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eneral education classes, Ev ,. , .
§ . Even today’s more conservative advocates of integration rec-  UiNTERNET

opmend much greater interaction betwe i

3 3 ¢ seen individuals d wi | Sieharimpdabonty

gt whs sgitied Thythie 19803 and 1970s. with and without disabilities }Wmn il
For Websites and radio related 10 -

N ormah zati on disability, 568 WwWw.ican.gom/
channels/on_a_rolVindex.clm

A key principle behind the trend toward more integration of people with disabilities into

society is normelizauoh (not to be corifused with notmalization of data bases). Normal- = Normalizati

jration is t‘lw philosophy that we should use “means which are as culturally nor.mativc(as A D;\i‘os;:gczgeﬁe? in special
possible, in order to establish and/or maintain personal behaviors and characteristics education that every individual,
which are as culturally normative as possible” (Wolfensberger, 1972, p. 28) The idea s Ve hamost dissbled, ghould
{hat the barriers to participation of people with disabilities in normal li'[c shouid be broken have an educational end g
down; both the means and the ends of education for students with disabilities should be environrf\entasdose e
a5 much like those for nondisabled students as possible. Regarding the means, for exam- Tk

ple, the idea of normalization is that we should use treatment approaches that ’are as close

as possible to the ones we use with the rest of the population. Regarding the ends, we

should strive to weave people with disabilities into the larger fabric of society. ’

RECOGNIZING POSITIVES AND NEGATIVES IN NORMALIZATION Normalization

continues to be a goal in special education and all other aspects of responding to disabil-

ity. Consider the case of Kathy Koons, described in the Personal Perspectives feature on
p- 48. She’s a young woman with a physical disability and relatively low tested intelli-
gence who is anticipating making the transition to independent living in the community.
For her, normalization of personal relationships, employment, and community living are
important goals.

In every way feasible, those who work with individuals who have disabilities are try=
ing to make the experience of home, school, work, play, and community indistinguishable
from those without disabilities. However, people are also more than ever willing to look at
the limitations and the downside of normalization.

HOW FAR ZHOULD NOR {ALIZATION BE TAKEN? Although normalization seems
simple enough in principle, it has sp rked numerous controversies. Many of these contro-
versies have involved deinstitutionalization, self-determination, and—particularly impor-
tant for teachers—full inclusion. We discuss a few of the more hotly contested issues.

The phrase “as culturally normative as possible” (Wolfensbergex, 1972, p. 28) is
open to interpretation. The originators of the normalization principle saw the need for a
variety of service delivery options, including residential institutions, special schools, and
special classcs; more recently, some have interpreted normalization to mean abolishing
all such separate settings. o

Some groups of people with disabilities are leery about being too cIoSelyvh\tégrated
into nondisabled society. For example, some people who are deaf, because of their diffi-
culty in communicating with the hearing wotld, prefer associating with ¢ her people
who are deaf. For them, normalization does not translaté:ir hinto the
larger society. (We discuss this further in Chapter 10
a diversity of settings and groupings of people is
that schools are not microcosms of society (Kauf Y
Landrum, Mock, Sayeski, & Sayeski, 2005; Kauffn
2008; Warnock, 2005). :

some disability rights advocates suggest that
wrongheaded, as it begins with the idea thdtfn W
the norm to which those with disabilities are comp
tve of the-organization Disabled People's Inte
of the value concept ol normalization as a me
peaple as the norm” {Mathiason, 1997, p. 2)
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Comnlmlclci gr‘ld] others question where to draw the line, if
one s‘m)u (. lL u}awn, on allowing people with disabilities to
compete with others who don't have those disabilitics (see
Goodman, 2007; Longman, 2007) !

Deinstitutionalization

At one time, it was common to place nearly all children and adults
with mental retardation (now often referred to as intellectual
disability) and/or mental illness in residential institutions. In tllla J
1960s and 1970s, systematic efforts were made to move' peo l:
out of institutions and back into closer contact with the comrr?w
nity. This movement, referred to as deinstitutionalization, led
to more children with disabilities being raised by their Iam;liee
and resulted in the closure of many institutions regardless of th‘e’
nature of the problems of the people involved. That is, “deinstitu-
tionalization” applies to both institutions for people with intellec-
al disabilities and to mental hospitals for those with mental

illnesses.

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES Today, smaller facilities within
Jocal neighborhoods are common. Halfway houses exist for indi-
viduals with emotional difficulties, who no longer are thought to
need the more isolated environment of a large institution. As we
discuss in Chapter 5, group homes for people with intellectual
disabilities house small numbers of individuals whose disabilities
may range from mild to severe. More people with disabilities are
now working, with assistance from a job coach, in competitive
employment situations (Stroman, 2003), and many more are living
in communities outside institutions (Saunders, 2007).

: Despite the good intentions and successes of
. deinstitutionalization, much still needs to be done to

! improve the quality of life for some people with

' disabilities who have been released from institutions.

iﬁ!iﬂ!NST!TUT!O!\IALIZATION SOLVE? Some have asserted B Deinstitutionalization
A social movement of the 1960s

that in certain cases, deinstitutionalization has been implemented without much fore-
thought. They maintain that although deinstitutionalization has the potential to improve and 1970s w'her.eby farge nu.mbe'r.s
the quality of life for most people who in previous generations would have lived in g;sz;sg/lsrm;:gz:f;:igzabm_
institutions, it has failed because of poor planning. They argue that institutions can be moved from large mental institutions
humane, effective alternative placements for some individuals. In fact, some people with  into smaller community homes or
disabilities have been turned out of institutions onto the streets or into assisted living facil- into the homes of their families;
ities that are every bit as abusive as larger institutions. Moreover, e:co.nomic recessions  recognized as a major catalyst for
often result in reduced funding, and important research on how institutions can be made integrating persons with disabilties
most effective has been neglected (Saunders, 2007). In spite of media reporting and pub- into soclety.
lic promises to reform the way in which local communities respond to eople with intel- ‘
Jectual disabilities and other disabilities, the most vulnerable in i

