy of mainstreaming



. . S A
may be‘gh'er education. In discussions of mainstftamjng, YRS
find the concept of *‘least restrictive environment for learnin

: ,?mes have'we observed students in colleges and unjversities.leAr '

* *least restrictive environment.”’ As we develop more restrictive f.’%% -

“standards, course and practicum prerequisites, lock-step curﬁcqf@; subjé'ct-
matter oriented rather than studnt oriented programs, etc., we ‘continue to *
demonstrate that highef' -education is not.committed 0 the ideals of -
maifstreaming. o E . Lo

Permit us to add one more embarrassing illustragion. Jhstitutions of.
higher education have not even kept pace with most industries in removing

barriers for the physically handicapped. Admittedly, these programs cgst:’ .
money, but how can institiftions that claim to promote leadership in social | ‘.
concerns continue to diScriminate. against a very redl segment of pur - .

papulation? There are many, many, more instances that could be cited to
support our contention that many barriers to mainstreaming exist within
higher education. If we continue to be the primary agent for the(trainin'g of
educational personnel in this environment, can we or even should we
expect them to change when they leave the enviténment and embark upon .
their prpfessional careers? ’ .

» . 4 >
s

" Suggestions for the Future < °

Thus far the focus has been on several of the major problers areas in higher -
ediytion that we see influencing any movément toward mainstreaming.. "
We'have tried to limit our discussion to those practices in higher education® .
that might influence either positively or negatively the mairistrearning - '
‘movement. Havipg cited some problems, we would now like to offer some
suggestions conrcerning the' future and the ways that higher education _
generally, and professional education specifically, mightmove to erihance o
the maTnstreE;r‘ning movement. * wes s S
COMMUNICATIONS L
This element seems a rather trite one to begin with, for everyone suggests
that communications must be improved. Within higher educgtion,‘;%%-v
ever, stich improvement is an absolute necessity. Discussion betweer the
regular college faculty and the special education faculty. must be encour- -
aged. The mathematics education specialists, the ps")(‘éhdlogy;‘g;}ofessor,
and the educational foundations people can no longer ignore the'education s
“difficulties of learners with special proplems. They' must be helped to
understand the difficulties and, se@ that they have a responsibifity fort:, - .
trainjng sensitive and effective professiqnz;ls for educatjgz}al .'z'm%-“,human C
services. - a :
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- LONG-RANGE-PLANNING

As we begin to explore the various aspects of marg§treamrng we ee that

_ many changes will be needed in institutions of hrgher educauonst:hanges in,
© Organization, in emphasis, in personnel. We are also faced with the

profound. realization that resources have leveled off or are dwindling in

.most institutions of higher educauon We must develop a long-range

planning process so¢hat as new prqgrams are needed outdated programs

" may be deémphasrzed or termiga

MODELING FOR MAJNS'gR A ING : e

As mdrcated pre‘iously hrgher edd anqnhas to date been a model of what
nott¢-doin-a successful Ming &ffort. Without  going into speci
detarls let % assume that'it j _)US( fight be possible for change to occur. -

, With-a coorfinated effort from the educational faculty, higher education
- might assume a position‘of leadershrp rather than the lagger s posr(ron that

it now has. o ‘
INTERACTION AMONG HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES =
Schoaq]s of education should assume the leadershlp rolein coordmaung the
people and services designed for handrcapped learners. At present there is
still too much: competmon The.task is so Enormous that even if all groups
work together cooperatrvely. more help will still be needed.- The time may
be right for schoolsof education to invest the time and energy-to act as a
catalyst for the entire higher education agency.

~ BROADEN THE CONCEPT OF EDUCATOR

Relaung to the previous poinf, colleges of education should undertake a .,
review of their own programs. Across this country people are taking a new
look at where education occurs. They are discovering that the major

. function of many people from social service agencies to dental offices, isa
teaching one, and that colleges of education can assume a rolein training

Ppeople to perform these function. Some people have begun using the-terfn,
“‘human service education.”’ This may be the direction for the future.

~ PRESERVICE AND INSER VICE PROGRAMS

Elements related to mainstreaming (e.g. , units on children' srights,evalua-
tion of learner progress, the conditions of exceptionality, etc.) must be
included in instruction at all levels of’xraimng. At this time it is not-really"
important whether this means new umts inexisting courses or new courses.
What is important is that'the cbncgpts become available to the people who
are involved in program developmem This obvrously means teachers, but
it may. even be more rmportan'f in, p;:egrams designed for training-
specialized educational personnel. su¢h as counselors, school adminis-
trators, school psychologlsts and eonsulung teachers. » ‘
REWARD SYSTEMS . . =
Frn\ally. we must, réview the rewfird system eurremly in vogue at hrgher
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education levels. Most present practices offer little or no reward for the

kinds of activities that would enhance mainstreaming. For example, fac- *

ulty members seldom are promoted for providing services outside the

3 umversny community. Consultation to public schools is not considered as

|mponant as publishing in a teacher journal Or preparirig a grant applica-
tion. If we expect changes to be made i in h;gher education, then we must
broaden the reward system.

b

.

Lo . Conclusion ' v o

' These observations have been personal reactions to mainstreaming issues

as they relate to practices found in higher education. It is our hope that the,
problemsuwe have discussed and the suggesuons we have offered will

* provide one mére point of view. With an issue as large and as involved as

mainstreaming, continued discussion and evaluation of all points of view"
seem the only.ahswers for continuous development. We know that highér
£ducation has the capability to further the mamstream concept. We hope it
will take ‘the respdnSlblhly to do so. o -
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' Mainstreaming is.,;';ln:idea and movement of greai?owe_'r and potential, and

one that. leads o critical eXdmination of many, FXistifig"assymptions and
K LA . . ® .

_practites. 7 -

Our Cdllgg'e of Education has, as ghe first of its stated obj‘béti\rt;é; to
“Exempli{)" what we explicate.”” The pursuit of shis objective has led us

‘into many interesting activities, the most recent of which is a school for
.children within the College of Education. Those who have visited our

* coliege will know that we have an open-concept structure within which

- instructional activities flaw in a relatively large ana wall-less Space. We

_now are studying the feasibility of ‘accommodating up to* 100 children

amongst us. If this does prove possible, the children will share the same
‘teaching areas, learning r¢source center, counseling faciliti’es; and other
areasas do the students andl professors of the college. :

In so doing we will be testing another kind of imainstreaming. In an
.ultimate mainstreaming form of education there should be a grand design
educational system in which all live 4nd where all proceeds from a common
set of assumptions. Education is perceived as a lifelong process which
reluctantly tolerates barriers and distinctions, not only between the spécial
education sfudents and the regular students;_but also between the old and.,
the young, the student who is leaming té’teath and he who is learning 3 -

.read. Most of these distinctions now appeaxz.va}t'iﬁcial and capable of being -

broken. If successfully broken many of the problems that we have gener;

ated for ourselves over the years may be solyed.
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We will, of course, have other kinds of problems. There is no running
the complex business of education without being beset by problems. But ‘
many of us believe.it-would be better to have other kinds of problems than
the ones we now have; that we really ought to have the problems that are
assoclated with enlarging our successes rather than-dealing, with our fail-
ures. If we can create a positive image df educationand children-and the -
‘teacher education process then we caj begin to create a self-fulfilling
hypothesis.that will lead to kinds of suceesses even as our self-defeating ]
Hypothesis leads to kinds of defeats. '

» . ’
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" suits our parposes, "’ - _ : -

. Al sich'kinds. of collaboration will fail. We will suceed only if we sit

- ‘down together and try to work out the system that is needed to deliver the

- kinds of educational epportunity that this.society wants for its citizens—
not just its children citizens—and- what we have to do to redlize it. Iy does "

. We are having same tremendously excifiﬁg'e,xpﬁﬁénce.:s'in‘i'the Houston

. area because of some of these otions and because collaboration has, mgre
- or less, begun to be a way of life. I am reluctant to discuss_collaboration

~ because there is a gravg danger that it will be perceived ada few.gadgets

that one works out so'that one can develop a'grant proposal and collaborate *
. in"accomplishing some vague purpose. To e that scarcely deserves the
label of collaboration. The highest order of ¢ollaboration is when we:

-.perceive ourselves as being a part of the grand system of education.’

~ Teacher education is a part of that system. The operating public schools are

a part of that system, The teaching professjon is a part of that system. The
state educafion‘agencies that preside over education in the states are a part

© of that system. The commuynity is a part of that system. When we see
. ourselves as all involyed in.some sort of agrand design, we dda’ttalk about

collaboratiap in the sense of something artificial. or plasterlike that One
packs onto theplages that give'one trouble. Rather wie e itas a way of life.

p h'can})q;yig_}»\f&g@s'ihyol,vgng the elements of a system, each of which has

s own.dfé)nﬁ'_ibu@n._' It4s not one grand, bland mefange of things that have
_noidentity. Thére is such a thing as teacher education.-There is such athing
as a public school. There is such.a thing as a professional organization.

”.

* There. is such a thing as a school district. They do exist. Collaboration, . .

therefore, in the sgnse of its broadest purpose involves specialization. The

best way to go abauit colaborating is to lock at the,things upon which all -

agree — our, purposes and’ what=we bélieve in connection. with those

- purposes. Common gqgls, strongly held, can"accommodate considerable °

‘differefces as'to means. .

oo 1 addréss myself to my fellow deans. As I percéiv_e it, we have been one .
of the culprits in the system problem. Weé have gone off to the college.

campus and hidden in the recesees of academia. We hiid the opportunigy to
_be a genuine professional school and to stand forth **hands-om’* with the
. problems of education in the society, and we have had the o_pboﬂqnity to

. Tetreat into the inner recesSes of the academic community in the monastic '

, to retreat from rgality,, coming forth occasionally to collaborate when' it

"fash.ion'_ of the ancient universities.' We had this c,l\mice and we have g:l]gs}n

3

no gdod, fqr example, if a group in-one city, acting on & state impetus

resulting from an expert stydy, eff:eg:t_s;the passage of state ;gggﬂatidns that, .'.";. 'v
" mandate action on thepart of ll sch@l districts whether they gre ready for

“itor not. Neither.does it benefit eﬁﬁ@ai@bn if change is méndﬁf@q:_in'pup‘lid

. . g oy’
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schools while teacher education is proceeding from a different ‘set of
principles. Collaboration exists when we work from common beliefs and
assumptions and -when each part of the system—teacher education
included—offers its maximum contribation to the reahzauon “of those
common beliefs and assumptions. _

In teacher education we were fortunate to have a group of people who
were prepared to give careful consideration to the Mallas Report. They
found themselves in agreement with its principles. They examined the
special education part of our teacher education program’ with a view to

_making changes in the special education teacher education program. But

that was not an adequate response. If special education continues to be
separate on the college campus even as it is separate in the public schools -
we are not evem beginning to move towards that commeon system of )
education to which we have cqm%med ourselves.

We were _fonunate that we had already committed ourselves to an
individualized system of teacher edycation. We had already committed
ourselves to being a model of the best educational practice that was to be
found anywhere in our society. (And we were implementing that model on

‘the college campus.) We had already committed ourSelves to an open

concept building. We had. already committed ourselves to breaking down
the walls and. b@;pers and to attempting models like mainstreaming. So we

~ did not find it very difficult to collaborate because we actually were on the

same philosophical grounds that mainstreamigg was, and we had already
made some commitments at.least in the direction of mainstreaming in the
college.

As deans of education we can expect pressures to respond from school
systems. Many of us need pressure. If we are not prepared as teacher
education. institutions to respond, to stand up and be counted on some of .
these kinds of issues and developments, we deserve what we presently
experience:.disdain of people in the field, lack of confidence from superin-
tendents of schools, teachers: and people of the community. We deserve all
we get'and more of it. At the same timé, 'we will be depriving ourselves of
the apbortunity for an expanding professional life and experience and we
will be depriving our schools and the profession that we are supposed to
serve, of the opportunity tq realize their full potential. ,

, Teacher education has got to get with it on these professional issues.

. Concepts such as mainstreaming should come out of universities. The

philosophy, the basic assumptions about education should be developed by
universities. We are the people that have the privileged position within the
society to sit back and think, to sit back and evaluate, to sit back and design
and plan and propose what is fundamentally sound in education.

Itis easy to be convinced that mainstreaming is one of the éxpressions of

70 - v
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, ~ the emergent re#lity of the American dream of education, We started way

.

1

.
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-

Back in our history with the belief that every citizen deserves educdtion to °
the limit of his capacity. We did that when nowhere else in the worldiwas .
there an opportumty for everybody to be éducated—nowhere else. In the

rest of the world class privilege deterffiined educational opportunity. We

declared the opposite intent. The best we could do with the resources that

| were available at the time—the knowledge resources, the physxcal re-

sources, the money resources, the technologlcal resources—=was to mount
amass production education system; so that js what we did. We did'it with
remarkable sucoess. We got most of the children of most of the people intd
the schools: ‘But wé gave-them a“mass™ production education. Fhe mass
_production model was to take as many children as one teacher could handle
and put them.i ina} swbox"* with him and say **Do the bgst you canfor them.’

‘The teacher, thh the wide array of realities thathe confronted, cokud do

nothing better than to address himself to the central range of the children in

his class. Those who were most ca able of learning were dlsadvantaged
and those whdﬁad special prol)lems with learning were ’dlsadvantaged

- The teacher cannot be faulted what was asked of him was Jﬂumanly
impossible.

So then we begdh to generate our own problems. we generated them i in’
large variety. We generated thg special education problems: We generated
a system that said, “‘If you can fit into this middle range within which the
teacher can .cope; you can stay .in the schools., otherwise you will, be
droned out. ueh a system was not totally devastatmg in those days. One
could go work on the familyfarm or in the family business, or if he were
older he could go to the frontier and carve out a niche forhimself. There
were many opportunities for success for the dropoutsand the force- -quts
and the throw-outs that we had in such large numbers.\Let me remind‘you
of what Emnest Melby used 1o tell the people and educators of this society in
“his speeches. In admonishing s to do 3 better jtb of meeting the needs of
individual children he used to relate the story of a medical doctor who,,lold
the trainees in medicine, ‘‘Remember, gentlemen, 75 peréent of* 'the
patients whom you treat will recoper whether you treat them or not. The
test of your skill is what you can go with the remaining 25 percent.”” And
then he would note that we in edycation take our tredit for what we can do
with the 75 percent and throw t onto the educauonal scrap heap the 25
percent that do not fit neatly within our limited treatment capacn(y He
reminded us that the test of our skill was the 25 percent and 'that we were

throwing themout. é S

From generating problems we move to corrective strategies. Since”

throwing children out neither solved our problems.nor met with public
favor we developed special education, we developed grouping, we de-

o
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- veloped trackinggwe developed s'pecial services. We developed all sorts of
cdrrectives for the failurgs of our system,’It was a su boptimal system from

“  thebeginning. There is no exqysing that fact. There is no viable remedy
until sych time as we move to an optigngl system,‘one that is fundamentally

‘., seund, one that can‘work. A% individualized system of education. must
o replace the mass system of our country's early days. Taking advintage of
& . what we now kf y abeut technology and instructional systems, we will
& ¢ indiyidualize eduthtion, which means we will stop thinking about classes.

“Ther¢ is no human way by which we are going to, devise a,classroom-
@ . _oriented instructidnial system that will cause mainstrearhing or any other .
W™iable education'sy_s}em to work. We must begin to look at the educational
systggn much more broadly. We have to develop the school as'the smallest
* unitof instrg_c‘ﬁon. We haveto raze those classrcom walls symbolically and
- physically@ey must come down in every way. We have to broaden the.
* concept of the educational community to include at least the wnit that the
- individual school serves. We must allow services to flow back and forth.or #
we are not gojtfg to make individualized educational service work. o
Pltis the responsibility of a College of Education to develop that kind of
- model on the college canfpus and to assist schools to develop that kind of
" educational system. It is up:to us to cbllaborate in developing common
philosophy, common beliefs, common commitments;'we need not mar-
riages of convenience to obtain_grants, but’genuine commitments on
common action to take this society te where we wish it to be in the next
- fifteen or twenty years. Public schools could become obsolete if we do nHt
- assist them in this purpose. Our society is'entering an era where gerteral
_ education is provided by the mass media and a variety of other nonschool
’ . modes. The speciali’zéd functions of the school have failed to develop. We
\ do not need schools for their general purposes. If they cannot deliver, the -
- special purposes sdciety needs, the public wHll-seek alternatives to the
. public schools, We are at the watershed in our gpportunities: Mainstream-
. - ing is on the front¥ne, but we 5% algo at a watershed in respect to our very
o survival! 3 - . .__.
Our public schooksystem would not have persisted this long had it not
~ been for its size. What can a society do with 57 million ‘children and 3
million teachers and bilkons of dollars worth of buildings and equipment?
It,cannot change sudh a system quickly. and that inertia has enabled the
. school system t@urvive. But let us not delude oyrselves! This society will
not continue to be satistied with teacher education that is irrelevantzand -
. incompétent. nor with piblic schools which fail t0 address themgelves to
' the problems of;#pe children who need them most. _
So let us encourage collaboration bI:ll only after considering the aboyve-
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mentioned philosophy. We cannot deny in our own- béhavior the

‘philosophy we expound—wéhave done that for too long.

Collaboratian in Houston arises in part [ think from the desire of school
districts to work with the university and vice versa. I think this desire arises
out of the perception that we are all of one purpose, that we are not
contradicting each other, that we are not takjng advantage of each other,
and that we are all urgently pressing for mutually bengﬂcial goals. In this
sort of setting, collaboration is a natural outcome. _

Besides our direct coltaboration with school districts, the University of
Houston makes every attempt to be consistent with and supportive of the
districts’ goals in operating our teacher education program. So we have

‘moved to. mainstream our own prog{am. We have moved to individualize -
our special education program. The districts have individual program

centers. The College of Education furnishes staff for the dehvery system of
their individualized programs. The districts have pressed us to'include in
our general education program the special education model of training. We
have already individualized this program. We are already emphasizing the

generic, but they are concerned that every teacher in training be prepared to’
. receive any child into his classrooms. We have collaborated on that. This is

the direation in which we are movirig, though always from a very limited
resource base. One .of our problems in teacher education is to get the
resources we need to make those necessary changes. Within the limits of
our capacity, but from a common set of beliefs, a common set of assump-
tions, and a common set of commitments, we are finding it possxble to
collaborate. ’ '
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- California Trainers of Special Educatdf\s-View
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the Implications of Mainstr

a

.CHARLES KOKASKA'

. Coordinator of Special Education - -~
¢ t e School of Education. ~

'California State University, Long Beach

“

1

Many 6f us in the field of special education have found that the concept and
implemgmation of mainstreaming is a camplex subject which requires
careful scrutiny. é)ur professional literature already reflects such questions
as: mainstreaming for whom, to what extent, how soon, and with what

degree of supporting services?.I will not attempt to touch upon all these

elemerits. We may not be able. to provide adequate answers for all the

above-mentioned problems, but identifying the dimensions of a problem is
the first step in its resolution. ’ ' . o
My purpose as a trainer of specialists in special education is to reflect
upon the implications that the global concept of mainstreaming holds for
the preparation of personnel in exceptional, and the larger field of regular,
education. ln&eed, if there is a key concem in my mind, it is that
mainstre3ming, i.e., the maintenance of individuals with exceptional
needs within the regular classroom, requires the special educator to be-
come more involved with the personnel and procedures that we identify as
regular education. In addition, those of us in the university/college training
programs must become equally involved with the preservice and inservice

training of regular teachers. We have gone through stages of providing an

education for exceptional individuals and developing programs to train

specialists for exceptional individuals. Now, we. must give greater atten-

tion to the training of regular class teachers. This will not be an easy task
since one of the products of an organization such as a school of education is
a structured definition of areas of function and responsibility. ‘What we
soon discover is that the structural characteristics affect our functions; and,
though we advocate the integration of children, we maintain segregated
training programs for their teachers. The degree to which we can decrease
our organizational barriers between training programs may be an indication
of how much we, as teacher trainers, can facilitaje the goals of mainstream-
ing in the public schools.

The -author thanks Alfred Schmidt, “Associate P[i{!ﬁsor. Department of Educatianal
Psychology, California State University, Long Beach, YosWis assistance in reflecting upon the
topic of mainstreaming. _ - CL '
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Equal Education

® While many of our colleagues ntay be concerned with the integration of

special class students into the regular classes, there is ample evidence to

indicate that some individuals with exceptional needs are Wi even in the

education system. (Parenthetically, we-should recognize that a_child need
not be categorized in such traditional areas of exceptionality as mental
retafdation, behavior disorders, or leammgdxsabxlmes to be excluded from
public school.) Since the concept of mainstreaming presupposes children
receiving public education, it is therefore fundamental that any discus-
sions, even by teacher educators, begin with whether the ohlldren in

(question are being served by the public schools.

One of the astounding facts that developed from the landrnark case of
Pennsylvania Association of Retarded Children vs. Commonwealth of
Pennsyluania as reported by Gilhool (1973) whd that 14,267 retarded -
children had been denied access to public schools 4n that state. Those
figures moreover, concern only one area of exceptionality within that state.
They should alert us that pne aspect of ourtoles as educators is to train our
students and persuade our colleagues to be as energetic irt enrolling excep-
tional individuals as they are in changing the exxsung conditions once they
are in the system.

There is a second major concern about equal educauon Some children
with exceptional needs havé always been in the mainstream, but have

~ floundered until they were beached on the sandbars that dot the flow of the

bureaucratic current. They are assigned another label: dropouts. Marland
(1972) estimated that there were 850,000 elementary and secondary school
dropouts during one school year, 1970-71. He strongly advocated career
education and used the figures to dramatize the schools’ failure to meet the
needs of those they are directed to service. He did not mention that among
those dropouts were a certain number of exceptional individuals. But there
were, and we have other indications that the schools continue to face a

) difﬁcult problem in meeting the needé’of these students. This situation has

led some of my colleagues to comment that the ‘‘mainstream is not
unpolluted.”” It is safe to say that although those excepuonal individuals .
had made it into the system, there was no guarantee that the instruction or
services prov1ded were appropriate to their needs. If we -advocate
mainstreaming, then we must be concerned about the conditions that exist
in regular education. '

ar

-

.Teachers, Teachers, Tehcher‘s

If we consider the iﬂcrcase in services for excepuonal studénts, as:we must

¥y
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- for employment we have thousands of children looking for: clagseopie?

1.admit that m")"‘pr"e‘\"liou's’".c;ogfrﬁént‘s havg! I}ig‘hlight_'e&}r)egqlive asp

. number of fecruits into;Certain areag of exceptignality ghow will we be al

# . .

then the movement toward mainstreaming is a logical consideration baged '
upon an analysis of our production of perspnnel. We simply cannot
accommodate all children with exceptional needs through a model that
relies mainly upon special classes, special schools, and thé usual child-
specialist ratios. Gallagher (1972) dramatized this problem in only one area
of exceptionality, emotional disturbance, by stating that it would take us
158 years to meet the demand for personnel to provide service to 60 percent
of the children as estimated for the year 1975. Gallagher evenallowed for *
an increase in the production of specialists to work irf the area of behavior
disorders; however, I want to relate my own experience.with these esti-; »
mates and our students. . L : L ..
For several years I have been teaching the introductory course in e&uca; A
tion of exceptional children. As you know, many kinds of students enroll if}. -
the course: those 'who aspire to be’specialists; these who are in other
training programs such as counseling, elementary: education, or nursing;
those who have a close bond with special education because a member of '
their family is an exceptional.individual; and Those who-think a course i -
individual differences is appropriate to their academit-majars in such areas
as psychology or sociology. Interest'in the course has increased duié 0.
greater public awareness, expanding programs for exceptional individuals, |
and, lest we forget, the-abundance of teathers i’ the” elementary arid
secondary markets. ~ ' - o e T
Each semester begins with an appraisal of the field, the defiditional -
hurdies, incidence, and Service agencies. Each semester since reading V
Gallagher's article, | have emphasized the obvious,dispajrity between the  ~
number of children who will."nee;d service and the number of profeésionals;
who will be available to meet that need. Each semester I ask how many
students are interested in entering what lo6ks liké a wide open areév:gg

P

&

&

employment when most" areas. of education are oversupplied. The: rg
sponse? One, two, sometimgs.three people in a class of forty-five ajag

their hands! Some areas of exteptionality elicit great interest, but o}
actually meet resistance. Yet, while we have thousands of‘teachers look i

And, we have the-other thousands of dropquts who never seem:tox
right classrooms. s :‘! R R
: N RPN

a
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to support the regular class teacher who will be asked tQ maintain thesé
students in his classroom" Stephens (l974) stated lhat we need to retrain
» our fornier students because they were not in our programs when the recent -
- waves of curricalum lmprovement and instructional methods rippled .
through special: education. If our. own specialists are, in need of some
retraining, what are the lmpllcauons for the regular class teacher who will i
be required to provide the bulk of the lnstrucuonal program for the lndr- '
vidual with exceptional needs? . )
Mainstreamjng will change the. roles of both the specrahst and regular '
~ class téacher and require different skills: We'know that there is a variability
~ of skills among those teachers presently asslgned to the various categories
“of special classes, but the great majority.of those teachers want to be with
“those children. Mainstreaming will place new demands upon regular class
teachers who do not have prior trairiing in education for exceptional
chrldnen “To further- complicate matters, we have received indications that
“some teachers are not willing to accept any assignment of these children to
% their classrooms and are anxious about such posslbrlmes
ﬁ‘*' The main question we, as special educators must ask of our efforts withe
regular classroom teachers is whether we can provide enough mformauo :
' '-‘trarnmg. and support to change.the dttitudes and behaviof's bf yet anot
segmegt of our niatian’s professiorials. We. will-proceed with mamstrea%
ing. But the speed and effectiveness of our surge will'depend upon hof' §
carefully we have prepared and supported the regular .class teacher 1o
accepg, both ity spirit. and effon .the presence of ch[_llir)en who d'lffer frorn
: themajonty L ﬁ i ! kG

v
..’ 0 R ’ 1)

R :'”"' " B - O ' ot . N
f o l‘g":" %

llagher ’Iarpes) ]

exlst hlmp[ml L . SaHg

g, . gimaECouncil'for Excepnonal Ch1ldren lnformahon Centér,:

GrlhoolQ1 Thomas K. :‘Education: An mahenable right.”” *E'J’c,

f’- % Childden, 39,8, May 1973, 597-609. . ;

§ ‘Marlahd;SfaneyP Career education: Every student headed for !

N qAmerrrsarrVocanonal%lournal @3 Mirch 1972, 34- 36&62’ & ;Z" '

‘? - sgrvrgps fo'r._ the mentally retarded: A conversatron wnh Beth
‘._" T Stephens % cation and T@m(}g of. riﬁ'lenlallv Rem{'ed 9.3, ‘ .
Ta 0ct&ber|974 16% 68 o ¥ -Qﬁ*
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Mainstreaming in Education:
Implications in Higher Education
for Preservice and Inservice Training

a

The training of those professionals responsible for meeting the needs of
children in a matnstreamed setting may” be seen as falling into two time
sequences: the pretraining era of the university student-teacher trainee and
the inservice training of the active professional. Where pretraining func-
tions have traditionally been seen as the responsibility of universities and
colleges, inservice programS' by their very nature and definition, have
been set up under the auspices of local dxsmcts with or'vﬁthout the

_ ,cooperanon of higher education.

. Some may assume that there is a clear-cut domain or setaf domams that _

. either the university or fhe Iocal school district can and should adhere to in

the delivery of professional training. However, in this period of exanfha-
tion and redefinition of meeting the needs of children it seems only
reasonable that the conventional boundaries of professmnal training and_

- education should also be examined and redefined.

Rather than develop a rationale for either the location or domain of
pretraining or inservice training, it might be more appropriate to examine

the components of tralmng which may be useful for the teacher in the
mainstream. -

. -

; © - Assessment of Needs -
» . . . } Vv

e

For a training program to be functional, several questions need to be asked.
The most basic one concerns who we are intending to mainstream and
under what conditions will that mamstreammg occur? Several authors have
suggested that children with mild to moderate Ieamlng handicaps, includ-
ing the educable ret®ded, are the children of' concern (Dunn 1968; Yates
1973). Others have suggested that children witha variety of the more
traditional excepuonalny labels should also be subject to {nainstreaming,

L “yr . R y
e
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e g orthopedically hdndtcapped hard-of-hearing and deaf vrsually hand-
ped emotionally handicapped (Martin 1974; Payne and Murra 1974).

_ l we consider these so-labeled children as eligible for mainstreaming, are

there not others who should also be considered? The bilingual and bicul-
ural child has been as prore to educational placement whtms as have.the
other children wrth exceptional needs. '

‘Once the i issues ‘of identification of the types of problems that chtldren
have hasbeen confronted with regard to placement in the mainstream, two
other issues mustbe constdercd the level of severity of involvement of the
various exceptionalities, and | ‘the grade placement for matnstreamrng In
considering the first questton are we to assume that all de’grees of excep:
" tionality are subject to mainstreaming? Some persons.express, co’ncem that
those who are less severe ‘[y disabled might be more; gé ssfully tntegrated
than othérs more severely involved or those with more o vious dtfferences
in appearance (Payne and Murra 1974; Yates 1973) The questions *iHow

"mild is a mild problem?" **How moderate is a moderate problem?*,and .
**How severe is a severe prgblem?’" are highly relevant when the place-"

ment of children with special problems is contgmplated and the’ trarnrng of -
" teachers to meet a vanety of needs is instituted. Finally, there i$ in the
literature on mairstreaming a significant lack of concern’ for the
mainstreaming of the exceptional individual at the secondary levels of
education. Surely the demands and needs of children at this Tevel are as
great as at the elementary level—perhaps greater. . &
‘If and when we are able to detérmine our target population;
assess the needs of those intlividuals who will be intimately involved in the

10 be met in order to successfully implement mainstreaming programs.is a
given. Who else must be involved? One study has cited the needs of
principals in contributing to the success of matnstreamrng programs (Payne
-and Murra 1974). Not only were principals found to be in need of consider-
ation, but the geographic areas of the principals’ schools also seemed to be
a major factor in the potential sucesss or failure of mainstream programs..
It has been Yurther suggested that other leadershtp personnel need to be-
involved in planning and training (Hafner 1972). But, if teachers and

emustthen

-

(-

- process of mainstreaming. To identify the teacher as a person having needs

various leadership personnel should have their needs assessed in the |

planning for implementation of mainstreaming, then thére are others’
. whose concerns are also as pressing and real. The parents are still one of the
" most vital soufces of strength for ensuring the success of any program.

" Furthermore, when are we gorngto ‘ask children what they need or would
like to know? :

Having identified all those who will be tnvolvcd in marnstreamrng. we
must now consider whether they can accurately perceive and communicate

.

19
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their needs. How many of us ﬁnderstand_ how mildly hand_icapped children: -,
function? How many of us ¢an communicate that knowledge. to further -

professional preparation and training? Having been isolated from one
another for so long, can those of us involved in_special and regular
. eduaation establish a fund of knowledge and experience to serve as a basis, -
for our future survival and success? - ' ' o
. . RN . .
Components of a Traininé_ Program
&
The results of needs assessment must be translated into a plan of action, or
) traifling program, if they are to be of any value.-What.will constitute a plan
-for training of- personnel for a successfulsmainstreaming effort? Speécific,
ingredients for traihing have’emerged from a variety of sources (Byadfield .

‘etal. 1973; Brenton 1974: Christoplos 1973; Glass and Meckler 1972;,
‘ Martin 1974; Payne and Murra 1974). This lite,r,gture“s'trcsses' the need to
* build into a training program an experiential'corﬁ'p"oqgm that will provide -
active participation of trainees in classes with childréns: a part of their
mainstreaming education preparation (Bradfield et al.%ﬁ_; ‘Glass and
“Meckler 1972; Yates 1973). Nimerous authors have also cited the need to
~ consider the attitudes, fears, and feelirigs. of ‘teachers and all others in-. -
- volved with mainstreaming (Abeson 1974; Glass and Meckler 1972; Mar-.
~ tin 1974; Payne and Murra 1974). Other components of a training program
> should, according-te many, include informatjon about the ‘various
techniques of instruction and the availability and function of support .
‘personnel. Specific suggestionsnfour training have included the use of:
instructional techt@i:g]es suchi as peer tutoring, individualization of instruc-
tion, diagnostic and remedial techniques, behaviorial management
~ techniques, considerations of affective growth and development, task *
.+analysis and record keeping techniques, materials development, and -
specific currfcular modifications‘to meet the needs of all children, notjusta -
selected few. e ‘ ‘ ‘

<7 Agother issue involves the participants in the training program—if

S mainstreaming is to e facilitated, then training must include teachers,

. principals, and other administrative/leadership personnel,; resource
* teachers and specialists; ahd instructional aides. Does this sound unrealis-
tic, time-consuming;l‘exéﬁé:"nsiye? Just hqw badly do we want mainstream--

, ing to succeed? S o

- . . Coe
. »

* ™ Direct Implications for the University

-
. A
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Therole of the university in preparing teachers and other education person- .



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T

)

nel for 1mplen1entanon of mainstreaming will be.massive. If, as has been_

: suggested basic assumptions and problems regarding needs asscssment
“and identification by professionals exist at the public school level,.then

these same assumptions and problems exist. af the- university level. If the
assumption that teachiers and other school personnel need help in imple-
menting mainstreaming is accurate, then it follows that those responsible
for the development of training pr()gfams should know how to meet these

. expressed peeds. It would be instructive to’ query umversnty instructors
. concerning the last time they- had any responsibility fo‘l classroom of

_'chlldren. normal or exceptional, that afforded them an opponumty to

: selected tew who.could¢
lrack"

v

‘With thisas a begmmng, what other concems are directly related to- the

percéive what their own needs were in that sxt,pauon _ T

- university as a center~for training? This quesnon might best be answered by
aseries of otherquestions and concerns that need to be confrontedt
' 1/ Who will be involved in mainstreamed teacher preparation? Students

in clementary education? Secondary education? Administration and super-
vision? .School psycholofy and guidance? All of these groups? Or a
Ise m.nnstreammg as an altemate preparanon

L2 What types of courses and experiences should be made avaxlable to
sIudents° How%much training is considered enough for preparation?, Who
makes décisions regarding the amount and type of preparanon" Will

.»students in preparation for mainstreaming be mvolved with courses and

. needs of the teacher in mainstreaming?

ant teachers, speech therapists, bea function of the umversny” What will

expenences customarily reserved for special education teacher preparation
studehts? What differences rhight exist between students in training in a

special educatjon, track as- opposed to a mainstreaming -track? Will the )

training program be.a competency based program?

3. In California, the resource specialist program hias emer‘m Cduca.'. B

tion at a most auspicious time. How will this person be tramed to meet the:

-

4.*Will training and retraining of ‘school support persofmel e.g., itiner-

be the substance of this preparation? -~ <
5. Since there is an expressed;nptd for public school teachers and Others

1o be trained ‘and retrained im spacial -techmques methods materials,

feelings; and amnédes relative to mainstreaming, should not umversny

- instructors also undergo serious 1nser¥1ce tralmng for the same purposes°

" How. will q;:sbemanaged° -

6. Oneofthe realities of current umvemty life is the restrietion of faculty

- and monies for use in program developmeit and 1mplementanon Wuh the

demands of malnstreammg so great and the pressures for 1mplementanon~

mounnng, how can we muster every effort to dramatize the needs for the

.?\" , .". - 80 o \, t ﬁl"

’ o

e PTTET I,

Lz

L)




thay '

o

',.grams'7 . ) 1 .

-

-~

development stafﬁng,, lmplementauon and evaluauon of trammg pro—

» . . o v

» \

! . Conclusion ° ‘I. "

A fear must ‘be expres§ed rcgardmg the'total effect of the rh'amstreammg
precess as it relates to higher education. We must not reui%umtronahze

lab 1lipg;’ Iest children-with special needs be, asa condition of the  training
of therr teachers identified and labelled s mainstreamed children. If this’

 oceurs;; and it may, then we will have again failed to help all.children

function to capacity and to help teachers relate to all children. We will have

subsututed old Iabels fornew Iabels wrth the same aversrve consequencesr Do

° - . -

v
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e Al teacher educatton programs use thei 0
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and Inservrce Twcher Educatfon
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o Int_roduction__. e “

\‘ ' \ . ‘
~ROY A, WOODS
Vice-President for Academic-Affairs
Norfolk State C ollege . o
Norfolk'Virginia A o

-

The philosophy of teacher educatton at Norfolk State College can be stated
~ quite simply: To tmprove the quality of instruction through improved - *
teacher education. We assume that effective and efficient public.education
depends to a large extent on the qualtty of teaching and that competent

- teachiers can be prepared in a good teacher education program. We believe: é |

tharthe public schools should prov1de education suitable to the needs of alk - |

chtldl‘en regardless of race, color cultural background and pative lan-
guage. We further believe that malntalnlng handtcappedrchlldren in the <
regular classroom, called fusrn&or integration or malnstreamlng,'
" whenever and:wherever ppss;ble provides the best education for all chil-

dren. ' . e

To méke learning in such a classroom as effective as posstble programs

, - Mustbe mdwrdualrzed and personallzed to accommodate a wide variety of
W

talents; teachers must have special training, mcludtng fiew techntques and

special devices; and classrooins must be made barriér freg for the hand- .

. icapped. Some educators say that all children are handtcapped but we are
“talking about the 1 in 10 that is genetally'so described—30 percent with *_

- mild speech lﬁtpalrment or learning dISabtlltles 18’ percent physrcal]y

handicapped, 6.5 percent deaf and hédring. unpatred -2 percent visually -

handtcapped 14 percent emotronally d|sturbegl6 _ O:Q&‘Cent‘ mentally
retarded.

'.'Base approach
~ They are- fonnulated on the premise that, h &d and afialyzed '
 the behavior needs for the'teachlng role one c&rt t&q&esrgn a program of ..~
instruction to produce them. <"« ST -
A combipation of teaching techntques was used—concept formation, . SN
- behavior modifRation, i inquiry, and sensrtlvrty awareness . Then the klnds"'" s

of changes in students tirat one belteves soctety embraqes were ldenttﬁed

\ ..° .
1 . B
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and the kinds of teaching performance most likely to influence’ these
changes were adopted. The role of the teacher is one of an instructional
manager. One of the main opjectives of the program is to provide alterna-
. tives for students who learn in different ways. An altempt was. made to
- identify and understand different learning styles and to fit each student’s
learning style with a prescribed program. S _ _
As an administrator, my chief concerns are: (1) recruitrgent and selec-
tion of qualified‘faculty, thatis, faculty members must be godff teachers
willifg to use innovative methods and experimental programs, adept in
identifying and solving probjems, and sensitive to opportunities for
improving instruction; (2) resource allotment nd equalization of effort; (3)
acquisition and maintenance of a positive image for the institution,
teachers, and students; (4) support and encouragement of basic research as
an essential ingredient in the educational process; and (5) development of
an effective system of evaluation and feedback for program improvement.
We would now like to present the'Norfolk State College (NSC) model
for"preségvice -and inservice teacher edycation for mainstreaming. Dr.
Faing P. Witty, head of the Elementary Education Depagtment at NSC,
LY disgussesr Preéparing | Feachers for Mainst eaming in tg&g‘gpanmem of
® Uﬂénf’cr’ﬁaﬁrﬁduc‘aﬂuonDr Helen P. Bessant, a membér:of the Special
- , -"Edliéétiqn':.,l)_epa}ﬁ[n‘ém and director of the NSC EPDA Project, discusses
. '-;'Sutz_)ﬂ',p'cv‘el_’aprﬂem ff()_i‘-;f['cqc_hers__iq__,'Scrvice, Dr. Ruth W. Diggs, head of

L

S5 e Special ication Départment, discusses Special Education: A Preser-
T viCEComptnght. . R .
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Preparmg Teache:? !
Department of Elmeﬁ%y Edueatlon,

- - .
, ELAINE WlT'I’Y ¢, N
Chairman, Department of Elementary Educamm o "',, .
Norfolk State College, Norfolk, T/Trgtma T
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+ Who bears the major responsibility for the success of mainsigeaming? The

answer to this question is obvious: the regular classroom teachers. Con-

sequently, the current flurry of activity on the part of SpCClal educators,

though well intentioned, falls short of actualizing the mamstreammg con-
cept. Until teacher educators in departrgents of elementary and secondary
education assume the responsibility for preparing teachers to.meet the
 special needs of all children, mamstreammg will not succeed. .
In order for children wnh special needs to be successful in regular
classrooms, regular teachers, must be able to deal effectively with the
chal enges presented by human variability. Preservice training prograins in
elementary education, then, mustbechanged expanded, or refocused to

prepare teachers to understand, apprec /ate and respect exceptronalny and

individualjty in the children of our diverse society. ¢

This presentation focuses on efforts to create change in a Department of
Elementary Education teacher trainfng. program The chahge was pr
mated by several factors. Staff members realized that handicapped ¢ li‘ul-

" dren can be successful in mainstream settings only when all teachers have
the skills and confiden®e to deal with a full range of children’s behavxors.
and that the responsibility to help teachers develop such%kllls and confi-
dence should be shared by the preserv:c‘g elementary and specxal education
programs. N }

A second factor prompting changé was the work of the Specxal Educa-
tien Department through its EPDA program: Helping Regular Classroom
Teachers Megt the Special Needs of Children. Cooperation with the staff
and participants’of the program gave impetus to the idea that the regular
elementary etlucation program could apd should focus its preservice train-
_ing program on déveloping competencies needed for diagnostic-and pre-
scriptive teaching that is personalizefiand individualized.

However, the principal force tor change was the’ Norfolk/Chesapeake
Teacher Corps Project's Exceptional Child Component. This componem
was designed to help preservice teacher interns' and cooperating teachers

°de_velQp skills required to deal effectively; with leaming and behavior

Lo

o
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' problems in the regular classroom. The focus of the Exceptional Child
' Component was on helping teachers and ifiterns become sensitive to the
needs of exceptional children; and on mastering competencies required to
~ individualize instruction in the regular classroom for all children who do
_not have severe handicaps. L -

o

-

-

L ’ Shar!d Decision Making
" . “One of the first steps in developing the expanded teacher edication pro-

R gram through the Teacher Corps project was to broaden the decision-

- making base from departmental staff and student collaboration to wider
representation regarding programs, practices, and materials. _Figure 1

shows the variety of sources drawn upon in nl,aking decisi(.)rils,.,aboutéthe'

Maifstreaming Training Pigram. oo
Shared Decision Making_
« . Specialistsin "~ Classroom .. : Professors-in
Exceptionalities " Teachers - ) Elementary
’ ~ Principals . Education
. “Supervisors oA

p
2y T 'w/ , i P
Peers«¢- y rameesg . . > Parents
. N Program & - - A
~ N
’ Professors in ’ : B .Community Agency .
Academic Areas ‘ * Representatives
. . . 1] "
t ! :’. . A? * 1 d, . ; )
) ° L0 Administrato{s
. [ SREE. Supervisars . :
Figure 1—Shared Decision - Making in Norfolk/Chesapeake Teacher
Corps Project. v : N .,
- ’,4 86 L ‘ ‘ L 8 a . . . ‘ r . . .
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The invblvement of such a variety of talents in specifying comipetencies,
*deterthining training actrvrtleﬁ. and rdentlfytng evaluation and assessment
strategies provided the strength and’drversrty needed in a program for

mainstreaming teachers. Knowledge of such involvement gave teacher -

trainees additional suppert: it helped them feel*secure that they would not -

be working alone in difficult situations. Teachers realrzed the value of

L]
teammg with other professronals and paraprofessnonals in meetrng the

needs of children.

. a
) N
4 v

Spéclfymg Competenc:es

Tradlttonally, each ti.tculty member stated his own objectrves for the
courses he taught tthé department. Current efforts toward developing a
competency b,as (éagproach in the training program encouraged develop-
ment of a comet’eﬁemrve ll,?l of competencies to be mastered by trainees.
The list was sharpened to foclis on sktlls and attnudes needed for

Cooperation wuh planners of inservice programs was crucial in the
identification of competencres for the preservice program. Because many

competencies are required for teaching, it was important not to take up too

* many atone time: Preservice progfams cannot provide teachers withall the’
‘competencies they will need; teachers must understand that their inservice’

programs will facilitate the constant updatirig of the skills and strategles
they will need to deal conﬁdently with J‘earmng and beha\f 1or problems in

the classroom. . . .

The competencnes to be mastered by prOJect teachgrs in the Exceptional
Child Component of 'the project were Mentified®and made public throught
seminars, woi'kshops staff \meetings, and individual conferences with
trainees. These cBmpetencres représent the most récent draft of a llst that,

due to wide participation in pregram. planm.ng’and evaluatton was con-

e

o
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stantly betng revised and expanded.
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Excepttonal Chrld Component Teaching and Related Competbncms

ot

. Upon completton of the Exceptlonal Child Component of the >Iieacl»ter

T

Corps Project,’ prospectrve elementary education teachers .wrll be able to

demonstrate the following skills and strategies: -
. Formal and informal ..assessment to dtagnose pupil strengths and

.
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. U 2. Approj iate "data gathering—observing and recording—and data
: analysis to identify potential causes and consequences of pupil behavior.

3, Direct observation to identify and interpret classroom bchavig)r_‘grob-

lems, and to help determine individual children’s abilities, disabjfities,

learning styles, self concepts, and interests. - oo, '
. . . et . e . . el ot .
. £, ‘4.Preparation of individual prescriptions and leammgacuvmes tohelpa
- chigdfheet a specified need or develop an identified skill. P

Slra’t;gies which give continuous feedback to chif(?ilren.(v 3 ’ .
6, Principles and strategie’s of behavior modification ic’ help children
achieve the desired behavior patterns. - R |
7. Management systems which permit maximum freedom for the
" teachers and childrén in dealing with classroom roytines, record keeping,
- and évgluations. . y : ‘
+* 8. Manipulation of the educationdl eﬁvironment'—materia_ls dnd media
~ as well'as the physical setting—so that children develop a Sucéeis syn-
drome. : w2 C '
9. Modification of ‘available spage “into learning centers, intcreshstg-
- tions, free space, privacy stations, and Other study areas. T
" 10. Understanding of the relationship between teachers’ a'frfective be-
: it

s

. havior and pupils’ achievement levels. in SR R
» 11 Ability to talk with parents and other professionals (psychologists,’
social workers,.resaurce personriel, school-community workers, helpin‘g

teachers, guidance counsglors, librarians, and other teache;s on th% team)s

"+ . infocysing on the needs of agiven child. - . v B . o
" 12. Involvement of parents and the contmunity in broadenirg the defini-
tion of school-and the curriculum. & : * IRPERTI ]

. ’ - . . = * w - e
; . s * ) B

4

’

S ) . LearningActivities @ o

: 1Having agreed upona li\si-‘gf comp;tenciegﬁ’l the Teacher Corps gt.aff and

: cogmmiuee expanded the types of learning agt'rvitfe?‘avuilab}g t0 facilitate

. their mas®ry. A Variety of field expériences in.different educational and

community settings was deegned essential iﬂ*lear'rfihg tq meet the needs of

children with.diverse abilities and (lyckg‘rougds. Observation, participa-

: 1#®n,. and tutorin'@ assignments were planned in programs sponsored by
such ageggies as Chesapake Department of Public Welfare, Chesapeake

i Health Departmgnt, Chesapeake Recreation and Parks Department, Child
and Family Services of Norfolk, Liberty Park Day Nursery for Working
Parents, Mental Healtlf Centes of Norfolk and Chesapeake, Norfolk City

RN » 4 A .

