Is Full Inclusion Always the Best Option
for Children With Disabilities?

YES: Mara Sapon-Shevin, from “Full Indlusiop as Disclesing Tab-
jet: Revealing the Flaws in Our Present System,” Theory Into Prac
tee (Winter 1996)

MO: Naomi Zigmond and Janice M. Baker, from “Full Inclusion
tor Students. With Learning Disabilities: Too Much of a Good
Thing?"” Theory Into Practice (Winter 1996)

ISSUE SUMMARY

YES: Mara Sapon:=Shevin, a professor of education at Syracuse Uni-
versity, argues that all students, whatever the nature of their dis-
ability, are best served within the “regular” classroom alongside
their typically developing peers.

NO: Naomi Zigmond, chair of the department of instruction and
learning at the University of Pittsburgh, and Janice M. Baker, an
assistant professor of special education and clinical services at
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, argue that the accomumoda-
tions that teachers make are seldom tallored to the needs of the
particular students with disabilities enrolled in their classes, They
mainin that meaninglul remediation requires some form of
“pull out” from the regular classroor.

ublic Law (P.1.) 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(1975), required that all children with disabilities, whatever the nature or
severity of their disability, be provided & free and appropriate education
within the least restrictive environment possible. Later jaws=P.L. 99457, the
1986 Education of the Handicapped Act, and P.1. 101-476, the 1990 Individu-
als -with Disabilities. Bducation Act (IDEAY—clavified, strengthened, and
expanded the 1975 jegislation. Before the enactment of these laws, many
children with disabilities, especially those with more severe or challenging
disabilities, were segregated from their more typically developing peers. Stu-
dents with disabilities attended special classes in their neighborhood schools,
or they attended special schools for the disabled. n either case, they had
minimal contact with their typically developing peers. Advocates for people
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with dis-
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e, roany childrern with disabilities

J intothe regulay cassroorm on at least a patt-

streaming ensures that students with disabilities have contact

iy .:vmgx x;,nr%.: peers and the regular education curriculom. In
advocates for people with disabliities have successfully argued

shysical ?33? in the regutar classroom may not kead to full par-
¢ classroom’s intellectual or social life. Advocates, sﬁ%ﬁc%
ﬂmn_,_o xls musst move bevond mainstreaming to full inclusion.
ers 1o placement in the regular classzoom with u% ropriate
AW%. —such as an interpreter who signs the teacher's talk fora

h impaired b ».h:‘.xéimgg includes active efforts to ensure participa-
» student with disabilities in the Hfe of the ciass. Moreover, it is
argued that these émﬁo ts and services must be x&owma o the unique needs of
cach i as set forth in %w Individual Educational Plan (IEP). The {EP is
ally 34 a multidisciplinary team composed of, for example, the
ciwvw a :w@m rm Ca 5: teacher, the regular classroom teacher,
.,i Janguage cinician, all of whom assess the student's current level
and set short-and long-term acﬁm for his or her educational

1 futest wogﬁﬁ.mr
,::3 r full Srw wsion may be the ideal, school districts have been
siderable latitude by the courts to make educational placement.
m e courts have allowed less than full inclusion if o student is
rive sufficient academic or nonecademic bepeflt from inclu-
s placement o the regular classroomnis likely to be disrup-
s denving” his or hey classmates the opporiunity to gain full
from the curriculurn; or if the coest of inclusion would be prohibitive
?: ?m, .»rf a result of these constraints, many students experience less
> may have “pull-out” classes, which segregate them
GEe & mmnw ly developing peers for part of the school day; others
! - aglmost thelr entire schoot experience.
WF authors of the tollowing selections focus on students with learning
. who arguably have the least severe and least pervasive impair-
S@:m the students who qualify for special education services. Never-
this part of the CONtroversy over full inclusion for children with
, ties is no-less heoated than in the case of students with mental retarda-
tion. I the first selec ch, Mara Sapon-Shevin acknowledges that inclusion
witl require dramatic changes in curriculum and teaching practices. She
es, however, that these changes ave consistent with a child-centered phi-
il thus, that all students will benefit. In the second selection,
dand Janice M. Baker argue that meaningful remediation
res some form of Ypull owt™ from the regular .x..éxw..

Mara Sapon-Shevin

Full Inclusion as Disclosing Tablet

inciude a student like Travis, we'll have to change our curnicaium....

¢ Larissa, we’ll have 1o change our teaching meth-
st work with thoss Kids....

the other kids will destroy him.... The
tederance for Kids whoe are different in any way..

tf we include a w.znw,m,
kids iny

And if we have 1o plan {or a student Jike Marianna, our teachers will ne
time 1 meet and plan together....

