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Short Tille of Thesis

Special education and mainstreaming in the the US social-historical context

A. Karagiannis



ABSTRACT

This investigation explored special education and mamsrrearning in the social-historical COntcxt

of U.S. general formal public education and society from the American Revolution ta 1990. Its

main purpose was ta examine the obstacles to and prospects of 'purposeful' main:meaming in

this wider context. First. special education was placed in the context of general education and

society. Second, the objectives of general education were viewed historically to examine the

influence of evolving societal conditions on special education. Third. the outcomes of PL 94-142

(Education for AlI Handicapped Children Act) from its passa,ge ta the late 1980s were explored

in conjunction with the variûus models and practices of mainsrreaming. Fourtb, the meaning of

the 1980s' 'excellence' reforms were scrutinized. It was found that: (1) the concept of .society

as primarily an economic entity' has had a decisive influence on the objectives of U.S. fonnal

education and special education; (2) special education has functioned mainly as a mean~ of

educational amelioration and social control; (3) there have been three major waves of refonn in

special education arrangements in V.S. history - in the fust two waves the element of social

control outlasted the element of educational remediation; (4) the latest wave of speciaJ education

reform, led primarily by the federal govemment and corporate business and targeting

disadvantaged students and their familles, has commenced since the 1960s; and (5) the principal

mode of refonn for the latest wave appears to be 'interagency collaboration' which has inherent

elements of educational irnprovement and social control. Implications of these findings for

'purposeful' rnainstreaming are discussed. Based on the suggestion that the obstacles to

mainstreaming be situated in the wider social-historical context of the U.S. society, several

recommendations are given for strategie planning and more meaningful refonn.



Résumé

Cette étude examine l'éducation de l'enfant en difficulté et son intégration dans le contexte socio­

historique de l'éducation publique et de la société depuis la Révolution Américaine jusqu'en

1990. L'objectif principal est d'examiner les obstacles et les perspectives d'une intégration

.intentionnelle' dans un contexte aussi élargi. Premièrement, nous avons situé l'éducation de

l'enfant en difficulté dans un contexte d'éducation en général et dans la société. Deuxièmement,

les obje~.lf: 'ie l'éducation publique furent considérés du point de vue historique pour étudier

l'influen:e de l'évolution de la société sur l'éducation de l'enfant en difficulté. Troisièmement,

les résultats du PL 94-142, de son adoption jusqu'à la fin des années 80, furent analysés en

conjonction avec ies divers modèles et pratiques utilisés lors de l'intégration. Quatrièmement, le

sens du terme 'excellence' utilisé lors des réformes de 1980 fut examiné minutieusement Nous

avons trouvé que: 1) le concept de 'la société en tant qu'entité économique première' a eu une

influence décisive sur les objectifs de l'éducation américaine, publique et spécialisée; 2)

l'éducation de l'enfant en difficulté a été principalement instaurée afin d'améliorer le système

d'éducation et aussi d'aider au contrôle de la société; 3) qu'il y a eu trois courants majeurs de

réforme dans les dispositions de l'histoire américaine sur l'éducation de l'enfant en difficulté ­

dans les deux premiers courants, l'élément du contrôle de la société a survécu à l'élément de

remédiation de l'Mucation; 4) le dernier courant dans la réforme de l'éducation pour l'enfant en

difficulté, conduite par le gouvernement fédéral et les corporations et visant les étudiants en

difficulté ainsi que leurs familles, a commencé depuis les années 1960; et 5) le principal modèle



de réfonne du dernier courant porte sur la collaboration inter-agences, laquelle possède des

éléments inhérents à la progression de l'éducation et du contrôle social. Les résultats et

conséquences de cette recherche pour une intégration 'intentionnelie' sont analysés et discutés.

Se basant sur la suggestion que les obstacles à la mise en marche de l'intégration se situent dans

le vague cùntexte socio-historique américain. plusieurs recommandations sont offertes pour une

planification stratégique et une réforme plus significative.



PREFACE

Based on an analysis of special education in the social-historical context of the Cnited

States. this investigation has concluded that there have been three major waves of special

education reforrn so far. All three waves have coincided v/ith major econornic. social. and

political transitions in U.S. history. As part of these transitions. public education has been the

target of reforrn to adapt to the evolving realities of the day. Spec;al ~ducation has been ',~actored

into these reforms as a social institution for social-educational improvement and social control.

ln the flfSt two waves of special education reforrn the intent of social control outlasted the intent

of social-educational remediation.

The concept of society as primarily an econornic entity has been inextricably linked in

all thr:;e waves. ft has largely ciriven the objectives of U.S. public education which in turn have

influenced the philosophy and practice of special education toward exclusion of students with

disabilities from the mainstream of education. The 1980s' education reforms have further

entrenched ~conomjr priorities in American public education and have increased the authority

of government and corporate business in educational matters.

The latest wave of special education reform commenced in the 1960s and is ~urrently

underway. The primary service-delivery model of this latest wave is interagency collaboration

targeting disadvantaged (or at risk) students and their familles, estimated to he 30% to 40% of

the whole student population. Students with disabilities are considered to he a constituent group

of the disadvantaged population. Initial indIcations point to schools as the 'preferred' site for

interagency collaboration. Government and corporate business seem to he the two main social

groups whose intent in interagency collaboration is social control, while educators and



mainstreaming advocates have an intent of social and educational amelioration. Both govemment

and corporate ~usiness alld mainstreanùng advocates have espoused simiiar processes of

collaboration to achieve conflicting airns.

According tu evolving patterns. in:eragency collabcTation will function in the mainsueam

of èducation. This poses the par:lcl.ùx that both soci.::.! ;:ontrollers and mainstreaming advocates

are currently in favor of mainstreamed education for a11 students. Judging on historical precedent

and sorne initial indications. however. it is likely that the intent of social control may

predominate over the intent of social and educational irnprovement. It is argued that special

education and rnainstreaming have to be examined in the wider backdrop of educational and

social trends to prornote strategie planning and meaningful reform.

ü
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Rationale of The Stndy

There has been a substantial amount of empirical research examining the mainstreaming

of students with disabilities into regular schools (see Lipsky & Garmer. 1989a: Stainback &

Stainback. 1990c: Stainback. Stainback. & Forest. 1989). Most of these studies were preoccupied

with analyses of the successes and failures of the mainstreaming movement at the micro level.

that is at the schoo1 1evel. There has been little systematic effort to link ana1ysp.f. at the school

1evel with relevant knowledge at the macro level, that is at the socia1-historical1evel (Karagiannis

& Cartwright. 1990). The effort so far has relied on references that more or 1ess follow this Hne

of argument: that unti11800 most people with disabilities w~re viewed as ineducab1e; that during

the nineteenth and twentieth centuries they were segregated into institution~; and that today "the

goal of universal mainstream education is potential1y within our grasp" (Stainback. Stainback. &

Bunch, 1989b, p. 5). This fleeting reference to the way special education has progressively

evolved from the 'dark ages' of segregation to the progressive era of mainstreaming appears to

he inadequate. An understancling of how special education and mainstreaming are influenced by

the context anddevelopment of American formal education and society is pivotai because they

do not function in vacuum. They have to be placed withm the 1arger context. Aristotle had said

of the power of history to provide insight:

He who...considers things in their first growth and origin, whether a state or
anything else, will obtain the clearest view of them (Cited in Pickett, 1969, p. vii).
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Similar vic::ws have been expressed more recently by Rothman (1971. p. xx) and Hawes (1991.

p. ix) who have studied the establishment and evollltion of institutions for various special

populations and children in the United States over the last two to three hundred years.

The need for placement of special education and general formal education in the wider

social context becomes more evident in the astounding proportion of the American population

who are involved either directly or indirectly in education. The U.S. Departrnent of Education,

National Center for Education Statistics (1990), calculated this proportion in 1989 at 25% of the

total U.S. population:

ln thefall of 1989, about 592 million persons were enrolled in Ameriean sehools
and eolleges...AboUl 3.5 million were employed as elementary and seeondary
sehool teaehers and as eollege instruetors. Other professional, administrative, and
support staff of edueational institutions numbered 3.8 million. Thus more than 66
million Amerieans were involved, directly or indirectly, in providing or receiving
formai edueation....[or] more than J out of every 4 persons (p. 1).

The scope of American education is indeed all-encompassing.

Carrier (1986) has particularly suggested that a more holistic framework is needed to gear

relevant social science research. This framework would link special education to general

education and the social context of American society. He has suggested that the r:larginalization

of special education in social theory has been misguided since its growth over the last few

decades has been 'explosive' (p. 281). This growth irnplies that special education no longer

occupies a marginal position in American formal education, if it ever did.

Studies have indicated that despite the genuine wishes of many special educators to help

students with disabilities, the general educational context quite often thwarts their efforts (e.g.

Milofsky, 1974, 1976, 1989; Weatherly & Lipsky, 1977). The 1980s' educational reforms with

their fecus on 'excellence' and 'quality' (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)
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appear to have been the latest exarnple, :Most of the debate surrounding these reforms had left

special education on the sidelines in the early 198Us but more recently therc has been more

attention to disadvantaged or 'at risk' student" (Lipsky & Garmer. 1989b). The earlier emphasis

of the reforms on higher ucadernic standards and their association to national eCOnOlTIlC growth

has been viewed as a sign that "special education students are not considered worthy or needy

of educational attention" (Sapon-Shevin, 1987, p. 305), Con~quently. therc is a nced to ex.amine

the meaning of the 'excellence' reforms in connection te mainstreaming and special ~ducation,

So far, it appears that these reform have worked to thwart mainstreaming e-ffons.

An indication is the dissatisfaction of mainstreaming aàvocates w,th the outcomes of The

Education for All Handicapped Chi/dren ACT (PL 94-142), passed in 1975, to ?rovide children

with disabilities appropriate education in the least restrictive educational environment. The

general consensus seems to be that this law has failed to change the way things are done in

special education (Asch, 1989; Lipsky & Gartner, 1987, 1989b; National Coalition of Advocates

for Students, 1985; Stainback & Stainback. 1984; L. J. Walker. 1987). Public Law 94-142 and

its consequences, therefore, have also to be exarnined in the social context of general education

and American society.

This perceived fallure of PL. 94-142 has prompted the advocates of what has come to be

known as 'pmposefu1' or 'programmatic' mainstrearning to urge a 'merger' between regular .and

special education (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Stainback, Stainback,

& Bunch, 1989a). A preliminary review of the relevant literature indicates that this unification

may be a necessary precondition for the success of 'purposeful' mainstreaming (Lipsky &

Gartner. 1989a; Stainback & Stainback, 1990c; Stainback. Stainback, & Forest, 1989).
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Most of the analysis of special erlucation DY 'purposeful' mainsrreaming advocates appears.

to have occ~ed at the humanistic. legal, anitudinal, labeling and imeractionist theory, or school

system leve1s (see Lipsky & Gartner. l 989a; Stainback.& StIünbac:.k. 1990c; StJ.inback, Stainback.

& Forest, 1989). Carrier (1986) has criticized the imeractiœ1ist and labeling theory perspectives

as focusing on suface proce.'ises and thus as not being able to conceive an adequate framev.ork

to understand phenomena and propose sufficit;nt reforms. His criticism applies equally to the rest

(If Ùlese analysis levels:

[The social forces) and the social al/d historical framework that identifies them
must be kept in mind by lnose who want to answer jundamental questions of why
special education exists and how il can be changed and e.7Jected to change (p.
306).

If fundamental change of the current special education system in the D.S. is the goal of

mainstreaming refonn, then the issue of why sp'~ial education exists is paramount.

Purpose and Objectives of the Study

The purpose of this investiga.tion is to conduct an exploratory study examining the

obstacles to and prospects of 'purposeful' mainstreaming in the social-historical context of the

United States. This study will have four components. First, special education will he situated in

the context of general fonnal U.S. education and society (note that on1y primary and secondary

schooling will bc considered). Sociological literature indicates that the orjectives and functions

of fonnal education and the manner in which they are influenced by the conditions in society

(e.g. Bowles & Gintis, 1976~ M. Cole. 1988; Spring, 1972, 1976) would be a prime target of this

component Second, these objectives and functions will he viewed historically to see how
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evolving societal conditions and priorities nave influe:1ced SpeCIal education. 'The histcrical

component is important to avoid the likelihood of what Berger and Luckmann 1,1966'1 have

termed, in The Social Constructioil of Realiry, 'reification'; the iendency of humans. with the

passa ge of rime, to perceive thdr assurnptions and practices as the f)nly pos~ibility of strucruring

reality, despite the fact that these assumptions and practices originally were socially constrU\:ted.

Third, there will be a probe of the results of PL 94-142. Emphasis will be placed on the patterns

of educational placements of students with disabilities and on positive :md negative effec.~ts of the

law. The various models and practices of mainstreaming will also he examined in conjunctiotl

with PL 94-142. FOurt1, the meaning of the 1980s' 'excellence' educational reforrns will he

scrutinized.

It is thought that a social-historical context will provide opportunities for theory·building

and for taking into account a wider set of social parameters into strategie planning to enhance

'purposeful' mainstrearning. Sinec this is an initial attempt to link mainsireaming to wider social­

historieal proce::.ses, the literature utilized in each of the components wüi not he exhaustive. The

emphasis of the study is on deteeting trends rather than focusing on detailed description. The

latter will he a concem of future programmatic research.

The following questions sUII1Iriarize' the purpose and objectives of the present study:

Question 1: How does special education fit into the geperal context of American public

formai eduration and society over the last two bundrerl yea.rs?

Question 2: How bave the objectives of American public formai education intluenced the

development of special education over the last two hundred years?
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Question 3: What have been the outcomes of PL 94-142 for students with disabilities until

199O?

Question 4: What is the m~n!ng of the 19805' 'excellence' reforms and sorne of its

preliminary outcomes?

Question 5: What are the obstacles to and prospects for 'purposeful' mainstreaming in light

of the above?

The major premises of the study are as follows: (1) a 'here and now' approach to the

obstacles and problems facing mainstreaming is not adequate; (2) a social-historical approach to

special education and mainstreaming has the potential to reveal a wealth of information for

theory-building and practice; (3) the methodology of the stl.ldy should he such as neither to

restrict nor obscure the achievement of the stuay objectives (4) the ernphasis of the study is on

discerning trends rather than detailing review and depiction of the study components; (5) the

infonnation will he critically analyzed; (6) the conclusions of the study will provide an initial

framework linking special education and mainstreaming to social processes so as to assess

barriers to 'purposeful' mainstreaming; and (7) this framework will provide strategic planning

opportunities to implement refonn that will enhance 'purposeful' mainstreaming for the benefit

of all students, including students with disabilities.

Methodology, Definition of Terms, and Organization

The examination of the historical context has been divided into two periods: (1) the period

between the American Revolution to the American Civil War dating from 1783 (when the peace
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treaty with Great Britain was signed in Paris) to 1861. and (2) the periad between the end of the

Civil War in 1865 to 1990.

There is extensive use of quotaùons throughout this document. Note that many quotations

are used as data for the purposes of qualitaùve analysis.

The major conclusions of Chapters 2 to 7 are summarized at the end of each chapter in

the 'Emerging Themes' section. These conclusions are funher synthesized in Chapters 8 and 9.

Although sorne documentation (referenr.ing) is integrated into Chapters 8 and 9, the reader is

advised that the bulle of documentation can he found in Chapters 2 through 7.

The following have a specifie meaning in this investigation: (1) the terrns American

education, schooling, public schoois. and/ormai education are used interchangeably and refer to

elementary and secondary public education unless otherwise stated; (2) the terrn disability (and

disabilities or disabled) is employed instead of handicap (and handicaps or handicapped), except

in the cases involving presentation of statistical data where the original categorical terms in the

sources are used; (3) the terrns mainstreaming and integration are employed interchangeably; and

(4) the terms merger of regular and special education and pUTposefui mainstreaming are used

intErchangeably.

Chapter 2 gives an account of how public education was established in the social­

historical contat of the U.S. from the Revolution to Civil War. Chapter 3 describes how, during

the same period, institutional arrangements for special populations set the foundations for special

education. Chapter 4 provides a description of the evolution of public education as a parallel

process to the progressing developments in O.S. society from the end of the Civil Wax to 1990.

Chapter 5 ties special education to g~neral public education and American society during the
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same period. Chapter 6 discusses the outcomes of PL 94-142 in connection with the

mainsrreaming movement unti1 1990. Particu1ar attention is given to mainsrreaming practices,

barriers to the merger option, 'networking', and 'professiona1 collaboration' as depicted in the

mainsrreaming 1iterature. Chapter 7 scrutinizes the meaning of the 1980s' education reforms as

an extension of educationa1 reform since the end of Wor1d War II. The more recent attention to

the disadvantaged or 'at risk' section of the American population is tied to this refonn trend and

more general societal considerations. Finally, Chapters 8 and 9 synthesize the conclusions of

previous chapters. Special education and mainstreaming are viewed in the backdrop of American

public education and society over the 1ast two centuries. Particular attention is given to the

currently developing service-delivery model of 'interagency collaboration' and its potential effects

on and outcomes for disadvantaged students and students with disabilities. Based on this

frarnework, recommendaùons for mainstreaming reforrn and further research are suggested.



CHAPTER 2

American Education from the Revolution
to the Civil War

During the nineteenth century. the new Republic started creating its own institutions

including public schools. The ideas of sorne influential Founding Fathers with regard to education

were taken up by other po~ erful citizens and social groups in their campaigns for pepular

education and commen schools. Discipline and obedience to authoriry and law were pronounced

in these campaigns in which the 'Evangelical united front' and the 'friends of education'

movements played leading roles. Cultural homogeneity was seen as a desirable goal because of

a perceived threat from 'uncivilized' Old-world immigrants. Many different racial. religious,

ethnic, linguistic, and cultural social groups encountered prejudicial attitudes from the Anglo-

Protestant majority. In addition to other-imposed segregation. self-imposed segregation along

these lines was a reality of American life.

Brief Background of Colonial Era Schools

During the colonial period the main themes of AmericaH education were piety, civility,

and leaming, although the latter was reserved for children of 'genùe birth'. The main means for

propagating education were the family, the churches, and the community. In the later colonial

years schools and colleges, once they had established a frrm footing in the colonies, began to

play a larger raIe (Cremin, 1970).
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There were three basic types of schools during this period and they persisted weil into the

national era after the Revolution. Fust. the Englic;h school for students between the ages of three

and founeen years which was initially housed in a single building. In more populated areas it

expanded to form primary and intermediate sections with variablt' organizational and tiùe

designations. The English school curriculum included reading, spelling, writing, and arithmetic

\Vith sorne geography and history. Second, the Latin grammar school for male students from the

age of nine or ten years for a period of four or five years which was found primarily in the

eastem large towns. Its curriculum focused on Latin and ancient Greek with additional studies

in history, geography, and rnathematics. Third, the Academy, frequently in the fonn of a boarding

school, that enrolled any students it could attract. Its curriculum included English and variations

of the Latin grammar school cU1TÎculum (Cremin, 1980, pp. 388-389).

The Situation After the Revolution

After the war the thineen out-of-the sixteen original SUites that chose independence had

almost no awareness of political union. To the contrary, they had political, fmancial and territorial

~erences and the central governrnent had a very weak authority (Reisner, 1922, pp. 323-332).

The main immediate concern was ta establish and consolidate the new forrns of government and

impart to the -general popullition a sense of the model citizen worthy of the new republic.

Benjamin Rush, one of the Founding Fathers, expressed this concem in 'che following manrler:
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The American war is over; but this is far from being the case with the American
revolution. On the cvnr.rary, nothing but the first act of the great drama is closed.
It remains yet to establish and perfecT our new forms of government; and rv
prepare the principles, morals, and manners of our citi:ens for these forms of
governmenr, after they are estabiished and brought to perfection (Cited in Cremin.
1970. p. 564).

Thomas Jefferson had a genuine apprehension that the American people might tum into

lia heterogeneous. incoherent. distracted mass" (Cited in Cremin. 1980. p. 8). The immigrants.

consequently. would have to leam the realities of the New World and shed the ways of the Old

world. Noah Webster. one of the proponents of public schools, wrote as a young schoolmaster

in 1783:

The author ...... ..;hes to promote the honor and prosperiry of the confederated
republics of America; and cheeiful/y throws his might inco the common treasure
0/ patriotic exertions. This country must in some future time, be as distinguished
by the superiority of her lilerary improvements, as she is alr,:ady by the liberality
of her civil and ecclesiastical constitutions. Europe is grown old in fol/y,
corruption and tyranny-in that country laws are perverted, manners arc licentious,
literature is declining and human nature debased. For America in her infancy to
adopt the present maxims of the Old World, would be to stamp the wrInleles of
decrepit age upon the bloo;n of youth and to plant the seeds of decay in a
vigorous constitution. American glory begins to dawn at a favorable period, and
under flattering circurnstances. We have the experience of the whole world before
our eyes; but to receive indiscriminately the maxims of government, the manners
and the literary taste ofEurope and make them the ground in which to build our
systems in America, must soon convince us that a durable and stately edifice can
never be erected upon the moldering pillars of antiquity. It is the business of
A.mericans to select the wisdom ofail nations, as the basis of her constitutions,-to
avoid their errors,-to prevent the introduction offoreign vices and corruptions and
check tM_ career of her own,-to promote virtue and patriotism,-to embellish and
improve the sciences,-to diffuse a uniformity and purity of language,-to add
superior dignity to tms infant empire and to human nature (Cited in Cremin,
1970, p. 569).

George Washington had similar ideas on the r01e education should play in the socialization of

American citizens and immigrants and stated so in his farewell presidential address in 1796:
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Promote then as an object of primary importance, institutions for the general
diffusion of knowledge. ln proportion as the structure of government gives force
to public opinion, it is essential that public opinion should be enlightened (Cited
in Cremin. 1980. p. 10 1).

Despite the caUs from the most prominent Founding Fathers. however. there Wê S fierce

resistance from wealthy citizens in legislating tax-supponea schools. Thomas Jefferson wrote to

his friend Gel')rge Wythe after his Bill for the More General Diffusion of Knowledge was passed

by the House in 1785 but defeated in the Senate:

Preach, my dear sir, a crusade against ignorance .. esrablish and improve the Law
for educating the common peopLe. Let our countrymen know...that the tax which
will be paid for this purpose is not more than the thousandth part of what will be
paid to kings, priests and nobLes who will rise up among us ifwe Leave the peopLe
in ignorance (Cited in Cremin. 1980, p. 108).

Apan from active opposition to tax-supported education from certain social groups. there

were major disagreements on the means of implementation. George Washington desired a

national university. Thomas Jefferson wanted public schools, colleges, and libraries, while John

Adams supported the role of churches in cultivating public discipline (Cremin, 1980, pp. 103-

104). Despite these differences a substantial degree of consensus had developed by the end of

the eighteenth cenlury on what the role of popular education on the h:sue of self-government and

its fundamentals might he : (1) popu1ar schooling for literacy, a common core of know1edge,

morality, and patriotism, (2) free press for illuminating the American people on public issues

through the exposition of various perspectives, and (3) freedom of association for forming civic

and political organizations (Brann, 1979).



13

Early Conceptions of a National Education System

In 1795 the American Philosophical Society announced an essay contest having as theme

the best educational system for the newly formed republic. Samuel Knox. an alumnus of the

University of Glasgow, and Samuel Harrison Smith. an alumnus of the University of

Pennsylvania. were the winners of the contest (Rudolph, 1965). They both prcposed very similar

ideas of a uniform national education system with common curricula. textbooks. and standards

under a national board of education (Knox. 1965; S. H. Smith. 1965).

The centrality of producing the ideal citizen was stressed by Samuel Harrison Smith

(1965) in 1798 as follows:

The citizen enlightened, will be a free man in its truest sense. He will know his
rights, and he will understand the rights of others: discerning the connection of
his interest with the preservation of these rights, he will as firmly support those
of his feilow men as his own. Too weil informed to be misled, lOO virtuous to be
corrupted, we shail behold man consistent and inflexible. Not at one moment thl!
child of patriotism, and at another the slave of despotism, we shail see him in
principle forever the same. lmmutable in his character, inflexible in his honesty,
he will feel the dignity of his nature and cheerjully obey the daims of dury (pp.
220-221).

Several other similar conceptions of a national education system, reprinted by Rudolph

(1965), had beeù expounded during the early years of the republic by Benjamin Rush, Noah

Webster, Amable-Lauis-Rose de Lafitte du Courteil, and Simon Doggett. Their inceptive ideas

revealed a coDÏmon string of republican thought with respect to the role of education. They aIl

had the following five common propositions: (1) that the success ûf the republic resides in

education; (2) that the objectives of education should be the diffusion of knowledge, virtue,

civility, patriotism, and the enhancement of leaming; (3) that schools and colleges can accomplish

these objectives on a massive scale; (4) that a national public system of education should provide
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uniformity and be directly tied to the po1ity; and (5) that American education should produce the

ideal citizen. Terms such as 'harmony', 'uniforrnity', and 'machine' were used to characterize

the desirable education system for the rept:blic.

Despite this consensus among republicans, several controversia1 issues remained

unresolved during the first decades of the nineteenth cenmry. First, the kind of knowledge to ;,e

diffused, ùlat is, 'ancient' versus 'modern' knowledge (Kerber, 1970) or what today may he

termed 'general' versus 'vocational' education. Second, the extent to which the federal

government should he involved (Cremin, 1980, pp. 126-127). Third, the kinà of financial

arrangements which should he made to support education. Samuel Harrison Smith maintained that

education should he public and tuition-free. Benjamin Rush advocated a combination of public

and private funding (Rudolph, 1965). The argument of no public funding for secondary education

could he found in Adam Smith's 1776 workAn lnquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth

ofNations, even though he supported public financing for prirnary and popular education to instill

habits of decency, piety, and discipline (A. Smith, 1937). According to Cremin (1980, p. 369),

a half century after the 1795 essay contest the existing education system in the V.S. resembled

parts of all proposed systems but no one in particular,

Reisner (1922) has claimed that the "early national period shows no conception of

education as Il means of creating a definite political culture by means of education. There

was...no concerted action on the part of any central authorities to accomplish such an objective,

hecP.use such authorities did not exist" (p. 359). And he goes on to say that the Founding Fathers

"had not seriously considered nor practically applied the conception of public education as a
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means of creating a national culture or of preparing the large body of citizen-voters for the

responsib1e functions of citizenship in a democratic state" (p. 367).

Indeed the central authorities. if not nonexistent. were very weak: it i5 quite probable that

Many of the Founding Fathers did not concem themselves too much with education and public

schoo1s. However, leading figures who attained positions of power such as George Washington.

Thomas Jefferson, and Benjamin Rush, to name a few, were very clear and categorical about the

importance of education. In their minds education was not just crucial for the economic and

political progress of the republic but for its very survival in the form they had envisioned. Their

ideas p1anted the seeds for the de"/e10pment and growth of f\.merican public schools along with

intended and unintended consequences.

The Protestant Influence and the 'Friends of Education' Movement

Alexis de Tocqueville, the famous European historian who travelled extensively in the

V.S. during the early republican era, wrote in 1835:

Religion in America takes no direct part in the governmenr of society, but it must
be regarded as the first of their political institutions,' for it does not impart a taste
for freedom, itfacilitates the use ofit. Indeed, it is in this same point ofview that
the inhabitants of the United States themselves look upon religious belief. 1 do not
know whether aIL Americans have a sincere faith in their religion...but 1 am
certain thm they hold it to be indispensable to the maintenance of republican
institutiOns (de Tocqueville, 1945, p. 305).

The 1791 amendrnent te the federal Constitution had the provision that "Congress shall

make no 1aw respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof'

(Cited in Cremin, 1980. p. 380). This sweeping stipulation separated religion from the state in

a decisive manner. Lyman Beecher, a protestant leader and opponent of the provision initially,
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changed his position later when he could see the outcome and he wrote in his diary in 1818 that

the disestablishment of the churches was "the best thing that ever happened to the State of

Connecticut. It cut the churches loose from dependence on state suppon. It threw them wholly

on their own resources and on God" (Cross, 1961, p. 151). In effect the separation ofreligion and

state stimulated church activities and the formation of volumary religious organizations (Butts,

1950).

At the same time there were repeated calls by protestant leaders of various denonùnations

to educate the masses of Catholic immigrants so that they would not fail under the influence of

the Cathollc church and its priests (e.g. Beecher, 1835; Bushnell, 1847, 1853). The ideology

being fostered was that America would advance ooly through pious civility. In this ideology,

nationalism, nùllennialism, and evangelism converged and formed a complex local, state,

regional. and federal network of related organizations referred to as the 'Evangelical united front'.

Its influence and growth in the decades following the Revolution was remarkable (Ahlstrom,

1972; Banner. 1970; Sweet. 1952).

The Evangelical united front included organizations such as The First Day Society

founded in Philadelphia in 1790, the New York Missionary Society formed in 1796, the

Missionary Society of Connecticut established in 1797, the Massachusetts Missionary Society

constituted in ~99, the American Board ofCommissionersfor Foreign Missions created in 1810,

the American Education Society established in 1815, the American Bible Society founded in 1816,

the American Sunday-School Union formed in 1825. and the American Home Missionary Society

constituted in 1826. Ail the major national organizations developed regiona1. and local affiliate

branches (Foster. 1960; Griffin, 1960). Ail these organizations tended to derive their leadership
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from wealthy land owners and businessmen, conseIVative po1iticians and statesmen, well-known

c1erics, young professional men, and women eager to participate in public affairs ,Naylor. 1971).

It has been well (iocumented that the Evangelical united front organizaùons had "an

interest in each other. depend[ed] upon each other. and assist[ed] each other" (Cogswell, 1833.

p. iii) and that they "were expliciùy. self-consciously. and over- :'\elnùngly in the business of

education" (Cremin. 1980. p. 59). They organized an educational carnpaign with elements of

philanthropism. Christian education (mainly protestant values) and religious proselytization. social

integration (providing a common culture), republicanism. and patriotism. This sweeping campaign

proceeded from house to house and reached all the civil communities in the United States. ln

conjunction. they published a voluminous num~r of books and other printed material and were

direcùy or indirecùy inv01ved in the establishment of schools and philanthropic or reformatory

institutions (Billington. 1938; Foster. 1960; Power. 1940).

ln most instances. Sunday schools preceded the common schools (E. W. Rice. 1917) and

by the midd1e of the nineteenth century they were the location of more than half of the public

libraries in the U.S. (Crenùn. 1980. p. 68). ln fact, there were many similarities between Sunday

and early public schools in the materia1s used and the values propagated (W. B. Kennedy. 1966;

McCord, 1976). In addition te schools. houses of refuge. penitentiaries. a1rnshouses. and various

asylums were:..created or assisted by protestant organizations. Their explicit intent was to

rehabilitate, house, or segregate deviant, delinquent and dependent individuals (Grob. 1973;

Hawes, 1971; Mennel, 1973; Rothman. 1971; Schlossman. 1977).

By the time the Evangelical united front had firmly emœllished itself as a powerful social

force in early American society, another movement advocating public education in schools for



18

all citizens was gaining momentum. By the 1840s and 1850s there were a number of highly

visible leaders who c.dled themsdves 'friends of education' and included: James G. Caner and

Horace Mann in Massachusetts; Henry Barnard in Connecticut; 1. Orville Taylor in New York;

Charles Fenton Mercer and Henry Ruffner in Virginia; Calvin H. Wiley in North Carolina; Caleb

Mills in Indiana; Calvin Stowe, Albert Picket, Samuel Lewis, and Catharine Beecher in Ohio;

Ninian Edwards and John Mason Peck in minois; John D, Pierce and Isaac Crary in Michigan;

Roben Breckinridge in Kentucky; William F. Perry in Alabama; John Swen in California; and

George Atkinson in Oregon. In terms of religious affiliation most of them were

Congregationalists or Presbyterians, Mann was a Unitarian, Barnard an Episcopalian, Lewis a

Methodist, and Peck a Baptist. Thus, most of the 'friends of education' had intimate connections

with the various protestant denominations, ascribed to a millennialist republican conception of

political economy, and drew on the organizational experience of voluntarism and political

collaboration used successfully by the Evangelical united front (Cremin, 1980, pp. 175-176).

The 'friends of education' formed organizations such as the Ameriean Institute of

Instruction, the Western Literary Institute and College of Professional Teaehers, and the

Ameriean Lyeeum. They published and edited several periodicals such as the Ameriean Journal

of Education, the Ameriean Annals of Education, the Common Sehool Assistant, the Common

Sehaol Advocate, the Journal of Education, the Connecticut Common School Journal, and the

Common School Journal (Crenùn, 1980, pp. 175-176).

Even though the Evangelical united front collapsed after the 18505 because of renewed

denominationalism and factionalism, the influence of its values and objectives continued in the

institutions which were the result of its effons (Cremin., 1980, pp. 69-73). The advocates of
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public education took it upon themselves to continue the endeavor of popular education by

promoting formal schooling. Despite a diversity of influences and the subsequent adoption of its

own political and social agenda. the 'friends of education' movement was in pan a mutated. more

secular version of the Evangelical united front. In time it would succeed in realizing sorne of the

goals that had been espoused earlier by various protestant organizations.

The EstabUshment of Public Schools

The Constitution of the United States did not have much initially on the ~ubject of

education. By implication of the Tenth Amendment in 1791 education was placed under the

power of the states and individuals. In the years following the Revolution. the federal govemment

tried to make more attractive the selling of land on the frontier to prospective settlers from the

East for the creation of new states. The Ordinance of 1785 of sale of parts of the Northwest

Territory (not to he confused with the Canadian North West Territories) to military leaders from

New England made specifie provisions for endowing and setting aside land for educational

institutions. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 pertained to the sale of territory situated between

the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers and the Great Lakes. The Congress sold the land to the Ohio

Company with the provisions of setting aside land for school and literary institutions. The third

article of the ordinance stated:

Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good government and the
happiness of manJcind, schools and the means of education shall be forever
encouraged (Cited in Reisner, 1922, p. 341).

To provide equal treatment to the older states, the federal govemment granted a percentage from

the sales of public land for the exclusive purpose of education (Reisner, 1922, pp. 338-345).



20

During the period of the Union only New England states. with the exception of Rhode

Island. had a tradition of encouraging sorne kind of public schooling. However. there was

virtually no administrative organization and financial support varied from state to state. In 1789

a law in Massachusetts legalized the division of towns into school districts and in 1800 law gave

district inhabitants the power ta regulate taxes, meetings, I)uildings, and maintenance regarding

local schools. In 1817 school districts became legal corporations with full power and

responsibility before the law. In later years there were similar t :tds in other states toward this

model of decentralized school authority (Rf ::ner, 1922, pp. 345-357).

Horace Mann was probably the most prominent figure in the struggle for public schools

in Massachusetts. He helped push legislation in the Senate of Massachusetts in 1837 for the

establishment of a state board of education to which he was appointed secretary the very same

year. During the following twelve years he conducted a statewide and eventually a nationwide

campaign for public education in collaboration with other members of the 'friends of education'

movement (Messerli, 1972). His main concem was primary education and despite disagreements

with many evangelists, Mann had similar conceptions with respect to the objectives of public

schools: Christian piety, civility, patriotism, a common culture rooted in the Anglo-Protestant

tradition. and skills that would enable individuals to build a wealthy society (Kendell, 1968;

McCluskey, 1958; Straker, 1955; Vinovskis, 1970). By the time of bis death he was perceived

as the leading a1vocate of public schools and bis ideûs spread to the rest of the U.S., to Europe,

and even to South America (Messerli, 1972).

Despite the leading role of New England states, it was the state of New York that first

developed a comprehensive system of public primary schools administered by the state. The trend
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began in 1837 (Reisner. 1922. p. 387) and through conrroversial legislative bames in the 18-l0s.

1850s. and 1860s common schools became tax-supponed and tuition-free (Cutler. 1972: Kaestle.

1973: LeCount. 1971).

There were few public schools in the South until the Civil War. As early as 1779 Thomas

Jefferson had proposed a state-supported school system for the poor of Virginia. His plan was

rejected by weaJthy citizens who refused ta pay taxes for such a purpose (Sigmon. 1983). When

in 1796 the Virginia legislature approved the creation of public elementary schools. it was left

up to county courts to decide legal1y their establishment and maintenance. Jefferson was

convinced. and events confumed his judgment. that the local option would incapacitate the bill

since most county judges were of Caucasian and wealthy background. During the early nineteenth

century many affluent citizens in most states were not very enthusiastic about paying taxes for

the education of the poor (Cremin. 1980. pp. 108-109).

Paralie1 to the creation of public schoo1s, the Roman Catholic church had started

establishing its own parochial schools since the beginning of the nineteenth century. In fact, the

Catholic parochial system was the fastest growing denominational school organization. Catholic

clergy had repeatedly pointed out, as in New York State in 1840 for exarnple, that the public

nondenominational schools were not nondenominational at ail because they had incorporated

protestant mOAlity and doctrine in their curriculum and they were hostile toward Catholicism

(Gabert, 1971; Lannie, 1968; Pratt, 1967).