- s o, o o SRS who assists adult workers
remain at high risk of abuse and neglect (see “Still Failing the 1\1}n_ 74l ecially those
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cronin, 2000; Shogren et al., 2007; Sitlington ;
some dlsa‘ljflmcs, such as severe mental i%lnmg rﬁ?lf:(ngz (()lggi)s.ipm
abq_ut one’s own treatment may be perpetuating human il iy
gt (E‘a tley, 2006). Thus what may seem to bc a un'v(-egm..
avf(:cp g S in fact, apply only within narmw‘ Cll]l:,l: fl&‘fll}
ditions or environmental circumstances or depend ‘ a tr?_
of the disability. pend on the nature

Pl is whether person-centered planning, as part of
self~determination, represents a false hope rather u]a'n a‘; )" Oi
and proven strategy for integrating people with develo “Ste(
disabilittes into the larger society. Osborne (2005), for ei?r;g:fl

states:

1 have arg.;mtd that PCAs [person-centered approaches] . . . are
the mt?st in a long line of faux fixes, all purportedly techniques to
deal with persons who have developmental disabilities. A faux fixe

crally a false fix of a problem. Usually it is politically correct
vement i e soci |
ement in the social | When labels take precedence over recognizing
! individual characteristics, jabels themselves become

is it
{for the moment at least) procedure or mo
sciences, of which there is uncritical adoption . . . in the face of

difficult-to-solve problems. (p. 318) |
: disabling.
Universal Design and Universal Design for Learning . Universal design
i : 3 The design of new buildings and
universal design, Universal Design for tools to make them usable by the
widest possible population of

Based on the architectural principles of
Learning (UDL) serves the general purpose of making learning accessible to more stu-

dents in inclusionary programs. The idea is that with modifications of representation
d engagement (how students

potential users.

a Universal Design for

(materials), expression {methods of communication), an
respond 10 curricuium) a much wider range of students can be included in typical class- Learning (UDL)
room instruction {Spooner, Baker, Harris, Ahlgrim-Delzell, & Browder, 2007). Designing lessons that aré appropri-
ate for all learners.
Web by people

SEQPLE  Accessto the World Wide

ficant implications for design. Section 508 Of  |omemnmarmmy

sure equal access by those i«'"TFFNET UL
; Y  RESOURCES

NN e A D

(SELLE BY MORE
d with signi

deral agencies must en
tion technology as well as
Issues related to accessibility

h Disabilities Educarion

of assistivcktechnology of the World Wide Web to people
f students to be with disabilities are found at
SRl e www.seriweb.com

MAKING TG0
with disabilities is a curl ent tren

the Rehabilitation Aci requires that fe
with and without disabilities to new electronic and informa

information and services. Furthermore, the Individuals wit

Improvement Act (IDEA) urges educators to consider the use
in servicing students with disabilities, t0 allow a greater diversity o

accommodated in typical classrooms (Spooner ¢t al., 2007).

with Disabilities

 uindividuals.
i mprovement

MINATE THE NEED FORC

e is when to assume that the limits. of gn_ive_
oduction. Inventors and designer

& Coyne, 2001), but perhaps no on
been overlooked. At some poin

der the assumptio
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donthara Yerety * o, 2008). B ignore them (Kauffman, 2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2007; Kauffman & Hallahan, Z005a;
the assutip 599, 2001 Kauffmalt == es that scho0's P With gigy Kauffman & Konold, 2007). UMDERSTANDING TME
Kauffman, | .cs\ i IDEA), stip! .rwmv which s 10 be chosen from a cong Ef STANDARDS AND
ucation g ent & e : : PRINCIPLES Why is & imoostans
%2.5__ MMm  restriceive nﬂ%ﬂwv : Sonpdl : Separate Special Education  Some special educators assert that research shows separate P:Qm\wn‘m??hﬂwfioa sy
a Least restrictive m Mm e Eunn_:u:am (c R LRE a5 involving :=_<‘m P u.« P2 .cB.:oF With o pull-out programs to be ineffective. These educators maintain that students with disabil- ices? (CEC Knowiedge and Skl
environment (LRE) of alterna e have 8:33:%. .nnsam ranging from residential instit utions o .5”51 ities have better, or at least no worse, scores on cognitive and social measures if they stay in Stangard GC1KS) ]
}rﬁu.ﬁmgagkﬁ Zcm-_e ﬂ:.mna“ continuum of R.E‘_Q_M 7 (oee Figure 1.1 on page 15). Others :mﬁ.m: ey general education classes than if they’re put in spedal education for all {self-contained
MW@BR&QW Mlmg:!“ﬁ :Hu patives a G classes 01 the othe s simply a matter of location, by also .Munﬁ i classes) or part (resource rooms) of the school day. Adding fuel 1o this argument are studies
:ia&.nuuﬂ&. % Smn“a-%:ﬁﬁ:ﬁo?ua:écasgrn instructional and social :_Ecx;:nmvr“af showing that sometimes students receive inadequate insttuction in pull-out programs
_wm:. ught and rqiwwv_.annﬁm.\_oc_. OEEG:msw. 1977; Rueda, Om:n.mc ; FP (e.g., Yaughn, Moody, & Schumm, 1998). On the other hand, some studies show that « # it programs
& Continuum of alternative whats 2 . Crockett & Kauffmarn. 200} special dasses or schools - & some students with disabilities make better progress in more specialized settings, and that Special eturalnn PIgams K
Bateman, 2007; made that some sped ; 00Is are, for SR ; #z adth Aoty
placements {CAP} S ent can then be 104C 1onal. and sodal development g Somg full inclusion does not serve all children best (see Mock & Kauffman, 2005). MO
The full range of altemative 2000). _oamﬁ sctive of their academic, a:.o::—“ ,\m,._mnov,.:: 2005 Kt an g | Rescarch and opinion on inclusion is curremtly debated in nations other than the  #®2¥®3 = . wwu.ﬂﬂ.ﬂf
”W”_HMQ. g.ﬂ“ﬂ”ﬁ n:%:..w :&:.E would be (€2 Gliona, Gonza G(_A 35,_: e WOOm Man, w&ﬁm United States (see Begeny & Martens, 2007; Warnock, 2005). Research findings and logical Hoﬁﬁ.wﬂ \“‘ M mm.s nn.uo < u..mvuﬂv.
S i e &:Qcomm? 2002; Kauffman et al,, in press; Mock & Kau d <, 2005). g analysis challenge the idea that full inclusion is best for aff students (Kauffman & Haflahan, .o .mwunda i
ggﬁﬂﬁoﬂgwﬁﬁu. edu- e : ! 2005a, 2005b). The place where the child is taught shouldn’t be seen as more important
FULL INCLUSION than meeting the child’s needs (Wamock, 2005; Zigmond, 2003).
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yith Disabilities As a Minority Group Advocates of full inclusion tend to see