The above stalements are representative of the hue and cry that has been
ised by the prospect of full inclusion in many school districts. Full inclu-
m 1, the movement to include students with disabilities as full-time members
of general education classrooms, has come under sharp criticism of late, and
has been blamed for a host of problems—overworked teachers, falling aca-
demic standards, lack of discipline, and poor teacher morale (Willis, 1994).
,ﬁgo;av some of these criticisms are consistent with the often inadequate
nd half-hearted ways in which inclusion bas been implemented, negative
%mno:mmﬂ to planning and implementing full inclusion tell us as much (or
more) about the quality and responsiveness of the schools as it does about the
challenges preseated by the students themselves.
when children are being taught proper dental hygiene, the dentist
timies gives them a little red pill to chew after they have brushed. The red
dye sticks to any areas that have been inadequately brushed, thus making it
obvious where problems remmin. These pills are calied “disclosing tablets”
because they disciose the areas that require further attention.

[t is possible to look at full inclusion as a disclosing tablet. Attempting to
integrate students with significant educational and behavioral chalienges tells
us a lot about the ways in which our schools are unimaginative, underre-
sourced, unresponsive, and siinply inadequate. Full Inclusion did not create
these problems, but it shows us where¢ the xovwm:a are. Children who stretch
the limits of the 5yS stern make it painfully clegr how constricting and narrow
those Himits are, Full inclusion reveals the manner iy which our educational sys-
temn must grow and immprove in order to meet the needs of all children.

Consider again the original set of complaints cited at the beginning..
What do these statements tell us about our schools?
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i Inclusion

wans the Bost Ops

e of spectal educators ag educalors wWith special skills, rather 8
$ who work with “special” children :

erat edu fassrom gi wrs has
teache 11 e notivaiion wsnw t
of skiily. “Those kids’ Mg ed-goed @@g 2, 8 }
¢ w ave a, : al education Emn LS aaﬁ %& zx,q r:;s with oth-

8 isolate them in .%,5 that minimize thelr breadth and fong-

8¢

on i beyond the reavit of the already over burderned general

1o guestion thiat many general education teachers are overbur-
dened and undersupponed. Adding students with disabilities without com-
3% ny the Nsmmmmwﬁ% qmwocqmmm and support 15 unethical as well as
Slective. We must make huge bnpro nts in the kinds and ‘quality of
support we provide for mQx‘E Although many geaeral éducation classroom
teachers initiably say, "I 1 take x& %ﬁ H need & full-time akde,” more expe-
many kinds of support as important
(sometimes ¢f xé?ﬁ:m %a %ég Mc» a full-time aide), inciuding: planning
colisboration time with other leachers, modified curriculum and
resources, administrative suppor, and ongolng emotional support.

: We're talking about the same “reguiar classrooms”™ you and I grew up

Sm:: one. It is true that many special education pro-
d because the “regudar” ‘oom was inadequate for the
Hdven with disabilities. So ik of “returning” such stu-
& lx those ciassrooms were not gaog a hefare, why should
? ﬂoiv The answer is that inclusive classrooms are not and
Q:mcw wm Wf 3410 ”w igidly structured, everyone-one M we-sarne page, frontal
; ,f, affed classrooms we all remember Suacessful inclu-
changes in the naure of general education class-

sroom will get watered

Myth: The curriculun of the general education ¢
dowsr and distorted.

hers o ..ax mb QQE:: the

;:w? % :Sﬁ :Nm g%mmm

|

YES / Mara SapuieShevin 67

For example, all the students might be working on the Civil S@n but the
range of books and mwﬁvmgv unde: Srg_ and the ways in which learnin ,r is pur-
?M can vary tremendously. Some students might be working on computer
gmﬁ%ﬁsx& while others might write and perforn skits or role plays. A wide
range of books on the Civil War could allow students who qmmm at a range of
levels to find and share information. Inclusion invites, not a watered-down
ricuium, but an enhanced one, full of options and creative possibilities

{Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 1994).

HMythe Special services must take place in special places.

Thuse « earful or antagonistic about full inclusion believe that
we must maintain 2 contisuum of placcinents in order to serve all children
well. Inclusion advocates support the need for a continuum of services (e.g.,
occupational therapy, speech therapy, physical therapy) but propose that
those services be provided in the most | ated way possible, sometimes in
the general education classtoomn and sometimes with other nonhandicapped
students participating.

Inclusion does not mean abandoning the special help and support that
ﬂgam:a with disabilities truly need. Rather, it means providing those services
within more normalized settings and without the isolation and stigma often

associated with special education services.

Myth: Without special education classes, children with disabilities will not
fearn functionul lijv skills—the things they really need to kiow.

In many special educaton classes, students are still learning money
mx:‘_,m by working with pretend coins and bills, doing workbook problems. In
nore inclusive setrings, a student with a disability may be working at the
,ﬂvoo_ store, making Q,Eb ¢, and interacting with real customers using real
money. Creative teachers (with adequate wc_u@mms car find numerous ways to
incorporate functional life skills into more typically “academic” settings,
often benefiting all the students in the class.

v

Myth: The ouly way to keep “special children” safiis [o keep thent away from
other children. If you include them you are setting themn up to be viclins;
you arisetting them up for failure, They can enly feel good about themselves
if they're with their “own kivd.”