The Presbyterian (Sherrill, 1932) and Lutheran (Damm, 1963) churches as well tried to

create their own parochial school systems between 1846 and 1870. They perceived that there was

an ever increasing separation between public schools and religion.
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In the rural areas, the one room school with a single teacher remained the prevalent

organizational nonn until the Civil War mixing children o~' aIl ages. In many cities, nevertheless,

the number of studems was growing rapidly while resources remained scarce. By the 1870s a

grading system based on combinations of age and academic achievement was beginning to

develop. The creation of graded education from primary through intennediate to high school was

weIl on its way (Cremin, 1980, p. 396).

Three new types of school developed in the V.S. during the nineteenth century. First, there

was the infant school for children between the ages of two and seven. Its origins can probably

be traced back to Robert Owen's communal experiment in Great Britain. This innovation died

as a practice but it was later revived ir. the 1850s as the kindergarten (D. May & Vinovskis,

1977). Second. there was the high school for students continüing from primary, grarnmar, or

intermediate schools. It was a public school at little or no cast as an alternative ta the Latin

grammar school (E. E. Brown, 1902). Third, the so-called 'supplementary school' or 'school of

deficiencies', nowadays referred to as special school. It was designed for delinquents and

deviants, people with disabilities, and minority groups (African-Americans, Aboriginals, and

Caucasian immigrants as the Irish) who were thought to be in need of cornpensatory education

(Hawes, 1971; Kanner, 1964; Pickett, 1969; Schwartz, 1956).

By the..1870s primary public schools were quite common in many states, even though

sorne states passed compulsory schooling laws as late as 1918. Studies examining the

development of public school systems have been conducted at the city level (e.g. Duffy, 1968;

Geltner. 1972; Katz, 1968a; Ravitch, 1974; Schultz, 1973; Troen. 1975; Tyack, 1967, 1974) and
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at the state level (e.g. H. B. Brooks. 1949; Gideonse. 1963; Jorgenson. 1966: Kaest1e &

Vinovskis. 1980; Macauley. 1972; Matheson. 1963; Mathews. 1965; Pulliam 1965: Quick. 1963).

Teachers and Curricula

Until 1830 public schooling in the U.S. was not conceived as an obligation and whatever

schoo1s existed. according to Reisner (1922), "had tittle vitality" (p. 366). In terrns of buildings

and teaching tools elementary education was extremely inadequate. Not only the facilities were

meager but teachers had barely any training.

As far as the teachers are concerned, they were like the general run of those who
taught school in ail Western countries before the state turned to education ta
make it a tool for creating citizens. Barely possessed of the limited information
they were expected to pass on to the pupils and conscious of no superior methods
of instruction...Harsh discipline...secured inactivity when the child wa~ otherwise
out of employment (Reisner, 1922, p. 359).

Before the Civil War most teachers continued to he trained, if trained at all, by

apprenticeship to a teacher in the school. In many cases there was not even apprenticeship

involved - teachers would simply start their teaching careers by imÎtating what they had seen as

students in the schools. In general. the effon to prepare teachers professionally through student-

teaching and teaeher associations or institutes had barely started in the 1830s and 1840s (Elsbee,

1939).

Teaching was the only profession open ta women before the Civil War. During the second

third of the nineteenth century it would become an increasingly female occupation (Schweiken.

1971) for several reasons. Women were thought to be more suitable to work with young children

by exrending the reach of motherhood from the family to the school. Men who acted as
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admimstrators thought that women were more open to .suggestion'. Most importantly. women

were willing to take up teaching for half or even a third of the salary of male teachers (Elsbee.

1939).

Even when women had enter~d teaching in vast numbers the concept of

professionalization was reserveti for men. It was mainly male educators who attained professional

training and filled almost all administrative positions. Women found themselves in the peculiar

situation of making up the majority of the teacher population in a profession dominated by men.

Female teachers ended up being in the trenches of public schools without having any substantial

input as to their planning and operation (Mar.ingly, 1975).

ln terms of teaching practices, many teachers placed the responsibility of leaming

exclusively on students and ar.ted simply as disciplinarians. Dthers just moved students in concert

through the material by merely reciting rather than explaining. Dnly a very few teachers

attempted to interpret. elaborate, or embellish the textbook material (Finkelstein, 1970).

Most teachers relied almost exclusively on textbooks. The curriculum in public schools

had a nondenominational protestant perspective and stressed the superiority of Americans and

American institutions. ln addition, it taug~~ quite conspicuously the inferiority of non-Caucasian

races even though it simultaneously condemned the evils of slavery - most textbooks were

produced in ta Northeastem states (Carpenter, 1962; Michaelsen, 1970; Nietz, 1961, 1966).

The predominantly nondenominational protestant and racist orientations of public schools

appear to have had an important consequence. Students were socialized to believe in the

superiority of Caucasian-Americans and the values and ethics of protestantism. Consequently,
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individuals or social groups who did not conforrn to this norrn, either for racial, re!igious, ethnie,

cultural, or ability reasons, were perceived as 'inferior', 'abnormal' or 'deviant'.

Discipline and Obedience to Authority and Law

Discipline was a theme that had persistently been impressed upon the American people

by the churches and the Evangelical 'mited front. it was and still is one of the most fu"!damental

and enduring objectives of formaI schooling, espec~ Jly in its primary and secondary stages. A

plethora of school documents testify as to the importance that sl.:hool authorities, from

administrators to teachers, placed on inculcating students with a sense of self-restraint and

absolute obedience to their teachers and the law. The grammar schoolmasters of Boston, for

example, stated in their Remaries on the Seventh Annual Report of the Honorable Horace Mann,

Secretary of the Massachusetts Board of Education in 1844:

lmplicit obedience to rightful authority must be inculcated and enforced upon
chi/dren as the very germ of ail good order infuture society; no one, who thinks
soundly and foilows out principles to their necessary results, will presume to deny
(Cited in Finkelstein, 1974-75, p. 355).

The report of a national commission of school administrators in 1874 reaffrrmed this view as one

of the main tenets of American educational theory and practice:

The tearher has an obligation to train the pupils into habits ofprompt obedience
to ms tëacher...in order that he may be prepared for a life wherein there is little
police-restraint on the part ofconstituted authorities (Dnty & Harris, 1874, p. 13).

The Boston School Committee in th~ 1870s viewed immigrants as possessing a culture

unworthy of existing in America, unruly and ignorant. It perceived American schools as overseers

of the moral, spiritual, and intellectual training of these immigrants:
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Taking children at random from a great city, undisciplined, uninstructed, often
with inveterate forwardness and obstinacy, and with thp inherited stupidity of
centuries of ignorant ancestors: forming them from animais into intellectual
beings, and.. Jrom intellectual beings into spiritual beings: giving to many their
firsi appreciation of what is wise, ....hat is true, what is lovely and what is pure
(Cited in Katz, 1968b, p. 120).

Throughout the frrst half of the nineteenth century most teachers relied on corporal

punishment in what was euphemistically called 'muscular Christianity' (Holbrook, 1885, p. 19)

and humiliation (W. Brooks, 1915; Burton, 1833) to maintain obedience.

ln the second half of the nineteenth century, teachers used a combination of physical

punishment and persuasion to make their students aware of noncompliant behavior and establish

voluntary observation of rules (Hubbard, 1879). In reviewing the literature Finkelstein (1974-75)

found that this combination had mixed results of success and failure. She describes a frequently

used method of having students registering their violations and provides a quotation on a

teacher' s unsuccessful attempt:

To develop a scrupulous honesry and a high sense of honor we kept a record of
our deportment and reported the exact percentage in response to roll call at the
end of each day. For our guidance, Miss Pember made a list ofpossible offenses
with a scale of penalties...whispering:-2 points, hair pulling:-4,' spit balls:-6,'
putting rubber in the stove:-15. Ifwefell below fifty, we had to stay after sCMol
and receive one tap of a ruler on the hand for each point below 50. This
prompted competitionfor the lowest score. The taps became more numerous and
the class, numbering 40, had to be divided into squads only one of which could
be punished on the same day and the ruler taps lagged junher and jurther
behind::•.she...lasted until Christmas vacation (pp. 358-359).

By the 18708 many cities and towns had hecome industrialized and wherever factories

appeared the problem of nurturing industrial discipline in workers had to he resolved (pollard,

1963-64; Rodgers, 1978; E. P. Thompson, 1967). Many schools in urban centers "through the

very character of their organization - the grouping, periodizing, and objective impersonality were
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not unlike those of the factory" and. in general. the "values and attitudes associated with

industrial discipline were.. .inner discipline. hard work. punctuality. frugaiity. sobriety. orderliness.

and prudence" (Cremin. 1980. p. 351).

The Lancasterian schools in large cities. applying military concepts and philosophy in

their daily operation inside and outside the classroom. were seen as the ideal solution. Educators

from aIl over the V.S. would come to city schools to observe the prevailing practices. Observers

of a New York city primary school wrote in their 1867 repon to the Board of Commissioners

of Baltimore:

The regularity of their movements, their simultaneous enunciation, their young
voices mingling in the melody of their childhood' s songs....When they sing "Now
WP. ail stand up," they spring to their feet, the entire mass with apparently a single
motion. When they sing "Now we ail set down," they drop into their seats. "Now
wefold our arms," ail arms arefolded. "Now we are nodding, nid, nid, nodding,"
the sea of Little heads move to right and left (Report of the Committee Appointed
to Visit Public Schools of Philadelphia. New York. Brooklyn and Bo'\ton to the
Board of Commissioners of Baltimore, 1867. pp. 35-36).

In most instances teachers associated the concepts of collaboration with cheating. and

discipline with learning. Punishment was common for students who helped or were helped by

other students. There was a strongly held assumption by teachers that students could !earn best

on their own (Finkelstein, 1974-75). The recollection of a Southern man punished for helping

another student i5 a representative example:

[The teacher]...carried me down to the spring...he repeated a verse from the Bible,
about sparing the rod and spoiling the child; he then knelt, and prayed a short
prayer, in which he asked his Heavenly Father toforgive the awful crime ofwhich
1 had been guilty, and then rose, and catching me by my long hair, almost lifting
me from the ground, he administered an awful whipping (Fontaine, 1908, pp. 14­
15).
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Communication among students during class, even eye contact, was prohibited. Various methods

were implemented ta discourage it: placing desks in perfect rows "for the advantage". as a

teacher explained, "of making it difficult for students to look at one another" (Orcutt, 1898. p.

67): not a]lowing playing or visiting (Duffield. 1906. p. 53); or invenùng ingenious rnethod;; for

passing along teaching materials. 1. M. Rice (1893) described one of the pracùces he observed

in a New York city school:

Ail chi/dren in the room stare fixedly at a point on the blackboard. When material
of whatever nature, is handed to the chi/dren...!it is] passed along sideways until
each chi/d in the row has been supplied. During this procedure the chi/dren are
compeiled to look straight in front of them, and to place their hands sidewise in
order to receive the material, without looking whence it comes (p. 33).

Barbara Finkelstein (1974-75) has f;alled the incorporaùon of strict discipline and absolute

obedience in American nineteenth century schools 'pedagogy of intrusion'. Students "could

satisfactorily submit to the rules and regulations of the teachers only by purging themselves of

their individuality. by submerging their identities. and by incorporating the goals of the teachers

as their own" (p. 364). This intrusive pedagogical method was "designed to harden the emotions.

to break the will as well as to discipline Ûle intellect" (p. 368).

Pariahs

Educatl him {Ajrican-American] and you have added iinle to his happiness - you
have unfitted mm for the society and sympathies of his degraded kindred, and yet
you have not procured for him and cannat procure for him any admission in to
the society and sympathy ofwhite men (An Address to the Public by the Managers
of the Colonization Society of Connecticut, 1828. p. 5)

From the very beginning of the formation of the Republic certain social groups were

denied fundamental citizenship rights. While Caucasian-European immigrants of Irish. German.
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Norwegian. Swedish. and other nationalities were thought of being capable to integrate in

American society. African-Amer.can and aboriginal people were met with harsh treattnent. Others

such as Chinese and Japanese first-generation immigrants were altogether denied naturalization.

The barriers of race. in contrast to those of ethnicity and religion. were considered ta be

insurmountable (Cremin. 1980. pp. 242-245).

The Constitution ratified in 1778 did not allude to slavery expliciùy but tolerated it as a

fact of American r~ality (Cremin. 1980. p. 218). African-Americans. whether enslaved or free.

were considered inferior and inassimilable. Even those residing in the northern states were

segregated and denied citizenship rights including formal education in many instances (D. B.

Davis. 1975; Ment, 1975). The prevailing attitude and pedagogy of Caucasians was to reinforce

the conception of African-American inferiority (Fredrickson, 1971).

Aboriginal people were initiaIly thought to be assimilable to American society (Dippie,

1970). The federal government tried several scheme8 of acculturation including church

missionaries without significant success (Beaver, 1966; Berkhofer, 1965). After the War of 1S12,

when many aboriginal nations sided with the British troops invading from what is today Canada,

there was a major change in actual policy to evict natives forcefully from their lands (Foreman,

1953; Viola, 1974). In the end the conception that aboriginals were not capable of being

assimi1ated by American society prevailed and reservations were set up in the 1840s and 1850s

as an 'alternative to extinction' (Trennert, 1975).

It is interesting and not at aIl incidental that. African-Americans and aboriginals were

segregated in every social sphere including schooling. It was perceived then that "special groups

of students having special educational needs...would best be met in separate educational
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institutions. including handicapped youngsters. panicularly the blind. the deaf. and the

feebleminded; youngsters judged incorrigible or delinquent: and black and Indian youngsters

deemed unacceptable in regular c1assrooms" (Cremin. 1980. p. 390).

In many instances even Caucasian immigrants were ~~~matized if their behavior did not

conform to the cultural expectations of Anglo-Protestant middle c1ass. Sorne of them would

endure unfavorable consequences. while others. as in the case of Michael Walsh, would be able

to overcome their traumatic public school experiences. Michael Walsh was an Irish immigrant

who lived in the V.S. from the J820s until his death in the late 1850s. He served three tenus in

the New York State Assembly, one term in Congress. and two prison terrns on Blackwell's

Island. He also worked as a manual laborer and a journalist and his comments on public

schooling were but rhapsodie:

1 :lever attended school but three quarters, and then 1 beiieve 1 got turned out
once or twice. Yes, sir, 1 ~ot turned out, for what the school-masters in their
benighted stupidity termed "bad conduct," but which subsequent events have
satisfactorily proven to have been merely a striking and precocious manifestation
of genius (Cited in Cremin, 1980, p. 450).

Throughout the nineteenth century courts would determine that the operation of special

or separate schools was legal (Cremin, 1980, p. 390). Two cases deserve particular attention. In

1838, in the Ex Parte Crouse case, the father of a Philadelphia child named Mary Ann Crouse

tried unsuccesafully. citing the Sixth Amendment to the American Constitution, to overturn her

commitment to the House of Refuge. The court, basing its decision on the old legal doctrine of

parens patriae, deterrnined that the natural parents' authority could he surpassed by the common

guardian of the community if the natur~ parents are unequal to the task of education or unworthy

of it (Fox, 1970).
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In the 1849 case of Roberts v. City of Boston, the father of an African-American

youngster named Sarah Roberts tried, on the basis of me Massachusers Constitution guarantees,

to enrol her in a school attended by Caucasian-American chlldren doser home than the school

attended by African-American children where she was assigned. The court upheld the right of

the city to operate 'separate but equal' facilities for African-Americans (L. Levy & Phillips,

1950-51).

It seems that the predominant social attitudes and perceptions of the time stigmatized

social groups that had apparent physical or cultural differences from the Anglo-Protestant

majœity. In many instances, this stigmatization could educationally translate into deniaI to

provide education or into segregation within separate edueationaI institutions.

Segregation: A Reality of American Life

With the influx of immigrants during the 184Os, 1850s, 1860s and 1870s social

segregation along ~eligious, linguistic, and ethnie lines beeame a faet of life. Racial segregation

of Afriean-Americans and aboriginals had already been embedded long before the Revolution

(Cremin, 1980, pp. 376-378).

In the period between the 1820s and 1840s many utopian experiments were conducted.

Communities -such as the Shakers, the Rappites, the Moravians, the Mennonites, the

Transcendentalists, the Mormons, New Harmony, and Oneida isolated themselves voluntarily

from the outside world. Most of them disbanded a few years after their creation and only a few

such as the Mormons or the Mennonites managed to flourish and survive. Despite their fallure,

many of these communities gave birth to a plethora of humanistic educational ideas, such as the
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infant schoal and child-centered pedagogy, and managed to teach other people in the areas of

resourceful craftsmanship, teamwork. social conàuct, and millennial hope (Bestor, 1950: Tyler.

1944; Webber. 1959).

While utopian societies secluded them~elves in isolated rural areas. the vast majority of

immigrants settled in their own neighborhoods in villages, towns. and cities. Their segregation

took place on the basis of: religion, for example the Irish Catholics (R. E. Kennedy, 1973;

MacDonagh, 1976); language, religion, and class, as in the case of Gennans (Kollmann &

Marschalck, 1973; M. Walker, 1971); or race as in the instance of Chînese (Barth, 1964; Weiss,

1974). Segregation deve10ped both npon voluntary and involuntary lines. Irish Cathollcs

segregated themselves within their own neighborhoods in large cities to protect their culture and

religion but they were aIso segregated by those outside. Gennans created their own home towns

to maintain their language and religion. Chinese segregated thernselves and were segregated by

others.

New York city, at the time, represented perhaps the best example of a large American city

separated aIong ethnic, linguistic, and religious lines. By the 1850s approximate1y half its

inhabitants reponed themselves as foreign bom (Rosenwaike, 1972). Consequently, many

inhabitants socialized and in many cases educated themse1ves within the confmes of their

community without much meaningful contact with outsider communities; or the education they

received at home and in their communicy was frequently antagonistic to the education received

in public schools (Cremin, 1980, pp. 440-449).

Segregation in nineteenth century America, both voluntary and involuntary, was the nonn.

Whether one agreed or disagreed with it was irrelevant simply because it was a fact of 1ife. It
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was justified on the basis of racial. linguistic. religious. and ethnie differences. The key word is

.different·. Inctividuals or social groups who perceived themselves or were perceived by others

to be different segregated themselves or were segregated by society. or quite often a combination

of both. Undoubtly the stI'ong mentality behind social segregation in many aspec!s of American

liie. in combination with other social factors. would play a significant raie in the segregation of

individuals and social groups with disabilities.

Emerging Themes

Given its popular character education [until the Civil War} was ever vulnerable
to direct confrontations over financing and support and intense conj1icts over the
substance of the curriculum....!t was Aristotle who once remarked that when
people set out to educate, they invariably have in mind some vision of the good
life, and, since visions of the good life will surely differ, education is inescapably
caught up ioz poUtics. Americans of the early national era were aware of this. In
fact...they defined what they were and what they hoped to be in conj1icts over the
ends and means of education (Cremin. 1980, p. 487).

The emerging themes have been grouped in four categories: general social context,

educational features. objectives of public schools. and consequent implications.

In the general social context, education was envisioned since the founding of the Republic

as the crucial fac~r of building and maintaining American society. The concem of many

Founding Fathers for a more or less homogeneous c;ulture and Americanization of immigrants

was one of the prime reasons. Cremin (1980) has suggested that "conceming the new politics of

public schooling....the development of state systems must be seen in a nineteenth-eentury context

of localism: neither the ideology nor the technology of political control at the state level had been

developed to the point where it was seen as a replacement for political control at the district,
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town, or counry level" (p. 174). In the absence of substantial federal and state involvement it was

the 'Evangelical united front' that ran an extensive educative campaign to maintain the Anglo­

Protestant and republican nature of the early Republic. It was succeeded by the 'friends of

education' movement that went on to realize sorne of the goals of the Evangelical united front

particularly in relation to schooJing.

Several other social factors had a bearing on the general social context. Racism was an

embedded attitude in the minds of Caucasian-Americans who considered themselves superior to

all othe!' races. Funher, Anglo-Protestant Caucasians, who comprised the majoriry of the

population at the time of the Revolution, had an illtolerance toward other religious, linguis!ic and

cultural groups who banded with their own lein to preserve their culture. In this context

segregation was established as a de facto reality of American society in which various social

groups segregated themselves and were segregated by others.

Industrialization was another factor that posed a substantial challenge. The concepts of

social order and discipline had been impressed upon the American population by the Evangelical

united front but they acquired a new meaning with the advent of industrialization and the idea

of society as primarily an economic entity (LeCount, 1971; West, 1965, 1967, 1975). In

conjunction, the family began to lose sorne of its functions to other institutions such as factories

(A. F. C. W!illace. 1978), asylums (Rothman, 1971), reformatories (Hawes, 1971) and

penitentiaries (Lewis, 1965), an of which had precedents hl England and the rest of Europe.

In terms of the features of American education, "popularization and multitudinousness"

(Cremin, 1980. p. 483) were its prominent characteristics. Popularization was evident in the Many

forms of educational opportunity either through formal schooling or informal means such as the
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family. churches. newspapers. or the community. Despite the early calls for 'uniformiry'

American schools. public or otherwise. remained quite diverse until the Civil War. Various

groups and organizations "used education for their own purposes. which could be demeaning and

coercive as well as enhancing and altruistic" (Cremin. 1980. p. 497).

Katz (1971) has identified four educational models that prevailed and coexisted during

that tirne. Patemal voluntarism. as embodied by the Public School Society in New York city. has

been described as a preindustrial phenomenon. Democratic localism. as exemplified by rural

school districts. and corporate voluntarism. as illustrated by incorporated academies. have been

depicted as rural phenomena. Finally. incipient bureaucracy. as represented by the Boston public

schools at midcentury. has been portrayed as an urban phenomenon.

With regard to the objectives and functions of public schools. differentiation between

stated and implied or hidden objectives is necessary. The objectives of primary education

according to Thomas Jefferson. as they were adopted in the Report of the Commissioners for the

University of Virginia in 1818, were stated as the following:

To give every citizen the information he needs for the transaction of his
own business;

To enable him to calculate for himself, and to express and preserve his
ideas, his contracts and accounts, in writing;

To improve, by reading, his morals andfaculties;
To understand ms duties to his neighbors and country, and to discharge

with competence the junctions confided to him by either;
To know his rights; to exercise with order and justice those he retains; ta

choose with discretion the fiduciary of those he delegates .. and to notice their
conduct with diligence, with candor, and judgment;

And, in general, to observe with intelligence andfaithfulness ail the social
relations under which he shall be placed (Cited in Padover, 1943, p. 1097).

In summary, the objectives ot Arilerican educanoI1 and public schools from the Revolution

e to the Civil Wax were: literacy in an increasingly standardized American English and sùme
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arithmetic; a cornmon belief system and Christian maraIs derived mainly from nondenominational

protestantism; republicanism. American patriotism. and the production of an ideal citizen: a

disciplined work force compatible with an industrialized economy (primarily in urban areas and

well into the nineteenth century) (Cremin. 1980); social control and order (Katz. 1968b); and the

exch~sion. by implication. of individuals and social groups not conforming to the social-cultural

expectations of mainstream public schools.

The major implication emerging from the above is that American education and public

schools developed in a social context of contradictions where there was a coexistence of visions

of liberalism and racism. of the ideal citizen and the conformist citizen, of utilitarianism and

classicism, of freedom and slavery, of equality and prejudice, of social mobility and class

privilege, of republicanism and social control, of inclusion and exclusion. American society was,

and in many respects still is, a society of great expectations and concurrent distresses.

To a certain degree American education and public schools of that era were a theater of

oppo~ing interests and struggle. For sorne social groups and individuals schooling became a

means for social mobility and advancement For others, however, formal schooling was a means

of exclusion or segregation for various reasons: sorne were geographically isolated; others sirnply

perceived schooling as irrelevant to their aspirations even though they had access to it; most

women were excluded because of tradition; sorne groups such as the Mennonites segregated

thernselves out of principle; still others were excluded or segregated on the basis of race such as

African-Americans and Aboriginals, 'undisciplined' behavior such as delinquents or culturally

differing immigrants, and ability such as individuals with various disabilities.
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CHAPTER 3

Institutional Arrangements for 'Needy'
Children and Origins of Special

Education from the Revolution to
the Civil War

PropOS'lls that promise the most grandiose consequences often legitimate the most
unsatisfactory developmenrs. And one also grows wary about taking reform
programs at face value; arrangements designed for the best of motives may have
disastrous results (Rothman, 1971, p. 295).

The fear of prominent citizens and powerful groups in the ear1y nineteenth century that

paupers, dependents, and deviants would destabilize the social order brought about a change in

the previous arrangements of social amelioration. Amelioration and social control were combined

as motives in the creation and development of a number of special institutions: houses of refuge,

poorhouses, reformatories, asylums, penitentiaries, and training schools for the 'feebleminded'.

By the Civil War, the motive of social control had largely displaced the educative and

ameliorative motives of these institutions.

Transformation of Eighteenth Century Attitudes Toward
Dependency and Deviance

During the colonial era it was perceived that dependency and deviance were

"providentially caused" (Rothman, 1971, p. 155). AlI poor and dependent individuals were viewed

as brothers and sisters and were helped primarily within the community. Institutional separation

was an alien concept and the few institutions that existed in the few larger cities "were clearly

places of last resort" (Rothman, 1971, p. xiii).
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In the fust few decades of the ni!leteenth century, however. there ""as a mamatic change

in the public perception of the origins of dependency. The notion of the original sin was replaced

by a view of the pr:macy of environmental influences (Hawes, 1991, pp. 11-12). The source of

dependency was ri!:.' longer an exclusive individual attribute. The family and the cornmunity were

seen as influential contributors ta the production of poveny, criminality, and deviance (Rothman,

1971, p. 71).

The relative collapse of rigid social structures aiter the Revolution and the metarnorphosis

of American society inta a republic had the consequence of loss of "hierarchy and deference",

and adherence to the moral standards as a means of maintaining social order becarne a matter of

individual conformity (Hawes, 1991, p. 12-13). Poveny was blarned on the poor as the result of

immorality and there was a pervasive perception that "[v]ice, crime, and poveny were stops on

the sarne line, and men shuttled regularly among them" (Rothman, 1971, p. 164). The poor carne

to he seen not as brothers and sisters but as a threat to the common welfare.

It was conceptualized by affluent community and religious leaders that if the conditions

producing dependency and crime could he altered then deviance would disappear or subside.

Severa! strategies were employed: advising the family on the upbringing of children or what

Hawes (1991) has called "republican motherhood" (p. 13), closing down places of 'corruption'

and 'immorality' such as houses of prostitution and tavems (Rothman, 1971, p. 71), establishing

and promoting public schools (Hawes, 1991, pp. 13-15), and organizing separate settings where

deviants could he rehabilitated free of societal contaminating influences (Hawes, 1991, pp. 15-17;

Rothman, 1971, p. 71).
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The latter strategy was thought to he the most appropriate solution for deviants and

dependents. Relief in the cornmunity, the preferred method of alleviation during the colonial era,

was seen in the nineteenth century as a significant factor in pauperism (Rothman. 1971. p. 166).

It was largely discontinued in favor of more formai arrangements and American sv,,;iety wimessed

a radical switch from cornmunity and familial to institutional solutions (pp. xiii-xiv). The

founding and expansion of a variety of institutions was neither random nor disjointed. Rothman

(1971) has suggested that scientific developments alone cannot explain this social phenomenon:

Prisons, poorhouses, and orphan asylums grew up at the same time. and this
coincidence suggests that the society was reacting to more than psychiatrie
doctrines. By moving on ail fronts at once, it had other and broader
considerations in mind. The march of science cannot by itself explain the
transformation in the American treatment of the insane, nor the remarkable
coincidence of the shift in practices toward other deviants and dependents as weil
(pp. xv-xvi).

Urbanization and Social A.melioratiofl and Control

Industrialization, urbanization, and immigration presented challenges of immense

magnitude ta the resilience of American society in a manner that "a vast array of social pathology

resulted from the rapid and severe dislocations in patterns of living" (Adams, 1971, p. 25).

ProsperlJus community and religious leaders perceived a great danger to the continuing survival

of the existin_Sôcial arrangements from the large numbers of immigrants entering the United

States. Philip Hone, a businessman and mayor of New York city in 1825, wrote in his diary:

The boast that one country is the asylum for the oppressed in othcr parts of the
wO, 'Id is very philanthropie and sentimental, but 1fear that we shail be/ore lvng
derive Little comfort from being made the almshouse and place of refuge for the
poor of other countries (Tuckerman, 1910, p. 64).
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And in its twenty-fourth annual report in 1840, the New York city Society for the Refonnation

of Juvenile Delinquents stated:

And besides our own neglected and depraved population, the tide of emigration,
now setting in stronger every year, while it enriches our country, leaves much of
its refuse in our city. Pauper families, and even felons, are not infrequently sent
over to us as a cheap way of disposing of Them. by selfishness or mistaken
humanity of those whose duty it is to provide for Them at home. thus swelling the
number of houseless, friendless and lawless youth. drifting loose upon society. to
become utterly shipwrecked, unless the active hand of benevolence is stretched to
save Them (Cited in Pickett, 1969, p. 1).

A number of factors contributed to the disturbance of family life and the increase of

homeless children in New York city: employment of fathers in distant-from-home locations, death

of one or both parents because of harsh living and working conditions, abandonment. and

unemployment. The Irish family in particular was severely disrupted by emigrating to America.

Its patterns and controls broke down in the face of an incompatible urban environment. In

conjunction with Iack of professional and business skills, Irish families and individuals found

themselves at the bottom of the social Iadder. Anglo-Protestant leaders in New York city, for

example, stereotyped the Irish family as "chaotic and disorganized" (p. 16) and as being

inherently incapable of managing its own affairs. In their mind Irish people were unruly, heavy

alcohol users, crinùnals, and prone to vice and immorality (Pickett, 1969, pp. 1-20).

Fearing the 'dangerous classes', affluent citizens of mainly protestant affinities organized

philanthropic iocieties that played an instrumental role in the establishment of rehabilitative

institutions. Menne1 (1973) has commented on the ulterior motives of those 'child saving'

citizens:
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Operating in rapidly developing urban societies. these frankly elitist men could .'JO

longer enforce their policies as holders of key positions in church and
government. from which their ancestors had traditiona/ly supervised communit"
affairs. Rather. they believed that the maintenance of their auc}lOrit" "m~'

depended upon founding a host of benevolent societies. each devoted to a
particular cause (p. 7).

In New York city. for example, Thomas Eddy was the superintendent of Newgate Prison and a

member of the govemment of the New York Lunatic Asylum. the American Bible Society, the

African Free School Society, and the Public School Society. In general, the leaders of the Public

School Society of New York and the leaders who found the New York House of Refuge were

largely overlapping groups (Mennel. 1973, p. 7).

Bouses of Refuge and Reformation

The New York Bouse of Refuge

In 1825 the New York House of Refuge was established as the frrst of its kind in America

for the rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents. Voiuntary associations such as the Society for the

Prevention of Pauperism, which was later renamed Society for the Reformation of Juvenile

Delinquents, were formed by prosperous New York citizens to lobby for the establishment of a

House of Refuge. Thom;:s Eddy and John Griscom, both Quakers, Charles Haines and James

Watson Gerard, bath lawyers, Cadwallader D. Colden and Stephen Allen, both New York city

mayors, and other influential citizens such as Isaac Collins and John Pintard were sorne of the

MOSt prominent leaders in these societies. They considered crime a product of the •dangerous'

and 'vicious' classes of immigrants and the poor, and they supported schooling, reformatory or
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otherwise. ta instill a sense of piety and discipline (Mennel. 1973. pp. 3-4; Pickett. 1969. pp. 23.

35-47. 110-115).

The motives of social welfare. child protection. and self-serving social control were

intermixed in the making of the House of Refuge. Samuel Akerly wrOle ta Stephen Allen who

became the vice-president of the Society for the Reformation of Juvenile Delinquents;

...if moral and ReUgious benefits are not inculcated during the period of youth,
there wi// be Uttle or no hope of their making an impression on the minds of old
and hardened offenders (Cited in Pickett. 1969. p. 52).

The New York American wrote in December 20, 1823:

To rescue and cherish the unprotected, especia//y the young, the ignorant, the
helpless, who are exposed to crime, misery, and to utter ruin, is the sacred duty
of us a//; and in the abandoned and wretched state of hundred of poor chi/dren
of this city, a scene of prescent [sic] suffering and a prospect offuture mischiej
is presented, which nee(is only to be properly viewed to excite the compassion of
the good, and the apprehensions of the thoughtful (Cited in Pickett, 1969, p. 21).

James Gerard, as a member of the Society for the Prevention of Pauperism, stated in 1823:

...{there is] a great increase of juvenile deUnquency within these few years past,
and of the necessity of immediate measures to a"est so great an evil....Those
whose walks are iimited to the fairer parts of our city know nothing of the habits,
the propensities and criminal courses, of a large population in its remote and
obscure pans....[!]t is with pain we state that, in jive or six years past, and until
the last few months, the number of youth under fourteen years of age, charged
with offenses against the law, has doubled,' and that some boys are again and
again brought up for examination, some ofwhom are committed, and some tried;
and that imprisonment by itsfrequency renders them hardened andfearless (Cited
in Ha.... 1971. p. 28).

The New York Evening Post, in anticipation of the :iouse of Refuge, wrote in March 23, 1824:

If we can clean our streets of the numberless depraved boys and girls that now
in/est them, and most of whom are frequently tenants of our Bridewe// or
Penitentiary, a substantial good will he effected and the public reUeved of (l

considerable portion of the taxes raised for these institutions (Cited in Picken,
1969, p. 59).
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Stephen Allen described his understanding of the purpose of the House of Refuge in 1824:

...depraved youths of both sexes who are growing up in idleness and \'ice among
us. and who by - perry thefts and other evil practices. are not only an injury ra the
Ciry generally by depreciating upon our propert)' and increasing the public burden
for their maintenance [sic] in our prisons. but are contaminating ail ~...ho come
within the reach of their influence (Cited in Pickett, 1969, p. 54).

The managers of the New York Society for the Reformation of Juvenile De1inquents

tabled an annual report eaeh year. Among other topies, the managers discoursed on the causes

of juvenile delinqueney. The causes mentioned in the annual reports from 1826 to 1856 have

been summarized by Piekett (1969): 'ignorance', 'parental depravity and negleet', 'intemperanee'

(alcohol use), 'theatrical amusements', 'bad assoeiates', 'pawnbrokers', 'immigration', 'city life

in general', 'adult crime', 'idleness', 'absence of religious control', 'poverty', 'temptation',

'inherent depravity', ' unemployment', 'loss of parent', 'uncleanliness', 'public prison', 'ease of

evading punishment', 'indiscriminate charity', 'lewd materials', 'houses of ill-fame',

'unsupervised work', and 'volunteer fire departrnent'. Even though seant references were made

to deteriorating city conditions and a ehanging eeonomy, the managers never questioned the

overall social and economic system as producing delinquency (pp. 191, 116-117).

In terms of demographic statistics. it appears that four out of every ten children admitted

in the period between 1830 and 1855 were of Irish origin. More specifically the statistics were

the following:Jrish 41.2%. American 26.2%. African-American 11.2%, English 8.6%, German

3.6%, Scotch 2.6%, Welsh 1.2%, French 1.2%. Canadian 1%, and other 3.2% (Pickett, 1969, p.

190). Children of Irish origin were the major target of child savers during that era because Irish

immigrants were viewed as a significant threat to American social order. African-American

children, because of their race. were perceived as being more inferior than Irish childrr..n. For this
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reason they were segregated even in the House of Refuge from Caucasian children lMennel.

1973, pp. 17-18).

The methods used for reforming juvenile delinquents were speUed out by one of the

House of Refuge managers, judge John T. Irving: 'security', 'inspection', 'classification'.

'constant employment', 'religious and moral instruction', 'allowance of food and clothing', 'space

for exercise conducive to health', 'separation of the sexes', and 'attendance upon the sick'. At

the same rime judge Irving ouùined according to increasing severity of noncompliance the

methods of punishment for nonconforming inmates: 'privation of play and exercise', 'sent to bed

supperless at sunset', 'bread and water for breakfast, dinner, and supper', 'gruel without salt for

breakfast, dinner, and supper', 'camomile, boneset, or bitter herb tea for breakfast, dinner, and

supper" 'confinement in solitary ceUs" 'corporal punishment', and 'fetters and handcuffs'

(Pickett, 1969, p. 125).

ln their own annual reports in the period between 1826 and 1856 the managers of the

House of Refuge referred to the following as methods for achieving reforrnation: 'instruction of

the mind and literary improvement', 'employment instruction', 'mori:ll and religious bstrud.on',

'steady discipline, order, regimen, routine of government', 'kindness and mercy', 'indulgences,

distinctions. and rewards' , 'indenture system' , 'paternal government' , 'punishment for

misconducf, ~bysical care', 'restraint', 'elimination of corrupting environment', 'proper

classification and separation of offenders', 'provision of proper models', and 'cleanliness'

(?ickett, 1969, p. 192).
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The Expansion of Houses of Refuge

The city of Boston established its own House of Refonnation in 1R26. and Philadelphia

a House of Refuge in 1828 (Mennel. 1973. p. 3-4). By midcentury there were eight cilies \Vith

public institutions for the reformation of juvenile delinquents and by 1860 there were twenty

Houses of R~fuge or Reformation Schools in the United States (Hawes. 1971. p. 86).