4
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Departmem of Recreation and Welfare, Speech and Héanng Program at’

Norfolk State'CoIIege Tidewater Child Evaluation Clinic, Tidewater

- Rehabilitation lnsmute and thewNorfoIk lnterdnscnplmary Diagnosuc and .
‘ .Pre,stnpuve Center. : : 3 ; ’

- Some of the’major types of Ieammg acuvmes mcluded in the component

are listed i ln Flgure 2. .

,p_f'

ot _'lntemshlp on Teachmg Téams - * e p
**. 'Special Purpose Field: Assignments ‘

R i.h - Parent Work Sessions_

: "+ . Performance Modules o '

!,earmng Actlvm&s Study Contracts AR

,"- , Tutonng Individual Chlldren e s

1 © . Special Observation andPanICIpatlon .

v @~ Small'Group Weekly Serint§ '

o Worksthson Various Topics. ,

22 Coursq‘,m_,'{cachmg Exceptional Children

LA

«

-t i

L W \ ' o

Flgure 2. Types of acuvmesuﬁ‘Excepuondl Chl|d Mamstreammg Comé
.ponem at Norfolk/Chesapeake ’I'eﬂcher Corps Prolect ' .
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" The workshep series proved to be one of thg.
“the prospecuve teachers in the Excepuo e

host etﬁcd@e atuvmes % .
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1A Dnrectorsand super-

. C Parems _a?.»"

- D: Socmlogy pro'fessors

- Flgure 3 Workshops in the Norfolk/Chesapmke T eachep Cospsﬁr# ”
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N Srra{egzes i
g __resenfanons by =\

visors of special ‘specmllsts
education in publlc S, .
- .school systems - o
B. ﬁepl;esematwes from ﬁ& Small group :
- comngunity agencies . ?dls dussions, - .

ﬁtVlsdfatlons 10

* agepcies
: D Teachercorps staff ﬁ l} Readmg%ports

, v prepared by

‘E. Pnncnpals . o agengies and”
L o I,Z'ii' s%hool s&&tems
2 A Paren(s . 2. A Role p]JS'mg
B. Pnnmpals : -&B.Cﬁ‘oup presemauons
C. Special educatipn ~.j “Comrriﬁn:g SUrveys
' professors '

‘b Pﬁrgnﬂmtem s

"~ E. Teacher corps staff E Classrgom vist

3.A. Instr_uct_npnal R B A Mterials - 5" '

~supervisors' - o , vnr«xﬂ:cuon

B. Teacher corps’ - B Matfials " ,°
staff - exhnbltsu

. C..Specialists i in Ca Pregcn%%g % §
. audiovisitals - -wwriting’ .

D‘ Classroomteache,rs' T S ,"_ =

. E lnstrucuonal design. - .. %] 7 g : :&
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. 7 Evaluation
is -a vital facet of the component tntemp dnd teachers
valuated aII ihe training activities: whtle guides listing’ competenctes and. o
nd‘tl;ﬁttgrsfof“competencnes were ﬁhecked pehodtcally in conferences in- '
%ng ,acher Corps staff, (eachers; and individual intemns Evaluatton h
-Beports “Were Aso - ‘given by consultants pnnctpals, and: other college. L
,pit s. However;: self-evaluatton by teachers was justas important as. +*
uatton conducted by“&pemsors and trainers. lntems were\re-
: é’hedulgd or recycled: through perfonnance modules or!bther activities as
- the ngeds. Were assessé'd throughout the program. Evaluatioh cohferences
fsch lep 6na regular basis with interns assisted in |denttfy|ng strengths.
W gweaknésses in competen‘cydevelopment the dataused in these confer-
‘Sf§ences tnpiuded supervisors’ observations,, intérp’s log or diaky- and other -
rés i i, ‘team leader records and measurements of pupil groivth U
Each dintern was. given an evaluation g,utde whose format facilitated .

doperative eVAIuatton and provided the intern with arecord of his compe-_' :
ten;_y development. "The g guide contained a sheet for each competency, tts ,

8 fonnat is shown inFigured4. = - .10 'f?"“';i”
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e r~Evalua_ti0nGui&e' L L=
" 1.06 Teacher Intern ) ' School
R : ' *or S e

' B I . Practicum” oy -
R : s R Site—L@;
e vy R

 A. Competency/Objective:. ’ B

The teacher intern hds demonstrated that he has identified the
learning styles and/or leammg disabilities of several pupils. ( -

B As mdlcators of mastery, teacher intern has—

-

C Supportmg Ewdence o

i 'D Mastery Level attamed and P . .
+ 7 Demonstrated IR .
. "Low *  High : ’
. : 1 23 4 5°

"E.Dates____- - M
Signature of Evaluators -

Signature of Intern

W P T
.. o : ) &

F. Assessed by (bhecb e s S
~ Team Leader. 2 :
LEA Coordmator » »‘ ‘ <

i College Superwsor
~ ‘Community Coordmator v ' . :

® Teacherlnem " . . S K
N RO
e ~ Parent \_ ' . T
. T S

' . ° . t
Figure 4. Evaluauon Gulde Formdt Nacil_k/Ch'esapeal;'e’ Teacher,w

s

Corps Pto;ect - . .
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Changes 'Needed
Expenence with the Teacher Corps Componem has pomted‘hp anumberof |
changes that are felt-t6 be desirable and pOssrbIe wherever departments of
_elementary education realize that regular teachers must be prepared to
teach all chrldren who do not Have severe handrcaps See dragram that

follows, -~ - .7 < S . T ' [
T e, . T . : ' .
E © Changes L
ffom. SN R e . s
. Departmental Decision ) dborauon wrth school systém& Spe~ e .
Making 5 cial* Education’ Departmem Psychology * . .
e o .
. - ) - * Departments, Speech Department, Social .
&, - Work Departmem‘ and Community Agen-
- 2 . _cies. |

= Yoe
[

. School based field exper fces Field experiences in community programs T v
for traindes .\ <> and agencies, special servrce dgenc S, .
es and churches. , . o

s -8

SC" contamed SC“ SU“ILlCm Tedmlng as (he key Concep( parems, cen
" type teachlng _,._._W._—'; psychologists, physicians, specml educa- *

' tion teachers, social workers:, resource ,
personnel, school-cofmmunity workers, o)

counsetors, Ilbrarlans reading specialists, .~
e - others. _ 6 , Py , K
' Professional Educators as Instructional ‘leadership shared by variety -
trainer . ey of persons: public school teachers, princi- ’
o o pals and supervisors, parents, trainees,
L . public school supervisors in areas of ex-
~ ceptionality.
Teachrn; as developmemal_,7 Teachrn; as dm;nostu prescriptive dnd .
. personalized - , ;o
. : : . . . » ‘ g':l,
y Evaluation ot }eaehm; : Teachers’ self-evaluation based op student
“by supervisors _.___ - performance, evaluation based on
R . T “specified competencies. B .
oy - ’ N S : ) . . ot
e Y - , '
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* Special Problems . oL
hanges in a teacher preparation program always produce®a certain degree
* ‘ of resistance. This is especially true when the program is perceived as very
- sucgessful in its. present fobm. Staff development is oné problem: diagnos- -
“tic and prescriptive teaching skills must be evidenced by, teacher trainers as
they attentipt to help traine%i learn such skills for use with'children. Special
: : workshops, seminars and rgleased time for individual study for fécultyz'e
: ' reeded. A o o
‘ L 'Liule attention has been given to support for regular.childrgr# and their
parents who do riot.understand the néeds of children with learning -and
- behavior problems. The pargnts need to be assured that mainstreaming will .
- nothamper their own regular children’s progress, rather; that diagnostic and
© prescriptive téaching permits all children to leatn more.. Lo T
Another area of concern$is that of parent training for participation il
_class\room activities.' One of the component’s most successful fgcets was
the parent training prograni® teacher interns and cooperating teachers
worked with-parents to assist them in developing skills needed in the
production pof, ins'tructional ,@alerials._»Mhny parents are gxperienced
seamStresses and home decorators; using the same type of skills they can be
enormously helpful to classipom teachers who are called upon to. indi-
vi uglize instruction and provide meaningful instructional rﬁaterial's_.
Teacher trainees must therefore learn how to conduct workshops for
. - . parents and hpw to use parents asresources. A T
The relationship between the Special Education Department and the
Elementary Education Department, is another, prgblem area. During the
o pastfifteen to twenty years the Special Education Department has assumed
tesponsibility for preparing teachgrs for children with special’needs. Sepa-
rate ?ning programs were developed and a separate trainee population
was Clainred. Now, it is necessary for the Special Education Department
and the’Elementary Education Department to work. cooperatively—often-
) with the same trainee pppulation—=te give the children the besggprepared-
" teachers possible, as specialists and 4§ regular classroont -teach‘é‘{’ A
*  Experience with the Norfolk/CheSapeake Teacher Corps. Exceptional
, Child Component permits us to conciude that a preseryice elementary .
education teacher preparation program’ cam structure its program to help
- teachers develop the competencies needud to deal effectively with children

li

N

»

whodo not have severe handicaps. i A ’ .
: ' A R .
- = & {" ¢
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3 Staff Developmeng_fo;r Twchers ih Séi'vice

|’_

. " HELENP. BESSANT L

Special Education Deparg en\t_ - ‘ i

n Norfolk State College,. *|-
' Norfolk V:rgm:a IR .

4+ . -

[y
R

Thxs facet of our paper focuses on- the aspects of our: model that are

« responsive to teachers and othereducators who ate employed and who, for

- various feasons, choose to increase their competencies on .4 part-time

basis. Notfolk State College has helped and continuesto_help mary such

+ - " teachers from the<Tidewater area to respond apprppnately to the diverse
instructional needs of Yearners' in the schools.”~ -,

Teacher Education. Since Norfolk State College does not grant a graduate
degree n education, the avenue for training of teachers in service has, been
through ial projects and programs, = * . T !

.

Prmclples of Learmng - te

3

Understandmg of the theories and pnncnples which underhe learning is '

~ . prerequlsne to a full appreciation and an adequate. analysns of the teacher-
leamer situation 4nd learner performance  Teachers who have participated
in programs at Norfolk State College rev1ew;he basic theories and theorists
of learning. This knowledge serves is the foundation for the teachers

- mastery of their tasks. Special focus was given to thls topic in a -’

mamstreammg projcct.that was conducted for sclccted educators from the

Nortolk -Public Schools: a summer insitute and icademic ar seminars

a sponsored by the University of Miami Special Education Tagﬁrhcal Assis-
S tance Center in conjuriction with Norfolk State College. Thls focus on
.principles of leammg introduqed to some and reviewed for others factors

' .handgcapped leamers i régular classes .
B g . o S v

‘ ¢ X

N . vg':: -': R ¢ , )
. , : f
. ) T, s -4 " . .
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Factors hasic to the model follow: From’ these areas spemﬁc competen:

, cies are spemﬁed for the inservice leachéf's yho rcceived educational .
ey - instruction at Norfolk State College Each facxor is discussed with exam-
' " plesof implementation t’hrqugh specific projects f\qded in the Division:of :

i

" basic to their understgndmg of how they tould meet tgneeds of mildly -
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" Typical Child Growth and Development "
‘Teéchea'rﬁsv' é{ll ‘need ,;o know what {is.considered non'x'lal behavjor for a
learner. They need'to know how a child matures as he proceéds througfr the
. variqus stages of development, so that they can more effectively respond to

" individual’ learners, Teachers should also understemd the s..ocialization '

process. .. ST N

. It is recognized unquestionably ‘that all {eachers, regardless ‘of what . .

# population they serve, must knew typical learner behaviors. Subsequently,,

-all training experiences for inservice téachers in the Division of Teacher"

Educatjon by their very nature include empbhasis on this area.
N . v . . . . N o .

. Knowledge of Exceptionalities’ -~ - .

Onlijith a sound grasp of *‘normal”* child growth and developmergcan.
4 L R " . ' b ;

teachegs eff¢ctively deal with éxceptionalities.. That 1s, oRe must under- " -
. stand the typical before he can understand the atypical, Today’s teathers’

~must understand exceptional childgen since sorf& of these children wili
likely be irf their clagsrooms, : ‘

- ..+ Three major projécts have trained regular educators in service to recog- A
nize and program for children with mild handicapping conditions’ An

Education Professidn Develppment Act Project-was funded in'the S_-pec'i‘:f’
7Education Department in '1969-1975, During this period 261 pringipalsq-

teachers; and teacheriaides participated in experiences designed to enhance

the sensitivities and increase the competencies of regulareducatorsto meet ©.
“the needs of children who exhibit mild handicaps. These pafiicipants were

involved in a summer institute and academic year seminars foéy
characteristics, diagnosis, and éducational needs of exceptional-children.

The Teacher Corps Projqct-q’n the Elementary Education"Depanment :

. ew gt - .
alsofocuses on exceptional children in regulag classrooms. Like other such

projectsin the ngtion, the Norfolk State College project has a cémponent in -

through a cooperative relationship between. the elementary .and special

its curriculum on exceptional children; this componeht is implemented

education departments and p%onnel in the public.schools. These two .
tial ‘factors in the sh'aping\;gf, the college’s .

projects have been very influ®
teacher education model for mainstreamirig. The third ‘major operation is
the University of Miami Special Education Technical Assistance Project

conducted in cooperation with Np'rfolk" State College and’ the ‘Norfolk: -

Public Schools. . -

[ ) i .
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. " Positive Attitudes; Confidence in Ability
. ‘ - ‘
If leamers are to fulﬁll their potential, teachers must have a posmve ‘
attitude. Teachers must believe that all learnérs have ablllty and will, with '
appropriate nurturing, fulfill their’ potential. This writer’s experience

suggests that children tend to perform to expecfations—that is,.a.teacher

. . who thinks a child is mentally retarded tends to make fewer demands; the

I

child is treated as a-mental retardate and consequently behaves as one.
Thereforé, it is important that teachers accept and believe in- learners,
especially handicappgd children whose presence in regular classes creates
a wider-than-usual gap in mental abilities.

Teachers must also have confidence in their own abilities—otherwise
" they will constantly turn to resource persons from other disciplines for
directives regardln the educational program. This model emphasizes
confidence-building as teachers acquire new skills. The Education Profes-
" sion Development Act, Teacher Corps, and Malnstreamlng projects all

- seek to build positive attitudes in teachers so o that they.will be able to accept

chlldren who ure/ different—children with learning problems- or other
ha\r!ldlcaps chlldien from ethnic and cultural minorities. Add|t|onally

these projects are designed to give the teachers skills and burld their
conﬁdence in using them.

%ssessment Data

Teachers are mo effective when they understand their puplls strengths
and wealdiesses. Therefore the teachers who participate in' programs at
State College acquire additional skills .in diagnosing learning
prob. ms, interpreting test results, and’ prescnbtng instructional programs -
“based on the findings.

Specific prgjects that have(/glven speclal émphasls to this factor |nclude
the Education ProYessions De elopment Act Project and the Teacher Corps
PrO_]CCl both of wh|ch increased the diagnostic skills. Along with.attention
-to formal instruments, the former project also_assisted teachers in the
effective desngn and use of informal teacher-made tests.

Varied Learning Styles of Children

Having understood how children learn and how they differ, possessing a
strong faith in them, and being able to ferret out their stréngths and

.

_— 97 -
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weaknesses, teaclers should have the necéssar& k,h.b'wledge base to match

{
looking for useful materials. Instructional programs are indeed enhanced

leaders, professionals, and blue collar werkers to enrich instruction.in t

different styles of learning-with appropriate styles of instruction. For
_example, reading instruction for the auditorily impaired clearly should not

be provided primarily through aural input. The Education Professions :
Development Act, Teacher Corps, and Mainstreaming proy:c}s all em- - °
phasize the necessity of matcKing instructional modes with learning styles

- of children.- The content on curricula l[kcludes recognmon of varied means *- %
of presenung the same subject matter. ~ ; o : ‘.

.
N > ‘ - L e
-

Using Available Resources . RPE

. » N a
‘Teachers have often been called “‘scavengers,”” *‘hoarders,” -**coMec-
tors,” and other names which suggest that they scour their communities .

by teachers whé know what resources—incltiding persons, hardware, and )
software—are available in their commumty as well as from the logal and
state education agencies. - . 2

Each of the three aforementioned projects at Norfolk State College as -

well as the Early Childhood Educatlon Project in the special educatioh
department, places emphasis on using the services of parents, commumty\‘

classrooms. Materlal discarded by merchants is often of value. Most local
education agencnes have media centers for use by school personnel, otﬁlir' _
centers may be found at publiclibraries and institutions of higher educa- %~
tion. Inservice teachers at Norfolk State College become adept at locatmg

and usmg those resources avallable to them.

v o : 3 . , A
Creation of Materials

No matter how much curricular material is available, good teachers find it
‘mecessary to create and develop new materials specifically designed for a
child or group of children. Thus, in addition to ability to create and

improvise, teachers should be able to write clearly and coherently ip the -

.language of instruction using correct grammar and syntax. Consequently,

all the college’s programs for teachers in service include writing skills,
creation of practical, attractive insfructional aids for classfoom use—
materials that are actually.used by the teachers The ideas are then shared,
with peers through exhlblts ‘md hanc‘loutx




KR R Rorel)ennrtions R
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-

e I teaoﬂ‘ers’hre to effectlvely use the‘knowledge and understandtng they
IR have aé“’tred they must clearly understand their role. With the advent of
: v many auxillary personnel in the local education agencies, roles are not'
glways cJear however, teacherg must know where their responsibilities

o ~ end and the respbnsrbllrtles of others begir. Regular classroom téachers
cannot be, nor are they expected to be, all'\’hlngs to all learners. In all the
' prograngs aLNorfolk State College cited above, as well as in the Operation ¢
‘Headstart PI‘O_]CC( forswhich Special Educasion Department faculty train
PrOJect emplo_yees to serve the *handicapped, teachers come to understand

" conmectional roles as well as the roles and job descnpnons specrﬁc 10 thei
own !ocales o

«.

) . . - .
- : e

. -

. . Abllrty to Wor?( Efl‘ectlvely with Others

" °‘No matter how much teachers/l\now if they cannot get

.+ they will'have g, , difficuly future. Teachers must kn

..other professionals and paraprofesstonals in their

: ‘ They must also cultivate good relatlonshlps wij

" their classes )

- The Teacher Corps PrOJect addres'

; conferences in the hope of arrivin

“experiences to help teachérs adj
classrooms.

- The Education Protes St

analysrs and, videotap

. : paraprofesslonals i

ong with-qthers,
how to work.with
assrooms-and schools.
parents of thé learners in

this issue through small groop
t guiding principles. It also provided
ist to having other professionals in the

ns Development Act Project used similation '
S to help teachers develop better{relatlons with.
their classroom and make appropnate use of their

Frequent e ferences increased rapport and understag
- rents and teachers. L
Py ./» ’

. Summary.'
Ten specific areas have been identified and made requmt‘es in the Noﬁ’nlk
State College model for education of teachers i in service. Specific activities
5 of projects at the college were cited. Competencres in these areasresultin a

~ prototypé of an excellent *‘teacher in the mainstream.'" a teacher whq
'/ . Tecognizes and responds to differences among children and is thus able to
* teach the child traditionally labeled “handlcapped o
v @ v - e
SO ’
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Chalrmdh Department of Spetial Bducatzon o
.. Norfolk State College A o
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. One of the major goals of the preservice programs in 'S'pecwl

Norfolk State College has been to develop a performance based program

- for preparing teachers capable of developing and, improvipg mstrucuonal
programs for exceptional childrén in specjal clasé éﬁd in the mainstream.

- A second goal has been to ensure that the prog qmem will be such that

'lt of certain components of it, might be easrl& utilized 5y other interested

' mstltuuons of higher education without a hlgh cost for implementation.

"“Other goals of the perfonnance,based progfém described in this presen-
tauon are (1) to aid preservice teachers. in develo'pmg the skills necessary
for successful classroom teachmg of exceptional childrgn; (2 to develop in
preseryice teachers the ability to understand and participate in action
research and clinical teaching in the classroom; (3) to encourage and foster
hlgh scholasuc attai {ment in subject matter areas; (4) to encourage preser-
~ vice teachers to-wor! ‘toward becommg effective and efficient participants
in commminy and cn,vrc &ffairs; and (5) to further the development of
desirable attitudes towdrd the profession of teaching.

The description of the perfonnance based program includes (1) a series
of storage and retrieval systems; (2) objectives specifically linked to some
kind of lnstrucuonal system in which there is imbedded assessment; and (3)
amanagementsystem with a profile on each individual. It is also necessary
that the modular competencies of faculty be defined in order to enhance
teamwork lmeracuon

Several assumptions appeared relevant to sound development of this .

performance based program.

1. There is an established relauonshlp between pre- and inservice educa-
tion. Minimum criteria are constantly changing. Therefore, the need for
continual inservice education is essential. In developing inservice pro-
grams, the place where the maximum number of hours of instruction will
take place must be considered.

Education at

2. Training in this performance based progmm is-as direct as possnble

and persons concemed have knoyyledge of the program, including know-

/
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ledge of competenc:es There are procedures for assessment and evaluanon
. which are closely related to the objectives.
3. There are a variety of training procedures in' this performance based
program. Examples are recorded lectures, seminars, discussion lectures,
~muicroteaching experiences, sensmvny sessions, behavior. modification
. " modules, clinical and other type mini-courses, questions, and problem-
solving experiences. ‘ S
* 4. There is individualization of teaéher education instruction. Appro-
* priate relationships exist among state colleges and universities as well as
the State Department of Education and local agencies (rehabxhtatxon cen-
ters,and similar facilities). )
‘- , 5. There is accountabxhty ‘Procedures for evaluation and {nstrumems
' necessary in the assessment process are clearly deﬁned and 1mprovement
is expected in this area,
Four basic general ,strg;egnes important in planning a performance based
special education program were considered: (1) the breakdown of the .
existing program into modules consisting of a series of units or clusters; (2)
‘a determmat:on of needed software such as books, video tapes, audio
tapesg student matenals and-mstructor materials; definition of the objec-
tives regarding preservice teachers’ behavior and the identification of those
activities which will achieve’ objectives; and (4) the instructional proce- -
dures to use in training preservice teachers to participate in acivities
necessary to achieve objectives as retrieved from research data as well as -
instructor know-how in assgSsment and evaluation to determirie whether or
not.objectives wereé achieved. v .
Effe‘c}ive performance-based programs in special education should pre-
pare preservice teachers to educate all children, those with haridicaps as
well as those from xmpovenshed‘nomes and comraunities. Program projec
. tion should also prepare special education teachiers to support regular
classroorf teachers with special education services in the management and -
education of chxldren with special needs:.

,v

. _ 1

~ W

_ ‘ S >
L Development of Performance Based Programs for Prospectlve
' ol Teachersat Norfolk State College '

-One basic goal was to expand the exper;'ise of presegyice te"a'chei%, through
S . appropriate reorientation of teacher preparation praggams in special educa-‘
. tion. The program established focuses on integr;
teachrs to help them understand the concept Eiyidualized instruction
with a meaningful assessment component. In 58
the training is interdisciplinary and continuing;

| A N .
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development of skills in identification diagnosis and prescriptive teach-
ing, which in turn will benefit children with-a variety of special needs.

Wheerreservue teachers complete the performar{ce based program, it is"

expected that they wrll have developed the following brqad basic cem-
petengies: : .

1. To plan effectively tndtvrdualtzed and group instruction accordmg to
each child’s evelopmentak ndture and needs.

S 20 To plan effectively individualized and-group learrhng acttvrttes and
expenences for achievement of* educattonal goals !

The, entire program of special education is constantly changing and

deVeloptng within certain broad clusters of curriculum development, asJ,‘
sessment and evaluation as well as practicum. This should accomplish the

changes ‘needed in preparing special education teachers to work more
effectively with handicapped ¢hildren. Although aspecial education major
is expected 1o work toward a d(egree in his major field, he is encouraged to
explore related areas, and is réquired to do much of his ”basrc work in the
discipline of regular elementary of secondary educat|on .

Professionals and others concemed about meettng the needs of childsen

and preparing special education teachers are aware that programs must
train prospective teachers to cope with the rapid sociological, psychologt-
cal, and economic changes taking place in our society today. Political and
legal changes are also influencing teacher training. An effectt‘ve perfor-

mance based model special education program thus takes into considera-

tion these recent social 2economic, and political developments Communi-
¢ation among’all disciplines concemedwrth teacher qducatton is also vital. .

Trainegs of teachers i in the Special Educdtion Department also. seek to
develop bachelor of sciénce degree hofders who will be able to qualtfy for
master’s programs at other institytions. /

General considerations in developtng a competency based program for ’

preservice teachers include: =,
1. Preservice teaghers will devcﬂ)p personal and academic competencies

necessary for successful classroom teachtng of excepttonal -chtldren ds

measured by faculty-made scales.
2. Preservice teachers will develop the ability to understand and partici-

pate in action research and clinical teaching in the classroom as measured
* by faculty-made scales. : o ot :

3. Preservice teachers will advance dtre(.t]y into master's degree pro-
rams at any recogmzed institution as meatited by fatulty-made scales,
National Teacher Examinations, and Graduate Record Examtnattons.

4. Preservice teachers in elementary and secondary,education, prospec- ‘4'

tive social workefs, and psychologists will secure adequate orientation in
special education as measured by faculty-made scales.

- . ’
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5. Special ediication faculty will‘encour'age and foster conditions which’
W .' promote high s¢holastic attainment ini the subject matter areas assmeasured
2" by faculty and standardized scales. K
“ 6. Presetyice teachers will develop interpersonal relationships which
“will lead to effective and efficient participation in community and civic °
affairs as measured by faculty-made scales. - g
- 7. Preservice teachers wilf develop desirable attitudes toward the profes-
e siqn of teathing as measured by faculty and Standardize® scales.
- . Competenciéd considered with respect to- mainstreaming include the .
development of: : ’ ' ’

A

’ 1. The abilit?‘i’o 'uﬁdérs{and that each exceptional child has the same
’ Tightfgo acceptance, understanding, and education as other children as
s~ rtheasured by standardized and faculty-made scales. . ’

’ 2The understanding -that-‘wide individual differences exist am(;ng
. %¢  childrenin gach area of exceptionality as measured by faculty-made scales. -
’ 3. Thé ability to participate in diagnostic activities designed to screen
and identify students who require $pecial education programs if they are to
~make optimal progress in.school as measuured by facully-made scales.
4. The ability to utilize the team approach to comprehehisive case study
+ nvolving medical, «social, and psychological yas. well as educational .
speciallsts as measured by faculty-made scales. S
5. The understanding of the criteria for placement so that pupils with
other types ©f problems’arid needs are not inappropriately ‘enrolled in
special classes as measured by faulty-made scales. s
. - 6. Ways and means to gain information from Well-trained persons in the ,
. field, and from examinations of specialized curriculum materials and
equipment needed for instruction in the various areas of exceptionality as
_measured by faculty-made scales. e
= 7. The ability to derive general objectives in a program of ¢ducation,
! such as de&éloping personal, social, and’economic effectiveness as mea-
sured by faculty-made and standardized scales. ) *
. - 8. The ability to establish specific goals for special education programs
with emphasis’on both scholastic' and social. learning; on the national
: (Rurpqses of edu:cation; and on'the ap\tii‘hdes and pote tials of the pupils as
v "measured by faculty-made scales. . : o
- 9. A mental health approach in terms of accepting each pupil and
. providing a warm classroom climate which 'is a' profitable-entree for
. - assisting a student in self-acceptance, self-evaluation, and the develop-
" ment of realistic goals as measured by faculty and standardized scales. N
~10. Ways and means to gain- an understanding of clinical educatiof
- instruction for exceptional children which involves individualize_d teaching
[ " B N . t
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procedures based upon careful appraisal of each pupil's abilities and
disabilities as measured by faculty and standardized scales.

Il. Ways and means to gain an understanding that eduication for excep-
tional children is an integral part of ‘a total education program when
possible:and pracﬁcal as measured by faculty-made scales.

‘12. The understanding of why continuous reassessment of excepuonal
children and reevaluation of school programs are essential to progress as
measured by faculty -made scales:

13. Ways and means to gam a concept of the responsrbrlmes of the
school i folJow-up and p(lacement assistance where needed as measured
by faculty-made seales.

14, Understarfdmg of how community-wide ceoperation among educa-

- tional .and noneducational services for exceptional children and direct

Areal..Curriculum Development - .

.a

“involvement of parents in the educational process will broaden the com-
- prehensiveness agd avoid gaps and duplication as measured by faculty-
made scales.

15. Understanding of how special education programs may be strength-
ened by.frequent interpretation of these programs to educaters, parents,
legislators, and the public as measured by faculty-made scales.

16. Uhderstandrng that itis the joint responsibility of national, state, and
" local ; .agencres to promote educational research, teachef preparation, and
‘instructional services in education for excepuonal children as Mmeasured by
faculty-made scales. 4 -

Performance based specral ducation should meet the- ggeds of prospec-
tive teaghers who seek information related to the purposek and objectives of
“ aducation for -children with special needs. Our program includes the
followmg metRods of instruction: (1) study of the areas of exceptionality

“-and related courses; (2) observation of special class procedures; and (3) .

.application of knowledge thr(;ugh student teaching, community activities,
"and research. Special education personnel—while developmg.(hrs petfor-
mance based program—must keep in mrnd the state certification require-
ments.

T ) T

Performarice Based 'Prbgram Design Clusters—
Academic Preparation . C

-
x
v,

- Ve o

" 1. Education of educable mentally retarded chrldren, rncludmg the

. multrhandrcapped v
2. Educauon of tramable children, mcludmg the muluhandrcapped
. (3
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3. Education of disadvantaged handichpped.children -
-3 4. Language arts and remedial reading for exceptibnal children
’ ) 5. Education of chlldren with physxcally handlcappm_g and cnpplmg_
conditions .
_6. Education of chlldren with emouonaldlsturbances N

» . 7. Education of children with learmng disabilities *
?v/ / 8 Educat 2‘4 of parems of preschool handlcapped childre .
R 9. The rofe of the professional and paraprofessxdnal in education of

preschool handicapped children

. Areall. Assessment and evaluation »

v I. Nature and needs (characteristics of the mentally retarded and chil-
dren with other types of handlcappmg conditions)

2. Rehabilitation tgchniques’

3. Measurement and evaluauonof{he handlcapped

4. Speech problems of exceptional children
"+ 5. Psychoeducational diagnosis "5’#" '

+6. Diagnosis and assessment of preschool handleapped chlldren
Area 111. Pr¥cticum : . -
, 1. Observation and paruclpauon in special class. programs— |
lndependem study concept in focus, lhcludmg direct contact with childréh.
. Private and public schgol settings, beginning at freshman leve]. Includes:

\_ carly experiences with Ehildren. :

2. Pracucum’acuvmes with children, including preschool wnh retarda-
tion, learning disabilities, and multihandicapping conditions

_ 3. Student teaching with handicapped children - ) (4

4. Early childhood education pracucum for the handlcapped

tw

Xy

A7

Coopérdtive Mainstream P}ograms with Local S; 't‘ems B
1Y

Before we could consider the concept of trainjng preservice teachers for the

mainstream, the public’ school systems had ;to indicate wnllmgnessrto
s . change the edugation of handlcapped learners. The guxdellrles for im- -
.plementation of the anodel for the preservice training program.included
involvement of principals, psychologists, and other school, personnel.-
Procedures in tralr{ng teachers include course offerings, college seminars,
-and ﬁeld and intemship experiences within the publi¢ School setting.
Commumty mvolvement is an important componem of the preserv:ce_
practica. . . t
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‘The Norfolk State College Early. Childhood 'P'rojec't v .
for Preschool Handicapped Children B

An early childhood educauon project for handicapped chxldren hashada -
great impact on the specxal /education preservice p:%;ax% The gajor

3

-objective of this project was to lessen the motor, ment nd emotional -
effects of a combmauon of mental retardation; secondaryMdeficits of hear-
ing, vision, and spee a lack of stimulation in the environment’ on, -

i young disadvantaged handica children through a structured education
program combined with unstructured activities and parental instruction and

assistance. '

-+ The program mcluded identification of handlcapped preschool chlldren
and developmem of an educational program aimed to develop specific A
cognitive language, motor, and social skills. The parent component'fea- -
wred“instruction in helping the children at homé with social, edycational, .

. and emotional problems. The program involved on-site learning ;gegular

classroom teachers, Norfolk State College ‘and Virginia We an’ Q(}Ikge ’
R

students, and administrators and professionals from other agencxes inorder - -

2 ‘tobuild understandmg and suppon for comprehens:ve early m;erventlm;»?‘ 4
§ r :

. R _
The Unjversity of Miami Norfolk City School Systefn Plan
. Young teachers g'e'nemy develop into more efféctive change agents than
retreaded personnel Therefore, 24 junior and senior year trainees received
" training in-the Norfolk Mamstreammg plan during the 1974/75 academic
year. Administrative and supervisory personnel as well as regular elemen-
tary and special classroom teachers participated in a Univetsity of*Miami
+ inservice project designed to increase skills in mainstreaming handicapped .
children into regular classrooms. The project was conducted by Dr. Phlllp
Mann and staff during the summer of 1974 at the University of anml
Pamc:pants in this. project returned to théir classrooms and. began xmple- 7
menting concepts in mamstreammg Selected classrgooms of some of the
participants provided opportunity fer exemplary observation and student -
teaching mvolved in mamstreammg for the trainees..

"The Norfolk State College Education Professions i
' Development Act Project’

‘The Education Professions; Development Act Project “at Norfolk State
College represents another avenue th.rough w«hxch preservice teachers re-
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"ceiveq training in the mainstreaming process. Several studénts other than
the juﬁior:an'd senior year trainees gained experience in te chingfeaming-

disabled children in,the regular classroom. -

Y N

a &

~
' { ‘Summary - |
A 'S
In the development of a perfdnnancé based program to meet the present -
and future needs of preservice teachers” many problems still exist. First of
all, itis still necessary to function within the legal certification constraints
= of Virginia’s State Departinent of Education. Present certification ‘re.

. . quirements in various fields are based uPon completion of a designated
number of hours of course work in general education, professional educa-
ti(')ﬁ,«-;md' specific endorsement requiremer’ns.,Secondly.‘ the.exigtence of
autoriomqus departments rather than a’single area of curriculum. and
instruction impedes faculty cooperation in wtilizing their diversified skills. .
Thirdly, tenured facylty may be unable or unwilling to change teaching

“Syyles in order to facilitate better progran ming for preparation of teache
of exceptional childrén. But these groblems do-not negate effective com-

; munication, coilaboration, and c peration between the departments ‘of
elementary and special education in planning relevant programs for and
with the’students. Free electives provide students’ with opportunity to take

" courses in additional areas. The program of special education is elementary
. educatioh based; therefore, it is possible for the special education major to

s obtain full certification in the field of elementary education through collab- .

oration with the Department of Elementary Education,

The Virginia Department of Special Education recently lainched a

. program designed to revise state. certification rejuirements in- special

education. Focus of the new fequirements will be on teacher competency

and skill development rather than on do etion pf courses: Staff inseﬁice.. ¢

‘techniques have been used effectivély in bringing about changg; ;;,

. department heads of elementary and special education have ass‘umc;}i_' thess

- v responsibility for reviewihg the present operdition and suggesting changes

. inprogram design in both departments to bFin'g about more responsiveness
td the needs of preservice teachers. R . .

The cpnsensus'a;ﬁoryg Enembers of the special education faculty is thatin
order to facilitate bettér and continuing education from all departments
within the Division of Teacher Education, personnelin elementary, secon-

, = “dary, and special education departments must work together to establish ¢
new courses and modules for competency’based training, and facilitate
better understanding by providing oppartunity for ‘personnel froms’ the
various disciplines (such- as reading, early childhood education, "and

A 4
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- courses; (2)identification of the kinds of teﬁghm

4 - 1

others) to, interact. Such cooperation would prevent personnel ig_ other
departments from feeling that their course offerings are inadequate or that
they are not adequately preparing teachers to meet the needs of excepuonal
children in regular elementary and secondary classrooms. -

The need for communication between’ special and regular educauon in
. providing offerings to exceptronal childgn may be fourtd in the. Council for
Exceptlonal Children Polrcrﬁs Commlssron statement:

Speual Education musi provrde an administrative organization that facili-
tates (for exceptional cl*ldren) achievement of the same educational goals as
those pursued by othel children.;The purpose can be achieved' through
structures that are sufficiently compauble with those employed by regular
educatiofi 10 insure easy unbroken passage of children across ro.gular special
“education administrative lines for whatever periods of time may be neces-
sary, and sufficiently flekible ro ‘adjust quickly to changrng task demands .
and child growth needs.. . o
\Under suitable conditions, education within rhe mainstream can prowde the

optimal opportunity for many exceptional children. Consequently, the sys-

tem for délivery of special education must enable the incorporation of special

help and opportunities for them ih-mainstream settings whenever such

approach fis, feasible. Chrldren 5hould spend only as much time ouISIde

regular slassroom ttings as is necessary 1o control learning variables that *

are critical to the-llevemem of 5pcuﬁed léaramg goais.

4 - i » . I ¥

Because of recent court decisions, school personnel across the country

are developing programs" that will includ dicapped children in the
Mainstream of education. Although the cqirts have issued mandates and

- many states have passed legislation to end{olation of. handicapped chif- -

dren, considerable resistance still comes
admmlstrators and parent groups. Thus, a ne
ing of preservrce education of teachers rs i
change in teachers of the future, .

» The Norfolk, Virginia Beach, and'Ches eake City School Systems-are
gradually ‘achieving thejr goals and theif personnel are plannmg ways for
handicapped children to remain-in the regular. grades with supportive
services to assist the regular teachers«\ba '

The main problems for the special edu uorgf’grqull)ﬁ'were (1) determin-
sicompletion of e
Ayles and effecting
necessary changes in teachmg styles in order to fmlitafe development,of a

performance based program; (3) effecung change in faculty attitudes
toward perfonnazlcebased programs by providing opportunity for faculty

m regular grade teachers,
for continuous strengthén--
order to effect attitudinal

. . LY

" tosrenew or change their. techniques and skills; . and 4) panuclpauon of «

faculty in determining.their comperencres and modification of their roles.

.
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Prospecnve teachers of ex'ceptmnal' chnldren receive cross-categorical -
trammg Jnvolvmg otﬁer dlsc1plmes'at Norfolk State College. For example,
professxonal educatlon courses lncludmg regular elementary and. secon-
‘dary éducation couises” are. taughl by faculty members in the elementary
- 4nd se.condary education. departments ‘General education courses are

l_:., v taught by general’ e@ueauon facalty members; and adaptive and other
T rEqulred physaca] educauon.courses are taught by professors and instruc-- -
“tors in the Depanment:of Physical Education.

The funded prajects-under the supervision of program perspnnel of the
Department of Spemal Educaug,n—m Gooperauon with local school offi-
cials’ durmg the past ; SI% years—have had a decided impact on the local -;.
school -systems- methe area, Unique innovations in. programming have . .’;‘
.evolved involving forh1er participants in the projects despite the fears-and
anxieties on the part of many regular classroom teachers Some of the
innovations may be delineated as SO

1. Spec:lal educauon personnel have recelved many . requests by saper-
visors, pnnmpals and agency personnel for assistance in |mplementauon

o~ ofi msemce programs. "
- +., 2."There has been a sngmﬁcant increase in the number of -regular
' claqﬁroom teachers takmg courses offered through specnal education in
order to'enhance their skllls,m the mainstreaming -process:
. 3. More comprehensive insefvices education  programs have been de- -
veloped by many school prmc1pals wnhm theirown schools ’

.
. bt ve o
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,. ..'_l‘hi;‘lntegrati'on of the Handicapped Chi | p tothe
‘Curriculum -Experielice"s_ of Re"gula_f‘ Educhtion

- - -

JOHNE CAWLEY

..
-

The Scene: Ms. B., akindergarten teacher, is writing a letter to a friend.

B

Dear B—r, ) )
' Well, it's -the ‘beginning of another school year The first clue has ‘
arrived: a letter from Ms. Y., principal of our school. The bcgmmng was
-typical of the letters Ms. Y. has sent out in previous years: greetings, room
~ assignments, the date and time of the first faculty meeting, and the agenda
for the first get:together. The letter looked like the same old stuff, but since
Ms.Y. insists that we all read her letters, it seemed wise to go on. The letter ,
continued: - ‘ , :

Th:s year we will be havmg somethmg of a new experience for the hand:cap
ped children in our school. We will ‘be attempting to provide full service to
. ahese youngsters using the regular classroom as our base of operation. This
.means that we will be bringing many children back from special glasses and
that we will be programming, rather than just tolerating, those youngsters
‘ who are already in our regular classes. We estimate that 10 to 12 percent of
N our youngsters are handicapped, that this is reasonably gonsistent with the
national average for a school such as ours. Nationwide statistics show-a
prevalence of 7,000,000 han{kcapped children, ‘with about 60 percent cur-
" rently enrolled in regular classks. Your role as a regular class teacher, or in
the case of those in grades 3 through 6 who are' departmentalized, will beto -
serve as the core of the educational program for these children.

And then came the bombshell' The next paragraph contained threg terms:
.handlcapped children, dlagnosucally based cumculum and behavnoral
: ob_]eCllves ’ a
Wow' How lucky can one be" I must have had ESP when ldecnded to
sign up for that three-day inservice workshop on handicapped children. At
least I have some idea of terms such as mentally handicapped, leammg
-disabilifies, and emotional disturbance. Children referred to by these terms’
constitute the largest numbenof handicgpped children, although ‘the terms -
don’t mean much when it comes to teathing. The workshop was OK. We
talked about.psychoeducational tests; the interrelationships between diag-

2
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nosis and inst}uction, and the development of curriculum experiences that
will provide meaningful education for handicapped children.’ -
I remember the point one of the instructors made about curriculum
development and its importance to handicapped children. How did he say
it? Something like this, I think: =~ . .~ .. ) '

The major assumption underlying the preparation ‘of curriculum materials
ang experiences for nonhandicapped children is that the learners to whom the
curriculum will be presented are intacr. That is, there’s nothing wrong with
them. Special education curriculum developers, on the other hand, must
operate on the assumption that every leamner to whom the curriculum is
presented has a general or specific learning disability or behavioral disorder.
Curriculum for the handicapped, therefore, must do two things: convey the
content of the curriculum and prevent, remediate, or compensate for these °
problems which the youngsters manifest. o ‘
I know I am going to have torely more upon diagnostic test interpreta-
tion; and I'm ‘going to have to learn more about it, particulafly about

translating test information into instructional practicés.
The. program they distributed at the workshop seemed to be right on -

 target. Itinterpreted over S00.psychoeducational test items into terms that I

can understand and then it interrelated these to over 1,800 items of
instructional mateials. Best of all, they showed me how I could add to the
system using the materials that are élready available in my room. [ was also
given a proc_eé‘i:re that would assist me to construct my own criterion

. referenced test. They called it a\Behavior Skills Inventory (BSI) and it is

used to identify learning disabilities and behavior disorders. Incidentally, ‘

" the idea of looking at both learning and behavior problems within the same

112 .

framework will be a great help. I'll use it in kindergarten and have Sam (he
teaches 5th grade science) and Mary (shé feaches second grade) build one
also. The three of us can demonstrate a diagnostic approach to curriculum,
ard perhaps some of the other teachemg'will also try it. As’a matter of fact, I
think I'tiFask Ms. Y. for a féw moments at the faculty meeting and I'll do a
little show-and:tell. And, of course, the big surprise will come when I
show the instructional suggestions for meeting the needs of learners with
handicaps. The suggestions are presented in such a way that the same
suggestions can be used with learners of different ages, in diffé{ent subjects
and, very important for our school, in any language (about 20 percent of
our kids speak Spanishsas their dominant language). The instructor gave a
demonstration of this in science. We were shown how to take a group of
kids with a variety of learning problems and provide curricula experiences
through the use of different behavioral approaches. This means that if a kid
cannot read, I have alternatives to reading. Why, I can take kids with
’ /
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different behavioral néeds and incorporate them into the science activiﬁes
through a variety of techniques. For the first time 1 feel I can help Helen,
whois so withdrawn and isolated. One simple idea we had was to haveJq'ids :
construct cardboard objects such as cars. One kid could do a wheel, another
could do another wheel, and Helen could do the axle. When the parts are
put together, Helen would be central to the group and I could praise them
for working so well together. Get it?? B
! The one thing that troubled me during the inservice was the way the staff
kept criticizing behavioral. objectives. Their main point seemed to be that
most formats for preparing behavioral objectives stress achievement{, or
getting the right answer, without focusing upon the behavioral needs of the
learner. Another point was that most approaches to behavioral objectjves
didn’t encourage the instructor to use a variety of behavioral strategies to

“attain a common outcome. In science, for example, you could have a

learner demonstratehis knowledge of a'certain concept by construciing
something, by pointing to a series of pictures or objects, by orally stating,
.or by writing: What they tried to stress was the difference among behavior,
Process, and task (the achievement part) in the use of behavioral objec-

o tives. ’

,-F&'e'also observed that most behavioral objectives stress learner be-

~ havior, but fail to give any attention to the instructor. Come to think about

it, I'd appreciate a few suggestions about behavioral procedures that 1
could use to help children. It would also help me with this other thing that
we are being b‘_ué}kd about—accountability. I don’t want to get into the
trap of having to turn to a new list of behavioral objectives each time I
switch to a differént subject. The stuff we had enables me to focus upon the
same behavior, if appropriate, so that I can help the kid with problems. To
illustrate, the behavioral objectives, we called them Desired Learner Out-

s

x

comes (DLOs), look like this:

+Aural Presentation .
Instructor Learner

. e .
! Gives a single word Orally states a

.definition for the word.

This simply means that | would say the word and. that the learner would
state his definition. | could do this in science, social studies, etc., and really
help the kid with his behavior. Incidentally, this is a very common task on
those psychoeducational tests I mentioned earlier. This gives ine that tie-in
between diagnosis and instruction. e _ .