1

le with disabilities as members of a minority group rather than as individuals who

Snpbon . gt ?.E - m::_,w_v, : n by most people as good things to have (Kauffman e have difficulties as an inherent result of their disabilities (Stainback & Stainback, 1992).
i _Wawowmw _nw”waewgnx being described as having a disability can F&N& Thinking of people with disabilities as a minority is consistent with the views of disability
UNDERSTANDING zﬂcmwwwwnm M_..nnn_ . .Q:mm others to behave differently toward him or her, s activists, ;Sn.m.n~im_m are a part of the disability ..m.wwn.ﬁaood.ﬁwnar 1.5._9 is
THE STANDARDS AND pe Research on the effects of labeling has been inconclusive. On the one hand, studies -d after the civil rights movement of the 1960s, Disability activists QE:...:S.
“-HSOM..QW iﬁmpﬁi indicate that people tend to view labeled individuals differently from nonlabeled opes. R M.~>_w,.8:. >_Mn”8=m m:h QMW m:“:_n :_Eo:”_‘.\ _mwwcun,. A S5 HERGS Siv:
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$ comaie A
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of those with disabilities. That is. labels can provide exple 602, Simpson & Kauffman, 2007; Switzer, 2003; Tregaskis, 2004; Warnock. 2005).  * P
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tain degree of socially immature behavior in a child v Many critics of full inclusion do not deny that in many ways, people with disabilities  » Mandiosgesm ;
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® What is the basis for varying instruction?

o moé .:Enr variation in instruction can a teacher be expected to offer without
significant loss of instructional focus?

The ideas that “learning styles,” “types of brains,” “types of intelligence,” and so on
can be identified and that instruction should be differentiated by these characteristics
remain popular. However, evidence that instruction can become more effective if it is dif-
ferentiated on some basis other than a student’s prior learning is lacking (cf. Hyatt, 2007;
Lloyd & Hallahan, 2007). Furthermore, even if the basis for differentiation of instruction
is defensible, the extent to which teachers can accomplish it in a group of students with
very diverse learning needs is questionable. As the diversity of learning needs in a class
becomes greater, the problem of differentiation increases as well. The idea is a good one if

the basis for differentiation is sound, but like other good ideas in education it can be taken
to an unreasonable extreme.

Prereferral Teams and Response to Intervention

Groups of professionals (e.g., special education teachers, counselors, administrators, psy-
chologists) sometimes work with general education teachers to help identify alternative
educational strategies for students who are struggling in the classroom before a referral '
for special education evaluation is made. As the name implies, when a prereferral team = Prerefeal ISSms S5
(PRT) is consulted, the student has not yet been identified as a student with a disability. A Teams composad of &)
teacher usually asks for help when he or she’s exhausted her own bag of tricks for helping ?

a difficult-to-teach student. The team reviews the information about a student that the \with general SRUCENoN €
teacher brings to the group and then offers suggestions about what the teacher might try 1eachers 10 COMe UD
to do to help the student. or 1saching Uil :

One of the primary goals of PRTs is to establish the general education classroom chisgren. Designed 10 !
ywnership of a student’s education. In other words, PRTs try to keep down the general aducalons 10 taka
ferrals to special education by encouraging general educators 10 iry as many MM“ ﬁ’ ". R
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evels of support in general education before referral 1o special educa-
tions say that “in determining whether a child has a specfic \carning
ona process that determines whether the child responds 10 saen-
tific, rese ention as a part of the evaluation.” In pracuice this concept has
been termed response to intervention (RTE).