No parent wants their child to be a victim of cruelty or violence, friend-
less and alone, abandoned and outcast in school. But when we think of the
bigger picture~the future beyond school—it becomes evident that we cannot
keep students with disabilities safe by sheltering them They must learn reper-
toires ¢f accommodation and adaptation (how to deal 33 teasing and rejec-
tion) and, mofe MB_vo:m:mﬂ ~e must take active steps to shape the
understanding, commitment, and active frendship of students without dis-

abilities who v g peers of people with disabill

i
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usion Always the Best Opti

anent 25 2 democrady 1o educate all children o the best of their abibitles
each ﬁ, 23 ,p,.m s be responsible, caring citizens, cognizant of their inter-

Rg ons xjm and their mutual needs. & stirring momm by Bernice Reagan, per-
tormed by the ;Bi ﬁ :01 Honey in the Rock,” says, “We who believe in
GO il ;w:ﬁx est until it comes.” An mmxﬁg.ﬁmmﬁm WV aphrase for thisstruggle

might be: W <§c believe in inclusion cannot rest until it's done (well)!

} u&x\c
{orship, wmx,_ 33.35.

o work? A f.g.:ﬁi,mm%u: with AT
i Leadership, mmﬁy
{1994, Fall). A full ;w?%w Inclusion A Eﬁ vi L Atlania
Governor's Council on Sm rerital 1

vichar froe norapnropriste, Educational

Stalnback, W, {1992). Carscuium cousiderations in inclisive class-
tng é&r:& ?& alf &xx& s Baitimores PE, H. Brooks
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Naomi Zigmond and
Janice M., Baker

Full Inclusion for Students
With Learning Disabilities

M:Q:wmos is not a new concept for students with karning L sabilities (LD);
schaol personnel have been educating students with LY in general education
classrooms for more than 2 decades. Fver since the passage 2 P1.94.142, the
Education of Children with Disabilities Act, in 19753, &,a its reauthiorization as
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act EV;}W in 1990, public school
systems have been obliged to provide special education and related services to
students diagriosed as having 1.D and in need of %nnmmm\ba irstruction or cut-
ricula. 09.5582 with the ?2 schools have organiz N zmmo_% education ser-
vices to allow eligible students to receive appropriate instruction from a
speciat education teacher and also to participate, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, in the instruction being delivered to nondisabled peers in general educa-

tion classrooms....

Historical Perspective

early as 1970, Kephart was advocating for a full continuum of services. M‘cm some
wEaﬁzmm with LD, “the s¢-called hard-core casels! whose inte = 50 exton-
sive that [they] will M:.ogg? need Em_.ow.. mwxmaroﬂm .i. mm_&mﬁ ,Bmm presentations
fot the length of {thetr] educational care art recore m%g a
segregated Q%roé m: for those fZ 18 ¢ problerns, “whose
interference with learning is such that v the {genesal educa-
tion] classroom become mwaningless ... {and whol

m(

ﬁmmg more ntensive assistance
than the classroom teacher can be expected te provide” {p. 208), Kephart sug-
gested what would later be known as & resourcs 1o model:

u for a
LE\

semoved §
M, 5% th m,

5
&
£
o3
eid
o
o

& clinical ap
short time, & H\%&Wacq or an
Gt 5 mgm:

Tie child with minor learrdng probiems, Kephirt bel
m&m:oa,”mz"maﬁgnw E:: wxﬁ Mux Mva %:aém m,

intensive activities in a SEEIEZEe

v?:



In-the first edition of Lerner's classic testbook on LI {1971), she, too,
A i, placements matched to the educational needs of the
classes m:, students with severe problems, itinerant
ildren whose learning disability is not severe enough

1l resource rooms for most students with LD at
.OGM levels. By 1975, HMammill and Bartel
s and special classes “should be used with
a last resort™ {p. 3). They also advocated a
sermit the student