Back to Ms. Y.'sletter. Let’s see, it went on to say: -
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Individualization of instrygtion that is dlagnosucally biged will be essential -
. Remember to-distinguish between individualized instguction and individual
: attention. ’[oo much of the latter may indicate that tt# former is not being -
. ' auended to ‘properly. Behavioral objectives will be neceSsary We can
discuss the best fieans of i incorporating this approach intosour school when
we get together i , . _ Voo

Y ° v .
f -

I feel as though I have my feet on the ground l know somethmg ab(m(; :
the characteristics of handicapped children. I ¢an rqlatc to psychoeduca' ‘
A onal tests and interpret them in terms of ins ctional practices and
j mqu]um In essencc, I have the basis for a.dlagnosnc approach to
cumchl.um I can construct my own Behavior Skills l‘nvemory, and lhave a
" storehouse of mstrucuonal suggesuons all of which can be &frectly ued to

cumculum
ldon t beheve I'm gomg to be as hﬂndlcapped as l‘lﬁoug‘ht l'know the
o Kids won the! L s
; . o ‘ e
S . J" ' § -

< 4 ’f Caw,]by J; Calde'r C Mdnn,P McOlnhg R Ramanauslm S.; and |
-~', ’é’ Sune P Prl)jeC&MalnStre(Ibm Tulsa,‘OkLahoma.\Educatlonal Progress;

,\, LS " . ,"_“

’. J.. Goodstem, H and Bun‘ow,‘ The -f" -Learner and the
gProbIem Spnngﬁeld,,]ljmm&, Chas 'lIhomms Co.,, 1972. %
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. SECTION-III

>~ TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
- .. PERSPECTIVES

E

. ' , »

: ssistance’ programs have pIayed a slgmf cant role in imple-
/ ei;al gavernment mandates They have\raken ona vane!y of ©

s case for a nanonal !echmcal assrstance sys:em
e Wuside thé government structure but funded by and accountabje ™~
e [’s at such a system allows technical assistance programs to be

free of pof tical pressure and to be able to develop nonthreatening !rus! /

relatlanshlps with their clients. Reynolds further calls for communication
and collaboration among these independent programs in order to share
_expertise and vonsallda!e gains. He also points.out the need for !echmcal
assistance tra !.ﬂ 4§ for all potential special educanan leaders in annclpa-

~ peoplein mma!m maipstreaming programs. Mann and McClung express
v parnculal' cange n fo /J

‘education fo came to terms. with their mmyal problems in plafmmg far

1id: =

ricollege admrmstratars and chlef schaol oﬂ" cers in -

mamst eammg ata sta!e level. Thetr callabaratwn produced an analysis /,

an
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‘Technical Assistance:
The Case for National Support Systems
| in Special Education

) MAYNARD C. REYNOLDS
L * Director, Leadership Training Institute ISpecial Education
a7 University of Minnesora - N
3

Technical assistance systems have been developed by the federal.gov-
. emment® {0 meet the urgent needs of differefit segments of our economic-
S life, espécially agriculture, medicine, and transportation. Ultimately, the
/ ~$ystems result in benefits to the total population and’economic gains to the
particular institutions, In special education however, technical assistance
systems ‘cannot in any obvious way impinge on the total population or
“result in"economic benefits. Yet there is a special reason to be‘concerned
about national siipport systems in what is essentially ~zi'~.lbw-prevalence
field. When only a relatively few instances of a problem exist at theYocal.
..;1€Vel, the expertise necessary for handling the problem is not Likely to be
' ‘Q%'veloped because of the cost. Nevertheless, what is exceptional at the-
- local level often aggregates nationally into a very large problem; the’
. national mobilization of expertise to resolve such problems is therefore -
*both practical and economical. * ‘
. o : . »'r
. Special Education and the Federp!'Goveg'nmelii :

*

Since 1957, when Congress first provided funds for résearch and leader-"
.ship*training in the area of mental retardation, federal appropriations for
--special education have been increasing steadily. Currently, funds are
 provided for'the imprdved delivery of educational services to childrén in
. new as well as traditional categories of handicap and for the operations of,
* . the Bureau of Education'for the Handicapped. (BEH) to administer the
burgeoning programs. Other bureaus also have launched significant-pro-
- grams relating to specific aspects of education of the handicapped, such as
career and vocational education. -Whatever the reasons for the federal

*Technical assislance obviousfy goes on at many levels. This paper is limited to national level
systems quite arbitrarily, but mainly becguse that has beén the context of the Leadership
Training [nstitute at Minnesota. . ’ .

’.h
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government’s initial mterventron in the improvement of educanonal ser-
vices for, handrcapped children, it seems certain at this time that the

mtervenuon will continue welldinto the future.

The principle of the right to education, first enunciated by the Supreme -~ )

Court in Brown vs. Board of Education (347 U.S. 483, 1954), has been
extended by the federal court cases of the 1970s to all handicapped
children, regardless of degree of handicap, and expanded to include the”

provision of educatjon in the least restrictive environment and with regard i

for due process. Unquesnonabl}' ‘these pnncrples will be Tecogmzed in
future congressional special education legislation. = .
Although the Congrgss and courts expect thelrm‘andates to be acted on

B expeditiously and_to,th > letter, they make little provision for assistance that

_ may be needed to implement those mandates and, ‘_fn the same time, they
hold accountable the persons or institutions that are responsible for the
. implementation.. When the U.8. Office of Education (USOE) is charged
with admrmstenng the provishqns of federal. legrslanon -its role ‘can be
libenéd to that of a middlernan in that it is accountable to Congress for
. effecting the intent of the legislation but must consign the actual work to
_other authorities, A charge from Congress pften means that the USOE must-
" negotiate for the procedural rmplementauon of the charge with state and -
local school systems, institutions of high educatiori, and other ageficies on
a very rapjd schedule and with high concern for accountabllrty Yet the
" agency is limited in staff and other resourees and in ns power to mtervene
actively in the implementation.” ; *" :

Perhaps because the problems of program development appear to be-
come more complex with time or because the agencies funding the pro-
' grams necessarily, concentrate an their accountabilities to Congress, there
appears to be an inclination for federal awards to bé made first to the most.-
- promising applications for funds. The pracnce can be Justrﬁed of cqurse,
-on the grounds that awards made to program developers with little experi-
ence or readiness to undertake new and exacting re§ponsrbrlmes are more,
likely to lead to farlure unless thes€ developers can be given a great deal of
assistance, The USOE, needless to say, has neither the authorization nor
the resources to provrde suo{rasmsl,ance directly.

A major step-to bridge the gap between accountabrlrty and quality of ,
rmplementatron was taken by the USOE Bureau of Education Personnel
Development (BEPD) in. 1968 under the leadership of Don Davies. The
"'‘BEPD established * what was probably the ﬁrst major set of technical
assistance or support systems'in education when it funded 12 leadershrp
“‘training msmute projects, each related to a BEPD categorical program
Since then, other bureaus in the USOE have subscribed to the value of

. support systems by fundmg pl‘OjC!tS to provrde technical assrstance to, for
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example, schopl systems that are trying to increase their tapabilities to

.accommodate handicapped children in regular classrooms and teacher-
“training projects in the field of learning disabilities. However, the projects

that provide such ;echnicél assistance have not 'bcen coordinated as a
formal total system; rather, they have been broughtinto being on an ad hoc
basis foi a specific purpose, and they have a finite existence. '

Allin all, the experiences of these isolated technical assistance projects

. provide consideérable evidence for the practical value of support systems.

In.the programs served by them, compliance with agency expectations is
relatively assured; program developers are relatively unafraid to admit the
existence of ‘problems with which they néa\hclp; cooperation among
projects and th sharing of experiences-and, expertise increases the effi-
ciency of each project; and the intent of the legislation authorizing the -
programs is morgfully implemented. Because of the technical assistance
is able to fund programs in needy geographical areas
: ble expertise is minimal and in other areas where the
retraining of Mersonnel has a high priority. In other words, the USOE is
able, through the technical assistance projeets, to maintain its posture as a
funding and regulating agency with, accountability to the Congress in the
best sense of the term. . v R

,

A\ .
»
i

Support‘1$ys'tems as.an Extended Arm of Government
o . T - :
Most federal agencies are not equipped to provide all necessary direct

.iechnical assistance. They are so limited in staff and resources and- so
' burdened\ by administrative responsibilities that they can attend only

-

o [y
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rudimentarily to the developmental aspects of congressionally mandated
programs. Congres$ tends to distrust a large, permanent bureaucracy;
consequently, professional ‘personnel are keépt at a minimal level in au-
thorized agencies. Given that the primary functions of these personnel are
to es_(ablish,policy and ‘management systems and to make -discretionary
funding decisioms, honest, helping relations between agency personnel and
their clients are a contradiction in functions. _ T
However.unfortunate it may be, government employees ugually cannot
relate to projects simultaneously as monitors and helpers. And, because

_they are monitors, itis difficult for them to receive honest feedback from

their constituencies. The lack of feedback is especially poticeable when
federal goals are high, emphasis upon innovation is strong, agency staffing
is minimal, and funds are granted on a discretionary basis for short terms
with frequent (one-year) renewal required. This contéxt breeds develop-
mentat programs in which honesty may be equated with self-destruction
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and _funding renewal may become; 41 more importarit goal than the im-
plementatjon of congressional intent. The gap between projected program -
-~ goals and actual achievement can be bridged at least in part, however wrlh
* thehelp of strong nongovemmental support systems. .
When suppon systems are erected outside the government hrerarchy,
they are not subject to the stresses and strains that beset govérnmental
_agencigs. Although they have a double accountability—to clients as well as
to the fﬁgdjng agency—-(hey are relatrvely free of political pressures and ~
have-a-clearly defined role: to provide technical assistance to and act as,
advVocate for authonzed pro;ects In this rele, the systems can function as
bu ﬂ*‘to protect ﬂedglmg projects from the occasional excesses of federal/
agency " impatience, they can rally. the understanding 'endorsement f
agency personnel for programs that must develop slowly and carefully for
thie best results, and they can provide agency personnel with an objective
assessment of program needs and recommendauons for program develop-
ment. . .
" At the same time; an external technical assistance system can rmprove
;lhe relations between project and agency -personnel. Any, government
contract necessarily ¢ontains monitoring provisions. Agencies are required- -
to negotiate with the Congress goals and timetables that mus be negotiated
in turn with organizations or field personnel. Because only the agencies are
directly accountable to the Congress their negotiations wrlh field person-
“;nel tend toemphasize regulations and their funding pattems tend to be short
term and to reflect year-to year prronues This combination of factors
creates an- almost adversary relation between. program developers and
agency personnel at worst, and anxiety at best.: Although a technical
" assistance system cannot change agency needs for regulations and fundrng
patterns, if can maximize the capabilities of project persodnel to carry on
their work within the regulatory framework. . _
An essential element in the relationship of technical assrstants with -
- federal agency personnel and program developers is trust. Trust implies the
~ éxistence of mutual respect between professional equals and the establish- -
ment of clear, suppomve linkages. Trust permits honest drscussrons and
equal. participation ‘in .planning. When trust is not present, as when a
: support system and an agency each views the other as a competitive power'- '
elite, or when a support system usurps the rights and responsibilites of a
program developer, the system has- farled its pur‘poses and will bé forced
out of existence. -

1

System Organization
- In agrieulture, the technical assistance system has developed over the years
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with federal and state funding of ‘permanent organizations that provide

. supports and conduct research o continuing and crisis bases. The system
' " has had more than a century in which to grow because the conce‘pf of

',technjcal assistance for agriculturists was accepted early in the nation’s,

history. - e, oo

- In education, we are still at the stage.of working for. the adoption of the
concept. Consequently, it woiild be premature to advocate any one kind of
organization- as ‘best. For the near future, at leagt; it is my belief that

v

e - technical assistance projects ’sl30uld be organized as temporary structures
. ‘funded far specific purposes for limited periods of time, like many of those

\ : now in existence. Such a;i._arrangemem prevents the.'gntrenchmem of a
bureaucracy that might rigidify the ways in which technical assistance is ’

o provided, permits the exploration of new procedures and ideas, and estab-

lishes a wide range of different kinds of experfences for the development of
the concept. Whena particular form of technical assisgance isneededovera
fairly long period of time, fresh insights can be brought to the work if new
organizations to carry on the assistarice are created periodically. Although
atechnical assistance project is best established in an institution that has the
necessary material and personnel resources, it is part of a nationalsrather
than local end&avor, and thus owes its allegiance to the field rathef than to
the institution’" ' . - -
. Oneof the major goals of every Support system should be to develop
’ support.capabilities in such ‘organizations as state departments of ediica-
tion, which are the traditional and penr:anfé;f't :smﬁ:;s,of assistance for
educational persongiel, in order to strength gfe?‘stinfg.structuﬁng of the
, field and to avoid-the formation of gompet ir¢aucraties. :
e STAFRING o T R R |
. _Minimal organizational staffing v_vithih"mb‘.c;gp_trg}:oat"‘fi'ec, of a technical
5 assistance agency has the great advantage of increasing the flexibility of a .
- Support system by preventing the development of a rigid organizational . .-
reoos o E hierarchy, minifnizing the natural tendency. of such hierarchies to become
T dhtemally oriénted and self-serving, and avoiding 'thé teridency of self- °
erving hierarchies 'to. try to perpetuate themselves. Most important,
perhaps,’minimal organizational staffing permits the employment of out-
side consultants with their various points-of view: Any organization with a
permanent staff of experts tends to regard all problems in’ terms of its
expertise. The critical factors that determine the choice of staff competen-
. cies at a particular period are, among others, the stage of the field’s
: development and the predominant concerns of the client's projects.
* AGENDA ST ‘ ' :
An égenda for the work of a technical assistance agency may be as broad as
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some legislation in which zfn agengy is authorized to adminjster a Congres-
sional Act, or as detailed as an award written by d federal agency toactivate
a.project. Ip the first instance, th‘g agency detenninesfthe'- range of its
activities under the Act; in the second instance, the agency-determines the
" limit of agtivities permifted the project. ’ T '
“When the_tec;}'mical assistance agency contacts its clients in the field, a -
different kind o agenda problem miay exist. Any agenda in,work at project
level which confains item by item specifications is usually considered to be -
high-handed. anizations in the process of change-are especially sensi- .
tive to imposition of such agenda because they are anxious to de-
‘ 1strgte their own creative capabilities. Thus, technicalassistance &:r-
' e'i’hallenged to find through negotiations with client projects a
compatiblg balancé between the detailed authorizations they carry froma
federaﬁ-age cy dnd theautonomy of tRe local agencies.
x4 " Sometimes, unquestionably, the federal government through its agen-
cies is gliilty of regulatory and administrative excesses. Yet, excésses also
are found among local education agencies and project personnel. Occa-
sionally, alocal agency and-its community advisers feel no compunction in
applying for federal funds for a stated purpose and then using the funds to -
implement ghother purpose, regardless of congressional intent in legislat-
‘ing the funds. Whenevén; the federal government or local agency is guilty of .
any excesges, technical assistance systems are caught in the middle of a
» delicate situation that may even have moral implications. -
, Itseems réasonabletp suggest that whenever an agerida must be formu-
lated everyone who will -be affected, by it stiould have a voice in its

composition. Since Jocal agencies ténd to be certain that they know their -

‘problems .and have ideas on how.they should be haridled, it is especially
important that they participate in setting the agenda with the -technical
assistance systemis thatome in.to help them.

When a {echnical assistance consultant believes that local officials have
l"sjudged tj_;éi\rproblem and a'.ss,istance needs, he may have to set two
agendas: one for the perceived and one for the actual problem. Assistance
that is responsive to local needs can be extremely reinforcing for all the
participants. Consequently, technical assistance’systems should be able to -
develop the means of reinforcing local personnel who have assumed the
burden of leadership in difficult processes of change. Agendas, in sum,
should be flexible but client-centered. .

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SYSTEM CLIENTS A ‘
When Congress fund$ a se)of projects through an agency to implement the
intent of legislation, which'is the technical assistance system’s client(s):
‘the individual projects funded by the agency, or the program under which

N -
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+ the projects are funded? lf the system focuses on the many projects, it is in

v danger of atomizing its purppse; if it focuses on the program, it may neglect

the parts, and ultimately impair the program itself. - '
ldeally. of course;, technical assistance systems should i lncorporate the =
best features of both conceptions of the client; the projects and their,
directors become the immediate targets, and the program mission is the
+ ° .ultimate o\e ‘For techmcal assistance systems to function in this way,
however, Rpeir personnel should negotiate at the outset with the enablmg .
agency the definition.of the cl|ents to,be served

* STRUCTURE , . ¢

" Good technical assistance procedures may range from formally negotlated
temporally. restricted, and, specrﬁcally targeted procedures, to unstruc-
tured; alpost-casual associations with: clients. In some technical assistance

. agencies, services are restricted almost totally to training or conSultation;
in“others, the services include travel support for site v1s|ts literature

. reviews and summaries, acting as project advocate in ncgottatmg local’
arrangements, funding a specialized staff person for a period, reviewing
and restructuring job descnptlons when necessary, and comparable ac- '
tivities.

We cannot deny that different experts have dlfferent styles or preferred
modes of supplying technical assistance, and that the objects of the techni-

" cal-assistance also differ in their preferences for how assistance is pro-,
vided. Too, the stage of ‘a technical assistance program may indicate the
need for different approaches. It is more difficult to be precise and adhere

_to a strict assistance timetable in the early stages of a pr’ogram when the

unexpected is the rule than later when procedures have become somewhat

formalized and relatlonshtps are clear and productive. A real and apparent

structure in the operations of a technical assistance system encourages the ,

i clarification of and adherence to agendas. :
. ltshould not be necessary tg Caution. techmcal assistance systems against,

; S trylng to dominate their clients. The project staff must always have the

: " primary role in their work, both’ as infovators and administrators. The

S concept of support systems has been distorted when technical assistance

~ representatives try to. take over the direction of a project and relegate the
project personnel to subordinate roles. -
.. » .Although the provision of technical assistance to individual pro;ects is

‘ v "~ essential and cannot be neglectgjrgegsupport systems supplying that

assistance shquld be part't¥'a mQtMQUMIVC effort to brmg adapta-

- tions to all of education. As in aél;culture a natiqnal support system in

" education should function at many levels and for many purposes simul-

taneously. S
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v Coordination of Technical K.&istahee System
/s
Because the current techmcal assistance systems jir specral education are ‘
funded on an ad hoc basis, the professionals in thé systems seldommeet to -
" share experiences, and ideas. ldeally, the professionals will become more .
* self-conscious about their agtivities. They need to begin to thmkabout the a
pracedures that are used to establish -technical a stance projects_ and,
+ equally, the channels throukh which cornmumc wl and- collaborauorf
among such projects may be achrede X
" Technical assistance componems should be included in the preparauon
of all- -special education leaders All competent professionals are called
i upon at some time to offer the best. of their experiences and skills o
. colleagues in,other settings; therefore, they should learn to share their -
expertise more effecuvely Providing technical assistance requires consul-
tative attitudes and skills as well as substantive skills and ingights. Few
training programs do more than toych upon the topic, yet the i increasing use
of techmcal assmance indicafes that the SUb_]CCl is worthy of far more
. dttentron - ,':.-

) e . . . . <.
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Support Base for National Support S,ystems -

a

l

.

Although the present technical assistance prOJects are funded mainly by th/ '
" U. S. Office of Education, ff is not at all certain that the USOE has’ *~
_ gstablished a clear view of the technical assistance activities t'hey are
suppomng Indeed, although the various bureaus of he USOE are besét -
with massive problems of technical assistance, mformauon dis$emination,
and knowledge utilization, in general. it ‘appears that they.have not yet _
- developedaclearconcept of how much oftheseproblems theyshouldtryto - ..
or can resolve in their offices or. how much’ ‘support they. should give '
technical assistarice projects tp- resolve the problems extemally dtis not. -
inconceivable ‘that the lack of clarity may lead (0 the discontinuance of
federal supports for technical-assistance projects in education altogether o
These issues about technical assrstance must belbrought to the surface for
dejilseration. '
question. looms consk:quemly, who should and/or will support_
techinical assistance systems in education? Among the possible sources of
support, should the federal government withdraw its funding, are the
Council of State Govemments regional agencies (such as The Southern
Regional Education’ Boas{&or Western Interstate Commission on High
Education), private agencieand foundatrons universities or consortiums

S €
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s of umversmes that orgamze to devclop strong service in a pamcular area,
’- ~"andeven consumers of educational services, - .

i It seems quite likely that' more than a few such agencies are workmg
toward new forms of support systems as alternatives to the uncertain and
,someumes limiting support that the federal government can provide. The
o a ', i agencres that are concerned wnh programs for exceptional children should,
.= I'believe, move strongly to create ad hoc support systems ‘as an essential
'I‘aspect of the expandmg fedel’al role in education. It is unthinkable that the
federal government should contintié to exerta  strong and highly categorical
presence in education on the basis of regulatory mechamsms and its power
to make dlscretlonary decisions. .

There is a great need to foster a federal presence in the search for the, -
R human and organizational developmenit necessary to achleve the magnifi-
' cent goals posited for exceptional children. Federal agencies will e ableto
achieve full panhershlp in the developmental area only by calling to their
_ aid the skills and interest of technical assistance professionals who are.

Yo widely scattered, and placing a significant part of the expansion of their
t# o0, " work into thé hands of ad hoc technicat assistance centers.

p NOTE The Leadershxp Trammg Institute at the University of Minnesota is pubhshmg in
w‘mter‘ 1976, the proceedmgs of a conference on National Support Systems in ‘Special
" Educal’lon Individual coples while they last, may be obtained by writing the LTI, 249 Burton
-vHall UmVersny of Minnésota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455,
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Tréining Administrators -
For Shared Responsibility Roles

DR. PHILIPH.MANN . 7
‘ N Research Associate.
" Director, Training and Technical Assistance Center
* University of Miami
qnd . ;
ROSE MARIE McCLUNG ’
Training Associate * -

Training and Technjcal Assistance Center ' ‘
« . University of Mianii d

‘
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Background S g

Recent events: suggest that programs tpﬁfhandicapped chilg;en wxll of
necessity be modified dueto mandated changes resulting from new legisla-
tion and in sorfie cases litigation in particular states. Administrators at all
. levels of education, pamcularly those associated with higher education °
training programs, trainjng both regular’and special teachers, are begin-
ning'to focus on the concept of shared responsibility between regular and
special educatioft se/'wces with respect to educating the handicapped in our
* public schools. Many- of these administrators have expressed a need for
training, altemativés ‘that will enable them to identify and explore more
- vigble'admgpistrator and teacher preparation options to enable their trainees
to serve chlldren; especially the handi’qappeq, in a variety of educational
settings. This includes preserviceias wgll asinservice training.

At all levels a need exists fﬁ; ‘lrammg\m the area of mainstreaming in
“institutions of higher education 'Wgtin%pare téachers and administrators
who will be serving pulauons~of hﬁiidicapped children. Developing
msutunons often la tp(:he resources to' initiate comprehensxve special .
- education programs. Opportunities for many instititions. to. optimally
uu.lize up-to-date training résources are notreadily available, They do not,
as a rule, have the staff and resources necessary to compete for large
training grants, but nevertheless, provide directly and indirectly through
their trainees services to handicapped children. Through our experience in
technical assistance over the past three years, we have found an expressed
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need, especially by deans of schools of education, for aid in |denttfytng the
most effective utilization of resources, particularly matnstreamtng options

~with respect to administrative concerns and teacher training.

Attherecent Administrator’ sMatnstream Conference, “Matnstreammg
Handtcapped Children and Teacher Education Alternatives,” held in
Miami, -deans or their representatives and selected state and local school
‘officers from twenty-five universities and ‘colleges were present. Many -
cogent issues were examined and discussién centered around several
concerns or needs in the arep of mamstreammg
- 1. Need for information in-the area of the interpretation of federal and

state legislation and funding patterns and the tmpltcatlons thereof for

tratmng atdifferentlevels. . . . -

2. Need to examine viable options related to the more effective utiliza-
tion of funds and other available resources from federal, state, and logal
levels earmarked for service and training relative to handlcappecistudents
These students include those who need special attention but who are being
served in regular classes for different reasons.

3. Need to identify successfulmatnstream models at the un|verSIty and
college level where linkages have been established with state education
agmcy and local education agency personnel.

"4. Need fof aid in the planning for staff development purposes at
different levels. If mamssreammg is to become a viable altefnative in
public schools, what changes need to take place at the higher education
level and within local and state staff development programs?

" 5. Need toestablish exemplary universi#¥and college training programs
in edch of the states with poténtial for multiplier effect through sharing of
protocol materials and training assistance. Each state needs to develop its

- own untqueﬁpd exemplary programs. °

In reviewing the outcomes fromy this conference and other experlences
“through on-site technical assistance to state edudation agencies, institu-

tions of higher education and local educatton agency programs; several
generalizatiorfs are su ggested. »

1. Unilateral approaches. to initiate mainstream-briented training pro- '
grams by institutions of higher education wtthout}establtshed linkages to
state educatlon agencies and local education agencies appear to have
limited potential for success (with-or without funding). . _ .

- 2. Administrators, both with or without funding resources are at al'l '
levels of training and service seeking aid from individuals who have a
history of experience or a “‘track record’™ in the development of
mainstream programs. :

3. There s an apparent need for an administrator’s forum to facilitate the
shanng of ideas and experiences and to provide an opportunity to explore

P
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training altemauves and gain up-to- date mTormauon' on mainstreaming
efforts in this country. '

4. A well-organized trammgeffort appeagsan effeqt to have the potential
to impel education institutions’ (through: ‘their participants) to meet the

: needs of handicapped children in both rural and urban areas of our country.
Any such effort must be deS|gned to promote mére ‘effective utilization of
existing resources toward improving eduéationak de[;very systems to all
handicapped chlldren Therefore, linkagdé must be established between
paticipating institutions, their local school dlstri'cts and the state depart-

ments\of education.

inistrators must first become aware of where mainstreaming fits
into th historical perspective of speCIal education. Some administrators
feel that'the concept of mainstreaminig will become more fully crystalized
in the yedrs ahead. They have not been informed of the current needs and
trends in the literature available on mainstreaming, or the extent of the
successful implementation throughout the country.. Until this awareness
evolves intd,an atfitudinal change and a commitment, administrators will
continue to give only tacit approval to program development. .
-Leadership personnel in all arenas of the educational community who
have not only the commitment to mainstreaming Qut the managemernit
systems to implement the state mandates and leglslatlon must assume a
more active rale in the documentation of the suecess of field-based pro-
grams and the multiplier effect to their colleagues. Administrators need
specific.evidence that mainstreaming is not a trend or an unrealistic and
unmanageable approach to meeting the needs of handicapped students.
The major issues of due process, funding, implementation of the. legisla-
tion, attitudinal changes, staff training, and parental involvement and
consent should be seriously considered as topics of immediate concern in
the forums of the pressure groups guiding the input to the educational
hierachy. The establishment of workable models at the school building
level is needed, utilizing available resources with careful long-range plan-
ning for local and statewide growth. Administrators should be encouraged
‘to initiate the long-range planning prior to the sudden implementation
required by legislation or litigation. They should not be intimidated by
pressure groups who may or may not represent majority feeling. Political
realities that will affect decisions now and in the future have to be weighed.
Before the handicapped student can receive a more normalized educa-

~, tional program, the administrators of that logal school must assume an
advocacy role that will result in a carefully pIanned approach to-
mainstreaming. Through bath statements of commitment and organization
skills, the administrators (i.e., principals, assistant principals, curriculum

§ coordinators) can create a climate of receptivity for the teachers and

.
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support personnel. As the educational leader of the school, the principal
assumes a major role in the success of the program. He serves:as a major
conduit of information to the community and must understand all aspects of
the mainstreaming program. It is his commitment and flexibility that will -
sustain the growth of the concept. His role must shift from that of a silent
observer ar final evaluator to an active leader initiator and advocate of all

. ‘phases.of the development of the program..

.
“The ultimate success may not rest on the awareness and commitment of
the program as much as on the organizational structure of the resources of

~ the school and the order in which the phases of implementatiori are carried

out. The principal and instructional personnel must list and evaluate the

- scheol based support systems for the student requiring services (i.e.,

regular teachers, speciat education teachers, nurse, psychelogist, special
teachers, social worker, counselor, paraprpfessional) as well as the com-

. munity based services available (parents, service clubs, community agen-

cies, health agencies, etc.,) . Once the services to be utilized are enumer-
ated the inhouse organization of advocacy teams to coordinate this utiliza-
tion should begin. Administrators at this point must either seek an active

- role in'the process of mainstreaming or must delegate authority'within the
-building. Some schoolbasgd. teams are often less concerned about the

acquiring of funds to facilitate change than they ‘are about the time to
organize and follow through on new programs. Other teams are more
concerned about the feelings of the student, his parents, and the community
atlarge, The accountability within the organizational structure of who does
what, whien, and where and of the support systems to.back up each phase of

 the program is critical. Respahsibility that is carefully defineated leads to

incremgnig of growth and the ultimate success of the program. Adminis-
trator and staff training need§Will vary from school to school and run the
gamut fror attitudinal changes and informational sessions about the hand-
icapped student to specific curriculum technology for teaching the student
who exhibits variability in the regular classroom. However, training is
important and the needs assessment in this area is a crucial aspect of teacher
acceptance. Most teachers will accept training to wpgrade skills if the
information is cogent to their daily work with students and adds to their
skill base. . R
As the ripple. of a successful model mainstream piogram spreads, ad-
ministrators at many different levels must share not only the commitment
to the concept, but the willingness to participate in the change process.
There has to be persistent and strong leadership at the county or district -
level to coordinate the support services to the schools. Administrators in

traditionally separate programs (régular education, .special education, -

counseling, reading, psychological services) who buy in {o the concept of -
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maxhstfeammg may not beréady for the trade off and sharing in the
coordination of theuullzauon of funds, inservice training, and accountabil- o
ity to the success or failure of the effort. Supenntendentsand school boards AN
faced with imminent loss of funds or legal action may have an incentive o -
- force this communication. Tt>is thef school admi'mstrators who cannot-
produce this obvxoUs clout that have theblggest chalfenge Atthis point the
_local education agency, state education agency," msutuuons of higher
_ ‘education and community.- interface becomes of urgent concern to the .
' 'supenntendent and his staff. Whatidre other chief school officers doing to
implement mamstreammg" Whe he leadership at the State Depayt-

..

37

ment focusing its attenuon" Are‘the Tocal universities able to provnde the _
"»‘;"common core of competencies necessary for training? What are the pres- - e

sure groups in the community saymg" Is leg:slauon at the federal and state
level movmg in this diréction? ' .
It is within the pyramld of organxzatxonal structure and hnkages that -,
. mainstreaming - may. succeed"or fail. The tide has slowly shifted from%'
" separatism to inclusion. Trammg for. administrators ust include an in*
terpretation of mamstreammg that will suggest it as a viablé option and”
.view it as a developmental concept. Administrators must learn that shared
responslblhty for children, in the final analysis, is related to training and
skills of all teachers, the atmudmal considerations of educators, and the -
determmauon of-the most effective, appropriate individually based leam-
" ing environments for particular children. ‘Developmental. programming N
_implies that there be a broader base of skills built into the regular classroom
teachers’ repertoire via preservice as well as inservice training, enabling L
them to deal with variability. It also implies the gxpansion of ‘special o
~education teachers’ skills permitting them to be. more effective interaction ‘
persons as well as change agents. In revxewmg potenual 1mpact models -
, with respect to training,. different approaches must of necessity be ~
examined so that those that follow can profit from the experiences of those
who pidfieered in this dircction. -
Admxmsgators at all levels need a more complete conceptual approach
“to mamstreammg This is'evident when one examines the negative effects
that occur ‘when: children are ‘merely admxmstrahvely shifted -from one.-
classroom - setting to another. The kind of support that the child; his
teachers, his parents, and for that matter the ex)ure educational structure are
- recexvmg at. the time ofx-transmon wxll effect the outcomes in-any
o mamstreammg effort, legislatedogpot. It appears that the crux of the issue
.-+in the final analysis is not oaly in proxiding definitions that'are uniformly
..acceptable, or in leglslanve mandates, .but i imgetting pnncnpals or deans to,
understand how mamstreammg can affecl each sthdent in his schooland o,
determine as to school responslbnhty (not Just a “specxal educanon”' ot

) W L
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' respon'rbihty) under what‘ condrtrons the ,student can ‘learn bes! The
conce of shared or mutual responsibility. appears to be the most difficult

g
-

Potential Impacf of Trainlng for Admlmstrators

tential impact-of. lramlng in.this area is envrsroned as takmg place at
level of educatron Ttis anticipated that more emphasrs will be plaged
e quahty ‘of the total delivery system as well as on the' content with
ct to the number ofghandicapped. children who can be served by
: speqial ‘educators alone.* rarmng ‘for administrators in this area has ‘a
£+ potdntial for bnngmg about a collaborative effort between the local educa-
tion agencies and the state agencies. The potential for impact is based on
sdveral basic assumptions: ~ .
. Forées from within as well as. from outside the area of specral
. education are imposing change upon the entire field. Difficulties wrth
" respect to impending change will be partrcularly felt in'the more sparsely
populated areas of our country and in the developing mstrtunohs of her
- edycation.
. The resources necessary to suppon the process of change in the small
communities and developmg institutional programs are limited. A cen-
) trally organized program is needed that will itself provide and mobrhze
" . trajning efforts in the area of special education.
‘ . Admiinistrators and other general educatots need to enter into coopera- {
o tive sfforts with special education so that children will profit from more .
- comprehensrve edutational delivery systems that are in keeping 'with their
specific needs. To accomplish this, training is needed so that, amtﬁiles*and
. programming will change at all levels of educatron to accommodate the
needs of the children.
4. The mainstream movement or thtust'in many cases will place the local
_ education agency in difficulty. The demand for more diverse training will
oo have to be met. The Institution for Higher Education will need to respond
N immédiately. Itis at the administrative level initially that the decisions will
‘ - need to be made. It is at this level pnmanly that the'i lmpact of the program .
will be felt.
" 5. Chief school ofﬁcers have the potential to effect every level of
education' in-the area of mainstreaming through both their suppon and .
advocacy. These chief . school officers will, of nccpssrty, need to be
:" " includedwhenever possrble in every phase involving a statewrde effort for
training admrmstrators
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' tobe another step in the process of impacting or accelerating the moderni- -
zation of programs for the handicapped. This modemization receives much’ :
of its impetus in law and legislation thirough the mandate of least réstrictive

~ -~

A great impact for training adininistrators will be felt in téachef educa. .
tion that today is faced with the probhm_'of providing training to teachers, -

both regular and specli&t that will enable them to serve children in diverse
educatiofiatsettifigs. Muinstreaming as an edicational alternative appears

environment. In any modernization process, however, there appears to be
an attitudinal lag among those who are most closely associa!ited_with the
.change process. Changing attitudes present perhaps the greatestt'h\allenge
to ahy.training program, and it is in this ‘area that-the most apparent and

. significant impact will occur. , B o

P .. Critical Training Concerns

* ADMINISTRATOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT . '

- broader range of variability within the regular classroom. They in turn will -
‘Idok to the teacher trainers from the local education agencies and colleges’

- the campus to the field, regular and special education teacher trainers will’

Administrators at all levels are confronted with the ongoing task of upgr:«i&‘-

ing the skills of their staff members, As mainstream-oriented programs

become a part of the. educational programming for studéms,_educators;; )
- especially school administrators, will begin'to €xamine the competencies

,necessary to. provide the process and content required -in dealing with a

and universities .to ‘design the igice modules that will provide the

needed tachnoldgy. University pérsonnel must not only reevaluate the .

content of the preservice and inservice couses, but the delivery system to
the teachers and administrators in the schools. As instruction shifts front"

need additional competencies that can be acquired throughi staff develop-

ment. The deans of schools of education and buildirig principals must -
" become directly involved as change agents themselves if mair}sueaniing’is

to succeed.

An’ importart aspect of administrator staff development is collecting

data focusing on staff development needs, especially at the college and
university level. These needs must be assessed if mainstreaming is’to
become a viable concept in the area of educatipg handicapped students. By

. collecting information on staff needs, one can anticipate that better déci-

sions can be made insofar as training objectives and assignments are
concerned. It isenvisioned that in the future, some systematic approach to
upgrading the skills of teacher trainers will be developed and carried out o

a large extent at central locations. Special education as well as regular

» :

»

.

Lo e

- ’ A

R



educatton teacher trainers: need opportupnities, for advanced tratmng in
mutual areas of ¢oncern. This i is especially true for the programs that have

- limited personnél and resources yet are very much ‘involved in teacher -
“education. o :

One of .the key components of any admtntstrator training effort in:

_ mainstreamjfig is the one that deals withthe development of a functional

. . support system, especially at the administrative level One cannot have a
viable system w:thout a structured support system desxgned to take ihto .
account’ processes_that ‘include the working relattonshtps necessary be-

' -tween administrators, regular teachers, and special services. Additionally,
it'is felt that current school ancnllarx services are necessary; social,
psychological, community health, etc., so that all have a vested interest in .
providing improved delivery of services for the handtcapped students in

- our special classes as well’as for those with special needs in our regular
classes. . ' o 2

Administrators*meed. to- understand that a prereqmsxte 10 effecttve
mainstreamifig is the decnsnon maktng process involved .in adopting a

: malnstreamtng strategy . Unlqss it is introduced by legtslattve mandate, .
mainstreaming involves various power struggles that must be resolved so

. that ‘collaboration can take place. Efforts to understand the attitudes of *.
different interest groups must be expanded so thatadegree of phtlosophtcal
tolerance will be developed for each other ] problems and concémns.

Achlevmg Collaboratwe or Parlty Relatlonshlps

p .
Tratntng for mutual r!sponsnbtltty programmmg concerris every level of
education. There-is more involved than just giving the regular class teacher
some -additional skills so he-will be able tq’ teach. irlore handicapped
_children. Tratmng for admtmstr'ators must ‘be vnewed within the context of
its potential for prec1pttat|ng a parity relationship thh.respect to program- -
_ ming between the i insgitutions of htgher education, the state departments of
educatton and the local educatioh agency. Each, vvorktng in concert with
the ‘Other, must collabordte to delineate the responsnbtltttes for the kirid of
training needed at both'the preservice and i mservnce levels. More educators
" are recognizing today the necessity for the acquxsmon of a common core of
. -ﬁktlls for all teachers, regardléss of spec:altzatton They are also recognizs
ing the rieed for the general educator to. acquire the skills that will enable
him todeal wnth more variability in students. Questtons need to be addres- -

s, . .sed at the state and local levels by admtmstrators, including parttcular

. fraining activities or orgamzattonal changes that WIll affect the teachers and

O
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: ch:ldren in the Tocal educatlon arena thh rcspect to handxcapped chxldren
in the following areas: .
1. Assessment that entails the. |dent|f|cauon planmng. and dete‘rmma-
. tion of cognitive styles learning correlates, and task-level performance.

2. Curriculum and instruction that encompass teaching strategies and.
._.matenags necessary to deliver a predefined course of studies. . ’

. 3. Mopility and articularion that include consnderauOns for physical

_ movement- necessary 1o achxeve an optimal leammg environment for the
learner, given his strefigths, weaknesses, and abiljties to cope with different .

~ educational and social semngs as he amculates through the grades -and’
betweeh schools. - . S 3 :

4. Managements systems that are concerned with- the utilization of all
available and approved systems and approaches necessary to systemati-
|cally modlfy as well as define the learner’s behavior in any ngen penod of ‘-

-‘time. . e .

Admxmstrators w“rth appropnate lmput cam, we beheve understand that

~ before one can succegsfully provxde for the educational needs of children - -
. with wide ranges of individual variation, one, must consider the linkages
..and pa{ny relationships that must be developed so that interface between

the regu]ar and special educatxon teachers will bring about optimal growth

‘and maxmqm efficiency of learn,mg fog students exhxbmng apecxal needs

Y

v .

-Suggestions for Administrator 'I’sainilig -
5 . . ,
lntroducuon of a-module or course into administrator presemce
trammg program which will explore the administtative aspects of instruc-
tional alternatives - ‘in the area of education for the handlcapped'
Mainstream options should"be revxewed in depth wnhm a broad range of
parameters. : ~
2. lntroducuon of a module or’ couirse for ddmlmslrators at the local, .
educauon agency level which can be offered collaboratively by the institu-
tion of hlgher education and the local education agency. :Mainstream
approdches should be reviewed withiin a total servxce approach to the
education of handicapped children. ™
3. Development at institutions of hlghtr education of a shon field-based
orientation and information package that Felates materials and facilities to
programming for the handicapped, emphdslzmg a mainstreaming orien{a-
tion. This would be utilized by administrators at difterent levels to‘include
‘state department personnels deans anid their staff, local superintendents of
schools and thexr statt and’ prlnClpdls Thxs lb envmoned as' a onc-to- . 7.
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three day mlnlprogram a ]ornt effon of thAcal eﬂucatlon agency and the

institution of higher education.

4. State education agencies can develop an admlmstrator lnforrnatlon
package or materials in this area related to thelr own partigular state
objectives and programs. This matenal can be dlssemlnated by satellite
programs in COn_)unCtIOH with training.” -

S
. - . N -~
’ . . L

Other Training Areas and Concerns

1. Implementation-of courses or traiming modules at the preservice level.

.into regular education programs related to educauonal altematives for.the

. handlcapped This coutse or module would focus on the nature and needs

of the handlcapped ‘as.a group by disdbility" and provide lnformatlon‘

. relating to educational services emphasrzrng opportunmes for \nalnstream-

ing. .

2. lmplementauon of iniservice training modules oF courses of study for
regular and special education teachers that emphasize: malnstrearmng ap-
proaches for students wrth respect to educators-iri‘the field.

3. lnsmutmg tralmng forregulfr teach/ers so that through elective and /or-
required courses they willknow how to teach% hrldren Who exhibit variabil-
ity (mild handicaps). This type of training wrll enable teachers to teach

- children exhibiting leammg difficulties already in their classrooms as well
“as provide them with-a good basis for teaching | ,handicapped . children
' should,malnstf'eamlng become a réality within their schools. This is espe-

: ;- cially true for teaching those who are defined as mildly handicappeds
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« Devélopment of short i inservice. modules in mainstteaming the hand-
lcapped for all school personnel to include the teachers, paraprofessionals,,
psychologlsts, school social’ workers, and other school workers.,

TS, lmroducnon of modules within courses Yor specral educauon person-
nel in the areas of marns'%reamnng, emphasizing opportunities t0 develop
collaborative  efforts or shared responsibility relatlonshlps within the
schools. - S - v '

6. Institution of an ad hoc co hXl‘rnmee .ortask force related to training and

-"malnstreamlng handlcapped children comaned of admlmslrators atevery"

level of education within the local educauon agency and lnsmuuon of
hlghereducauon teachers, and parents. " :

SR Summary e

-

* In attempting to establish a rnainslream_approach for educating children
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wnh spegal needs. one must consuder the mtncacues of “buy -in"" and
*‘trade-off.”” Many have attempted to identify the forces that.operate in

_trying to achieve change. Legislation and other traditional power

techniques have succeeded in the past to get a modicum of token involve-
ment. The process of education to achieve change in many cases-becomes
an afterthought.

‘Many feel that trammg for admlmstrators should continue to gmphasize
the importance. of striving for a normalization process, utilizing a cascade

. service model to provide for the educational needs of handicapped sta-
dents. This implies a continuum of sérvice for all handicapped chiildren and

emphamzes mamstreammg wﬁenever possible. O

Playing 0 arlarge degree a facilitator, role, ,those in training positions
should recognize that at present there'is no one best way to bring about the P
"necessary clianges needed to modify programs to include a mainstreamn
orientation. Trammg personnel must operate under, the_ idea that each

educational system will flave to decide on its own cogent needs. and
incorporate selectively those things that others have to offer into their own
programs in order for any long-range changes to occur. The process
involves, in part, the initial training of those administrators who are in
decision-making positions. This is envisioned as one of the crucial ﬁrst
steps in &stabllshmg amainstream orientation.

A -
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An Interstate Consorttum of Directors of

“Special Education Confront
" the Problems of Mainstreaming

. ' JOSEPH P. RICE _
Director, Bureau of Migrant Educatign
California Department of Edugation

« During March, l974 eleven state directors of special educatlon began an
initial series of meetings under the sponsership of a technical” aSSIstance
. grant to discuss mutual problenis related to mainstreaming of handlcapped
children. The eleven states included Massachusetts, Virginia, Louisiana,
" Wisconsin, Arizona, Nebraska, Missouri, New Mextco Michigan, South
Carolina, and Nevada. Thesé states shared a common experience; sweep-
ing internal changes caused by the passage of recent special education
i'legtslatlon or court ordered implementation of services for handicapped
children. In addition, rost of these states had recently passed or were about
to pass omnibus special education legislation. Several of the states were
. also involved in varjous sorts of litigation testing the rights of handicapped
. children. For this reason the state of Pennsylvama was an invited partici-
pant. :
"Analysis and e)s!endgd dlscusslons revealed that most of the emerging
- vIaws shited the foHowmg common cruCIal elements: -
1. Provlsmn for flexible systems for the del|very of speCIal edication
mstructlgn and treatment services.
2 Nondlscnmmatory pt’ocedures for the |dent|f cation and treatment of
special problems. )
3. Prevention Qt ‘denials of equal educatlonal opportunity for inclusion
into public educatlon programs. In effect, this provision tends ta. mandate
special education programs for all eligible participants, - - .
4. Standards and requirements for periodic review of case study status.
* 5. Maximum opportunity for pamCIpatlon in régular educatton pro-
grams, acfivities, an‘d events. .
TG Commumty partlc:lpatlon in the process of, evaluatlon of SpCClal
education programs. o
Thus, it became clear at the outset that the eleven states could develop
“'action plans’’ for the solution of such recurring problems as child exclu-
sion by focusing upon process<models for the fnll integration of handicap-.



. v ot

ped ch|ldren lmo normallzed school settings. The meetings resulted in the

' ldenuﬁcanoﬂ of Jpositions in support of the basic social policy of integra- * .
tion with ‘some ‘vafiance on the essential issue of full i mtegrau,on of hand-
lcapped chlldren into reguldr education settings. In addmon there were v
““@ifferences of opinion withig the group concemmg such secondary issues
as the degree of mtegranon or “types of. handicapped childrén to be \
integrated. - .