In some ways similar to the concept of the PRT, RTI usually provides for three stan-
dard levels of intervention for students who are experiencing ditticulties (Boardman &

Vat forms, but generally the first level includes verification
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Prereferral Teams and Response to Intervention

Groups of professionals (e.g., special education teachers, counselors, administrators, psy-
chologists) sometimes work with general education teachers to help identify alternative
educational strategies for students who are struggling in the classroom before a referral
for special education evaluation is made. As the name implies, when a prereferral team = Prere 2
(PRT) is consulted, the student has not yet been identified as a student with a disability. A “Teams com
teacher usually asks for help when he or she’s exhausted her own bag of tricks for helping
a difficult-to-teach student. The team reviews the information about a student that the
teacher brings to the group and then offers suggestions about what the teacher might try
to do to help the student.
One of the primary goals of PRTs is to establish the general education classroom
s ownership of a student’s education. In other words, PRTs try to keep down the
-t of referrals to special education by encouraging general educators to try as many
ernative strategies as possible before deciding that difficult-to-teach students need 10
ome the primary responsibility of special educators. Although PRTs have become pop-
there has been little research on their effectiveness (see Hallahan, Lloyd, Kauffman,
& Martinez, 2005).
In the most recent reauthorization of IDEA, Congress included an additional option
letermining eligibility for special education in the case of suspected learning disabilities
orces varying levels of support in general education before referral to special educa-
. The regulations say that “in determining whether a child has a specific learning
jility, states may rely on a process that determines whether the child responds 10 scien-
research-based intervention as a part of the evaluation.” In practice, this concept has
been termed response to intervention (RTI).

: In some ways similar to the concept of the PRT, RTI usually provides for three stan-
Sidered a way of implementing universal design for dard levels of intervention for students who are experiencing difficulties (Boardman &
9 and appropriate for gl Vaughn, 2007). There are varying forms, but generally the first level includes verification
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Other Models of Collaboration
with General Education

whether or not one supports the concept of full inclusion, the factis

are in favor of some degree of integration of students with disabilities with
students. There are generally five other methods of helping students with
participate in the general education classroom:

Collaborative consultation

Cooperative teaching and other team arrangements

Accommodations and adaptations

B

2

3. Curricula and instructional strategies
4

5,

Training general education teachers to accommodate diversity

The current trend is toward a variety of collaborative arrangements. All are intended
to increase the cooperation between general and special education for the benefit of
students with disabilities.

COLLABORATIVE CONSULTATION  Onceithas been determined that a student is in fact

a student with a disability, he or she may receive special education services within the gen-
eral education classroom through collaborative consultation. In collaborative consulta-
tion, the special education teacher or psychologist acts as an expert who provides advice to
the general education teacher. The special educator might suggest changes to instruction or
additional supports, such as behavior plans or school-home notes. This special educator
might see the student with a disability in a resource room or other special education setting
also, or the student might receive all of his or her instruction in the general education class.
Much remains unknown about what makes this plan work.

CO-TEACHING Sometimes referred to as collaborative teaching or cooperative o co-Teaching
teaching, co-teaching takes mutuality and reciprocity in collaborative consultation
one step further (see Scruggs, Mastropieri, & McDuffie, 2007; Walsh & Jones, 2004).
Co-teaching between general and special educators means “two or more professionals
g substantive instruction to a diverse, or blended, group of students in a single
ysical space” (Cook & Friend, 1998, p. 454).
rhere are many forms of co-teaching in schools, but the most common appears 1o be
ae teacher to instruct and the other to assist in some way (Scruggs et al., 2007).
mes, teachers find it very effective and workable. Other times, co-teaching can
incredible challenges to teachers and to students. Unfortunately, research on
> teaching is lacking (Zigmond, 2007).

A AND INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES  In addition to teacher cooperation,
\re curricula and instructional strategies that help in making some students with
ies successtul in the general education dassroom. Cooperative learning is an
ineiructional strategy that many proponents of inclusion believe is an effective way of
integrating students with disabilities into groups of nondisabled peers. In cooperative
ng, students work together in heterogeneous small groups 1o solve problems or
practice responses.
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TRAINING GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHERS ~ One point of view is that both genery
education and special education teachers are necesssary, and that they should work
together, but that they have distinct roles to play. Zigmond (2007) describes teaching sty
dents with disabilities as a two-person job, meaning that truly effective special education
requires both a general education teacher and a special education teacher trained to do
different things, not merely to work together with a common purpose. In the press for
inclusion and collaboration, Zigmond suggests, perhaps the primary rc 1d function of

the special education teacher has gotten lost. In her words:

I propose that a “special education coach” be assigned to each school
consultation and job-embedded staff development that helps build capa
education teachers for meeting the needs of diverse Jearne

ng to provide
mong general
1s in their coni asses. (p. 130)
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Hallahan, 2005a). A competing perspective

need to be taught how to include a wide range ¢

education teachers are needed to work specifically and ir

disabilities (e.g., Zigmond, 2007). - 5

Another issue that continues to bedevil education, both g

preparation that teachers should have and what “highly qualified,” a

should be taken to mean (Gelman, Pullen, & Kauffman, 2004). Vario 1t
to teacher certification have been offered, and in general education hig
usually has been taken to mean that the teacher is well prepared in a con are
ever, some have argued that special education teachers need expertise that goe:
content. Zigmond (2007) observed that special education teachers may need traini
general education before they receive training in special education, just as other pro
sionals typically add specialization to their general preparation:

1 do not take issue with the possibility that as a profession, we should require that special

education be a second certificate that adds specialization to the general training provided to

general education teachers at the elementary or secondary levels (on the medical model of
the general practitioner who then specializes). (p. 119)

zigmond (2007) also noted that students with learning and behavior disorders are often
overwhelmed, disorganized, and frustrated in school and lack many important learning
strategies. In preparing teachers, she suggested:

The job of the special education teacher should be to find the time and resources to teach
students with [learning and behavior disorders] all the skills NOT taught in the general edu-
cation curriculum. (p. 127)

It seems highly likely that for decades to come, there will be controversy about what
makes a good teacher. There will also be continuing debate about the working relationship
between general and special education teachers, regardless of judgments of their quality.