The rhetoric and intentions behind the establishment of these institutions for young

delinquents was identical across the country. After all. the leaders of rehabilitation institutions

kept close links with each other (Hawes, 1971, pp. 27-29; Pickett, 1969, pp. 98-99). But it was

not offendtrs only who were interned in Houses of Refuge or Reformation. Prominent citizens

complained that institutions were admitting youth who had only committed crimes when, it was

propounded, aIl children in need like the homeless should be eligible. In Boston, for example,

the Reverend Joseph Tuckerman voiced this concern:

An authority shouLd exist somewhere, and he to whom it is entrusted shouLd use
it, to dispose of Lads who own no master. who regard no Law, and who. if no: in
a LegaL sense vagrants. because there is a pLace in the city y,. ich they cali their
home, are yet known to be profane, intemperate. dishonest and asfar as they may
be at their age, abandoned to crime (Cited in Hawes, 1971. p. 80).

Thus, homeless or other children who were seen as potential crimir.als quite often ended in

Houses of Refuge (Hawes, 1971, pp. 55-56).

AIm0S!:.an Houses of Refuge employed similar methods for the reformation of their

inmates: sorne education, industrial training, religious and moral instruction, rigid military

discipline, reward for the obedient, and harsh punishment for the disobedient (Pickett, 1969. pp.

122-123). Legally, they came to be defined as residential schools, not prisons. The initial

precedent was set by the Philadelphia House of Refuge with the Ex Parte Crouse case in 1838.
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Pennsylvania courts decided that the state had the right to incarcerate children on the parens

patriae legal doctrine (common guardian of the community) and that the commitrnent of Mary

Ann Crouse to the House of Refuge was beneficial since it was a school for destitute children:

As to the abridgemenr of indefeasible rights by confinement of the person, il is no
more than what is borne. co a greater or less extenr. in every school; and we know
of no natural right co exemption from restraints which conduce to an infant' s
welfare (Cited in Schlossman. 1977, p. 10).

Schlossman (1977) has pointed out that this decision amountp-d to equating Houses of Refuge and

Reformation with "a residential school for underprivileged children, a horizontal expansion of the

[then] fledgling public school system" (p. ID). Despite general praise, calls of dissatisfaction with

these 'schools' could be heard before too long.

Voices of Discontent

In 18/,8 Elijah DeVoe, a fued assistant superintendent of the New York House of Refuge,

published a polemic book entitled The Refuge System, Or, Prison Discipline Applied to Juvenile

Delinquents. It was the first major public attack on Houses of Refuge as institutions using

corporal punishment harshly and frequently. The book described them as places having the

appearance and applying the methods of prison. In bis assault on the New York House of Refuge,

DeVce (1848) spared no words:

...a stern, brutal. coercive government and discipline, entirely the opposite of that
paternal establishment so amiable and ingeniously picrured in the' annual repons'
(p. 11).

Shortly after leaders such as 1. B. Brown, House of Refuge assistant superintendent. F. A.

Packard, editor of the Journal of Prison Discipline and Phil'lnthropy, and Theodore Lyman, a

Massachusetts leader, propounded the idea that reformatories for juvenile deHnquents should
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incorporate more education and industrial employment in their programs and that the new tenn

'refonn schoo1' should substitute the outdated expression 'House of Refuge' (Pickett. 1969, pp.

100-102, 175).

Despite de1abeling attempts, reformatories had acquired the reputation of prison for youth

by the 1850s. Sch10ssman (1977) has summarized the charges levelled against them:

Educational achievements were minimal; rehabilitative accomplishments were
exaggerated; corruption was rife; political considerations intruded into the
appointment process and inflated el..penses; active proselytizing of Catholic
inmates was pursued against the wishes of their pJrents; hardened and relatively
innocent ojfenders mingled at will, negating the original purpose of the institution
to prevent "contamination"; sex segregation developed homosexual tendencies.
encouraged sex exploitation, and exacerbated emotional problems; vocational
training programs amounted to no more than busywork or worse still exploitation
of cheap chi/d labor for private profit; and final/y, incarceration provided a
perfect setting for mutual i.~stmction and reinforcement of the norms and
techniques of criminal behavior (pp. 35-36).

The difference between daims and practices began ta be exposed under carefu1 scrutiny. Despite

the verbosity of official~ li: became clear that reformatories for young delinquents were not based

on the family mode1 but on a strict military mode1 (Rothman, 1971, pp. 234-235). This reve1ation

brought sorne light to the escape at:tempts, successfu1 and unsuccessful, rigid order, and many

other problems that p1agued reformatories since their inceptian (Hawes, 1971, pp. 46-48).

Almshouses, Poorhouses, and Insane Asylums

With the changing attitudes of American society toward poverty. almshauses and

paorhouses began to be established in the 1820s and 1830s initially in New York and

Massachu~c~is. Later they expanded to the rest of New Eng1and and subsequently ta the mid-

• Atlantic and midwestern states. It was during the same period that charity funding shifted from
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community to institutional patterns. In 1840 the state of Massachusetts had 180 almshouses. a

number revealing the magnitude of the switch toward institutionalized relief (Rothman. 1971. pp.

183-185).

Almshouses and poorhouses quartered a variety of populations "from the aged. decrepit,

and insane to abandoned children and exptctant, unwed mothers" (Rothman, 1971, p. 196). Along

with the rest of the poor, individuals with disabilities, either physical or mental, were interned

in almshouses. The congregation of the most destitute social groups of American society in the

poorhouses had the effect of further reinforcing institutionalization for anyone who came under

th·e notice of authorities:

The population of the poorhouse itselfbecame compelling evidence ofthe need for
institutionalization. Its corridors were filled with first- and second-generation
immigrants along with the broken, aged, diseased, crippled, and dissolute. In
northeastern states especially, "immigrant" and "poor" became synonymous terms
(Rothman, 1971, p. 290).

The prevailing characteristics of almshouses for the poor were pronounced by public

figures to he "order", "dis.:ipline", and an "exacting routine" (Rothman, 1971, p. 188). The

residents were supposed to confonn to the roles, reside in an environment c1ean of temptations,

get moral and educational instruction, and work if their health al10wed it Edward Livingston, a

prison reformer, expressed what the purpose and methods of the almshouse ought to he for its

residents: "[tbcitl habits must be correcœd by seclusion, sobriety, instruction, and labour" (Cited

in Rothman, 1971, p. 189).

By the 1840s and 1850s nonetheless, most almshous:: and poorhouses were found to be

extremely inadequate. They \\'~fe plagued by problems of overcrowding, deteriorating buildings,

unsanitary conditions, underfunding, lack of personnel, and absence of apparent rehabilitation
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programs. Various legislative committees that toured facilities in New York and Massachusetts

over the years were dismayed by the state of almshouses and poorhouses (Rothman. 1971. pp.

195-202). In 1857 a New York state legislative comr.ùttee reponed that "[c]ommon domestic

animals are usually more humanely provided for than the paupers in sorne of these institutions"

but it was reluctant to give details publicly because they would "disgrace the state and shock

humanity" (Cited in Rothman. 1971. p. 198).

During the same period with almshouses insane asylums were being founded. Mental

health problems in the years between the American Revolution and Civil War were perceived to

be increasing. Medical superintendents, even though ascribing to biological-hereditary models,

thought that American society with its mobility, chaotic change, affluence, weakening of the

family, and deteriorating city-life conditions was responsible for this increase. Since it would be

difficult to change the ciebilitating conditions of American social organization, the solution was

seen in segregating the insane (Rothman, 1971, pp. 109-129).

Before 1810 very few places existed for the care of the mentally ill. Only Virginia had

a public asylum. New York and Massachusetts established institutions during the 1830s along

with Vennont. Ohio, Tennessee, and Georgia. By 1850 almost cil northeastern and midwestem

states had insane asylums and by 1860 twenty-eight out of the thiny-three states in the Union had

public facilitiei-(Deutseh. 1949; Hurd, i916).

Insane asylums were regarded as settings free from impairing influences where indivirtuals

with mental health problems could he 'cured'. Consequently, asylums were separate from the

community so that they could he operated as 'well-ordered' institutions. 'Order', 'disciplined

iû~ti.'1e', and 'labor' were at the heart of the rehabilitative program. Patients had to subnùt to the
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rules of the asylum more than anything else as a means of getting 'cured' (Rothman. 197 L pp.

137-138). One physician of the period wrate:

Nothing is so important as discipline and subordination. rules and arder, in the
government of an insane hospital (Cited in Rothman. 1971, p. 154).

What physicians and medical superintendents attempted ta do was "ta compensate for public

disorder in a particular setting and to demonstrate the correct roles of social organization"

(Rothman. 1971, p. 154).

Overall almshouses. poorhouses. and insane asylums had several characteristics in

common with regard to the preferred setting and methods of treatrnent. Rothman (1971) has

summarized these commonalities quite succinctly:

Supporters charged the almshouse with the same tasks that penologists assigned
ta the penitentiary and medicaI superintendenrs to the insane asylum. Founders
of ail three institutions insisted that the removal of deviants and dependents from
the community was a prerequisite for recovery. They also agreed on the
importance of a strict and regular internai routine ta order inmates' /ives. A
discip/ined and precise schedule would train them to withstand the temptatiofL) at
[oose in the society. To each group, incarceration seemed the most effective
response to a social problem (pp. 189-190).

Establishment of Institutions for Individuals with Mental Disabilities

It was in 1ate eighteenth century that establishment physicians formulated a diagnostic

distinction between the 'mentally ill' and the 'menœlly deficient'. Jean Esquirol wali probably

the first physician to define the latter as "arrested development rather than a disease process"

(Wallin. 1955, p. 8). Even then 'idiocy' was generally seen as a homogeneous conditiOIi. It was

not until the middle of the nineteenth century that it began to he regarded as a heterogeneous

• phenomenon (Kanner. 1964, pp. 87-108). With respect to the attitudes of the general popul~tion



•

51

during the colonial era and early nineteenth cemury. people with mental disabilities were seen

as an integral part of the poor and were treated as such (Rothman. 1971. p. xiii).

No facHities for people with mental disabilities existed in the United States until 1S1R

when the Asylum for the Deaf and Dumb in Hartford. Connecticut set aside space for the

accommodation of a few individuals. Church and philanthropie organizations played a large role

in the establishment of institutions for persons with mental disabilities (Kanner. 1964. pp. 38-39,

72). Samuel Gridley Howe. a physician and one of the most ardent supporters of education for

the 'feebleminded' in nineteenth century America, is credited for being involved in the opening

of one of the fust state institutions. In 1846 he was appointed by the Massachusetts House of

Representatives as commissioner to study the possibility of educating the 'idiots' of the state. In

1848 the committee chaired by Howe stated in its report:

The benefits to be derived from the establishment of a sehoo/ for this c/ass of
persons, upon humane and scientific princip/es wou/d be very great....The sehoo/,
if conducted by persons ofski// and abi/ity, wou/d be a mode/ for others. Va/uab/e
information wou/d be disseminated îhrough the country; it wou/d be demonstrated
that no idiot need be confined or restrained by force; that the young can be
trained for industry, order, and self-respect; that they can be redeemed from
odious and fi/thy habits, and there is not one of any age who may not be made
more of a man and /ess of a brute by patience and Idndness directed by energy
and ski// (Cited in Kanner, 1964, pp. 41-42).

Despite ridicule of the Howe report by sorne the legis1ature provided funding that allowed the

opening of a Sl:CÛon at the Perkins Institution for traliJ.ng 'idiots'. In 1855 the experiment was

considered a success and the Massachusetts Schoo1 for Idiotie and Feeble-Minded Youth was

founded in South Boston (Schwartz, 1956, pp. 135-149).

Another famous pioneer in ~e field of 'idiocy' was Edouard Seguin, a French citizen who

immigrated to the U.S. in 1850. He worked with Howe for three m'Jnths and he then made
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valuable contributions to the organization of institutions for the 'feebleminded' at Syracuse in

New York, Randall's Island in New York, Ohio, and Connecticut. He also served as head of the

Pennsylvania School for Idiotic and Feebleminded Children (Davies, 1930, pp. 27-47).

By 1851 the New York State Asylum for Idiots had been opened in Albany, largely owing

to a presentation by Howe te the New York Legislature. The asylum was later moved to Syracuse

in t 855. Other sirr.ilar institutions were founded during the following years: in 1855 in

Philadelphia, the Pennsylvania Training School for Fe~bleminded Children; in 1857 in Columbm-.,

Ohio, the Institution of Feebleminded Youth; in the period between 1858 to 1861 in Conne-<;ticut,

the School of Imbeciles; in 1860 in Kentucky; and in 1865 in Il1inoi$ (Kanner, 1964, pp. G2-66).

When the fust institutions were set up in the V.S., it was genera :'1 thought by specialists

that 'idiocy' was a curable condition at.d institutiorlS h.ld mainly an edll.~ationalfunction. Hervey

B. Wilbur, in his fust report as the superintendent of the Syracuse insûLiltion, wrote:

AI the basis of ail our effons lies the principle that the human attributes of
inttÛ/igence, sensitivity and will, are not abso/Ir_ly wanting in an idiot, but
dormant and undeveloped (Cited in Davi~s, 1930, p. 40).

The fust institut?' ns for individuals with mental disabilities appear to have been founded as

educational institutions primaruy. Edouarà Seguin commented on ti1e Syra :use institution:

The pupils remain in the institution as long a.~ theré: is visible improvement and
progress: for though nominJlly an asylum, it is real'y a training sc:'u:Jol (Cîted in
Davies;-1930, p. 40).

Institutions for 'idiots' weIe not isolated from the general efforts to establish common

schools for the gen~ral population. They were created for those cL:ldren unable to meet the

standards of regular sch00ls (Schul·z, 1973, p. 69). Howe perceived them as ::.Il integral part of

an educational system that would provide schooling for ail American children:
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It is a Unk in the chain of common schoo/s - the fast indeed. but still a nereSSQrv
Unie in order to embrace ail the chi/dren in the State lCited in Davies. 1930. p.
40).

No children should be left "behind" as he put it in 1845:

...humanity demand.'\ that every creature in human shape shou/d command our
respect: we shou/d recognise as a brother every being upon whom God has
stamped the human impress .. no one can say with jusnjiable pride homo sum.'
un/ess he can add too, nihil humani aUenum a me puto!

Christianity demands that in the great march of civilization, the rear rank
shou/d not be /eft too far behind: that none shou/d be allowed to perish in their
he/p/essness; but that the strong shou/d he/p the weak, so that the whole sJwu/d
advance as a band of br'!thren (Cited in Schwartz, 1956. p. 138).

The fi':"st schoo1s for 'idiotie' youth were, therefore, primarily educational institutions in

the beginning. As the hope for a 'cure' faded, settings were transfonned into dominantly

custodial institutions. The metamorphosis was almost complete by the 1870s (Davie~, 1930, pp.

39-42; Rothman, 1971, pp. 237-295) when institutions had differentiated their functions to

accommodate disabilities of different degrees of severity. They had a schoo1 section, an industrial

section for work-training, and a residential asylum which comprised the largest section and

principal function of institutions for people with mental disabilities (Kuhlman, 1940).

The fact that institutions for the 'feebleminded' were part of the general effon to establish

formaI schooling for American children is further illuminated by the connections between Samuel

Grid1ey Howe and Horace Mann. The two have been referred to as "more than friends; blood

brothers in refonn is an apter description" (Schwartz. 1956, p. 94). Howe acted as "the '-U'st

lieutenant of Horace Mann" (Schwartz. 1956, p. 94) when the latter was the Secretary of the

Massachusetts Board of Education from 1837 to 1848.

Both Samuel Gridley Howe and Horace Mann, along with other leaders of the common

school movement participated in the formation and reform of other newly created institutions.
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Howe and Mann, for example, had joined the Boston Prison Discipline Society in tr.e early 18'+0s

preparing repons and giving speeches on penitentiaries that they had visited and studied

(Schwartz, 1956. pp. 147-149).

Adams (1971) has pointed out that social services and the general social context cannot

be compartmentalized into completely independent spheres:

Since social service cannot be divorced /rom social philosophy, which gives it its
existence and impetus. and since social philosophy derives from the broad sphere
of political thought and action. the development of services for the memally
handicapped has to be viewed in this wider context (pp. 16-17).

Despite the altruistic intentions in the establishment of institutions for people with mental

disabilities it seems that the elements of custodianship, inherent in their organization and

influenced by the general military model of the institutionalization movement, prevailed over the

initial educational aims.

Emerging Themes

The themes emerging in this chapter are aU relevant ta the origins and establishment of

special education in the United States and reveal the opposing influences of inherently

contradictory elements. These themes are poverty, dependency and deviance, amelioration and

social control, and institutionalization.

The change of social attitudes toward poverty, deviance, and dependency composed the

initial basic block of contradictions. Whereas colonial era Amer.cans viewed poverty, deviance,

and dependency as a natural state of 'Divine providence', Americans of the nineteenth century

perceived them as ill-products of dysfunctioning farnilies and society - that is, they gave primacy
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to environmental influences. The former considered the unfortunate as brothers and sisters and

attempted to solve problems, either through relief or punishment. within the community. The

latter regarded the poor and the deviant as a threat to th~ ë;...isùng social arrangement~ and

endeavored to create formaI institutional arrangements for their rehabilitation. The paradox is that

while the dependents of colonial era were not blamed for their problems and were accepted as

part of the community, they were fixed at the bottom of the social ladder. On the other hand,

dependents in the nineteenth century were blamed for their situation and they were not accepted

as part of the community uilless institutionally reformed.

The perception by prominent citizens and powerful groups during the nineteenth century

that the numbers of dependents and deviants were threateningly multiplying posed the challenges

of amelioration and social control. At one end, there were motives üf providing better setting:i

for underprivileged childron where they could be reformed and develop into 'respectable' citizens.

At the other, there were incentives of protecting the larger society from the great social 'evils'

of pauperism, dependency, and deviance. The representatives of these two perspectives intersected

. on their itinerary ta meeting a common objective, that of alleviating and containing these social

,evils':

The ardent crusaderfor moral and social uplift and the frightened patrician could
find common cause in seeking a solution to the situation. While the reformer might
want ta. initiate a process which would trans/orm the soul of society, the
conservadve eIite wouId subscribe to almost any measure which might guarantee
stabiIity. Operatingfrom different points ofview, they would converge upon others
whom they deemed in need of redemption - or a threat to their own security
(Pickett, 1969, pp. 3-4).
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The perceived need for individual and social remedy and societal stability was so immense that

a unanimity had emerged by the second decade of the nineteenth century with respect to the

mode of therapy and control.

The rationale behind the consensus was that individuals or groups in need of 'help' had

to reside in an environment free of 'corrupting' influences where they could be successfully

refonned. By consequence separation from the community in the manner of institutions appeared

to be the obvious step:

1nstitutionalization at its moment ofintroduction, when attention was most focused
upon it. received unanimous endorsement...{It} ruled out even the consideration
of alternate strategies. Observers debated the wisdom of one regulation or
another, or the degree ofmonopoly that ought 10 be given to indoor relief. But no
one questioned its centraliry (Rothman. 1971. p. 205).

Not only the centrality of institutionalization went unquestioned, its specifie underpinning

methods a... -! doctrines were taken for granted as weIl. While publicly espousing a familial

ideology caretakers put to practice a military model of rigid obedience, discipline, and

regimentation intermingled with elements of moral, religious, and literary instruction. Institutions

undertook to accomplish the objectives of social control and individual reformation:

The asylwn was to fulfil a dual purpose for its innovators. It would rehabilitate
inmates and then. by vinue of its suceess, set an example of right action by the
larger society....The well-ordered asylwn would eYemplify the proper principles
of social organization and thus insure the safety of the republic and promote its
glory (Rothman, 1971, p. xix).

It is no mere coincidence that aU the types of rehabilitative institutions and public schools

were created during the sarne period, roughly between the 1820s and 1870s. In addition, it is no

accident that all of them employed the rnilitary model as the basis of their organization in

combination with moral. religious, and literary instruction.
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It was during this period that training schools for the reebleminded' were founded.

Expectedly, they were organized around the same principles: separation. discipline, and training.

Institutionalization and the particular military model for that matter were almost inevitable. :vtany

of the leaders behind the establishment of training schools for . idiots' were participants in a

network of societies and organizations with ends ranging from public schools, almshouses,

penitenttaries, houses of refuge and refonnation to insane asylums. This network assured the

diffusion of ideas and practices from setting to setting. It cornes as no surprise, then, that training

schools for 'idiots' and the 'feebleminded' confonned to the ;;~neral pattern of rehabilitative

institutions of the era.

These schools were overwhelmingly residential and segregated from surrounding

communities. Initially, when a 'cure' for 'idiocy' was seen as attainable, there was a preference

for admitting higher-functioning individuals while 'helpless' ca~es were usually handled by

almshouses and poorhouses (Adams, 1971, p. 21). The educational function of training schools

for 'idiots' was, at that time, more pronounced than the regimentation, controlling function. As

the hope for a 'cure' faded, an increasing number of lower functioning individuals were housed

in specially created asylum sections. A concurrent shift of objective and function of institutions

occurred from education and training to custody.

This mteh to a mainly custodial function was characteristh. of all rehabilitative

institutions and it was almost complete by the 1870s. The contradiction between the educational

and social control functions was resolved in favor of custodial arrangements:

...the founding ideology placed such a heightened value on traits like obedience,
respect for authority, punctuality, and regularity that superintendents...neglected
considerations ofhumane and gentle management. The balance ofmoral treatment
tipped to the side of repression, not indulgence (Rothman, 1971, p. 270).
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Criticisms wcre levelled that "[i]n the end, the inst.mrions did not fillfil either the modest or

grandiose hopes of their founders" (Rothman, 1971. p. xix), and they continued to exist well into

the twentieth century despite charges that they contributed to dependency and deviance (pickett.

1969, p. 181). The influx of new immigrants after the 1870~ iJfavided a framework ta perpetuate

their existence and "incarceration became frrst and foremost a method for controlling the deviant

and dependent population. The promise of reform had built up the asylums; the functionality of

custody perpetuated them" (Rothman, 1971, p. 240).



CHAPTER 4

American Education From the Civil War lo
1990

After the traumatic experience of the Civil War. American '\ociety embarked upon

reconstruction and healing the wounds of animosity between North and South. Reconciliation was

not uncomplicated and southern states resenter! the repeated attempts lJy north-eastern states

throughout the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries to defme the political. social. and

educational agenda in the country (Cremin. 1985). Industrialization. urbanization. and

centralization started becoming defining characteristics of American society. üld conflicts

continued to persist and new contradictions appeared. They all influenced the r'..rection of formai

education as public schools in the United States increasingly became a means for various social

groups to advance their discrepant interests.

General Background

Two c:oncurrent major social trends throughout the remainder of the nin~teenth and

twentieth centuries were successive waves of immigration and urbanization. Between 1876 and

the 19805 the U.S. population increaseci from approximately 46 million to 226 million. Sorne 40

million people during that period entered the country as immigrants (Ebner. 1981-82). The major

sources of immigration were: between 1880 and L 24 mainly from southern, central, and eastem

Europe; between 1930 and 1950 primarily from north western and central Europe; during the

19605 predominately from Canada, the West Indies, and Latin America (Bogue. 1985). Nowadays
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most of the immigrants coming to the U.S. originate from Third World countries (Reimers.

1985).

Immigrants ;-aced an intensive acculturation effon in public schools. For a long time it

was assumed that America was a 'melting pot' (Fairchild, 1926) where immigrants lost their

partieular cultural :dentities. whether ethnie. linguistie, or religious. Studies in the 1960s and

19705 (e.g. Glazer & Moynihan, 1963; Le liski, 1961; T. L. Smith, 1978), nevertheless, have

indicated that despite a consolidated American identity ethnie and religious groups continued to

have unique identities as weil. T. L. Smith (1978) has proposed the metaphor of 'kaleidoseope',

in place of the 'melting pN'. t0 signify the fact ihat many social groups view themselves as

having American and particular ethnoreligious identities. The metaphor of 'kaleidoscope', in

eontrast to the 'melting pot' one, manifests adynamie quality where social groups can see

themselves as possessing various cultural characteristies depending on the context and the

situation. With the relatively recent immigration of more variegated cultural groups, the metaphor

of 'kaleidoscope' and the concept of 'multiculturalism' (Pozzetta, 1991; L. E. Wallace, 1990)

have acquired a renewed and more substantial significance for American society and education.

In addition to acculturation, many immigrants of differing cultural background

encountered the social stigma consequential to intelligence and psychological testing.

Psychological..Jcsting has been flI1lÙY linked to educational tracking, either vocational or

remedial, and it has been docwnented as earrying with it a s1gnifieant element of social control

(Milofsky, 1989). The words of Henry Goddard during a lecture at Princeton in 1919 provide a

graphic example:
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...the fact is [al workman may have a ~en year intelligence while you have a
rwenry. To demand of him such a home as you enjoy is as absurd as 10 insis! that
every lahorer shouid receive a graduate fellowship. How can there be such a
thing as social equaliry with this wide range ofmental capacity? tCited in Bowle~

& Gintis, 1976, p. 104).

Intelligence testing has grown phenomenally during the twentieth century and it is now robustly

entrenched in American schoC'ls (Milofsky, 1989).

Shortly after the Civil War, a large number of rural residents started moving into cities

and most newly arrived immigrants were settling in urban centers as well. In 1890, 30% of the

population in the V.S. lived in cities, in 1920 over 50%, in 1950 almost 66%, and by the 1980s

75% (Ebner, 1981-82). Thus, the country became a largely urbanized and industrialized society

approximate1y five generations after its establishment as an independent republic.

With metropolitanization education fa,::.d the challenges of providing more social

discipline and general and specialized knowledge. Intellectual and cultural elites were formed and

consolidated, claiming ~pecial expertise and jurisdiction over certain domains of knowledge

(Bledstein, 1976: Haskell, 1977, 1984; OIson, & Voss, 1979).

The Federal government became extensively involved in education only afler World War

il and several presidents used it to launch major social-political reforms from preparing

Americans to enter World War 1 (Cremin, 1988, pp. 337-345), meeting the Sputnik Soviet

challenge with:..the enacttnent of the National Defense Education Act in 1958 (V.S. Depanment

of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1990, p. 326), promoting racial

desegregation, declaring 'war on poverty' (Cremin, 1988, pp. 255-272) and 'war on arugs' to

'excellence' in education (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). The seeds

planted by the ideas of the Founding Fathers, which had sprouted during the nineteenth century
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with all their contradictions, grew to fonn the branches of a distinctively American education

system.

The Progressive Influence

1 believe tr.et education is the fundamenta/ method of social prugress and re/oTm
(John Dewey cited in Cremin, 1988, p. 1).

After the Civil War there were disconnected and episodic movements to influence

American education such as: the introduction of vocational ~_1struction in the spirit of

utilitarianism (Lazerson & Grubb, 1974); the separation of schoo1s from politics by having

professional administrators running .schoo1s (W. A. Bullough, 1974); the introduction of e1e:nents

from philosophy, psychology, and pedagogy to form a science of instruction (Suppes, 1978); and

the creation of schools as social centers for community building, industrial preparation of

workers, and for citizenship development (Stevens, 1972; Winh, 1972). It was not until the 1890s

that these movements converged in the realm of progressive education. A major rnilepost in this

convergence was Joseph M. Rice's (1893) book The Public Sehoo/ System of the United States.

In his extensive survey of American public schools he described rote and mindIess teaching,

administrative incompet.ence, political manipulation, and public indifference.

John Dewey, perhaps the Most prominent progressive educator, propounded at the tum

of the century that schools are me primary instrument of social change, harmony, and progress.

In fact, he thought that schools are the ooly means of programmatically bridging social

differences and IllÎIll.1l1izing conflict between social groups (Dykhuizen, 1973). His own words

in 1897 demonstrate clearly the ideas of planned progress through education:
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By law and punishmenr. by social agitation and discussion. society l'an regu/are
and fonn itself in a more or less hapha:ard and chance way. But through
education society canformu/ate its own purposes. can organi:e its own means and
resources. and thus shape itself with dejiniteness and economy in the directicn in
which if wishes to move (Cited in Cremin, 1988, p. 151).

Consequently. he thought that schoo1s should reflect society and that they should have a chi1d-

centered pedagogy (Dykhuizen, 1973).

Other leading progressive educators were Jane Addams. George S. Co,mts, Harold Rugg.

John L. Childs, R. Bruce Raup, Goodwin Watson. Jesse Newlon, Harold F. Clark, and F. Ernest

Johnson. They ail supported the idea of using schools to change society in an orderly fashion and

they were involved in the liberal attempt to reconstruct American ~ducation during the depression

years (Bowers, 1969).

Progressive educators formed organizations such as the National Society for the Promotion

of lndustrial Education in 1906 and the Progressive Education Association in 1919. The former

was instrumental in lobbying Congress to pass the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917 authorizing grants

to States for vocational education (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education

Stati:;i.ics, 1990, p. 325). The main goals of the progressive movement before World War 1 were

vocational education, efficient school administration, development of a science of instruction, and

the professionalization of teaching. In the 1930s progressives collaborated with social workers,

religiousl~ and government bureaucrats in their attempt to solve the problems of American

youth through high schools (Graham, 1974).

The progressive movement was pluralistic and contradictory in nature. It was pluralistic

by drawing its leaders from business, labor, philanthropy. politics, farming, and academia. It was
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contradictory by embracing equality among races while conceding to the practice of segregated

schools for African-Americans (Cremin. 1988. p. 228).

The Protestant Influence

Most protestant educative organizations continued to work within the realm of organized

protestantism after the Civil War. In facto there was a revitalization of the evangelical front

during the late nineteenth CI.nd early twentieth centuries (Hopkins. 1940) by leaders such as

Washington Gladden. Henry Ward Beecher. Theodore T. Munger. William J. Tucker. Josiah

Strong. Lyinan Abbott. Walter Rauschenbusch. William S. Rainsford. and Richard T. Ely. They

formed or influenced organizations such as the Ameriean Congress of Churehes in 1884, the

American lnstitute ofChristian Sociology in 1893, the Open and lnstitutional Chureh League in

1894, the ivational Federation of Churehes and Christian Workers in 1901, the American

Economie Assüciation, the League for Social Service and its successor the American 1nstitute for

Social Service, the Evangelical Alliance for the United States, the Ethieal Culture Society, the

Brotherhood ofthe Kingdom, and the Federal Council ofChurehes ofChrist in America (Cremin,

1988, pp. 25-28).

PrOlestantism had to face renewed challenges aiter the Civil War with the spread of

urbanization (A6èU, 1943). More specifically, it had to dea! with modemism and modem science

(Gauthen, 1962; Hutehison, 1976; Martin, 1986) and industrial capiralism and its class inequities

(Handy, 1966; H. F. May, 1949). Washington G1adden in particu1ar published extensive1y ~n the

problems posed to protestantism by industrialism and urbar~zation (e.g. G1adden, 1876, 1894,

e 1899, 1902). Along with other protestant leaders he proc1airned the liberal ideo1ogy l)f the 'Social
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Gospel'. According to this ideology, industrial and merropolitan order would have to be infused

with protestant liberal values in which capital and labor would coexist in social.ïustice Jnd peace.

Violence had no place in such a vision (Dom, 1967; Handy. 1966).

Gladden (1894) went on to declare a close relationship between christianity and social

science. He described it as "the relation of an offspring to its parent. Social science is the child

of Christianity. The national and international associations that are so diligently studying the

things that make for human welfare in society are as distinctly the products of Christianity as is

the American Board of Missions" (p. 214).

While Gladden's 'Social Gospel' seemed te have a modemist outlook. Dwight L. Moody

and Ira D. Shankey became the fathers of christian fundarnentalism. They represented the branch

of protestantism that refused to adjust to modem conditions and opposed the newly proclaimed

liOOral ideas. They established or influenced organizations such as the Bible Institute, the Student

Volunteer Movement, the Chicago Evangelization Society. the Evangelieal Teaeher Training

Association, Mount Hermon Sehool. and the World' s Christian Fundamentals Association. The

expressed mission of these institutions was both christian conversion and education (Marsden,

1980; Sandeen, 1970).

A middle position, oost exemplified by Niebuhr (1956), was taken by other protestants.

Reinhold Nieb.!J:1r was a minister of the Evangelical Synod during the 1920s and 1930s. In

Leaves From the Notebook of a Tamed Cynie published in 1929. he criticized both the advocates

of the 'Social Gospel' and chrisrian fundamentalism. He claimed that the former sought ta adjust

christian values ta exploitation and capitalism leaving religion devoid of faith, while the latter
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were so out of touch with modem American culture that they ended up serving exploitation as

weil.

Of the three directions taken by late nineteenth and early twentieth century protestantism.

Gladden' s 'SOCIal Gospel' had a similarity with ideas promoted by the progressive movement.

They both sharcd a common emphasis on social harmony and peace and an aversion to conflict

and violence; tne former by using social science to infuse protestant values into the industrial and

urban social order, and the latter by using education and public schools to plan a desired path

of progress.

Trends in Public Schools

After the Civil War the common school was introduced in the southem Unites States.

Southem Caucasian-Americans, nonetheless, came to resent and violently oppose a school system

that they perceived as an imposition of ideas and practices from the northeast (Cremin, 1988, pp.

212-223).

At the turn of the century the progressive movement was instrumental in making formal

schooling a more desirable commodity. The'· continued to use the same techniques that the

'friends of education' had used a few decades ago, namely extensive campaigns, coalitions, and

infonnal as~ons through state, regional, and national professional organizations.

Consequently, school enrollments in kindergarten, primary, and secondary schools increased

sharply ln the period between 1900 and 1940 (Meyer, Tyack, Nagel, & Gordon, 1979-80; Rury,

1985).
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By 1918 all fony-eight states in the Union had enacted compulsory schooling laws

between the ages of seven to eight and fourteen to sixteen (Landes & Solmon. 1972). ~\'1ost states

began to enforce these laws in the 1920s and 1930s (Bernen. 1958). It is hard ta say whether it

was enforcement of laws or acceptance of schooling that was responsible for the rapid increase

in enrollment. Quite likely. legislation simply confmned what was already an accepted practice.

The statistical trend of American children between the ages of seven and thineen shows that 95%

in 1940, 99.5% in 1960, 99.3% in 1980, and 99.6% in 1990 were enrolled in various schools. ln

terrns of children between the ages of five and seventeen the indicators were 71.9% in 1899­

1900, 84.4% in 1939-40. 82.2% in 1959-60, 86.7% in 1979-80, and 88.5% in 1988-89 (U.S.

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991, pp. 15, 47). The vast

majority of children since the 1930s, hence, have been enrolled in schools and most of them,

approximately 90%, in public schools CU.S. Department of Education, National Center for

Education Statistics, 1990, p. 12). In terrns of total number of years of formal schooling, a look

at the statistics shows that the average American over twenty-five years of age completed 8.6

years of schooling by 1940, 12.5 yea..) by 1980, and 12.7 years by 1989 (V.S. Department of

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991, p. 17).

American public schools became more centralized, bureaucratized, and metropolitanized

during the twCDtieth century. The number of local public school districts was reduced from

117,108 in 1939-40 to 15,747 by 1983-84 and remaining at approximately the same number in

1989-90 (V.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991, p. 93).

According to Cremin (1976) the result nas been more similar schools using mass-produced

textbooks and the prominence of national and state testing prograrn:. In addition, national reports
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sponsored by philanthropie foundations and professional associations have become common

place. The increasing involvement of the federal government since World War II has played a

significant role in the standardization of schools. The financial contribution of the federal

government to education increased dramatically. From 1.8% of the total public elementary and

secondary school revenues in 1939-40 it went up to a record high of 9.8% in 1979-80. In 1988­

89 it stood at 6.2% after a period of stable decline during the 19805 (U.S. Departrnent of

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1991, p. 147).

The public high school has become the dominant form of secondary education. This trend

started back in the 18805 when enrollments surpassed those in private secondary scnoo1s. From

1890 to 1930 the public high schools were doubling their enrollments every decade (U.S. Bureau

of the Census. 1975. pp. 368·369).

In terms of the organization nf graded schooling the eight-grade elementary and four­

grade high ,chools predominated until the end of the nineteenth century. This arrangement,

.though, was criticized for being incompatible with child and adolescent development A p~riod

of experimentation followed where elementary and secondary schooling was divided into seven­

four. nine-four, eight-three, or eight-five forros, to he replaced by six-six and six-three-three

systems. Finally the four-four-four forro hecame predominant during the 1950s and 1960s

(Barton. 1976;)'rug, 1972).