LEYOUDS 1o special 1o .. fin which)
i o teac Vﬁi needs. AL the end of

s : i
the pu ,::5 w0 the regulsr dassroam. (. 4

y
ot

\ﬁxxmﬁ
ithe? lesson,

ron G

Arsiual
,@w j 5&9%? that, across the
tudents with MS are placed in separate classes
erce « ?E%Ew with LD are based in general educa-
Ea -time special education services for 21-59 pereent of
m %?: ?a NN percent of students with learning disabilities ate in gen-
eral education cassrooms it wmmﬁ 8C percent of the school da
w,;,,vzzx W 1 evest the earliest &.mm%%ﬁcmy of these service delivery options
sgaition that the @émm ibed educational intervention would be pro-
¢ esstonal capable of diagnosing the child, plan-
QA.:: @&@: on this diagnosis, and implementing the
That teaching ﬁ:,»: would be “designied 1o sup-
CLT SB@? ion in the malnstreamed curriculum.... Stu-
”,.Ezv. that will help them cope with the requirements of
" {Robinson & Deshler, 1988, p. 132). Furthermore,
setting would be temporary....
x i etting would also be intensive, Indeed, “inten-
istinguished the special education that the students
wmﬂ ral education they were already getting (Meyven &
s to have students %@gr.ﬁ & slgnificant number of skills
strategies in a w&mx w short period of time, so that they could more success-
: W.y,mgx. from the instruction being .ﬁ.@ﬁi in their mainstream classes.
tectiess Of what is being taught, it is imperative that it be taught with maxi-
wtiveness and efficiercy” MM,%ES: & Deshiler, 1988, . 134).
Once A?Ef s wB::mg the needed skills and strategies, they would no
direct, intensive, pullout instruction. A change of placement
vitlated mﬁa. siowly, full reintegration would be accom-
?ar& :;m time to & wmﬁﬁ.mw education classroom
g, on m%r eg.,f..? Ex.y the o;;?ar :S_:-

mathon, fe a;m %m

o
o

e

1 for students with LD is not new; neith
for those Mwmmrm 23 LD who have been taught succ
program and are ready for full reintegration, or who have very
ties. As early as 1969, a description of n,;m inciusion services. for
LD appeared in the literature (see fﬂ.ﬂs EeT K 695 In OE? g
LD who had “graduated” from pullo

be met simply through adjustments
pull out services at aii.

4 222& 1o

The Call for Full Inclusion

What is new is full inclusion for students with LD for whom, in the past, pull-
out services would have been deemed appropriate. The 5@ 33 to Q%c these
students with severe LD in general education classtooms in licw of providing
them with puliout special education services derives in large part from the call
by Will (1986) tor a greater sharing of responsibility for students with learning
problems between general education and special education. The movement,
dubbed the Regular Education Initiative (RED, received c&ﬁo?ﬁ S%G:m
from advocacy groups that consider access to the general education ¢l
as a right of all students, even those in need of a special education a
Lipsky, 1987; Snell, 1991; Stainback & Stainback, 1989).

REL was also spurred by the growing, national criticism of ar :
pullout program, Chapter 1 (see Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1988; Allington,
Steutzel, Shake, & Lamarche, 1986). The fact that there were data indicating that
resource room programs for students with LD were actually beneficiat (Carl-
berg & Kavale, 1980; Madden & Slavin, 1983) seemed to matter little. Full inclu-
sion was advocated tor all students, regasdiess of individual needs.

In response to the REIL practitioners and researchers implemented alter-
native service delivery models that virtually eliminated pullout services for
students with LD. Now students who had been diagnosed, and for w MEE an
Individualized Education Plar (JEP) had been written, were retained in the
mm:mg education class full tiwe, and specizl eduration resources were

“pulled in,” instead of the students being “puiled out.” There were many vari-
ations on the theme (see Jenkins, jewsll, Leicester, Jenkins, & ‘w, ourner 19940;
Reynaud, Pfannenstiel, & Hudson, 1987; Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish,
1987; Wang, 1987; Zigimond & Baker, 1990), but in each of them, m.i,m nts who
would otherwise have attended special education classroomns {ull o part time
were returned full time to general education classes.

Lewis and Doorlag (1991) describe two components of instruction for

mainstreamed students with LD.

n. me w
s w ,,Nm»:

srollems L ¢

crally



J4
kL ame two components (hut in the reverse order)

Id

Y stugient’s caps
knowledge and higher-order ¢
v i W

it is reasonable to question whether, in ful on models judged w
be successful by rs, admdirdstrators, parents, and ﬂmcmﬁmas& col-
lesgues, students with LD are, in fact, experiencing both compensation
fadupted leaming environments) and remediation qug or focused instruc-
tion in skils and strategies that would enable them to cope with the main-
strearn curziculum). I only the first were in place, students might he

wging the mainstream” but not learning fundamental skills and strate-
gies that would aliow them to become independent, self-directed learners. If
only the second were going on, students might be spending a considerable
portion of each day in fallure experiences.

We have had the opportunity to-explore this guestion in considerable
depth in a gualitative study recently completed on full-inclusion elemen-
tary school models, described more completely in a special issue of The
Journal of Special Education (Zigmond & Baker, 1995-b). In that research
praject, we studied five elementary school buildings that had, for several
vears, Implemented a full inclusion service delivery model for students
with LD. in two of the buildings, the full inclusion program was part of a
continuun of services, and only students who no longer needed more
w,m;mzm?m services were integrated full time. But in three of the buildings,
full inclusien was the only special education service available, and stu-
dents were reintegrated full time into general education, “ready or not.”
Observations and interviews in these three buildings illustrate what ser-
vices are provided to students with LD in full inclusion models, and
whether both features of adaptive education are addressed in raeeting the
needs of students with LD,