,

Obsfacles to Mainst'reaming S . L

Early in thé pro;ect v\?e |dem|ﬁed thé main concerns of state d|rectors with
, regard to the main obstacles preventing full realization of mainstreaming. 4
" "The directors agreed thai’ ‘the follgwmg were the main obstacles: = - . P
1, Regular teacher attitudes toward the handicdpped. B
2. Attitudes and willingness of general admlmstrators v C
3. Lackof fiscal resoupces. .- . ) g "
4. lnsufﬁcnem specialist staff.. i - T LA
P became obv10us that the“above concerns requ1red the mcluSIon of : )
regular edicators in ordér to solve the problems The ‘state dlrec(drs ’.}‘{T' "
pursued this problem funher and identified the following obstacles’ andv e
solutions relatéd to massive preservlcerand mservnce trammg of regular
teachers and admlmstrators et '* : s ;‘
ol ’ ! . R
0bs1acle - f"' R _;"‘ L : Soluuoh A
1. General lack of appropnate P Develop;e (hree part,/ _" y R
- instructional skills. ‘ “~long- tenmsequence,of ap ¢
¢ ¥ attifude charige strategy. im-
- prove skills vid colleges T
and develop support .
+_systems within local education .
S ' ~.. agencies for follow- -through,’
2: Teacher pool not 100 percent 2. Through **de-selection”’
ready or willing to accept - . encounters -abtain information *
fandicapped.’ : \ T concemmg teacher commitments
: and use only 50 percent, > .
. of staff-initially. L
3.Organizational barriers . . 3. Generate model contracts,
(e.g., unions and contracts). - espouse equal pay for equal - .
: ' ' o - work formula, and involve .- ™
. ' " teachier organizations in planning. _

~
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_ ' 4. Lack of role deteﬁnination in

regular classrooms.

PR ¥

f

4. Define generic core of
competencies needed by all
teachers to cope with special "~
needs of students, refine cur-
riculum delivery systems toward

* the logistics of individual pupil

access to materials, and promote -

~ team approaches to student case .-

study. -
*3. Absence of multidisciplinary 5. Advocate pooling of federal
-and interdivisional planning discretionary resources and )
-and action. : . establish interdivisional planning

and action units.

)y

o

The group identified systematic defects within the organjzational struc-
tures of local education agencies which clearly .inhibit involvement of
. handicapped pupils. For example, ‘‘tracking systems,”” “‘homogeneous
. . -groupings,”” spegial purpose high schools or “‘layer-cake’’ (single-grade)
& curticulums gct o prevent meaningful, integration-of not only the hand-
icapped but also-certain minority groups.
A four-mémber professional team .of **program managers’’ was pro-
. posed: for: the development of school building-pmgrams: this team would .
Jimclude’a pedia specialist, a child evaluation /prescriber, a program de-
+ veloper, and a teacher trainer. It was proposed that such a team could
* - replicate jtself, building by building, in a planned program developrient
. sequence. The need to design and disseminate totally new support and
delivery systems was considered a highest priority. Also, standards for -
.. integration needed to be developed, considering not only the needs of the
handicapped, but also the tolerance leyels of normal students and teachers.
Future Plans - ,
An'action plan was agreed upon by all state directors, including:
% 1. Meetings with Washington officials relative to the inservice needs of
" teachers. - . s
2.A cbmpiléﬁ'on.ot_" the new laws of the eighteen states that were
participants in the last méeting to identify commonalities, differences, and
areas of disparate approaches to solve the problems of integration and full
acgess to. education programs. : . T )
3. A collection of various definitions of mainstreaming with a view
«  toward evolving common definitions and practices.  * o
i "During the Séptémber, 1974 meeting of the Consortium, the group was
. o - - - o . i

138

?E~v'~_. St 18T

L

X .':’».



“

mcreased to exghteen paﬂ:cxpatmg states, including ‘California, Georgxa,
. and Connecticut.

A ‘‘technical assistance’ 'newsletter has been publxshed since
November, 1974; it contains summaries of  state activities, conference
reports, definitions: of mainstrearhing resource materials, calendars of
nationwide events, research materials, current bxbhOgraphxes and impor-
tant opinidns regarding mainstreaming. This newsletter may be obtained
from: “‘Technical Assistance Project,”” University of Connecticut,
‘Box 0-7, Storts, Conn. 06268. These .newsletters, in combination with -
conference reports generated from the interstate technical assistance work- .

- shops held for state directors of special education, have facilitated in- = 4%
_ terstate communication and forfned the basis for considerable educational
innovation and change among the pamcxpatmg states. For example, over
half of the participating state directors report that they have replicated the ’

' survey techniques uuhzed in this project for the intrastate gathering of data
describing teacher amtudes availability of resources, or administrative
- barriers to the full integration of chxldren into mainstream education. .

This project has witnessed the evolution of a concerted interstate effort
on behalf of the integration of handicapped children into regular education
programs. Initial skepticism on the part of the state directors of special
education has yielded to exploratory and experimental behavior on their
part. Perhaps the most revealing change'm the behavior of the participating “(f
state directors of special education is their emergence as regional, and in

- some cases, nationwide leaders in the promotion of mainstreaming
policies, techniques and materials. Traditionally, state directors of special
education have been afforded secondary leadershxp roles in the initiation of
national education policy. Prior to participation in this technical assistance
project most of the state directors assumed passive roles both in their home
states and on the national level. As a direct result of participation in this

)E'“ojeq@most of the participating state directors have emerged as consul-

ts and leaders in their own right. For example, the majority have been
invited as consultant *‘technical assistants”” to other state programs, most.
have written statements and articles pertaining to various aspects of special
and regular education, and all have attested to their personal and profes-
sional growth. Thus, the main benefits of a technical assistance effort for
the promotion of mainstreaming have been shown to be the following:

1. Numerous position papers, articles, opinions, materials, and proce-
dures relating to the integration of handicapped children into regular
classrooms have been generated and disseminated: These assorted yet
related works have been ackndwledged as useful for state adopuon and use
by project participants.

2. More, consistent and relevant concepts and understandings of the
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" global term mainstreaming have been developed. Consideration for the

seriously involved child 'as well as the mildly affected child is being

_ incorporated into systematic definitions that account for the yhole spec- .

trum of children’s needs. * S A )
3. The paﬁicipating state directors of special education have emerged as

a nucleus of educational leadership ta promote and implement: the g

mainstreaming process. G
4. The project has, in effect, provided the training, imparted the skills,”

.and pointed the way toward the technical assistance necessary for the -

creation-of a'new cadre of *‘technical assistants.”” Therefore, it can be

.coneluded that the replication quotient for this project is very high.

\
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. SECTIONIV. =~ .
. REGIONAL, STATE,
<. AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

Exemplary programs included in this section range from state plans to a
2 single elementary school model. Represented are city, multicounty, and
state programs. They demonstrate implementations of the theories and
- perspectives discussed earlier. " *
Grotsky and Brinegar describe the plans their states ( Pennsy[vam'a and
California, vespectively) have developed to meet the needs 'of speaial
children. Both include a full range of services . Pennsylvania has adopt?d a -
multistrategy approa(h Cdlifornia’s plan*has been entitled-' ‘The Makter -
Plan.™ Both emphasize extensive planning and careful evaluation. Both
authors expfress concern for revising teacher trammg programs, and
Gratsky describes a “'regular education consortium’ ' composed of six
institutions' of higher learning in Pennsylvama that have developed three =
-eompetency-tbased preservice models to credential regular educators who
- will be serving mainstreamed hildren in.their classes. .
Gajloway outlines a curriculum resource teacher regwnal model* de-
~veloped Jjointly by Madison, Orange, and C ulpeper counties in Vrrgrma It
. -is unique in that.it crosses eounry line barriers in devejopmg a eomprehen-
sive program to meet the needs of exeepnonal ehlldcen in a sparsely
“populated area. e, < ~
? Young and Mers'gerer detail:the approaches that rwo major cities have
:adopted to rmplement mainstreanting. Young outlines the historical factors
. dnd attitude elmnges that heralded and faalrtated a climate conducive to -
mamstreammg in Philadelphia; Meisgeier views mainstreaming as a vehi-
cle for renewing the entire -educational- system and outlines Houston's
individualized managemem system. Both express concern for eonnnumg .
expansion of the mainstreaming concept: Me:sgerer admonishes. institu-
tions of h:gher education 1 develop training programs that reflect current
: needs while” }‘oung detail§ speezf ic next steps for expandmg mainstream-
mg in the Philadelphia system. .
R ewton and Stevenson desenbe the Norfolk Plan the Norfolk pubhe
sehools response 10.updating their special education delivery system.
- With the aid of University of Miami's Training and Technieal Assistance
Center they have developed a six-stage mamstreammg system. ey
Wardlaw presents a miinstreaming model at a single elemengary A
school’ It consists of a multiage grouping, team-téaching strategy. Threé -
teachers (two regular and one special education) work within a shared
responsibility framework. . . ‘ -
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‘Mainstfeitfiing means many things io most people. It has been called

miinlining, int‘egra'tidn,'delabeling,} declassification, normalization, and -

- so on. Other integration approaches may be called mainstreaming because

that is the “‘in’* term, whereas in.reality they are itinerant programs,

. resource room programs, integration approaches, etc. »

In a recent publication by The New York Department of Education,
mainstreaming was described as *‘a movement in education to increase the
amount of time that a handicapped child has with nonhandicapped children
in normal everyday environments.’’ This quoté describes a social frend
rather than an educational strategy, allowing for any movement.

No doubt this trend is on everyone’s mind. A search of special education

 literature clearly indicates that the most often mentioned issue in special

education today is mainstreaming, with its related aspects of diagnosis,
classification (labeling), teacher education as well as’the relationship
between special and generdl education, and finaHy, the:responsibility ‘of
fiscal support. K .

The intent of this article is to review with you Pennsylvania’s position on
mainstreaming, and to share ideas for implementing programs to the .

_primary objective of thainstreaming: a successful education experience for
.exceptional children in the regular class. Co

Mainstreaming is only one of many strategies operating to meet indi-
Vidual needs of exceptional children in Pennsylvania. Detailed guidelines
related to: program structures; e.g., mainstream, itinerant resource room.,:

‘<, -self-contained classes, are printed in Standards for the Operation of Spe- -

+ -2 cial Education Programs, The placemiént 6f the child in the program is the

responsibility of the 'special education. director of the local educatipn
agency, who must match the prnga;nwnh the child’s individual needs.
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L The program must be the *‘least restrictive altemauve” for the child and be :

" agreed upon through due process notice o parents 'Due process will be.
further explained in another section of this article. -

"~ The Pennsylvania Departmient of Education’ s posmon is, neutral The *
department is committed to a multlstrategy approach to education for the’ _
exceptional child, giving priority to placing the child in or.as close to the s
mainstream ag possible without giving up program quality. “There i Is.more
than one delivery System available; with proper planning, more than one
Helivery sy,stem'can operate efﬁcnently and effectively to meet the mdl-

- vidual child’ s needg '

We will review Pennsylvama s posmon and subsequent steps suggested
~* in assisting institutions of higher education and local education agencies to

- plan and implement effective mamstream programs. Cpre must be taken.
In Ontario, premature and indiscriminate _mainstreaming succeeded in '

" '# eliminating all special education programs and services, as well as the
Office of Special Education. Now 'they are rebuildinig and reestablishing
special ‘education programs and services in that province.. C
 STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION REGULATIONS -~ - -
. -The State Board of Education in Pennsylvanée has gecently (June 3, 1975)
. revised regulauons that govern special education programs and services.
One additjon in the regulations is mainstreaming, a development thatarose
. when tge State Board posed the following question: ‘‘What special em-

Pphasis 'should be given to providing for as many exceptional ohildren in -

regular classrooms (mamstreammg)"” Interested and concerned groups,

e.g., the Special Education State Advisory Committee, the Pennsylvania

Assoclauon for Retarded Citizens, the DlVlSlon of Spccnal Educatlon were

s, Pennsylvania for, the first time in it ng hlstory of providing
and servnces for exceptional ¢ dren formally defines
ing as ‘‘an educational process of maintaining or returning
ptiondl persons'who can best profit from such placement to the regular
education classroom with any needed supportive services provided by
either regular of special education, or both.’* Consider in this definition the
following: (1§.maintaining exceptional children in; (2) retirning excep-
tional children to; (3) responsnblllty/ﬁscal (4) supportive services; and (5)
due process. The regulations further describe mainstreaming in the follow-_
ing manner: :
~ a. Intermediate units and school dlSll’lClS shall mainstream’ those' eXcep-
* tional persons who can profit by an appropnate pmgraxn of educatlon
and /or training m a regular classréom. a -
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.
'b. When mainstreaming is recommended, Specific supportive services,
including staff orientation, necessary: for appropriate education and/or -
training of persons placed'in the'mainstream shall be préyided in*accord-
ance with the nature of the placement. / )
- Thus, within the definition and regulations, two components of

. r

‘mainstreaming-are described: preventative (maintaining an exceptional
child on'the rolls.of general €ducation)‘and follow-up mainstreaming
(returning an-exceptional child to the general education rolls). It is impor-
" .tantto point out that in both facets of mainstreaming general education has
- primary responsibility for the ‘child (on rBlls) and that general and special
education together must provide any necessary supportive services to make
the program appropriate and successful. o ‘
- - Many states define mainstreaming as any form of integration for an
exceptional child; this may mean a severely mentally retarded child having~
lunch in a_‘cafetétjngim other normal children. In order to facilitate a clear
- understanding of all programs and to differentiate a ipa'uistrear'n program
from a special education integration (itinerant) progeam, the following is.
. the definition (in the -regulations) of itinerant “prdBrams: “‘Integration
- means the exceptiorial child is on the rolls of special education and aftends
" general education classes or activities to the degree feasible.”, - :
One caution: mainstreaming is not. for all exceptional children; it is
geared primhrihl for moderately or mildly invol\'/ed_ children. For a °
mainstream program to be effective it must be planned to meet the indi-
~vidual needs of each child. This is no different than self-contained or
'+ "FGSQYrce room programs. | - ‘ t ‘
-, "PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY L : ' '
RIS F&rmmnstreammg ;to_be. considered a viable altemative programr for
+i "exceptional children, both general ind special gducation must be commit-
ted to this. concept: Special and general education administration .nmust
pro¥ide stiong:leadership to support mainstreaming. Along with this, a
HRN gorﬁmi&nqjt and a collaboration of all human and nonhuman resources is

ncccss'aryto specifically ensure high-quality programs for exceptional
e cHildrén in the mainstream. Policies and guidelines must be established to
T prevent conflicts between the groups involved—the pupil, the regular and

 special education téacher, the parent, the school administrator, the support

staff, and the boards. .

"+ £:One of the most often cited problems associated with mainst;éaming is
“ .. the delineation of responsibility for the child. Pennsylvania has taken. the

:position that a child is placed in the mainstream (regular education)
because itis felt he can succeed there. The program responsibility becomes

4

Jidentical for all children in any one particular cfass; in' other ‘words,

qféspdnsibility falls under ndrmal controls. General education provides for
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educauonal programming within the regular class, with special education "
vrdmg those aﬂrllary and supportive services necessary to meet the

s p imary objectiveé of mainstreaming: a successful educational- expenence L

for. cxcepuofal children in-the regular class. Mainstreaming the excep-
tional child appears doomed to immediate and absolute failure if appro- -
_priate support is not provrded to the child and the regular classroom * _
“teacher. This support should be provided -by erther}general educauon or .
special education, or ‘both if deemed necessary. .

When a child is remo®ed from the regular classroom teacher’s Junsdrc-
tion to a special educatjon program, the regular, classroom teacher fre-
quently feels that *‘the child is no-onger my responsrbrlrty * My feelmg is
that when the regulat teacher maintains responsrbrlrty this has a positive
- effect on programming for childrgn with learning problems; therefore, the  *
departmem has taken the position that the mainstreamed child is a regular_

education child. 7N P

FINANCING MAINSTREAM PR RAMS .

Mamstreammg is not a cheap and easy panacea for the drfﬁcult job of.

educating . handrcapped children. T ¢ closer the child gets to the

mamstream process the more money must be provided by the state, with

- less money being provided by the school district. However, we feel that _
- weaning the child from the special education rolls (mainstreaming) eventu-

- ally wilkbe less costly to the state. In light of the normalization process,

costs must not be the decrdmg factor in program placement—individual

needs related to suctess in the educational environmeni should be the

priority factor for placerﬁem : _ ®

COST COMPARISON OF PROGRAMMING . b

The following. is a general breakdown of program costs. It is highly

generalized to show companson costs will vary slrghtly from school

district to school district. ‘

Self-contained cmroom Btrmﬁtﬂd»cost of program = $15, 000.

15 students attendmg 180% of the time. ‘State charges back full-time tuition

cost of $800 per pupl $800 x 15 $12,000 recovered by state.

Cost to state = 33,

Resource roomt: st ated cost of program 515 000.
32 pupils served by resource room. 4 children (% chrld) served to equal

estimated full-time que Daily Membership. -
8 students *x $800 chifge back = $6400 recovered by state. -
Cost to statc = 88600. . . LT

lnberanﬁ:rogram’ gtimated cost of program = 515,000.
6q $rddents served b cher.. '
{ W hai equivalent full-time ADM.
g‘? = $3200 recovered by state.
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~ “Costtostate = $11,800. A co
- . Mainstreant programs cost the State actual allowable costs for support and
 ancillary staff and services provided to children in the regularclass. - -

.~
5

Why Mainstream?

- Mosf'states have little choice; they are mandated to maiiistream. As pointed
out by Whelan and Sontag in a recent publication on mainstieaming (Mann -
1973), the three L’s—Legislation, Litigation and Léverage—have made
. the choice for us. Historically, the courts have supported the segregation of
. handicapped children, irisisting that the handicapped child could be better
" educated in an institution than in a public school. In recent years, however;
" the courts havé reacted quite differently; they now emphasize the school
. district’s x‘l‘e’spons'ibility_»tq provide appropriate programs for the handi-
~ capped within the public schools. InPennsylvania Association for Re- -
 tarded Children vs. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) the court
“ordered the state to provide access to a free public schoo! program of
education and training for all mentally retarded children, This consent
decree signals a new era in -providing- programs and services for all

handicapped children nationally. Right to education and formal due pro-

cess procedures will now be extended to all exceptional children (gifted

~ inclusion fo begin July, 1976) in the commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

- " In addition to a right to education, most legislation has in its body a
component ‘entitled priority placement. Pennsylvariia- Consent Decree
1972, Section 1 paragraph 7 states: =~ I
" Itis the Commonwealth’s obligation to place each mentally retarded child in.

-a free, public pregram of education and training appropriate to the child’s

capacity, within the context of the general education policy that, among the

_alternative programs of education and training required by statute to be

available, placement in a regular class is preferable to placement in d public

school class. [Editor’s jtalics).

The State Boar_d_,'_bf.v_Education regulations address the priority orger of
Placement for all exteéptional children in the following order of priority:

1. Aregular class in a regular school;with supporting services. ,

2. A district special education pmg;grn in & regular school, includihg -
homebound instruction. L ' '
C3.A district special education program in a special facility. ’

4. An intermediate unit program in a regular school. o S
5. Ap-'iﬂtquefiiate unit program in a special facility, inclyding instruc-.
Cdonintehgme’ N

M
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6 ,An a’gprbved pnvate school program

-7, A state school program.

8 An approved outif-state placement ‘ ' I

- The State Board of’ BducatJon has extended the opportunlty for due process
procedure to all exceptlonal children (the mentally retarded previously

- were the.only handicapped children entitled to due process)., Parents now. -
have to be involved in the placement decision, or the" placement decision
‘could be made in 3 due process procedure Due process will placé the 7

* responsibility on the local education agency to explain the details of the

- placement and attest .to its appropriateness for each exceptional child.
‘Finally, each-state that'receives federal funds’ must guarantee due process .
for all haridicaps and’ plaeement in the “‘least restrictive alternative.”’
.These two areas must be addressed in the State Plan underP L.93-380. .

-,
. 10
' ) ‘ e e
Llsted below are pros-and cons assoclated with. mamstneam programming | .
~.that should be considered, in the plannlng pr.ocess for marnstrearmng T
children. . . i
1. Children normally attend general educauon programs and

mamstreamlng notmhllzatlon
2. The preferred placement of exceptional children in regularclasses has
~ been public pollcy (ln‘Pann‘sylvanla) since 1959 and is a part of the consent
+ -decree, . Jif

3, Early lntervermon-and |mproved methods or techmques have dem- = :
onstrated that exceptional children can be successful in regular classes %
. when proper and sufficient instructional support servrcesare available, = - -

4. Remediation of learning disabilities or amélioration of emotional " _ .
distugbances removes the necessrty of continuance in full- ume specnal
educattdn classes. :

5. Highly developed competenmes of resource. room and itinerant
teachers applying a diagnostic- prescriptive model of |nd|v1dual|;ed in-
struction more nearly assures success in the regular classroom.

6. General education has provrded new and innovative approaches for .. + ..
improved leammg envrronments such as the open classroom, nongraded .

chlldren ’s needs should be more readily met. Y
7. The concept of part-time instructional programs- raflfer than fu'll Ume

+- placement by categories can befurthered thusrpduclng chances of stlgma
: tochlldren A

*a




Cons v ’ g : L
1. Chil‘drén may be maintained in regular classes without the éxplici;, -'
precise instriictional support systems essential to success, .

2. Insufficient and/or inappropriate backup staff may be provided.

3. Regular education may be less familiar or recgptive to the parental
support and infimate involvement essentiaf for maipﬁtreaming_‘of children.
4. *Many régular teachers neither have nor cargto develop the competen-,
cies needed tb'mainstrgam exceptional childreg” . g ;

5. The hujna'n and nonhuman resources assured and-accepted by man-: .
. date in spegial education programs may‘,.ri'ot be forthcming in regular

" programs. K S o S
”_s;lyam activities hrve generally been focused- on the

¥

In the past, ‘m )
educable ﬁfem’qlly Ft@r‘dea and leaming disabled: However, it is appro-
* priate to offer mainstream programs to all exceptional clijdren who can

. benefit from such progfams. Mjor attention is being paid-to developing,

K ;:'r‘nainstream' programs for the emotionally disturbed, brain injured, traina::

" T oble mentall‘)éretaxd%, visually impaired, physitAily impaired, and hearing
- +  impaired, put only after careful planning to ensure Success.
; C 4 - ' B . ' o
. IE .. % GettingIt Togefhaer .

Ty provide an effective mainstream program,” the' special education and *
regular education staff must have adequate teacher preparation, app'to-';_‘?_
priate and- available supportive personnel, and individualized programs
and:materials.If this is not available, all, the students in the school will
- suffer the consequences of poorly planned mainstreaming. Mainstreaming
- canexpand & child’s experience, but it shoiild fiot be used indiscriminately .
*or as a substitute for other time-tested programs that meet special needs of
special children.:. . . C .
To assist in planning, developing, and implementing mainstream pro-
. grams, the Pennsylvania Department of Education, Division of Special -
Co L Eau;éation, h%is identified a number of objectives that must be rﬂ?&in/'otjder
- - ' o provide .programs and services for handicapped: chiidren in ‘the. -
&7 migthstream. To meet these objectives, a number of special projects have v

~- been implemented. A shoft explanation of each follows.
A. TRAINING SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL

- A

IN MAINSTREAMING STRATEGIES

Special educ#tion personité] are expected to assume leadership roles rela- *
tive to mainstreaming handicapped children. In most cases, middle man-
. agement level personnel (supervis_oﬁ, coordinators, head teachers) are
initially involved in dealing with school district personnel fegarding -
‘mainstream ]?rpgxﬁQS; and in most cases, they are competent in providing
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the necessary leadership needed in planmng developing, and rmplemem-
.. ing mainstreaming activities. : .

The special education teacher is called upon at the most critical stage to
'lmplement on-lin¢ actjvities that lead to mainstreaming handicapped chil-
dren; however, most special education training programs in higher educa-

““tion institutions do not address necéssary strategies needed to implement
mainstream programs. Aside from understanding the special cumculums
‘and approaches for the handicapped child who is mainstreamed, a very

. important component of mainstreaming is public relations, that is, working

o a personal levgl with regular education personnel. We are assuming that

" management strategies for rmplemenun mainstreaming programs are
needed by special education personnel’ 0 must work ‘each day with .

“regular education personnel in fnamstreammg programs; thus, a specral
project has, been developed at the University -of Pittsburght for training
g specral education personnel who participate in mairistreaming handicapped

. children. This project will develop competencie$ neéded by special educa-
tion personnel relative to mainstreanfing programs and will havé as a "
compqQnent a sample field-tested, _competency- basedlperformance based.
“evaluation system This pilot prbject will enablé local education agencres
to develop programs related to their specnﬁc needs in mainstreaming
ylcapped children. An end product of the project. will be a booklet on
madnstream activities that Will be distributed statewide. :

M PROVING AND CHANGING TEACHING COMPETENCIES

.'O.F REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS '
~The Division of Special Education is operating a Division of Personnel . .
Prebarauon special project which has two major ob_pecuves related to -
mainstreaming and infegration of handlcapped chrldren (1) to change the

* teacher education standards and-certification requirements of regular edu-
cation personnel who participate in the education of handicapped puplls

- and (2) to improve teaching melhodologles at the college and university-

" level for instructing negular education personnel in special education pro-
grams.

. In order to accorfiplish a revision in standards and certification - inter-
agency and intra-agency éocperauon must be developed among lhose
interested in improving and chmgrn& teachmg crédentials of regular

. educators. A “regular educauon consortium’’ made up of Temple Univer-

sity, Mansfield State College Edinboro.State College, Duquesne Yniver-

“sity, Bloomsburg State College, Pennsylvama State University,-and rep-
resentatives of local education agencies and-consumers has been estab-
lished to develop a three-model, comfpetency-based training program that
operated in the spring and summer of 1975. The six institutionis under the' :
direction of the DlVlS_lOﬂ of Special. Education developed the: models

e
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_ throtrgh a pairing procedure. Tiey were paired as follows: Temple Univer-
* .+ . sity and Mansfield State College; Bloomsburg State College and Pennsyl-_
, - vania State University; and Edinboro State College and Duguesne Uhiver-
~ sity. " : C o
* Rather than develop one model for all the institutions’te utilizeiW was:*
decided to pair off the institutions and allow each pairtd"ﬂe\_"'elop a:i’l_niqu'e
‘ competcnc'y-baseq training program. Two hundred sixty regular edp_éatipn
- personnel were trained through this multientrance l_e'\"e,l?competency-based _
' program last summer, through ‘the operation of twelve one-week work-
shops with field evaluation follow-up. The consortium struggled with a
decision in training strategy:: should 50 regular education personnel ‘be
trained in a four-week training program, or would it be more beneficial fo
train 260 regular educators through introductory-type competéncy-based
programs? It was the intent of the program to make regulareducators more
. _ thoroughly aware of the educational programs and services for;handicap-
i - pedchildren. Therefore, it was decided that a large number of personnel
T would receive the ,traiqing through, the bne-‘eek model, thus at least
generating a basic interest and understanding in this area. .
- The fol® major objectives of the jregulangducatiori' training consortium -
owere: . ' T : e
<. " 1. To understand the background and developmentof the mainstream- -
" ing concept for exceptional children and the imptications for Pennsylvahia.
e r. 2. Tobe able to demonstrate kiiowledge of the needs and capabilities of -

+

1

ex::ept'ional children, - .. . - ' . L
s+ . 3. Tobeable toidentify, locate, and utilize redources for individualizing-
instructional programs for exceptional children: - - - o,
4. Tobe able to understand and inifiaté principles-of prescripti\:e'teaché -
ing. L , St .
Each pair offered four six-hour training_ sessions with a foliow-up-
session gpproximatelyfour months after the initial training. Pennsylvania
i State University utilized the computer assisted instruction with the tradi-
~... tional instruction of the same program offered by Bloomsburg.State Col-"
"“lege. THe Edinboro State_College-Duques_n_e@iVeisity pair used a oné- .
day workshop over a period of four weeksYp test retention level and
competency development with the follow-p evaluation system builf in.
.~ Temple University—Mansfield State College offered a full four-day pro-* ,
gram, with'a folldgv-up'eyaluagqn_g'ysltem the following fall. C
.~ The segond objective has been met through the development of a task
force tha, will add competencies Arid standards to the regular education
training programs. The task force will be made up of consumer groups and
educators interested.in this area. The corhpetehcies-and standards that are -
" developed will be presented to the Secretary of Educatiori and the State

Ll
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* Board of Education in ant|c1pat|on of revising these standards in the near
~ future. The standards under reviéw are:
STANDARD 1. The program'shall provide for an understandlng of the
ocharacteristics and fieeds of exceptional children.
STANDARD I1. The program shall develop teacher competencxes in
individual anhd: ‘group classroom management procedures in facilitating
effective development in adjustment of instructional programming, and in *

use of ancillgry'services appmpﬁ'b for exceptlonal children in the regular ‘

classroom.
C. INSERVICE TRAINING MODEL . : ¢
The success of a mamstream/mtegratxon program-depends on an appro'-
priate high-powered inservice trammg program. An inservice planmng
guide utilized i the Tyrone Model Leamm_g Disabilities System project”
funded out of Tnle VI- G is and has been utxhzed in mamstreammg efforts
in the commoniwealth. -
Four major areas must be addressed in the mservucmg of- school person-
nel in order to maintain and relntegrate (malnstream) handlcapped children
 into the nermalized area. - .
1. Inservice programs should be pIanned to meet the needs of the staff,
school ordistrict. -
2. Ob_]eCllVCS should be clearly stated. :
3. Inservice actlvmes stated should meet the needs of those specxﬁc
- objectiyes.
4; l,'ﬁscmce ‘activities should always take xnto account the g:hanging
curriculim and methods.
~ Four types: “of inservice programs ‘have been utxhzed to ald in the
dissemination of appropriate information relative to mainstreaming:
- 1. Administrative inservice is synonymous with program planmng and
-compnses the initial steps necessary to establish a total mamstreammg
program within a school system.

2. Inservice' for. teachers ‘involves preservice tmnmng in the use of-

Acreening technigues and the instructioral systems approach.

3. Ongoing inservice within the schools is inservice to asSist regular
elementary teachers in their relationship with handicapped chxldren and to
make possible their involvement in the mainstreaming program. =,

4. Commumty awareness comprises all activities thaPeducate the com-

munity as to the nature of malnstreammg andthe o &tﬂes of.the'

mainstreaming program operating in their schools.

- The job of i inservicing does not stop once. the ¢hild is integrated and a

commitment has been made by the school district. Ongomg inservice.is

essential to ensure a continual supportive system in ‘mainstreaming hand- -

.

' - icapped children. Implementinga new program in a school district réquires _’ .
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- that all personnel have a basic understanding of special education prigci-

ples-and that administrators, supervisors, teachers, and other specialists
understand their role in relation to the new prograni. Most importantly in -
mainstreaming, an inservice program must be provided for the regular
classroom teachers, who in conjunction with' special education, teachers
bear the major responsibility fora successful mainstreaming program.

A final component Qf'iﬁservjce programs must be evaluation. A con-
tinuous inservice tpaiﬁlﬁg/pyogram for all personnel goes hand in hand with
a continuous evaluation within the schools. A great deal-of literature is -
available relating to evaluating inservice training programs. Thex;'gén be -
evaluated through direct and indirect methods, which include cb‘ﬁﬁﬁiﬁk
sons, interviews, opinion inventories, assessment of pupil achievement,

- and teacher attitude and behavior change. Some of the most effective

.

evaluations appear to be those which use objective:methodls to demonstrate

.change either in teacher or child attitude and perférmance.

D. LOCAL EDUCATION PROJECTS .

A long-range training model for mainstieaming,is being developed by a
local.education agency (Intermediate Unit #15) in gonjunction’ with the
Pennsylvania Department of Education and a consultingteam from North-
em Illinois University. A confluence of local, staté, and federal funds is
making this pfoject'possible. Its major purpose is to study the effects of
various normalization-processes upon students, teachers, principals, and
ancillary personnel in focal élementary schools. The project, with a highly
structured system, will evaluate student achievement, and the attitudes.of

~ * teachers, students, and school personnel. In addition, the project will

provide inservice education td school personnel (three graduate credits) in

special education techniques, behavioral management, prescriptive teach-

ing, and diagnostic techniques. .
. . . '. »

. Mamnstreaming Manual for Special Education

. s Regular EducatiogPersonnel

N 3

The State Board of ’J;ﬁf‘)g‘;égion regulations concerning mainstreaming will
undoubtedly involve direct intervention by manyjegula;" education per-
sonnelglelivering services to handicaﬁbgd childreff in the mainstream. In
order to mgke maidSireaming work in the commonwealth, it was felt that a
manual With specific gidelines and instructions on how to mainstream -
children should be de‘%pcd. This manual, geared toward Pennsylvania
programs, was designed to answer the manyquestions that both special and
regular educators have regarding mainstreaming. It was designed as a

' » "q ¢ ‘
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“h0w to * mianual that includes: assessment, referral procedures mainte- -

nance, follow-up, resources available, supportive services available, pro-
gram responsibility and fiscal resgonsibility to the mainstream program. *

Thissmanual was developed by the Department & Education  and a consult-
ing team; the team developed, field read, and evaluated thé manual during .

the summer of 1975. Itis available upon request from the. State Department
of Education. ‘

Summary
- ‘ o

_The information contained in this presentation is intended as a brief guide

for those interested in developing mainstreaming progranis. The backbone
of any progrant is planning. Before implementing a mainstream pragram, a.
great deal of time and effort must go into planning an appropriate delivery
system,’a high-quality inservice package, a vigble field test, and a mean- -
ingful evaluation scheme. Implementing without careful planning is a* ‘
su;eﬁre approacllcalled failure. '

—
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- The California Master Plan
for Special Education:
Its Relation to the
Mamstroammg vP'henomeno'n

LESLIE BRINEGAR > 2%

- ® Associate Supermtendem of Public Instruction - :

» California Department of Education
. s 8 .

. . ® . ’ ] ‘ L
T ,'mg to me is the ardent way in which the so-called mainstreaming .
» Seems to be sweepmg across the country and affecting both
speqial" 3 general educatxon The extent of the movement has become .

more’ apparent as aresult of the large number of déan’s proposals submitted *

to the United States Office of Education (Bureaw of Education for the
Handicapped) by colleges and universities for consideration as a result of

- USOE’s request for proposals for the restructuring of the training of regular
educators to. enable them to better meet the needs of the handicapped.
Similarly, large numbers of special education departments in universitiés
have submitted proposals for funds that would allow them to develop

training programs aimed at preparing generic teachers of special education.

" Likewise interesting is the rapid development of state education agency
planning efforts that are to result in statewide comprehensive plans for
serving exceptional children. An upcoming training workshop for SEA
personnel offered by thie National Association of State Directors of Special
Education is being designed'to train state staffs in planmng techmques and
methods.

lnﬂuencmg me, and to the extent that I could manage it, mﬂuencmg the
development of the California Master Plan -for Special Education
(CMPSE), were two primary factors. The first of these was the philosophy
of some of the pioneers of the 1930s, 40s; and 50s who talked then about
the need for **planting the seeds-for our (special education) diminution."*
Ray Graham, a former state director of special education in Illinois and an

. early leader in the formation of the Council-on Exceptional Children, was
one of those persons who influenced me by his thinking along these lines;
another was Edward Stullken,-director of Chicago's Montefiore School.
Thg idea of working toward our own diminution appéared a few times in
prin( in some of the earlier special education writings, asdid the suggestion
that we should ask the pre’sumably better trained spegial educari(.);}.t.éacher

o]
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1o share his deeper insights into behavior and teaching techniques with his

regular class teacher peers. . o ' )
The second major influence upon my professional life and thinking is

one that is shared by everyone I know. Since any given behayior is

“manifested in varying degrees from the profound to the minimal. it appears

completely logical that differing organizational approaches must be taken
to the treatment of the behavior: Thus, we have such systems as the
Mary)and Continuum of Services and Deno's Cascade of Services. ..

Programmatically, the CMPSE is arranged so that a full range of com-.
prehensive services must be made available in the schools. These include
speci'al‘.!classes and centers; designated instructional services (under which *
banner come all the auxiliary peopie who work with children); resource ..
specialist prog're_lm servic‘es:‘émd nonpublic services (when outside contrac-
tual arrangements are necessary). Philosophically, the Master Plan concen-
trates attefition on fulhand comprehensive services forall children. It also
focuses with more than subtle power on-the acceptance of a system ‘which
deemphasizes categorization and, alth%gh not entitled ‘as such, stresses
programming ‘of services to be planned and developed with the least”
restrictive alternative in the forefront of attention. : . .

The impact of the Master Plan must be gauged in difterent ways for
different groups. The ithmediate i-mpagt upon Comprehensive Plan Agen-
cies (CPA) or Responsible Local Agencies (RLA) has been profound. The
extent of the impact upon administrators and planners who begin to design
programs following the Master Plan framework is. | believe, beyond the
ability of anyone who has not had that cXperience_ torejlly understand. The
requirements of the comprehensive written plan elemejts and those addi-
tional regulations placed upon the Department of Education and the
schools for Master Plan impact analysis and evaluation are staggering.-

It is interesting, and sometimes amusing, to assess the impact upon
district and county administrators of special education. An important
provision of the Master Plan is the requirement that a local district, a
combination of contiguous districts. or one or more districts with the
county schools office, develop a comprehensive plan. The comprehensive
plan must distinctly describe the proposed educational program and in-

- clude the following components: explicit due process procedures: parent-
“appeal and participatory processes: assessment of process and the results of

a comprehensive needs assessment; and program standards used. Also, the
plan must include inservice education provisions; a description_of the
evaluation system; the manner of utilization of personnel; and the process
for coordination of public school and related agencies affecting the eduea-
tion of exceptional children. '

The impact upon parent groups_teacher groups, and school adminis-
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trafor groups is still somewhat different. The mission set forth in the

.~ California Master Plan is to restructure special education. When undertak-

ing that type of task among all the vested interests that reside in this state,
one must consider the necessity for communicating with the special educa-
tion constituency and the general education constituency as the greatest

single'need and problem. The larger the constituency, the greater the

number of vested interests, and the tougher the process of change becomes.
An aura of dlstrust begins to develop at the point when people begin to
take the plannmg seriously! Even now, when the Master Plan is an
accomplished reality, many special class teachers juse shake their heads
when the resource specialist program element is being discussed. From
tine to time, groups of teachers of educable mentally retarded students

have organized pressure against the Master Plan because ghe® mistakenly

perceive the Master Plan as a means to wipe. out special classes for these
students. Regular class teachers and principals have begun to envision
“"'swarms of institutional types’’ being foisted upon them. Parents who
have worked for categorical programs worry that what they have achieved
through a labor of love will be destroyed in favor of some *‘thing’”’ that may
‘not work. .

However, groups such as the National Association for Retarded Citizens
tend to look positively qr

" tion movement and are most supportive of the mainstreaming components.

State hospital teachers see it as a means to get full service programs for all
hospnal children.

There has obviously been a slzeable impact upon umversny teacher

“training programs. Two factors almost simultaneously entered into the

picture. One was'the Ryan Act, which established a separate credentialing

body mandate to look at (and restructure) teacher credential patterns in .

specnal education. The second factor was the Master Plan for Special
Education. It was. interesting that the five classification subsystem con-,
tained in the Master Plan (i.e., the ¢ommunication handicapped, *the

ing handicapped, the physically handicapped, the severely handicap-
3-:‘ and the gifted), which wds established for the purposes of data
collecting and research, was usedas a base upon which to prepare teachers:
Mowever, these may represent compromises between the many difterent
‘special education.credentials.that we now have and the few, perhaps one,
which Mr. Ryan may have envisioned in his legislation.

The **gradualness™ of implementation of the Master Plan is a factor that~
-should serve California well as we move into the next few years. We need

not panic. Rather, we can, operate special ed8kation under two pargllel
systems, allowmg a few districts.and county offices to bear the brunt of the
tirst years of mistakes and problem-solving. Within the CPA’s developed

.

the Master Plan as an extension of the normaliza- -

W (



by the few RLA’s in service, we can begin by building the shared-mutual .
responsibilities between general and special education by providing ser- ‘
vice to the exceptional childrén who are already in regular classrooms but -
unserved by special education.

Again, there is some time, I think, to build a pattern for sane training
programs, both preservice and mservnce education. Hopefully, we-will
then be able to answer these questions raised by teachers of classes for the
educauonally handicapped.

**What happens to me?"’,
**When or how soon must I get the Learning Handlcapped credential?”’
"+ “Will T have to take more coursework?"’
“Wlll I have an opportunity to getiton a competency elaluauon"“ '

?
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A Reglonal Model for Malnstreammg

flAMBS R. GALLOWAY .
’ Executive Dwectbr,'Nat;qrial Assoaauon of State Directors -
qf .S‘pec:al Educanon .

C arfd CHARLENE B. IMHOFF |
Supérynsot of lnstruc}rqnal Programs . ,
o Dlws«on af: Spect‘al Education s
S Marg;ma Deptmmenrpf Education
‘ .~ former Director-of '
Regronal Pragmm for Hrmdlpapped Children
Madlson Oran,ge, C ulp@er and Rappahannock Counties

"v’v;

THE REGION;AL PROGRAM FOR BXCEPT IONAL CHILDREN

. Inluly 1973 & chronal,Program for Exceptional Children was initiatedin  *
‘Madison,’ Orangé ‘and Culpeper ‘cdunties in Vrrgrma This program was
initiated. wigh' financial sdpport from Title VI- B, Public Law 91-230,
funding the, local support _pdrtions of the teachmg positions and other
program costs The prOgram provrded an interdisciplinary team of cur-
"riculum resourceteachers to'work drrectly with chrldren and teachers in all

schools withif the, thrée schqol drvrslons , . o
THEPROPOSAL L Sk :
-Local’ ‘school offimals bclleved that a Iongﬁterm, comprehensrve plan to ’
serve.all handlcapped children in this sparsely- populated region best; -

be desrgned 'and Jmplemented by pooling profesmonal and ﬁﬁan'
SOUTCES across c0unty lines. In, addmon Dew state: eg\slauon mandaung ;
guahty education for all e)geeptlonal children posed ]
three, sparsely populated counties that had'begun to
separately with drffermg phrlosophres and priorities. " o o
The three ‘counties proposed 1o join forces to* deSIgn and rmplement a. .t
comprehensxve plan to: provrde educational services for.all handrc&ppcd
children. Servrces ‘would 'vary according to the exceptronaluy dand’ the ;
needs of the mdrvldual child-but would, in general; consist of a combma-'
tion: of tt:achers in - self-contained classrooms, resource’ achers, and' .
teachem warkmg with homebound students, including the: presdhool child .
Wlihm (hls proposal the key td'tri- coumy special education. devalopr‘nem
would be a new.and innovative teaching mpdel: the curriculum‘resource:

teacher (CRT) To d'emonstrate that the cumculum resource teagher wrll p

o L
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M .
~ qualify for reimbursemént as a resource teacher under state standards he
would provide direct services to children through classroom participation

at least 40 percent of| the time. The remainder of this master teacher’s
resource work would consist of strategy develo ment on oing evaluation,

excepttonaltty The curriculurn resource teacher was not to beNg any sense
. an administrator.” The director was responsible for program :planning, -

monitoring and eyaluation of the total project, and the responsibility for the
ongoing program would be that of the curriculum and research coordinator.
The proposal called for eight ((8) curriculum resource teachers (CRTs)—
one for each excepttonaltty —-in the first project year. The cumculum._
resource teacher would aid.in pregram development for those areas of
excepttonaltty not then being served by the three counties, identify specifi-
- cally those children in"their population who*needed such special services,
and develop educational strategies through direct teaching. Program de-
velopmént in subsequent years ‘'would consist of addtng teachers where-
needs were identified.

The priorities set for the curriculum resource teacher model are the core
of this project. These priorities-are as follows:

1..To provide services in all areas of exceptionality within a sparsely
populated geographic area.

*2. To take the services-to the children _rather than attempt to bus the
children to the services.
.. 3. To demonstrate approprtate curriculum’ desrgn through tedchtng of
childrert’ B

4. To design specific research to evaluate two facets of the project: the
effectiveness of the model, and the curriculum design.
5. To assist the school districts in fulfilling rdenttfted needs and
priorities in their programns. - i

6. To provide an inservice program on the longitudinal model, which is
a series of workshops relating to a given subject, with classroom applica-
tion on a‘trial basis between workshops.

7. To keep the CRT, . positions reimbursable so that the local school
divisions can more quickly pick up and support this model. :

{

Project Performance 1973-1974

6

s, PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The proposal for the Regional Program for Exceptional Children mcluded
the following glpbal performance objective:, .
Provided with an appropriate curriculum design based upon the needs of

"o
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there are identified as well as potential handlt_ v
riculum and research coordinator, the director of @ Totiz=¥ qfeét; an

other supportive personnel will develop and lmpl‘enfént cognitive, aiffec-
tive, and: psychomotor objectives for a total sequenual program whereby

‘ each handlcapped child will demonstrate his progressn all three.domains, -

so as to increase: and maximize the use of his individual, potemlal as

measured by the achievement scores of pretests and posttesti,Bgsed on the'_

established sequence of individualized objectives for each- doindin:

Parallel performance objectives written for the pro;ect'staffjposmons of."’,
director, cu‘inculum and research coordinator, and cumCqum m§0ul.‘c'é- -
téachers spemﬁcd that handicapped children served by the program would
achieve 70 percent.of the objectives establlshed for them in all three.’
domaing as measured by pretests,and posttests. The four performance

“objectives of the original proposal are measured below.

Five hundred seventy-nine (579) written objectives were established in

-the cognmve affective, and psychomotor domains fer the students who

received full service in the program. Four Hundred thmy four (434) of-

these objectives were achieved. This computes to a percentage of seventys
five (75 percent), which exceeds the required performance criterion. Table:
1 shows the breakdown of the achlevemcm of the establlshed objec.uves by

domam . “
) Tablel " S
Achlevemem of Established Objecnves by Domam B
L » s 5.7 Psycho- -
e ‘ , Cogniii\'e Ajﬂ'cli\-'e_ _ ? motor ~ Totals
Established 256 |'4'2‘._-.J 181 s 579
Achieved- 190 [, 111 133~ 434
Percent Achieved 74 78 . 130 w7
PUPILS SERVED o ?
The regional program for hdndlcappcd thldren was e5|gned to provndp

services for the followmg &hlldren in, Mddlson Culpeper. and Or.mge. _

counues . b @

I Jdentified hdndlcdpped studems cnrollcd |n exnsung specnal educ.mon )

classes. -0 o

2. Identified handicapped students enrolle’d m regular cmsarooms .

3. Potential h.mdlc.lpped students enroljed in rcgular lessrooms who
are m need of specul education services. )

1




&

, THE DELIVERY SYSTEM SR v
.+ Policy Formulation. .. , - 5 Lo .
* When the regional program. was cofiiracted.the' Madison County School
Board was designated to act as the administratii'é aﬁd:;ﬁscal'agency. This
. was necessary because no official regional body existed to provide services -
. - forexceptiona] childrel across county lines. Although the funding of the
' Brojest is channeled through the Madison County Public School system
t ‘and the project staff’is contracted by this county, the Madison County
. School Boarcki_&i’ﬁ,gt serve as thie policy making body for the administra- h
_+. .. tionof thcﬁrogram'&r g fagilitate the effectiveness of the regi}nalprogram -
+ 752" . in the three pantiiffating fivisions the three division supﬁ‘fmendems serve
L as a guiding Board, providirig the progiam director wi guidance in the .
\(- establishment of operational pdlicies and interpretation. and implementa- ~
*tion of the policies and procedures -tTIrough the oggoing monitoring and
review of the total program. e .
Referal System ‘ TF I~ .
+ Toassist the regional'p'rogram in working effectively with and supplemént- -
.. ing the sérviges.of the existing programs for exceptional children within the
* ‘three divisions, a contact person in each division collects referrals from the
schools.and assists in the coordination of program activities. Typigally, a -
¢hild. is referred to the regional program by his clissroom teacher and
. school principal who recognize that the child’s needs prevent him ‘from
benefiting fully from the regular program. Referrals flow from the local
school, through the division contact persons where some initial screening
is accomplished, to the regional team. Tables 2 and 3 indicate the referrals
to the regional program by county and by exceptionality during the 1973-
74 school year. -~ - o '

Table 2

Referrals by County

‘ : Rappa- - - )

County: Madison ~ Culpeper Orange hannock  Total

School - B ' ]

population: = 2,1% 4,715 . 3,603 = 10,509
Number , " R ; L

., referred” 81 46 97 1

T

. Table 3’ |
Referrals by Exceptionality ! L

<

. LD 4 ED EMR TMR - SH" HI. Totual
Reéferrals: 52~ 60 48 21 30 14 225

62 - - ' "

o161 .