The residual category of the nineteenth century 'supplementary' schools came to he

known as 'special' schools during the twentieth century. Established initially under religious and

charitable authority they hecame increasingly part of the public school system either in totally

or partially segregated settings (Cremin, 1988, p. 550).
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American Education as a Grourd Of Opposing Interests

Should individualism...synonymous with American liberty rt?main the dominallt
motIf of church and school teaching. or should it be leavened by the communal
emphasis at the heart of Washington Gladden's Social Gospel and John Dewey's
social philosophy? Should equality mean the cultivation of the most talellted in the
nation's colleges and universities. or the nurturance of the average. or the
compensatory encouragement of those long discriminated agaillSt? Should comin'
lead the agencies ofpopular communication to seek the largest general audienc~s
of the greatest number of specialized audiences? What should be the proper
balance between popular preference and elite taste in a public/y supported library
or museum? Or between local preference and national taste? ln sumo how should
the legitimate but often une/ear and conflicting demands of liberty, equality, and
comity be resolved in and through programs of education? And who, in a nation
where education had moved to the heart of politics. should do the resolving?
(Cremin, 1988, p. 13),

With the advent of urbanization and metropolitanization the conflict to define American

education and public schools between contradictory social groups became ever more obvious and

political in the twentieth century (Welter, 1962), There was an expanding effort from vaIious

interest groups to appropriate schools. For example, the Farmer's Alliance was pressuring the

schools to include in their curriculum the history of the labor movement and the poorer classes.

The National Association of Manufacturers, in contrast, was lobbying schools to teach capitalist

values (Cremin, 1988, p. 651) and avoid any dialogue 01. controversial subjects. An industrialist

pressuring a school in the 1930s wrote in his le!t.er to the school superintendent:

1 wouLd be interested in having you advise me just why such subjects - as
Pacifism; Disarmament; Socialism; Communism; Soviet Russia; Differences in
religious belie!; Birth control; etc. - should be discussed in a high school or any
public sehool? What is tht:dea or need of such discussion? (Cited in Selakovich,
1967, p. 91).

In the early 1940s through the 1960s many nationalist groups sprang up around the

country to get c~mmunism and communists out of the schools. The American Legion wanted
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schools to teach an unquestioning patriotism and ventured to oust aIl ' subversive' influences

(Tanner, 1991). At times. criticism of the public school curriculum almost reached the point of

daiming it was the product of a communist plot. Harold Rugg (1941), a progressive and author

of textbooks for several decades, summed up the criticism of his and others' books by patriotic

groups in the late 1930s:

The books were de.1Ounced as "subversive...un-American." It was said They
"undermine patriotism"..."twit th~ Ff'i.ûlding Fathers" .. ."have an alien
ideology"... "plan to substitute a fié'W social order for our American
Government"... "would regiment private enterprise"... "debunk our great heroes of
the past" (p. 498).

Apart from industrialist and nationalist groups, various christian denomina:~cns wanted

public schools to teach the theological and ethical bases of christianity. The Roman catholics

especially challenged in many ways the established preeminence of protestant teachings in

schools (Kane, 1955) simply by the sheer numbers of catholic immigrants entering the United

States. The catholic population in America was 6,259,000 in 1880, 16,363,000 in 1910, and

19,828,000 in 1920 (Cremin, 1988, pp. 126-127) while in 1980 it had increased to 50,450,000

(V.S. Department of Commerce, 1984, p. 51).

Conflict was not confined to protestants and catholics. Modemist and fundamentalist

protestant denominations were in friction since the turn of ~e century for sorne control over what

was taught in 'public schools. The Scopes trial in Tennessee (Gatewood, 1969; Ginger, 1958)

regarding the teaching of Darwinian evolution in the public school biology curriculum is an

example of a controversy that is very much alive today.

The conflict between various relig; JUS denominations has resulted in a fragmentation of

American education into public, prote~Lant, catholic, and Jewish schools. Pluralism, as in many
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other aspects of Arnerican life. has also becorne a force in education. According to Cremin

(1988). the influx of immigrants from many Third World counrries will probablv 1!uarantee an

accentuation of educational pluralism. In addition. merrop01itanization J.cross the wor1d

accompanied by rapid political. cultural. and technological change willlikely prcmote the feature

of transnationality in the education systems of many countries. the V.S. inc1uded {p. 14).

Despite strife among various social groups to define education, a major chang~ in

American and Western education generally has been effected during the twentieth century:

narnely a shift from a paradigm of study to a paradigm of instrUction. The former refers to an

education based on a varied and reflective life while the latter to an education used for certain

social. religious. or political purposes. The enactment of compulsory schooling legislation has

apparently been influential in accelerating this shift (McClintock, 1971).

Teachers and Curricula

The gender composition of the teaching profession has always been mainly femr.Je since

lle midnineteenth century and becarne increasingly so during the frrst half of the twentieth

century. According to statistics, 66% in 1890, 86% in 1920, 79% in 1950, and 67% in 1976 of

the teachers in primary and secondary schoo1s were female (W. V. Grant & Eiden, 1980, p. Il,

56).

The entrance of an increasing number of students between 1900 and 1940 altered both

the structure and the curriculum of high schools. The structure became increasingly differentiated

along racial (Weinberg, 1977), ethnie .(San Miguel, 1987), class (Rubinson, 1986-8ï), gender

(Krug, 1972), and 'illtelligence' (P. H. Du Bois, 1970) lines. The high school curriculum from
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1890 to 1910 was comprised of courses in Latin, French, German, Eng1ish 1iterature, history,

algebra, geometry, physics, and chemisrry. By 1940 the curriculum had expanded to include

subjects such as general science, manual training, home economics, bookkeeping, or typing

(Cremin, 1988, p. 546).

During the period following World War II, as the federal government extended lts role

in education, matters penaining te course content. curriculum. and school materials were

increasingly being made at the national level. The groups that usually made these decisions were

sponsored by the federal government or national professional organizations (Spring, 1976).

Meanwhile the functions of discipline and social order and control remained at the core

of American public schools. Joseph M. Riee wrote in 1893 deseribing a New York city teaeher's

obsession for obedience:

During several dai/y recitation periods, each of which is from twenty ta twenty
five minutes in duration, the chi/dren are ob/iged ta stand on the Une, peifectly
motionless, their bodies erect, their knees and feet together, the tips of their shoes
touching the edge of the h(Jard in the floor. The s/ightest movement on the part
of the chi/d attracts the attention of the teacher. The recitation is repeatedly
interrupted with cries of "Stand straight," "Don't bend the knees," "Don't Lean
against the wall," and sa on. 1 heard one teacher ask a /ittle boy: "How can you
learn anything with your k.rlees and toes out of arder." (Riee. 1893. p. 98).

And Frank Freeman, an influential American educator. declared in 1924:

It is the business of the school ta help the chi/d ta acquire such an attitude toward
the inequalities of life, whether in accomp/ishment or in reward, that he may
adjust liiinself ta its conditions with the least possible friction (Cited in Bowles &
Gintis, 1976, p. 102).

Herben Spencer, the philosopher and sociologist who in the nineteenth eentury provided

the basis for reeonciling Dacwinism and ehristian belief, thought that education should fulfl1 the

following five objectives: teaehing self-preservation; ',earning how to secure the necessities of
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life; acquiring skills for rearing children: teaching proper social and political relations: and

learning how to gratify (culturally) tastes and feelings (Cavenagh. 1932). According to Cremin

(1988) the functions of public schools during the twentieth century have been utilitarianism and

vocationalism. literacy. republicanism. Americanization of immigrants and patriotism. teaching

of common values and building a shared American identity. social mobility. and teaching other

nonutilitarian knowledge (pp. 644-675).

Americanization and a conlffion national identity had always been two of the central

emphases of public schooling in the V.S. and they were carried over in the twentieth century

(Carlson, 1975). These two functions were considered to be es!".;ntial because of the large

numbers of immigrants entering the country. In 1921 and 1924 Congress passed immigration

legislation to curtail new immigration because it was thought to be inferior. In 1921 the

depanment of Immigrant Education was created to teach immigrants English, personal hygiene,

and middle-class values. Quite often it reinforced a dislike of the immigra~ts' own culture in

retum for espousing American culture (Cremin, 1988, p. 237).

The trend of utilitarianism and vocationalism became ever stronger because of the

acceleration of industrialization after the Civil War. The number of farmers in 1900 decreased

to 37.7% of the work force from 51.6% in 1870. The number of wage earners in manufacturing

increased fro1ll2.7 million in 1880 to 8.4 million in 1920 (V.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975, l,

138). ConsequentlYt agricultural and technical schools continued to multiply around the country.

Federal invo1vement after 1945 eventually made the efficiency of industrial society by the proper

selection and channelling of national human power resources a central feature of American

schooling (Spring, 1976).
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Th\~ launch of the Soviet satellite Sputnik in the late 1950s challenged the federal

govemment ta recroit education for military development through the production of more

scientists and engineers. lbe Natior.:Jl Defense Education Act tPL 85-865) in 1958 dealt in one

stroke with cold-war concems, the development of new national curricula. and the problems of

federal aid to education (Spring, 1976).

Quite similarly the recent technological challenge by Japan has already compelled many

American politicians, business leaders, and educators to publicize the inadequacies of public

education (Ramirez & Boli, 198 ï). Ironically, the proposed solutions for elementary and

secondary education have been based on the old recipes of 'basics' (reading, writing,

mathematics, and science) and for higher education on 'excellence' (in fine print: directing

resources toward best or more affluent students and profitable, technologically advanced science

areas). The V.S. fe~eral govemment is currently ln the process of enacting even more

homogenous educational policy to meet perceived challenges to American technological and

world-power interests. Sorne of the federal education-related legislation that has been passed

during the past decade inclucio:s the Education for Economic Security Act (PL 98-377) in 1984,

the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 (PL 100-418), the Education and Training

for a Competitive America Act of 1988 (pL 101-26) (U.S. Department of Education, National

Center for Ed~cation Statistics, 1990, pp. 330, 331, 332), and the Excellence in Mathematics,

Science and Engineering Education Act of 1990 (PL 101-589) (V.S. Departrnent of Education,

National Center for Education Statistics, 1991, p. 346). These laws appear to lead to the logical

conclusion of the utilitarian and vocational trend in American education.
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Pariahs

Despite daims to having .common' schools. segregation was well entrenched in Americm

education throughout the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. There was legal separation of

African-American children in the south and aooriginal children in the west. and de facto

segregation of African-American and Puerto Rican children in the north. of Chicano children in

the south-west, of Asian children in the we~t. and of inner city children of low socioeconomic

background throughout the V.S. (Cremin, 1988, pp. 551-552).

During the twentieth century, discrimination in American society was, and in general still

is, present. African-Americans attained citizenship in 1868 with the ratification of the Fourteenth

Amendment but they were still trying in the 1960s and 1970s (or even today as wimessed by the

Rodney King case and the consequent L.A. riots in 1992) to achieve full civil rights. Aboriginals

were granted citizenship in 1924 but still face limited rights because of social prejudice. üther

racial groups tao faced legalized discrimination as late as the early 1940s when Japanese­

Americans were intemed during World War II. Women acquired full citizenship and suffrage

rights in 1920 with the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment. Even many Caucasian­

Americans of d.iffering ethnordigious and linguistic background were faced with discrimination

(Vc-.da, 1980).

By the-1870s African-Americans had formed their own protestant denominations which

functioned as their sole source of community and education. And as early as the tum of the

century they saw the fust results of their effonli; African-American teachers and clergymen who

were set on using education for advancing theu own interests, going far beyorj the intent of

sponsors from the north right after the Civil War ('V. E. B. Du Bois, 1900).
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ln the south, segregation of African-Americans in schools remained legal until the 1954

Supreme Court decision in the case of Brown v. Board of Education. This decision declared the

unconstitutionality of separation of African-Americans in different schools:

We corzclude that in the field of public education the doctrine of .separate but
equal' has no place....Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal
(Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).

Despite the Supreme Court decision there was widespread negligence in implementing its letter

and spirit for almost two decades (K.1uger, 1976). Consequently, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was

enacted by the federal govemment largely in response to the civil-disobedience rallies by African-

American leaders such as Martin Luther King or the secessionist calls of others such as Malcolm

x (Crenùn, 1988, pp. 123-125, 263). The federal govemment succeeded to a certain degree in

achieving school desegregation of African-American~ "lS late as 1972, as depicted by 1.~72

enrollment statistics in the United States Commission on Civil Rights (1977) report. The strategy

employed was a combination of using funding or its withdrawal upon noncompliance, and court

rulings (Crenùn, 1988, p. 264). Other social groups later adopteà similar arguments as in the

Brown case to further their interests. One of these groups has been the advocates of people with

disabilities whose advocacy and scholarly literature cites the Brown decision as the basis of their

legal argument (e.g. Stainback, Stainback, & Bunch, 1989b).

By 1'70.1 widespread network of almshouses, sunday schools, asylums, reformatories

and other simi1ar institutions was being operated by philanthropic organizations. The overt

reasons for the establishment of this network appeared ta be 'charitable benevolence' and

'christian love' but part of the motivation was not alttuistic. Charles Loring Brace (1872), the

founder and executive secretary of Children's Aid society in New York city Mote in the 1870s
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that the neglected children of the "outcast poor" (p. 224). primarily immigrants. were the most

threatening members of the "dangervus classes" (p. 224). He projected the impression that unlcss

something was immediately done the more affluent classes would he overwhelmed. Even

progressives such as Breckinridge and Abbott (1912) who viewed the family as the primary

nursery of children never trusted th~ immigrant family:

If these chi/dren of illiterate immigrant parents cannot be placed in school 50011

after their arrivai in This country. the way ta deli1lquency through dependency is
sure to be open ta Them (p. 65).

ln the arrangement of rehabilitative institutions lies the contradiction of progressives

espousing the importance of familial education when advocating institutionalized treatrnent of

delinquent, disadvantaged, poor, or disabled children and youth. This contradiction is further

expressed in the literature as to the reasons of progressives for 'child saving' in the nineteenth

and twentieth centuries. Bremner (1956) sees these reasons as generally beneficial, Platt (1969)

as essential1y repressive, Sch10ssman (1977) as contradictory with regard to rhetorical intentions

and outcomes, while Tiffin (1982) as ambivalent with respect to the dilemma of familial versus

institutional care.

The rehabilitative special schoo1s expanded rapidly during the twentieth century. Many

of them were residential, expensive, and chronically underfunded resulting in children being

ignored or tr~ poorly by untrained personneL Funding became more readily available for

special classes with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (PL 89-10) of 1965. This

federai legislation authorized financial and other assistance to school districts with lat'ge numbers

of students from poor farnilies (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education

Statistics, 1990, p. 327).
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In 1966. however. the Coleman (1966) report found that equality of opportunity in terms

of input. such as faciliries, teacher salaries and expenditures per student. were roughly the same

for most public sl:hods. In terms of output. using achievement-test survey data. it was revealed

that minority children were one to two years behind Caucasian middle-class chilè:-:n in grade

one, and three to five years behind by grade twelve. Schooling. thus, increased the disparity

instead of decreasing it. It was concluded that attention should he focused on factors external to

schooling such as family background, poverty, or neighborhood segregation. In addition,

Coleman's report paid attention to the significance of internal variables such as locus of control,

aspiration, and cognition.

In spite of the various government, legislative, judicial, and school agency attempts to

reduce inequality of educational opportunity the fact remains that segregation is very much a

reality of American society and educational institutions. Gunnar Myrdal (1944) in his book An

American Di/emma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy described u. system of

valuations that he called 'American creeci' as "liberty, equality, justice, and fair opponunity for

everybrydy" (p. xlviii). According to Myrdal this ' American creeci' was deriveci from christianity,

the EnlightenmenL the English legal tradition, and American constitutionalism. He argued that

even though most Americans adhere to il, the 'American di~~mma' is the contradiction hetween

this creed and th~ fallure to accord elemental civil and political r:g\)(j to African-Americans.

In much the same way the 'American dilemma' applies to other social groups who have

been historically denied civil and political rights. Whether it he aboriginal !1ations, racially and

culturally differing immigrants, or individuals with disabilities, it remains to he seen what the

outcome of the dilemma may he.
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Emerging Themes

The emerging themes in this section have been grouped in four categories: gene:-11 sOl:ial

context., educational features, objectives of public schools, and consequent implications.

With respect to the general social context, the growth of cities and immigration were two

major socicil trends in American society. American cities became metropolitanized encompassing

a variety of cultures as a result of continuing immigration. Social segregation among various

social groups continued to be part of the American reality in the twentieth century. Racial, ethnie,

religious, and linguistic factors were important reasons for this segregation. In spite of a large

degree of social segregation a dynamic interaction among groups ha.j a strong presence. T. L.

Smith's (1978) metaphor of the 'kaleidoscope' conveys the interaction, dynarnism, and variety

of American life and education.

Education entrenched itself in the twentieth century as "the characteristic American mode

for reform" (Cremin, 1988, p. 316). It became standard practice for Presidents such as Johnson,

Nixon, Ford, and Carter to contribute substantial funding to implement reforms through educative

efforts. Only Ronald Reagan appointed T. Bell as secretary to the Department of Education in

1981 with the objective of abolishing the Departrnent and drastically reducing federal financial

assistance. This trend, however, has been reversed the last few yearS with the result that between

1980 and 1990 ferleral financial education-related obligations have increased by approximately

17% after adjustrnent for inflation (U.S. Departrnent of Education, National Center for Education

Statistics, 1990, p. 332). In any case the V.S. Departrnent of Education has not been abolished.

On the contrary, it has p1ayed an influential leadership role in the educational reforms of the

1980s.



The importance American Presidents placed on education is a strong indication !ha! its

definition oC'curred in a backgrol':~d of conflict. Ali major social groups of :\merican society lfied

to influence the dt'ection of schools: industrialist and busin~ss orgamzatlOns. bhor unions.

christian denomi:1ations. nationalist and p~triotic groups. politicians. and educators,

As a counter force ~o conflict. discipline and social order persisted as important themes

in American society and eoucation. The progressive and protestant influences provided a basis

for seeking 'consensus' by enhancing a philosophy of social hannony and aversioll !oward

violence. Washington Gladden's 'Social Gospel' used social science as an extension to

christianity to instill protestant values into the industrial and urban social order. The ~!'ogressiv~s

on the other hand tried to use public schools as the means for designing an avenu: of planned

social advancement. Both influences were implicated in the development of reformatory and

rehabilitative institutions manifesting the contradictory motives of social control and social

amelioration.

In terrns of educational features, 'popularizé1tion' and 'multitudinousness' persisted in the

twentieth century with the addition of 'politicization' - "the increasingly direct harnessing of

education to social ends" (Crernin, 1988, p. 650). Utilitarianism and vocationalism became

prominent features of American education serving the continuing demands of industrial,

technological, and military development At the same time developments such as increasing

enrollments, compulsory schooling legislation, and the increasing involvement of the fc~kral

govemment effected a centralization, bureaucratization, and standardization of schools.

The objectives and functions of American public schools continued to be sirnilar as in the

past but evolving in the late nineteenth and twentieth century to adapt to the changing realities.
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These objectives are: Americanization of immigrants and nationalism-patriotism: supporting

republican government; social cor,trol and order; other general and specia~ized knowledge: social

mobility and advancement (Cremin. 1988); training a labor force ccngruous with the realities of

a capitalist eco:lOmic system; utilitarianism and vocation::.lism in the service of industrialization,

te(;.mological development, and military growth (Spring, 1976); and by implication exclusion of

socid groups and individuals from mainstteam schools on the basis of race (mainly in sot:thern

states for the frrst half century) and ability. With respect ta students with disabilities. they remain

the last social group to he explicitly and openly excluded from the mainstrearn of American

education.

With regard to the consequent implications themes, similar contradictory social

developments and forces as in the pre-Civil War era continued in American education. There

wcre conflicting visions of liheralism and racism, of the ideal citizen and the confonnist citizen,

of equality and prejudice, of social ~ct"!ility and class privilege, of republicanism and social

control, of inclusion and exclusion.

A few new contradictory elements, however, appeared in the educational scene. On the

one hand the federaI govemment increased its role in education. Public schools wcre recruited

for the preparation of the U.S. to assume its position as a leading warld power - thus the

emphasis on technological and military development Spring (1976) has suggeste1 iliat public

schools have acquired rapidly the role of institutions of social sorting and control fur the national

state since 1945. This function has completed the similarity of the U.S. with other western

countrie~ regarding the purposes of compulsory schooling (Rarnirez & Bali, 1987).
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On the other hand. American educauon has become more pluralistic than in the pas!.

There are currently a number of socitl\ groups from the business. state and federal go\'ernment.

citizen advocacy. education. dnd special-interest group sectors that are trying to intluence

educational practices. In addition. the influx of ;tew immigrants from the third wl'rld may

increase the cultural and ethnie diversity. As the notiJn of a christianized Amenea is bec )l1'.ing

outrnoded (McLoughlin. 1978) so may the concept of uniform American public schools. Il will

all depend on the outcome of the 1980s' educational reforms.



Special Education in Late Nineteenth
and Twentieth Centuries

After the Civil War, institutions for the 'feebleminded' expanded rapidly throughout the

United States. At the tum of the century, intelligence testing, eugenics, and the 'menace'

argument combined to effect the creation and expansion of special classes and schools for

'deficient' and deviant individuals, who were pcrceived for more than two decades to be

identical. Elements of amelioration and social control were present in the intentions and the

outcomes of special education arrangement'i. The special student population expanded both in

numbers and in proportion relative to the general school population from the early 1930s and

weil into the 1980s.

Institutional and Residential Arrangements

Expansion of Institutions

The late nineteenth and carly twentieth centuries were a period of expansion of institutions

for individuals with special needs. By 1914 the distributilJn of residential institutions and schools

for these individuals WB! as follows: forty-seven private and flfty-eight public institutions for the

deaf; flfty-three private and eighty-one public t':stablishments for juvenile delinquents; thirteen

private and forty-eight state institutions for the blind; sixty-six private and twenty state schools

for dependent and neglected children; thirty-nine private and thirty-nine state institutions for
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'feebleminded' and epileptic individuais: and thirty privare and six public establishments for

'cripples' (McDonald, 1915, p. 108).

In the category of 'feeblemindedness', medical prC'fessionals were the primary intluem:e

in the establishment of new institutions which had the tide of 'school'. 'training school'.

'asylum', 'home', 'institute', or 'institution'. Establishments wen: opened in Iowa in lX77,

Indiana and Minnesota in 187Y, Kansas in 1881, California in 1885, Nebraska in 1887, New

Jersey and Maryland in 1888, Michigan in 1895, and Montana in 1896 (Kanner, 1904, pp. 62,

66). While by 1876 there were eight state institutions for the 'feebleminded' and an

approximately equal number of private ones (Milligan, 1961), by 1898 there were twenty-four

public institutjons in nineteen states and one run by the city of New York. By 1917 only four

states did not have any state supported institutions (Kanner, 1964, p. 66). Th<= number of

institutions continucd to increase in the following decades; by 1925 there were sixty-four, by

1950 eighty-four, and by 1960 one-hundred and ten public establishments (Milligan, 1961). ln

1955 ooly Arkansas and Kevada did not have state supported institutions expressly for people

with mental disabilities. Apart from the public facilities there were at least one-hundred and

sixty-nine private institutions in 1953. In tenns of populati\ln approximately 160,000 individuals

were accommodated in residential institutions in 1955, •.pproximately 10% of the estimated

population with mental disabilities in the United States at the time (Wallin, 1955, pp. 11-12, 16­

17).
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American Association on Mental Retardation

The creation of the Association ofMe-lical Officers ofAmerican Institutions for Idiots and

Feeble-Minded Persans in 1876 W:lS a primary influence in instit~tional expansion. As stated in

Article Il of its Constitution:

The abject of the Association shall be the discussion of al/ questions relaring to
the causes. conditions. and statistics of idiocy. and to the management. training.
and education of idiots and feeble-minded persons .. it will also lend its influence
to the establishment and fostering of institutions for this purpose (Cited in
Milligan, 1961, p. 368).

ln 1906 t;,e name of the Associ~ti~!l "...as changed to the Ameriean Association for the Study of

th!! Feebie-Minded, in : S'~3 le Amer; _-;n Ass('ciation on Mental Dejiciency (AAMD) (Mihigan,

1961), and in 1987 to the l.:urrent American Association on Mental Retardation (Schulz,

Carpenter. & Turnbull, 1991. p. 102). 115 journal th3.t had 1"-een renamed Journal of Psyeho-

Asthenies in 1896 changed i15 titie to the standing American Journal of Mental Dejicieney in

1940. f.ccording to Milligan (1961) the AAMD did not stan to make any significant efforts

toward the direction vf community facilities until the 194Os.

An early precursor of community facilities was the colony, a geographically separate but

functionally integral part of residential institutions. This practice was initiated in the state. of New

York during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The objective was to make a

gradual social and economic adjustrnent to sodety, l:Übeit in segregated-from-community fann

and industrial settings (Bernstein, 1920; Wallin, 1955, p. 13).

Apart from the colony program, residential institutions for people with mental disabilities

offered a variety of training. Wallin described in 1955 the various functions and curricula:
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Al! the institutions (or at least the central plants) for the me1lfùlly deficiem ùnd
epile;m'c maintain school depanments which offer sensorimofOi training and
fiterary. craft. social. heairh. occupational. and sometimes t'atain types of
\'Ocatfonal instruction. They also maintain orcupational divisions \1,hich pro\'ide
a great variet)' ofemployment ourlets in cor:l.1ge. shop. garden. andfal77l acti\'ities:
recreational and sCJda/ programs: religious exercises. often condueted hy
ministers from the community: hospital facillties: medical deparrments }èJr
diagnosis and treatment: and psychological departments for examinatio1l.
diagnosis, and therL::JY. Sorne institurion..1i have staffs of field workers. fol!ow-up
workers, or parole supervisors who serve as liaison officers berween the
insn'tutions and the homes, gather genetic and social data. and assist ;-eleased
patients in obtaining jobs and becoming adjusted 10 the community (Wallin. 1955.
pp. 14-15).

Many of these functions and pans of the curriculum remain basically similar in contelnporary

residential institutions.

The 'Menace' Scare

Around the turn of the century severalleading specialists in the field of mental retardation

sounded the alarm that the 'feebleminded' had OOcome a social threat. There was a prevailing

perception that if they were not stopped or contained their numbers would eventually overpower

the rest of the population and destroy civilization. The movements of eugenics and intelligence

testing were central to the menace argument (Davies, 1930, p. 48).

In the United States. in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries the eugenics

movement was directed mainly by superintendents of asylums for the 'feebleminded' and the

insane, by p!ison wardens and physicians. and by social scientists and social workers (Haller.

1963). Their main goal was the perpetuation of the oost genetic endowment of the human species.

The chief assumption was that intelligence and personality or OOhavior characteristics are.a result

of Mendelian laws and thus hereditary. Severa! studies and papers proclaimed an intimate link
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between heredity, degeneracy, mental 'defkiency", immorality, pauperism, and crime (e.g. V V.

Anderson, 1919; Barr, 1913; Danielson & Davenport, 1912; Davenport, 1911: Dugdale. 1910:

Estabrook, 1915: Estabrook & Davenpon, 1912; Goddard, 1910. 1912, 1914, 1915).

Intelligence tests were found to be useful instruments in identifying the mentally

'deficien'. '. Lewis Terman lent his support and expertise to the eugenics movement:

rt is clear that society has few tasks more important than that of identifying the
jeeble-minded and providing for their institutional care. There is a growing
conviction that society. in self-defense. will be driven to provide institutional care
for ever;;feeble-minded individual throughout the reproductive period (Tennan &
Cubberley, 1914, p. 2).

Philanthropie organizations joined in the panic rhetoric denouncing the p.vils brought upon

civilized society by mental •deficiency·. Anne Moore (1911). for example. stated in her study

published by the State Charities Aid Association of New York:

...the feebleminded are a menace to our present-day civilization and...the problem
of caring for them can no longer with safety be ignored....{The] de/ecr is often
hereditary and incurable...{I]t leads to poverty, degeneracy. crime, and disease,
and...the only way to deal with it ejfectively is to provide supervision and care
that will last during the whole lifetime of the feebleminded individual. cenainly
during the reproducti'.:e period (p. Il).

And she went on to insist that "the public is paying and will continue to pay until by proper

segregation, crime, immorality and increase of their kind are effectively prevented among the

feebleminded" (p. 66).

In 1911 the American Breeder's Association reviewed ten possible solutions to the

probl~m of 'feebleoùndedness' cited by Davies (1930): life segregation or segregation during

reproducth'e period, sterilization, restrictive marriage laws and customs. eugenic education,

systems of mating to remove defective traits, general environmental improvem~nt, polygamy,

euthanasia. Neo-Malthusianism (birth control), and laissez-faire. It was concluderl that segregation
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and sterilization would bc the most effective solutions (pp. 96-99). Three years later E. R.

Johnstone and Henry Goddard of the Vineland Institution inspired the launching of a nation\\'ide

campaign to promote the institutional segregation of the mentally 'deficient' (A. Johnson, 1923)

The caUs of danger attracted the attention of politicians and the general publk and the

"hunt for the fecble1lÙ.nded began. The more thoroughly the mental defective was searched for

and found, the more completely was he apparently involved in all manner of offenses against the

social order" (Davies, 1930, p. 76). By 1915 mental 'deficiency' was viewed as the most serious

social problem and Many states ~ncluding New York, Pennsylvania, Kansas, Massachusetts,

Minnesota, Ohio, Michigan, New Jersey, Indiana, and Virginia set up commissions to investigate

the extent of the problem and suggest solutions (pp. 94-95). In New York, for example, the State

Commission to lnvestigate Provision for the Menta/ly Deficient stated in its report:

...the mental defect is hereditary and is liable to be transmitted with almost
unerring accuracy to succeeding generations. This danger is in tum aggravated
by the well-known propagating tendency of rhe feebleminded, and because, owing
to their lack of mental balance, they are in most cases potential delinquents or
criminals, peculiarly susceptible to the !uggestions of evi/-minded associates.
There is, therefore, urgent need for a large extension of the present facilities of
the State institutions for the care and custody of the dependent mentally defective
(Report of the State Commission to Investigate Provision for the Mentally
Deficient, 1915, pp. 253-254).

When Davies (1930) published his book Social Control of the Mentally Deficient, he

reported that institutional arrangemf"nts for segregation remained quite inadequate in the United

States. He cited the example of New York State, a leader in residential facilities at che time.

where out of an estimated 40,000 '~eebleminded' population only 8,000 werc institutionalized in

1928 (p. 126). Similarly out of an estimated 550,000 mentally 'defident' population in the V.S.

only 43,000 were segregated in institutions in 1923 (p. 130).
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Sterilization began to gain vocal advocates and many supportive publications appeared

in the 19205 (e.g. Laughlin, 1926a, 1926b; Gosney, 1929; Wonhington, 1925). By 1926 thirty-

three states had enacted sterilization laws for the mentally ,defective' (Davies, 1930, p. 99;

Kanner, 1964, p. 136) but it seems that they were rarely enforced. In addition, they lost many

of their basic civil rights including the right to vote (Bradley, 1978).

In the 19205 the perception of criminal and immoral deviancy of individuals with mental

disabilities began to retreat. It was realized that only a small number had criminal tendencies and

special institutions were created to house these mentally 'defective' delinquents (Davies, 1930,

pp. 132-145). Studies surfaced showing that many people who had been classified as

'feeblemi'ided' could become respected citizens with satisfactory social adjustment (e.g. V. V.

Anderson & Fearing, 1922; Femald. 1919a, 1919b; Massachusetts Schoo1 for the Fep.bleminded,

1918-1928; Matthews, 1922; Storrs. 1929; M. Taylor, 1925). Consequently, the notion arose that

mental age as measured by intelligence tests was not an adequate criterion for assessing

'feeblemindedness' (Goddard, 1928) and that criteria of social adaptability would also have to

he included in the assessment process (Femald, 1917). By 1930 the concept of inclividuals with

mental 'deficiency' as perpetratofs of most social evils had changed substantially:

...the large rnajority of special class graduates are able to take their places in
community life as ordinary, decent, working citizens, who mind their own business
and maJce their way in such a rnanner as to be in no sense social burdens or
menaces (Davie,;, 1930, p. 323).
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The Intelligence Testing Movement

Mental testing produced a change in the conceptllaJ Ja:'dscape: it trahsJormeJ rh!!
idea of intelligence, itself a descendallt of the idea of rt-ason.frnm un amorpllous,
creative force to an 'objective' yer clearJy vai:œ-lar.en dimension of indi\'idual
differences consisting essenriatly, or 'operationally,' of g!!tting rhe right all.~Wer

on more or Jess clever little .,roblems (Samelson. 1979. p. 155).

The Beginnings of Intelligence Scates

The creation of intelligence tests in the beginning of the twentieth century was a major

facter in the popularization and acceptance ot eugenics theories. Alfred Bhet. the father of

intelligence scales, was appointed in 1904 by the French Minister of Public Instruction to devise

a way of identifying students in public schools who could not follow the general curriculum and

were an irnpedirnent to teachers and other students in class. In 1905 with the cooperation of

Theodore Simon he developed an intelligence scale which was revised in 1908 and 1911 (Kanner,

1964, pp. 119-122).

By the end of the fust decade, the Binet-Simon intelligence scale had caught the attention

of many American social scientists and educators. Early prominent figures in the intelligence

testing such as Her.ry H. Goddard. Lewis M. Tennan, Edward L. Thorndike, Robert M. Yerkes,

James McKeen Cattell, F. Kuhlmann, Bridges, and Hardwick acted as advocates and refiners of

intelligence tests (p. D. Chapman, 1988. p. 6; Davies. 1930, pp. 52-53). In 1911 the American

Association for the Study of the Feeble-Minded decided to get involved in "standardizing the

[intelligence] tests in 3uch a way as to make them suitable for use in any pan of the country....!t

was unanimously decided that the Association should take steps to stan this movement and that

research and record work should he taken up by each institution" (Milligan, 1961, p. 361).
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Adoption of Intelligence Testing in Schools

Perhaps the fust widespread use of intelligenct testing was conducted by the V.S. anny

during World War J. To the astonishment of many, 47.3CJé of Caucasian-American draftees were

classified as 'feebleminded' (Davies, 1930, pp. 3-4). The classification of such a great number

as mentally 'deficient' was obviously spurious and 'tuite likely the used tests were invalid for

many draftees because of lit~racy, cultural, and seconè language factors. Despite evident

probkms, intelligence testing continued to be endorsed with minor, if any, reservations. The

potential for school efficiency was stressed. John L. Tilsd1ey (1921), district superintend=nt of

New York city high schools, praised intelligence scales at the National Association of Secondary

School Principa~s in 1921:

Now til'li we are able to diseover in the' early years of the elementary sehool, with
a reasonable degree ofaeeuraey, througn the use of these tests, which is the pure
silk and which the sow's ear, is if not reasonable to demand that we as educators
shall so modify, adjust, and apply the educational process to the materials in our
eharge whose qualifies we know that the silk shall be made into a silk purse and
the sow' s ear into a pigskin purse which in the view of many of us is of no less
value to society than is the si/ken purse? (p. 54).

By 1925 intelligence tests had been accepted as invaluable instruments and according to

P. D. Chapman (1988) there were seventy-five tests of general ability totalling sales of four

million copies (p. 1). In a survey study conducted by the V.S. Bureau of Education (1926) it was

found that 86% of the cities in the sample utilized intelligence tests in their public schools. By

1930 there were over 130 mental tests in the U.S. market (Hildreth, 1933) - an indication that

intelligence testing and ability grouping had become two of the most prevalent characteristics of

American education (P. D. Chapman, 1988, p. 6).
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The adoption of intelligence tests in schools took no more than twenty years to

accomplish. an impressive achievement indeed given the magnitude and score of the refom1. P.

D. Chapman (1988) has suggested several reasons for this rapià adoption: a 'top-down'

imposition by university professors of psychology and public school administrators assisted by

philanthropie, educational. and govemmental organizations: increasingly diverse schoel

enrollments because of immigration, urbanization. and compulsery schooling laws: the

progressive objectives of school efficiency and order: and the perceived inferiority of certain

ethnic, minority, and immigrant groups (pp. 4-5),

The intelligence scale introduced the concept of gradation of intelligence, which was used

for a variety of purposes: diagnosis and classification, school efficiency, ability grouping,

tracking, exclusion, and special education training. Henry Goddard was among the fU'st to offer

a classification scheme of the 'feebleminded' according to psychometrically defined mental age:

'idiots' were defined as having a mental age of one to two years; 'imbeciles' with a mental age

of three to seven years; and 'morons' with a mental age of eight to normal (Davies, 1930, pp.

55-56). It was thought that a large number of persons were in the borderline area and that special

arrangements were neeèed for 'moronic' children in schools. Goddard expressed this view clearly

in 1910:

Our. publie sehool systems are full of them. and yet superintendents and boards
of education are struggling to maJce normal people out of them. One of the most
helpful things that we ean do would be to distinetly mark out the limits of this
class and help the general public understand that they are a special group and
require special treatment, in institutions when possible. in special classes in public
sehools, when institutions are out of reaeh (Cited in Kanner, 1964, p, 123),

Terman (1912, 1913, 1914), similarly 10 Goddard, espoused the use of intelligence tests for the

identification of students with special needs and the establishment of special classes. Many
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children identifkd as 'subnormal' attended these special classes but sorne were excluded

altogether from public schools on the justification that they had an Intelligence Quotient lower

than 50 (Wallin, 1955. p. 65).

In 1925 the U.S. Bureau of Education conducted a survey of 215 cities with population

over 10.000 on the use of intelligence and achievement tests in their public elementary and

secondary schools. Ali schools reported the use of group intelligence tests more often than

individual testing. Classification of students into homcgeneous groups. supplement of teachers'

estimates of pupils' ability, diagnosis of failure, and establishment of classes for subnonnal

children were reported as the four highest ranking reasons for using intelligence and achievement

tests (Deffenbaugh, 1925).