We searched our interview data from special and general education
teachers and our observation notes from 2-day observations in a primary and
an intermediste classronm in each building for evidence of the two Kinds of
services that students with LD could be receiving in these full inclusion mod-
1s: (a) adaptations or accommiodations that were designed to make the curric-
uium and instruction manageable for the student with LD by “bypassing” the
student’s deficits and ) focused, remedial instruction that would increase
the capacity of the student with LD to cope with curriculum and materials,
however they were preserited. We found a lot of the formey, and disappoint-
ingly little of the jatten

‘The Schools

The three sites relevant to this discussion were located in Pennsylvania, Kan-
sas; and Washingron State ( for a complete description-of these sites and the
educational experiences of students with 1D in these sites, sec Baker, 1995;
Zigmond, 1995-a, 1995-b). The Pennsylvania school had an enroliment of
about 460 students, K-6, and 16 students with LD on 1EPs. The school was
tocated in a small rural community. Fuill inclusion at this school was a school-
wide effort, involving all of the teachess in the building. Two special educa-
tion teachers (1.5 full-time equivalent) provided in-class support (coteach-
ing), giving more time to feachers who had students with LIMIEPs in their
classrooms (30 minutes, four Gimes per week) and less time to teachers who
dicd not (30 mingies, once of (wice per week). Students with LD were distrib-
ing so that no one teacher was particularly

i

uted across teachers in the buildi
purdened by

The school in Kansas was urban, with an enrollment of about 315 stu-
dents in grades K-5, two classes per grade level. The 45 students on 1EPs
were assigned in groups of seven or glght to one particular mainstream
class at cach grade level. At the primary level, one special education teacher
formed a team with one first grade and one second grade teacher, and the
special education teacher cotaught with gach team member for 3 hourss per
day. At the intermediate level, one third, one fourth, and one filth grade
reacher collaborated with two special education teachers, gach special cdu-
cation teacher spending 2 hours per day in each of the three classroomis.

The Washington school had over 400 students in grades K-6, and 42
students with LD, all placed full time in general education classrooms dis-
persed throughout the school. Special education services provided in the
general educgtion dassroom replaced the more traditional resource room
program in which students had beep enrolied. One special cducation
teacher and one paraprofessional provided suppost services on a flexible
schedule, working in classrooms with simall groups of students or with indi-
viduals, helping to modify academic assignments, and facilitating. a Cross-
age peer tutoring program offered daily to any student who needed extra
reading practice.

Adaptations and Accommodations

Accomodations for the Whole Class

Many of the teachers described how they albtered an activity, an assignment, o1
children with LD in thels

2 tost based on their perceptions of the needs of the

classes. But they invariably used the adaptation for the entire class, because it

7 to implement that way or because they wanted to avoid stigmatizing

the specific target children. For example, ajter hearing from the special educa-
§ ¢ of reneating instructions for students with LD,

e )
8

oS

g 1S that she began “just more con-
3 wew, 372793, An intermediste

3

%




26

vacher began to m
notthought to use before.

Reading textbook aloud was a frequently used accommodation in
many of the classes we visited. ‘Il talk about it {science, or health, o mgxm
studies] and VIl have them read it [the textbook? silently, then v mw re
23@?2 so even if he ithe child with LD! doesn't read it silently he still m ©ars
" said a second grade teacher (interview, 3/3/93). Reading tests alou

aiso a common class-wide accommodation, A sixth grade general od m:c:

teacher told ug,;

I she fa studern with LD in the sixtty grade classyoom) needs to have the test
e, we just opert it up to the whole n.c:v We say, :33 golrgg 10 read the
i you want to come with me that's fipe. 95825 v, 5730933

A fifth grade genersl education teacher also he egan to read her fests to i
wehi »m%m after the special education teacher had advised her that it migh
help the students with LD,

Another thing that I have found ... accommodation-wise Sn these kids, ...
1} and do the whole thing with ¢ the
thiok that that bas

it is just about as easy to ropd zp
whole class. Then there [sre] no nsinterpretations
been one thing that 1 have put In my bag of frick
everybody, T woull say probably 90 percent of the
{interview, 3/2/ 933

An interesting extension of this idea of implementing something for the
whole Q&w because it might benefit the students with LD was seen in interme-
diate classes in one of the schools. Teachers in grades 3-S routinely imple-
mented peer {utoring (Greenwood, Delguadro, & Hall, 1989), in which all
st nﬁw nts in the class participated, to afford students with reading problems
Kira practice in reading fluency and comprehension.

In ?ao of %m mnm,,%ow curricular changes for the whole school were
mf::i in by a concern for the studenis with LD who would be
grated ,ﬂ. A primary level special education teacher
%ﬁ@%?