-essments of Progress

1990, state and federal policymakers became concerned about what they perceived
al decline in students’ educational achievement. As a result, they emphasized
is-based” reforms. These reforms involve setting standards of learning that
ed by standardized tests. The reformers believed that teachers’ expectanons
'n too low and that all students should be held to higher standards (see Finn,
1am, & Hokanson, 2001; Hoover & Patton, 2004; Pugach & Warger, 2001; Thurlow,
hurlow, Nelson, Teelucksingh, & Draper, 2001).
ncerns of special educators were expressed primarily in the 1997 amendments 10
1cerns of general educators were expressed primarily in NCLB, which was actually
rization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Yell & Drasgow, 2005).
aws had the intention of improving the instruction of students with disabilities by
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Outcome Measures

Measures of student achievement, or outcome measures, are stal
administered in group settings. These measures compare a student”
other students, or compare a state’s or district’s performance with oth
Measures of student outcomes are often used for systems of accour
H:%.Ew?oi.onc: to the next grade level. As a result of IDEA and )
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Testing Accommodations
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such as having problems and directions read alou
way in which the student answers questions on ¢
responses. Accommodations can make a significant diffe
disabilities are able to perform on standardized tests. The r¢
are assessed with appropriate accommuodations for their disabilities is
when they are included in evaluations of progress. However, inappro

tijons merely undercut reasonable expectations for students with di

sent students’ true capabilities (Kauffman et al., 2004; Pierangelo & ¢

b
ased reform movement of the late twentieth and early god@-mnmn_omwwl.
heavy emphasis on access to the general education curriculum for
students with disabilities (Hoover & Patton, 2004; Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2006; Zigmond,

5007). The curriculum for students with disabilities often has been different from the cur-
lum in general education. Failure to teach students with disabilities the same things

special Education in the Context of

The standards-b:
turies brought with it a

ricu
that are taught in general education has been interpreted to mean that the expectations

heir low achievement and failure to make a

for these students are lower, resulting in t
successful transition to adult life.
Understandably, the standards
troversy: What constitutes curriculum? What s
the standards be (just how high should they be, and in what areas of the curriculum

should they be set)? Who should set the standards? How should achievement of or

progress toward the standards be measured? What should be the consequences for
students—and for schools or states—if standards aren’t met? What should be given up in
music, art, poetry, physical education, and other areas to ensure progress on standard-
ized tests in core curriculum areas of reading and math?

These are not trivial questions for general or special educators. Dobbs (2004) reported
that some schools are indeed dropping classes in art, foreign language, and other electives
to give more time and attention to the standards required by NCLB. Another writer com-
plained that his poetry-writing class in a Washington, DC, middle school was eliminated
because of NCLB standards (Grim, 2004).

For students with disabilities, additional questions arise: Should all st
to all students, regardless of disability? What should be the consequences of
meet a given standard if the student has a disability? Under what circumstances are
Jative standards appropriate? Under what circumstances should special accommo-
ns be made in assessing progress toward a standard? Answering questions like these
ires professional judgment in the individual case, and such judgment is required by
teman, 2007; Huefner, 2006; Johns, 2003; Kauffman & Hallahan, 2005a; -
Thurlow, 2000; Yell, 2006). Moreover, assuming that IDEA and NCLB require the same
things of students with disabilities is erroneous (Johns), and expecting students with dis-
1\ {0 score the same, on average, as students without disabilities is expecting the
(Kauffman, 2004; Kauffman & Konold, 2007; Kauifman & Wiley, 2004). As
Gogel, a sixth-grade special education teacher, said, “We [special educators and
dents] will always fail. . . . The government is trying to put everybody in one
: pot and say that everybody has to pass the same test” (Dobbs, 2004, p. Al2).
night ask what NCLB is actually interpreted to mean. Is the same level of perform-
pected of all students? Following is one educational consultant’s view:

_based reform movement has generated much con-
hould be the curriculum? What should

andards apply
failing 10

alter

dati

rs say they have to teach the students where they are, which means at sixth-grade
el in high school if they cant read well. Their attitude may be compassionate, buat it is
-re’s ample evidence that accelerating instruction works better than retarding

lided.
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become clearer as reforms a7 4 anguage of NCLB are seductive. Tt is “an ideg

pasic premises and 1 . :
H.nﬁ nuc“u“ﬂ.mﬂwé: %o:aﬂ how any decent-minded legislator could oppose i
Sm“hni 2004, p. A21). Yet, Raspberry also notes, the law has a fatal flaw, which is

its focus on punishing those who do not meet its standards: “its w_:;c_ lying assumption
that school failure is willful, and that if you put the fear of God in the people who run
the schools, they’ll do their jobs a lot better” (p- A21).

Requiring all students with disabilities, and those for whom the tests are inappro-
priate for other reasons, 0 take state exams is considered by somi¢ ye cruel to both
students and teachers (Kauffman, 2002, 2004; Kauffman & Konold 17; Kauffman &
Wiley, 2004). However, testing to determine outcomes is necessary il want to know
whether programs for students with disabilities are “working” (Kaui‘inan & Konold).

Standardized tests have a legitimate place in assessing outcomes, a {emonizing the
tests themselves is not helpful. However, it is important to unders! hat “testing s

. useful only if you make the right comparisons for the right reasons’ uffman, 2002,
" p. 240). When it comes to special education, it'’s wrong to corm outcomes for
ts with &&Em.mnm 10 outcomes for students without disabilit I'he right com-

are contrasting students with disabilities who receive specia! education (or
.§~ to those s&.o don't receive it, or comparing siudents with dis-

L alter they receive special education (Kauffman, 2 Kauffman &

) &

Federal law requires that a variety of early intervention services be available to all infants and \

toddlers identified as having disabilities. Such services include special education instruction,
physical therapy, speech and language therapy, and medical diagnostic services.