Yocational tracking has also teen shown to have an intimate link with intelligence testing.

Callahan (1962) has given an account of how pressures from the business community for more

efficiency during the frrst three decades of the century led to efforts to develop standardized

testi~g in schools. Standardized testing and vocational tracking evolved in a parallel fashion since

the turn of the century, in a sense that they mutually reinforced their development (Tyack, 1974,

p. 180).

Advocates ami erities

Individuals from certain irnnùgrant, minority, and ethnic groups were more like1y to he

classified by intelligence tests in the subnonnal categories and he assigned to special classes (P.

D. Chapman, 1988, pp. 109-127). Racist overtones were consequently inescapable. Goddard

(1911, 1914), for example, used Binet's scale to support his argument that African-Americans
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and immigrants from Southeastern Europe were mentally inferior to immigrants from Nonhern

Europe, and argued for the iIr.plementation of appropriate immigration quotas. According to

Hofstadter (1955) and Higham (1970), intelligence testing played a major role in funhering the

precedents of American fears about immigration. backing immigration restrictions, and explaining

the poor performance of many immigrant groups as lack of ability.

Intelligence testing has had its more recent advocates in the figures of Jensen (1969),

Hermstein (1971), and Snyderman and S. Rothman (1988). Jensen provoked a renewed nature-

nurture debate in 1969 regarding intelligence and its heredity. Hi~ argument about the

inheritability of intelligence had considerable racial overtones and incited condemnations in many

educational and political circles. Herrnstein followed a sirnilar path placing more emphasis on

the meritocratic benefits of intelligence testing. These benefits have been subsequently legitimated

in a historical context:

In the 1950s, thase !iberal and informed Americans who most influenced public
policy believed that intelligence and aptitude tests contributed to social progress.
A society in which white Anglo-Protestant notions of character and the right
connections had been ofkey importance in social and economic advancement was
being transformed into one in which merit played a far more significant role
(Snyderman & S. Rothman. 1988. p. 249).

Intelligence testing came underscrutiny from the very beginning. Cautionary notes were

sounded on their imperfections. limitations. and aura of infallibility (e.g. Ayres. 1911; Wallin,

1912a. 1912b). There was even a short-lived controversy in the 1920s which did not have a

significant effect because testing was unanimously accep~.d by most mainstream psychologists.

educators. and administrators (Cronbach, 1975). The controversy continued throughout the years

but it was not until the 1960s that criticisms became highly visible and gained a considerable

degreé of credibility (e.g. Gilbert, 1966; Goslin. 1967; Goslin & D. C. Glass, 1967; Gross. 1962;
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Hoffmann, i 962; Loretan, 1965; Rosenthûl & Jacobsen. 1968; Senna. 1969). The criticism

intensified in the 1970s Ce.g. Bowles. 1971; Bowles & Gintis. 1976: Carnoy. 1':176: Gartner.

Greer, & Riessman. 1974; Kamin, 1974: Karier, 1976: Marks, 1974; Spp.ng, 1972) and 1980s

(e'b' P. D. Chapman, 1988; Fass, 1980: Gould, 1981; Milofksy. 1989; Resnick. 1982).

The central point in the argument of intelligence-testing critics is that mental tests function

as a means of justifying, legitimating, and perpetuating the existing social stratification. Leon

Karnin ~1974) has expressed this perspective quite strongly:

The I.Q. test in America. and the way in which we think about it. has been
fostered by men committed to a particuLar sociaL view. That view incLudes the
beLief that those on the bottom are geneticaLly inferior victims of their own
immutabLe dejects. The consequence has been that the I.Q. test has served as an
instrument of oppression again.;t the poor - dressed in the trappings of science,
rather than poLitics (pp. 1-2).

Scathing critiques have been directed against many leading exponents of intelligençe tests. Marks

(1972), for instance, has expressed the following opinion about Lewis Tennan who was consulted

throughout his career by Califomia politicians on the efficiency of prisons, orphanages, refonn

schools for delinquents. and training schools for the 'feeblerninded':

ln attempting to preserve the status-quo through scientijic evidence derived from
testing, Terman sacrificed objectivity for expediency, individuaLity for industriaL
efficiency, and freedom for social controL.As a result Terman promoted social
control and industrial efficiency at the expense of the freedom of the feebLe­
minded, the soldier, the parent, the chi/d, the poor, the immigrant, the aLien, the
worker, and the Black (p. 46).

In a recent study. Milofsky (1989) exarnined the relationship between school psychology,

special education. and intelligence testing. He conducted in-depth interviews and extensive

observations with school psychologists. two-thirds of whom reported themselves to he

diagnosticians - a clear indication of their role and of their overreliance on psychometrie testing.
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The observations revealea documentary evidence of differential treattnent of minority groups and

inappropriate test administration. In his comparison between political and historical justifications

for special education and its pedagogical rationale, he concluded that organizational pressures

alone in urban schools cannot justify the testing, classification, and placement of children in

special education. Instead, he concluded, there is a strong ideological commitment by both the

schools and school psychologists for such a practice and that "as a systematic intervention to help

children, school psychology is basically bankmpt" (p. 175).

In summary, the peripheral elements related to the central criticism of intelligence tests

have been identified as social sorting (Fas:;, 1980), discrimination, exclusion, cultural and

linguistic biases, inappropriate administration and interpretation of results (Milofsky, 1989),

racism, xenophobia (P. D. Chapman, 19b8), reification (Gould, 1981), and industrial efficiency

at the expense of humanistic education and individual freedom (Carnoy, 1976; Karier, 1976;

Marks. 1974).

The controversy between advocates and critics of intelligence testing may he seen in its

wider social context On the one hand, there is the American progressive disposition which

b1ends racial attitudes, a conviction in progress, and a trust in the scientific expert for efficient

and objective assessment On the other, there is the helief in human equipotentiality. Advocates

of intelligence-testing tend to stress the former while critics the latter. The politica1 nature of the

implications of intelligence testing, therefore, can hardly go unnoticed:

The controversy over testing is fundamentally a dispute about politics, about what
means and measures will be utilized to determine who gels whar, when and how!
(Gifford, 1986, p. 431).
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W}1ether an advocate or critic. the fact remains that intelligence tests had a substantial

impact in accelerating tracking in American education (p. D. Chapman. 1988. p. 176). With

regard to special education. they provided .scientific evidence·. unavailable in the nineteenth

century. for the identification and classification of srudents with mental disabilities. Consequently

they contributed more 'credible' justification for the expansion of differential arrangements for

students with special needs.

Surveys of school systems throughout the V.S. in the late 1970s and early 1980s have

indicated that intelligence testing, especially group testing, has diminished considerably (B.

Anderson, 1982: Dimengo, 1978: Hall, 1981). Individual intelligence tests, nevertheless, continue

to be used in special education diagnosis and planning (Snyderman & S. Rothman, 1988, p. 141).

Establishment and Expansion of Special Classes

The frrst special classes in public schools for students with disabilities were created at the

very end of the nineteenth century. Initially, special classes were founded for students with

behavior problems in New York city in 1874 and in Cleveland between 1875 and 1879 (Wallin,

1955, pp. 17-18). Special classes for similar students were established in Providence, Rhode

Island in 1894 according to Wallin (1955, p. 18), or in 1896 according to Kanner (1964, p. 115).

Other cities followed suit: Springfield, Massachusetts in 1897; Chicago in 1898; Boston in 1899;

New York in 1900; Philadelphia in 1901; Los Angeles in 1902; Detroit and Elgin, lllinois in

1903; Trenton, New Jersey in 1905; Bridgeport Connecticut, Newton Massachusetts, Rochester

New York, and Washington DC in 1906 (Kar.ner, 1964, p. 115; Wallin, 1955, p. 18).
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AccorJing to Wallin (1955) the target population(s) for the initial establishment of special

classes at different places are not well-known. Quite likely there was sorne variability in the

target population(s) from city to city or from state to state depending on local circumstanœs such

as group interests and lobbying.

Every student is familiar with the influence exerted by pressure groups in America
in obtaining legislation favorable to their special interest and in defeating
unwanted legislation ....including the education of handicapped children....Some
of these groups have actively campaigned not only to obtain legislative grants for
the type they are interested in...but also to defeat legislation designed to aid other
groups (Wallin, 1955. pp. 32-33).

He recalled two incidents in the 1920s in the states of Ohio and Missouri where professional

groups with vested interests lobbied behind the scenes and succeeded in defeating legislation

regarding people with mental disabilities (pp. 33-34).

In any case, special classes were created for a variety of social groups with disabilities:

'deaf', 'unruly or truant boys', 'mentally handicapped', 'blind', 'orthopedics' (physically

disabled), 'speech defectives', 'pretuberculous or malnourished', 'epileptics', 'partially sighted',

and the 'hard of hearing' (Wallin, 1955, pp. 18-19). In a survey study of city school systems

conducted for the V.S. Bureau of Education in 1911, it was found that there was considerable

variability in the availability of special classes for different target populations with disabilities:

10% of public schools had special classes for the 'physically exceptional'; 17% for the 'morally

exceptional'; 39% for the 'environmentally exceptional ' (non-English speaking and late-entering

students); and 42% for the 'rnentally exceptional' Cfeebleminded' and gifted) (Van Sickle,

Witrner, & Ayres, 1911).

The high percentage of city public schools reporting special classes for students with

mental disabilities as early as 1911 is not surprising. The alarmist cails, in combination with
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compulsory schooling laws and the results of several school studies, had brought the issue of

'feeblemindedness' to public attention. An early educational historian, Ellwood P. Cubberley

(1919), commented on the nationwide enactment of child labor and compulsory schooling

legislation:

One of the results ofail this legislalion has been to throw, during the past quarter
ofa century, an entirely new burden on the schools. These laws have brought into
the schools not only the truant and the incorrigible, who under former conditions
either left early or were expelled, but also many chi/dren of the foreign-born who
have no aptitude for book learning, and many chi/dren ofinferior mental qualities
who do not profit by ordinary classroom procedure....Consequently, within the
past rwent}-five years the whole attitude toward such chi/dren has undergone a
change, and an attempt has been made to salvage them and turn back to society
as many of them as possible, trained for some form of social and personal
usefulness (p. 381).

Leonard P. Ayres (1909), former superintendent of Puerto Rico schools, conducted a study

which attracted national attention at the time of its publication. He searched through the files of

20,ùOO children in Manhattan schools and the school reports of cities across the United States

and concluded that one third of the school population was 'retarded'. Subsequently, he advocated

school reforrn providing more special classes, - especially for immigrants - flexible grading, and

a more diverse curriculum. Other studies came to similar conclusions and made parallel

recommendations (Van Denburg, 1911; Volkmar & Noble, 1914). The result was a sustained

effort to expand special education arrangements:

Once the public sCMols became aware that the mentally deficient were present
in large numbers in their own enroUment and that the relegation of aU such cases
to institutions was from many points ofview out of the question, educators turned
their attention to the organization of special classes or special seMols for these
handieapped pupils as a means of promoting the efficieney of the entire seMol
system (Davies, 1930, pp. 293-294).
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States began to enact legislation making special classes and special schools "m\indatory

or permissive" (Davies. 1930. p. 297) during the secont1 decade of the twentieth œntury. and by

1927 there were fifteen such states: New Jersey in 1911: ~vtinnesota in 1915: Illinois. Wi'IConsin.

and New York in 1917: Massachusetts. ?ennsylvania. Wyoming. and Missouri in 1919:

Califomia. Utah. and Connecticut in 1921; Louisiana ip. 1912: QiCgon in 1923: and Alabama in

1927. Michigan. Rhode Island. and Ohio had an 0rganization ~nd opelatiun of spel:Ïal dasses

without any legislation by 1927 (Davies, 1930, pp. 297-299). By 1952 aU states, with the

exception of Montana, Nevada, and the then territory of Hawaii, had passed school laws

regarding students with disabilities (Wallin, 1955, p. 21).

In a survey of cities throughout the U.S. conducted by Wallin {l955} in 1948, il was

found that the period between 1908 and 1937 witnessed the initiation of special classes in public

schools in approximately 75% of the surveyed chies. More specifically, the percentages of cilies

reporting the year during which they starteci special classes were 5% betwee.n 1898 and 1907,

23% between 1908 a,d 1917,33% between 1918 and 1927, 19% between 1928 and 1937, and

20% between 1938 and 1947 (pp. 19-20). The decad~ between 1918 and 1927 was the most

active interval for the commencement of special classes, an observation that gains significance

in light of the infùtration of American public schools by intelligence testing during the very same

period.

Other survey data show the rapid expansion of special classes. Whereas there were 133

cities in twenty-three states with special classes in 1922, this number had incr~ed more ~han

five-fold to 730 cities in 47 states by 1948 (Office of Education, 1950, p. 10).
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Federal L~gislation

With the increasing raie of the federa! govemmem:n eJul~ati~"jnalmatters after World War

n. federal l~gi5Jaticn became highly visible and had the in~ention of setting national standards

and trends. Laws having wide-ranging impact were enac:ted. including the education of socicJ

groups and individuais with disabilities. Ir gces withont question that the federai government will

c;ominue to play a vital role in the field of American education.

During the late 1950s tW(I influential laws were enacted. In 1958 me Education of

J'rfentally Retarded Chi/dren Act (PL 85-926) authorized federal funding for training special

educaùon teachers and the Captioned Films for the Deaf Act (PL 85-905) authorized a loan

~rvice of captioned films for the deaf (U.S. Der:-artrnent of Education, National Center for

Education Statistics. 1990, p. 326).

During the 19605 six significant laws were enacted. In 1965 the Elemer;(ary and

Secondary Education Act (PL 89-10) authorized funding for elementary and secondary programs

for students coming from poor familles and the National Technicallnstitute for the DeafAct (PL

H9-36) established. and funded a postsecondary school for the deaf. In 1966 the Model Secondary

School for the Deaf Act (PL 89-694) authorized the creation of a secondary school for the deaf

at Gallaud~t College and the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1966 (PL 89­

750) made changes and provided funds te States for expanding programs for the disabled. In

1968 the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1967 (PL 90-247) authorized

funding to obtain qualified personnel, disseminate information on education of the disabled. aid

regional centers for disabled children, and to assist model centers for deaf-blind children. In i:he

same year the Handicapped Children's Early Education Assistance Act (PL 90-538) authorized
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early education and preschooI progt"ams for disabled .:hildren (i.' .S. Depanment of Education.

National Center for Education Statistics. 1990. pp. :'27. 328).

The 1970s were a decade when the concepts of 'mainstreaming' and 'normalizatll1n'

gained official recognition amid controversial and contlicùng dC'v~)opmenr~. : 1974 the

Education of the Handicapped Amendme11l to the Elementary and Se':ondal)' F.du{anoll Act \pL

93-380) laid the ground for PL 94-142 (GeiiI'hean. Weishah7'l. & Gearheart. 1992, p. 25). The

Education of the Handicapped Act (PL 94~ 142), in 1975. mandated the educaticn of aIl disablt'd

children in the most appropriate envirûnment. In 1970 the Elememary and Secondary Education

Assistance Programs, EJ.tension (PL 91-230) &uthorized funds to State .lnd 10cal education

organizaùons for thCifOUgh planning and evalüation (U.S. Dejlartment of Education, National

Center for Education Statistics, 1990. pp. 328, 329). In 1973 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act

Amendments (PL 93-112) included section 504 on the rights of the disabled (Gearheart.

Weishahn, & Gearhean, 1992, p. 25).

During the 1980s there were several pieces of legislation with respect to the disat-led. ln

1983 the Education ofHandicapped Act Amendments (PL 98-199) de~t with architectural barriers

and the partaking of disabled children in. p-rivate schools, and the Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act of 1981 r Amendments (PL 98-211) appended technical amendments in Chapter

1 arrangements. In 1984 the Rehabilitation Amendments of 1984 (PL 98-221) made modifications

and additions to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and contributed suppon to the Helen Keller

National Center for Deaf-Blind. In the same year the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act

(PL 98-524) granted funds to the States to furnish accessible vocational education programs to
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the disablcd and the disadvantaged (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education

Stati:;tics. 1990, p. 330).

In 1986 there were four new laws. First, the Education of the Deaf Act (PL 99-371)

placed a school and an Lr.stitute for the deaf on five-year reauthorization cycles and organized

a commission ta study education for the deaf. Second, the Handicapped Children's Protection

Act (PL 99-372) gave parents of disabled children the ability to daim Iegal fees for cases under

the Education of me Handicapped Act, and specified that the Education of the HancEcapped Act

cannot preempt ather laws (as for example Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act). Third, the

Reautlzorization of the Education of the HandicappedAct, Amendments (pL 99-457) extended for

three years severa! programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act and provided states

with grants for children with disabilities between the ages of three and five and incentives for

early childhood intervention for disabled children from birth to two years of age. Fowth, the

Reauthorization of the Rehabilitation Act (PL 99-506) extending vocational rehabilitation

prograrns for disabled persons for five years and instituting funding to the States for prograrns

of supported employment (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education

Statistics, 1990, p. 331).

In 1988 tbree laws were passed. The Augustus F. Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary

and Secondary..School Improvement Amendments of 1988 (PL 100-297) extended through 1993

Chapter 1 programs. The Handicapped Programs Technical Amendments Act of 1988 (PL 100­

360) made sorne technical amendments to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Education of

the Handicapped Act. The Technology-Related Assistance for Individuals with Disabilities Act

of1988 (PL 100-407) gave funding aid to the States to generate and realize technological service
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programs for individuals of all ages with disabilities. Finally. in 1989 the Children with

Disabilities Temporary Care Reauthorizan'on Act of 1989 (PL 101-127) modified and expanded

various programs initiated by the Temporary Child Care for Handicapped Children and Crises

Nurseries Act of 1986 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

1990, pp. 331, 332).

In 1990 the lndividuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (PL 101-476) made

changes in the definitions of disabilities by substituting the term 'handicapped' with 'disabled'

but the basics of PL 94-142 remained the same (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, p. 25).

The Carl D. Perldns Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act Amendments of1990 (PL

101-392) amended and extended the Act through 1995. Finally, the National Assessment of

Chapter 1 Act (PL 101-305) required the Secretary of Education to make a complete assessment

of Chapter 1 programs (U.S. Department ,:,f Education. National Center for Education Statistics.

1991. p. 346).

So far, federa11egislation has had both positive and negative effects. On the positive side,

it has introduced more beneficial practices through the concepts of Least Restrictive Environment

and due process. Students with disabilities now have more options with regard to educational

alternatives. The old assumption that identification with and classification in certain categories

leads to automatic segregation is no longer valid or acceptable. Students with disabilities and their

parents have the right to contest classification and placement decisions through procedures

established by law (Lipsky & Gartner, 1989bc; H. Turnbull. 1986).

On the negative side, legislation has encouraged the active search for students with

disabilities, established an expensive bureaucratic apparatus, and furthered professional authority
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thraugh legalistic jargon and complicated assessment, planning, and evaluation procedures

(Biklen, 1992, pro 87-88; Lipsky & Gar01er, 1989bc; Villa & Thousand, 1990; L. 1. Walker,

1987). Since the middle of the 1960s, incentives and funding for special education purposes have

conoibuted to the enlargement of the exceptional student population.

...[TJhere is a tendency to substitute special education programs for other
program.'i to assist students who have special needs but are obviously not mentaJJy
retarded. learning disabled. or emotionaJJy disturbed. This tendency is encouraged
by the fact that programs for students with disabilities receive substantial state
funding, whereas many other programs do not (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart.
1992, p. 51).

Despite due process, accentuated bureaucracy has made it difficult for parents to ensure their

children 's rights.

The Expansion of the Exceptional Student Population

The Period Between Early 19308 and 1970

According to Wallin (1955), enrollment in special education classes in different states

during the frrst half of the twentieth century fluctuated erratically. He attributed these fluctuations

to changes in administrative leadership, the exerting influence of various lobby groups, the

specific nature of local state laws, and the availability of funds (pp. 28-35).

By the early 19308 special education in the U.S. was still considered as severely lacking.

The White House Conference on Child Health and Protection (1931) reported that ooly a small

percentage, less than 10%, of disabled children in public schools was enrolled in special classes

(pp. 5ff, 554). Davies (1930) made similar estimates with regard to children with mental
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disabilities (pp. 299-301) and he stated that "by far the largest and most important part of the

who1e mental deficiency program has fallen square1y upon the public schools" \p. 294).

The situation had changed minimally in the 1940s and early 1950s. The U.S. Office of

Education (1950) reported that in 1948 on1y Il% of the estimated children with disabi1ities were

receiving instruction in special classes or schoo1s (pp. 1, 3. 9). In the mid-1950s Wallin \1955).

who supported the expansion of special education prograrns. perceived them to he quite

inadequate in terms of serving most children with special needs:

For the nation at large. ail the instruction that 85 percent of our handicapped
chi/dren receive in the public schools is given by the regular classroom teachers
(p. 382).

Every teacher in the regular grades has thrust upon her the problem of teaching
handicapped chi/dren at some time or other (p. 381).

He had the sarne perception about special prograrns for children with mental disabilities:

...the great majority of mentally deficient chi/dren are at large in society and
attend the regular grades rather than special classes (p. 35).

Statistics released by various li.S. govemment agencies. discussed below. indicate that

the expansion of the exceptional student population began in the late 1940s and early 1950s. The

statistical models as to the occurrence of various disabilities in the general population existed

before the actual expansion. In facto it appears that there was an ideolcgical commitment by most

Arnerican edœators, in the line argued by Milofsky (1989), to translate statistical estimates of

disabling conditions into observed occurrence by augmenting identification. classification, and

special education services.

There is a widely held perception that "the whole history of education for...[special]

students can be told in terms of one steady trend that can be described as progressive inclusion"
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(Reynolds & Birch. 1982. p. 27). The relatively recent and swift increases in special prograrn

enrollments. however. contradict this simplistic view of Amcrican public ed:c:ation as a model

of linear progressive inclusion of exceptiOIlal students.

In Table 1 there is a display of the general V.S. population figures from 1932 to 1970.

The total increase of the V.S. resident population from 1932 to ~ 970 arnounted to 63 percent.

During the sarne period. elementary and secondary public school e;nrollment. presented in Table

2. increased by 75% reaching almcst 46 million students in 1970.

The percentage increase of the total enroUrnent cf exceptional children in special programs

(see Table 3) by far surpassed the increases of the general V.S. population and enrollment in

public schools. In 1932 there were 162 thousand students enroUed in special education programs

while in 1970 there were more than 2.6 million such students, an immense increase of 1,552

percent.

A breakdown of statistics shows that the incrernental pattern was consistent across an

classification categories. More specifically, the following percentage increases in special

education enrollments were calculated for the period between 1932 and 1970: rnentally retarded

1,007%, ernotionally and socially rnaladjusted 707%, crippled and special health problems 573%,

speech impaired 5,278%, aurally handicapped 1,850%, and visually handicapped 380 percent.

Thus, the largcst percentage increases were found, in ranking order, in the speech impaired, the

aurally handicapped. and the mentally retarded categories.

The speech impaired. rnentally retarded, and crippled and special health problems

categories represented 85% in 1932 and 87% in 1970 of the total special education enrollments.
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TABLE 1

u.s. Population Increase from 1932 to 1970

Parcant1 P.rcant 1

Incraa•• Incr••••
Yaar Total R••id.nt from Pravi from

Population ou.ly 1932
Indicat.d
Yaar

1932 124,840,000 -- --
1940 131,954,000 6% 6%

1950 151,235,000 15% 21%

1960 179,979,000 19% 44%

1963 188,483,000 5% 51%

1966 195,576,000 4% 57%

1970 203,810,000 4% 63%

1 Percentages have been rounded

SOURCE: V.S. Bureau of the Census. (1975). Historical statistics of the United States, colonial times to 1970
(Vol. l, 138). Washington, OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 8.
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TABLE 2

U.S. Public School Enrollment from 1932 to
1970

r= Total Bnrollmant in Percent1

Public Elamentary & Increase Percent1

Year Secondary Schoole trom Increae8
(Kindergarten level Previously from

included) Indicated 1932
Year

1932 26,275,000 -- --
1940 25.434,000 -3% -3%

1950 25, 111, 000 -1% -4%

1960 36,087,000 44% 37%

1964 41,416,000 15% 58%

1966 43,039,000 4% 64%

1970 45,909,000 7% 75%

1 Percentages have been rounded

SOURCES:

V.S. Bureau of the ':ensus. (1975). Historical statistics of the United States. colonial times to 1970 (Vol.
1. 138). Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 368.

V.S. Deparunent of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. (1990). Digest of Educati(ln
Statistics. 1990. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 12.
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TABLE 3

Enrollment of Exceptional Children in
Special Programs from 1932 to 19701

_tion. Cripple4
Total' "'nta',ly " " 8'Qeoial ep....b Aurally Vhually Otber

Y_r K=oll- i\etarde4 Socially a_ltb Illpaire4 aandieap. aandieap. 8an4ie.
_Ilt lIIala4~:l.t Probl... Condit.

-e4

1932 1';2.000 7'.000 :.a.::OC ~Q. 0:0 23.iJOO ~. :00 :'.000

1940 311. 000 .8.000 10.00C 53.::0 :25.COC !J.COO 9.000
:92'1 ' (j l') J '. -29'" 133'.

,
'U8')' ',~:!5' l' ; 80'1 J

1948 357.000 87.000 :5.00C SO.:~C 132.0CO 1 ~. OC 0 8.0CO --
::5') , : -11') J : ,0'1' i _ 5' )' ,~H,J 18') 1 ( ~ 11' 1J

1958 838.000 223.000 29.000 52.000 ~90.000 20.COO 12.000 :2.000
1135'1 ' i 155'1' : 93':' :H)' \159'1' 14HI' i 50\"

1963' 1.467.000 432.000 8C.000 65.000 802.000 46. 00 a 22.ûoo 22.000
:75\) , 19H)' 1176\) , ! 25\)' ; 64\)' '130\) , 183\1 ' : 8H)'

1966 1.794.000 540.000 88.000 69.000 99G.000 51.000 23. 000 33.::'00
123\l' (25\, ' 110\1 ' i 5'" 12H:' ( :'1') J 15\1 ' :'''\1'

1970 2.6"'7. 000 830.000 113.000 269.000 1.237.000 78.000 24.000 126.000
(49\1' ISH)' (28\ l' (290\1' 125\ l' :5H)' lH" 1282\1'

'araallt
Il1Gzea.a 1.552\ 1. 007\ 707\ 573\ 5.278\ 1. 850\ 380\ --
1lI_" -70

1 AIl percentages have been rounded
2 The Total Enrollment numbers do not include students in the Gifted category (Gifted category

included in the SOURCE table)
3 Percentages in brackets are increases from previously indicated year
4 Beginning 1963, includes residential schools

SOURCE: U.S. Bmeau orthe Census. (1975). Historical statistics a/the United States. colonial times to 1970
(Vol l, 138). Washington, OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 372.
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In 1970 the numbers for these three categories were: over 1.23 million speech irnpaired, 830

thousand mentally rewded, and 269 thousand crippled and special health problerns.

The growth of the exceptional population being served in special programs is a relatively

recent phenornenon. The total enrollment jurnped frorn 838 thousand in 1958 to weil over 2.6

million in 1970, an increase of 219 percent During the same period enroilments in the speech

impaired category increi:."cd by 244%, in the rnentally retarded category by 272%, and in the

crippled and special health category by 417 percent. For al1 the categories in Table 3 there were

large increases throughout the 1960s.

Since 1963 exceptional students in residential schoo1s have bcen included in the

enroUrnent figures. This, nevertheless, did not alter the statistics in any significant manner. As

presented in Table 4, in 1963, 92% of exceptional children were enrolled in special education

programs in local public schools while ooly 8% were in public and private residential schoo1s.

In the academic year 1970-71 these percentages were 95% and 5% respectively.

The increases of the general American populatior. and enrollments in public schoo1s alone

cannot account for this increase in the number of students enrolled in special education programs

from t'ne early 1930s to 1970. Instead, there had to be a widespread consensus and political will

among politicians, administrators, educators, teachers, and psychologists to effect such massive

change.

The i"~riod Between 1970 and 1990

The commitment to the expansion of the exceptional population becomes even more

evident by examining govemment statistics with regard to school enroliments and exceptional
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TABLE 4

Enrollment of Exceptional Children in Special
Education Programs from 1963 to 1970-71

Year Tota! Local Public & Private
Enrollment1 Public Residential

Schools1 Schools

1963 1,467,680 1,355,699 111,981
000%) (92%) (8%)

1970-71 2,677,000 2,544,000 133,000
000%) (95%) (5%)

1 The Total Enrollmellt and Local Public School figures do not include students in the Güted category
(Gift.ed category included in the SOURCE table)

SOURCE: U.S. Department ofEducation, National Center for Education Staùstics. (1980). Digest ofeducation
statistics. 1980. Washington, OC: Govemment Prinùng Office. p. 43.
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programs after 1970. In Table 5 the enrollments in American public elementary and secondary

schools from 1970 to 1989 are listed. After 1971 there was a steady decline in public school

enrollments until 1985. Overall. there was a decrease in student enrollments from almost 46

million in 1970 to approximately 40.5 million in 1989. a total decrease of twelve percentage

points.

During the same period. there was a decrease in the numbers of exceptional students in

most disabling conditions but there was an overall increase of the total special student population.

In Table 6 the numbers of exceptional chilciren in the various classification categories enrolled

in federally supported special education programs from 1976-77 to 1988-89 are presented. In

most categories there were decreases in enrollment since 1970: mentally retarded -32%,

orthopedically handicapped and other health impaired (see footnote 6 in Table 6) -67%, speech

impaired -22%, hard of hearing and deaf -28%, and visually handicapped -4 percent The

seriously emotionally disturbed category, on the other hand, grew by 233 percent The learning

disabled category, officially included in school statistics around 1970, increased enormously. In

1976-77 it already made up 21.6% of the total exceptional population while in 1988-89 it had

expanded to 43.6% of this population.

The expansion of the learning disabled category is largely responsible for the overall

growth in the numbers of the exceptional student population from approximately 2.6 million in

1970 to more than 4.5 million in 1988-89, an increase of 70 percent (see Table 6). In 1932 the

total exceptional student population accounted for 0.62% of the public school population

(calculated from statistical data in Tables 2 and 3), in 1976-77 it was 8.33%, and in 1988-89 it

had increased even more to 11.30 percent During the same period, the learning disabled
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TABLE 5

U.S. Public School Enrollment from
1970 to 1989

Total Enrollmant
in Public Parcant1

Yaar Elamantary & Incraase trom Parcent 1 Incraase
Sacondary Schools Previously trom 1970

(Kindargarten Indicatad Year
included)

1970 45,909,000 -- --

1974 45,053,000 -2% -2%

1975 44,791,000 -1% -2%

1976 44,317,000 -1% -3%

1977 43,577,000 -2% -5%

1978 42,550,000 -2% -7%

1979 41,645,000 -2% -9%

1980 40,918,000 -2% -11%

1981 40,022,000 -2% -13%

1982 39,566,000 -1% -lU

1983 39,252,000 -1% -15%

1984 39,208,000 (2 ) -15%

1985 39,422,000 1% -14%

1986 39,753,000 1% -13%

1987 40,008,000 1% -13%

1988 40,189,000 (2 ) -12%

1989 40,526,000 1% -12%

1 Percentages bave been rounded
2 Change of less than 0.5%

SOURCES:

D.S. Deparunent of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. (1990). Digest of education
slatïstics. 1990. WashingtOn. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 12.

D.S. Depanment of Educatior. National Center for Education Statistics. (1991). Digest of education
statïstics. 1991. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 49.
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TABLE 6

Exceptional Children1 Served in Public School Federally-Supported
Special Education Programs from 1976-77 to 1988-89
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SOURCE: U.S. Depanrnent of Educaùon. Naùonal Center for Education Statistics. (1990). Digest of education
statistics. 1990. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 63.
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population had grown from 1.80% to 4.94% of the public school population (see Table 7). Thus.

the increase of the exceptional student population continued throughout the 1970s and 1980s

despite decreases in most disabling conditions and in the general public school enrollments.

In 1988-89. four categories represented 85.7% of the total special student population. In

ranking order they were: learning disabled 43.6%. speech impaired :' 1. J%. mentally retarded

12.7%, and seriously emotionally disturbed 8.3 percent (see Table 6).

It has been suggested that the decrease in the number of students classified under the

mentally retarded label is due to the creation of the leaming disabled category. Parents find it

more acceptable to have their children c1assified learning disabled rather than mildly mentally

retarded because of the social stigma carried by the latter. Gartner and Lipsky (1987) have called

it "classification plea bargaining" (p. 373), a response to charges against special education as

discriminatory toward ethnic and racial minorities and other disadvantaged groups. The reported

decreases in many exceptional student categories appear to be deceptive because most of these

students have not been delabeled; many have been identified as learning disabled.

The 'Leaming Disabled' label has functioned as a convenience category where students

from a wide range of 1eaming prob1ems are grouped. 115 definition has been controversial since

its official establishment in 1969 (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988) and i15 diagnostic processes

have been attaeked as nebulous and inconsistent (A1gozzine & Ysseldyke, 1983; G. S. Cole,

1978; Go1dman & Gardner, 1989; Mann, Davis, Boyer, Metz, & Wolford, 1983). According to

Ysse1dyke (1987) more than 80% of the student population could be classified as leaming

disab1ed by one or more of the definitions currently in use. It has been pointed out that students

1abe1ed 1eaming disab1ed cannot be differentiated from other 10w achievers in terms of a wide
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TABLE 7

Exceptional Children1 Served in Federally
Supported Specia1 Education Programs as a

Percentage of Total Elementary and
Secondary Public School Enrollment

(Kindergarten included) from 1976-77 to
1988-89

U75-77 U711-7t UIIO-Il 19112-13 llIU-1I5 19116-87 UU-Ill

IleDtal1y 2.16' ~ . l:~ 2.DH 1.91\ 1.77\ 1.52\ 1.'0,
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XIIPUnd
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aob_1 . - -- -- -- -- -- a.en
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CODcU- Il.33' t.U' 10.12' 10.75' 11.00' 11.00' 11.30'
e10u'

1 Botwecn Ibo agOI of 3 and 21 yeara
: Prior te 1987-88. tbeIe IlUdc:ntl wore included in Ibe counu by handicapping condition. Beginning in 1987·88. S~s are no longer

required to report prachool handic:apped slUdentl (O·S yeara) by bandic:apping condition
) Apan from Ibo CllOI Ülted. it inc1udes bard of hearing and deae. orlhopedically handicapped. olber heallb L.'IIpaired. visWl1ly

handic:apped, mullibaDdicapped. and deaf-blind

•

SOURCE: U.S. Department ofEducation. National Center fo~' Education Statistics. (1990). Digest ofeducation
statistics. 1990. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 63.
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variety of school-related characteristics (Bartoli & Botel. 1988: Ysse1dyke. Thurlow. Christenson.

& Weiss, 1987). In a study it was found that experienced specia1ists. presented with school

f'~cords, failed to differentiate between students already cenified as 1eaming disabled and other

nonlabeled 5tudents (W. A. Davis & Shepard, 1983). Carrier (1983, 1986). hence. has suggested

that leaming disability theory and practice are nothing more than another case of psychologica1

Ealysis masking sociological forces in education.

Expens in the field of learning disability have acknow1edged aH these prob1ems:

...this apparent ambiguity of the W definition has been a convenient scapegoat
for a variery of problems in both regular and special education. It has been
blamed for a host of undesirable conditions, including inflated referral rates and
inappropriate special placements. Many children with relatively mifUJr learning
problems, or whose academic deficiencies stem from motivational deficits,
environmental problems, or cultural differences, or simply those whose teachers
are less willing to accommodate a diversity of students needs within the
classroom, may have been incorrectly labeled as learning disabled (Bryan, Bay,
& Donahue, 1988, p. 24).

Nonetheless, they continue to insist that problems and inconsistencies are more a result of fallible

measurement and they suggest that there is a need to improve the operational procedures of

classification and identification rather than to abolish them (Keogh, 1988).

Tbeoretical Estimates and Observed Occurrence

The augmentation of the exceptional population has come to decrease the gap between

theoretical estimates of disability and observed occurrence over the years. The result has been

that in recent years theoretical estimates and observed occurrence coincide for three exceptional

categories that represent the majority of the special student population. Table 8 presents the

theoretical estimates of various disabilities in the V.S. child population and the actual



•

119

TABLE 8

Theoretical Estimatel of Exceptionality as a
Percentage of U.S. Child Population and

Actual Identification of Excepttonal Children
Served in Special Education Pr~grams as a
Percentage of Public School Enrollment in

1988·89

Theoretical Estimate Actual Identification

Xentally Retarded 1. 00% to 3. 00% 1.40%

Bmotionally Disturbed 1. 00% to 3.00% 0.94%

Orthopedically and 0.40% to O.éO% 0.23%
Other Health ~aired

Speech Impaired 2.00% to 4.00% 2.41%

Hard of Rearing & Deaf 0.50% to O. '/0% 0.14%

Visually Bandicapped 0.08% to 0.12% 0.06%

Learning Disabled 2.00% to 4.00% 4.94%

Kultih~dicapped 0.50% to 0.70t 0.21%

1 As presented by V.S. govemment agencies and recognized authorities the last 30 ta 40 years

SOURCES:

V.S. Depanment ofEducation. National Center for Education Statistics.(1990). Digest ofeducation statistics,
1990. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 63.