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. .. J
) . . o
. [y . .

>

~ Initial Contact (Preliminary Conference)

s

Upon receipt df an application for service the réfemng school is v:sned by
the project coordinator. A cotiference is held with the referring teacher”
about the child. From this conference teacher perceptions of the child’s

_level of functioning in the three domains are obtained, and an explintlon :

““of the serv:ces of the regional team is given. - X
Screenmg

Referrals from the three divisions, all with lhelr respective pnonty raﬂng “2

are brought to the team by the- project coordinator, who has the difficu
task of ranking priorities among divisions and déciding which referral

selected next.into the active caseload. The decision for acceptanceqfor ¢
-service is guided by the following priorities: . : éw

. Seve;nty of need for services

. Geographxcal locanon and proxxmny Coe
*CRT avallabxhty ) ' , el
* As mapy different classroom teachers as possxble
» Balance of service by division
F ull-service Cases '
~ Jo'the uninitiated, it might appear that this model was designed toallow the
matchmg of a specific exceptionality with a spegific capabilify; for exam-

v

. ple, an emouonally disturbed child with a CRT endorsed to téach in'the

aréa of emotional disturbance. However, the interdisciplinary capability of
the régional team responds to the actuality that exceptional children can
seldom be categorized as purely mentally retarded, learning disabled, or
emotionally di$turbed, but frequenily present characteristics of more than

.. one exceptionality. In the words of one of dur team members, *‘referrals

don’t come clean.”” Since most.of the children referred,to the team are in

regular classes and ,will remain in these classrooms, it is essential to :

provide an mterdnscnplmary resource to the classroom teacher so that he can

" most effecuvely respond to the needs of the child. ,
" The Educational Evaluanon and lntervenuon Plan for full-service cases

is a written statement of the ‘child’ s needs as well as @ statement of a
cooperatively developed education program to meet those needs. It con-

. sists of three basic elements: assessment of needs, recommendauons and

objecuves ” :
lnprvenuon by the CRT for full-service cases devp\ops in two general

pattérns which may be typified as the idealized rmw and the complex

reality. In the idealized ' model the CRT intervenes Wxth the student j in the

classroom working hand in"hand with the teacher and demonstraungtohnm'

through® the work that is.done with the child the means for acme%‘mg
specified objectives. In this sitation termination is appropriate within six
.wekks, and the teacher is armed with long rdnge objectives and the means

* to achxeve these

>
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PR In those many cases jhat»denionstratet‘hc complex reality of mainstream-

' ing handicapped children, the CRT and the referring source do not achieve .
. the established objectivésmyithin the six-week period visualized in the
.. .«  idealized model. Quite offen the intervention of (wo of more CRTs s
.47 ' requigd to provide meaningful services for the child who presents a-
' . multiplicity of needs. As sév_cr_ity of handicap.increases, time required for
-intervention to be praductive incréases. In many cases the CRT brings to
bear the resources ofoutside ageiicies, such as Community Mental Health'
.. - Social Seryices, aqd"?x’bf:ationalRchabilitation.. i ' .
= .+ &  Termination ofCRT, intervention is based upon achievement of the *
BN behavioral objectives stated inthe Educational Evaluation and Intervention
. - Plan’ and determination of the;qlassgpgm_;teacher,'s-demons‘tra,ted willing-
5.7 s 4. Ness‘and ability to proceed imdependently in meeting the. needs of ;he?.
v exceptional child. In the terminatien proceduge the CRT writes a term?na;
_tion report. that reflects ‘the findings of. the posttesting with the indi-
g vidualized assessment instrumehts and describes the procedures used dur-

- ing intervention. This report, which is presented for the -apprdval of the
regional team, also contdins long-range recommendations and lo'ng-r.ange
objectives that have been developed jointly with the classroom teacher.‘A

" proposed schedule of follow-up visits is an integral part of the termination

* report. o s : i
Tables 4 and 5§ reflect the fuII-seljvice ‘cases served, byl county and by
) exceptioiality: o o - '
B " Tabled .
/ : Cases Served by Cdumy i
o Rappa- .

- County: Madison Culpeper  Orange  hannock *Total
School L g :

population: * 2,191% 384,715 3603 . _— 10,509
Cases T ¢ . L~
served: 29 .. ‘3] 31 1 92
; Table 5§
l‘/_\ ) .
- , Cases Served by Exceptionality oo,
v Exceptionality: LD ED EMR TMR SH HI Totg
Casesserved: 16 22 1. r9 11 1] 92
) Mor"u'roring-qf Activities ' . )
Caseload perfonnanqe can he best understood when viewed in relation to
s R 164 ‘ e , ¥ ’




the momtored activities of the pro_;ect team "l'he membcrs of ‘the team _
recognized the need for, and Jolmly deVelOped ‘a‘monitoring procedire in
which each CRT records the distribution of his/her time in five-minute °
mtervals The recordlng of CRfume useisbhisedona scheme of classifica-

tion and ¢&ing of activities thal includes 3,7 c‘}l gones of actlvny in seven o "

' major classes. Ty s P :
> Table 6 belowdlsplays the data concerning the dlstnbutlon of teamume

by class of acnvny These data demonstrate that the CRTs have exceeded
.the state staridard for relmbursable status by providing direct scrvices to
,' ;hnidn:n tnrougn classroom partICIpatlon 43 28 percent of the time. , .,

3 . - %

S " U Tabes e .
L Pereent of Team Time by Class'pf Actlvny llq ’
“rType qfacnwtyn o ' T - gercen? ofume spem ,,‘ ' ‘ L
- Chil-oriented’ s L3677 ;o
,,Tedt:hér-onented - 651 . Ces
“Tesm plannmlg,‘ o o el T 29.60 " :
Parent-oriented : Vo L2S -l
Outside professional - ;. 485 :
Résearch =~ = 441 0
Travel * * L 1661 .  -.¥"
Total“‘ Co e . . 100.00 Ty,
ce | ‘.
Major Accomplis‘hments

The proposal and contract Wthh prowded for the establlshment of thls,
reglonal program specify that the program will evaluate (1) the effective-
ness of the model; (2) the growth of pupils'in the program. We feel that
during _this first year of operation we have’ demonstrated effecnvely a-
method of providing services to handicapped children. léa)parsely settled -
rural atea and that the required evaluation can best be reponed undcx the
heading of Major Accomplishments. . R
EFFECTIVENESS OF THEMODEL | . ,
Detelopmem of Admm:strameSupport T
" Whensthe proposal for continuation of operduon of the regxonal program
~was subml'tted during February-of this year a [;:quest was made to tlag State
Depanmem of Education that a reglonal coh&rol boarq be consmuted o
. administer this and othgr reglonal programs sérving handicapped: chnldren
The establxshmem:', h_e regional board’ .accompanied by the’ comrm
“ment for local fundms svdemonstrdtes a commlﬁ‘nem trqm fop state. dd- :

! 6 e b ‘
' ’5,1 ., l65 a
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ministration o the provision of services for handicapped children and
reflects a growing acceptance of mainstreaming as an effective method of
providing services.

Entrance of Rappahannock County Into Progrgm

During the current year one hearing impaired child from Rappahannock

~ County was served by the regxonal program.

" r¢:model. In the replication of a program following this model it can be’

v

Flexibility of the Model
During this first year of operation it has been demonstrated that the delivery
system can be responsive to changing criteria for service. Through this.
sytem services can be provided on a geographic basis, e.g., serving all
schools at all times.” Services can be provided,in response to intensity of
need, e.g., priority ranking for services.

The refined mbdel could respond to fit any pattem of local support in
that: ]

* Equal services could be pr0v1ded '

« Support céuld be prorated by pupils served, or

* Service couldbe provided on school population basis.
Variety of Needed and Requested Services X
Through the number and variety of referrals for service the program has
demonstrated that the need exists for the multidisciplinary service capabil-
ity of the regional team and that these needs can be served through this

8!

predicted that requests for service will'be made for children with complex
handicapping conditions, f8 serving teacher inservice training needs, and
for coordination and implementation of school and outside resource ser-
vices. .
Developmem of Management S) ys!em
During this first year of operation the effectiveness of the team has been
increasing. The regional team has experienced considerable growth in the
use of effective group process, thus maximizing the effect of the interdis-
ciplinary makeup of its membership and decreasmg the time requ:red for
group activities such as staffing. :
The regional program has developed administrative tools including a
complete set of forms, records, and systems to admlmster monitor, and’
record its case service activities.
Essenttal Requirements for an Effective Regional Program
During this first year of operatiof the Regional Program staff has de-
veloped a set of nine requirementy we feel most essential to the effective-
ness of a program of this nfature.
I. Commitment from the top“—superintendents and board
2. Experienced interdisciplinary team -
3. Maturity as a group

166. o T
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%4, Admrmstratlve liaison with pnncrpals teachers, contact persons, etc ‘
5. Commitment to tasks and goals byaﬁconceme!l AP LI
6. Clear understandmg by all concerning roles, tasks, goals, expecta-
' tions, etc. - .
7. Well«defined protﬁctpn needs (@ expectatlons of consumers (b)
demands in contract
8 Effective outside resource liaison »
9. Comrmtment from teachers where chlldren are’ mainstreamed — ,
commitment to apd accéplance of the phllosophy of mainstreammg with
specialized assistance “®y
.- PUPIL GROWTH S
Among the most srgmﬁcant accompllshments of the reglonal project has. .-
. been the enhanced achievément of the pupils who have been ﬁll service
. ;‘parﬁmpams iff the program. This growth, which is reflected in measures in:
‘the cognitive, _affective, and psychomotor domains; :l‘l‘%s occurred in stu-
deats_whase prlor educational experience was more marked by lack of
,‘ghlevem@nt mdrfféfence to academic goals, and problem status than by
notable success. The data on which this repor{ oj; pil growth is based .
were obtained frimarily from tests administered ihitially as a part of the Coo
edudational evaluation for planmng CRTi mterventron and agarn as a part ’
of planmng for termmatlon and Tollow-up. Additional sources of data were
the CRTs® reports of behavioral objectives established and achieved, and
_ the baseline measures of psychomotor skills.
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~+ Mainstreaming in a Large Urban School
-+ " Distfict: An Administrator Comments on the
S - Philadelphia Experience

g

£7 - Gl
’ % ) MARECHAL-NEIL E. YOUNG

. - Assocmte Superintendent for Spetial Education -
e * . School Dlstrldof(’hlladelphla ‘

' u * -Recognition of Need for Organizational Change

“w » Major organizational change does not meet with ready acceptance or easy
P ., implementation in a large, urban school district. In this respect, Philadel-
] phia, serVIgg about 267,000 pupils in 197 elemepary and 86 secondary
schools, is no exception. Our city with a reputation for many and varied
«"important services to handlcapped children, provided largely ‘in special
© classes, anfl, centers, was slow to respond with charige in attitude and
program to the.normalization trend ineducation of the mentally retarded.
Historically our record of delivery of services to the blind, deaf, physncally
handicapped, "and emotionally disturbed was outstanding. Why maJor
change now directed toward the mentally retarded? {
- Asan experienced administrator in the’ Phlladelp‘u public school sys-
. tem, [ have participated as junior high school principal, district superinten-
dent, and associate superintendent for special education in some of the
happenmgs leading to. major concern and, sometimes, heated debate over
the trend toward increased integration of handicapped children in regular
_ programs with supportive segyices, or mamstreammg as this plan is now
. o ' ﬂned The ¥llowing comments summarize my personal reactions to this
lmpanant development in special education in one of the largest urban
publlc school systems.in the nation.

. o
. o Lo It
©oa 'y %4 ’
et -
. o

o Attitudes AITecting Acceptance of Mainstreaming
3 .
ln Philadelphia, attitude change on the admlmsu:auve as well as* the
instruéfional level was a major factor required for lnllldl movement toward _
- 4, mainstceaming in tecondary schools. School administrators, products of
daily experiénce in workmg through individual, pupll problems, were
mclmeg,m(‘)re toward support of speoial instruction of the handicapped by,
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competent teachers in a protected environment. A negative attitude sur-
taced in commgnts that special class pupils were usually troublesome and

: generally uncooperatlve These,feelings were tempered by general agree- -

ffient that & number of borderline pupils might have been improperly
labeled as mentally retarded. Experience proved that these boys and girls
very often were the difficult pupils who failed to respond to the many and
varied methods classroom teachers employed to reach them. These were
the pupils frequently referred by their p@ncnpals for individual psychologi-
cal xaminations, an initial step to their removal from regular classrooms.
Very often these were maladjusted pupils; markedly deficient in academic
skills. They received scores in the 50 to 80 range on mtelhgence tests‘and
were labeled educable mentally retarded.

Another resistant attitude found expression in the fear that special class

pupils would fail to make progress when mainstreamed. THe feeling was
that pupils referred to special classes in regular elementary schools were
taught by quahﬁed speCIal education teachers who undgrstood their learn-

ing problems and could handle their poor behavior, lhereby helping dif-

ficult childrén to improve greatly. In-a staff development session, one
principal said she felt educable retarded pupils succeeded and became
eligible for-mainstreaming because of the quality, of instruction in special
classes. In some cases, they performed better than regular pupils.

Moreover, when psychological reevaluations were administered and re-

commendations followed, these pupils returned to full-time regular educa-

tion, in some cases performing better than their classmates in most

academic and social situations. What would be the outcome when the same
?pupils were no longer taught in small groups by special educators?

A positive attitude governed approval qf established plans for isolation
of special pupils at the secondary level in occupational centers distributed
throughout the districts. Promotion ese centers was superior to place-

.ment in secondary special classes in élementary buildings. Usually, only
the third floor of,these schools was designated for the older pupils whose
curriculum included some limited specialization, with homemak' g and
shop experiences. By contract, the occupatxonal,ggmexs offered triffing in

%food service, health occupations, laundry dnd dry ‘C]eamng, tallonng,
power sewing, building maintenance, picture framing, and other occupa-
tions with good employment potennal Pupils benefited from academic
studies that were job related.

Individual counseling and job coordinator services were available to aid
them in securing work_and staying employed for a sustained period.
Graduation. of students from ‘occupational centers was a cap and gown
event, with special awards for excellente iy work habits, attendance,
attitudes, and regular bank avmgs Teachers, parents, and pnncxpals

P
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-cal schools was a dlfﬁcult task for many p %
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. .

expressed strong feelings that this was the way to develop iﬁcabie
retarded pupils into productive citizens. To change thesé attitudes toa more -
critical view of special education in lsolatlo -dnd.Bositive acceptance of
mainstreaming some of these pupils in Jumo o r.vocational techni- -

1 Wteachers to under-
take. . R " L

There were those negative attitudes,glso'fﬁ"camed resistance to
increased use of regular junior high schools for the education of educable
retarded pupils. Although the term mainstreaming was brobably not used
prior to 1970, the promotion of a few elemeritary educable retarded-pupils .
to regular junior high schools took place in aTew communitiés throughout
Philadelphia. At this time, many junior high schools were troublled by "
serious overcrowding, temporary staff, and neighborhoods experiencing
the upheaval of racial and cultural transitibn. Discipline problenis were
numerous; gang conflict.and violence were not infrequent occurrences.
The addition of specnal education classes was discouraging to junior hlgh
school principals and teachers, as they feared their problems would be _
compounded.

The resistance of earlier decades to mclusnon of the special pupi] in
fegular secondary schools bccame a ngld attitudinal barrier again§t the
rationale for mainstreaming in the 70s. Only broad-based staff develop-
ment could assure gradual change in attitudes to permit acceptance in
regular education, with supportive service, of+an increasing number of
pupils for whom mainstreaming would be most appropnate

a

- Factors Supporting Mainstreaming Trelp'd

v

Y . [ ’ :
- A number-of factors contributed subgtantially to this development, paving
* the way for increased open-mindedness (o newer concepts and the neces-

sary rationale for development of models for mainstreaming in the large
urban school districts. Some of these factors were as follows:

First, a trend in the Philadelphia school district toward emphasis on .
community involvement gained strength, about 1965, when attention of
the board of education focused upon quality education for all children,
pamcularly in_the inner city, where pupil achievement in reading and
mathematics continued to register markedly below national performance

" level . The rationale that influenced policy was that the broader the base of

participation of parents and.community representatives in the program
planning and decision, J,makmg of the neighborhood school, the greater -

would be the potenual Mlmprovement in the quahty of education pro-
vided. .

C 170 ' . e
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A direct result of this trend toward increased community involvement
was the questioning by individual parents, especially minority group
parents, of the placement of some of their children in special classes. The
method of identification of children for specxal education was also fre-
quently challenged. .

As district supenntendent of District One, an area covering most of West .
Philadelphia and enrolling approximately 43,000 children, I learned
firsthand about parent attitudes toward special class placements. Those
parents who came to my office to discuss,referrals of their children often
were accompanied by a spokesman from a neighborhood organization or
l'ellgIOUS group. Trained to speak forcefully and make demands rather than
requests, these spokesmen often stated strong opposition to sepaiation of
pupils in special classes or centers. Typical was the loud command of one
community-leader: ‘‘No excuses; you teach him; don’t move him.”” The
implication was that the child needed only the benefit of a good teacherina
regular classroom, not movement to a special class, in order to succeed.

Supported by the'1965.recommendaion of the commission reporting to
the board;of education that community participation be encouraged in
school policy making and that basic decisions be made increasingly at the
individual school level, the realization that alternatives to special class
placement must be found in order to give needed help to the educable
mentally retarded child became-very clear.

A second factor, closely allied, was’the growing impatience on the part
of black and Puerto Rican communities with the use of individual

“psychological examinations to identify pupils for special programs and
- services. The concern expressed was that psychological examinations were
given not so much to help children as to establish rationale for removing -
them from classes where they exhibited poor adjustment and individual
problems in learning. As early as 1964, the Report of the Special Commit-
tee on Nondiscrimination of the Philadelphia Board of Education had
stated that, ‘‘Aware of the limitations of the present testing programs,”
reflecting cultural bias as they do in many cases . . . exploration of ne
methods of testing, particularly of underprivileged children, is recom-
mended.”’ (Lewis 1964, p. 124) _

A civil rights commission concerned” with possible dispropomonate
representation-of Puerto Rican children in special classes, as one among

. many possible indications of discriminatory practices, conducted hearings
“in Philadelphia in 1973. Its members called for bilingual psychologists to
administer individual psychological examinations to Spanish-speaking
pupils. Also, they discouraged use of available individual psychological
test, results as the major instrument for determining’ mental retardation
. ampng Puerto Rican chlldren they felt that other cmena should be iden-
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tified and used' with' these children to prevent improper labeling.- As it

- happened, review of Philadelphia program placements indicated that the

percentage of Puerto Rican children in special classes did not exceed the
percentage of Puerto Ricans that were included in the community. There -
was still the instruction, however, that stress should continue to be placed
upon ways of retaining most children having language handicaps in the
mainstream with servrces and programs provided to assure their scholastic
progress.. The important bilingual program in the Phrladelphra public
schools has this goal. - .
A third factor seems to be garmng in rmpetus as the ef;fort continues
citywide to.interpret the concept. of mainstreaming and rmpFrcauons of the
plan for participating pupils: the drsapproval of labelmg and c‘ategon&atiom B
of individual boys and grrls Development of the resoureg Jroom. gnd,
- itinerant teacherservice, characteristic of mainstreaming, are examples‘bf
approaches that minimize labeling:stigma. Junior high school facu'iﬁes
parucularly in schools located in economrcally depnved areas, were out:"
‘spoken’in their concern about the slow pace of learning arid great need 3’01‘
individual and small group. instm?fbn for high .percentages of Jupils’in
regular edication. They quéstioned a system that labgled mdrvrdual stu-
dents retarded and placed them in specral classes whlle leavmg behind -
many other pupils who had similar problems with language and mathema- -
-tics. Wrthoutspeakmg directly of mamstreammg anumber ofteai:hers and
pnncrpals were suggesting -the need. for the. deyelopment of curricplum’,
altemauves to be provided for all children, mcludmg the academrcally '
talented, with curriculum options geared to therr mdlvldualized needs..
- Emphasis ‘upon the individual child and teachers competet in the usé of
dragnosuc-—prescnpuve methods of teachmg were among the recomme
tions they suggested to rmprove mstrucuon forall chrldren in Phﬂadelphra{uf
-A fourth factorthat has- glven major support to’ implgmentation. o
mainstreaming since 1970 is the inclusion of this metfogk :);a of
mentally retarded pupils in policy statements 'In Philadg

_munity leaders concemed with special educanonp o .,' 3 Report -
‘ofthe Collgborative ReVrew Committee. This rép

aplan for ed_uoation'of.handieapped p’upils,jn mgyl i T exten’,t}"
p”ossrble, was’ approved ay policy’ by the board of BAE ieport
statcs :‘ . g / _ : DA

| - : .
Unle.ss ((h: handlcappmg ondition of@ pupnl senously

olh‘ersx he ‘Should temain- in a régular classroom gh
eduqauonal program geared toils neé, 5.
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';2 ,;plfﬁmole compcllmg oducanon mleresl of the pel‘Sons affccled "
9

o Q_ﬁftm tor was the 'added strength ofdlré.ctron '_'.
r-rgsulfed the consg.nt agreeiment entered. i mto by

L

"v-

1.4 deﬁnmon of mamstreammg . S ' o 3
Mamstreammg shall mean an educational process of malmalmng & FERR-
mg excepnonal pefsons who can best profit from such’ placem

2.4 plan for’ 1mplementanon of mamstreammg :
Intermediate units and schoo} disticts ‘shall mainstream those WP

persons who can profit by" an appropriate program of dfor”

training in a regular class.
Supportive services necessary for appropna(e educationan 2
"persons placed in the mainstream shall be provided i in accm??‘ .
. nature of' the placemem X

3. A plan directed toward ehmmalwn of dtsproporno "ﬁ

racial and ethnié minorities in special educanon progra
Al agencnes shall‘msure lhat testing and evaluauon ma(e i .-

 ethnic) assigned to special educat{on prografm is dlsprop ’!

" distribution of that group ‘in thé,scwol district -or lme 1o ks

& Departmem of Education shall ndtifythe school di ;:t ¥ intctiied "«'

i of i lls prima-facie denial of eql)al educational ¢ op rtunities. To m“uma
assignmen the intermediate unit or schpol district must then shom

“tirat ghe. gnments arg<justified and the. dlspropomon is' nefén

-

-of Education and Puiblic Welfare. This. ag{e
» conclsion of acivil suit filed in the United State§#%
-.thie Penn.v,ylvania Association for Retarded Childi#
followmg are mchi%d among prbv:smns of the S L

Y

; ghsagreewnh'ﬂieasmg ent or placement of then'chlldren The hearing will _
beheld before ¥hird party me&ne not gp employe of the local school
,dlsmcx In prep hngi'for(he ing, pare shabghconsult with legal courisel .
‘ 'and.,gs%“ ine all sﬁchool records involvifig
w;(n at the heann; A tesplution of (h :
n,g panel‘off‘te’f‘ R :

-8
; 3‘

- Pargnts and guardmﬁlof (hese chlldren are’ entltfed lo a heanng. if they |

hilgﬂ:n. and may c',alb .

-
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Preference will be given first to enrollment of retarded children in regular

Jpublic school classes. If this is not feasible, consideration will be givento-

- special education classes, private day or residential schools, state mstltu-
uons or education at home wrth appropriate personnel

Imtial S_iepsb'iloward Implementation of .
Mamsﬁegmmg in Philadelphla '

As this account is bei ' b A
of the task ahead befoftf& 3 ducatron in Phrladelghla accomplrshes '
significant- movement’ (e Wagldfreased mainstreaming. Meetings of total
faculties that the drvrsron of specral eduication is conducung currently in
eighteen junior and senior hrgh schools, inan effort to build understanding -
of the concept and rationale for malnstreammg, continue to reveal negative
attitudes similar to those discussed in the introductory: section of this paper. .
Nevertheless, with full recognition of the difficulty in effecting change ina
- large school system, the division has proceeded toward the accomphsh-
ment of this goal as follows: :
~ First, considerable change has been observed in the attitudes of adminis-
trators toward mainstreaming based upon their m{'olvement in professional -
meetings on the subject. Presentations by experts from universities and_
special education departments of other cities having experienced reorgani-
zation of programs to increase integration of handlcapggd pupils contrib-
uted to basic understandings. Although all consultants Were very helpful
the secondary school principals seemed most interested in the yery force-
ful, affirmative statements about the positive acceptance of good programs
once introduced, particularly the fact that previously resistant teachers
were now commenung favorably. about the adjustment of educable re-
tarded pupils in their classrooms. -
s« Second, a very significantcontribution was made by university techmcal
«-  assistance teams throughout the period of interpretation, disgussion of
rationale, building ofﬁxlels and implementation: Introductory dialogue
was held with directors of special education from Minneapolis, Minnesota,
- & and Houston, Texas, through The Leadershlp Training Ipstitution of the
Umversnty of Minnesota. Intensive follow-up was conducted by the Uni-
. versity of Connecticut Technical Assistance Project in the schools, most
® often with total faculties, union building committees, and district coor- - ‘
dinating committees. Conferences with'Division of Special Education staff
often included central admrmstrauvq leadership and state officials. As a "
_ participant in most of these sessions, I feél it must be emphasized that a
number of the principals were favorably influenced and asked for help i in -
planmng adifferent orgamzatron for gpecialeducation in their schools.
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Third was the wvery necessary staff development for regular teachers and '

‘ specxal educators undertakén largely because of grants from thé Umversxt)f

. of Connecticut Technical Assistance Project.and later resulting from pro-
posals. federally funded through the Training Division of the Bureau of
Educatton for the Handlcapped Approximately three hundred teachers and .
administrators feceived training in Saturday seminars and summer insti-
tutes Very tmportant leadership was given to these projects by university

. represeritatives, partlc’ularly by Temple University’s Departmept of Spe
cial Education,”

Fourth was‘the development of models for matnstreammg by school
faculties as ‘a:major segment of staff devel()pment activities. In an era of
increasing decentralization, it was imperative thatno one exemplary model
be tmposed by central admtmst.ratlo ut rather that after study of numer-

. ous plans for rmplementatlon and as a résult of faculty %tudy and participa- .,
tion, a vanetx of models be developed at the school leyel. * T S C

Fifth was the greatemphasxs placed upon lnvolvement of teachers’ u’hton
representatwe* parent-consumers, community represgntatlves and s-i -
dents in the process of building;understanging of malnstreamtng and tlee
development of models for use in participating schools. A commtttee from e
the Philadelphia Federation of Teachers worked with me as ‘assock te :
superintendent for special education in coordlnatmg all ‘planning . "

+- Citywide teachers’ workshops. The district supefintendent was regularl)un NANE Y
consultation with the distritt buxldtng commitee in lmplementtng District -
staff devélopment. Each principal worked with the school building com- -
mittee in the planning of all school meettngs and other activities as
implementations proceeded. : '

Parents and advocate groups were regular partncxpantsm meetmgs at the
district level. It should be noted here that although many pareiits, particu-
larly those from minority groups, strongly endorsed mainstreaming, there

- were those parents, who because of fear that their children might notbe ¢
accepted in"the new.situations, preferred the protected special class or
center. Explanation was given that'some special classes would continue to.

. be needed for chtldren requiring’ thls placement. Parent participation in

staff development resulted in some. change in these attitudes to one of *

greater trust in mainstreaming when there was assurance of strong suppor-

tive services. Student involvement was encoliraged as:an iniportant con-

ponent of staff development sessions planned by thedivision. Atthe school
kevel, pupils were interviewed regularly in order that their evaluative

comments might influence their own instruction as well as thedevélopment ~ .

of models and contribute to the central planning for increased mainstream- ‘.
ing. In general, students were enthusiastic about the opportunity to be with

their peers. Very striking change in motivation and attitude toward school, «

Yoo -

R R\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- ) . ] s
Y .,
¢ '."' ".' - <

.as well as tndtcattons of strengthened seIf-tmage were products of student
involvement in pilot pro_|ects ’

LI -
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Future Needs for Expansron of Mamstreammg Models

"Following about four years of steady emphasts upon burldrng a receptive
. climate for mainstreaming, with attention being given to the development
of staff competencies and the introduction of models, there remains the
. demanding problem of continuing expansion’ with regular evaluation,
+- adaptation, and refinement. I see the following as necessary futu;e steps in.
Phlladelphta s mainstreaming plans. '
pR - First, there must be more clearly defi ned ﬁnanctal support, wrth local
" - and state regulattons p?ovrdtng necessary fundtng for rmplementatton of «Jg
. mainstreaming in additional secondary schools until adequate provisionis
made to meet pupil needs in all geographic sections of the city. )
Second, as new burldtngs are constructed, there must be ~vigorous
adherence at the local level to comply to poli¢y provisions by accommodat‘ g
ing handicapped students into regulw@%a:ams .when appropriate. %
Third, there must be continued cooperation, to the fullest extent possi- -
ble, of all divisions of thq school district with special emphasis upon
‘vocational. educatton tnstructtonal segvices, and puptl personnel and coun- .
seItng with the Division of Special Education in the preparation of total
N staff and in ‘the meshtng of programs and serviges. .o
“ - Finally, there must be continued explanation to ‘and collaboratton with
parent-consumer and advocate groups, particularly racial and ethnic
. ,,mtnonttes in order that the progress tntttated may be sustained and further
,ﬁpansron assured,

s

) . Reference
RE : ‘ . . .4 B
Lewts Ada H. Report of the Specral Committee on Nondtscnmrnatton of
the Board of Public Education of Phtladelphta Pennsylvania, Submtt-

ted to the Board of Public Educatton July 23 I964 .
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| Mamstrwmmg ina Systems Contéatt

| CHARLES MEISGEIER® .- B ", B
o ‘Professor, C drrtculum and Instruction ' ‘ :
' Chairman, Special Education Program : o

.. «The University of Houston
Cu e

T

Ishall address this article to some of the experiences [ have shared over the
past three or four years in an effort to introduce mainstreaming into the
_Houston area. Initially, 1 wag:involved as coordmator of the Center for
. ‘Human:Resources Development of the Houston: Schobl District. More
gecently, I am a member of the faculty of the College of Education. 3 =

The Houston Independent School District is the nation’s sixth largest In
“addition to my general admipistrative duties with the district, I was specifi- -
cally respor)s1ble for providing leadershtpfor a broad scale systemrenewal -
_prograim, k?l@vn as the' Houston Plan. The thrust of the Houston Plan.wasto -
developan,mdrvrduahzed management system for the schools and a whole "

_new suﬁpomve delivery system for specral education and psychologlcal .
services. T -
L8 Dunng those years we mvolved over 2,300 teachers admmlstrators and

" others inourTeacher Developmeht Center training, and installed all'or part

- of the new system in 135 elementary and secondary schools. In addition to

~ the’ regular class children who directly benefited from this psogram over

© 11,000 prevrously neglected childrén with learning, behavior, or
physlcal -sensory problems were served by a host of retrained personnel
functlomng in a variety of new roles as dlagnv consultmg, or resource
' teachers. .

- Let me address myself to mamstreammg as an. educatlonal phllosophy ’

. and as apractlcal management system for publlc schools Marnstmmrng 8
not new. It'was discussed in the 1950s.and advocated-before that.»Asm :
phllOSOphy it has undergone change in the last decade, and in one fon;t or
another has been orsed by many educators. Howeyer, dsa management e
system in the pu c'schools, the history of mainstreaming is short"\bhth'-.
one major exceptlon broadscalé implementation of mamstreammg pro--‘ '
grams has really occutred only during the last three or four yeafs. - .

» Itis not éasy to deflne something as complex as mainstreaming, but it '
~seems important at this point to try. Mamstreammg, as | view it, is the
Aacceptance and nurturance of each child within, or as close as pessible to,

~ the- mainstream of scheol ltfe ‘It advocates the nght of all children to
' 'acceptance in school programs regardless of hdw they may devrate from

0
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norms in appearance, performance or behavror Matnstnearmng rmple-
ments this philpsophy of acceptance by placrng upon ‘the school the
responstbtltty or the accountabthty for adapting its programs to meet the .
unique needs of each child rather than placing ypon the child the responsi;
bility for adapting to the-school’s programs.. Thus mainstreaming may be’
defined also as a management system that brings together a complex array
of interacting programs and support servl'c,es adequate to operate a 2ero
. reject model in the public schools. To ac&‘gmpltsh this it must.also be a
.0 highly developed vehtclefor change, evalubuon, and continuous educa-
4.0 . tional renewal. - o
' ) Marnstneamrng, as deﬁned here, represents the mature _acceptance by
] " society of its responsrbrlrty to prepare all it$ citizens to function opttmally
. as adults. The public school system is this society's prtmary vehicle for
educating its ybung -and many and varied: pressures are being brought to’
bear upon the schools to do a better job. The issues related to rmtnsu'eam-
ing are very much in the forefront of adversary conflicts evident in action of
the schools vefsus community, schools versus legislature, schools versus
courts in which many public® schools find themselves. Social, political,
judieial, and legtslattve activities are pressuring from outside the schools:
In the past, publicschool systems have reacted to problems by setting up - *
a, task force here, a pilot proJect there, or a classroom fbr some special i
: group in the back of the building or at the end of the campus. It is now N
-apparent that powerful forces are compelling us to undertake nothing ‘short
of systemwide change. Itis also important té realize that hlgher education -
is part of the educational system the schools are the consumer of our
“product, and if we do not produce what they need the monumental forces
", driving-them will roll right over traditional college teacher training pfo- .
grams. They cannot wait years for us tosget with-it. If newly trained
teachers are,not adequately prepared to fill new roles, the schools will be
forcedto launch massive training programs themselves; and that will surely ‘
begin to move teacher training dollars off the college campuses and .1nto
public school systems.
I have had direct personal expenences wrth Just this kind of action.
When | was, working in the Houston Publi¢ School. System teaéher 4
retrdining was a high priority. Teachers,dtd not have the skills requrred wé
_needed to have not tens or hundreds; but thousands of teachers trained.
Dean- Howsam had the vision to see a umque and credtive role for the
- College of Education-at the University of Houston. The public schodls *
- received Iarge grants to implement change in our programy"afid we estab—
listeed the Teacher Developmen Centers inqur school facilities by WOrkmg
" closely with the College of EducatrOn Joint apporntments of college staff
10, the Teachier Development Centers and school dtstnct staff to°1he “W
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college, facilitated this effart. The pace is picking.up as change occurs *
more.and more rapidly in the field of education. The colleges and univer- -
sities and the public schools must interact M productlvely -
How does traditional education begin to move tpward mainstreaming?
:S&;ll‘exas the first step has been a shifting of the emphasig of swcral ‘
ices from-a focus on categonzrng, segregatlng, and labelmg toa focus. L
. on rndrvrdual learning needs, modes, and styl€s. Tllese, of course, vary -
greatly in every group of children. Each child is umque Each teacher has
unique strengths and weaknesses, each class hak unique fieeds, and each “
school has unique problems. In response to them, mainstreaming systems wom T
must introduce administrative policies for adaptatron and change that . *-.
" generate new strategies, develop new roles, and proHuce new dellvery o
_systems. . S
Marnstreamrng must 1ntroducc sophrstrcatcd systems of orgamzatlonal oo
" -development, systems analysis, andevaluatron into the everyday operation o
- of the schools. There must be intensive teacher renewal, role analysis,
- programmed learning, applied behavror analysis, precision teaching pro--
cedures, diagnostic teaching, task analysis procedures, etc. The attitude of
.. the entire school must become more flexible. The adaptabrlrty the
_administrative philosophy mherent in mainstréaming is very. lmprﬁnt in-
that it proyides a point of convergence for emerging research and dévelop- -
ment wr'n the field and the complementary Skl“S and knowledge of
related ficlds. Becauge it does provide this, | found that we were grappllng o
with the practrcal aspects of nearly every.major issue in educatron today as
" we developed large scale mainstreaming programs in Houston. ;*:

Before we discuss specifics of programmmg, let us summarize what we
are sayrng mainstreaming is and.is not. Malnstreammg is not resource
rooms, it is not putting retarded children-back rnto regular classes, it isnot.
new diagnpstic procedures, nor teacher tralmng or retraining. It is. not
precision teaching-or diagnostic teachrng, and it is not encompassed in the' ..
consultation teacher: model Itis not any one of these things, but when you*:

. put dll of thém together you begln‘g) have a mainstr¢aming program, I:
believe that if you implement any of them without the rest you are headed te

" _forreal problems Marnstreammg};asa 'l‘p&&sm special education, but the
focus’of its activity is upon renw)mld

) Whole educational system. It’js
the development of an adaptlvf % drvrduallzed mstructlon capa- s
ble of;continuous renewal. Belu ¥ :
" . Now letsus.think about a chﬂa @Q in a specral cducatron ¢lass and -
'about the problems’ 1n\colvcd in putting him back #nto a regular class. He
had diffi iculty adjusting to the regular class beforé he was: put in spécral' L
elucation clagses. Now he, wrll be if"a resource room for an Kour ot an hgur .
. and a halfeach day and the; rest of the trmehe is to be in the regular cﬁass lf
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no modifications are made in the regular class for thé four or five hours he
spends there, his mainstreaming experiences will probably be sadly disap-
pointing. - - . ' -

Special edlication developed initially because of the inability of the main
system to respond to the pressures and needs of handicapped children in the
mainstream. So, as organizations and systems will do when they are unable
to change and adapt, a parallel system or subsystem was sét up and labeled
* special education, With that subsystem have'bome barriers, walls, and lots
. of problems— many of them of our making! "¢ ‘ . >

The public schools of Houston have had their full share of problems. An
intensive year 6t study and planning showed aneed for sweeping change in
A all aspects of the program. Holuston Independent School District is a large
’ district sprawled all .over the city. It has 240 schools, 230,000 children, .
10,000 teachers, and 17,000 total employees. Houston faced the same
difficulties that most urban systems are experiencing. There was resistance
to innovation, high staff tarnover in the ghetto areas, high dropout rate, old
.;-school buildings, white flight and all its concomitant problems. There were
“constant court battles, political struggles, and economig pressures. None of
Tiy;ax¥periences as a teacher, as a conﬁ(ltg’ﬁl.jj; the schools, as an adminis-
trator, of a federal program at USOE, or‘:%ﬁf’a professor in the College of
ST ijﬁféé‘iion prepared me for the intensity and scope. of the management.
C .": ,'..ﬁrgt_},l_gm\s',ofa large city school district. T
w78 thad be'éﬁmqob‘ﬁ;/i;ous to the superintendent, to the board. and to others
ety },{;.'l'.-ﬂp “the Houstan’ drea that the delivery system that had been developed for
~m,, ¥ ‘speciaktdycatiogein previous years may have been adequate to serve two or
™ B YU B R . . .
fom N m;ét;&s‘hplﬁand children but that it was breaking down_under the large
* numbers of children who needed services.

Y

. l.:1
o
2

It is generally believed that only about 40 to 50 percent of the youngsters
. who need help are being served. The Council for Exceptional Children,
USOE, and other professional organizations seem to concur with that

figure. We found it a good estimate of the situation as we were able to

appraise itin Houston. There were many thousands of children who needed

. services who were not getting them. It was obvious that the self-contained

“model, which was basically the model in the Hoyston area at that time, .

. -woald not only'breaf( the district financially . it would also fall far short of

o _sgtlsfy* the codrts, the civil rights officers, the legislature, and the public
' - atla¥ge. Huston needed a newdelivery'system. Whatever it turned ‘out to
be, a staff training program had to accofipany it. We studied learning
environments, learning styles, learning rates, and the adaptation of cur-
riculum gontent to style and ratd. The goal became the development.of a
continuous progress type of system that responded to egch.child as an
- individual. ' ‘ - ' :
o L4 . '
1o . ) ‘
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tshed. it was obvnous that we needed to
of teachers, psychologists, and support
| SALPY resdiaces to effectBasic system strategies for the
implementation of chap CNESPCCla“y helpful to me and iy staff in.
formulating the Houston Plan .were Sarason’s. concepts of programmattc
regularities and behavioral regulanttes He suggested that educator‘s’ Should
not devote their professional tnqumes alone to such questions as‘what
should be done in the daily: elementary school miath classes, but rather step
back occasionally and wonder*if math should be taught more or less than

*. once a day in elementary school. He stress®d’ that it is vc:y difficult for °

people to conceptualize the_universe of alt@matives avatlable to them,
particularly if they deal with fundamental programmatic tssues This kind
of creative consideration and generatton of altematives is an important
contribution the universities can make.
~ There is not enough spage to detail the development of the program in the
Houston schools. Beyond the basic.philosophy, a simple list of the major
program components will provide a quick overview of the program.
First, we established a Teacher Development Center for personnel
_reeducation for regular class teachers, special education personnel ahd
administrative staff. Second, we developed extensive Support servnées for
all staff levels, but especially designed to focus-on regular class teachers.
The implementation of ngw instructional, management systems, the use of
special instructional materials and support systems, as well as'training in
the management of’ tndtthual student behaviGr problems comprised a
major segment of the tra|n|ng and-support system. Third, we deyeloped a
team management approach to decision making and progress implementa-
tion through a modified Management By Objective appfoach Fourth, each
of the 138 participating local schools was prov1ded with:
* 1. Regular teachers retraining at the teacher development centers
2. Consultation supp?rt from an area tnterdtsCtpltnary team °
3. A precisiop learning-center .
4. A diagnostic teacher, a learntng facilitator (resource teacher), a
consultant teacher (part-time), and an aide
« . S..A staffing committee (student services committee) to develop and
menitor a program for each child with a behavior, learning, or phys:cal-
* sensory problem .
6. An educational plan for each child receivingservices -
7. Training for Leagning Center personnel and backup consultant per-

sonnel and materials from six area resource centers T :
‘8. An array of new .alternative services for chtldren ne!dtng addtttonaL
hdp ’ a, t; ’;'

9. Representation' in an implementation cluster

LM
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10. Representation on an area advrsory committee compnsed of*barents
and professionals -
11. Abudget for specrﬁc supplres and materials for program implemen-
tation

12. Accessto trammgand materials to operationalize advanced Ieammg
systems and programs for chrldren Wwith problems

‘It is obvious ét.:nat all of these programs are producing many new profes-
sronal roles in the field of education. New skills are being demanded of

. personnel in the schools. Thus it is becommg the responsibility of the

colleges and universities to develop extensive new training programs. In
addition to this it seems imperative that they model the kind of indi-
vidualized progsams that need to be developed i in the public schools. ,
Finally, the colleges and universities must become field oriented. They
must participate actively in planning and designing basit changes as they
occur rather than only in their implementation,; after the fact. The i impetus
for growth in the field of education has come largely from outside. ]
Educators, particularly those from higher education, need to assume a
dynamic leadership role in a far broader scope than we have undertaken i
the past. \ ) A
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. Mamstrwmmg in .
The Notfolk Public Schools System
' (The Norfolk Plan) '

E. RALPH NEWTON

. Director, Elemenlary Educanon s )
- and ) R
. CHARLESA STEVENSON -

Principal, Poplar Halls Elementary School
4

/ .
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? Z LA _ lntroductlon
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. m Nodolk Pubch School System was. ordered by the federal courts to
'*m“tegx:ate its staff “and pupil populafion. This was successfully ac-
"complished by reassigning school faculties according to racial'identity,and
red;stncung student attendance areas. Currently, twelve K-6 school atten-
dari¢e areas reméin unchanged because an acceptable racial ratio already”
exists within these communities. The remaining thirty-eight schools have
“been paired. Most of the mstrucuon for handlcapped students had been
provided in self-contained classes through ut the cny, “primarily in build-
ings that had surplus classrpoms.- However, some parents of students
. having severe or mulup{e handlcaps had to resort to pnvate a%enCIes for

assistance.
With the adoption of the Standards.of Qualny for the l974—76 Biennium
’, by thé State Board of Etiication on’ July 20, *1973 (enacted with moderate
xpvnsnons by the 1974 General Assembly), school divisions throughout the
st}te were charged with the responsnbllny of suppomng the broad goals
established for Virginia's publi? scHool systern, "Ope of the Standards of *
Quality mandated that éach’ school dlvlsﬁ)n mu lzjr have an acceptable
special education program for handlCapped cu ns aged two through
twenty-one: Sinte this. mandate fequired that addmonal educational ser-
vices must be provided to cover a brozd. age range ot; handlcapped indi-
viduals, the Norfolk School System pro&eded ina l‘dd:ly mannér to plan
its approach to.comply with the new directive. E suné gundelmes were
studied. Professnonal materials were examined. Conferences were ar-
' ranged for supervisors, consultants, and other interested individuals. The
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare indicated that it was quite
‘concerned.about the high percentage of blqck.children assigned to special -




¢
: Q 4 DTN o
. ?ducatlon classes. Ina self-assessment of the current status of Ical effort
' the Norfolk School. System developed several thrusts designed to yield
information which could be helpful in the development of a model forthe ;
dehvery of special ‘education services. SRS A 4
Knowing our concern and interest, membérs of the '[’rammg and Techni-
_ cal Assistance Center, University of Mlaml offered their protessxondl

]

,.”Q- ' assistance as new dlmen§lons were bemg explored:for xmprovmg the
M ~ educational program for the handicapped. This Qer of assistance was
, * teviewed and accepted by\key members of the'divisi®hshf Pupil Personnel’

Services and Curriculum.and Instruction. The: supgriggeddent of the Nor-
* folk Public.Schools System gave his approval for this cooperative venture.