¢ of the thinking skills that
ohnal @:S. 51:% the strate

we put into place and the way we use
gles we use, the graphic ¢ ﬁé.?ﬁ WE

® way we set everything up, {ths chil w w h LD s au
2& c %. buat those thin M
?f fx,,..vmra ared g child} 1o £

lew, 573/ 93

\.,,
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Wma:@%m Work Load

\ second strategy that we found i these m:r :x sion Q&i@?
sclous qma:n:on of the work load for students with LD, These stwdents were
expected to do less of a specific assignment. »a one second ww e teacher put it

§ Was a Ccon-

$,o B ¥ not expect an entified ¢hild, |

helr journal as [ would semeone else
dren that have done as much as they ©
fine. (Interview, 5/3/93)

The same was true in another building. “We modity how puch written work
she {a student with LIY] needs,” the special education teacher told us (Inter-
view, 5/20/93).

The most commuopn adiustment in work load
school, ﬂc&m:ﬁ 2:3 Qu were Cm:mm«. mwwwwamm

ring spelling. in one

rf for the Emmﬁ@

were also often made o

; wn teachers

“Sometimes ... if there's a list that has pretty ﬁwmnﬁ«m SA.V_&M,_ on it, {the sixth

grade teacher will] delete sorne of those and put on seme of the mest Irequently
used words” (interview, 5/20/93). A second grade teacher said,

1 go ahwad and chor
r:oo e faur or five word
on thelr level, The hig
view, 5/3/93)

Accommodations for a Specific Student

tar child
asy fo fmple-
HOTC f on wWork

ery few accommodations werg focu LIRS needs of a pa
<<m m: i mmgo 3@,&& f

sheets, homework mam_m:n#ma m:; gﬁf specif
had serious reading problems. “I kdghlight things © ESwS ally,
story problem ... just to focus him in, becsuse he wouldn't &
words were,” the second grade general education teacher

&é 5;3 m&
koow what the
ted { Waﬁ,aimz 3/
3/93). Sometimes nighlighting ﬁaﬁwm be combined with oral reading as

e

1 we observed. ... Another teacher
o' (interview, 3/3/93)

reported by the mother of one of the ¢h
reported, “Everything I give him'| rea

°

Focused Instruction on Skills or Strategies

t it was for the

Many of the teachers we talked to were surprised at how diffioul
wy were Deing

L
students with LD integrated into- their a:&%x 3 learn what th
asked to learn.

WLR'S YOI ¢

ssually secory whe, by thie secomd week of

The thing that is so %?Eﬁ about these special ed kidy is w e always have 1o

21

g

L hv«, &
HLE het”

sehond, vousfust 5
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nese kidds

fon 1o accommedations, these teachers attempted o find time and
Lo Mﬁ%xmm .ﬂ.g@%mm with remedial instruction. To do-so, they turned
necial mmr s wh was ooteaching withthem, to the parapro-
ratlabie \M.,,Wogwwg nd, most often, to classrooin peers.

Peer-Partners

.

The rmost avallable “personnel” for extra instruction were classroom peers
fust go in a check on her [the student with LD}, make sure that she has a
f x Wf.xm partner,” a second grade teacher said mﬁp\mﬁc_mé 5/19/93). In one
hools, a second grader with LD was assigned to anather second grader
specitic «\ for some exira drill on sight words in reading. In another school,
very heavy use was made of study buddies, classmates paired together for up
toa mor w at-a time, so that the stronger could help the weaker compiete
SOOI ASSIgIImEnts.

:Em try mjm mum:, usually a high child with an identified child just so
¢ there, especially when 'm in the room by myself.
ar ﬂﬁox @wnﬁa?: {second grade, general education

cher, 5 S$13793). In no case did the partner receive training on what
to teach of woi ,o teach it.

Small Group Instruction

During coteaching periods, one nﬁmﬁa education teacher provided small
group instruction o students with LD and other low achieving students in the
class {often as many as one-thitd of the students). This was often a parallel les-
5061 0 the one being taught to more competent students by the general ¢duca-
tion reacher at the same time. The small group parallel lesson permitted more
careful rmonitoring of the students’ responses, morte active student participa-
ﬁ@? and more ?m&uwhx 1o the students on their answers and mistakes. The
T AQ yuzt focus the instruction o skills that might have been missed in
nor did she spend time teaching strategies for independent

1 B to read. Do

any chmna EJQ 13 omaa ¢ z s:m,xnm Or mﬁ : ﬁ\ WEe a?n wma as in nee
education. w,wmmmmmg.,,%w\\ for the convenience ¢f both Z_m general edu-
nmmwsz 3@&%3 \xa ,,rh dal education teacher and paraprofessional, this
sually offered ontside the classinom.

al education teacher or the aide
nall groups of primary grade students

S¥

- sducation teacher), and after school (by the paraprofessi
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s hall outside - their -classroom. There were three groups a.m first grade
group. Small

i
phonics students, three second grade groups, and one xxi w
group lessons were also offered before schoc 4 or during

intermediate level students, respectively

During these lessons, the teacher or the aide previewe:d the cn@:::w
general education classroom work in reading, math, or language arns, *
ing instruction that supports what they do in the classroom” (special ¢ ﬁmr a-
tion teacher, $720/93). There was no time for instruction on skills that might
ed earlier or for G%:Cm ﬁﬁx&;ﬁ in learning ﬁ?;mrx: ;: s

g«.@ been x

Individual Instruction

We saw a lot of individual attentionprovided to students—teach opping
beside a student, looking over his or her shoulder, and giving fe :,‘M_um? or on-
the-spot tuloring. With two teachers in the room naﬂm&r%.? there seemed L0
be more opportunities for this. In one building, the spe ial education teacher

reported:

393 skill groups oy just one-or-one ot S
wer sorrie strategies on how to come up with the answer ei 1 -our progeam,
oftentimes we don’t have time to actually work one-to-one with that ¢ >
Fve tried to show her liithe strategies as we go arousd. (in pview, 57379

f

Nevertheless, Lthese one-lo-one episades were unpianmed and | infrequent.

We saw almost no other attempts to provide individual instruction,in
which a student was explicitly taught skills or concepts that had been. identi-
fied as outside her or his current repertoire yet needed for coping with ihe
mainstream curriculum. No onie had the time for it. The only way the conild
achieve one-to-one time was to use parent volunteers. l:,x volunteers
come on Fridays,] I have an adult that works with her” a3 cond grade teacher
told us (interview, 5/20/93).

There was one exception. 1o one second grad W teachers had identi-
fied a student whose reading was very deficient. M or this student, the special
education teacher, the second grade teachur, and the Q apter 1 teacher hiad col-
labotated to offer 15-minutes per day of remedial instruction. On Morday
through Thursday, this was provided before sc hool officially started (Mon-
days, Wednesdays, and Thursdays by the second grade tea W 7, Tuesdays by the
Chapter 1 g@mﬁ When her sched i%;?ﬁ education
teachiet added a Feiday s , LOrnNoONn.

But for the fift] %,5 !
being provided in the {ul
funded, aftes-schoot EEMKM@,

G 2 the neg
out abou

s 1han was
: mﬁﬂmmi

st to find Pt ort



ull Inclusion Alwa

tuter and the teacher did not cormunicate even though they were bothteach-

ers in the same bullding

Too Muich of a Good Thing?

We have no doubt that full inclusion of students who in other schools would
have been attending pullout programs carried with it many benefits. In all
three schools, the planning for inclusion was quickly coopted into 2 total
school improvement effort, involving all of the teachers in & reconsideration
of curriculum, materials, pacing, and grading. The coteaching that accompa-
nied inclusion of students with LD brought new educational cﬁﬁo:;:m&mm. to
all students in general education. Adaptations that teachers implemented
made the curriculum more accessible to a wider range of students than before
rmitted the teachers 16 teach, more effectively, a far more diverse set of
students.

Students with LD did not miss any insiructional time or any of the non-
instructional activities that occurred throughout the school day. They were
fully integrated into the social fabric of their classes, participating in class-
room and school events, The full inclusion programs eliminated whatever
stigma results from the sorting that inevitably occurs when only a small num-
ber of stuklents have access to special services. Ireclass services were available
to everyone, and in the Washington school, new puil-aside services reached as
many as one-third of the students in the school, because they werc made avail-
able to any students referred by the teacher, whether or not they had been
diagnosed as having disabilities.

These full inglission models, with coteaching and often joint planning
hetween general and special education teachers, achieved the first goal of
adaprive education (Wang, 1989): “Teachers modified the learning environ-
ment to accommodate the unique learning characteristics and needs of the
stucdents” (p. 183). Teachers willingly changed assignments, activities, and
tests. They learned new ways 2 teach through theit ¢oilaborations with spe-
cial education teachers and profited from the opportunities made available by
having an extra teacher or paraprofessional in the classroom.

For the most part, however, the students with LD did not get the second
feature of adaptive education—“direct or forused interveotion to improve
cach student’s capabiiities” (Wang, 1989, p. 183). As we have described else-
where (Zigmond & Baker, 1995-a3, the special education we saw was superfi-
cial, imprompty, and hardly iikely wo-have a lasting impact or to achieve long-
term goals. it was seldom preplanned, and it lacked intensity. There was no

se of urpency over what needed to be taught and learned. It had none of
, atures of good special education practice outlined recently by Scruggs
and M (1995}, And yet, the students with LD in these full inclusion
miodels were v students who were still in need of focused, intensive,

st

been the prevailing social force.
o imply that, had these students been in pullout specis

inags, they wi arofiily

Ney ) Zigmone Raker 81

plannsd; M...wn;%ﬁww,zﬁ.m,wmﬁﬁ.x,xwémm,m.ﬁm& wm%ﬁm_mgmnm%%,Aﬁﬁmwm Bxﬁ,ﬁ
legitimate criticism of current pullout special education practice {see Kauff-
man, 1993; Kauffman & Pullen, 1989 Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, 1981}
Nor are we ruling oul the possibility that this second festure of adaptive
insteuction, “direct or focused intervention” (Wang, 1989, ». 183), could be
provided within s general education classroom. We miust report, however, that
it ywas mof and could nut have been provided in the gereral education class-
rooms we have seer. These classrooms were 50t organized or managed in
ways that would have sustained direct and focused interventions for a select
fow students. That the phonics lessons in Washington were conducted in the
hail outside the classroom indicates that the teachers themiselves understood
this, and believed that the opportunities for direct and focused iastruction
were Himited within the four walls of the general education Ciass. In general
weation classreoms, where the learning and social interactions of dozens of
studtents must be orchestrated, the low of instruction {materials, instructions,
structurej can be tinkered with, but the what of instruction (curriculum, pac-
ing) is less amenable to change.