Gearhean. B. R.. Weishahn. M. W.• & Gearhean. C. J. (1992). The exceptional child in the regular
classroom (Sth 00.). New York: Merrill-Macmillan. pp. 17-18.
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identification of exceptiona1 chi1dren served in special education programs in 19R8-89. The

mentally retarded, speech impaired, and 1earning disabled ~ategories. which represented 77 A1ie

of the exceptional student population in 1988-89 (Table 6), were ail weil within their respective

theoretical estimate range (see Table 8). The mentally retarded and speech impaired categories

have been decreasing in size since 1970 (see Table 6) and it appears unlikely that they will

increase in the near future. The learning disabled category has a1ready surpassed the estimate

range of 2.0% to 4.0% to stand at an observed occurrence of 4.94% of the 1988-89 public school

enrollment (see Table 8). The learning disabledcategory will probably stabilize at present levels

over the next years.

The emotionally disturbed, orthopedically and oilier healili impaired, hard of hearing and

deaf, visually handicapped, and multihandicapped categories, which represented 13.8% of the

special student population in 1988-89 (see Table 6), were approximating their respective

theoretical estimate range (see Table 8). The orÛlopedically and other health impaired, hard of

hearing and deaf, and visually handicapped categories have been decreasing in size since 1970

(see Table 6), an indication that it is unlikely that they will reach the theoretical estimate range

in the near future. The emotionally disturbed category, on the other hand, has increased by 233%

in the period between 1970 and 1988-89 (see Table 6) and it seems quite plausible that it will

continue to grow inta the theoretical estimate range.

With respect to the preschool handicapped category (students 0-5 years old) no definite

trend can be discemed yet from available data since statistics have been published for the 1987­

88 and 1988-89 academic years only (U.S. Departrnent of Education, National Center for
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Education Statistics. 1991, p. 61). Nevertheless. since recent legislation has made funding

available for this category it would not he swprising if it grows over the coming years.

Philosophy and Practice

Beginning in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. a variety of plans were devised

by teachers and school administrators as s~lutions to the problem of individual differences (P.

D. Chapman. 1988. pp. 49-51). It was recognized that the primary institution for the education

of learners with special needs would he the public schoo1:

The position of the public school in the mental dejiciency program is unique. No
other agency can begin to make so effective a contribution to the social control
of mental dejiciency. No other agency, by its neglect of this problem, can leave
so much damage to /'le .~epaired by other agencies (Davies, 1930, pp. 301-302).

The preferred method was separate special classes which, however, did not start to

become available in mlmy places in the U.S. until the 1930s. Out of necessity the vast majority

of special learners had to be educated in the regular classroom and suggestions were given to

regular teachers with regard to teaching strategies that could be employed in the absence of

special classes (e.g. Gesell, 1925). Ironicallj', as special education philosophy began to adopt a

relatively more inclusive stance - that is, more inclusive for that time period - a~ presented in

succeeding ~tbooks (e.g. M. L. Anderson, 1917; W. B. Featherstone, 1941; Hom. 1924; Kirk

& G. O. Johnson, 1951; Special Oass Teachers in Boston, 1921; \Vallin, 1924, 1955; Whipple,

1927), the number of exceptional children in special classes increased dramaticaily.

Despite scientific and social-historical developments, the major tenets of Am.erican special

education have remained more or less constant Wallin (1955) summarized these tenets as they
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were widely accepted in 1955: variability of school population in abilities. deeply ingrained or

constitutional limitations. education according to individual needs. standardized intelligence and

ability testing. diagnosis and classification. special versus regular education instruction and skills.

homogeneous grouping of students. and segregation (pp. 40-62). The first three tenets still stand

largely unquestioned. Standardized intelligence and ability testing and diagnosis and classification

have undergone serious questioning but they are St deeply ingrained in the educational system

that they have managed to witl'1stand and adapt in response to criticism - cultural1y sensitive

testing and due process, for example. Differences between special lLld regular education

instruction and skills, homogeneous grouping, and segregation have undergone sustained attack,

especially since the enactrnent of PL 94-142. Collaboration between regular and special ~ducators

is required with the possible result of demystification of special education skills. Legally.

segregation and homogeneous grouping are no longer automatic options. They have to be justified

on the grounds that less restrictive environments are considered to be inappropriate. An additional

tenet of special education was the channelling of special class students into the vocational stream

described as early as 1919 by Cubberley (1919. pp. 401. 460). This tenet remains unquestioned

at present.

The current special education services in the U.S. fall on a continuum from less restrictive

to more restrictive environments. Primary instruction in regular classes with collaborative

assistance and/or part-rime assistance in the resource room or special class are considered less

restrictive environments. On the other hand. placement in special classes. hospital or home

programs. and separate special schools or residential settings are regarded as more restrictive

environments (Gearheart, Weishahn. & Gearheart, 1992. pp. 37-40).
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A brief description of the referral, evaluation, and intervention process is given here.

Usually the teacher, parent, pediaoician or other professional make the suggestion that a student

may he facing a learning problem or disabling condition. Many states have official prereferral

procedures. even though only for documentation - against 1egal action - not for substantive

purposes. At this stage no formal referral is made. A special educatl)r may provide consultive

assistance to the regular teacher. If the student is perceived to respond adequate1y the process is

iiscontinued and the student is not identified for special education services. If not, a formal

referral form is completed and, after parental consent is obtained and due process exp1ained,

physical. psychoeducational, and personal-historical assessment is made by a tearn of

professionals typical1y including teachers, specia.l education teacher, psychologist, social worker,

other specialists, and the parents. Following certification of assessment completion and

interpretation of results, special needs are identified. If it is judged that the student can benefit

from regular education insouction with certain modifications the process is discontinued and

records are maintained. If not, the student may he classified if the disability is appraised to result

from intrinsic leamer characteristics (excluding cultural, social, and environmental ones). In the

next stage, special needs are identified in detail, an IEP is consoucted with the involvement of

parents, and placement in a setting along the continuum is made with parent approval (Gearheart,

Weishahn, & Gearhe~ 1992, pp. 42-51). This is the ideal procedure but it seems that substantial

deviations do take place frequently.



•

124

Emerging Themes

The emerging themes in this chapter have been divided in three categories: expansion of

special education, factors influencing special education, and intended and unintended

consequences. They reflect il set of contradictory developments which have both benefitted and

hindered the education of students who have been identified as disabled.

In the first category of emerging thernes, the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries

represent the period in American education when special services for social groups and

individuals with disabilities grew dramaticaUy. Residential facilities had completed their growth

by the 1950s under the considerable influence of medical professionals. Special classes were

initiated in alrnost two-thirds of public school systems in the period between 1918 and 1947,

although the size of the special education subsystem continued to increase enorrnously after 1947

and right into the 1980s.

The exceptional population grew sharply since the 1930s and weU into the early 1980s.

As a cornparison indicator V.S. elernentary and secondary public school enroUrnent increased by

75% between 1932 and 1970 (see Table 2), whereas the total enroUrnent in special education

programs increased by 1,552% during the same period (see Table 3). Despite a decrease of 12%

in U.S. public school enrollment between 1970 and 1989 (see Table 5), the total enroUrnent in

special education programs increased by 70% during the sarne period (see Table 6). In terrns of

enrollment numbers, the total population of students with disabilities was 162 thousand in 1932

(see Table 3) in cornparison with over 4.5 million in 1988-89 (see Table 6). These enroUrnent

nurnbers of the total exceptional student population represented 0.62% in 1932 (calculated from



•

125

data in Tables 2 and 3) and 11.30% in 1988-89 (s~e Table 7) of the respective total public

school enrollments.

In the second category of emerging themes. the following influential factors on special

education are included: the menace argument, eugenics, and intelligence testing; ideologicàl

commitment of various participants to the extension of special services; federal legislation and

funding; and the more recent creation of the learning disability category.

The menace a:gument, eugenics movement, and intelligence testing were closely linked

together during the frrst two decades of the twentieth century and influenced considerably the

direction of special education. By the early 1930s when mental 'defectives' were no longer

considered a threat to society, intelligence testing was fumly grounded in public schools.

Intelligence tests were used as 'scientific evidence' for diagnosis and classification, ability

grouping and tracking, exclusion from regular education, and placement in special programs. In

general. they were perceived to improve school efficiency and they played a significant role in

the acceleration of tracking in American education. A number of reasons were responsible for

the 1Q.l'id adoption of standardized intelligence and ability testing in schools: unanimity of

administrators, educators. and other professionals; immigration; urbanization and industrialization;

compulsory schooling legislation; the progressive objectives of efficiency and order; and a

considerable degrce of racist attitudes toward ethnic, minority, and immigrant groups. Although

group intelligence testing is rarely used at present, individual testing is still part of special

education assessment.

The ideological commitment to special arrangements for exceptional leamers has been a

constant in American education for a long time. It is upon this commitment that the whole
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philosophy and practice of speci?l ~ducation is based. The eonstitutional elernents of this

commitrnent and philosophy are: v<üiability of abilities in the sehool population, deeply ingrained

limitations for sorne students, edücation tailored to individual student needs, vocational streaming,

diagnosis and classification encornpassing standardized intelligence and ability testing,

funda'l1ental differences between regular and special education services, homogeneous grouping,

and segregation. The [Ifst four elements are stilliargely unquestioned by most special and regular

educators. The last four elements, however, have been undergoing renewed attack since the

1970s. Diagnostic and classification procedures have been adapted through the implementation

of due proccss, culturally sensitive testing, and in sorne instances noncategorical Jabeling. The

'elements of differences between :ipecial and regular education, homogeneous grouping, and

segregation are no longer accepted at face value. They are discussed in more detail in the

following chapter.

The statistical information that has been presented in this chapter leads to the

interpretation that part of this ideological commitment has been the quest to diminish the initial

gap between theoretical estimates and observed occurrence of disabilities. This interpretation

seems to be consistent with the fit between theoretical estimates and observed occurrence (see

Table 8) for the categories of learning disability, mental retardation, and speech impairment

representing 77.4% of the total special student population in 1988-89 (calculated from data in

Table 6). Increases in the size of the emotionally disturbed and preschool handicapped categories,

representing 17.0% of the total exceptional student pOiJulation in 1988-89 (calculated from data

in Table 6), may be expected in the coming years. The former category was still short of its
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theoretical estimate range in 1988-89 (see Table 8). The latter. established officially in 1987-88,

has been provided with incentives and funding by federal legislation over the last few years.

Federal laws regarding the education of students with a disadvantaged socioeconomic

background and/or disabilities have contributed, sincf' the mid -1960s, to the expansion of special

education prograrr.s by providing incentives and funding. Legislation has encouraged the

identification and categorical classification of students in r.eed of compensatory education and

has made funding conditional upon such classification. Without doubt PL 94-142 and subsequent

legislation have had a positive impact on the rights of students with disabilities and their parents

by introducing the cnncepts of Least Restrictive Environment and due process. Nevertheless, they

have also had a negative impact by inviting the active pursuit of identification and classification,

creating a maze of bureaucratie regulations and procedures, and furthering the influence of

professional authority.

A recent example of active pursuit of identification has been the learning disability label.

The overall growth of the special student population during the 1970s and 1980s was mainly due'

to the augmentation of the leaming disability category. In 1976-77 it accounted for 21.6% of the

total exceptional student population while in 1988-89 for 43.6 percent (see Table 6). It has been

suggested that the definition and diagnostic procedures of learning disability are vague and erratic

and that it has functioned as a convenience category of classification for a wide range of leaming

problems. Irrespective of scientific controversies over the legitimacy of learning disability, it has

been one of the most important factors in the enlargement of special education during the 19708

and 19808.
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In the third category of emerging themes, intended and unintended consequences are

addressed. The intended consequences have been: the expansion of special educaùon, due

process, Least Restrictive Environmerii., and continuum of special services. The unintended

consequences have been: ,head-hunting , and creaùon of disability, bureaucratie ~xpansion, and

extension of professional authority over students with disabiliùes and their parents.

The fust intended consequence, the expansion of special educaùon services has been a

constant of American education throughout the period after the Civil War to the present. Whether

the target population was 'vagrant' or 'incorrigible' delinquent youngsters, immigrant or rninority

'deviants', 'mental defectives' or 'morons', 'cripples' or 'learning disabled', participants of

American education have always sought to arrange special services that would meet their

exceptional needs. The ingredients of this enterprise - social control and order, concem with

appropriate education, :md school efficiency - have been variably pronounced depending on

social-historical and 'scientific' circumstances. Both social control and educational amelioration

have been inherent in the intentions and outeomes of special education.

With respect to due process and the Least Restrictive Environment, parents have gained

the legal right to claim the placement of their children in the most appropriate environment and

challenge placements they perceive as unsuitable. Federal legislation mandates free public

appropriate edu(;.ltion for ail students with disabilities. The definition of 'appropriate education'

encompasses the whole continuum of special services from the most to the least restrictive. In

fact, the law requires the existence of the entire continuum of services.

'Head-hunting' has been one of the unintended consequences of incentives and financial

assistance provided by federaI legislation. It has amplified the ~ize of the special student
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population. best exemplifieè by the leaming disability category. It has contributed significantly

to the process of creation and/or magnification of disabilities. especially among disadvantaged

and minority groups. No doubt disabilities exist. but the proportion of the populatior. that is

seriously hampered is greatly overestimated. The theoretical estimates of the various disabilities

are based on arbitrary constructs of intelligence testing and Gaussian mathematics. These

constructs are historically arbitrary in the sense that they are in tum based on a particular social

view propounded initially by advocates who lived in the period of the menace scare and the

eugenics movement These estimates, having lost their social origins in the lTIinds of many

educators because of the ensuing historical gap, have been transferred with sl~ght modifications

into our own era not as theory but as reality. In combination with a pronounced commitrnent to

special education, theoretical estimates of disability have been translated into observed

occurrence.

The other two unintended consequences of excessive bureaucratization and extension of

professional authority have added to a sense of minimized empowerment by exceptional students

and their parents. Most parents have to depend on professionals - lawyers, psychologists,

administrators, special educators - for interpretation of their rights and the complicated

bureaucratie procedures. On the one hand, parents and their children have gained right to due

process but OD.. the other they have been made more dependent on professional authority.

Has then, the system of American education become progressively more inclusive of

children with disabilities. as it is widely assumed Ce.g. Reynolds & Birch, 1977, 1982; Schulz,

Carpenter & Tumbull, 1991, p. 6)? The answer depends on the issues to be examined when

defining the tenn .inclusion'. A simple contemplation on the numbers of students enrolled in
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public schoo1s over the last 130 years wou1d result in a positive response. There are

proportionate1y many more students with or without disabi1ities in public schools today than a

h~ndred years ago.

An examination of whether public schoo1s provide students with disabilities with similar

or equal opportunities as their nondisabled peers for independent living, however, would not

resu1t in a straightforward answer. Until the 1940s or even ear1y 1950s most students, who

nowadays would be identified as disab1ed and wou1d be served in special education programs.

were in regu1ar classes. In terms of socia1ization benefits. proportionately many more studems

of the total public school population had the opportunity to be prepared for real life (experiences

availab1e to most individuals) until the 19405 and 19505 than in the 19605 and rnid-1970s. Prior

to the early 1950s, simply many less students were pulled out of regular classes and placed in

special classes or schoo1s.

Inclusion in public schoo1s through special programs does not necessarily imply beneficial

inclusion. If special education arrangements do not operate in real life situations, as it has been

charged of separate classes, then they are largely exclusive. This has been the case for most

special students until the enactment of PL 94-142. Until 1975 American public education, in

practice, had become progressive1y more exclusive for most students with disabilities by higher

identification rates and placement in separate classes.

After 1975 American special education has been embroiled in further contradictions. It

has adopted less restrictive placements as legitimate options while at the same time it has

increased substantially the percentage of the total public school population served in special
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programs. Inertia. funding patterns. and traditional special education philosophy have contributed

to such a contradictory development.

Thus. the answer to the question of whether cUITent American public education is more

inclus~ve than in the past cannot be a clear positive or negative response. The evolution of special

education. both in theory and practice. has been contradictory. One thing. nonetheless. rernains

certain; the high degree of consensus that existed before the late 1960s has disappeared. Complete

segregation models still exist. midd1e-of-the-road mainstreaming has become fashionable. and full

inclusion models are openly advocated. The latter two approaches are discussed in the following

chapter.



CHAPTER 6

PL 94-142, Mainstreaming~ and
Inclusive Education

Brief Historical Background

After the establishment of compulsory public education 1aws in most states in the U.S.

almost ail children with disabilities were exc1uded from common schoo1s (Sigmon, 1983). "The

naive explanation has been suggested that "special education was an outgrowth of a "do-gooder"

mind-set, in that professionals dealing with students defined as having disabilities felt sorry for

them and so decided to establish special programs for them" (Flynn & Kowalczyk-McPhee, 1989,

p. 29). Previous chapters have discussed how the establishment of special education was the

result of a complex of interrelated social-historical factors rather than a "do-gooder" mentality.

Humanitarian motives might had played a limited role but their explanatory power remains at a

rather superficial level.

According te Hahn (1989) there are two perspectives on disabilities in the field of special

education. The 'functionallimitations' perspective uses medical and econo~c concepts. It has

been expressed in government policies throughout the years back to at least World War l when

individuals with disabilities were prepared for entry-level jobs without any substantial

opportunities for advancement The major emphasis of the 'functional limitations' viewpoint is

on changing individuals with disabilities to conform to the existing environment. The 'minority

group' perspective, on the other hand, uses sociopoliti,ai ,;oncepts that imply the modification

of existing discrirninatory environments to accommodate the needs of persons with disabilities.
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This perspective has gained more credibility the last few decades, especially after civil rights

became a major issue in the V.S. in the 1960s.

ln 196~ an influential article by Dunn (1968) attacked special education practices for

mildly disabled students as 'morally and educationally wrong' and as having failed dramatically.

A year later special education for severely disabled students was also under assault (Christoplos

& Renz, 1969). ln the following years many researchers and reviewers of the pertinent literature

came to the conclusion that special education settir-gs offer little or no henefit to students with

disabilities (Bickel & Bickel, 1986; Cariberg & Kavale, 1980; Cegelka & Tyler, 1970; Epps &

Tindal, 1987; Glass, 1983; Kavale & Glass, 1982; Leinhardt & Pallay, 1982; Morsink, Soar, Soar,

& Thomas, 1986; Weiner, 1985). Ivan Illich (1970) even argued that special education does not

have the effect of helping disadvantaged children. On the contrary, it creates a situation of

dependency with the consequence of making these children more disadvantaged (p. 254).

As a respcnse ta the failure of segregated placements, 'mainstreaming' came ta he seen

as an alternative. Even though the term mainstreaming gained widespread use in the early 1970s,

its practice, in the preceding period, was already established for sorne students with physical,

visual, and hearing disabilities (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, p. 10). Since then,

however, the term has acquired a variety of meanings from returning all students with disabilities

ta regular classrooms, maximum possible integration depending on the individual needs of the

student (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, p. 5) ta what teachers consider 'reasonable

mainstreaming accommodations' (Fagen, Graves, Healy, & Tessier-Switlick, 1986).

In 1975 the Education for Ail Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142) was passed. During

the preceding years, court rulings such as Brown v. Board of Education (1954), Hobson v.
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Hansen (1967), Diana v. State Board of Education (1970. 1973). Mills v. D.C. Board of

Education (1972), Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children \'. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania (1971, 1972) had already set the stage. Many of the positive litigation outcomes

wim regard to mainstreaming have been reviewed by Gilhool t1989). It has been assened that

me sociopolitical c1imate of me 1960s and 1970s. favoring sensitivity to civil rights, played a

large role in the rationale of the court rulings and feder:l1 and state laws (Miller & Switzky, 1979;

A. P. Turnbull, 1982).

In 1986 Madeleine Will (1986), men assistant secretary of the Office of Special Education

and Rehabilitative Services, launched me Regular Education Initiative (RED. In her words,

[tlhe heart of this commitment is the search for ways to serve as many of these
children as possible in the regular classroom by encouraging special education
and other special programs to form a pannership with regular education. The
objective of the partnership for special education and the other special programs
is to use their knowledge and expertise to ,)'upport regular education ill educating
children with learning problems (p. 20).

During me last decade earnest arguments were expressed to integrate all students,

regardless of level of disability, into regular classroorns (e.g. Berres & Knoblock, 1987; Forest,

1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1988). The ensuing obstacles presented by the dichotomy of regular

and special education have persuaded sorne researchers and advocates of rnainstreamed education

mat me next logical step would he the 'rnerging' of mese two branches (e.g. Sapon-Sh~vin,

.-
Pugach, & Lilly, 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Stainback & Stainback, 1989a). The

lndividuals with Disabilities Education Act (PL 101-476) of 1990, even though rnaking sorne

changes in the definition of disabilities by substituting me term 'handicapped' wim 'disabled',

has left the fundamentals of PL 94-142 the same. In this chapter, the outcornes of PL 94-142 are

examined in connection with mainstreaming practices and rnodels. Particular attention is given
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ta the barriers to the merger option, and the concepts of networking and professional

collaboration as conveyed in the mainstreaming literarure.

PL 94-142 and the Normalization Principle

The initial intent of PL 94-142 was to achieve four long-term goals: a free appropriate

public education to all disabled children, protection of the rights of disabled children and their

parents, assistance to state and other local agencies for provision of special educational services,

and assessment of the efforts to educaté disabled children (U.S. Departrnent of Education, Offke

of Special Edu:ation and Rehabilitative Services. 1980. p. 107).

The law mandated the education of disabled students in the Least Restrictive Environment

(LRE) as stated in its integration principle clause:

J. Thar to the maximum extent appropriate. handicapped chi/dren.
including chi/dren in public or private institutions or other care facilities. are
educated with chi/dren who are not handicapped; and

2. That special classes, separate schooling. or other removal of
handicapped chi/dren from the regular educational environment occur only when
the nature of severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes
with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily
(Federal Register, 1977; p. 42497).

PL 94-142 attempted to encompass the principle of normalization. As formulated by Nirje

(1976) and Wolfensberger (1972), normalization means giving disabled people the opportunity

to live a life as close to the norm as possible, regardless of the degree of disability. More

specifically, it implies a normal routine for every day throughout the year, normal developmental

experiences of the life cycle, rt:spect for the choices and wishes of the disab)ed, mixing of lhe

two sexes, availability of economic opponunities, and conformity of residential and school
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facilities to the standards of ordinary citizens. According to Wolfensberger (1972) normalization

cannot be achieved without the physical and social imegraùon of disabled individuals inta the

cornmunity.

Application and Outcomes of PL 94·142

In retrospect, the outcomes of PL 94-142 have been contradictory. On the one hand, the

"education [of children with disabilities] is now seen as the a;,propriate responsibility of public

education" (Lipsky & Gartner, 1989b, p. 283) and procedural mechanisms have been established

to protect the rights of students with disabiliùes and those of their parents. In an analysis of PL

94-142 and other relevant legislation, H. Turnbull (1986) surnmarized six main tenets of

American special education law: zero reject, the right of aU children to free, appropriate

education~ appropriate assessment, the right to nondiscriminatory evaluation; IEP, the right to

individualized education according to student needs; LRE, the right to proper educational

placement; due process, the right of c!'allenging inappropriate placement; and parental

participation, the right of parental involvement in educational planning and implementation.

On the other hand, it is perceived by Many advocates that there has been a failure in

applying the mainstreaIl1ing intent of the law by narrow interpretations which have favored

segregation, overidentification, and further bureaucratization. The existing structure of American

education, in combination with practices and attitudes of most of its participants, has tended to

favor rather '.Ï1an discourage restrictive placements of exceptional students (Biklen, 1991, pp. 87­

88; Villa & Thousand, J990). As L. J.Walker (1987) h"s commented,
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PL 94-142 and other public policies of the time did not anticipate the need to take
special steps to eliminate turf, professional, attitudinal. and knowledge barriers
within public education. It did not anticipate that the artifice of delivery systems
in education might drive the maintenance of separate services and keep students
from the mainstream. that the resource base of special education and other
remedial services would be constrained by economic forces, or that special
education might continue to be dead-end programs in many school districts. Nor
could it anticipate how deeply ingrained were our asswnptions about the
differences between students with learning problems and those without, and the
substantial power of high (or, unfortunately, low) expectations in learning (p.
109).

Put more simply, "[t]eacher training programs in general and in special education, the absence

of alternative models and paradigms of integration, made unlikely any other outcome" (Lipsky

& Gartner, 1989c, p. 10).

In the Ninth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Education of the

Handicapped Act, it was clearly indicated that out of the twenty-five states in which data

collection took place "[v]irtually every state had significant problems meeting its LRE

responsibilities" (U.S. Departrnent of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative

Services, 1987, p. 166). In the same report the following were pointed out:

Evidence suggests that states have not established procedures to ensure that the
removal of handicapped chi/dren from the regular education environment is
justified (p. 166).

Reviews of sorne individual student records in these states also revealed a
substantial Jack of evidence that LRE is even considered be/ore a placement is
made. On the contrary, sorne placements seem to be made on the basis of the
handicapping condition or for administrative convenience (p. 178).

In the same realm, funding patterns have reinforced the trends of overidentification and

misclassification of students - what could justifiably he termed 'head-hunting'. Not only has the

law failed to accomplish the objective of educating students with disabilities in the LRE, it has

also contributed to the increase of the special student population. According to existing practices,
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funding for special education service') to specified students is contingent upon identification.

Financial assistance to secure these services cannot be offered unless students have been

identified and classified. In the Second Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the

Education for All Handicapped Chi/dren Act it was stated:

Across age levels, there are indications that regular classrooms still contain a
certain number of unidentijied hemdicapped chi/dren who need special education
.~ervices, and additional effort will be necessary ro idenrify and serve them. That
effort will be facilitated by a newly launched study which will focus on exemplary
practices in identifying and assessing handicapped chi/dren (V.S. Department of
Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1980, pp. 108­
109).

Even the procedural rights, according to L. J. Walker (1987), were established in the

wrong system - that of special education - "which remains in many instances outside the nonnal

scope of school business" (p. 108). The result has been expansion of special education

bureaucracy with restrained sensitivity to the needs of exceptional students or effort to keep them

in the regular classroom.

Several advocates of mainstreaming have come to the conclusion that existing legislation

has either not been implemented according to its intent (Asch, 1989) or that it is not progressive

enough (Lipsky & Gartner, 1989b; S. 1. Taylor, 1988). In fact, Ballard and Zettel (1977), just two

years after the passage of PL 94-142, had pointed out that the LRE principle was not a

requirement for mainstreaming and that it would not mandate the placement of all students with

disabilities in the regular classroom.
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Implementation of PL 94·142 and Educational Placements

Idenrifying students as disabled is not necessarily detrimental provided that the objectives

of the existing educational system are compatible with the intent of the law of furnishing a "free

appropriate [emphasis added] public ed'Ication" (V.S. Departrnent of Education, Office of Special

Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1991, p. xv). If the philosophy of service delivery models

and practices is geared toward inclusion of individuals with disabilities it may be beneficial.

Nevertheless, evidence seems to indicate that the CUITent American educational system as a whole

is considerably antagonistic to the concepts of mainstreaming, integration, and inclusive

educatic.n.

One of the indicators that may be used to assess the success or failure of PL 94-142 is

educational placement of students who have been identified as disabled. If there have been any

significant changes in placement patterns toward less restrictive environments after the enactment

of the law, it would be evidence that the law has succeeded in its intent that "handicapped

children are to he educated with children who are not handicapped" (V.S. Departrnent of

Education. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1980. p. 109). This. however.

does not seem to be the case. From 1976-77 to 1986-87. educational placement statistics for

students with disabilities have remained virtually unchanged (Lipsky & Gartner. 1989c). After

the various educational placements are defined below, a detailed exposition of educational

placement statistics from 1977-78 to 1988-89 is given.
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Definitions of Educational Environments

The Office of Special Education Programs has set specifie definitions regarding the

various educational placements. Students are regarded to be in the regu/ar das.'! placement

category when they are educated primarily within the regular classroom and receive special

education for no more than twenty-one percent of the school day inside or outside the regular

class. In the resource room ca~egory, students receive special education for twenty-one to sixty

percent of the school day in resource rooms with part-time teaching in the regular classroom

(U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1991,

pp. 20-21).

When students receive full-ume or more than sixty percent instruction in self-contained

special classes within a regular school campus they are in the special class category. Students

are classified in the separate schoolfacility placement category when they receive more than fifty

percent of their education in a separate day school for students with disabilities. Students in the

residential facility category receive their education in public or private residential facilities at

public expense for more than fifty percent of the school day. In homeboundlhospital placements

students receive their education mainly through programs in these environments (U.S. Departrnent

of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1991, p. 21). Placements

become more resttictive from regular class to homeboundlhospital environments.

National Placement Trends for the Various Disability Categories

In Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12 national statistics are 9resented with regard tCl placement of

students with disabilities in the; various educational environments during academic years 1977-78,
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TABLE 9

Percentage Distribution of Disabled Students
3 to 21 Years Old Receiving

Special Education Services by Educational
Environment: 1977·78

1 Beparat.
Ragular Cla.. " Beparat. Other Beparat. 'aailiti•• "
R••ourc. Ra_' Beparat. Cla•• 'aeil1ti•• IlDviroa.aDt. Other Beparat.

bviro_t.
CoabinacS

_ully 36.2\ 52.8\ '.H :.6\ 11. :\
R.t.rdacl

'.riou.ly
a-U..-lly 43 .• \ 40.:\ 12.0\ 3.6\ :5.5\
Diaturbacl

OrtbopacSio.lly 37.:\ 30.2\ 9.5\ 23.2\ 32.3\
8aDdio.ppa4

Oth.&' ...1 th 49.9\ 27. H 5.7\ 16.1\ 22.9\
I.-iracl

Ipaeoll IllpairacS 91. 4\ ~. 1\ 0.5\ 0.3\ 0.9\

BareS o! ...rillG 37.6\ 35.2\ 24.1\ 3.2\ 27.H
aD4 DM!

Viaually 61. 1 \ 1?7\ 15.H 3.9\ ~ 9.2\
8aDdie.ppacS

LaarDillIJ /9.5\ 18.7\ 1.6\ 0.2\ 1.8\
Diaabl.cS

lIIl1UbaDCU.- 25.1\ 61. 7\ 3.9\ B.4\ 12.2\
oappe4

DM!-aJ,1DcS 19.5\ 39.1\ 39.7\ 1. 7' 41.4'

All COIIdiU_. ".0lII 25.3" ..,,, 2.o" 6.'"

1 PerocnlagCl in the S~e are !!21 givm sepuately for regular dus and resource room placements

SOURCE:

U.S. ::""l-~nt of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Semees. (1980). Second
GMual reron to Congress on the implementation 0/Public Law 94-142: The Education/or Ali Handicapped
Childr..... t:r. Washington, OC: Author, pp. 169-198.
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TABLE 10

Percentage Distribution of Disabled Students
3 to 21 Years Old Receiving Special
Education Services by Educational

Environment: 1984-85

l 2 3 4 5 6 7
Col- Sep.r- Publio hpa,...te OtheE:' col-

Requl.ar Cla•• Re .ouro. Rooa ~. l At. Sohool 'aoi:..1ty Separ- ue.
" 2

Cla.. At. 5 • ,
C_- allvi- C_-
biDe4 rOD- biDe4

_t.'

II_ully 4.B\ 2B .1\ 32.9\ ~3.J\ 9.4\ 5.7\ ~ 4. l'
K.tl'oZ'de4

S.riou.ly
a-tiolla11y 11. B\ 34.J\ 46.1\ 33.3\ 8.6\ 12.1\ 20.7'
DbeurbM

OrthopecU.cally 18.2\ 20."\ 3a.9' 33.6' 13.1\ 14.4\ 27.5\
IlaDdioappe4

Oeber a_lth 23.5\ 25.5\ 49 .0\ 32.8\ 4.0' 14.~' lB.2\
~air.cl

8peeClh ~ir.4 64.9\ 26. J\ 91.1\ 4.9\ 1.0\ 3. 0' 4 • .)\

lIU'4 of a_rillG 21. 3\ 2J.6\ 44.9\ JO.5' 7.3\ 17.3\ 24.6\
.DIt Deaf

Vbually 32.7\ 29.6\ 62.3\ 18.7\ 4. , 14.9\ n.O\
lIaIldiaappecl

r-~ 16.2\ 60.7\ 76.9\ 20.9\ 1.1\ 1.2\ 2.H
D1aablecl

Jea1 till.allti- 2.8\ 13.7\ 16 .5\ 44.1\ 18.3\ 21.0\ 39.3\
oappeeS

Deaf-alU4 4.6\ 15.8\ 20.4\ 23.7\ 16.6\ 39. J\ 55.9'

AU COD4lti_. aI.JlII U.~ 61.5" :13. '" 3.5" 6.5" 1.0'11

1 Inc1ude1lJw foDowiq IOll1lpred facilitiea: Privue separue schoob. public reaidcntial facililie :. priVale residcDtial facilities.
cunoctiCAl faci1i1iea, cd bamebouDciAlospital eovironmeotl

SOURCE:

V.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Stalistics. (1988). Digest of education
statistics, 1988. WbShington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 57.
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TABLE Il

Percentage Distribution of Disabled Students 3 to 21 Years
Old l Receiving Special Education Services by Educational

Environment: 1987·88
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Col- Separ- Publ1a lklp&rat. Oth.r Col-
RegulaI' Cla.. R.'ourc. Ro_ u.l' At. S..bool '_al1lty Separ- u.l'

l " 2 Cla•• At• S " ,
C_- ...vl- CO.-
b1Ded roD,- b1ned

....t.·

I&eDtally 5.a\ 23.5\ 29.H 57.1\ l~.J' 1.7\ :2.~'
lt.tarde4

'.rlou.ly
.-tionally 12.5\ 32.9\ 45.5\ J4.5\ •. 0\ 11.1\ 2: .• \
DhturbelS

o~bo~aally 27.7\ 18.0\ 45.7\ 32.:\ 10.6\ 11 .:., 21.7\
IIaI1cUaapped

Oth.1' B_ltb JO.6\ 20.8\ 51.H 18.7\ 7.8\ 22.0\ 29.8\
1_a11'e4

lpaeab x.pall'ed 74.9\ 19.7\ 94.6\ 3.8\ 0.3\ :.: \ 1.4\

"1'4 a! ._l'1DQ 30.5\ 1. 9\ 32.4\ 43. 4\ 15.5\ 11. 1\ 2 S. 5\
aD4 Dea!

Vbually 37.1\ 25.2\ 63.1 \ 21. 0\ 3. 5\ 12.2\ 15.8\
IIaI1cUaapped

~nWlV 17.6\ 59.0\ 76.6\ 21.8\ 0.9\ 0.4\ 1.3\
Dballled

1aa1t1bu41- 6.5\ 13.6\ 20.1\ 46.6\ 20.7\ 12.7\ 33.4\
aappe4

Dear-lI11nd 8.9\ 6.3\ 15.2\ 36.8\ la.8\ 29.2\ 48.0\

All C_cUti_•
• 1~bou~ 21.1' '0.0'1 n.l' 2'.'" 3.5' 2.JI' 6.'-
.""Iloo1
kDcU-"*,

A11 cancUû_.
11lII111cU..
• ""Iloo1 n. '" 3'.2llI 57.11' 25.0'1 5." 1." 7.2'
IlaDcU.,....
(3-5 ~.)

1Bepuaiq'ia 11117.... Slala an: DIlICJDllll' required III "'POrt pllllCbool handicapped IlUdm.. «().S YW'l by bandicapping condition. Thua. the variolll
baDdl~ ClllIIdltiIm iD tbe tabla iIIclllda 6-21 yeu old atudeala only

1 lIIdudaa die faUoWiq HIJ'llII&Ild racilitiee: Privere .epararelCboola. public l'CIidmlW r.cilitiCi. pnvalC reaidc:alW facilirica. and homcboundn101pita!
C!IIVÙ'ClDIIl_

SOURCES:
U.S. Department ofEducation. National Center for Education Statistics. 1990). Digest ofeducation statistics.
/990. Washington. OC: Govemment Printing Office. p. 64.