.Arrangements were made for specific personnel tg visit exemplary .

model programs, confer with operauondl directors ‘and~tonsultants - and
observe the use of individualized instructional materials. P,Ians were made -
. to provide intensive training for selected personnel, both central office and
building admifhistrators. Members of the staff from the-MlamlTr?ilmng and -

. . Technical Assistance‘Cenger carefully counseled the school system per-

. sonnel during the procy of identifying its, needs and pbjectives. The

desire for i improving the quahgy of educational servxce§ Tor the f\andlcap-

ped was readily,apparent; It required a coordinagion of expertise whereby

“any effort decided upon wd\xld be phxlosoﬁhlcally?eahsuc pragmaue and

i " fiscally sound. €
ot ) _A proposal was developed that comamed these SbJecuves
. T. Determine goals to lmprove the educatidnal program for hdndlcg)péa
¢ students ' L

. A. Mainstream the mnldly handicapped m?o regufa classroom d
B. Strengthen a\xsung prograﬁhs for“gredter/mod rate handlcapped %3

students » fg‘,
C. ldentify ptivate agencxes c&able'pf prov1dmg adequate servxces
.» B “foreverely handicapped . .

JI. Jmprgve the delivery o&specxahzed sewnces‘la)r |denuﬁcauon clas-
sifiation, afl assignment of handlcpped studems :
HI. Provide inservige training
A. Administrators (pnm;lpals'and central office personnel)
B. Regl?far classroom teachers
-8 C., Resourcé spe%xal eduation personnel
i V. ngze respurces within the community
A. Establish lines of communication with concerned parents
. B..Involve local university and college personnel ¢
«. The schoolgghosen to participate in this project were Poplar Halls,
a ] Oakwogd Suhurban Park Elementary Schools, and Jacox Junior High
’ School.” The principal of each of these schools had exhxbned posmve

- , ) )
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.'pl'OjeC( two comniittees Were forméd, the planning committee ‘and the. -
_execuuve comdiittee. Serving on the plannmg committee were three rep- -

EIegem,ary Education. Servmg on the execuuve committee” were. thfee

‘referred to the executive committee for discussion

"plemented m one p;imcular Pl‘O_]CCl fChOOI Poplar Half&®

_consultations with the consulung team of the Techmcal Awstdnce Gem.br.} -

- skilled citizeng. In many homes both. s

. v : ’ Lot . [ e ' .

. . . . .1‘. B ’ . .'o' ’ )

attitudes concerning the coricept of mainstreaming' andwas directly in- I

“volved in decision making. Therefore, each principal proceeded with the

impleméntation of the project objectives within his building. Resource S
assistance was available from the centra{aofﬁce of ;he school division: - . - .
- To maintain a dégree*of ugmy and. a conununy of purpose within the .

resentatives from each school, a r Eresemauve from the': Dcpartment of
§pec1al Educauona] Servnces and a representative from the. rtment of :

members from the Department of Specnal Educauonal Services, three

‘mémbers from the Divigion of Cumculum and'Instruction, chaifman of the -

plannmgcommmee the project advocate (from a local collgge), and the - 3
ﬂwstant supenmendents of ;hg d|V|5|ons of pupil personnel servxces and - " Lo
curriculum and instraction. S A WL
Problems and concemns identified by the plannii '
Miami Training‘and Technical Assnstance Center was r& e 3} A e
asslst in every. way possible. During" ﬂ\e rema'Nng portid '

attgnnon will be-lirected to, the mamstreammg progta

SChOOl -t

e ) g'.-‘§Poplar Halls Elementary School
Poplar Halls Elomentary Schoal’s commnmenr to mmlreaﬂn rrg ‘f, S A

tion became a reality-in the spring of 1974 as a resultpf iﬁscuss?o

Uan,gSl‘ of Miami; and the supervmocy' maft of ‘the Deparwﬂm of
SpecialEducational Services of thé Norfolk: Public Schools System ltgvasfj.,? ‘
felt at that time that the Poplar H&s stal’{ﬂmﬂ commumty were rqad)s to' "
embark on-such a pilot program.
The Poplar Halls community* is.a” muddk mcgme mkgmtéd nelghborqf
hood composed of ‘military personnc[ prdfess ona]\ mahdgerial,. agd’ R v
%S i{ }einplo ed. Over: ity L
percent of the citizens in the community h rees. The com-
munity is dcuvelylnvolved'lnrh cnvncpndbdueduondlﬁro rams. hﬁhlgh’ e
pnomy on. the educatlon 06 -fﬁ " 1ldren,ls map.\few)ed,byng; commitment .
tmg the' sLhob.I programs,’ F‘()plar Halls -
rollmen\ 430 studenm .houses grades -
) dndlupp There are sevepteen clhssf o

. A l; * v ) 1&5‘
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rsigned to-assist the child developm ;spegialist.- Also,
. nurse is assigned to the school on 2 pap-time Basis. Those s
. in‘the classes for the mildly handicapped are fransported

. - C A i
< e & : S 9

;;_f« v, FOOmtéachers, a fuIl-.m}le librgrian, a full-time ichild development .

Specialist, and itinerant resource teachers “in the argag of readjng, art, -
music, physical education, sspech, and hearing. ‘A full:time aidé is as-

: publi¢ health
2nis énrolled :
' Otside the

* Poplar Halls cominunity so that they may have the oppdxj_i:gixity t bégbi;ﬂ.e.*:

.associated with regular classroorn sgiations where the majority of itudents
LW N v . » . .

~perform _at an average or af an alf#v average ability level. At the first.
pe erag % fag Y leve !

Parent4Teapfiei"O_rgani_zgition meeting, a byef orientationswas ‘conducted
for parents concemj'ﬁg -the objectiv;ai of the" mainstre,ar;ning »pr(')gra}'t'r}'."' ’
Parents were then invited to visit the gesouree rogn and discuss this effort:;
with the child develdpment speci ist# Parents participated inthe program:. -
by serving as voluriteers at the school in*such capacities as téading tutors,
room miothers, field trip helpers, classroom afdes, etc.. R PO
“The prime objective of ‘the Pgp ’*-’-‘Hjtls_‘manistreiﬁh‘ih'g 'p§ogf;l£|) is to

:provide the mildly __rhentally hahdfc,apped _Ehila \;ith'tqe opportuhity to .

" lems are given additional supportive $érvides Within thgjr own classroomy’, # -
. inthe resource room, and in other situations Whereghe need jsgvident.  “3

.~ Resource p‘qsoqnél in the areas.of reading,"art, mus
- " “library, speech, hearin , ursing services, psycalggicalervi
‘tea.ca;gr sgei'vi"ces?is.ch'g ity st 85 oot
.. project, aides were uiili
=" Halls ntainstreaming .ef
. maximizing and honing their expertise to.attend tocthe needs-of ehciFin

‘Participate in the regular classroom,progrém withint¥ftrricular, areas \‘gre ‘

"‘. - :he can be successful. A ¢$eful diagnokis of lm"'aﬁili;ie§ and strengths:is
. i necessary. Additionally, regular classroom ‘studel isv'\i/jth;\a!éarni‘ng}'-'ﬁr'(;b“%. _

)

In the beginning, an imponant»asf)e‘c_t of the mainstitelm ihg,pr_ogram_af' o

"“Poplar Halls was the organization’ f@;facﬂltyfin&o!yemtm._ While the -
.. principal serves as the coordinator of. the pregram

o+ dévelopment specialist serves as_the_ke,y'staf&memer %e\prb ram. T ,
“selection of this person had to be accomplished %yth urdt cg sideratiof’ 7
" The child dévelopment specialist’s respgns_l‘b@'"ilitieifare to %sc&btesbribe.

- " and evaluate the needs of students experiencing leamn}é_ nd/ar behavio

o dieaties, - AR
- Initially, several fegular classroom teachers weyefilifected f Wacthsive.
" training for work in the program. This ‘stlegtion was based mairily oﬁ-

the gchool, the child -

-, 2

i > J

L v o
ST

teachers’ expressed desires to help -childrep ha‘,yi? hinggproblems.. -
", physical i

-community, r lations, par. nt involve L %ethd
, 10 provide supportivé se'r\*s' in ofTark
- All personnel had the'¥esponsibi ty of -

gverychild:; ¢

. . et - . .

- Itis necessary in any-mainstreaming effort _tqbrgy{%ins cgd¥aini ,4

for the staff. members. At Poplar Halls, the. igservice Cwds A

. ' . ‘_ d PR A T
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'-;’=.scheduled on.a regular basis to"train all teachers and staff members

_ Teachers or staff members having prevrous experience and/or training at
spectal workshops served as consultants and: teacher leaders to provide the a

| necessary training for inexperienced personnel in the program. The Uni-
versity of Miami consultants encouraged teachers ta develop appropnate

‘;-'.mstructtonal n]gtenals T -
e Processmg .
2 "The process of mamstreammg at Poplar Halls tmttally begtns wrth the - e

, pnncrpal who assumes the: role ‘and. title of project. coordinator. The

© process encompasses six stages. At the zmttal stage a regular classroom
teacher, Chlld development. specraltst or Tesource; person bnngs to the
attentton of the pnnctpal a qhtld bemg cohsrdered for the mamstreammg

' process.” . P %

" " The referral stage occurs when the regular classroom teacher, specral
,teachers andfor resource personnel refera ch|ld 10 the ch|ld development
specralrSt : ‘

—._ At the assessment. stagea,a g:htld s-problem is. carefully reviewed by the
child development specral‘tst who is the nucleus of the program. All
referred children ‘must initially. be examined by this specialist. Upon
completion.of a detailed diagnosis and assessment, u:gchtld development

‘ specrallst makes recommendations to the-schoaevalttdtion committee for

. the | proper placement of this child. The scho evaliiation committee is
compnsedof the pnnclpal child development specialist, the teacher who
made the_referral :and resource personnel associated with the child. The -

. Jole of J e school evaluatron commtttee is to continually evaluate the,
progres:agm'needs of students; they meet morithly to make placement
decrsroq#ld ;ecommend ‘program changeir Parents are invited to attend

., theit fg s.and are informed whenever a change is rccommended for'
*their child” The child is then properly chanfieled into an appropriate
placément, and a leammg prescription is prepared by the child ‘develop-

ment SpCClall-Sl worktng in conjunction with the classroom teacher.
_Whey it’is the judgment of the school evaluation committee that a child
should, be removed from 4 self-contained special education class, the

© committee forwards this recommendation to the special education office.
*The child then becomes a resource child and is placed by that office.
Whenever possible, a resource child is placed'in a school shat has a chitd
.'development specialist on staff to assist in developmg a program to meet .
the tndlvrdual needs of the child. .

At the p[acemenn stagc -the regular teacher recelvexs the necessary gui-

i
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dance and support in planaing instruction for the student Itisat thrs pomt—
that the 'main thrust of the mainstreaming effort really g.ccw »
The observation and follow -up stage occurs following the p cement of
the child. The child development specialist observes the child's he works-
with the teacher in carrying out the learning prescriptiog. Adjustments®are -
made as deemed necessary so that ,a succession roﬁtable leammg

- experiences. occur. Success for the student and taﬂrer at this point is

imperative. x
+ Periodically the evaluation committee meets again to deterlge student

* progress and the next step in the child's program. ‘This {ts the reevaluation

stage, where a new learning situation .may Berecomm ded or the original

. course of action may be continued. Contrnuous evaluatron andeevalua-

tion takeés place fokeach referred child to gtve him the ultimate benefits of -
all possrble resources located at Poplar Halls. As a consequence of this
process, the special education teacher at Poplar Halls now sees herself asa
school-involved person (preparing as many students 4s possible to leave
the self-contained special education classroom) not justa school-housed

" person.

T . Evaluation’ - .

All personnel in the' mainstream effort at Poplar Halls are requested- to

evaluate the program monthly. These. evaluations serve as a basts for
determrmng adjustments in the program. Eyaluatron is continuous and
ideas arésought Wthh will enable the staff to |mplement the. Ob_]CCllVCS of .

the programs, me)

At the conclusion of the first year, the staff at Poplar Halls listed
following components,, whtch they felt were strengths of the mainstream-

S mg program. . S

. The impact of services rendered by the child devilopment specialist

) became greater.

‘2. The quality of classroom observation and follow- up aetrvrttes im-
proved. - -
‘ 3. The coordination of the schedulrng—both students and teachers——.
improved. .

4. The value of the referral process became evrdent t h’e entire s‘taff .

5. A higher quality of staff cooperation was achieved? ¢ s s i
6. The effectrveness e evaluatron iommtttee Wndrvrgu.ahzmg
placements improved ’ ' f’
7.. There was more concrse gvaluation of student achtevements '
8. There was improved use of the medfa center. - P R
' Vo Co B )
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9. Better utilization of student teachers as resource personnel was evi-
dent ¢ B .

10. The quality of psychologrcal servrces rmproved . Lo

1. There was an |ncreased value of i |nserV|ce tratnmg acttvmes in this
area. ' o

12. The school deVeloped better fechnrques for evaluatrng programs.

13. Increased parent tnvolvement and commitment became evident as a -
re$ult of this program. 0 . o S t

"To date, _the following attrtudrnal and tnteractronal changes see'm to,
justify the continuation of the program: - ’

1. The attitude of teachers is more constructive and posmvely onented‘
_toward meg\ng the individual needs:of students

2. The'mildly handicapped students show greater pndé‘qd motrvatron‘— ST
in their school endeavors. : o w

. 3. Thereisa gree‘ger dégree of i |nteract|on and aqceptance of all students, '
handlcapped and otherwise. . : 5 :

i efinite change i in child behavtor—students respond more
uidance and counseling throug.h success oriented acnv,tttes -
5. Pareris of handicapped students are more readily suppomve of the
hey note that better behavior carries o%r into the home.

6. The regular - Machers are more willing to assume responsibilities .
associated with dtagnosmg leamrng difficulties and planrung leamrng
programs. -

7. Staff cooperatron has been strengthened

" 8. The involvement in this project has sparked a desire in teachers to
seek better ways to work with students and to identify" tnstructtonal mate- -
nals that will serve a particular purpose.

Y

Conclusion

The marnstreamtng elfort at Poplar Halls Elementary School is now in'its
-second’ year of operation. The program will continue as it is now, an
integral part of the total instructional program. Even though thete are areas
of weakness and i improvement is needed, the program provides a setting i
which each student is valued as a worthy individual capable of becbminga | .
contributing member of society. Continuing efforts will be magde by We
“professional personnel in the school to improve the understanding of the
concept of lnleldUdllZlng instruction for all students This is felt fo be a
natural outcome of a gopd mainstreaming program ,

> ‘ ’
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N JOE WARDLAW y
K " Administrator for Development o e
§ Vallejo City Unified School District e
The greatest good we can do Jfor others is not just;"(o_-sha:"e our riches with -

them, but to reveal their riches to themselves. R4 ‘

o
c-

Thave fogr objectives in this article. I want to present: |
I. A portion'of my personal backgroand ‘

ing toward mainstream--

- 2. The program changes at the schdol level lead
ing ¥ ‘ ' S
" 3. A mainstreaming project at an elementary school .
4. Where $am with mainstreaming and its relationship to higher educa-.

tion and special education personnel -

e . . -

‘ g 'Personal Background

-

Presently, I am not a principal.'However, I was an el entary-principal for
eighteen years"In my undergraduate background I did take some typical
survey courses on exceptional children. - S
One,of my first‘teaching e)(peﬁences-was in an elementary school that
did have 'special,education classes in the-building. I knew that the childrén |
were different; Iknew that they were labeled handicapped, but they really-
did not bother'me and there was nobig interaction. At that particulartime in -
my career (maybe this is a continuirnig thing), I was really trying to get my

act togegher as a teacher in térms of survival trajning. | Y
I'became a teaching principal—this was a ugigendoug transition in terms’
~ of ‘preparing for a P¥incipalship or an administfative position. Then my
" career took an interesting twist. I became a principal in an economically
" depressed area, where. black students composed 99 percent of the school
-population. This was before the existence of categorical aid programs; °
before such programs‘_‘éxisted_%qr_ learning disabilities or educationally
Cpandicapped. o Yy - o
I"next- became principal of an"elememef?y school that housed. four
different special educatién programs. They were impaired.heaﬁng, visu-
ally handicapped, educable mentally. retarded, a/nd trainhble mentally ;
J . . : . ' .
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‘ retarded These separate programs were a part of an elementary school of
approxlmately 700 students. Suddenly this program changed. §s most of
you are aware, housing special education often depends upon space availa-
blhty wnhln the district. Enrollment shifts then become a major deter-

i(ntnatdr in movmg specral pro@‘ams from school to school within the

-district. As the result of figese enroliment shifts, we were Jeft with just one
special education program—-—educable mentally retarded. However, we did

supplemenLthe space that was used for the other speclal education classes ~
by a'rezoning measure that increased our minerity population. This switch °
in our student popﬁlatlon (1) increased our minority population, (2) re- |

duced. the economic level of the pare" t population that we were serving,
and (3) resulted ina mush more-diverse parent and student population.

R was. :when we were corifronted with meeting the needs of the special -
_program for the educable mentally retarded plus the diverse student popula- ’

xtion that our effores toward--mamstreammg began
Now you mlght ask, “What 's.s0 important about his background"' l
don’ t think it’s pamcularly 1iqug. I'm presenting it because I think there

are a lot of principals j e q:a‘llfpmta and throughout the country that have a.

similanfind of:bagkg ound and have had slmllar,klnds of exnenences in
‘their adlmntstrau:%ar ers. . ‘

; Progr'am Changes Leading to Mainstreaming

I am going 10 tell you about a mamstreammg pro‘gram lhat worked. It
worked for, our staff. It worked for our,p‘ﬁénts It Worked for our district.

*Most of all, it worked for all of our students. Research;oriented people - -

might say: ““What were your measures? Show us your gesults.”” I'm not
-going toshow tHem to'you. I'm gomg to tellagou about sorze of the results.

One of the first things 1 need fo say for very politital, bureaucratic, -

parent-relatéd reason is that we increased reading an¢ math scores. That
kind of gets us off the hook. You now know that we we ying attention
to basic skils. I don’t think mcreased .math and read|ng scores were our
most significant results, however. We were also paying atterition to,student

personal and interpersonal growth We did this by a variety of measures. -

+ We did-it by op|n|onna|res and teacher- and student-designed assessment

measurements. From a prmcnpal s point of view, the following ‘factors |

werg the most important indicators of the success of g our program:
* Attendance was improved. -
-« Office referrals {from classroom and playground) were reduced.
* Bus referrals were reduced.
. Communlty contact became more pos1t|ve

, . .
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.In fact, we had a notlceable tncrease in parent suppon How did” we
. achieve thls'hAttendance and attitudes at parent—teacher: conferences were>
~entirely different. We had 3 increase of volunteer aides. Parents startéd

coming into ‘the classroom and helptng the teacher with mm'uctlonal tasks. .

_ We had a reduced number. ¥ phone calls or complaints from parents and’
E from central office personne'f y v |
Another measure of paneni suppon became apparent when we began to
. getinto-scheduling changes such as changlng the length of the school day
" fof students, changing the length of thé school day for parents, changing
S . .our repomng procedures We had developed stronger and more posmve
‘ " support from’ ‘parents than we had before we began'the project.  » - .
What were some: of the factors that helped us achieve the résults thatI've .
O ' quncldy related.to you? One of the first things that we did as aschool was to
N examine our general education program. We began to admit that general
‘education was not so hot. In pur. generaL education program we were
regeanng ourselVes to meet the needs of our now incregsingly divergent‘
 student population. SO,, step one became a recogmtton that We needed to
_examine our.program. &%, ° :

It s’mterestmgremqmbenng one of the ﬁrst activities we attempted in .-
looking dt ourselves. We contacted Pat O’ Donnell who'is now Chairman of
the Department of Special Educatlon at Caltfomla State University, San

" Francisco. He was at San Anselmo at that timé. A staff committee went
- overtohis office and had a cup of coffee and askedhim ifhe would provide
some inservice training for our staff. We asked him if he would come to
Vallejo and help us by presenting a course on ‘the problems and issues of -
individualization and chiange. This was before we really got intathe whole
business of needs assessment. I' don't* know if Pat fully reulizes the )
.implication of his initial survey course on change and individualization for
our staff. We followed that course with visits to nearby places such as Napa
,and Sonoma. We took-a look at thetr existing practices. We reviewed the
literature and conducted staff semirtars on some of the recent mnovatlons
and attempted to apply them to our own school practices.
» After the period of inservice training, Visits and observations,.we tned a
spectal project, developed as a result of studying some of the programs
~ designed by Dwight Allen. We operaﬁd a: flexible scheduling team-
* +  teaching project (FSTP) at the upper grade‘level, mcludmg our educable
mentally retarded students in this pro;éct this was our- own, particular
school lel/d effort to keep up wnth the fad of i mnovatton and change in the *
. 60s; , Coe .
T /" We Jended up with a_superdep ntaltzed program. wtth mlmcour,ses'
’ that ‘were unbellevabl‘ There was a heavy emphasis ‘on grouplng by
academlc achlevemett‘f“ We had good acddemtc results ahd wc;re able to

e
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. show cohsnderable gnowth on ou;. achlevement test measures However,

- we had minimakto reduced pers‘onal and mtexpersonal growth among our
studems One’ ‘of the most. valuable results “from this project was an in-
creasai awamnessof the’ dwerSng of our studems and"the widely different
skill levels indicatéd. by ‘using such measures as_standardized diagnostic
instruments. lndn’iduahzauon became an impossible task, so we had to

* stop at that pojnt and rtass&ss where we wanted to go. :

,*. At about sthat time,. we overe introduced to Made’lme nter at the e
Umvemty Elémentary School (UES) at UCLA We have been very fortu-
nate - to have worked a number of years with Madeline and her staff. We
were ableto send a number of our staff to UES, ‘and Dr. Humer was able tox

‘ come up to our school, whcre she provided'some outs(andmg staff rétraip-
mg programs. Emphasized was a program designed ‘16 improve teacher
competenmes *this retraining effort forced us to reexamine our goals for
education in relation to individual differences, classroom organization,
and classroom 3 strategy. We began to focus,on such areas' a$ diagnostic- -
prescriptive an(f evaluative approaches for classroom teachers. We began .

- to look at the needs of kids in an entjrely differenf way, more “than juste
improving reading and math. We becaine concerned’ with -thele lng
enwronmem and the degree of pelsdnal and interpersonal growth It ?-l'"

'us to reevaluate someof our assumptions about education. How did we feel .
about differences? What were-we doing to: promotc ,%e umqueness of ~ '
youngstels" Were we behavingina manner that was faci itating or promot- .

_ ing trust "and respect? What were we’ doing’ about mdependence :and .
responslblllty" o

~ Several lmportam quesuons related © dlsmplme Is it separdte from

' mstrucuon" Do you teach math here and dtscgplme over there? Were we :
caught in.a rut of saying, *‘If we. could” only get rid of the discipline ' S
problem, ther‘L we could' really improve oyr math program We could .
‘complete mote of our individual . contacts in reading.’’. What .about
humanism? What about increasing the role opportunmes for our stu- *

« dents? About this time, Dr. Keith Beery came on the scene with Pro;ect :
Catalyst. PrOJec?Catalyst is a program based upon Dr. Beery’s Models for
Mainstreaming book funded by the Bureau of Education of the Handxcap~
. sped. Dr. Beﬁ s main input to our staff ‘was ‘providing assistance for the
staff develoﬁmem efforts  that. were: qﬁeady underway, but with the .

mamstreammg concept’’ in mind. He: provxdedlmportam technical assis- ~. .~
tance in developing classroom and school level measures for. making daily S
instructional decisions regarding persdnal and interpersonal growth. Keith * €.
not enly had the idea but an implementation plan. In his &wvn wady he N
showed us how we might try to heat the ocean a l’le bit. I
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» . ' .OurModel for Mainstreaming

I

Our.mainstreamin'g project involved eighty students ir the 10-12 age group -

and three teachers (two regular teachers and one special education teacher).
We used the multi-age grouping, tearh-teaching organizational plan; our
definition of team teaching (based upon the research of Goodlad and

Anderson as practiced by Dr. Madeline Hunter at UES) s a group of two or .

more teachers who will be responsible for the planning, teaching, and the
evaluation of all the youngsters. That doesn’t mean that they had equal

responsibility for all the youngsters, because we certainly grouped and -

regrouped according to teacher and student developed criteria.  /

We assessed each student’s learning style, first to determine his degree
of student-teacher dependency. We tried to match teacher style to learner
needs. We certainly-were working toward increasing teacher shared re-
sponsibility and competencies so each instructor could be more effective

with a wider range of students; therefore, each teacher was teaching all *

. academic areas and as many different skill levels as he could productively

'rhéhéig"e'.""""""""' : :
The team viewed its Fxistence as being dependent upon producing a

better instructional program. Its members were comhlitted to sharing the

tichness.of the resources that they offered each other. There was a constant

questioning of whether-their team structure was offering something better
~than what they had been able to offer a8 self-contained classroom teachers.
-+ All the usual barriers reported b special education people were prob:
lems that we encountered in our project. - o

® We certainly faced the problem of attitudes of both'special and regular

education personnel. I felt that it was the number one pgbblem.

" ® Parent sypport was a bigissue. We were pleased withjour improvements.

® Student attitudes mattered very much to us. Theyfhelped us value the
importance of diversity. '

® The level of administrative support one re[eiv.es can make or break a

program. .« -

® Buses can bé a major factor. Transportation can control your whole

program. You can have all sorts of fine plans, and then they all depend.

* upon the bus schedule. ) v .
® Teacher organizations had to be involved. We have teacher organiza-

tions in Vallejo, and they have similar kinds of feelings as their colleagues

.

throughout Califomia and across the country. They are a factor to be dealt *

with, to interact with positively. - )

® Personnel at other sthool$: was a concern. We were taking a risk in
developing the })rogram._Natufallf/, there was some anxiety regarding our
program elicited from personnel at other schools. ) )

v
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-give yourselves a pat on the back. Yout e
" way for professional improvement.

-os

® Curriculum revision is a monumental task. Malastreaming can really

‘open that bag. Some people spend a lifetime working in one particular area

of ‘curriculum, but we are talking about revising curriculum for the whole
school. I-think we made significant progress, but I don’t want to infer that
we completed the task. We developed some processes for improving our
curriculum.

@ We had some dropouts. We didn’t succeed with all gudents. Ther; were

“'some parents and some children that did not succeed in Bur maidstrearning

model. We’ve learned something from it. We now know more ways to help
youngsters succeed il a mainstreaming model. . ,

We achieved an entirely new level in understanding ways of evaluating
mformauon that's important to us at the school site. We now have instru-

ments for‘collectmg data, In terms of on the firing line, in the trenches, )

workmg with kids in the daxly situation, “we now have better mformauon
than we ever had before.. L AR

.
o -
'

Present Views Regarding Mainstreaming

4
. ;

How do I feel about mamstreammg" I have increased respect for the i

.

concept. I believe Fhave an incgeased commitment to attemptmg to achxeve _

a successful mainstreaming model. ‘ St
However, I now have an mcreased awareness of the dangers of moving

'100 fast and getting into mainstreaming for the wrong reasons. In our

particular model, special educatjon proved to be a resource for improve-
ment. In our particular model we began to value differences as strengths.
This is a different point of view from what I hear from some special
education people. It is important that specxal ‘education’ personnel know
that general education s developing a pumber of programs in the area of
mainstreaming. The Cahfomla Early Childhood Education Program is a
tremendous exgmple -of trying to’ promote a diagnostic or prescriptive

approach. 1 ‘think the major implications of the Reform’of Intermediate '

, -Secondary Education (RISE) are related to the concept of mainstreaming.

A word to the college people. From a school level perspective, we view

. colleges as producing better teachers than we’ve ever had before (teachers

for both general and special education). We are delighted with the new
young teachers your teacher-training programs are graduating. We are
finding more competent, bétter trained teachers in bur district than we’ve
ever had before, That’s an excmng situation; So, I think:you might want to
rts aref,wdrking fof us in a joint

L

-

v »
~ »

In our model, we viewed the pnncxpa as the key So aside from what

. . ’ i‘ '
/ . - -. ' \;r . \ . N l 95
B | i ) : : &\19 ci;. - .;“ . . .



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[ . S
o, .

DI . PO N ] Lae . o
V\ " - .

w»

_:_*;'i'sv facing us, in my opini.og;r"‘w{retrainir}g of admihistratogs. I thigk some of
T & 3 the things that Bill May, ‘assistant superintend®t of public instruction for
Yo f “genergl eduoation, is invol¥ed with in Sacramento, such as the Right-to-

! should involve principals.gnd théir staffs. Prificipals will be.required to
o7 s develop s#aff organization plans in a manner that was not exgected previ-

.*¢ollege teacher-training programs are producing, on€’of the real issugs tha -

-

e

", ,Read Program, have to do with $choal level planning}tand that certainly.

% ¢ously.'Thé RISE is going to be getting into this area. We'are just now -

~¥ - beginning to talk about retdining experienced staff. We are now.beginning
 « ~ + ‘joseriously talk about developing at the district level a whole ntw dimen-
- .\ sion of program development. .. W oL e .
R ” **The greatest good we can do for gthers.is not just to share our riches with
- them, buf to reveal their riches to themselves: “How-does this relals to the
' . . ~ . “, " Yoy . . .
+ « role of the special education personnel withimythe mainstreaming.concept?
- From my pointof-view, based upon our experiences in Vallejo, successful
e R K . .
mainstreaming programs include: - :
- ®Practices tHat fa#ilitate and promote uniqueness of all people
., + . ®Practices that promcte humanj S .
. . . B L . / . RN N
# ® Practices that focus on provi ng‘specnﬁc; currfcular objectives to meet
: the specific learning chagacteristics of the learner - ¥ R g
These practices will, in 'my opiniop: increase the need for and utilizatign’
. (_)f ,special educauon‘ personnel at’ many dlttelrent_ levels and in many
~ - different roles. ) ~
: > P L - - )
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P RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
CONSIDERATIONS

? . Y

Where' mamstreammg has been lmplememet{ evaluanon has been advo- NPT

cated, and in some cases, mandated. This répresems sound educauonai
practice. The amhors of this section, however, rmse some serious ques— .
tions in respect fo evaluation. - o B

Jones points out a niimber of prob?ems in establlshmg a S‘ourfd Lok
methodology for evaluating mainstreaming programs. He notes that'ma v
commonly used Assessment instruments not only have made?ﬂ

‘ psychomemé properties but may not measure abilities that bea any,

relauon 10 the objectﬁres of speaﬁc programs or school learmng in

general. He Ppoints out frequently overlooked weaknesses in tke use of

self-report mstrurhems and sociometric studies, two kinds of m.s‘trumem.s

oftén used to estabhsh the social value of mamstreammg He admomshes

educators ;o get on with the task of developmg new instruments and
methodologtes where needed so that accurate causal links can be estab- "
“lished ‘between mstrucnonat programs and measured and reported out- '
comes. - . : :

.. MacMillan emphaslzesdthe need to determme what version of
mamstreanung is being advbcated ina g#ven setting so that it will be clear
which version is being evaludted. He feels that it is essential that educators
and society at large not assume that when one model fails the entire
principle of mainstreaming is invalidated. In fact, due to immediate im-
plementation of some models without adequate preplanning, he predtcts a
good deal of initial failure. MacMillan further urges educators to establish
priorities- among the variety of goals that have been enumerated for
mainstream programs. Only when these priorities have been established
will evaluation efforts have clearly defined for them which variables are to
be tgessed as legitimate outcomes. :
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+ This paper will neither praise mainstreaming nor condemn it, but will talk
about problems in its implementation and evaluation. The mainstreaming
" mevement is here. The impetus for mainstreaming was not solely from
special education; bit, this movement is, being°actively supported by
-special eduicators, and many others. o :

I submit, however, that at this time special educators—particularly -
.special education administrators and supervisors—should be held accotnt- _
able for the success of these efforts. Most currept notions of accountability
place the burden on téachers (Jones 1973); in my view, however, such an
expectation is unreasonable unless teachers have -been equippeéd with data
and validated techniques likely to make their efforts successful. Unlike
some of my colleagues, I fear that we know much less about how to guide -
teachers in this area than we think. Regrettagly, at this time we do not
possess tested, effective strategies for'mainstredming children. Tests such |
as the ITPA and Frostig ate quite popular; and somehow we give teachers
the impression that, when using these instruments, they are¢ working
rigorously in the identification of children’s deficits, and, moreover, that
they know how to plan programs for remediation of these deficits. It is my
opinion that nothing could be further from the truth, - - , i 4

Two points are relevant here. The first is that to date we have very little
unequivocal evidence to indicate that many of the abilitics, meas are
directly related to school leaming. On the contrary, one recent’ survey
(Ysseldyke 1974), has concluded that there js no empirical support for the
‘contention that perceptual, psycholinguistic, motoric training or remedia-
tion is a neccessary prerequisite to the attainment of ac'ademiq skills, and
moreover, that numerous studies have demonstrated that skills can e
taught.without the additional step or process of disability remediati
other words, some people claim that the identification of deficits 1
some cases represent an unnecessary step. Those who hold thg
emphasize that we should find out what the children do not know agy v

. them that directly; there is no need to remediate deficiencies that j ¥R
cases have not been establiéhed as causally related to learning. N
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‘The.second point is that we have little suppoi‘t'_fér—ﬂie' claim that
‘instruction car
‘ ‘performance o aputude measures. These really are very strong indict-
ments, and I offer them only as food for thought. I shajl not delve further
-into pIatltudes about the need for charige, or harangué'those in institutions-
~ of higherd€éarhing and positions of leadership in the\pubhc schools for the
failure to develop and evaluate: programsdhatmspect the dignity of chil-

s have'been discussed i inavariety of settmgs Instead, I
would like to address myself to somg of the really difficult problems with
"'which we will have'to deal aswe attempt to develop and evaluate progtams '

for mainstreaming.| -~

I want to begin by acknowledging the: complexlty of program deﬁm- A
~ tions. However, most of my discussion will be devoted to some of the more -

“technical-and difficult problems in program evaluation. If is my contention

‘that we have not really given enough attention to problems of methodology -

"in the evaluation of programs for mainstreaming, #nd for this reason there
are too many ill-conceived statements and platltudes -about the merits or

- shortcomings of various special education programs. I would point out ‘

. that, if we are going to avoid some of the many platitudes and generaliza-

~ tions that abound, such as was the case for evaliation of the efficacy of
special versus regular classes, much more attention will have to be glven to
program evaluation than has been the case in the past.- '

Now to definitional problems. A committee of the Council for Exccp-

tional Children wrote the following. 2 : . oo
Under sultable condmons education within the mainstream can provxde the ~
optimum opportunity for many exceptlonal ichildren. Consequéntly, the
system for delivery:of special education must enable the mcorporatlon of
special help and opportunities for them in mainstreani settings. Children .

- should spend only as much time outside regular classroom settings as is
necessary to control learning variables that are cntxcal to the achievement of
specified learning goals (Birch 1974, p. 2). _ . .

. With all due respect to my’, learned colleagues and the Council for

Exceptional Children, I must ask where the information can be found to

support the view that, under suitable conditions, education within the

mainstream can provide the optimum opportunity-for many exceptional

children? With deep regret it must be said that at the present time.no such

. information is available. It seems to me that current bases for majnstream-

~ ingare to be found in moral, civil rights, and ethical issues, not on the basis
of evidence indicating that a superior education is offered in the
mainstream setting. I, like many others; believe that the goals and objec-

" tives of mainstreaming are laudable and that we are doing the right thmg in
suppomng this important soc1al and educational movement. Yet, it is my
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be prescriptively differentiated on the basis of differential - N
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R - _behef that we have no mfonnauon ne evxdence to suppon the vahdny’of

. mamstteam programs Just as.we had o, solid, evxdcnce to sapport the
. validity of self-contained special classrooms

Guerin and}SzatIocky, m colleagues at Berkeley, wrote the following
in their studies of models for mamstreammg (1974): “*Rather than a single,
simple model there are major program differences i in such areas as who is

* integrated, how long they're in the fegular classrooms, what educational
system is involved, What teaching strategies are used, and what supgort
systems are used:"" In their study of mainstreaming ln~elght California
school districts, four dxfferent methods for the integration f mentally'
re@rded students were rdenuﬁw,

-1. The programmed- pamal integration model in ‘which stude;nts who
haye been-assigned to specnal classes are programmed into regular class-
room for.blocks of time and by subject areas..

. » 2. Combination classes in whxch special students are enrolled-m small- -
sized regular classrooms with $pecial materials and sometxmes the pres-
ence of aldes .
v . 3.The learning resource center mode in which a spec:al teacher func-
. tions in a resource center'and in which excepuo,nal children ftom yegular
' - classrooms ust the center for evaluation, prescnpuve planning, and tuto-
: rial assistance. 2
’ 4. The learning disability group,model in which the student is a member"
of a regular classroom and is seen by a Special teacher for supplementary
education. Aides and special materials may be-provided. .
. These'are all programs of mainstreaming, and yet each varies in its’
. structure, organization, and undoubtedly in the outcomes associated with
it. Some models may be-appropriate for some teachers, some students,
- some school districts; other models may be appropriate for other teaehers,
other studems and yet other school districts. The challenge for us, it seems
to me at least, is to identify how Model characteristics interact with teacher
competencies and with student bharactgristics in’ ledding to the kind of
changes that we want to occur in students. These four models.have been
presented only for purposés of xllustraung the point that careful description
of program nfodels must precede evaluationof mainstream programs. _
I.also would like to give attention to some rdther difficult technical "
problems that will have to be dealt with if programs for mainstreaming are .
to.be effectively evaluated. The first problem concerns ‘assessment mstru-
ments. A widely held assumption 1s that we havé sound mstruments for,
ass:sung teachers with diagnosis and planning for children who have
specnal learning needs. do not beheve that this is so. Taking only the -
. snmplest criteria, we must define sound instruments as those that are valid _
“ . and rehable Let us take. rehabllny as a case in point. Nunnally, a well-

. -
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known psychomelnman has stated the following (1967): **In those set- -
tings where impartant decnslons are made with respect to test scores, a
reliability of .90 is % minimum that should, be tolerated and a reltablltty
coefficient of .95 should be considered ghe desirable étandard * Consider
then somiéof the reported test/retest reliability coefficients- for three of our
morp poptuar assessment instruments (Ysseldyke 41974). [

) ] ] v - .
o . Frostig . . L
. N ' \T est /retest
_ _ reliability coeffi cients

Eye-motor coordination - . 2910 .39
Figure-ground . L .3310.39
Formconstancy - .. =~ -  .6710.74
Position in space” ) > -, -3540.70

" Spatial relations : i .+ .5210.67

The Bender Gestalt test/retest rellabtllttes range between .39 and .66.
Notice*no reliability coefficient has yet reached the minimum 90. A
coefficient of .95 is virtually unhgard of. Now let us consider the ITPA.

e -

: I ITPA ,

) . o . Testlretest

St L L(eliﬁbility_coejjﬁcients. T
Auditory receptton 3 R -3610.79
Visual reception - L 22110.79
. Veerbal expression o 45174 .
Auditory sequential mémo /ra( _ s 6l10.89 - |
Visual sequential memory N b2 ' ) & '

- These are seliability boefﬁcients in well-known ihstruments which we

are using in the diagnosis of children’s leammé -problems. I think in alj -

faimess we have to say tHat: what tests having relatively low reliability .
coefficients.tell us.about children's functioning is above the chance level,

- in most cases — but not in Al cases. Since there are problems with the
ychometric properties of the measures, A think that we should be careful

._about promising teachers that these mstruments will enable us™to .

maigstream children. ) :
As we begin to assess the effeettveness of programs for mainstreaming,
evndence on student attitudes will be necessary. We will want.to know

: sbmethlng about how well students like schools. We will want to know .-

L/
somethmg about students self—csteem\ andso on. In order to obtam thts .

_u. AN
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 kind of information; a large number "of‘self-repon measures will be used. I
want to sepsitize you to just two problems which are attendant to the useof
* self-report measures, particularly with mildly retarded children. The firstis
sbcial_ desirability. Some work has pojnted out that tho,s? who are mildly’
" retarded and low Sjatus are prone to give socially acceptable responses to
*« . self-report instl_prhents. In other words,; they are more likely to say what
you wagt ‘them fo say. The,;é‘on;, when these former $tudents who have
. been labeled mildly retarded say thatthey like’ school, that teachers are
' great, that mainstreaming is the best thing %:t has happened since the
discovery, of peanut butter, evaluators,must be careful in assuming that
these respapses can be trusted. My own studies with the mildly retarded
~ suggested that most responses to self-report measutes were highly corre-
lated with measures of social desirability. Given this findingsthe need is
great for devising more effective ways to accurately égsess how students
feel about the mainstreamed programs in which they.. re placed.
Second, who asks the questions is important. Ini on ollow-up study that
a colleagde and I conducted several years ago (b_yck and Jorfes 1970), of
Some. several hundred students Who had enrolled in special classes, we
found that when special education teachers 'were;use'd as interviewers '
attitudes towards the special education program reported by students were
very positive. -However, when psy,cha_tﬁg social workers were used as
interviewers reliably fewer positive attitudes toward the special &ducation
‘programs were reported. The point.to-be emiphasized is that individuals
who may have been in special classes, who have low abilities, and who are
low status, are sensitive to special educators and authrity figures and to
what theyrepresent in the school. Consequiently, if acéurate information on
‘student attitudes in the context of mainstreaming is to be obtained, sensitiv-
“ity to how qdegtions are phrased and thq asks Ihe questions is necessary.
Yet another area of importarce 4nfevaluation, of programs fors
. fnai_nstreaming children is the extent m which mainst.{eamed children are
: a'ccepiegl by their peers. Tnlvestj‘gations" in this areg involve sociometric .
astudies, and two points deserve your attention. The first concerns the sex of
the respondent. We find, in most cases, that boys are more likely to be in
,  Special classes for the mildlywretarded;cc'onsequently, more boys are likely
,  tobe mainstreamed; In the sociometric study, of-course, all the students.”.
- will be integrated and questions such as this will be asked: ““Who would
oo you like to do your arithmetic with?’? One of the points that has to be mad®.
- * (andithas just been called to our attention Very recently) is that in the early
grades at least, and even into junior high school, individuals are likely to
choose those of the samewsek. Thus, if 'girls"_'are found not to select boys, it ",
might have nothing to do with the fa"ct-lthat they are nfainstreamed or not

. » - . ., L hl .- . v .
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mamstreame{ but rather that, developmentally glrls tend to choose glrls

and bgys tepd to choose boys. ,
The.setond point is that the geographlc location of the sociometric

studi€sis lmportant There are differences in the kinds of behaviors that are .

acceptable’in suburban and in urban settings. Consequently, in the evalua-

. tion of pehaviors exhibited by mainstreamed children we must give aften-

tionf:nly to the studer_lt) behavior.but the geographic.context in which

havior ocurred as well (Bruininks et al. 1973).

;\ .

ow to my final point with respect to methodology. Achievement is -

going to be the ke criterion variable in the agsessment of the mainstreamed
sjudent. Before these programs are off the ground, somebody, particularly
those who put any money into therka, will require some kind of*evaluation.
In some respects [ think that is a mistake, for wWe ought to be given the time
to’ explore and to experiment with models before rigorous evaluation is
. required; also, unfortungtely, the measures used will probably be those
standardized tests that age readily available to us. - ™~
Ithink, however that before'adopting existing measures, and we may be
forced to use them, we need to begin by asking some very hard questions
about why we mainstream pupils and whether or not the instruments used
‘actually reflect what we want to accomplish. Now | do not want to be
accused of lettmg the teachers off the hook by not hol ing them aocounta-
ble*for student achievements; however I do want to emphasize that there
should be a match between ObJCC(lVCS, istructional program, and the

.

~assessment. What happens, you see, is we have certaih obJectlves for

the mamstreammg of students, that mstructlonal strategies are developed
which lead to. accomphshment of the ob_|ect|ves, but we then evaluate with
measufés which are entirely foreign to what we set out to accomplish. And
we do thi§ because school districts have always used one achievement test .
or the other Therefore since our children are now in the mainstream, itis -
assumed that these instruments should be. used. The point that [ wish to
emphasne is that, before we get'into this evaluation activity, we ought to
establish the ground rules. Our obfectives should be specifiedy the means to
“achieve-those objectives should be outlined, and ‘the instruments and

measures by which we gauge our success should be |dent1ﬁed or de- ™

veloped. 1 believerthat the latter actmty will posca challenge because we
will learn that we really do not Have the proper mstruments But I think we
need togbe sensitive to such. problems for we are being forced to evaluate

- kinds of madinstream programs with instruments that neither measure our

success nor show appropriate sensitivity to the tough methodological
problems that remain to be solved.
- A third problem related to the regressiom phenomenon: if we take a group *
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. of low-status ;')ez)ple amli g;»'q them a test, the next day they are goin' to

Mmmmmm@mmmwwmummemwamemam

. the'mean and those who are high will move downward. A fair(y typical

evaluation paradigm is likely to be the following: a group of students

. pretested and then placed in some ill-defined educational, administrative,
~‘and /or instructional arrangement labdled mainstreaming. A few months °
* *later arfother test is given, and-some students improve on their previous
performance. Some will.want to attribute this increase jn performance to'
‘the unspecified activities (mainstreafning) in which we have eﬂgaged, butl
" do not think that such an explanation is valid — some of this improvement

* . mustbe attributed to chance and has nothing to do with classroom activities

, . " or the administrative plan. : < . _

St That takes me to the next point: the analysis: of what goes on in the
mainstreant classroom We have engaged in little work with respect-to
systematic study of what goes on in the‘special classroom; when we have;
we have found that there appear to be no differences between what goes on

- in the special classroom and what goes.on in the regular classroom. Those
few studies hav?B;en ignored and now we are moVing intothe mainstream-
ing idea. It seems to me, before we move 0o far, that we ought to give
some atten}ion to studies that look into the mainstream classroom with a
view toward learning how teachers actually are individualizing instruction’
for children and what techniques they are using to accommodate
m}instreamed children, so that when we meet wit}, failure Zas will no
doubt be}e case in some instances — it will be possible to tie the specific

activitie§'in the cldssrooin to the failure to achieve our goals.

_ In these brief .comiments I have tried to suggest that we exercise some
“humility in our discussions with teachers with respect to how special
educators can promote the mains&ea,ming of students.. The instruments that
can be used for diagnostic assessment and prescriptive plarining are not .as
good as*we would like, I am suggesting that special 'edl:@tion 3dminis-
trators and those in the higher educational establishments, not teachers, be
held accountable until validated and tried techniques for integrating. chik
dren into regular classés can be. made avaflable to them. I kefow that the

« © . - roadis going to be difficult, but if we are going to have any credibility at
" all, it will be necessary.to give greater:attention to program evaluation. We
.« hadbetér approach this task with greater sophistication thari studies on the
- efficacy of regular versus special clzissésj"'\'vere approached. -
‘ I want to tlose by quoting from Dr. Edwin Martin, Acting Deputy
“Commissioner, Bureau of -Education for the Handicapped, dispenser of -
funds, and our moral guru. In discussing his thoughts on mainstreaming

(1974), Martin concluded with these views, which mirror my own:
: ) .