Miore than a decade ago, Meyen and Lehr (1980) described learning envi-
ronments that were condicive to intense instruction. They are characterized
by oppartunities for consistent and sustained time on task; imimediate, fre-
quent, and appropriste feedback to the students; regular and frequent com-
unication to each student that the teacher expects the student to accomplish
the task ard demonstrate contjnuous progress; and a patiern of interaction in
which the teacher responds to student initiatives and uses CONSEQUENCES
appropriate to the student’s response. Like Meyen and Lehs, we believe that
pullout settings are more likely to provide these opportunities. Furthermore,
short-term, part-time, pullout programs should alse afford a teacher and a stu-
dent the opportunity to engage in intense Instrs tion on material that a par-
ticular child must learn, that others have already leamned, ot that others will
pick up on their own.

Based on our research, we cannot support elimination of a continuum
of services for students with LD. Inclusion is good; full inclusion may be too
rouch of a good thing. We do not mean to suggest that we return to business
as usual in special education resource rooms. The haljway lessons in Washing-
ton worked well because only the students involved in the lessons were
present for them; no other students were assigned to the special education
teacher during those 15 minutes and thus no other studernts had to be put to
work on something else while the directed phonics lesson was taking place.
Also, the students assigned to the special education teacher did not have to be
put to busy work while the teacher worked with another graup, But the hall-
way was noisy, the students sat on the floor, rid the teacheér had no access to a
chalkboard or supplemental materials.

Scheduling and excessive case loads have prevented special education
¢ stended purposes. Nevertheless, for stu-
that need to be acquired if

L3, there are
in the mainsise aningful and productive, and these
dicktly and in P

strategies must be taught exy wively, Providing a
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Is Full Inclusion Always the Best {}g}ﬁ{:}
for Children With Disabilities?

gt is possible that research on inclusion to date has been inconclusive
because yesearchers have focused on the wrong question. Much of the
research in this area seems to have been designed to determine “once and-for
all” whether students with disabilities have better outcomes in segregated or
inclusive educational programs. It is unlikely, however, that inciusion in all
its forms will lead 1o better outcomes for all students and under all condi-
tions. This has led some scholars to encowirage researchers to ask more
focused guestions, such as, What types of students benefit from inclusion?
What types of strategies are needed for inclusion fo be effective? What types
of training and belief systems do teachers need for inclusion to-work? and,
What resources are associated with effective inclusive programs? Addressing
these questions may help educators to learn more about when and why inclu-
siont is effective or ineffective.

Some scholars have argued that deciding whether ot not inclusion is the
best option for students with disabilities is an ethical question and, therclore,
not answerable by research. See, for example, “Inclusion Paradigms in Con-
thict,” by Peter V. Paul and Marjorie E. Ward, Theory Into Practice (vol. 35, no.
1, 1996). These scholars argue that segregated education is by its very nature
discriminatory because it denies students with disabilities access to the same
experiences and opportunities afforded everyone else. Although these schol-
ars see a role for empirical research, that role is not to learn whether inclu-
sion should occur but rather how jt should occur.

Readers interested In pursuing this topic further can turn to edited val-
umes by Dorothy K. Lipsky and Alan Gartner, Inclusion and School Reform:
Transformizg America’s Classrooms (Paul H. Brookes, 1997) and Susan Stainback
and William Stainback, Indlusion: A Guide for Lducators (Paul H. Brookes, 1996)
for histories of educational practices and legislation relating to students with
disabilities. Suggestions for implementing inclusive educational practices can
be found in “School Change and Inclusive Schools: Lessons Learned From
Practice,” by James McLeskey and Nancy L. Waldron, Phi Delta Kappan (Sep-
tember 2002). Discussions of barriers to inclusion can be found in “Barriers
and Facilitators to Inclusive Education,” by Jayne Pivik, Joan McComuas, and
Marc Laflamme, Exceptional Children (Fall 2002) and “Attitudes of Flementary
School Principals Toward the Inclusion of Students With Disabilities,” by
Cindy L. Praisner, Exceptional Children (Winter 2003). An argument against the
proliferation of inclusive practices cart be found in “The Oppression of Inclu-
sion,” by David A Zera and Roy M. Seiwsinger, Fducationda! Horizons (Fall 20000,

ki