U.S. Depanrnent of Education. Office of Special Education and Re. ""ilitative Services. (1991). Thirteenth
annual report ta Congress on the implementction of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
Washington. OC: Author. p. 23.
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TABLE 12

Percentage Distribution of Disabled Students
3 to 21 Years Old1 Receiving Special
Education Services by Educational

Environment: 1988-89
1 2 3 4 5 6 1

Col- lepaZ'- 8~aZ'.t. OtheZ' Col-
RegulaI' Cla.. R••ouzoae Rooa ~. at. lohool 'ao.!.l1ty l~aZ'- u.-..

l " 2 Cla•• at. 5 .. ,
Coa- .nv.!.- Coa-
b.!.ne4 rOIl- b.!.De4

-.:a.t.'
Xezlt&1.ly 5.9\ 2:.4\ ~8. J\ 58.9' :l.B l .6' : ~. )\
Ret&Z'4ed

SelC'iou.ly
__tioD&1ly 14.:'\ 30.J\ H .:' 35.8\ : 3.4\ 6.~' ~O. 1\
Diaturi>ect

OlC'thope4!oa1.ly 29.3\ :8.5\ 47.9\ 33.5\ 11.1\ 7.6\ 18.7\
Ban4ioappe4

other a_lth 29.9\ 20.:' 50.2\ 19.6\ 7.8\ 22.4\ 30.2\
I81>aiz0e4

Speech IlIpaire4 75.9\ 19.2' .5.1\ 3.3\ 1.4\ J.2\ :. 5\

Bari ot: BeadDg 26.9\ 21. 0\ 47.9\ )). 5' 8.5\ 10.J\ :8.5\
lUI4 Ded

Vilually 52.0- 17.9\ 69.9\ ~1. 5\ ).4\ 5.2\ 9.6\
Bultioappe4

Leanû.Dg 19.6\ 57 .•\ 77 .5\ 20.9\ 1.3\ 0.2\ 1. 5\
Dilûle4

lIll1tihlUl4i- 7.0\ 14.1\ 21.1\ 46.2\ 25.9\ 6.8\ 32. "
oapP&4

DMt:-aliAd 11.5\ 5. J\ 15 .9\ 29.9\ 25.9\ ~7 .n 53. 2\

All COIltitioDI

IlWithout 30.5'11 311. 0lII 51.5' 2'.3' •• "II 1.7'11 '.3'
l'nlNlhool
Ban4iClappe4

Al1 COIltitiOllI
%JIIlluti..
l'nlNlhool n.31Il 37.3'11 51."11 2'.'" 5.2lI 1.7'11 .. '"
~Clappe4

(3-5 ~I)

1Besi=iDI-ta 1917·... Stalls &ni DO 1000p rcquircd ID rqlOn pracbool handic:apped IlUdalli (0-5 ye&I'I by hllldic:appillS condition. 11Iua. the vanoUl
baDdic:llJlPilll CCIIIdiDaaa mlhe table iIlclude 6-21 yeu old IlUdcnta only

2 1IlCluds !bD lallowiDa aepepted Ca.cilitics: Public rcsidential faciliti... private rcsidaltial racilitics. and hOll2llboundt1loapllal CZIV1lOamlllll

SOURCE:

U.S. ~~unent of Education. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. (1991). ï'hirteenth
annual report to Congress on the implementation of the Indfviduals with Disabilities Education Act.
WashingtOn. OC: Author. pp. 23.27.
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1984-85, 1987-88, and 1988-89 respective1y. Fa!' students under the mental retardation label there

has been a consistent decrease in the combined regular c1ass and resource room placements over

the years from 36.2% in 1977-78 (Table 9) ta 28.3% in 1988-89 (Table 12). This decrease may

be attributed to the incorporation of many students, who in the past would have been classified

as mildly mentally retarded. into the learning disability category. The remaining studems in the

mental retardation category have more severe disabilities with the implication that they are served

in more restrictive environments (U .5. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and

Rehabilitative Services, 1991, pp. 16, 24, 26).

In the seriously emotionally disturbed category the combiner! regular class and resource

room placements, after a small increase from 43.9% in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 46.1 % in 1984-85

(Table 10), there was a decrease to 45.5% in 1986-87 (Table 11). During 1988-89 there was a

further decline to 44.1 % (Table 12) close to 1977-78 levels. In special class placement there has

been a decrease of almost five percentage points between 1977-78 and 1988-89, while the

combined separate facilities and other separate environment placements have increased from

15.6% (Table 9) to 20.1% (Table 12) during the same period.

In the orthopedically handicapped category, there has been an increase of almost Il

percentage points in the combined regular class and resource room placements from 37% in

1977-78 (Ta~ 9> to 47.9% in 1>(9_89 (Table 12). Regular class placement grew from 18.2%

in 1984-85 (Table 10) to 29.3% in 1988-89 (Table 12). At the same time there was a steady

decline in the combined separate facilities and other separate enVln.>nment placements from 32.8%

in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 18.7% Ü. 1988-89 (Table 12), while special class placement remai.,ed

at approximately the same level over the years.
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With regard ta other hea1th impairments. there has been no notable change in the

percentage of combined regu1ar class and resource raam p~acements: '+9.99'c in 1977-7R (i'able

9) and 50.2% in 1988-89 (Table 12). However. there has been a grawth in regular c1ass

placement from 23.5% in J984-85 (Table 10) ta 29.9% in 1988-89 (Table 12) and a decrease

in special class placement of almost eight percentage points from 1977-78 ta 1988-89 (see Tables

9 & 12). In contrast, there was an increase in the combined separate facilities and other separate

environment placements from 22.8% in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 30.2% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

In the speech impairment category the overwhe1ming majority of students has been served

in reg'.llar c1ass and resource room placements over the years: 91.4% in 1977-78 (Table 9) and

95.1 % in 1988-89 (Table 12). There has been an increase of approximately Il percentage points

in regu1ar class placement from 64.8% in 1984-85 (Table 10) to 75.9% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

Special class placement has declined from 7.7% in 1977-78 (Table 9) 10 3.3% in 1988-89 (Table

12).

In the hard of hearing and deaf category there has been an increase of approximately ten

percentage points in the combined regular chss and resource room placements from 37.6% in

1977-78 (Table 9) to 47.9% in 1988-89 (Table 12). Between 1984-85 and 1988-89 there was a

growth of more than five percer.tage points in regular class placement (see Tables 10 & 12).

Special class placement has fluctuated slightly over the years, except for 1987-88 when it had

increased ta 43.4% (Table 11), to stand at 33.5% in 1988-89 (Table 12) which approximates the

statistic of 35.2% in 1977-78 (Table 9). The combined separate facilities and other separate

environment placements remained relatively constant over the years (26.6% in 1987-88, Table

11) but there was a substantial decrease to 18.5% in 1988-89 (Table 12).
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ln the visually handicapped category there has been an increase in the combined regular

class and resource room placements from 61.1 % in 197 7-78 (Table 9) to 69.9Ck in 1988-89

(Table 12). A considerable increase of more than 19 percentage points has been reported between

1984-85 (32.7%. Table 10) and 1988-89 (52%. Table 12) in regular class placement. Special

class placement has remained at approximately the same level over the years to stand at 21.5%

in 1988-89 (Table 12). The combined separate facilities and other separate environment

placemp.nts. on the other hand. have decreased to 8.6% in 1988-89 (Table 12) from 19.2% in

1977-78 (Table 9).

With respect to the learning disability category. there has been little or no change over

the years. The combined regular class and resource room placements have declined slightly to

77.5% in 1988-89 (Table 12) from 79.5% in 1977-78 (Table 9). A small increase of regular class

placement has been reponed from 16.2% in 1984-85 (Table 10) to 19.6% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

Special class placement has also increased slightly from 18.7% in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 20.9%

in 1988-89 (Table 12), while the combined separate facilities and other separate environment .

placements have remained consistent over the years to stand at 1.5% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

In the multihandicapped category there has been a decline in the combined regular class

and resource room placements to 21.1% in 1988-89 (Table 12) from 26.1 % in 1977-78 (Table

9). Regular clJss placement has grown from 2.8% in 1984-85 (Table 10) to 7% L'1 1988-89

(Table 12). Special cl~~~ placement has decreased from 61.7% in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 46.2%

in 1988-89 (Table 12) but the combined separate facilities and other separate environrnent

placements have increase<l significantly from 12.2% (Table 9) to 32.7% (Table 12) during the

same period.
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In the deaf-blind category the combined regular class and resource room placements have

decreased from 19.5% in 1977-78 (Table 9) te 16.9~ in 1988-89 (Table 12). Regular da.;s

placement has increased from 4.69c in 1984-85 (Table 10) to 11.6(,--e- in 1988-89 (Table 12),

Special class placement has fluctuated over the years to stand at 29.9'7c in 1988-89 (Table 12)

in comparison to 39.1% in 1977-78 (Table 9). The combined separate facilities and other

separate environment placements have increa~ed from 41.4% in 1977-78 (Table 9) to 53.2% in

1988-89 (Table 12).

Based on 1988-89 statistics (Table 12), recent placement patterns of the disability

categories differ widely. Students with mild ta moderate disabilities are primarily served in less

restrictive environments (leaming disabilities, speech impainnents. visual handicaps) in contrast

to students with severe disabilities (mental retardation. mu1tihandicaps. deaf-biindness) who are

served in more restrictive settings. Students identified under the serious emotional disturbance

category tend to be p1aced in more restrictive environments. while those in the orthopedie

h:mdicap. other health impainnent, and hard of hearing and deaf categories tend to be placed

approximately equally between less restrictive and more restrictive settings. ln terms of age.

students with disabilities in older-age groups tend to be p1aced in more restrictive environments

than students with disabilities in younger-age groups (U.S. Department of Education. Office of

Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. 1980. pp. 39-40; 1986. pp. 9, 11; 1991, pp. 21-25).

The placement trends for the various disability categories aiso vary wide1y for the period

between 1977-78 and 1988-89 as it is evident from statistics in Tables 9, 10, 11. and 12.

Improvement from more restrictive to 1ess restrictive environments has occurred in the orthopedie

handicap, speech impairment, hard of hearing and deaf, and visual handicap categories. Little or
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no change in placement trends has been evident in the learning disability category, whereas

regression from less restrictive te more restrictive placements has occurred in the serious

emotional disturbance and mental retardation categories (cautionary interpretation for mt tal

retardation category is noted abovel. Contradictory developments have occurred in the health

impairment., multihandicap. and deaf-blind categories in which movement toward less restrictive

and more restrictive placements has simultaneously occurred.

In terms of average national statistics for ail disability categories as a single group, it

appears that there has been little or no change in placements in the period between 1977-78 and

1988-89. The combined regular class and reSQ'lfCe room placements have remained constant cver

the years: 68% in 1977-78 (Table 9) and 68.6% in 1988-89 (Table 12) -Nith an increase of

approximately four percentage points in Icgular cla~:; ;>l::'.cement and a corresponding decrease

of about four percentage points in resource room placement during the peril\d between 1984-85

and 1988-89 (Tables 10 and 12). Special cJass placement was 25.3% in 1977-78 (Table 9) and

24.4% in 1988-89 (Table 12). The combined Sepanl!e facilities and other separllte environment

placements were 6.7% in 1997-78 (Table 9) and 6.9% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

Placement of Students witb Disabilities at the State L"vel

What is_not apparent in the averag(~ national statistics is the wide varial'Uity among states

in the distribution of students with disabilities to the various educational environments. This

variability has been pOi..lted out over the years (U.S. Deparnllent of Edu~dri_on.Offtre of Special

Education and Rehabilitl'1tive Service.>. 1980. p. 43; 1991. pp. 26. 28-29). T:le infonnation

presented in Table 13 has been compi1~ from daCl reported in the Thirteenth Annual Report to
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TABLE 13

State Percentage Distribution of Disabled Students 3 to 21 Years Old
in Regular Class and Combined Regular Class and Resource Room

Placements: 1988·89

Alabama
Alun
Anzona
Arlcansas
CahiolTlla
Colorado
COMceticul
Delaware
D.C.
Aorida
Geol"gla
Hawaii
Idaho
IlIinoit
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
LouislanA
Maine
Maryland
Mau.
Michigan
Mînneaola
Miasiuippi
Miuouri
Montana
Nebruk.a
Nevada
N. Hampshire
N. Jelley
N. Mexico
N. Yorlc
N. CalOlina
l". Dakola
Ohio
OltlahDlll&
Oregon
Pc:IIIlIylvania
Pueno Rico
Rhoclc la1&Dd
!>. Carolina
S.Dakola
Tenn_ce
Texu
Ulah
'Jennunl
Virginia

_.-==55 ::-.3:-' _,_i

9.92%

2S.~%

25.10%

29.7~%

19.55%

1.09%

27.78%

22.97%

15.89%

24.8\%

7.5\%

10.60%

8.58%

3.78%

.: .. " :.:: :., ~.::=-e ::"'.a~ :_,

56.69%

~2.56%

~9.06llo

36.05%
55.95%

38.46%

~O.ll%

31.25%
37.19%

51.37%
~3.23'1'0

59.89%
39.64%

36.71%
38.32%

55.52%
60.87%

5\.35%
38.45%

50.56%

49.25%
7Q.68%

35.27%
50.\2%
58.95%

37.93%

51.39%
14.37%

45.34%

39.86%
75.28%

68.55%

67.68ll;.
68.62%
45."5%
64.63%
70.90%
7:!.07'Tr.

59.49%
67.69%

70.58%

S6A8ll;.

62.07%

66.89%

71.38%
58.94%

41.41%

58.94%

66.01%
54.78%
66.\\%

67.77%

74.93%

74.76%
74.47%
73.31%

79.04%

n.64%

79.61%

75.36%

78.63%

• \, \;. -i t

KUR%

HO.3D%
81.92%

80.43%

80.38%

84.56%

83.69%

81.06%
80.fJ3%
82.89%
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Table 13 (cont'd)

69.39%

70.66%
7\.42%
49.82%
28.96%

88.56%

;6.0ü~

~8.Q9~

Regul.r Cl... ~ R.'oure. Room Combin.4

60.!8%
36.54%

41.52%
46.79%
31.06%
35.81%

1367%

23.47%
11.43%

WullIngIDn
W V"SlIlIa

W'lCOnaln
Wyoming
A. Samoa

Guam
S. Man."..
Vir[lllll.lec

Buruu of
Indl."

Arra...

SOURCE: V.S. Departrnent of Education. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. (1991).
Thirreenrh annual report lO Congress on the implemenration of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. Washington. DC: Aulhor. p. A·54.
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Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (U .S.

Deparonent of Education. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. 1991. p. A­

54). These data pertain to the placement of studems with disabilities in the regu1ar c1assroom and

resource room in the various states during the academic year 1988-89. Across states the

proportion of regular class placement ranged from a low of 0.00% in Alabama to a high of

75.28% in Vermont. The range of the proportion of combined regular class and resource room

placements extended from a low of 28.96% in the Virgin Islands to a high of 88.56% in the

Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Based on these data. a state classification scheme was developed. The main purpose of

this scheme was to discern state patterns of inclusiveness of students with disabilities as defined

by regular and resource room placements. For regular class placement. states were classified

according to the following cut-off points: less than 30%. 31 % ta 50%. and more than 50 percent.

For the combined reguIar class and resource room placements states were classified according

to the following cut-off points: less than 73%, 73% to 80%, and more than 80 percent. These

specific cut-off points were selected because they fit the data in a manner that can more or less

differentiate state practices with regard to LRE placement.

The following categories and criteria for category inclusion were used to group states: (1)

High Incidenc~ of Inclusive Education (HIlE) - more than 50% statistic in regular class

placement and more than 80% statistic in combined regular class and resource room placements;

(2) Moderate Incidence of Inclusive Education (MIlE) - 31 % to 50% statistic in regular class

placement and 73% to 80% statistic in combined regular class and resource room placements;

(3) Low Incidence of Inclusive Education (LIIE) - less than 30% statistic in regular class



153

placement and less than 73% statistic in combined regular class and resource room placements:

(4) Contradictory Practices (CP) - either less than 30% statistic in regular class placement and

more than SW% statistic in combined regular c~ass and resource room placements. or more than

50% statistic in regular class placement and less than 73% statistic in combined regular class and

resource room placements.

The results of this classification scheme are presented in Table 14 in which states are

grouped according to the incidence of inclusive education for the academic year 1988-89. In the

category of HIlE the following states were grouped: Alaska, Idaho, Maine, Montana, Nebraska,

New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Vermont. In the category of LIIE the following were

clustered: Alabama, Arizona, Califomia, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, .

New York, Puerto Rico, Northem Marianas, and the Virgin Islands. In the category of CP the

following were grouped: Iowa. New Hampshire, Rhode Island. South Dakota, Texas, American

Samoa, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The remaining states were assorted in the Residual

category. If the cut-off points had been broken down to shorter percentage intervals a few of the

Residual category states would have been grouped in the HIIE. LIlE, or MIlE category, but most

would have fallen in the CP category. Since state variability is adequately demonstrated with the

presented scheme and s,nce the main intention here is tt. make research suggestions based on a

targetable number of states, the Rcsidual category is regarded as appropriate.

Why is it that states dcpict such a wide varlability in placement practices despite

adherence to the sarne federallaw? The Office of Special Education Programs has speculated that

several factors may have been influential in such an outcome: "the historic role of private schools

in the State, the role of separate facilities in the State, the State's special education funding
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TABLE 14

Inclusive Education for Disabled Students in
States According to Regular Class and

Combined Regular Class and Resource Room
Placements in 1988·89

Incidence of Inclu8iva Education

Alaska
Idaho
Maine
Montana
~ebraska

New Mexico
North Dakota
Oregon
Vermont

Moderate

Mississippi
Missouri
N.Carolina
S.Carolina
Tennessee
Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming

Alabama
Arizona
California
Delaware
D.C.
Georgia
Illinois
New York
Puerto Rico
N. Marianas
Virgin Islands

Contradic-
tory

Practices
Iowa
N. Hampshire
Rhode l sIand
S. Dakota
Texas
A. Samoa
Bureau of

Indian
Affairs

Residual

Arkansas
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Hawaii
Indiana
KansGos
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Mass.
Michigan
Minnesota
Nevada
New Jersey
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Utah
Virginia
Wisconsin
Guam
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formula, different State reponing practices and interpretations of the OSEP data collection forms.

and actual differences in the populations and needs of students" lU.s. Deparunent of Education.

OŒce of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1991, p. 29).

In this area, there is clearly a need for research to uncover the reasons for the widely

varying state placement patterns. Of particular interest would be a three-branch study to examine

practices in the states that have been grouped in the HIlE, LITE. and CP categories. Investigation

of the state practices in the HIlE category may reveal how and why these states have come to

adopt the least restrictive placement patterns, what educational practices best correspond to

successful LRE educational patterns, and how obstacles were or are being overcome. A pertinent

research question would a.!so be: 'How meaningful or substantial is this change in educational

placement patterns ::rom the past?'. Following the same rationale, inquiry of the state practices

in the LIIE category may uncover how and why these states have come to utilize the more

restrictive placements. what educational practices are detrimental to inclusive educational patterns.

and how barriers have worked to thwart reform. The third part of the study. exarnination of state

practices in the CP category. might expose how and why these states have come to employ both

least and more restrictive placements. what educational practices (despite being adopted for LRE

purposes) have had exclusionary consequences. and how traditional methods may act

antithetically toward inclusive educational reform.

It is suggested that this proposed study incorporates bath local and national social factors

in its methodology sa that research findings can be interpreted meaningfully bath at the local and

nationallevels. ln the District of Columbia. for exarnple. inner-city segregation of minority and

disadvantaged groups poses a real challenge ta the practice of inclusive education. Research
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fmdings and attempts at refonn will obviously have to take into consideration the 10\:al social

context

Inclusive Education Policy Issues

We can, whenever and wherever we choose. successfully teach ail the chi/drell
whose schooling is ofinterest to us. Wp already know more than we lIeed in order
to do this. Whether we do il or not must finally depend on how we fee l about the
fact that we haven' t done it so far (Edmonds, 1978, p. 35).

What is generally coming out of me literature for and against mainstreaming is mat me major

issue is not the relative efficiency of integrated over segregated education. The perceived main

question is whether American society feels, or should feel, bound to provide mainstreamed

eàncation.

Many individuals with disabilities have expressed frustration with their marginalization

by schools and society in general. Ted Kennedy, Jr. (1986), who has been classified as disabled,

declared his feelings in these words:

We are tired of being treated as dependents to be caredfor through special and
weIfare programs (p. 4).

Our handicap is one caused by a society insensitive to the needs of others (p. 4).

Another student with disabilities, who had been segregated throughout her schooling, expressed

the following View conceming her educational placement:

1 graduated completely unprepared for the r(,'11 world. So J just stayed in the
house aU day believing :~job was out of the question... .Believe me, a segregated
environment just will not do (Massachusetts Advocacy Center, 1987, p. 4).

In the words of another disabled individual, education in a special class was neither a pleasant

nor productive experience:
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We were isolared. SymbolicallY - and appropriate to the prevailing attitudes - the
"har.dicapped and. retarded" classrooms were tucked in the corner of the school
basement. Our only activity with the other children was the weekly school
assembly. We never participated in any school program. We watched. Although
the lunchroom was also in the basement. we ate lunch in our classrooms.

Summing it up. the only contact we had with the "normal" children was
visual. We stared at each other. On those occasions. J can report my ownfeelings:
embarrassment. Given the loud. clear message that was dai/y being delivered to
them. J feel quite confident that J can also report their feelings: YECH! We, the
chi/dren in the "handicapped" class. wp.re i'1ternalizing the "yech" message - plus
a couple ofothers. We were in schooi because chi/dren go to school. but we were
outcasts. with no future and no expectation of one. J. for one, certainly never
contemplated my future. J could not even picture one. much less dream about it
(Massachusetts Advocacy Center, 1987, pp. 4-5).

Given these feelings t:y individuals with disabilities, it is not surprising that rnany view

thernselves as being a distinct social group. According tu a J.ouis Harris and Associates (1986)

survey, 74% of surveyed people with disabilities reponed at least sorne sense of common identity

with other persons with disabilities. Fifty six percent of disabled individuals of adolescent age

or less and 53% of those of age 44 or younger reported the perception that they are a minority

group simil~' to African-Arnericans and Hispanic-Arnericans (p. 113). In general, rnany disabled

persons perceive disability as going beyond physical irnpairment to needless dependence on

relatives and professionals and as re1ating to civil rights and accessibility issues (DeJong &

Lifchez, 1983).

The minority group perspective of disability takes into consideration sociological, political,

and cultural theories of deviance. As such, it differs significantly from viewpoints based on

biology and psychology (Biklen, 1989; SkItic. 1986) in that it views segregation as social

discrimination. According to Hahn (1989) the implication is that the rights of people with

disabilities should be collectively examined under the 'equal protection' clause of the Fourteenth

Arnendment of the V.S. Constitution because "citizens with disabilities have been subjected to
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more rigid and pervasive segregation practices than those imposed under apartheid" (p. 231 ). This

view acquires further credence given that the classification of students from minority and

disadvantaged groups as disabled is disproponionate1y higher than students from higher

socioeconomic status groups (Biklen. 1992. pp. 182-186; 1. D. Finn & Resnick. 1984; Messick.

1984; Snow, 1984). In the 197Us the National Academy of sciences, responding to charges of

racial discrimination in special education eva1uations, commissioned severa1 studies. One of the

major conclusions was the following:

[W]e can find Little empirical justification for categorical labeLing that
discriminates mi/dly retarded chi/drenfrom other chi/dren receiving compensatory
education (Heller, Ho1tzman & Messick, 1982, p. 87)

The Executive Committee of the Council for Children with Behaviora1 Disorders (1989) has

listed several major factors of misdiagnosis of cu1turally different students that app1y to aIl the

disability categories: linguistic and social differences, misperceptions and 10w expectations by

teachers, and more 1ikelihood of referral of students fr')m culturally diverse populations.

An adjunct to the minority group perspective is the 'moral community' argument (e.g.

Lipsky & Gartner, 1989b; Pearpoint, 1989; Shanker, 1988). Douglas Biklen (1985) has

summarized it quite succincùy:

Sorne people would have us waitfor science, in this case educational researchers,
to prove that integration yieldç faster, more effective learning than does
segregq#on. But lit does not make sense]...to look to science for an answer to the
question, "[s it good and right for people to care for their aging parents?" ln
other words, the practice of integration.. .is not jundamentally a question that
science can answer. From science, we can learn some of the effects of such a
policy...or how to make it work better, but science cannot tell us that Integration
is right....We can answer it only by determining what we believe, what we
consider important (pp. 183-184).
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The minority group and moral cornrnunity perspectives imply that the "principal change ta be

sought in education policy is the.. .integration of disabled students into regular classrooms" (Hahn.

1989. p. 233).

Inclusive education policy has to operate within a larger contextual framework that avoids

considering disabilitie~ in "compartmental terms" (p. 240). Matters such al> éluthority in schools,

participation of teachers in their community, educational objectives. and equity and .excellence'

have to be addressed (Biklen, 1989). The concepts of 'quality' and 'excellence~' in education that

have come to the forefront of educational debate during the 1980s an ~ 19905 are of particular

relevance to inclusive schooling and special education.

Educational 'Quality and Excellence' and Special Education

Severa1 reports during the 1980s Ce.g. Boyer, 1983; National Commission on Excellence

in Education, 1983; Sizer, 1984) criticized American public schools as having pervasive problems

in serving regular education students and concluded that there is a need for 'excellence' in.

education. As a consequence, higher educational standards and pror.r1otion of 'winners', with

Many elitist concepts attached to them, became slogans in Many schoo1s.

It was argueci in the 1980s that these deve10pments would widen the gap between regular

and special education (Sapon-Shevin, 1987; Shepard, 1987) or even lead to more referrals to

special education (Hocutt, Cox, & Pelos!. 1984; Shepard, 1987). In a report prepared by directors

of special education in large V.S. citie~ in 1986, it was stated that the pressure for 'excellence'

in schools had sparked the transfer of underachieving students to special education programs

where their standardized scores are often not included in overall district totals (Council of Great
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City Schools, 1986). In a 1988 report on a study documenting increases in special education

enrollrnents, it was once more asserted that "[h]igher standards in the nam~ of education111 refonn

seem ta b~ exaggerating the tendency ta refer difficult children ta special education" (Viadero.

i988, p. 17). More recently, according to Lipsky and Garmer (l989b). there has been increasing

attention to disadvantaged students. The meaning of this attention is discussed in the following

chapters.

Sorne special education researchers, in response to the 'excellence' movement, have

argued that students with disabilities should not be educated in the mainstrearn of regular

education because regular education has already failed regular students (e.g. Kf'''lgh, 1988). Others

have claimed that 'excellence' and integrated education are contradictory in practice:

Our suspicion is that the press for more effective schools is fundamentally
incompatible with the press for greater teacher acceptance of variability in
students' behavior and performance. One may, in practice, have to choose
between improved mean performance and heterogeneous grouping of students for
instruction (Kauffman, Gerber, & Sernrnel, 1988, p. 9).

On the other side, advocates of mainstrearning have argued that "quality education can

ooly occur in integrated, ordinary schoo1s" (Flynn & Kowalczyk-McPhee, 1989, p. 31) and that

the "movement toward inclusiv~ education is a process - a journey to create an educational

system whe:e excellence and equity walk hand in hand and where the highest values of the nation

are respected,_bonored, and achieved" (Forest & Pearpoint, 1990, p. 187). This 'journey'

presupposes the deve10pment of 'caring' cornrnunities (Falvey, Coots, & Bishop, 1990), schools

(Sapon-Shevin, 1990a), and teachers (Biklen, 1989).

At the hean of the issue between the two opposing reform movernents are differing, really

cûnflicting, definitions of and assumptions about 'quality' and 'excellence' in education. The
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reform mo'.;ement advocating higher academic standards and resu1ts tends to define 'qua1ity' and

'excellence' in terrns of competition, promotion of the 'best' students, and concentration in the

areas of science, mathematics, and technology. The mainstreaming refonn movement, on the

other hand, tends ta defille 'quality' and 'excellence' in terms of cooperation, respect for and

valuation of individual differences and academic subject preferences, and achievement of aH

students' potentia1 irrespective of talent or disability. The former movement is discussed in detail

in the following chapter.

Obstacles to Mainstreaming and Inclusive Education

The problems that students with disabilities encounter in schor 1s are indeed substantial.

Resistance to integrated education is strong and there are indications of a counter-movement to

reestablish the prevalence of segregated schools (Stainback, Stainback. & Bunch, 1989b). There

are severa! barriers to inclusive schooling: funding patterns (Lipsky & Gartner, 198ge), the

structural dichotomy of regular and special education (Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1988),

existing classification schemes (Hobbs, 1980), school organization and routines (Slavin, 1987;

Stainback, Stainback, Courtnage, & Jaben, 1985; Villa & Thousand, 1990), teacher resistance

(Gerber & Semmel, 1984) and teacher preparation prograrns (Pugach, 1988), court decisions

regarding parental and professiona! auth~rity (Biklen, 1992, pp. 95-99), and lack of adequate

support for teachers and disabled students in the mainstr.earn (Stainback & Stainback, 1990a).

Funding, in general, is a powerful incentive to establish or maintain certain activities.

Allocation of fiscal resources for separate class placement discourages the implementation and

expansion of alternative prograrns to keep students in the regular classroom (L. 1. Walker, 1987).
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It has been strongly articulated that even though many state departments of education and federal

agencies profess to subscribe to integration philosophy. segregation is encouraged by providing

a lopsided amount of money for classification and 'pull out' programs rather than for programs

attempting to educate students in regular classrooms (Lipsky'& Ganner. 198geL This was the

case throughout the 1980s when. according to Lipsky and Garmer (l989c). "the funding patterns

of special education promoted growth and internal segregation" (p. 10). The differential

placement patterns among states (see Tables 13 & 14) may be ~xplained to sorne extent by

differential funding patterns (Biklen. 1992. pp. 99-103: Noel & Fuller. 1985).

Epps and Tindal (1987) have described financial support to special education very

graphical1y:

...the yoking offunding to chi/d counts establishes a bounty system that generates
an active search for students with mi/dly handicapping conditions and creates
conditions antithetical to the establishment ofproactive and successful programs
(p. 242).

Lipsky and Gartner (1.98ge) have cited two examples that occurred during the 1980s where

classification placement, and funding \Vere issues of concern for the state education departments

of Washington and New York. In the Olympia, Washington project of Maximizing Educational

Remediation within General Education there was so much success in keeping students, otherwise

eligible for special education, in regular classes that funding for the project aImost ceased. These

students had to he classified as disabled so that the state education department would continue

ta fund the project. In a similar case in New York state, however. the education department

declined funding for an Adaptive Learning Environments Model project on the grounds that the

students could not he disabled if they were fully educated in the mainstream.
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These examples are an indication of the impact of the dichotomy between regu1ar and

special education. In special education, students with disabi1ities are viewed as impaired.

insrruction f0cuses narrowly on disabilities, and personnel are only rrained and certified on

specifie disabi1ities (Lipsky & Garmer, 1989b). Special education programs have the capability

to sabotage etfectively any alternative avenues to solve problems within regular education

(Sarason & Omis, 1979) because the duality of the educational system "can serve to legitimize

exclusion of sorne students from regular education, reduce opportunity for equal participation by

other students, and sanction other forms of discrimination" (Stainback, Stainback, & Bunch.

1989a, p. 25).

CUITent identification and classification schernes of disability play a major role in

reinforcing the division between regular and special education. They are based on norm-

referenced and logical-mathematical conceptions of intelligence and ability (e.g. Kauffman,

Gerber, & Semmel, 1988) posing a substantial hindrance to a meaningful and effective delivery

of service to stùdents and their fam.: 1ies (Hobbs, 1980). According to Deno (1978) categorization

and classification are

deeply entrenched in the social commitn.ents of categorically defined special­
interest advocacy groups.. in the structure of health, education, and welfare
programs at direct service levels; in the staffing of teacher training institutions;
in other professional training programs.. and in general public thinking (p. 39).

Definitions of disability based on defect concepts are not easy to dispel because they are based

on "stereotyping, prejudice,...discrimination" (Biklen 1989, p. 236), and misunaerstanding. It is

not surprising, then, that many special and regular etiucators, legal specialists, and even parents

of students with disabilities insist on the continuation of identification and classification practices

(Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, pp. 46-47; H. Turnbull, 1986, p. 72).
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Apart from classification issues. school organization is in itself a major obstacle to

inclusive education. Schools are currenùy organized in a rigid manner along grade levels.

noncol1aborative teaching patterns (Thousand & Villa. 1989: Villa & Thousand. 1990), schedules

that discourage teachers from peer dialogue and communication (Goodlad. 1984: Lortie. 1975),

and homogeneous grouping arrangements (Slavin. 1987). In light of aIl these school

organizational realities there are considerable ccnstraints which oppose. if not undermine.

mainstreaming because

current school organization creates - and can do nothing but create • students
with mild disabilities as artifacts of the system and...efforts to re/orm the system -
without replacing it with an entirely dijfereni configuration· do Little 10 eLiminate

mild disabilities or their effects, produce even more students with mild disabilities.
and create a new and largely hidden class of student casualties (Skrtic, 1987, p.
3).

Since accomplishment of the objectives of an institution is c10sely related to its organization

(Brookover, Beamer, Efthim, Hathaway, Lezzotte, Miller, Passalacqua, & Tornatzky. 1982, p.

78), it can prudently be said that exclusion of students ,.•th disabilities is not just a consequence

of schooling - it is one of the implicit, or hidden, objectives of American public education.

Teacher resistance to inclusion of students with disabilities in the ~nainstrearn of education

is intimately linked to the existing organh:ational patterns in schools. On the one hand, Many

teachers perceive that additional effort will be required on top of their overloaded schedule and

view increased pay and reduced class sizes as a legitimate request (Pyecha, Kuligowski, &

Wiegerink, 1984). On the other hand, they have been conditioned to regard students either as

'normal' or 'special' (Sarason, 1982), view homogeneous grouping as more or less the only

viable course (Gerber & Semmel, 1984), and accept the 'deal' between regular and special

education that students with problems are the responsibility of special educators (Chalfant, 1987).
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The "white coat" (Flynn & Kowalczyk-McPhee. 1989. p. 30) image of special educators has

contributed significanùy to regular educators' willingness to accept tacitly the relinquishing of

ownership of speGÏal stUl:ients.

The lack of time for professiona1 communication. peer collaboration. and team teachmg

in schools provides another source of misunderstanding among many teachers about integration.

They come to perceive that mainstreaming does not or cannot work when it is the schoo1

strUcture and organization that have failed to accommodate the practices of inclusive education

(Karagiannis & Cartwright. 1990). In other words systemic inadequacies are misinterpreted as

failure of mainstreaming philosophy and practice. and the result in many cases is reinforced

teacher resistance (Kauffman. Gerber, & Semmel, 1988).

Most teacher education programs make a significant contribution to this misapprehension

by preparing student teachers to embra<.:e uncritically the 'deal' between special and regular

education (Aksamit & Alcom, 1988; Egbert & Kluender, 1979; Hoover, 1987; Pugach, 1988;

Roberson, 1980; Sattler & Graham, 1983) which is officially sanctioned by state agencies in th~

forrn of certification regu1ations (Stainback & Stainback, 1989a). In their current form and

content, most teacher education programs act to undermine mainstreaming and inclusive

education. Since it is teachers in schools who are directly going to implement or reject

integration, the. extent of teacher resistance in schools and preparation programs cannot and

should not be underestimated.

The tise of professionalism in special education and the movement to integrate students

with disabilities in the regular classroom have developed side by side. To a cenain extent the

latter has made use of the jargon and methods of the former to promote its objectives. Despite
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this convergence, professionalism in special education has been criticized for amplifying

professional authority over parents and their children:

While educational polie)' has often included a role for parent participation ami
monitoring. poliey concepts such as "least restrictive environmenro" "indi\'j°duali:ed
educational program ," "continuum ofservices. 0' and "multidisciplinary assessment"
may actually further professional authority over the school lives of studenrs who
are designated "disabled" (Biklen, 1992, p. ix).

Research clearly indicates that parental participation in educational decision making has been

very low (Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull, & Curry, 1980; Lynch & Stein, 1982; Morgan, 1982).

Along these Unes, court decisions have classified parental authority as subordinate to

professional authority with regard to educational placement. Not only have they placed parental

authority lower than professional expertise, they have also created a complex legalistic network

that in many cases takes precedence over common sense (Biklen, 1992, pp. 95-99, 181-182).

Under professional authority even the parents are sometimes treated as disabled or unable te

decide soundly the educational future of their children (Sarason & Doris, 1979; Turnbull &

Turnbull, 1985).

Finally, there is the problem of lack of support for teachers and studento'l with disabilities

in the mainstream. Support can take ManY forms such as special education services provided in

the regular c1assroom and resource rooms, teaching assistants, professional peer collaboration

(Stainback & Stainback, 1990a), student peer interaction and friendships (Gottlieb & Leyser.

1981; Strully & Strully, 1985; Va... dercook, Aeetham, Sinclair, & Tetlie. 1988; York &

Vandercook, 1988b), and easy access to school facilities.
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Vested Interests

Thirteen years ago, Hilliard (1979) made the following prediction:

We will continue to see the attempt by teacher educators to accommodate past
professiona/ practice to the new/y desegregated environment, rather than
reconstructing professiona/ concepts and practices in any basic way. This will be
due both to the natura/ function of the vested interests among us as weil as to the
absence of nOme and resources to do the bigger job of reconstruction (p. 12).

In 1992, this prediction could not be more accurate. Vested interests indeed have a powerful

backing by inertia and tradition. Educators, in general, were initially not allied with the

mainstreaming movemel1t (Hudson, Graham, & Warner, 1979; Meyen, 1979) and, even though

this may be changing, there is still considerably more opposition than support. Special and

regular educators, researchers, and administrative personnel have interests that run against the

philosophy and practice of integration.