\

\

Early Intervention

Many educators and social scientists believe that the earlier in life a disability is recog-
nized and a program of education or treatment is started, the better the outcome will be
for the child (e.g., Gargiulo & Kilgo, 2005; Howard, Williams, & Lepper, 2005; Noonan &
McCormick, 2006; Stichter, Conroy, & Kaufiman, 2008; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham,
2004; Walker & Sprague, 2007). They also see an important federal role in ensuring early
intervention. Three basic arguments underlie early intervention:

fpenefits of preschooct for ve
1. A child’s early learning provides the foundation for later learning, so the sooner a cnildren with special nesds.
special program or intervention is begun, the further the child is likely to g0 n .
learning more complex skills.
intervention is likely to provide support for the child and family that will

p prevent the child from developing additional problems or disabilities.

rly intervention can help families adjust to having a child with disabilities; give

rents the skills they need to handle the child effectively at home; and help

s find the additional support services they may need, such as counseling,
lical assistance, or financial aid.

. whose disabilities are diagnosed at a very young age tend to be those with
ndromes (e.g., Down syndrome) Or obvious physical disabilities. Many have
d multiple disabilities. Throughout the primary grades, children with disabilities
categorized under the broad label developmental delay rather than identfied
o a more specific disability (e.g., a federal special education category such as
autisin, learning disability, or emotional disturbance). Typically, such a child's needs
cannot be met by a single agency or intervention, so many professionals must work ‘anguage.
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Are We Ready to Face the Demands of Prevention?

rtant role in elim-

that early childhood education will continue to play an imj
and lessening the impact of disability on children and their families. We cautioy
er, not 1o assume that early intervention alone will mean icwer children with
ries (see Kauffman, 2005b). Although educators are devising nore effective s
 early intervention, the number of children with disabiliti increasing. The
or this increase are many and complex and are related to ¢ ges in economi

I conditions in the United States, including these twenty-firs.-century factors:

sverty, have po
o cause disea®

percentage of young children and their mothers live i1
and are exposed 10 environmental conditions ik

e born to teenage mothers.

‘are born to mothers who receive inadequate pit natal caré .
ing pregnancy, and abuse substances that can harm the fett®
m with a low birth weight.

mﬂcam:.ﬁw with a_wmg.a.mm must have preparation for life after high school, including further
education, én.v_‘x. and independent living. Working with & job coach and with the cooperation
of alocal business, a student is integrated into this work staff.

e Environmental hazards, both chemical and social, are increasing.
o Millions of children are subjected to abuse and to environments in which violence
and substance abuse are pervasive.

e Substantial cuts in, and revisions of, social programs have widened the gap between
needs and the availability of social services.

Early intervention seems to hold great promise for prevention of disabilities, but
there are strong forces working against prevention, including the revulsion many people
feel for labels and the propositions of education reformers that work against identitying
problems early and intervening to stop them from getting worse (Kauffman, 1999b,
2005a, 2005b; Kauffman & Konold, 2007). Besides prevention, other continuing issues
include assessment of infants and toddlers, the use of computer technology with young
children, the changing roles of special educators, emerging philosophies of early child-
hood education, cultural and linguistic diversity, and access 10 COMMUDItY resources (see
McLean et al., 2004; Noonan & McCormick, 2006).

»ns £0 Adulthood and Employment

ts complete high school and find jobs, enter a vocational training program., or go
thout experiencing major adjustment difficulties. We know that dropout and
yment rates are far too high for all youths, especially in econormically depressed
5, but the outlook for students with disabilities is perhaps even WOIse.
hed figures on dropout rates must be viewed with caution because there are
crent ways of defining the term dropout and computing the statistics. Studies of
what happens to students with disabilities during and after their high school years
strongly suggest, however, that a higher percentage of them, compared to students with-
out disabilities, have difficulty in making the transition from adolescence W adulthood

mariy
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without disabilities. We discuss supported employment further in Chapter 5.
students for continued education, adult responsibilities
has always been a goal of public secondary education.

recognizing that preparation for a work career is SO
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/ transition are also increasingly recognizing the importance of i

ces (Lindstrom, Doren, Metheny, Johnson, & Zane, 2007).
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ts with disabilities occupational skills become increesingly important
|should dominate the curriculum in the senior high sci00l

0y MUMETOUS experts in transition programming

ol

1. Competitive (4
or support from a

2. Job placement, or transitional
agency, such as the state vocational reh
to ajob. o
3. Supported employment—job placement, ﬂm,a:ﬁ..w:a
necessary in an integrated community business. Supported
form of an individual placement or a group mode! of wm<m57z
mobile work crew. Workers earn minimum wage or better. :

Volunteer work—unpaid work that is preferred or chosen by an individual for

than “daily support.” This is usually done for community service organizations,

SPCA, a hospital, or the National Cancer Soclety. Labor laws define ,zgﬂgwmw
considered volunteer. Workers with disabilities cannot volunteer to do 2%5%2 \d
pay a wage to employees without disabilities. .
Sheltered work—work done in a sheltered workshop where the majority of workers ar

and earn subminimum wages. Sheltered workshops can offer a variety of employment and

evaluation senvices, such as work activity, work adjustment training, vocational evaluation, long: ;
term sheltered employment, and work activity programs. ;

6. Work activity center-based or nonintegrated day programs—focus on “p!

revocational” skills,
such as motor tasks or self-care skills.

7. Day activity or adult day care center—based, nonintegrated u«omaﬂjm.ﬁclmmw_@ have a
therapeutic or nonvocational emphasis, depending on the funding source

Source: Moon, M. 8., &Inge, K. (2000). Vocational preparation and transition. In M. E. Snell & F. Brown (Eds),
Instruction of students with severe disal

s (5th ed., p. 595). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill. Reprinted with
per mission.
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Along these same lines, some professi mals think
few support services are available to students with high-i
disabilities. Whereas transition services such as supported empl
ment are available to people with severe disabilities, individuals
with milder disabilities are often left to fend for themselves once

they graduate from secondary school.