-

.
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‘We caniiot keep silent about some of the lies in our present system: the

failure to provide services, the poor facilities. the failure to identify learning
problems, the faijure to move children out of institutions, out of special
programs-into regular settings. But we must also avoid those well-
intentioned lies that ignore the weaknesses in a well-intentioned system,
because we are afraid that exposure will hurt 6ur cause. We should not allow
our belief in the promises of mainstreaming to cause us to be st if we see
faults in‘its application. With the newly recognizey rights of children to the
equcation we offer, there must be an equal respansibility-to see that those
rights are truly fulfilled. . , N '

. AR, T ’
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The task of dlscussmg mamstreammg is gdxfﬁcult one for several reasor'

not the least of ‘which is that it is an-ill-defined and’ elusive concept.,

Mamstwammg has been.thrust upon us by the courts, and we have been

' instructedo mainstream mildly handicapped children ,California’s Master

Plan ‘advocates mainsteaming and provides, for_the. evaluatnon of these

.. efforts but as the term has become a catchall used by different people to

) den'ote a range of activities, it is’ essential to determine just what version of

. mamstrearmng - is being advocated and what verion is to-be evaluated.

For example *Dailey (1974) repoited that the term connoted anything from
demsututnonallzatlon to specnal class placement with partial integration.

"+ . Inagder to.put some constramts on what will be meant by the term in the -

fol[ong discussion, the definition proposed.by Kaufman (1975) with
’ shght'moalﬁcanons will be adopted. He wntes P.7): .

Mamstreammg refers ‘to the temporal, socml andmstrucuonal integra-

-3._ . « tionof‘eligible exceptloﬁal children with normal peers. It is based on an

ano,;ng mdmdually determined educational needs assessment, requir-
. . ing clarification of respongibility for coordinated planning and program-
. .- ming by reguldr and specjal educatxon administrative, mstrucuonal and
' . support personnel.
PR B K- ’ .
.. I would add to thls that the child bemg mamstreamed should in no way be
"ldbeled; as thls was one of the majorcomplaints’of the courts and special

education circles agamst the prevnoUs dehvery system (i.e. ; the self-

_°,  contained class). . - ‘ .
'y Asone attempts to infer a worklng deﬁmtlon from what is Bemg done

-across the nation, it seems that most specxal educators are: deﬁmng
mmnstmammg only in terms of the t‘emporal dimension- dlscqssed by

. Kaufman (1975). These definitions seem more concerned with where a
' Chl|d is taught than what and how he is taught; thisiin my judgment, is an

, unfortunate emphasns Sothat’ my comments not be misconstried, I would
) Ilke to be as candld as ppssnble rather than deal in subtletms "‘As-a result



some of whatI write may seem more offensive than necessary butI believe
that since we are dealing with the lives of thousands of children in
Cahfomxa alone, frankness is warranted. -

First, since mainstreaming has been thrust upoy us it seems to me that

our responses have been motivated too much Sy the desire 10 avoid further
" court actions and too little by a desire to provmdc lhc “best et{ucatxonal
alternatives for children wnh problems in learning andlpehavior. Second,
the interests of regular class teachérs, district admin ors, and\sﬁ&lal
education teachers are being discussed at length, but litlle is being said that
represents the-interests of chxldren —-mainstreamed, regular tlass, and
remaining EMRS ‘

y * Iy o )

- ' Goals

To date, little discussion has focused on specifically what we are trying to
'accomplish when we mainstream children. Further, it strikes me as desira-

Ble to assign priorities to our goals. For example, do e anticipate im- .

proved academic achievement on the part of the children mainstreamed;
and if so, how does academic ‘achievement rank in terms of importance
among altemative goals such as self-concept; peer acceptance, and at-
titudes toward school? The rationale for the importance of this acuvxty is
~ thatitis.virtually impossible to evaluate various attempts at mainstreaming
* unless one knows what variables are to be assessed as legitimate outcomes.
Hence, consideration of outcomes or goals must be undertaken prior to
~ evaluation, in that the goals will guide the evaluator in the selecuon of
" dependent measures

Distinction Between Prin&ple and Practice

Another aspect of mainstreaming that ‘warrants consxderauon has been
discussed in s6me" detail elsewhere (Machllan Jones, and Meyers 1975).
This pegains to the distinction between miainstreaming as a principle and
the various* formm Qf implementation that can take place in the name of
mainstreaming. - 0

In principle, mainstreaming provides a goal toward which to work: the
intergration of mildly handxcapped children ihto regular educational pro-
grams to the maximum degree permitted ig light of their characteristics.
Such a policy has widespread support within special-education® circles as
well as outside them. To believe in this policy or.principle is a far cry,

’
'
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however, from successfully implementing it. MacMillan, Jones, and

. Meyers (1975) expressed the fear that mainstreaming could fall under the

’tburden of its own publicity.

" In discussing mainstreaming it is essential that the pnncxple bediscussed
separately from the various forms of implementation; otherwise; failures in
implementation will be interpreted by many as evidence of the invalidity of
the principle itself.  Thie forms of implementation to date are numerous:
resource teacher models, consulting teacher models, the use of paraprofes-
sionals and models of various types in ungraded schools. AssUming the -
validity of the evaluative data collected on any such.model, the Tailure of
any one form of mainstfeaming does not igvalidate the principle, and it
must not be interpreted as such. ' ‘

Given the speed with which we have been forced to move toward
mainstreaming, it will be Surprising if the early attempts at mainstreaming
show beneficial results. We have been forced by the courts to provide’
services with little or no advance time for planning and preparation. I
‘expect a high percent of unsuccessful attempts in the early years.

Whois Adv‘ocating Mainstreanﬁng‘?
The early criticism of self-contamed specxal classes came from the ranks of
higher education (Dunn 1968); “Rater the courts' entered the picture and
criticized further the delivery of special education to the mildly retarded

(Cohen and DeYoung 1970). In California, the legislature passed legisla- .
tion that changcd the guidelines for'defining EMR and also provided funds
for transition programs to assist thousands of EMR children who were
being shifted from the status of EMR to normal. Since that time, consider3

able space in journals and time at conventions have been devoted 45
individuals advocating mainstreaming. ™ - .
It is somewhat paradoxical that those who are most vocal in-support of
mainstreamiff} are those who will be the most removed from having to
implement it. Judges, college professors, state department of education
personnel,’ legislators, and some district level personnel tell us of the

_benefits that will be forthcommg in the name of mainstreaming. Yet who

will have to pull it off? To a considerable extent, it will be the responsibility
of regular class teachers. I get the distinct impression that many of them are
unaware of this reahty, however, their unions are not — to date thexr

* Position has been one of opposition (Melcher 1971). I would be more.

optimistic about the prospects of mainstreaming if regular class teachers
showed greater enthusiasm about the prdcess or at least did not apkar

opposed (o it. /
a7 !
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Impediments

Inasmuch as the first phase of mainstreaming activities is taking place with '
little preplanning, due to the suddenness with which ithas been thrust upon
us by the courts and the legislature, several factors loom on the horizon as
impediments to successful programming. Some naiveté is apparent in the
position taken by those who would argue that the impetus for success liesin
the support servides that will be provided the regular class teachers as they
assume responsibility for the former EMR children. The following factors
_seem ignored in such a posture:
1. The children who will be mainstreamed are ‘‘hard to teach’
" youngsters. Prior to their earlier identification as EMR, the regular class 2“ :
teacher judged them to pose serious learning and /or behavior problems in
regular classes. In fact, they posed such severe problems that teachers felt
that they could not be handled in classes with thirty or so other children.
" Stated differently, we could not cope with these children in regular classes
prior to placement as EMRs. What has changed since that time that will
_ enable these children to be served in regular classes now? ’

2. The children in question tend to be members of minority-ethnic
groups with low SES. Is general education more relevant for these children
than was special education? The evidence with which I am famnllar does
notindicate as'much. . . -

3. There can be little doubt that the **child problems’” that led to E%R ﬂ
placemems have not been remedied, as the arguments that led

_ mainstreaming are based on the ineffectiveness of special class placementm :
* Cenrtainly, if those programs were ineffective, they did little to remediate ~
the problems in leaming and behavior that led to the initial referrals.

4. Regular class teachers have neither the formal training nor the experi-
ence to deal with children with leaming and behavior problems of the sort
represented by the group of children in question. Furthermore, their at-
titudes are at least as significant as their skills in implementing mainstream-
ing.

" As a result of the foregoing, lhere is.going to have to be-tremendous
-support provided to the regular class teacher in order to meet the needs of
- the mainstreamed children. How is that going to take place? Examination
of the extant literature would lead one to conclude that the resource teacher
will be the key to this process. These individuals have also been described
as consulting teachers or diagnostic- prescriptive teachers. The Master Plan
<. in California provides for ‘the credentialing.of resource teachers, but -
nowhere is the role to be played by these individuals specified. Will they
deal exclusively with target children providing remedial instruction, or.will
they deal pnmanly with teachers, assnstmg them with materials and
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P strategies? Until this is determined, it is impossible to spécify co?n;i%cn-

_ cies. Yet the credential is based on the comé:t)en‘cy approach. *

-+ MacMillan (1975) observed that;when one analyzes our success with the .,
children in question in both regulgr?!ass settings and special class semngs’.
one conclusion is warranted: we 13 not know how to.teach this group of
children in either setting with any; high rate of success. Whether they are

.called EMR or normal, whether they®are housed in a regular class ora-

oL special class, we have not succeeded. in teaching them how to fead, do. ",
-7, math, etc., very well. And after the réfouirce teachers do the **diaFhosiic™ !
S part of the work-up, ,w_ha't\ can .théy possibly recommend or use in the :'\
. . “‘prescriptive’* phase?"My ‘concemn. is this: We have criticized the school,,
" psychologist for. employing a *‘front ended’” syStem — collecting lots of ., d
% data about the child with little of it having much relevance to the instruc- -
. tional program that will be designed for the child. Will not the sarfe
.- . . problem develop with the resource teacher? - . ¢ .. .7
Co Funhcnn(')'re';iésmus_t be recognized that a resource‘tea;:hér‘ model is not.a.
' program, for it s nB goals, rather it is a service model. When children .
» ., wereplaced in an EMR pmgiam!mg program hadedigcational'goals forthe - )
* &_children (gégsj};s‘t_ici&}"-‘gocatibg.al) that differed markedly fr m the goals of
general edycation?When: children are ‘niainstreamed;, one 0f two things
may happen: (1) thegbdliof general education may be applgd il or 2) -
the goals of gen.e‘_r;arl'-’o‘;dt'lé@\tion may be;\bmadg':’n'ed to e_’ricon’x!;&#;in"brp socjal
and vocatiogal gg;ﬂsq‘}.’mdupoim;vis that thiose chargéd with making|the . ..
decision to mainstream ‘a, particular 'ghild"musttnot, changclhese

NS

oals
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tion to determine the effects on the children.* As rjowdg: lier (MacMillan
1975; MacMillan, Jones, and Meyers 1975), there 3t least two perspectives
from which these ‘activities can be evaluated. Neither by itself is sufficient
to capture the total effect of mainstreaming.

ADMINISTRATIVE PERSPECTIVE .

From this point of view, the kind of data collected and the use of these data
differ considerably from those of the university researcher. Essentially, the
prime motive is to obtain positive and avoid negative publicity. Adminis-
trators tend to'be removed from the day to day teaching process; and as a
result, the importance of child data tends to be minimized. I suggest that
from the administrative perspective, the kinds of*data pertaining to

R ) »"' \ T ) . .
An esseritial component of any mainstreaming'effort is systermatic evalua-
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ing that are likely to be COtlEcted will emphasize the number of
= chnlgeﬂ@q such a program and the economlc efficiency of the program. |
Forekample the reports of transitional programs for EMR in California
’ -that “have gone on between 1969-1974 include data on the reduction in
‘minority percentages in EMR programs (Simmons and Bnnegar 1973),
and'the number of children removed from EMR programs. The assumption:
here is that if a lot of children are served, fewer dollars spent, and a
decreasing percentage of minorities are evident in special programs, then
mainstreaming is éood My contention is that while this kind of data is
interesting, it begs the’gygetion of how helpful the services are for the
child. There is no msngPt' g ped by these data concerning the welfare of
 children, e.g.,isth pograihgdod for.all concerned? For the latter kinds of -
“outcomes, thef¥ ’ a second' perspective that net;ds to be

considered.
CHILD-ORIENE,EY , B

- In order to detemﬁ\" by effectlveness itis ultlmately necessary to
assess its effects on Hitdebe. Child data must be collected. This is expen-

- sive, requires considerable SOph-lS[lCﬂthﬂ in interpretation, and is difficult
“to o'btaln Despite all of this, the ultimate level of validation for programs
" must showthe causal relationship between elements of the program and
, changes in child behavior. To 3ate this has been ignored, and decisions

.r-m j‘ hdala
In another paper (MacMilla “ﬁ ;‘ ), levels of validatjon for programs
were discussed. It-was noted”

W% program can be validated against a
variety of outcomes, including; ' . :

1. Is it cost efficient?-
.2, Does it have face valldlty"
" 3. Do regular class, teachers ifse the semces" L
4. Do children enjoy the program and participate wdlmgly"
5. Do changes in child behavior correlate with program elements?.
6. Can program elements be shown to cause changes in child behavior?
,The point to be emphasnzed is that any" o ‘these outcomes can serve as
criterion vanab1es We must take care nof to assume a program has been ,
~ shown to cause changes in child behavior when i fact the outcome was
* validated-against one of the other outcomes :
* Another observatlon regardmg mainstreaming and its evaluation seems .
“in order.,Mildly handicapped children are not mams;reamed'm a vacuum.
Others are directly or indirectly affected by this process. In MacMillan, .
Jones, and Meyers (1975, p. 1) we suggest seaveral groups of children who
must be considered in any evaluation of mainstreaming:
. . 1. The childrén who are declassified as EMR and mamslreamed as'a
" rcsult ofa shlft in IQ standards for defining mental retardatlon '

11
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~ 2. The EMR children who were not declassified and remain in a self-
contained special EMR class with presumably intelle‘ctuallyTess capable.
classmates. ° ’ L _ o :
3. Regular class children into whdsé classes the declassified EMRs have .
been placed. : ' . o
- ¢ 4. The more recent cohorts of children with IQs between 70-85 yvho in
the past would have been classaed as EMR but currently do not qualify. -

LY
.~ 5

“The Meaning of Conflicting Results :
S )
Retuming to the egrlier di's.cu‘ssion of the need to specify objectives, it is _
-“imperative that these established, particularly when the evaluation
results are coniflicting. For example, if mainstreamed children are found tq
benefit socially but suffer a'cidemically, it will be necessary to develop a -
policy decision concerning the continuation of the venture, ‘The lack of
specificity as to the relative impdnance of various objectives forces delib-
eration on the meaning of the conﬂicting'res‘ults.-' L .
Another source of confusion arises when the mainstreaming program'is
- found to benefit the mainstreamed children across the board but is found to
- adversely affect the ‘regular class, children into whose classes the former
"EMRSs are mainstréamied. In the role of child advocate, on behalf of which
group of children” does one advocate? These problems ‘are certainly not .
insurmountable; however, a little preplanning and anticipation of, the
complexity of mainstreaming will facilitate the decision making that must
ultimately take place. . .- o . e

[N
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.. SECTIONVI
' LEGALIMPLICATIONS '

.

T W o :
This section is designied toclarify legal mandates related to mainstreaming
and 10 discuss their gffects and limitations. As the courts continue to playa

broader role in shaping educational policy, itis imperativethat educators -

and the publtc at large be mformed of the implications of legal mvolve—

ment.

- Hull presents a defense for legal interference into educational adnums-
trative practices. He notes both advantages and problems inherent in the
enforcement of due process laws. '

Mann and Chitwood review the r@®law has played in inﬂuencing

"educan'onal policy making, provide ¢ft update of legal actions, and con-

. sider some implications of legal interWention. .

" Wolf and Schippe present a conceptual overview of past present, and

Suture legal and leglslanve developments mﬂuencmg the education of the

handicapped.

James describes her work with GRIT (Guidelines and Regulanons lnput
Team), a BEH team delegated the responsibility of designing procedural
safeguards for Section 613 of P. L. 93-380. Her paper .outlines and
clarifies testing and assessment policies set forth in that section. -
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.. Lawyers, Due Process, and Mainstreaming
H ’ o s X . .l”” ., ‘
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- Inone sense,ﬁl yers have no business in the adminiétréﬁon of 'educatjongl
. 'programs. l{gers inevitably interject an adversary element intdthe
L. circurﬁstancc;'s’ surrounding the education of h'éndic'apped childrer}, a pro-
cessalready laden with ténsion and upeasiness. The.appearance lawyers
~ on the scene may result in a hardening of attitudes, a reluctance:to talk -
~openly, a general defensiveness and wariness. The creative thinking and
" bold experimentation needed to establish effective curricula for handicap--
ped children is likely to be inhibited by even the suggestion of legal action.
-Nobody wants to be dragged into court as defendant in a civil rights action.
A famous.judge’s reflection (supposedly of the late Learned Hand) that
;. - enduring a lawsuit was comparable to suffering a serious illness (and’his
“«"+ option for the illness) is probably thie sentiment of many educators. .-
- Butinagother sense, lawygrs have every right, and indeed an obligation,
. to be intimately involved i the problems ‘of special education. Schoels .
“- have been chargdd with a markably wide range of socializing respon-
sibilities. Added to traditiofial roles are new functions, such-as work with
students involved in the juv qile courts, counseling for personal problems,
. -and now the education of pelons with serious physical-and mental dis-
. abilities. The political significal ce of American educational instititichs—-
‘—4 ., political ‘in the sense that they are socializing a‘new generation — is
' ‘apparent. Mainstreaming is one dimension in the ultimate integration of a -
= hidden minority into our society, and lawyers have always tried to bring the
discipline and responsibility of law to_imp?)rtant political questions. '
Legal efforts to influence educational administration have concentrated
on three principal issues. First is the principle that the right to an appro-
priate educational-program for every handjcapped-child be established as a
* legal rule and that the prograins instituted receive adequate financial and
administrative support.! Second, courts have required that the appropriate
- public agencies (ineluding schiools) assume the responsibility for idenitify-
ing all children in heed of special services, i.e., states may not assume a
passive attitude and be content to await the initiatives of parents who want
services for their children.? Third is perhaps the most controversial issue:
that ip’ matters of placement of students and content of their curricula,

e ¢ .
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teachers and administrators act in accordante with-" due process of law.’"®
Under dué process, iﬁe'conc_em is to provide appropriate procedures and
substantive standards so that decisions are made openly, with the particjpa-

. tion of parents and other interested persons, and made in such a way that a, -
reviewing autharity may later discern and evaluate the bases of the earlier ° -t
decisions. ~ - T L
*Itis this third issue” which_has brought lawyers ang,educators into the
mast acute conflict, befause it has involved lawyers in areas which werey,,
previously the realm of school professionals. It also signifies an important

* chang® in the relation between schoolé;and ther legal system. The old -
doctrines established in the field. of pubfic school discipling.of students— "«
that the inherent authority of schools to.ffaintain order justified wide -~ -

titude and discretion in administrative policies* ~—illustrates’the “*hands

" attitude-couits have. taken-toward interference, with educational fhat-
-ters. But just as isciplinie and expulsion of students is now subjected to
close judicial strutiny,® courts and legislators may be expected to take an -
uncharacteristically inquisitive attitude toward the inner workings.of spe-

cial education.’And, no doubt, ‘part of the diSifess.mani’fe§ted-by school
people is the result of apprel!en'sioq about the ﬁtentio_ns and capabilities of ‘

“*outsider’” lawyers in this new arrangement. - : -
- Moreover/in theeducational community, there must be a feeling that the’
requirements‘ implémtenting due process impose- unnecessary burdens.-
Why. after pll. do-we need -formal hearings. conducted in a strictly .. + ..
prescribed njanner, with extensive rights granted to parénts for the sumy- ;.. ./
-moning of witnesses and the examination of records, and then a weitte
decision by‘h local school board, all of which is subject to revie® by yet.
another autHF)ﬁ}y'? Is this ‘*due procéss’ ™ or.is it nonsense? No one objects.
to consulting informally witl parents, but to demand of teachers that they*" . £
work w.ithinjiv 1 straitjacket procedure (so goes the argument) can only defeat:
the ultimateiizoal of helping children. These Questions may be elementary .
~to many workers experienced wtHroblems of special education, but { am”
convinced that one reason fi disenchantment with current legal proce-
dures is a lack of understanding about the first principles underlying these
rules:.1 would like to consider the reasons for due process standards in the '
context of mhinstreaming, because implementation of mainstreaming will
frequently bp carried out (or defeated)’ in the settings of due process
hearings. ‘lL : SRR - '

What do lawyers want to achieve in due process hedrings? Essentially, -
we want a d%cision-making fom‘m,&hat will give interésted parties an
opportunity td express their view's"iil‘l the placement of a child, in addition

_to requiding that the decision be made in a regular, systematic manner
‘reviewable by{another authority. Legislators have taken two approaches

. .
¢
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- toward implementing due process.’One is to enact statutes that are quite
detailed'in setting forth procedures.®"The other approach is to enact statutes
general in nature which broadly delifeate the rights and responsxbrht'ies
within specxal education. The draftthg of sPecific procedures and pollcy
" guidelines is then delegated under statutory authority ,to an administrative
-agency.” It is these regul:ttxons ‘when promulgated which constitute the
detailed rules of operatio ; : :
In designing due process requirements; legxslators and administrators
- ‘must mediate between two tendencies. There is an obvious inclination tobe -
imits within which certain procedures must
d establishing certain substantive requirements (spchas
presumptn s in\ favor of placmg handxcapped children with nonhandxcap-

. uéually know what to do &nd we usually know when someone has fanled to-
. perform arequired function. We may not like the requirements, but at least
"we know what they are. Parents cannot. be given the- ﬁlnaround corres-
pondmgly educators have their- dntiesclarified. .
More importantly/ the rights al} of us deem important are given perma-
_pency and status in fvritten rules. They are invested with a new legitimacy
“and dighity. Witlf such’ written guarantees; the place of handicapped
I ’persons in our society no longer depends on the elusive goodwill of the
- "able-bodled and their human fulfillment no longer depends on someone
, /élse’s beneficence. Those complex and burdensome laws and regulations, '
\, " difficult as they sometimes are, have established formal legal rights, to_
. which all are bound and about which, fundamentally, there can be little
mrsunderstandmg

~The obvxous dxsatfvantage t%a detailed regulatory plan (of which polxcy

makers must also be aware)’is that jgidity in administration can develop.
" Primary concerns may be legallsng procedures, not the content of pro-
grams offered childrén. The elaborate due process procedures may distract
" . from the ‘basic question of education: what do we offer handicapped
children? Furthermore, there may be underlying the $tatutes and regula-
tions govemning special educatxon a questxonable asstmption of preciseness
of the state of the art. After all the procedures have been exhausted, can the
definite answers which-we expect really be given with honesty? -

- Lawyers do nqt have the answers to these questions. We can hope that
due process procedures will prov (?e the framework within which all those
concerned with education of handicapped children will be able to address
these difficult issues. No one questions the necessity of a careful and

+ . thorough' process of decision making. The procedures now set forth for
[ . .
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makmg those decisions are essential to ensureprotecuon for the rights of all

. and for ensuring that ;pecnal programs are implemented only after the most. -

complete examination of each sntuatxon That is what due.process aimsto
achieve,

+ But accomphshmept of the: goals lmphcn in such programs as
- mainstreaming requires the greatest flexibility and sensitivity: The attempt
to bring handxcapped children into participation and enjoyment of society
cannot be forced by legal fiat or otherw:se Those who work to make these

goals reakmust balance the protection of 18gal foi'mahty agamst the vision
of their hope. : v

.

* 9 Notes ’ s
1. Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of Penn:ylvar'lia. 334
- F. Supp. 1257(E.D. Pa. 1971) and-343 F. Supp. 279 (E.D. Pa. 1972); Milis v. Board -
of Education of the District of Columbia, 348 F. Supp. 886 (D.D.C. l972) Inre.
G.H., 218 N.W. 2d 441 (N. Dak. 1974).
2.P.A.R.C. v.Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, supra. ]
(3. P.L. 93-380 and cases cited in Note 1.
4. E.g. Pugsley v. Sellmeyer, 250'S.W. 538.(Ark. 1923); Anlhony v. Syracuse Umver.my,
231N.Y.S.435(1928).
S.Tinker v. Des Moines Independent C ommumry School Dlsmcl 353 U S. 503 (l969)
6. Wisconsin Statutes, Secuon l 15.81 er’seq. P :
- 7.P.L. 93-380. S ' : (
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Educating the populace, which was ohee the exclusive domain of profes-
sional educators, has been opened to careful scrutiny by other disciplines.
' In the sixties, social s?emisls magle stronggstatéments concerning what ..
" educators had and had not accomplished in’ educating and socializing:
America’s youthy'and in so doing played major roles in setting edycational-
policy. While eduicators were still-trying to assess the far-reaching effects

Q,’i#idt}isugh powerful critiques of educational practites as those delivered by

. 37 " Coleman and Moynihan, another dfci line, law, began to réasse‘nfigs;.'
B AN . A ISCIp A v
43 p ’ L E

‘power over educational policy making. o St T
_ diting the constitutional rights of particular groups 6f people (immi--
(grants, delinquents, minority groups) has traditionally been the responsi:.
- bility of the courts. This responsibility was brought to bear on education in
the fifties whien t&e educational rights of black children were definéd. The
© courts again exercised their responsibilities for the education of the hand- |
icapped ‘in. response to public outcry that the education profession was
" excluding from the mainstream ard discriminating against members of this
group. Having initially intercedeg betweenminority populations and the "
educational system, the courts are now continually calldd upon to redefine
* and elaborate upon the scope of constitutional righits. It is difficult to
predict the far-reaching effectsof the tourt's continuing role in influencing
- educational policy for these groups. X : Lo S
-, This article reviews the role-that the courts have played ‘in affecting -
. special education policy in the last two dec_ades and provides ah update on
current court actions and decisiogs. We also intend to Teflect ugon some
possible implications. of legal in?e%'emion into éducationa_l practices, ¢on- -
sidering both the letter and spirit of the law. This is especially cogent as we
-~ : i - . B ' .
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n rowde programs that will facﬂnate the movement of mmonty
and handncapped mdiwduals nearer the mamstream .

] # case of’ Brown v: Boar of E’ducanon of Topeka Kansas,!
" the’ _t',ed StaterSuprf;me Court declared the public schopl policy “*sepa-
' ‘mtc.%:u Equal’ ,hnconsmuuonal and thus initiated the-deriijge of a dual - .
v~p'ubh¢ hott Systeify-based onracial segregation. 'Such segmgauon the
(;Qur(‘-fg , N0t only deprived black children of equal prdiection of the laws . -
B guaranteed by ‘the' Fourteenth Amendment but also retarded their educa-
i uonal an 'memal developmem by denying them the benefits of gcially
!integrated schools. - =
N ¢S|nce the Brown decmon efforts at compllance have taken the form of
3 mtegralmg both students and staff throughout the public school system.
Subsequem decnsuons such as Green,? Alexander,® Swann,* and Keyes®
have. provaded funher impetus for compljiance, although some‘local sys- -
*' tems have. fefase "SImply falled to lnmate adequate steps.to meet the
: uldelmi-:s of" counmandates - .
| ﬁe"céSe ‘of Hobsan Ve Hansen “the issue of abllny grouping or
! was tested. The pfamuff in this case charged that tracking in
c-Dnstnt.‘tfof Columbla Was lmpTememcd along racial and socioeconomic
lme rathemhan on thé ba rs‘of ablllty or. capacity to learn, per se. They
e »furthe assened that thEre was a multiplier effect to the discrimination
g Shown 1o, ceri mracnal and'eédiamic groups, inasmuch as adequate réme-
il and mpensatory educauon programs ‘were not made available o, - |
udems aSSIgned 1o the lower t@k “Judge Skelley ruled ihat ability ™ ™% |
gm'upmg,dlsenmmated against poQr,; and’ black students in the District of
Cnlumbla by Iockmg the vagimajomy of them out of the mainstream and
- Into’ pemlanemly aSSIgned t[aéks'bﬁsed on the result of biased standardlzed
QCS!S \ LA a” -, K ¥
“in Larry Pv. R:les .m,Cah“fomm n “Was ruled that black students may .
'_‘ flof be ‘placed in educable mentally rétarded classes on the bases of I1Q RV
. scores when that placement leads IO'racml |mbalance in the cdmposmon of PR
the given classes. The complamt in this.case was a common one among
*. minority groups; that a disproportionate number of black students were
' "placed in EMR classes throughout the state. The ruling carried with i¢
; implications for other minority populations throughout the country.

In Massachusetts the case of Stewart v. Phillips® brought to the.cougt’s .
attention a variety of racially discriminatory practices, including testblas, -
lnadequagy of evaluators and evaluation procedures, and language difficul- *
ties, along with afdlspropomonate assignment of black children to special

-
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classes. As a result of this case a number of changes were made statewide

with reference to testing procedures placements for handlcapped children,
.and the practice of labeling in general
In the seventies, a newly recognized minority group, the handicapped,
also began to go to court seeking equal rights. Pennsylvania Association
, for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania® was a signal
case for this group. In it a three-judge federal district court required that the
state of Pennsylvania exert great effort in'meeting the needs of handlcapped
chxldren The court not only decreed that each retarded child was to receive

*“afree public program for education and training appropriate to the child’s

capacity’’'® but went on to specify that it was the{duty of the state to'locate
all children between the ages of 6 and 12 previously excluded ang evaluate

them, along with all children currently placed or recommendef for place- -

ment in special classes. It was further ordered that all children in special
classes be reevaluated every two years and every- time a change in an .
individual’s program was considered. .

In a case similar to th€ Pennsylvania one, Mills v. Board of ducation of
the District of Columbia," the District of.Columbia pubhc school syse
was ordered to provide public support for the education of handncapped
children previously gxcluded from the public schbdls The school systems
failed to comply with the order and stated that“to do 20 would rgqulre
special federal funding or the use of funds appropriated for other educa-
tional services. The court made it quite clear that limited financial re-
sources are not an adequate excuse for discriminating against handicapped .
children and ordered the system to distribute available funds in an equitable
fashjon to provide an equcation for all children. ‘ -

In 2 more-recent case, C olorado Association for Retarded Children v.
Colorado;**a U. $. district court made a clear judgment that passage of an
act to provnde public education for the handxcappcd without implementa-
tion on the part of the school system chargedJo comply with the mandates
of the act i8 not sufficient cause for &dlsmissd & “charges. The court
specifically stated: *“The mere enactment of. Jegislation without actual
implementation does not render subslénuaﬂ questions moot’’ '3 and

.

Cases like Mills and Colorado led to an investigation of the processes by
which certain children were excluded from public school placement, and
generated the concept of least restrictive environment. This concept, now
mandated by court action (P.L.93-380), requires that all placements of
handicapped children be based on the underlying assumption that the most
appropriate placement for each child is one as near the mainstream (regular
classroom placement¥fas is feasible for hxm ‘

1220

- refused summary judgment and dxsmnssﬁ] of gharges until such time as .
- adequate programs were implemented.
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Due process and periodic review laws related to specnal placement have
been designed to ensure that parents and students are kept informed and are
given an opportunity to share in placement decision making. Due process -
laws require that parents and guardians receive written notice of proposed
changes in the educational placement of their children .and an opportunity
to obtain a due process hearing; further, the child is ensured the right to a

‘‘surrogate’’ parent when a parent or guardian is not available. Reviews at |,
regular intervals are required by law foras long as a child is maintained in a« .
special program. Parents, guardians, or surrogates are to e sent witten
notices of these reviews with the opportunity to participate if they so desxre
These processes are continually being reexamined and redefined.

Two groups have successively made careful studies of periodic revxew
practices within institutions in the state of Massachusetts: the Brandeis
Study of Periodic Review in Massachusetts and the Massachusetts Project
conducted by the National Center for Law and the Handicapped. Both
groups chose to study Massachusetts because it was one of the first states to
institufe a statewide periodic review system. A preliminary report in
Amicus notes that the Massachusetts Projéct found that periodic review is
not a cure-all for'the many ills of institutionalization. The ad visory panel of .
this project found that in order to improve the system of periodic review
.changes must be made in four areas: “‘advocacy, funding, communitiza-
tion, and coordination.’’'* They further noted, a potennal conflict of
interest when the person who administered the program in a given institu-,
tion was’ the, same one chosen to administer the periodic review and
recommended that a lay person trained in the legal. aspects of periodic
review and totally unrelated to the institution should be chosen as an
advocate to represent each client in the institution.

In a 40-state survey conducted by the Project, 38 of the 40 states listed
del jtutionalization as one of the goals resulting from their periodic

system. The detrimental effects of institutionalization, a total

moval from the mainstream, have been underlying factors in two recent
court cases: O'Connor v. Donaldson'® and Bartley v. Kremens® In
O'Connor, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled unanimously that a state canno
longer constitutionally confine for the purpose of custodial care a non-
dangerous individual who can survive unconfined by himself-or with the
help of willing and responsible family members or friends. The plaintiff in
this case was an adult who had béen confined in the Florida State Hospital
at Chattahpochee for fifteen years, during which time several responsible
people had made efforts to have him released to their custody. These efforts
had been thwarted by Dr. O’Connor, Donaldson’s attending physician,
and later by the hospital superintendent, who refused to release hxm to
anyone except his aged and infirm parents
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An issue treated by the Court of 5:A’E)peals” in this case but'not by the
Supreme Court was the right of people like Donaldsoh t0 treatiment upoh
confinement to mental institutions. Do‘naldson s not reeeiving treat-
ment. Tke Court of Appeals ruled that when: q nondangerous person is
involuntakily committed to a mental hospital, ,lhe only constitutionally
valid purpds€ for such confinement is to provide the pauent with treatment.
People v.Sansone !* State V. Carter !° and Kessellrenner v, Anonymous2°
elicited 'similar rulings. Many professionals h(i%ed the Supreme Court
would use this occasion to make a definitive statement concemmg nght to
treatment upon confinement for dangerous and nondangerous persons as -

w well as the right of nondangerous persons to refuse confinement for
purposes of treatment (coercnve psychlatry), instead, the Court decided
Donaldson's case narrowly on' the facts without dealing with these con-
ungencms However, Justice Stewart did cast aspersions on institutionali-

* zation in his statement *‘the mere presence of mental illness does not
dlsquallfy a persomfrom preferring his home to the comforts of an institu-
tion . .. incarceration is rarely if ever a necessary condition for raising the
living standards of those capable of surviving safely in freedom. . .”*2!

In the case of Bartlev v. Krgmens, a three-Judge federal court declared
uncongtitutional the practice-of allowing parents and guardians to have
minors committed to mental facilities without the minor having benefit of
private counsel and an adequate hearing (due process). The underlying

. assumption has always been made that parents and ‘guardians can be
depended upon to make such decisions in the best i interest of their children.
This assumption is now being challenged.

This judgment rendered it necessary to revise sections of Pennsylvama s
Mental Health and Mental Retardation Act. Over 30 other states have laws -
similar to those declared unconstitutional in Pennsylvania, and several of
_those states have similar suits pending. Pennsylvania has appealed its case
to the Supreme Court; should the Court uphold the ruling. this action would
have i impact on the laws and pending suits in the other states as well.

.
Impact of Legal Actions

, What has been the impact of the above-mentioned court actions on educa-
tional policy and practice in reference to'the handicapped? For one thing, it
‘has become clear in the seventies that those who provide education and .
treatment in public institutions must be accountable to the courts, parents,
and guardians, and to students and clients themselves. Beyond this, feder-
al, state, and local agencies interpret mandates to the classroom teacher and
hol lm accountable for |mplementauon This hierarchy of accountabllny

:‘,“ | . 2‘42 v a
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’ helps one understand wh y some teachers are threatened by the snowballmg

effect of legal intervention into educational practice.
_ Indeed, educators have begun to ask, ‘‘How far will the courts go in their
efforts to intervene in a situation which they. perceive as overtly dis-
criminatory?” In the Colorado case, they refused to dismiss litigation
against a school district until it had implemented a program to elim‘inate
discrimination. More recently, South Boston High School was placed in.
receivership because the court felt adequate efforts were not being/made to
eliminate the tensions of racial discrimination there. What sort Af actions
can educators expect in the future? Will the courts be able to nfandaté the
development of nondiscriminatory evaluation materials, ipckiding tests to
measure the development of adaptive behavior? Will they be able to
mandate individualized instruction ? Can such things be mandated? Were
they not mandated in the Equal Protections Clause of the Constitution?
A HEW?? study notes a persistence of three types of discriminatory
practices in the seventies: (1) a higher percentage of blacks than whites in
mentally retarded classes, (2) a lower percentage of blacks than whites in
classes for the physically handtcapped and (3)\a tendency for an increase

in enrollment in special education classes as’a‘district becomes smaller,

less urban, poorer, and blacker. These data seem to indicate that court
ordefs gre not necessarily translated into practtce at the district level, or at
least that there exists an ‘‘implementation lag’’ in regard to the specific
discriminatory practices studied. . o

_ . A reason frequently cited for this “‘implementation lag’ has been the
lack of financial resources to initiate new programs or revamp gxisting

--ones. Court decisions may be making an impact here. Certainly in the Mills

case, the courts refused totolerate inequitable spending of funds for re

,programs while special education programs went wanting. Two or

1975 federal fundmg measures appear to be. directly related w”legal
mandates to provide quality programs nearer the mainstream for all hand-
icapped citizens. One of these measures is P.L. 94-142, the Education of
All Handicapped Children Act, signed into law by President Ford on
November 29, 19752 It appropriates federal funds to pay 5 percent ofa
state’s expenditures for handicapped children in 1978, escalating to 40
percent and remaining there from 1982 on. The specific purposes of PL. .

-

, 94 142 are (1) to ensure that all handtcapped children have public funded '

speCIal education and related services made avanlab]e to them no later than .

1978, (2) t6 ensure the rights of handlcapped children and their parents and -

guardians, (3) to relieve the finaneial burden placed on state and local
governments to accomphsh the previously mentioned purposes, and (4) to
assess and ensure he etfecttvenees of efforts to educate handlcapped
chtldren
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Eligibility‘requirements for statés to qualify for these fundsfi‘iiz:"lude: 1))
that the state has in effect a policy that assures all handicapped children the
e ~ right to free appropriate public education, (2) that all handicapped children _
* " in need of special services are identified; located, and evaluated, and that it

is"determined which ‘children are receiving peeded services and’ which -

children are not, (3) that new services. are. pfovided ﬁrst to unserviced
children and then to children inadequately served, (4) that records are kept

¢ on indiVifjual planning conferences for sgq\l_g child and that such planning,
and evaluation conferences be held three.gin

cedural safeguards are established for chi _

. The.other measure, which is an extension of the 1974 Developmental -
- Disabilities Services and Facilities Construction. Act, is,the Developmen-~
tally Disabled Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (P.L. 94-103) signed:by

President Ford on October 6, 1975.24 This act allocates $287 million overa

three year period to provide programs, deinstitutionalize, and jensure the

legal rights of developmentally -disabled persons. Of this ‘money, $150
million was set aside for state grants to deinstitutionalize tréatment.where
feasible, develop individual treatment plans for institytionalized residents,

" “and gualrntee the legal rights of the developmentally disabled. The act
further aathorized $54 million for administration and operation of univer-
sity affiliated facilitics and $65 million for special project grants. The act

' .also expands the definition of developmental disabilities to include autism
and dyslexia when it is the resy]t'of other developmental disabilities. .

. . Future Implications: s
: Letter vs. Spirit of the Law . i g

, Althaough legal mandates appear to be generating programs and funding in
an effort to move minorities and the handicapped nearer the mainstream, a
misunderstanding must be cleared up. Laws by their very nature’ are

~ precise, and in thé’.eyes of the layman seem to require a set response.

- Therefore; educators who, are naive to. the workings of the law often :
develop programs that attend to the letter of the law.rather than.its spirit or -
purpose. It is when the educational system ignores the basic intent of the
law that the courts feel a need to impose upon us mb@‘speciﬁc and exacting

. standards. What we have failed to understand is thdt there is freedom and-

" flexibility within the law. Educators are; free to develop.innovative re- -

+sponses to legal mandates based on sound educational principles. When
such reasonable courses are demonstrated, the courts'do nipt feel compelied:
to follow up legal judgments with more exacting mandates. It is responsi- *
ble programming, after all, that will forestall the'court-imposed, specific. . :

26 ‘ R
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standards that we so dread Legal actrons canbe eithera bTessm g ora curse s
depending on the skill and creativity that educators are able to generate &s°
they interact with lawmakers and respond to legal mandates. :
Today all sectors of commumty service, as well as many parents, are "
aware of the nwhcatron&‘ of recent legal and legislative decisions on the

: potentral for .delivery of?ec catronal services to handlcapped students.

. ‘State mandates such’ as»!imse an California, Texas, South Carolina, and- -
Massachusetts as well as'the prevrously mentioned decisions, are forcing : -

' educators in every arena to reexamine existing programs. While the’ nor-
malization of educational programs for-the handicapped is receiving wider
acceptance and there is.a plethora of suggestions relative tp what needs to

"be done in'the area, there is still a paucity of documentédWalidated, and
'rephcable approaches, dr models dealmg with the mamstreammg of hand-
icapped-students.

_ *Social; legal, and political pressures: -are being applied to local educa-

' tional agencies (LEA$) and to a large degree to the state educational -
agencies (SEAs)." In many cases_the linkages between the LEAs and the
SEAs-are weak and in a sense unproductive with respect to mainstreaming* '

~ goals and objectives. The effects of legal pressures onthe LEAs and SEAs .
are being projectet to the ipstitutions of higher education (IHEs) The.
THEs, for the most part, have been slow to react to the immediate needs of
LEAs- because the pressures for change placed upon them are not as '
immediate and severe in nature. The whole question of linkages and
collaboration with regard to mainstreaming between IHEs, LEAs, and

. SEAs has not been seriously examined. For the most part, except for

: programmatrc concerns and lrcenslng ar certification, collaborative plan-
ning efforts in the area of mainstréaming with regard to what can and

= cannot be accomplishied within both the letter and spirit of the law in many

= of the states has not been fully explored. Much of the unproductivity in thls

- area stems from the inability of concerned individuals at different levels of
education tq resolve, the power struggles that are traditional and ongoing
among the variou$ afeas of specialization and within the subareas of . the
discipline of éducation as a whole. This is partly true for individuals who
are responsible fér makmg decisions about assessment, curriculum and
mstructron mobility and articulation, and management of students with
respect  to: trarmng of teachers (preservice and inservice) and how this

= apphes to children in the. public schools. Restrictive definitions of

- 4ma1nstreammg, misconceptions about the nature; of: thie populations in

* question, ‘rigid interpretations of laws and Ieglslatron and poorly sup-
ported and documented arguments of how children can best be served are
all cogent areas of concern, and in asense deterents to posrtrVe mamstream-
ing efforts '

\
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Taken lnerally, the letter of {he law is qune specxﬁc its mterpretauon :
however, permits the ﬂex:bxlny that is inherent within the spirit of the law.
This concept is important as we contemplate and plan for change based on
.student reeds and sound educauonal principles. Program needs that are at

" odds with student needs can easnly use the “letter of the law”" for self-

semng purposes. In some states, the “law ‘restricts the utilization oSf“‘.

special education teachers; in a sense, lxmmng them from working to any*"

‘degree with regular class teachers. Many special education teachers are
forced to teach a specifically defined population only fora specified time ‘Px
a glven day, . settings often removed from the ‘‘mainstream.’’ In other
situations, regulauons restrict the usage and dxstnbutxon ofr dxssemmanorn‘

~of materials to a pamcular pmgram makmg thesé instnictional materials™
" unavallable to others within a pamcular school that, can beneﬁt{rom them.
* Educators must decide whether or not the: splnbof the law. will allqpv
* teachers to serve all students Wwho can benefit from a more flexible ap-

proach to the (delivery of servxces The law seems to address itself to
inclusion and/or exclusion as prime ‘factors in progfammlng for handicap-
ped students. It appears that while each casé must be handled on its own
mejts with respect to which child can profit from which program and under
-what conditions, without.a comprehensxve plan that encompasses a wide

' range .of - fhstrucnonal altérﬁauves there will be little opportunity for
- ‘mainstream options. The dichotomous either for with respect to delivery of

R

special services.that appears to be the mode in most school systems is the -

: pnncxpal concept that is bemg challenge oday

Due process and recent court actions hgve.indicated to all of us that the .
days of poorly supponed rationale for laBetiqg and placmg handlcapped

- students in segregated envnronmems wnhout substantive documentation

and due process ate ovetr. Many mdxvxduals are looking out for the rights of .
handlcapped students from an advocacy pomt of view, and these persons
will intercede on the behalf of hdndxcapeed students even if thexr pdrentsdo .
not become active advocafes. Many see the lmpllcauons of legal decisions
as a challenge to the further development of improved dehvery Systegs to -

. handicapped children;.to the extent that they can, by right, pamcxpate in

“the mainstream of life rather than operate on the penphery as so man y have ..

done in the past , -

-
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Historically, the-United States has appreciably denied educational "and
employment opportunities to its handicapped population. It is atruism that

. 7 the schools'ix‘gﬂect, the 'values of the larger society, and even today, it is

estimated thi;;t“SO percent of the nation’s school age handicapped are not
-+ being adequatgly served. ‘However, -thissituation is changing. New -
~ technology théompensates for handicapping conditions has'been and is -

. - being developed- Right to education court-decisions have been delivered;

govemors, state legislatures, and chief state school officers have made-
education for the'handicapped a priority issue; and significantly, Congress
has recently passed landmark legislation (Public Law-94-142) that if

- properly funded, will help the states assure that handicapped children,

including the most severely handicapped, have available to them a full,
appropriate public edutation thaf'emphasizes special education and related

services designed to meet their unique needs; This mearis that children who
traditionally have been completely excluded from public schooling, or who

have beenautomatically placed in state résidential institutions, will now be

~ .- "placed in public school programs. e » :
' Iftheintent of this legislation is to be realized, clearly the onus is now on
=, . society and its institutions, especially educatipnal institutions, to take into .
" account, plan for, and include the handicapped in all possible’ social -
milieus to fulfill the intent.of P.L. 94-142 and'the promise of a brighter -
- future for the nation’s exceptional children and youth. N i

- Inthis article we will attempt to provide a brief, conceptual overview of .
.- - -past, present, and possible future developments affecting the overall status
" of ‘education for the handicapped. Specifically, we will (1) provide an
overview and chronology. of the developments leading up to the historic
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congressional passage and subsequent reluctant presidential signing of
.P:L. 94-142; (2) discuss essential charactenstlcs of the law as they pertain

: +_to'public education of the handicapped; (3) discuss how we got where we
- are:in educating the handicapped, including a brief synopsis of significant

right to education coutt cases; and (4) discuss where we m:ght be going m
the future regardmg publlc educatlon for the handlcapped oy

Background to Passage of Public Law 94-142'

v

- Public Law 91- 230 Amendments to the Elementary and econdary Educa-
“tion Act (ESEA), repealed Title VI of the ESFEA and created, as of July 1,
’ A-197l ‘the. Educatlon of the’ Handlcapped Act (EHA) Part B of that act
authonzed grants to the states and outlying areas to assist thein in m|t|at|hg,
expanding, and lmprovmg pmms for the educatlon of. handlcapped

- children

~ In.1974, the role of the federal govemment inthe educatlon of ] handlcap-

= 'ped children was stgmﬁcantly increased with gife-passage of the Mathias

*‘amendment to S, 1539, the amendments to ESEA of.1974. At fuu fundmg,

the amendment authorized over $660 million to be made available to states - . . ¢
. underPart B, for fiscal year 1975 only. The intent of the amendment was to

provide ﬁnanmal assistance (o states to meet mandates set in the act, to -
. identify, locate, and evaluate all handlcapped chlldren to establish full
education:; opportumtles for all handicapped - children, ard $o establish a

- full servnc tlmetable S. 1539 was signed mto Public Law 93"“380: thus the

rights’of handlcapped chlldren by due process procedures and assurances

of conﬁdentlallty n

- The education for All Handlcapped Chlldren Act was mtroduced in t‘he
-93rd Congress on January 1, 1974, as S. 6 and was reintroduced in thie 94th

Congress on January 15, 1975, with the intent of amending Part B to insure

the expansion of the provisions for handicapped children enacted in the

93rd Congress In Juhe ©f 1975, S. 6 passed the Senate; th:/ companion

measure HR. 7217 passed the House in July of 1975. The bill was theénsent

td a joint House/Senate Conference Committee. The Conference Report on.

the Education for All Handlcapped Children Act of 1975 was passed on

November 18, 1975, in the U. S. Hotise of Representatlves’ by a vote of 404

yeas to 7-nays. The report also passed the Senate by an overwhelming
- majority, 87 yeas'to 7 nays. On November 28, 1975; President Ford

reluctantly signed the act into. Publlc Law 94-142. The Pres1dent|al mes-
‘ sage was as follows: .
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| have approved S. 6, ' *The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of .
- 1975.” . E .

Unfortunately, this bill promises more than the Federal Government can
-deliver and its good intentions could be thwarted by the many unwise
provisions it contains. Everyone can agree with the objective stated in the -
title of this bill—educating all handicapped children in our nation. The key
question is whether the bill will really accomplish that objective. SR
Even the strongest supportefs of this measure know as well as | that they are
falsely raising the expectatioris of the groups affected by claiming authoriza-
tian levels which are excessive and unrealistic. oL :

\ " Despite my strong su‘bp‘pn for full educational opportunities for 9ur hand-
icapped children, the funding levels proposed in this bill will simply'notbe
possible if Federal éxpenditures are to be brought unider control and a~

v balanced budget achieved over the next few years. '

There are other features in the bill which I believe to be objectigpable, and
s, * which should be changed. It contains a vast array of detailed, complex and -
B costly administrative requirements which would unnecessarily assert Fed- -
. eral control over traditional State and local government functions. It estab-
lishes complex requirements under which tax dollars would be used to
o support administrative paperwork and not educational programs. Unfortu-
nately, these requirements will remain in effect even thoug{r the Congress
. &7 'appropriates far less than the amounts contemplated in S. 6. oo

Fortunately, since the provisions of the bill will not become fully effective

until fiscal year 1978, there is time torevise the legislation and come up with

~ aprogram that is effective and realistic. I will work with the Congress to use

this time to design a program which will recognize the proper Federal role in

. helping States and localities fulfili their responsibilities in educafing hand-
¥ icapped children. The Administration will send amendments to the Congress

that will accomplish this purpose. ' !

- Although the bill provides for a large authorized increase in funding
through 1982; it also carries tremendous state and local educatjon adminis-
trative responsibilities. Should the bill be implemented within the timelines .
specified, with adequate appropriations, the handicapped children in the
United States will finally receivé the full equality of educational opportun-

v

ity they deserve.

U
- o
» .

o

Essential Characteristics of P.L. 94-142 * . ..

There are more than eight million handicapped ‘childr,en in the United °
States today. It is clear that the special education needs of these children are _
not being met fully. Studies have shown that more than half of the
handicapped children in the country do not receive appropriate educational
services that would enable them to have full equality of opportunity. In

-
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addition, one million handicapped children in the United States are
excluded entirely from the public school systéms and will not experience
the educational process in any fashion as will theirpeers. Also there may be
many children with undetected handicaps participating in regular educa-

* tional programs. It would seem to be in the national interest to provide

states with funds to assure the identification and treatment of all children '
with handicapping conditions. '
The major purposes of P.L. 94-142 are to assure that all handicapped

. children are provided with special education and related services designed

to meet their individual needs; to assure that their rights and the rights of
their parents-or guardians are respected and protected; and to assist states in
providing and evaluating their services to handicapped children.

States will receive a grant amount based on the number-of handicapped
children aged 3 to 21, plus a $300 additional payment for each preschool
handiqapped child served. Up to, but no more than, 12 percent of the
number of children aged five to seventeen in each state may be counted as
handicapped for entitlement of, the grants; and of this 12 percent only 2
percent may be classified as ‘children with specific learning disabilities.
Funding is designed to increase from first funding year, 1978, to 1982 A
fairly complex funding formula mandates that beginning in 1978, each
state’ will receive funds based upon a percentage of the number of hand-
icapped pupils aged 3 to 21 served the previous year times the national
average per pupil expenditure. This percentage will increase over time with
authorization ceilings going from $387 million in FY78 to $3. 1 billion in
FY82. Beginning in FY78 50 percent.of }hes’e‘yf'éde‘rgl monies will pass

- through 10’ the local education agengies in each state, increasing to 75

percent in 1979. State education agencies: (SEAs) \lel be required to
submit a comprehensive state plan in grder to receive federal grants under

this law. The SEAs will have to prove full service goals, a detailed -

timetable for accomplishing these goals, descriptions..of resources in the
state geared to meet such goals, appropriate quicies supporting goals, a
practical identification system to determine which children are and are not
receiving services, thé selection of an-advisory panel involved in the

delivery of services to handicappéd children, and a complete monitoring
system to insure compliance by all local-education agenc)iss (LEAs) receiv-

ing funds through P.L. 94-142. ;i - . ,
LEAs too will have many more frpsponsibilitie’s in serving their hand-
icapped children. Monies are to be used only forexcess costs in edyshting

~ handicapped children, not to replace local ‘or state funds. The LEA agrees’

- to idenytify and serve all'children residing within its jurisdiction, to guaran-

tee procedural safeguards such as due process for children and parents in

. the district, to eyaluate every child identified as having a handicapping

’, . . . :
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R -t condmon usmg nondlscnmmatory tests and testlng procedures, and to
/ provide an’ mdlvnduajlzed education program (IEP) for each child served.

, Fairly ‘stringent requirements are described for the IEP: a written goal

statement developed by an interdisciplinary team mcludmg parents,”and

.when .appropriate students, indicating present level of performance;

-speclﬁc educanonal services to be provrd’ed“nature of ifivolvement of

régular education; comprehensnve timetables for duration of special ser-

Vices; evaluation procegdures for program' effectiveness and annual review.

- .Additional provisions in the law include the maintenance of records open to
“the SEA and the fcderal government, a section to encourage the develop-
“ment of cooperanve educatlonal structurés to provide identification, and

. service in small dlstncts and g clear statement of service pnontxbs includ-. -

_ ing all children not presently receiving, service and the most severely
+ . handicapped. Flnally, P.L. 94-14,2 deﬂnesafree appropnate public educa- .

tion as one where. “*special educauon hnd related serviges are at public

- expense, meet.SEA standards 1nclude preschool and aq lndmduallzed
education. pnograrn . _ o

[ 9
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How Dld We Get Where We Are"

<

* Although the. leglslanve precursors 9 P L 94 142 and the present status of
public education for the handicapped have been descnbed above, ‘there
seem to be two. addmonal forces affécting present trends One:i unpartant
force is the courts. There is no question that; ‘court £ases in the areas of -
classification, education, employment and ueatmem-haye had a profound

_+ effect on public education services for the’ handlcappedcly,ld e
" Judgments from seve dmark cases déaling with issyes Of classifica-
tion of handicapped pe% %rdered states to discontinue use of teststhat ;
are biased toward speci popu ulations, to provide fora due pnoc’ess hearing
to contest any special class placement, to allow an lndependent review by -’
° an outside, gxaminer, to provide .a thorough medical and. psychologlcal '
exanunanoh\f&r each child considered for,placement and a detalled ume-
- 'table for the occurrence of each of theseevents. :
Education cases, often known as right to education cases, have been :
. fought in Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, the District of
. Columbia, Florida, Indiana, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, - *
New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oth, Pennsylvama,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. In each of these cases parents
or parent advocate groups have brought suit in behalf of children who for
one reason or another have been excluded from public school. Courts have: -
. ruled in b%half of the. excluded child and Rave furthcr stated that such
234 . ' ot

-




~

children are clearly entitled to alternative free public educational pro-
grams. In the famous Mills v. Board of Education of the District of
Columbia® case, Judge Joseph C. Waddy not only required that the plain-
"tiffs be placed in school but ruled that no child eligible for a publicly
supported education4n. the District’s schools shall be excluded from a
_regular public education by rule, policy, or practice of the school hoard or
its agents unless the child is provided with adequate alternative educational
services suited to the child’s needs, and a prior hegring and periodic review
of the child’s status, progress, and the adequacy #f the educational alteriia-
- tive. Further, Judge Waddy mled that insufficient resources may not be a
-basis for exclusion. The Mills case expanded the Pennsylvania Association
-for Retarded Children? case giving the right to an individually appropriate
public education not only to the mentally retarded child but to all other
- children suffering from mental, behavioral, emotional, or physical hand-
icaps or deficiencies. Also, the Mills case ended not with a consent
agreément as in ‘many other decisions; but with a pure constitutional

-~

holding; thus it provided even greater precedential value. A monitoring _

system was also included in the Mills case; appointing a special master to
oversee implementation of the court’s decisions. ‘ T
One employment case concerning the hahdicapped inFlorida (Roebuck,
etal. v. Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitativé Service, et al.,
1973)? relates, although indirectly, to the nondiscriminatory testing provi-
sions of previous court cases and present law. In a case concerning persons
classified ’ghgndicapped trainees the plaintiffs alleged that defendants had
classify dlé"?lainﬁffs as handicapped when the classification was not
- related$ theijab task to be performed. Although the court has not reached
 final verdit¥'8irthis case, the implications for public schools seem clear
- Public education may be called upon to prove that tests used to determine

educational handicap indeed measure skills and knowledges related, solely

to performance in school. ,
Court cases dealing primarily wi@ right to treatment issues -have been

introduced in Alabama, California, the District of Columbia, Florida, °

_ Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Minnesota, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michi-
- gan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, Penn-
sylvania, Tennessee, and Washington. These cases concern the right of
mentally retarded and /or mentally ill patients ingnstitutions to treatment for
their diagnosed problem, In a landmark case in Alabama, Wyan v. Hardin

(formerly Wyatt v. Strickney)* orders established a detailed procedure for "

- treatment implementation, including a number of protections to insure a
humane psychological envimnm’ent,:minfm’ym staffing standards, provi-
sion for .individualized evaluations of residents, habilitation plans and
-programs, and a req'u&_rzmé‘nt that every retarded person has a right to the

s s
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v least restrictive setting necessary for habilitation. A Wyatt-type class
action suit brought on behalf of residents at six state hospitals for the
mentally retarded in Minnesota (Welsch v. Ljkins)® served to generalize the
provisions in the Alabama case. The court agreed with the plaintiffs’
contentions that mentally ‘retarded persons confingd to state institutions

] " have aright to ahumane and safdliving envxronmem including the right to

R protection from danger, access to exercise, and basic hygienic needs.

' Violations were noted'in the areas of excessive use of seclusion, physical
b‘re—stmmt, and. tranquilizers; in addition, the court required defendants to
" . devise a written plan-to provide community placements for all residents

Y - who might be capable of such placemem This requirement has implica-

/ tions for the educational planning now required of SEA and LEA officials

in behalf of every handicapped child to be served in the schoo}s. Otherright

to treatment suits emphasized the right to normalization and to treatment in
less restrictive environments than institutions. Handicapped Acts, both in

1974 and 1975, have been affected by this language.

A second force operating to modify public education for thé handicap: .
ped is a social force—a desire to serve the severely and multiply handicap-
ped child. It is no longer appropriate in this country, given humanistic
ideals and the push toward guaranieeing the equality of all persons, todeny
education t6 those children in our.midst who are most in need of our
Services. Traditionally, these children were excluded from school. The'
courts now mandate their inclusion in some form of public education. ‘A
conference sponsored by the National Association of State Directors of
Special Education (NASDSE) entitled **Strategies of Planning for the
Severely, Multiply Handlcapped produced several crucial imperatives
for this population: ‘ o

» zero reject concept—all children will be served
A developmem of pilot programs to serve population
«;recognigion that state institutions aré being vacated as'more and more
angic d are returning.to the community '
need to intervene early
» an individual education plan, and a team to manage each chxld
"« provision of special training for persons to work with this population

With the present concern for the severely, muluply handicapped child, and
the present inability of most states to serve this group due to lack of trained
personnel and available programs, monies available through P.L. 94-142
will most certainly be directed in good part toward this population. This
will alter significantly the pattern of services as it presently exists in our
schools. '

o

n
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,;_";":.{.'5,- - Whe!-e Are We Going? R
‘What will be the future pricrities regarding public education for the
handicapped? Van Engelman states: . - ’ '

Conventionality, or just progress, is not enough. We have resources to not
only derhonstrate progress or evolution in our states, "but we have the
~ resources to demonstrate dramatic new kinds of hope for those lives who are
in need of the kind of comprehensive care, the Kind of total,care—not
bandaids, but the kind of total care that honors and brings dignity toa life as it
is at whatever station.® . - o
l‘ ’ : ' ° .
" Historically, we haye denied edicational and employment opportunities to
many of our handicapped population. However, several national forces are
- working to create change in this situation.. New technology is being
- developed, right to ediication court decisions have been delivered, P.L.
194-142 has guaranteed a free and appropriate education for every hand-
icapped child, states have made service to handjcapped children a priority
issue and the values of our society s‘ug‘gest a.more humanistic attitude
toward all individuals who demand unique needs. Clearly, our educational
+ institutions will be affected by each of these forces. What might our future
look likeAIn an attempt to answer this question, NASDSE 'conducted a
faturistic study of special education? using the Delphi methodology 8 From
more than 800 futuristic statements solicited from participants, a final list
.of 60 hypothetical, future events became the basis for the study. The expert
pool. was éomposed of 121 special education administrators from all over
the country, representing subgroups of chief state school officers, state
directors of special education, SEA staff, and national/regional special
education administrators. Data were collected in two rounds according to
the Delphi methodology. Participants recorded the probable year when an
'e'vent‘might occur and the-value they attached to the occurrence of the
‘event. The data indicated some basic trends that can be grouped into four
categorical areas for ease of discussion: (1) legal/statutory, (2) adminigra-
tive, (3) instructional, and (4) teacher education. . -, ‘
Legal and statutory trends suggested with high probability and value that
by 1995 all exceptional children, including the severely muitiply hand-
icapped, will be receiving educational services, due process procedures
will be guaranteed, and educational opportunities will be uniform and will
transcend state and district boundaries. Also sophisticated program evalua-
tions of private as well as public schools by SEAs were predicted for the
future. ? o '
" Administrative trends included a growing movement toward regional

' I
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resource sharing of information systems and consortia. Participants pre-’
dicted greater steps toward deinstitutionalization and the year-round school
concept was foreseen as a way to provide greater services for the handicap-
ped. Also, special education administrators seemed to recognize the im-
pact and value of parental imput into sghool matters. :
Predicted Tistructional trends included more extensive use of instruc-
tional technology, such as mobile vans, instructional media services, and
. ‘individualized prescriptive instruction. Also, preschool programs for early
: identification and remediation and acontinued national swing toward
.m&amstreamtng were predtcted to be in effett by 1985. .
_ ‘Substantial changes were forecast in teacher education. by 1985. It was
. " suggested that for certification general educators will need a minimum of 6
"+ credits in child exceptignalities, as well as required clinical courses in
drug -induced behavior modification. Also, predtc'ttons indicated that per-
o formance based criteria would replace traditional campus based instruc: . -
: tion, and teacher t'ramtng would shift: from universities to local school
systems and teacher associatiops. The notion of SEAs and LEAs provndtng
. inservice training for teachers and administrators was_seen as 4 * ‘somewhat
" valued” rather. than “*highly valued’’ event. Authors of the NASDSE
‘ report suggested that one use of these data mtght be as an aid to strategic
; ** decisioh makers in asking **what do we have to do today to be ready for an
o uncertain tomorrow"" In some* ways the state of the art has changed
drastically since the' completton ofthe NASDSE futures repogt. Public Law
. 94-142 Has becgme a reality, and with it Certain events afe.no longer
o ‘recoMended but mandated: This law will affect greatly where we are
_ " gling in publtc education for the hand;tcapped .. '
e Ournew Iegtslatlon suggests that school systems ‘and our states willhave .
to reach'dut to new populations.in order to identify, Iocate and evaluate all -
- handicapped. chtldren as mandated. In order to fulfill this’ requirerhent,’ we’
" ** ' may choose to form new supportive relattonshtps and revolutionary codr-
- , dinative structures. We are further mandated to develop systems of mul-
ticultural testing in response to'the need to screen and assess all children for
- special education servxées Furtheg, an essenttal faget of the identification,
_ assessment, placement and instrizction procedures seems to have been,
- . .wvirtually, tgnoxed by mdst of our states. This concerns the development ofa
L SOphlSllQ\awd And comprehensive screening, monitoring, and'data proces-
, . sing system. This system Tequires a screéning procedure. that - -wouyld
: evaluate all children in a school district, including preschool children, and
a data processing system that would provide output on-each child concern-
. ingatreatment plan‘placement decision, and provision forannualreview.
, Another change will be in the typical referral system for tdenttfymg and
placing a child with educational problems. Tradtttonally, the classroom
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“teacher refers a child to the building principal or school psychologist.
. Someone then examines -the ;child and recommends a plagement and-
+ possibly an educational program. This approach is referred to as a linear or

oo [

straight line placement system. A more futuristic approach to student
placement is a team approach. Whether the team is generated at the
building, ditrict, or gooperative level, it represents a nonlinear approach

to referral, diagnosis, angfp{'acem_ent. This is a revolutionary concept in-._,
that it alters the traditional rolg of psychologist, teacher and school ad- -

ministrator. The concept of a placement team in}plig the following charac-
- teristics: : e A o

.ty L w*" ; '
* inclusion of regular and special pﬁgca!brs-orzi'ycam‘;:"f.
'+ inclusion of school adminng;:_{t_gr(s) and special S’é’vice personnel on
tea‘m 4 .' Co . R . " " _‘."‘ . .

« * strict adherence to all due prodess regulatiofis

Q_ “ ....._r.t X . N f
* inclusion of parents or care pivers at au.quI'S_ng]CVCIS of team Qg;ity

. * knowledge and skills relating to diggnostic techniques on the part of

team members (e.g., nondiscriminatory testing) =~ * _
* knowledge of all program options and a clear understanding'of' the
concept of least restrictive alternative Lo Lo
* knowledge of costs and resource requirements forserving handicapped
children . o o : ‘
* ability to recommend and implement a written individual educational
~ program for each special education child ‘ N
* decision to review the ‘educational program and placement of each
: exéeptional child at least annually : . )
Educators have recognized that some children learn better under certain
situations than under others. Given this concept, school personnel have
atternpted to provide alternatives for students who learn in different ways.
The system has been fairly successful in 'describing the prescriptive needs
of a given learner. It has been less succes_sful at describing the characteris-

‘tics a learner must demonstrate to have an effective learning experience ina

given environment. In other words, the match between leartier characteris-
tics and qualities of a spécific learning environment have not been fully

understood.? An individual educational plan, designed to achieve this

mratch, can be.described in two global components; child characteristics
and service requirements. : -

- One set of child variables might include emotional characteristics such
as .attitudes toward school, motivation. of learner, persistence to task,
ability to accept criticism, frusteationi t6lérance, and risk-taking tenden-

cies. Another set of variablesincludes physical needs of the leamet Some..,

leamers achieve best through auditory stimulation, some thréugh:isual .."
means, and for other learners a multimodality approach works best:Atten-
X A
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“tion span and need for mobrlrty are individual charactermtrcs of both the
learner and the learning environment, l..ear‘nels react differently to other
students, adults, and the process of leammg Neéds for interaction-and
B ‘icommumcatron drffer greatly among learners. Some leainers perform best
'ina small group situation, others prefer to learn with a large group of
children, or alone. Learners also differ in their responsnyeness to directives
from persons in authonty and will show idiosyncratic limit testing and/or
limit setting pattetns. Reaction to conflict situations will also differ de-
4 ) pendmg on the mterpersonal skills and self-concept of the learner. A final .
‘-« setof yariables"includes all traditional achievement characteristics availa-
o ble and used in dlagnosi'ng the child’s initial edugational problem. . - ‘
. Once these vifiables have been phrased objectively, a multifaceted. .
, assessment system can be employed to describe each learner on each
characteristic. The next step is to describe the environimental optlons
.available to each learner by a similar set of characteristics.
*Each educational option offers a distinct set of environmental, emotion- -
* al,'social, physical, and academic possrbrlmes. For the child demonstrat-
~ing srgmﬁo#\drspanty between ability and achievement, an individual "
educational program offering small classes, tutoring, behavior modifica-.
tion, frequent staffings, and ongoing evaluation and menitoring might be-
‘best. If these characteristics describe a particular kind of resource -room
" operating in a specific elementary school building, ‘then this would be
reCormnenck:d as the appropriate placement (adhering to-all due process
and léast restrictive alternative guidelines) for that child. "
Each service option would be described following the variable clusters
listed above. These components would then be matched to learner charac-
teristics. Ideally, along with frequent observations and monitoring, place-
ments will be based on data rather than arbitrary decrsron processes or

convenience. '
, We are entering a stage of enormous creative ¢ jange energy in publtc
< education for the handrcappecl, Legislative m ations and societal
o " forces push us to new and revolutionary systems: (®mplete utilization of

our resources, human as' well as material, will allow us to reach our.full

service goal—a free appropriate public educatton for all handicapped
, children: '
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L “ | Iﬁegal Implications in Specific Areas .
~: 5 "ty . Testing and Assessment *

 ~ SARALYONJAMES, .
: . Executive Director S
National Association of Schébl?syébg]ogist}‘ -
‘The impetus for.my article ha$ been my participation in"the Bureau of - °
Education for the Handicapped team involvement called GRIT. Wh¥ie the .
title oft the aggregate—Guidelines and Regulations Imput Team—reflects '«
the operation, the initials—GRIT—more accurately describe the effort and
encrgy invested by the~Aid to. Stajes personnel, as well as the broad
professional representation of members on the team:. -~ . = - .
The bureau is to be commended for having policy and procedures set by
. those persons who will administer them. They also were farsighited enough -
< toinvolve representatives from professional groups serving handicapped
"~ . children in the schools, institutions, community agencies, clinics, courts,
"and training institutions. : : o ' -
- . GRIT meetings to design the procedural safeguards from Section 613 of o
" P.L. 93-380 were held in November 1974 and March 1975. However,

much of ?/reﬁnément and negotiation of philosophy, practice, and -

Ve

. administrative reality for implergentation was carried on by those involved
for th ks and months in between and following each team meeting in "
Washington, D.C. P : o

- . The major burden for implementing Title VI of P.L. 93-380 falls on'state
directors of special education and their. staffs. The need for our involve-
ment is imperative; and, sigce we can have-igqput with our state directors ,
we can find a way to giv state director our support. Even as we are
involved in the legislative xcess,and have a responsibility to those who

~  cometothe Senate and the fouse, cither in our states or in Washington, we

* have an equal responsibilityfhs professional human beings to become

involved in making policy. We can do this in our local school districts, in

our regions, the Board of C tive Educational Services, or whatever
units exist in our states. I w. 'ﬁmoject that conviction and make it clearI - .
come to you with tlyi(pa;fticu ar point of view. e
I should also like to note yome testing and assessment policies that are -

mcntioneq W.L._-93f380." about eleven references in parts of the
PR pes I - -
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) act other than Title VI that "\VOlVC testmg and assessment procedures of s
.~ some kind, I am not refemng to assessment of needs or state plan assess-

" ments; .but rather to those kinds of tesMng, assessment, and evaluation
. Which relate to youngsters or young adults. Under Title I on page 14 of the
* act we find it is the intent of Congress to encourage, where feasible, the
development of an individual program for each educationally depnved
child partieipating ina program under this Title. An individualized, writ-
ten, educational plan must be maintained and periodically evaluated,
,agreed,upon jointly by the local educattonal agericy, a parent or guardian of
- the child, and when appropriate, the child as well. On page 27 of the law,
“under Title VII of ESEA, Wthh has to do with bilingual children, a
_ national assessment s requtred of the educatxonal needs of chlldren and
other person$ with limited. Enghsh speaking .ability, “and of the extent to

which such needs are being met through federal, state, and local efforts. -

[ 4

- There are other requirements included in- that section, but -a national -

assessment of the educational needs would, of necesslty involve some
)und of testing procedures. "Undgr this same Titlé, on page 28 followmg,

 there are allowed research and demonstration projects tQ undertake studies.

to determme basic educattonal needs and language acquisition characteris-

tics, as well as the miost effective conditions for educatlng chlldren of -

llmtted English speaking ability. - - .
:-On page 65 of the law, there is a reference ut‘rder Title IV to state
°educat10nal agencies or local education agencies wishing to receive a grant
for gifted and talented chtldren Applicants must provide satisfactory
assurance that the funds are used and the plan itself is designed to identify

and meet the special educattonal and related needs of gtfted and talented :

children. .
. ».A section on page 71 of the law relates to women’s educational equity,

-including gu:dance and counseling activities, and the development of

nondiscriminatory tests designed to ensure educational equity.

A reference in Title V on page 89 relates to the protection of the rights _

and privacy of parents and students. These rights pertain to inspecting and
revxewmg all records, specifically including but not limited to identifying
data; academic work level of achievement, standatdtzed achievement test
$cores, scores on standardized intelligence, apu,tude and psychological
tests, inventory results, and other evaluatjons:;*
The protection of pupil rights is on page 91 and indicates that within the
-research and experimentation program of pro}ects information shall be
available for inspection by the parents or guardians of the children @ngaged
- in such a program or project. It is obvious that many research and demon-
. stration grants will involve testing and assessment.

»
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, ©  Page 99 embodlé‘s xhe pan of the act‘l specnﬁcally wxsh ’lo addres
’ Section 613 hgs toﬂO‘WImpmwdlng procédures ensuring that handlcgpped
children and their_parents_or guardians are .guaranteed procedural
' safeguards i in decisions. regarding. identification, evaluation, and educa-, -
tional placement of handicapped childrén, thcluding but not limited to due -
L process and the least restrictive altematxve The last portion of that section
C- . (613 c)yhastodowith nondlscnmmatory testing and reads, ‘ ‘including, but
. - not limited to procedures to msune that tésting and evaluation materials and ‘
' procedures utilized for the purpose of classification and placement of
~ handicapped: children will be selected and administered so as not to be
racially or culturally dxscnmmato;y ”* The next page. deals with the child
|denuﬁcauon section,-which states’ that *‘all children resndmg in the state
who are handxcapp@d regardless of the' severity of their handicap, who are
.- in need of special education and related services -are to be identified,"
" located and evaluated including a practical method of determining ‘which
children are currently receiving needed spec.lal education and related :
services.”” -
: Movmg onto related pomons of the Law, page 106 spec(les the readmg
improvement project that is Title VII. In this secuon a part of the require-
-"mems include dlagnosuc testing designed to identify pre- elememary and
' elementary school chlldren with reading deficiencies, including 1dent|ﬁca-
_tion of conditions that wnhoquappropnate treatment” can be expected to |
impede or prevent children. from hammg to-read. Another section speaks .
to the need for periodic testmg m‘pxograms for elementary school children - )
on asufficiently frequent Qé‘srs 0] Q?egsure accurately reading achievement. _
In programs for pre- elementaty scl}_ool children, a test of reading profi-
"o mency is to be given- augomat' ally at the ‘conclusion of a first grade
' " _prQgram into;- whxch nurseryand iundergarten programs are integrated.
Publication of test results on readinig achievement is to be by grade level
- and, where appropriate, without identification of the achlevemem of indi-
vidual chlldreq Availability of test results on readmg achievement can be :
. offered on an igdividual basis to parents and guardians of any child being sy
tested. Assessent, evaluation, and collection of information on indf
*  Vvidual'children by teachers during each year of the pre- elementary program
is to be made avalla)yle for subsequent teachers in order to maintain that ¢
“continuity. We should be alert to the fact that this kind of requirement
appears not just in the section dealmg wnh handxcapped childgen, but is-
being emphasized here also. .
There are several trends we might keep i in mind when viewing actions.of
Congress and the Bureau of Education for the Handxcapped On af the
most reasonable recent moves is the.change from use of stausucal es lmates %
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of percentages of youngsters to the identification of actual childrén with
--.whom we are déaling. This has created a **mind-set’} which-has made it _
possible for us to.alter our testing procedures. The procedural safeguard
makes it possible for us to shift fron: makmg inferences from normed or
' _ystandardnzed tests in a'statistical sense to & program goal, child-referenced,
“# or criterion-referenced kind of testing pfdgram. I other words, wescan
_«- move from IQs and test scores to the Chlld s actual functioning. This was
““one.of the basic concemns of the group that developed procedures for»
_ nondxscnmmatory testing and also carried over to the group that generated'
the section on child identification. "’ '
Another pertinent concern, and one that, the GRIT groups have%een
supporting, is the involvement of the p@rents amigxldren in the process of -
both the evaluation and the programmu'lg components *The xnvolyement of
professional ‘pegsons by their function rather 8an by their mle has béen
another concern. We may be,called by oiir role descrnpuon in civil service .
- or.by a title created in our $chool district; but, it is really a matter of what .
~‘and how a person can perfonn and the manner in which the school district, -
-the state the regional cooperative - or thei institution cap use those skills and
those competenc:es that defines one § real value and contnbuuon toa glven

-program. Ve o .
. e B

“,.v v ¢

Nondiscii'minatory Testing

Procedural safeguards were sen't out to €ach of the state departments, and
state"directors were involved in the process of developing and presennng
state plans Due process, least. restrictive alternative, and nondxscnmma(—
ory testing and placement were to be-included in the amendment o’f«the
- 1975 plan. Among other things, the plan mustpnsure that testing, evalua-
tion, materials, and procedures do not dxscnmmate racially or culturally, &s
mentioned in the law. We should also be aware that these principles apply
to tesung and evaluauon of: "all, handxcapped ‘children. The procedural
safeguardSTegardlng nandxscnmlnatory testing are divided into five sec-.
-‘uons _The first section® presenls basic pnncxples regarding evaluation and RO
placement: The Se;ond component deals w:th compn:hensnve assessment. ‘ ‘
--}‘For the school’s purpose, this refers to educatlonal assessment, including
: cognmve affective, psychomotor, and sensory: funcuonlng. and an adap-
tive behavior assessment. Components from the home:and community
likewise are also involved. ‘A third pnncnple relates to adapting these

s

[ S

o - j@€hniques to linguistic and cultural differences. The fourth relates to the
[Bnctionof the evaluation and placement team: how it is composed, how it :
L S : 243 ’
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rqviews procedures and makes recommendations. THe fifth point is related
to continuous evaluation. o ' ,

BASIC PRINCIPLES ' : .. ; :

In respect to these principles, there are some overriding guidelines which
have been prepared for other sections in due process, confidentiality, and
least restrictive alternative. Written parental permissign should be obtained
prior to assessment and parents should have thepower to initiaté evaluation

‘procedures. Clear procedures for evaluation should be set up and made
" known to the parents prior fo evaluation. It is particularly noteworthy that
- Various evaluation matérials and procedures are to meet a test of reasona-

bleness in the eyes of ndt only the professional person but in the eyes of

informed laymién. The materials and procedures should be administered by

qualified persons under conditions conducive to the best performance of

- the child; if an.evaluation requires more than one week to complete, then it

requires more than bne week, and if placement in a diagnostic classroom
for nine weeks of observation and.‘testing is reqlired, then that is what is
requiréd. Parents should be given a full rqpoﬁ of the results of the evalua-
tion; and it was also suggested they should participate in this report. Prior

_notice must be given to parents whenever decisidns are to be made whicéh

will affect the educational program of their child,-including both decisions N
based on the initial ‘evaluation and subsequent reviews. Permission must

. The next cgésideration is probably one of t'h_e‘r_nore important basic prirci-
. Ples listedin the present safeguards. The intent or purpose of the evaluation =

always ;b;;?aihed from the parents before any decisions are imiplemented.

should‘be it'hé,dgéVelobmcrit.of an education plan for the child based on a’ '

description o‘f\hi‘s or her strengths and weaknesses. Whgnever possible the ~
parent should participate in the development of the edncational plan if he or :

she'is able to do so. Children in second and third grades have often
participated in their own educational programming, in individual or group
fashion. Since, comprehensive assessment includes °school, home,  and
community, the poirit is made that an assesstnent of the handicapped child

 in the local education agency should be multifactored and multisourced in

".. COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT * - L

~each case. An educational*assessment should be made in relation to the ..,

order-to provide a comprehensive view from school, home and communi- o

)

It has been suggested that the following kinds of information be available in

child’s educational functioning ‘in the academic program of the school." ...

. First] the results of the assessment should be expressed in terms of the
“child’s strengths and weaknesses, not just leaming deficiencies. The as-

sessment should. be com;')rehensive,, using"a full range of available in-
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strumentatlon and observatlon mcludrng diagnostic tests as well as other
- kinds of formal and informal tests.. The point made: here is that whenever
intelligence tests are administered, steps should be taken to assuré that the
1Q score per se not be ised in making inferences about the child’s level of
intelligence or learning potentlal Instead, the full test battery, including
the protocols, the‘content, the subtests, in other words the substance of the
test, should be interpreted by the qualified examiner who administered the

' test. Sécond, any ¢lassification of a. student for any kind: of educational

purposes should consist- of a descnptlon of the types of educational pro- . - |
grams and serwces ‘that he or she negds. The types of educational programs

and services should bring each child up-to his or her full. potentlal rather
than categorize the child with some dlagnostlc label which may or may not
. be refated to educitional programming.
*  This"assessment involves a ‘whole:bevy of people in mteracttonal pat-
ms: the regular classroom, the special classroom, the resource teacher
€ psychologlst the guidance counselor, and the school admlmstratlon
The assessment does not describe rales, but it _mentions persons who co :
be involved. When we share what we are able to'do, we can always help. .~ .
* another”Jearn how to participate® In terms of psychomotor and sensory? '
development this particular section may not be comprehensive enough
initially, but an assessment should bé made through the use of developmen-
tal skills, audiological, ophthalmologlcal and optometnc examination.
The’thlrd pointrelates 'Y adaptlve behavior. An assessmentiin the school .
semng should be based on ‘observations, records and where.appropnate. -
the use of adaptlve behavxor scales . g
Regardlng home information, it is suggested thatan analysrs of adaptlvef g
behavior in'the home, the community, and the ~neighborhood be gathered
.. from parents, guardlans or principal caretakers. An advocate also couldbe
.gina posmon to give tHis information, which should include the sociocul-
tural background of the famxly and the child’s heallh and developmental
: hlstory
. LINGUlS'I;lC AND CULTURAL DlFFERENCES
" There should be inclided proeedures promoting the development of .- -
" diagnostie-prescriptive techniques to be utilized when a child cannot be
evaluated by formal instrumentation or tests for reasons of language
differences or deficiencies, nonadaptive behavior, or extreme cultural dif- .
ferences. Such procedures should be’ lncluded in the state plan to ensure
that no assessment will be attemptgd when a child is unable to respond to
- the task or to the behavior I‘CQUII'B4‘:’ atest because oflmgul!ﬂc or cultural
differences. unless culturally or linguistically appropnate ‘measures are
administered by quahfied persons. In both cases where appropnate mea-
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sures and/or qualified persons are. in_qt'. available,"diagnqs-tic-prescriptive 1

~educational programs may be used in; 4 six or nine week combination

program until the child has acquired s:q'fﬁcien't familiarity with the lan-

guage and the culture of the school for a more format assessment. The -

sectioh -on bilingual education proposes that many"* children should be

educated either in their native language alone.or in the native and English

languages simultaneously. These evaluation procedures also must ensure

that persons interpréting assessment i ation and making educational -
pe rpreting as; g

decisions are qualifiéd to administer the various measure and to take

cultural differences into account when interpreting the meaning of the . .
| _ .

multiple sets of data from home and school.
EVALUATION AND PLACEMENT TEAM : _
It was suggested that a procedure be establistied to ensure the development

- of an educational program for each child, which would be the responsibil-

ity of the evaluation team within the LEA .- When needed, the state educa-
tion agency should provide assistance ta. the -local education agency,
helping develop an evaluation and placement team comprised-of-all per-

sons who either directly or indirectly are involved in or somehow influence -

the child’s educitional program. This might include the pareits and a
community representative or an advoeate, especially if there is'a language

. problem, and various persons in the school, including the regular teacher, .
the psychologist+ the commiunication or speech therapist, the counselor, -
and the nurse. In addition, community-related personnel, including the”

sotial worker.Xuniess that person "happens to_ be & ptofessional persoh
within the schéd‘l), aminister, and the 'family physician, could also serve.

The team should dccept the responsibility to do a number of things:
review the procedures, instruments, and observations with regard to the
child’s socioecanomic level and ethnic b'ackgrounds. The team should also
make recommendations for placement by evaluating all pertinent ipforma-
tion about the child. When we talk about the word “‘placement,’’ the group

wanted to be sure it.was understood this does not necessarily mean
removing the child.from a fegulaf school program since that may be his or
her moét appropriate placement. It should mean providing him or hesan -

appropriate learning environment on a continuum of special services.
CONTINUOUS EVALUATION T

Procedures should be offered to ensure a continuous review ofa child’s
_placement, with an annual review as the minimum. Some of the groﬂMre-

. , . . . . Y 0 e
also'pushing for a continous evaluation, based upon criterion and child-

referenced measures, to determine whether the ¢hild should remain in his

" or her present program using the instructional pattern written for him or

her. Training of personnel was also a consideration treated in this section; it
was suggested that apriority for the utilization of funds under personnel
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ion Be’ given to inservice education of school personnel charged
& r'espon'sibility of child assessment and the determination of eligi-
bility for spcé?iLeducation services. In some rggpect, inservice competen-
. cies and skills might relate to the interpretation of instruments and test
. fesults designed to give information on a range of specific behaviors, and
not solely on statistical or normative data or the developmient of competen-
cies for interpreting assessment of racial and ethnjc}-gréups. The develop-
ment of competencies‘for using and interpretjng' Aa&dj"ﬁpgive behavior mea-
sures and making plans for helping children with'édapﬁvc behavior prob-
lems was also suggested. One other point treated was the consideration to
be given in each state regarding statewide preservice and iggervice training
in the use of multifactored, multisourced kinds of assessment. It would not _
be proper to suggest dropping all statistical analysis of test data; rather it
pivas suggested that test databe usedin a way that would delineate strengths
fa’ind weaknesses in a child’s educational functioning and facilitate writing
programs for resulting objectives. A ' . .
-The procedural safeguards as they are currently written offer much- -
latitude in térms of using either formal or informal tests and inélude‘any__
resource personnel who can develop criterion or child-referenced tests. As
a matter of fact, in the training program with resource teachers .and
educational diagnosticians, and to a lesser degree in the school psychology
training programs, people are encouraged to develop and utilize their own
measures. The informal tests that rélate to learning channels or learning
-modes might be used as reference for creating one's own instrument
whenever reasonable and feasible. Undergraduates in many programs are
tréinegd‘ to evaluate educational programs and the chjlds*functioning ac-
cording to‘learning modes and ‘'styles, preference of management
techniques.’and behavior styles. Any standardized test can.be interpreted
on this basis. as well as using the normative and statistical data. The
process used isthe significant factor.

e

", I (T =
- Child ldentiﬁc’atidp,j .
This is ofe of the additional comp'(;nen‘ts required i the'stateplan for 1976,
together with confidentiality and ful educational opportunity. Thes; ythree
components which must be included in the 197% state plan are also from

Section 613 of EHA Title V1-B. The child identificaion requirement reads

A
& : . -
All ‘children residing in the state who are handicapped. regardless of the
severity of the handicap and who are in need of special education and related
se ‘\é'tes are identified, located and evaluated including a practical method of
determining which children are curr‘guly receiving needed sgecial education
. . ) b, .
. 4
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and relaled §cfv1ccs and which children are riot cun‘enlly recelvmg "needed
special educauon and relaled servnces

kY

Generally, these procedures should ensure that hand:ca?ped children can
be identified no matter where they reside in the state, where they are
currently institutionalized, in either state or private ficilities, or where they *
are currently receiving the benefit of any kind of educational services or
training, so that the state may determine what kind of educational services
are needed. It is suggested here, as in the other sections, that state plan
amendments should provide for periodic reevaluation of the diagnosis and
assess changes made in the educational program on the basis of somé¥kind
of contimuing process-—this to assist in the implementation of full educa-
tional service, another of the components that must be initiated this year. .

In 1976, the process must be outlined, and child identification is one of:
these process-outlining or -process-détermination kinds of components.
There are two major points: child identification should be multidiscipli-
nary, multifactored, multisourced and should involve all agencies which *
have anytlfing to do with'ldentifying, dxagnosmg, and evaluating children.
This could mfean health, welfare, or social services, vocational rehabxhta~
tion, developmental 'disability courrils,. crippled children’s services, or
mental health ¢gnters. Each state is advised to create a total planmng
Process mvolﬁh«:se componentspfor which there should be five s(eps
(1) an awareness levei (2) an initial identification and location process, (3)
diagnosis and evaluation, (4) service delivery, and (5) reassessment.

Awareness must take place beforé handicapped children can be initially
'ldentxﬁed and/or before parents of handicapped children become aware of
the avai bility of special educatxon programs and related services. Initial?
identiffcation can be defined as a process that enables children to gainentry
into apptdpriate diagnosis and evaluation as well as appropriate educa-
‘tional placement. This could be’a Child Find attivity,"a screening activity
“in the total state, a survey, or even an investigation of census data. It may
be a matter of a referral process utilizing all the agencies within the state,
but whatever the situation, it should be adaptable to the mode used in each
state. Initial identification procedures should b& comprehensive and in-
volve the coordination’efforts of many state and local public and private -

agencies, as well as community members and an advocate for c‘uldren who
need such a person inaddition to, or in lieu of parents.

The initial lde:mfcat%n procedures should be aimed at locating three
different kinds oft‘ﬁﬂﬂrgh (1) handxcapped children who have not gained -
entry mto“;he educational system, (2) handicapped children whq are
enrolled in school but are not receiving. special education programs and
services, and '(33) handicapped children who are enrolled in school and

Lo
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cun-entlyrreceiving some but not necessary or adequat€ educational pro- -
grams and services. Formal procedures for identification should be

.. periodig and‘or‘lgoing, and all the features of confidentiality, due process,
2

and least restrictive alternatives should be included. ‘
-~ The third step is diagnosis and evaluation. The diagnostic evaluation °
“shqul

ucational program should be written whenever possible in terms

account least restrictive placements, and educational recorfimendations —~

snc)uldube stated in terms of both long-range goals and short-term objec- %

tives. The shouM® inciude suggested content and process for the educa-
tional‘pr'oém'n and procedures for the continuous evaluation of the child’s
f¥nctioning. Also, it ‘was ‘Suggasted that the diagnosis and evaluation
componagy indicate the available and needed fiscal, persgnpel, school and -
comfnunity resourges to implement the full services goal.-Instruments and "
procedures usghin the didgnostic and evaluation component should mea-
.sure appropriate behévion:S' and should. not discriminate any more than a
“testing process usually d8es. The: confprehensive evaluation should be
ehavlor. rather than score-oriented and should be conducted by appro-
priate -and qualitii personnel, with the prior consent of parents,zi:qg
guardians.” Where possible, the involvement of parents and guardfans., 4' )
should be part.of the gvaluation process. The Pagents and guardians nflst;
always be given the right to appeal the results of the decisions deri véd froms
a comprehensive evaluation of the child; and while diagnostic evaluati
records should be maintained as con ential, they must also be thade -
available to the child’s parents or guardian. Theservice delivery step of this
_particular section on child identification has to dé with the implementation
of full services. Educational placement must result in the least restrictive .
environment. All records are confidential, consent must be obtained, and
the state education agency shall assist the local education agency in
developing and maintaining appropriate pupil records..- - : *
The fifth step is called reassessment. Wheh it is written up in the
guidelines, or the procedural safeguards, it is: called *‘Continuous Re-
view.”” ‘Continuous. review or reevaluation procedures should be im-
plemented to determing; whether the ‘child should remain in his present
program, with at least an annual review of educational status. The compo- = -
nents of record-keeping and data storage, with a format for retrieving and .
-utilizing' data, also appear in this particular section regarding procedural
safeguards. ‘ o . o,
The child idem'iﬁcati?ention was put in its present form after the 1975~
procedural safeguards wlré’ written. While references were made to the
documents aVailable for the 1975 report, such as due process, least restric- .
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tive alterndtive, and nondiscriminatory testing and placement, no final
dovetailing has been accomplished. Consequently, references are made
throughout to the prewously noted considerations in prevailing procedural .
: safeguards
« The process of operating as a GRIT teant ntade us look rather closely and '
inwardly at what kind of persons we are and how we each feel about
ourselves and how we feel about any kind of new regulations, guidelines,
- or procedural safeguards which are to be ‘‘imposed’’ upon us. It is
struggle because in our own self-concepts, many of us have perceived ou%)
roles quite dlfferently than our administrators or our colleagues may have
perceived them. While this may or may not disturb us in terms of role, our
own functioning, the way we perceive children and ourselves in‘adjuséng '
our p051(10ns to children, it doe$ affect us more than'rules and regulations
nce us. This is the ‘*heavy’’ part and one about which many
»v.gtrongly As professional persons in either special education
ychology, we can come to a greater understanding of ourselves
 through becommg involved. Participation in the process is one of the only
ways we will ever reach decisions with which we ate comfortable and
which are in the better inters«t ot all children and young aduits.
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