%
REE T

What Should Be Taught When?

1t's still too early to tell how much effect the emphasis on stan-
dards-based reform and the inclusion of students with disabilities
in general education curriculum and assessment procedures (as
mandated by NCLB and IDEA) will have on students with disabil-
ities. However, despite some of the unresolved issues, we can be
encouraged by all the attention that special educators have given
to the area of transition. A variety of transition opportunities are
w that were unavailable just a few years ago. It is
increasingly clear that successful transition takes early and sustained effort, but it is not

dear just how such support can best be provided (see Moon & Inge, 2000; Peck, 2004;
sitlington, Clark, & Kolstoe, 2000; Sitlington & Clark, 2006). Figure 2.2 shows the over-
arching concern for transition, even in an era emphasizing academic standards. Standards

of academic learning are important, as ar¢ outcomes of other types, and students must
have opportunities for both. Transition is the key element in bringing standards,
alternative outcomes, and opportunities together.

In considering transition issues, it's helpful to keep in mind that a smooth and
successful transition to adult life is difficult for any adolescent. Individuals find many
different routes to adulthood, and we would be foolish to prescribe a single pattern of
transition. Our goal must be to provide the special assistance needed by adolescents and

th disabilities that will help them to achieve the most rewarding, produc-
tive, independent, and integrated adult lives possible. This goal cannot be achieved by
assuming that all adolescents and young adults with disabilities, or even all individuals
who fall into a given special education category, will need the same special {ransition
services or that all will achieve the same level of independence and 90@59.2.—2. One of
education’s great challenges is to devise an effective array of programs that will meet the

individual needs of students on their paths to adulthood.

opportunities, and m:
Source: Greene, Gi., & Kochhar|
transition for youth with disabilities (.
Prentice Hall. Reprinted with perm

available no

young adults wi

7evo Tolerance, PBS, PBIS, and Other
Issi:os of Discipline

Classiocr management and discipline is recognized as among the most difficalt prob-
lems coachers, both general and special education (Evertson & Weinstein, 2006;
at, & Pullen, 2006). Teachers and school administrators are often
what freedom and constraints the law allows them in disciplining students
struggle with balancing the rights of students with disabili-
aintaining a safe and orderly school environment

3. They must

on good of m

2007).
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orary removal from the student’s present placement is necessary, and

ositive, proactive behavior intervention plans.

ther in Chapter 8, as they most frequent ly ssise in the case of
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student’s misbehavior is or is not a manifestat; 11 of disability
mination, based on the idea that it v/ould be unfair 10
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requiring subjective judgment about the causes of misbeha

perhaps the most critical part of the discipline provisions of IDEA

that schools must devise positive behavioral intervention p! m‘@

gisabilities who have behavior problems. The emphasis of this require

ing proactive and positive interventions and avoiding punishment. iﬁuﬁ di

involved, the school must reevaluate the student’s IEP and make efforts to a
misconduct that led to the problem, using positive (nonpunitive) means to tl

extent possible. Also required is a functional behavioral assessment (EBA), in v
educators attempt to determine and alter the factors that account for the macnnaem.wmw..
conduct. The intent of the legal requirement is to encourage proa

rather than reactive punishment of misconduct. :

Positive behavioral supports (PBS) are procedures required under IDEA to help
students behave as desired (Bradley, 2001). It suggests exclusive use of positive (reward-
ing) consequences for appropriate behavior rather than punishment for misbehavior.
supposedly, PBS uses systemic and individualized positive-only strategies to prevent
problem behavior and achieve positive social and learning outcomes. Positive-only
pehavior management practices have high emotional appeal, but reliable evidence does w Positive
not support them (Kauffman et al., 2006; Lloyd & Hallahan, 2007).

An approach with more support from research is PBIS (positive behavioral
intervention and support). It integrates valued outcomes, the science of human
behavior, validated procedures, and systems change to enhance quality of life and reduce
problem behavior. Its primary goal is to improve the link between nmmmwnnfém:awﬁa
practices and the environments in which teaching and learning occur. This behaviorally
based systems approach enhances the capacity of schools, families, and communities 10
design effective teaching and learning environments that improve lifestyle results (per-
sonal, health, social, family, work, recreation, etc.) for all children and youth. These envi-
ronments apply contextually and culturally appropriate interventions to make problem
behavior less effective, efficient, and relevant and to make desired behavior more func-
tional (Sugai, Spragu¢, Horner, & Walker, 2000). However, it does recognize the value of
nonviolent negative consequences (punishment) in managing behavior.

IDEA includes allowances for schools to use an interim alternative educational
setting (IAES) in the discipline of a student with disabilities who can not be managed
satisfactorily in the general education classroom or regular school. For example, an 1AES
might be a separate special school serving students with behavior problems, a separate
arrangement within the public school similar to in-school suspension, o1 a mns-noaw.:—no

_JAES is intended to encourage schools to use such alternatives rather than

or expulsion. The law doesn’t define what an IAES must be, but only what it
side: a continuation of education and modifications spelled out in the 1EP. The
ot also include specific programming to address and prevent the recurrence of the
that prompted the placement in the first place. Such settings might be used for
with serious behavior problems as a way of preserving order and manageability

4] classroom and school.

Are Supports?

lve discipline issues involving students with disabilities is ongoing,
On the one hand, school administrators want the highest possible degree of unitormity
of expectations (.€., the same high expectations for all students). On the other hand,
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Concluding Thoughts Regarding
Trends and Issues 3

. nature of special ed

It is understandable to feel overwhelmed by the controversiz
tion; there are a number of unanswered questions facing ov: field, It seems that
we find what we think are the right answers to a certain set (f questions about ho
educate students with disabilities, more challenging questions cmerge.
w this inability to reach definitive conclusions as indie
agree. This constant state of questioning is a sign ofl
hat special education is based on scientific understant
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What are the trends and issues in integrating people
with disabilities into the larger society?

» The I.najor trends and issues involve normalization, dein-
stitutionalization, self-determination, universal design, and
the use of new technologies.

What are the trends and issues in normalization?

» Normalization dictates that both the means and the ends of
education for people with disabilities should be as normal
as possible.

» Normalization is difficult to define precisely in practice
and some people with disabilities do not wish to be

”

“normalized.

What are the trends and issues in deinstitutionalization?

» Deinstitutionalization refers to placing people with disabil-
ities in smaller community settings rather than in large,
centralized institutions; it is a continuing trend.

» Some researchers question the wisdom of complete dein-
stitutionalization, as some people who return to commu-
nity placements do not fare well.

What are the trends and issues in self-determination?

> Self-determiration is based on the philosophy that

people with disabilities should make decisions about their

own lives.
s of self-determination, such as
ing, &5 Jacking research support.

P Some see cariati
person-centersd pla

What are the frends and issues in universal design?

> Universal design refers to the principle that a device or
program shouid be workable for as many potential users
as possible.

» Although devices and programs may be designed for a
wide variety of users, few can be made useable by literally
all, and custom designs are probably always going to be

necessary for some users.

What are the trends and issues in the use

of technologies?

» The major technologies that are controversial for people
with disabilities involve medical advances, human repro-
duction, and communications.

» There is controversy about whether we should do some-

thing just because we can.

V\{hat are the trends and issues in integrating students
with exceptionalities into schools?

» The major issues involve full inclusion, collaboration with
gf;neral education, response to intervention, participation
in assessments of educational progress, early intervention,
transition, and discipline.

What are the trends and issues in full inclusion?
P Full inclusion is very controversial; it is based on four
assumptions:
m Labeling of people is harmful.
m Special education pull-out programs have been
ineffective.
m People with disabilities should be viewed as a minority
group.
m Ethics should take precedence over empiricism.

» Opponents of full inclusion put forth the following

arguments:
m Professionals and parents are largely satisfied with the

current level of integration.
m General educators are unwilling and/or u
with all students with disabilities.
Although equating disabilities with minority group status
there are limitations in trans-
mmendations.

nable to cope

is in many ways legitimate,
lating it into educational programming reco
An unwillingness to consider empirical evidence is pro-

fessionally irresponsible.
Available empirical evidence does not support full

inclusion.
In the absence of data to support one service delivery

model, special educators must preserve the continuum

of placements.

What are the trends and issues in collaboration

with general education? '

b Collaboration with general education means that special edu-
cators and general educators work together in arrangements
such as prereferral teams, consultation, and co-teaching.

P Some question the effectiveness of popular forms of collab-
oration such as co-teaching and recommend that special
education teachers be involved either in training general
education teachers to accommodate a wider range of stu-
dents or in actually teaching students with disabilities.

What are the trends and issues in response

to intervention?

» Response to intervention refers to students’ response to
scientific, research-based instruction.




participation suggest that special education
€ld accountable for students’ progress.
€ducators point out that the average achievement

: s with disabilities will always be—even with

00d instruction—lower than the average for students

“without disabilitics.

‘ are the trends and issues in early intervention?

» EBarly intervention is now mandated by law; a cornerstone
of early intervention is the individualized family service
plan (IFSP).

® There are three issues pertaining to early childhood
intervention:

& The appropriate role of the family

® Whether the curriculum should be teacher centered or
child centered

® Whether full inclusion is best for all young children

‘What are the trends and issues in transitions
to adulthood and employment?

» Issues focus largely on coordinating and linking the many
agencies outside the school setting.

SPECIAL EDUCATORS. . .

= understand the field as an evolving and changing disci-
pline based on philosophies, evidence-based principles and
theories, relevant laws and policies, diverse and historical
points of view, and human issues that have historically
influenced and continue to influence the field of special
education and the education and treatment of individuals
~ with exceptional needs both in school and society (from

'CEC Content Standard #1).

possess a repertoire of evidence-based instructional
tegies to individualize instruction (from CEC Content
randard #4).

boration to facilitate the successful transitions of

s with exceptional learning needs across set-
ices (from CEC Content Standard #10).

STANDARDS and PRINCIPLES in this Chapter

he IEPs O S nts Witk

te transition plans. ;

» Interventions often involve suppg
coaches.

What are the trends and issues in the giqn.

of students with disabilities? SCipliy

» Concern for safe and orderly schoolg resl
versial policies related to the discipline of
disabilities. Stug

» Much of the controversy regarding disdpline

with zero tolerance for certain behaviors sticill ]
a weapon or drugs to school. as |

» Disciplinary action the school may take - 1
i dep
determining whether the student’s misbehay;
was not a manifestation of his or her disability or y

» In most cases, the same rules of discipline appl
dents with disabilities as apply to all other Studen

What are our concluding thoughts about trends
and issues?

» We believe controversy indicates that the field of g
education is alive and well. /

» We should be constantly siriving to make special e
tion better.

ALL TEACHERS. . .

® understand the central concepts, tools of inquirys
tures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and can ¢
learning experiences that make these aspects of s
matter meaningful for students (INTASC Principle #

® understand and use a variety of instructional
to encourage students’ development of criti ‘
ing, problem solving, and performance skills
Principle #4). ;

m foster relationships with school colleagues:

agencies in the larger community to SUPPZC
learning and well being (INTASC Principle #55