Perhaps the most vehement opposition to mainstreaming cornes from learning disability

specialists whose established interests are likely to be affected more than any other participant

group in education. This is so because they "have built their careers and reputations on the

identification, diagnosis, and treatment of learning-disabled children" (Christensen, Gerber, &

Everhan, 1986, p. 327) and because students classified in the leaming disability category

comprise the single largest group served in special education. The concept and definition of

learning disability has been critiClZed as being inconsistent, lacking substantial empirical support,

and - to a large extent - being the artificial product of schooling processes (Ysseldyke, 1987;

Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Christenson, & Weiss, 1987). These controversial issues have not been

addressed in any significant manner by lea·.ning disability researchers and practitioners (e.g.

Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988: National Joint Committee on Learning Dis'lbilities, 1988).
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When the REl was prapased tWill, 1986), a whale issue af the Journal of Lt'(JTlling

Disabilities (21(1), 1988) was devated ta it. The underlying theme was a general resistance ta

the initiative:

Finding il perplexing that many were rushing ta embrace the REl position but few
were analyzing or even questioning its merits. we decided ta write an artic//!
examining the variolLS facets of the REl. The more we discussed this task. the
more we realized the complexity of the issues....land] the more we mentioned what
we were doing ta colleagues around the country, the more we found that they, tao.
were concerned about the seemingly taeit acceptance of the REl by the special
education community (Hallahan, Kauffman, Llayd, & McKinney, 1988, p. 4).

The idea that special education specialists' raIe be redefined to a supportive ane ta regular

teachers is perceived by many special educatars as inferiar, althaugh it need not be, and thus as

unacceptable:

White we value the work of paraprofessionals. we do not believe that a special
education teacher with advanced training and certification is likely to appreciate
being placed in a supportive position on the same level with someone who does
not have equal training or credentials (McKinney & Hocutt, 1988, p. 17).

The notion behind this statement is that special educators are better equipped than regular

educators. It has been explicitly maint3.ined that regular teachers can do little to educate students

classified as leaming disabled (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988) - an argument that is being offered

as one of the IT'ajor justifications for resisting the REl in particular (Braaten, Kauffman, Braaten,

Polsgrove, & Nelson, 1988; Hallahan, Keller, McKinney, Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988;

Kauffman,Getber, & Semmel, 1988) and integration in general. Other major objections can be

surnmarized as 'lack of evidence' supporting the REl or 'need for more !"esearch' (Hallahan,

Keller, McKinney, Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988; Keogh, 1988; Lloyd, Crowley, Kohler, & Strain. 1988;

McKinney, & Hocutt, 1988), financial infeasibility, and conflict of teaching objectives between
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heterogeneous student groups and implOved Mean performance (Kauffman. Gerber. & Semmel.

1988).

In the same realm, regular education teachers perceive that mainstrearning anà inclusive

education practices impingr. upon their own interests. Since the 'deat' between regular and special

education personnel separates the two branches into autonomous units, the former do not appear

enthusiastic about the prospect of additional responsibility and ownership of students for whom

they had been absolved in the past (Christensen, Gerber, & Everhart, 1986).

Proi ~ssionals and academics in teacher preparation programs also have their own interests

at stake. Acquired knowledge, in general, can be used for !wo purposes: transmission or practicc.

Teacher trainers transfer their knowledge to student teachers with the expectation that the latter,

when certified as teachers, will put this knowledge to practice in schools. Job titles, formal job

descriptions, informal roles (Brookover, Beamer, Efthim, Hathaway, Lezzotte, Miller,

Passalacqua. & Tomatzky, 1982), arlfi knowledge acquired in schools of education determine to

a large extent the way education personnel behave in school. Academies naturally desire to teach

their students what they know to fulfù their own intellectual needs, to accomplish what they

perceive as important, and to ensure the continuation and survival of their academic disdpline.

Since the prevailing educational framework of most teacher education programs is based on a

model of segregation. many education academics will resist an extensive restructuring to reflect

mainstreaming education philosophy because they perceive it as a threat to their own

compartmentalized specialties.

Another group whose interests may be affected is district, board. and school

administrators. One of their mandates is to maintain and attract funding for the operation of the
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schools under their authority. The examples of mainstreaming projects in Washington and New

York states cited above, where there were funding complications, are an indication of the

objection many administrators may have to the initiation or expansion of similar projects. Put

sirnply, few administrators desire loss of funding in their turf. CUITent funding panerns in many

states malce almost inevitable the necessity for labeling of students and the use of 'tag' special

education programs. Kauffman. Gerber, and Semmel (1988) have expressed ,t very clearly:

The necessity for this identification is as obvious to us as the necessity for budget
fines for "national defense" and "education" (p. 10).

Mainstreaming Practices

The elements that appear most often in literature as crucial for mainstreanùng in schools

are: peer, teacher, and adnùnistrator attitudes toward students with disabilities and their

integration into the regu1ar classroom; appropriate service delivery mode1f.; and the underlying

schoo1 philoscphy. These three elements are interdependent and may influence each other

positive1y or negative1y.

Peer, teacher, and adnùn!.)tI'ator attitudes have been indicated as having a decisive effect

on the success of mainstreaming programs. Peer rejection or isolation of students with mental

disabilities (Bruininks, 1978; Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972; Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973;

. Gottlieb & Switzky, 1982; Gresham, 1984; lano, Ayers, HelIer, McGcttigan, & Walker, 1974;

Reese-Dukes & Stokes, 1978; Sandberg, 1982), 1earning disabilities (Bryan, 1978; Bruininks,

1978; J. W. Chapman, 1988; Gresham, 1984; Pearl, Bryan, & Donahue, 1983; Pearl & Cosden,

1982), physica1 disabilities (T. L. Thompson, 1982), deaf and hearing impairments (Antia, 1985),
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and emotional disturbance (Gaylord-Ross & Haring, 1987~ Nelson. 1988) have been well

documented in literature as having an aversive impact on their academic and social integration.

Negative teacher attitudes (Aloia & MacMillan, 1983~ Feldman & Altman, 1985~ Guerin &

Szatlockey, 1974~ Ringlaben & Price, 1981) can have a hannful effect on teacher expectations

and practices (Alexander & Strain, 1978; Madden & Slavin, 1983). Positive attitudes by

principals considerably enhance the chances of success of mainstreaming programs (W. E. Davis,

1980; Payne & Murray, 1974). It has been suggested that existing negative attitudes may change

by providing more accurate information on individuals with disabilities (Gearheart, Weishahn,

& Gearheart, 1992, pp. 127, 132-134; Johnson & Johnson, 1984; Stainback & Stainback, 1982),

by conducting classroom discussions on students' values and beliefs (Gearheart, Weishahn, &

Gearheart, 1992, p. 127), and by making cooperative learning arrangements (Gearheart,

Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992. p. 127; Johnson & Johnson. 1984; Stainback & Stainback. 1982).

In general. peer, teacher, and administrator attitudes influence each other within the context of

the school.

It has been supported that the overall delivery model of services may positively influence

attitudl'.i; and may detennine the success of mainstreaming prograrns. Coordination between

regular and special education efforts, which may include student scheduling for the various

acadeoùc subÎl'CtS, teaeher scheduling, and an effective communication mechanism for ail

participants, is thought ta be crucial (Schulz, Carpenter, & Turnbull, 1991, pp. 190-192). The

adequacy of this coordination may be a decisive factor in enhancing positive or negative attitudes

toward mainstreaming (Karagiannis & Cartwright, 1990) because an integrated placement with
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little or no educational intervention is judged to be far from sufficient (Ballard. Corman. Gottlieb.

& Kaufman, 1977; Gottlieb, Cohen. & Go1dstein, 1974: Mosley, 1978).

Three 'mainstreaming' m~de1s have been identified reflecting divergent philosophies of

education. In the fust type, which has been termed 'teacher deals', teachers accept disab1ed

students in their classroom with modest or little support and practice mainstreaming by trial and

error. It may or may not work depending on the limits of the teachers and the students (Biklen,

1992, pp. 144-148) and the particu1arities of the schoo1 site (Karagiannis & Cartwright, 1990).

The second variant, which has been called 'is1and in the mainstream', involves main1y separate

special classes in regular schools where there is sorne 1imited interaction among disabled and

nondisab1ed students. For aH practical purposes, it is a dual system where regu1ar and special

education function as paralle1 systems communicating poorly with each other (Biklen, 1992, pp.

144-148).

Only the third type, which has been renarned 'purposeful integration' from 'unconditional

integration' (Biklen, 1985), is perceived as attempting academic and social integration of all

students in a programmatic manner. Ali students participate in aIl school activities and there is

administrative and teacher cooperation. Tearn teaching, cooperative instruction, teacher assisting,

experiential leaming, and other coliaborative approaches are used. Unlike the fust two types,

'purposeful in~gration' has as its objective to change the structural and organizational operation

of schools to reflect the philosophy that integration is always preferable to segregation (Biklen,

1992, pp. 144-148).
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The Merger Option

In the mid-1980s, advocates of mainstreaming became dissatisfied with me 'teacher deals'

and 'island in the mainstream' models. They perceived them as being driven by the existing

structure and philosophy of American education:

Dichotomizing students into two basic types (special and regular), maintalnlng
a dual system of education. separate professional organizations. separate
personnel preparation programs. and separate funding patterns dces very Uttle to
foster the values inherent in the mainsrreaming and integration movement of the
past decade. In essence. during the past decade we have been attempting to
integrate students while separating Them into two kinds of learners and without
integrating programs, personnel and resources (Stainback & Stainback, 1984, p.
10).

Obstacles such as the dichotomy of regular anà special education, classification, funding, service

delivery models (Stainback, Stainback, & Bunch, 1989a), professional identity and vestej

interests (Lilly, 1989), existing attitudes among educators, state certification regulations, and

teacher preparation programs (Stainback & Stainl,ack, 1989a) were repeatedly cited as reasons

for revamping the educational system to reflect mai'lstreaming policies and practices.

Consequently, the merger of regular and special education at ail levels was proposeJ as an

appropriate model of purposeful integration (Stainback & Stainback, 1984, 1989a). It was pointed

out that special education personnel would not be regarded as obsolete in a unified system.

Rather, they would hold an important role, albeit within the regular education realm (Stainback

& Stainback, 1990a, 1990b). Since the late 1980s an inçreasing number of educators and parents

has been advocating the merger alternative (e.g. Gartner & Lipsh.)', 1987; Lilly, 1988; Strully,

1986; Wang & Walberg, 1988).
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Despite increasing acceptance of the idea of merging regular and special education. there

has also been stI'ong opposition on the basis that a wide range of special education serviœs is

needed (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992) and that special and regular educators have

very different views of educationa1 theory and practice (Lieberman, 1985: Messinger. 19X5).

Based on the findings of the effective schoo1s research, however, it ~:\s been argued that the

merger option is the best system to educate students with disabilities because the same principles

of effective education have been found to apply in both special and regular education tBickel &

Bickel, 1986; Goodman. 1985; Jewell. 1985; Larrivee. 1986; Peterson, Albert. Foxworth. Cox,

& Tilley. 1985). Parenthetically. the five key characteristics of effective schools are: educationa!

leadership, orderly school environment. high achievement expectations for all students, systematic

monitoring of student performance. and emphasis on basic skills (Edmonds, 1979. 1982).

Advocates of the merger option have taken the argument a step further by asserting that effective

and quality education can best be attained for all children, not just students with disabilities.

within a merged system (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Stainback. Stainback. & Bunch. 1989a; York

& Vandercook. 1988a).

Change in teacher preparation programs and schools of education has been described as

a necessary link in the refonn efforts to accommodate mainstI'eaming (Ak~amit & AIcorn. 1988;

Egbert & Kluender, 1979; Hoover, 1987; Roberson, 1980; S~ttler & Graham, 1983). Similar to

the unification of regular and special education in schools, it has been proposed that teacher

training institutions can integrate personnel, programs, and resources in regular and special

education departrnents. Lilly (1989) has assened that schools of education wiU have to adapt to

the realities of heterogeneous school practices and that it is possible ta design ideal programs
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within a period of ten years. This could be achieved by strengthening exisring ries between

departmems in teaching and research. restructuring organizational units. reshaping course coment,

avoiding the use of categorical labels. and cooperating with govemmem agencies to moàify

teacner certification requirements and funding patterns (Stainback & Stainback. 1989a).

So far there have been a few isolated but no comprehensive attempts to unify special and

regular educatic.n (Stainback & Stainback. 1989a). lt has beeTl implied that progress in

mainsrreaming is significant and irreversible and that the merger is inevitable (Hagerty &

Abramson. 1987: Lilly. 1989: Pugach & Lilly. 1984: Stainback & Stainback, 1989b). Whether

this will be the case, in terrns of genuine 'purposefu1' mainsrreaming, remains to be seen.

Philosophy

The merger option has adopted an inclusive philosophy of schooling:

An inclusive schoo/ is one that educates a// students in the mainstream... .[byj
providing...appropriate educationa/ programs that are chal/enging yet geared to
their capabi/ities and needs as we// as any support and assistance they and/or
their teachers may need (Stainback & Stainback, 199Gb, p. 3).

Severa! concepts sù~h as 'acceptance' (Bogdan & Taylor, 1987), 'complete schooling' (Biklen.

1985), 'circles of frierids' (Perske, 1988), and 'community integration' (S. J. Taylor, Biklen, &

Knoll, 1987) have lx-en used in conjunction to the concept of inclu~;''', schooling.

Douglas Biklen (1992), in Schoo/ing Without Labe/s, examined the beliefs and practices

of six families that fully included their disabled children in ail aspects of their lives. In his

comparison with schools, he found educationai:'beliefs and practices to differ significantly from

those held by the families. He conclude.d that it is not so much knowledge but commitment and

a philoscphy of acceptance that shape inclusive practices:
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None oÎ the changes needed to achieve intr?gran'on is roored in rechniqzU' - for
example, in getting a bener diagnosis or e\'en in jïndillg a nt!tta n1t!rhod of
education.,.Rather these changes originale in a vision and a knowledge (~( pt'nplt'
with disabilities as the equals of other people (p. 188).

Based on the experience with these six families. Biklen (1992) proposed a general framework of

inclusive schooling based on the foHowing: aH people. not just professionals. have the patential

capability to raise and educate children with disabiliùes: labels are unnecessary: inclusion in

schools should be uncondiùonal: schools should accept diversity: emphasis should be put on

idenùfying individual abilities and talents: disabled studrnts should be ascribed equal status with

studer,ts without disabiliùes: constant, full inclusion should be provided by creaùng appropriate

conditions and opportuniùes: adequate resources should be readily available: and sharing of

experiences among parents with disabled children is crucial (pp. 14-19).

This general framework is depicted in what he sees as the three components of inclusive

schooling: (1) commitrnent incorporating democraùc philosophy and values. a sense of

community and collaboration arnong all participants. and educational leadership: (2)

organizational framework including a single administraùve structure responsible for program

development for an students. school policie.. applying to all students. and teacher and specialist

integration through collaboration; and (3) elements of schooling embracing heterogeneous

grouping, constant full inclusion, experiential learning, teachers as models of social skills and

educational strategies, systemic school feedback providing rewards and prograrn evaluation,

nonpatronizing accommodations and leadership opportuniùes for disabled students, flexible

teacher supervision allowing for high expectations and student independence, interdeptndence and

spontaneous interaction, valuation of respect and friendship among students, use of nonjargonized
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language by school professiona1s. and participation through active ~ncourag~ment \Biklen. 1\)42:

pp. 176-178).

Three interdependent components have been described as promoting the merger: support

networks (Stainback & Stainback. 1990ab: Stainback. Stainback. & Harris. 19X9), collaborative

consultation or teaming (Donaldson & Christiansen. 199()). and cooperative learning (Sapon­

Shevin. l'19Gb). Suppon networking through task forces arld teams (Fuchs & Fuchs. 19XX;

Haydek. 1987: Idol, Pao1ueci-Whiteomb. & Nevin. 1986) represents the structural component.

Collaborative consultation among professiona1s is the general process model of suppon networks.

Cooperative learning such as peer tutoring. volunteering. buddy systems or friendship circles

(Falvey, 1989: Grenot-Seheyer. Coots & Falvey. 1989: Perske & Perske 1988: Vandercook &

York, 1988) exemplifies the specifie strategies that may be used with students. AB these

eomponents are diseussed be10w.

Support Netwurks

The concept of •support networking' is thought to be critical ÎJ'l achieving successful

integrated schooling. It involves a coordinated network of teams and indi·.. iduals who suppon

each other by formaI and informal connections (Stainback & Stainback. 199Gb). The operational

considerations·of support networking, according to Stainback and Stainback (l99Ga), should be

based on the needs of aU students and teachers, on empowering disabled students, on

programmatic efforts, on administration by insiders. and on positive and natura1 social

interactions in sçhools.
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ln this network the 'facilitator' occupies a leading role in çoordinating. organizing. and

promoting support networking. The facilitator mie involves the issues of icientification of formaI

and informaI supports for aU school participants whn need them. col1aroro.tioû with studems and

teachers in deciding on the most desired supports. and implementatinn of these supports. The

most likely candidates to become facilitators. according to Stainback and Stainback (1990a). are

special educators.

The facilitator position requires Ci véiriety of interpersonal and professional skills. At an

interpersonal level. the faciUtator has to be able to lnvolve aU participants in a collaborative

manner to achieve ownefship. satisfaction. and effective results by promoting communication

among different parties, At a professional level, the facilitator should have a good working

knowledge of the available support models and resources and the ability to assess and pair

effectively the needs 01 1>t'ldeuts and teachers with available support options (Stainback &

Stainback, 1990a). Sorne of the responsibilities of a facilitator of supporting networks have been

identified by Stainback and Stainback (1990d): establishment of integration task forces, search

for additional supports and resources, establishment of student peer suppcrt groups in each

classroom (membership rotates frequently), organization of student and teacher assistance teams,

participation of facilitator as team teacher :'n own area of expertise, performance of curriculum

and task analysis, location of needed specialists, operation as home-school liaison, assistance in

changing traditional special education termlnology and proces.c:es, anâ aid in using new

technology.

The role of principals and administrators is aIso prominent in the support networking

framework. The central position of principals in mainstreaming reforms has long been recognized
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(Klopf. 1979). Their primary responsibilities are portrayed as promoting ail inclusive schooling

phi10sophy, building consensus in the school community. and fostering the unification of reguldr

and special education services. Advancement of inclusive philosophy and creation of consensus

involves a collection of srrategies. First. inservice rraining and developl':1ent. which may take

several years, can include workshops, visits to inclusive schools and communities, or

dissemination of information through readings and discussions. Second, establishment of

COI'TUïJtteeS which are responsible for clarifying inclusive mission statements and which may

include various community and school members (sorne of them familiar with inclusive schooling)

to ensure ownership. Third, incentives may be given to participants in the form of personal

attention. public recognition of positive effons, and oth~r rewards (Villa & Thousand, 1990).

In the next step, furthering the fusion of regt.!ar and special education serv;ces. it is

related how principals and administrators can use any of the following srrategies. rh~y can

examine the existing curriculum to eliminate duplicate courses and effon, disrribute joint

responsibility to regular and special educators for overlapping course content, and publicize the

fact that similar skiils are required for good teaching in both regular and special education. A

concurrent strategy would be to redefine staff roles by changing job titles, and fonnal and

informaI responsibilities and expectations. A gradual approach is recommended by establishing

a pilot project- site with williiig and appropriately trained school personnel who will ensure

success. Consequently. the pilot model can be diffused to other school sites. At this point

administrators and principals are explicitly in the shoes of public relations expens and have to

allow for flexibility and weil timed interventions. Hiring staff who are positively inclined toward

mainstreaming and providing opponunities for collaborative effons by modifying the
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orgarlizational structure of the school - ·,.,ith panicular attention given to scheduling - are two

obvious mediations (Villa & Thousand, 1990).

Collaborative Consultation and Teaming

Collaboration is the ger.eral process model of networking. Professional collaboration is

being used with increasing frequency in special and regular education (Donaldson & Christiansen,

1990). Several terms are being used to dec;;cribe similar uncierlying school processes:

'collaborative consultation' (Donaldson & Christiansen, 1990; Harris. 1990), 'professional pet.r

collaboration' (Pugach & Johnson, 1990), and 'collaborative teamin~' (Thousand & Villa. 1989)

or 'team teaching' (Thousand & Villa, 1990). AlI the above terms are used imerchangeatly here.

Harris (1990) has defined collaborative consultation "as a process that will enable

individua1s with differing areas of expertise to work together to plan and conduct educational

programs for diverse students who are leaming together in mainstream settings" (p. 140). In

principle, professional collaboration involves students, parents, regular and special educators,

psychologists, administrators, and other specialists (Donaldson & Christiansen, 1990; Idol,

Paolucci-Whitcomb, & Nevin, 1986; Phillips & McCullough, 1990).

The roles of the various collaborative members vary. It is implied that the presence of

students with disabilities has the intention of sensitizing the other participants to their needs

expressed verbally or indirectly. Other student peers may also offer valuable feedback in this

respect while providing social and academic support and friendship. Parents have the ability to

identify educational and social priorities for their children and participate in their implementation.

Classroom teachers see their students in an inclusive framework and work closely with ail other
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participants. Their role is considered as very important. Support personnel can help to adapt

curriculum. materials. equipment. and instruction in consultation Wlth classroom teachers and

provide any other needed services. The principal is primarily responsible for setting the general

school environment through educational1eadership, efficient management. conflict resolution. and

support of any kind to al1 participants. Col1aborative teamwork is viewed as essential in the

deve10pment and implementation of IEPs. It is a process that adheres to the phil050phy of

inclusive schooling, values all members' contributions, approaches issues through cooperation and

problem solving, and gives a sense of empowerment (Vandercook & York, 1990).

The generic skills needed for collaborative consultation have been identified by Harris

(1990) as: technical expertise provided by team members in their own specialty: effective

communication such as acceptance. positive rapport, feedback. and cooperative problem solving:

and coordination among participants to provide services such as assessment, program content,

implementation and evaluation (both formative and summative). These skills are used throughout

the four steps of professional peer collaboration which are problem clarification, problem

summarization, intervention and outeome predi"tion. and evaluation of outcomes (Pugach &

Johnson, 1990).

It has been advised that professional peer collaboration need not he confined to individual

students. It canand should be implemented school wide to deal with problems pertaining to small

group management, instructional difficulties with whole classes, staff development. curricular

matters, school wide management issues, resource utilization and identification. or scheduling

coordination. It provides a forum of collegial dialogue for identifying prol'lematic areas of

teaching practice and school management and for fmding novel and creative solutions. One of
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the assumptions is that teachers have a substantial core of expertise that can be acœssed thraugh

metacognitive. strategie thinking in me context of open and flexible communication (pugach &

Johnson. 1990).

Teaching teams. another type of professional collaboration. have been described as

organizational and instructional arrangement{sj of two or more members of the
school and greater communiiy who distribute among themselves planning,
instructional. and evaluation responsibilities for the same students in a ."egular
basis for an extended period of time (Thousand & Villa. 1990. pp. 152-153).

They usually have up to six or seven members drawing on various possible combinations from

classrooO'" t"""hers. special educato:-s and other specialists, teacher assistants, student teachers.

peer tutors, or COllunUI'1:~' volunteers. The critical elements of effective teaching teams are

thoughr to te çontinuai personal interaction, close interde.pendence, small group social skills

(leadership, communication, trust development, decision making, conflict resolution), periodic

evaluations of group effectiveness and improvement, and individual responsibility for personal

duties (Thousand & Villa, 1990).

Thousand and vm l (1990) have compiled a list of four areas on the rationale of fonning

teaching teams. First, there is a beneficial increase in teacher survival and a feeling of

empowerment. Critical resources of special education are redirected tu regular education so that

both teachers and students ber.efit, decreasing the number of students in 'pull out' programs.

Teachers growprofessionally and personally by developing leadership, communication, conflict

resolution, and alternative perspective-taking skills, and by increased self-esteem. Second, they

acquire a degree of freedom by flexibility in scheduling and grouping, access to other members'

expertise, and sharing of responsibility of stud~nts. Third, they secure a sense of belonging by

increased social and professional support, commitment to and from other team members, and
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positive interpersonal relationships. Suppon services personnel especially benetït because they

are integrated with the rest of the school community. Founh. they gain a sense of enJoyment b:­

social and professional stimuléition. creative and positive learning environment. and improved

morale.

In professional peer collaboration research including sites in Alabama. lllinois and

Wisconsin. cited in Pugach and Johnson (1990). several advantages were reponed: a focus on

teacher strategies rather than student deficits and an increase of teachers' Tolerance toward

students with cognitive disabilities: successful resolution of more than 85% of the identified

problems; substantial decrease in referrals to special education: significantly increased level of

teacher confidence in dealing with problems in the classroom; and elevated positive teacher

attitudes toward their class. In general, there is considerable evidence to suggest that collaborative

consultation is effective in keeping students in the regular classroom (ldol, Paolucci- Whitcomb,

& Nevin, 1986; Knight, Meyers, Paolucci-Whiteomb, Hasazi, & Nevin, 1981; Lew, Mesch, &

Lates, 1982; Miller & Sabatino, 1978) and in empowering teachers and students to take part in

the decision making process (Johnson & Johnson, 1987; Slavin, 1987; Thousand. Fox, Reid,

Godek, & Williams, 1986). It has been noted, nevertheless, that collaborative consultation will

be successful ooly if an participating parties accept the ethic of multidisciplinary cooperation

(Phillips & McCullough, 1990).

Cooperative Leaming

Cooperative learning as a concept and practice has gained considerable popularity in the

field of education the last few years. It has been espoused by advocates of mainstreaming as the
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most appropriate genera1 teaching methodology that can foster in practice the philosophy ')f

inclusive education. In contrast to competitive learning. it can provide a classroom Jtmosphere

in which students of varying ability and interests may mutually accept each other. fonn

friendships, and achieve to their potential (Sapon-Shevin, 199üb; Schulz, Carpenter. & Turnbull,

1991, p. 184).

Heterogeneous grouping is seen as one of the cornerstones d cooperative learning. In a

review of research on ability grouping, Slavin (1987) came to the conclusion that heterogeneous

grouping should he maximized in schools while homogeneous grouping should be used flexibly

in a few areas of !':pecific instructional needs and for a limited period of time. There is flnn

research evidence that cooperative learning methods have positive effects on interethnic and

reciprocal relations arnong students (Slavin, 1980) and on social acceptance of students with

disabilities by their nondisabled peers (Evans, 1984).

Cooperative learning can be irnplemented to enhance classroom environment, forrn

leaming groups, and structure instructional and recreational garnes (Sapon-Shevin, 199üb). Sorne

cooperative leaming approaches are the McGili Action Planning System (MAPS) (Forest &

Lusthaus, 1990), 'Circle of Friends' (Forest & Lusthaus. 1989), rap sessions and buddy systems

(Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, pp. 131-132), cooperative goal structuring (John.son

& Johnson, 1986), small group teaching (Sharon & Sharon, 1976), the jigsaw method (Aronson,

1978), and team-games tournaments (DeVries & Slavin, 1978). They are described below.

MAPS, developed at McGill University, has been used to facilitate the integration of

students with severe disabilities who previously had been placed in segregated settings. Although

it has been primarily employed at the secondary level it can be used at any level wlth
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adaptations. Initially an integration consultant visits the class where the student is going ta be

integrated and discusses with students their perceptions of persans '\-'ith disabilities. At this stage

a potential circle of friends is set up (arrangements for flexible membership and rotation can be

made later). During the second stage, taking place sometime after the student has been placed

into the regular classroom, there is a meeting where the parents, teachers, circle of friends, the

integrated student, consultants, and any other participants discUS5 questions such as 'WLat is

[student's name] history?', 'What is your dream for [student's name]'?'. 'What is your nightmare

for [student's name]?', 'What are [student's name] strengths, gifts, and talents?', 'What are

[student's name] needs?', 'What would an ideal day for [student's name] look like'?' (Forest &

Lusthaus, 1989, pp. 51-56; Forest & Lusthaus, 1990). The MAPS process may aIso be used as

an informai method of IEP development in which participants may make contributions in a

nonthreatening, relaxed atmosphere.

The 'Circle of Friends' approach is similar to the first stage of MAPS and can he used

for aIl grade and disability levels. A core-group of friends for the integrated student is arranged

based on voluntary and, ideally, rotating membership. Emphasis is put on true friendship and

acceptance with the help of a caring teacher who acts as facilitator (Forest & Lusthaus, 1989).

It has been pointed out that students with disabilities should not he denied the opponunity to

associate freely with other disabled individuals (Ferguson & Asch, 1989). If many of them decide

to fonn strong bonds with other disabled persons, it is their own legitimate preference sim.;e

inclusive schooling should give them the opportunity to associate with whomever they choose.

In a similar manner rap sessions and buddy systems may help in creating a cooperative

classroom environment The tonner may involve tapies 5uch as kinds and degrees of disability,
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effects on leaming and behavior, arising difficulùes, and expectations. Rap sessions are risky

because they requi.re ski11fuI management to help students understand individuals with disabilities.

If conducted inappropriately they may produce negaùve results. Buddy systems pair disabled and

nondisabled students (rotation is highly recornrnended). In employing buddy systems, care should

be exercised in finding nondisabled students who would encourage independence, not

dependence, on the part of the nondisabled student (Gearheart. Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1992, pp.

131-132).

Cooperative goal structuring involves situations where the task goals can only be achieved

by the common participation of all team members. Team membership is heterogeneous and may

vary in size but three or four members per team are judged as the most appropriate size. The

teacher makes clear what the goals are and that they can only be accomplished by collective

effort. Skills such as helping, tutoring, teaching, and sharing are taught r..~d rewal'ds are based

on group results. It is thought that this method enables disabled and nondisabled students to

interact socially and learn from each other. It may be used for aIl grade levels and primarily for

mild to moderate disabilities (Johnson & Johnson, 1986; Johnson, Johnson, Nelson, & Read,

1978).

In small group teaching, students are assigned to a heterogeneous two-to-six member team

that chooses ane tapie. The teacher clearly explains the ground rules and goals of the project.

Subdivision of responsibilities may occur within the team. After completion of the individual

tasks, the team members jointly prepare for presentation. The presentation is evaluated by both

the entire class and the teal:her (Sharon & Sharon, 1976).
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in the jigsaw method the teacher assigns students ta heterogeneous tearns. The learning

taSk is divided in as many sections as there are team members and each student is responsible

for one section. After studying. students teach their section to the other group members and put

tagether the whole UIl~t. The teacher may evaluate the work either individually or collectively

(Aranson. 1978; Slavin, 1978).

In tearn-games toumament the teacher assigns four or five students ta heterogeneous

teams. Students are given academic work. following the teacher presentation. and quiz each other

for preparation. Based on their ability, students from each team art: then assigned ta different

tables where they may competè with sludents of their own acadernic level. Thus, students of high

ability can compete with other students of high ability. Individual scores contribute ta the overall

team score (DeVries & Slavin, 1978). This method is an interesting blend of cooperative and

competitive learning. It may be one approach that can prove beneficial by including all students -

labeled 'gifted' or 'disabled' - in the learning process. A number of books have been published

on cooperative instructional and recreational games with detailed descriptions and suggestions

(Deacove, 1974; Fluegelman, 1976, 1981; Harrison & The Nonviolence and Children Program,

1976; Orlick, 1978, 1982; Weinstein & Goodman, 1980).

Student Peer Tutoring

~t has been pointed out unt students may be seen as solutions in helping students with

disahilities (Forest & Pearpoint, 1990). Most cooperative learning approaches utilize peer tutoring

in various forms. Even though tutoring in the regular classroom can be conducted by

paraprofessionals, parents, and community volunteers (Schulz, Carpenter & Turnbull, 1991, pp.
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17R-184>. teachers seem ta have a preference for student peer tutors (Semmel, Cohen. &

Kandaswamy. 1980). Despite this preference. peers are probably the most underutilized source

of support for teachers and students w~th disabi1ities (Daman. 1984).

There are several configurations of peer tutoring. There can be c1asswide student tutoring

teams where ail students learn and teach in their heterogeneous smal1 teams (Maheady & Pernell.

1987). This form of tutoring has been used with students with behavioral disorders. mental

disabilities. hearing impairments. learning di:;abilities. autism. and high risk and minority children

(Delquadri. Greenwood. Whorton. Carta. & Hall, 1988). There can be cross-age programs where

older students act as tutors (Jenkins & Jenkins. 1981). Even students with disabilities may take

the raIe of tutor to help other disabled or nondisabled students (Maher, 1986; Osguthorpe &

Scruggs, 1986; Stainback, Stainback. & Hatcher, 1983).

Jenkins and Jenkins (1987) have Jutlined a number of guidelines for successful tutoring

programs: structured tutoring session formats; clear objectives based on classroom curriculum and

evaluation of outcomes on the basis of these objectives; careful selection of tutoring content;

reflection on frequency, duration, and scheduling of tutoring sessions; careful selection and

thorough training of tutors; constrUctive classroom environment and close teacher supervision;

and frequent evaluation of student learning.

Peer tutoring has been described as an effective classroom strategy for an students

(Garmer & Lipsky, 1990). Research evidence has been accumulating about its effectiveness

(Cohen, Kulik, & Ku1ik, 1982; Jenkins & Jenkins, 1981; Maheady, Sacca, & Harper, 1987). A

review of more than twenty studies involving peer tutoring of students with leaming disabilities

came to the conclusion that it is the best method for generating enthusiasm arnong students and



189

that it bears positive effect5 on self-concept. attitude toward school. ~ooperation. social behavior.

and time on task (Scruggs & Richter. 1988). ln addition to having beneficial impact on students

with disabilities tutors also gain in a similar manner (Damon. 198~; J. Featherstorle. 19X7,.

Emerging Themes

The themes in this chapter have been grouped ln five categories. In the first category. the

positive and negative outcomes of PL 94-142 are discu~~ed in conjunction with the various

mainstreaming mudels and educational placements of students with disabilities at the national and

state levels. In the second category, the obstacles to integration as seen by mainstreaming

advocates are summarized. In the third category, the merging of regular and special education,

or 'purposeful' mainstreaming, is discussed as having the elements to form an adequate option,

given certain social conditions. These conditions are discussed in the following chapters. !n the

fourth category, a summary of the proposed changes (by mainstrearning advocates) for the merger

option is given.

Public Law 94-142, for the most part, has been interpreted within traditional special

education philosophy which tends to ignore social influences. The following statement

sumrnarizes this philosophy:

From fl1l empirical perspective. we offer the observation that overreferral.
overide11tification, and schism between regular and special education represent
judgements based on the phi/osophical position one holds and the data to which
one chooses to attend (Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988, p. 7).

It would probably he more germane to offer the observation that many companmentalized

disciplines in educational, biological, and social sciences tend to exclude deliberately, not just
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ignore, research findings and whole systems of thought, not just data (the term 'data' has the

connotation of relatively unimerpreted information). These disciplines behave no differently from

any other social units: inconvenient information is discarded because it does not fit into their

general theoretical or philosophical framework.

Public Law 94-142 has been treated sirnilarly in American schools and couru. It has been

interpreted within the existing social-educational context which is based on conceptions, beliefs,

and attitudes that favor 'pull out' prograrns. The pairing of potentially 'disabling policies' and

progressive legal mandates (Gartner & Joe, 1987) in PL 94-142 has had contradictory outcomes.

On the one hand, students with disabilities are now perceived as the educational responsibility

of public education, the establishment of procedural mecbanisms offer sorne protection to these

students and their parents, and experimentation with alternative service delivery models bas

greatly increased. On the other, tbere has been a renewed drive to classify 'unidentified' students,

the law bas been interpreted in a narrow (or sociaHy constrained) manner, due proeess has been

established within special education without any regard for confliet of iaterest, and the expansion

of bureaucraey has in many eases made parents and students feel even more powerless.

The inadequacies of the law become evident when exarnining the prevailing practiees and

placement patterns regarding students with disabilities. Out of the three mainstrearning models

that bave been recognized - 'teacher deals', 'island in the mainstrearn', and 'purposeful

integration' - only the latter is seen as attempting to integrate aH students prcgrammatically. The

fn'St two models represent oeeasional 'mainstreaming' whieh makes no effort to modify the

structure and organization of schools. Aceording to the inclusive education classification scheme

that was developed for purposes of this study (see Tables 13 & 14), most states appear to be
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practicing mainstrearning based on the 'teacher deals' and 'island' models. The educational

placement pattf m li vary widely among states - an indication that the law has beerJ applied

differentially. The states of Alaska. Idaho. Maine. Montana. Nebraska. New ~exico. North

Dakota, Oregon, and Vermont were classified as being closer to the 'purposeful integration'

mode!. The states grouped either in the MllE, LUE, CP, or Residual categories have probably

adopted the frrst two models of mainstrearning. Programmatic research. nevertheless, is needed

to examine the extent to which educational changes in the MIlE category are meaningful and

beneficial from the disabled students' and their parents' point C'f view. lt is suggested that such

research be conducted in a social-historical context.

At the nationallevel, the placement trends of the various categories of disability between

1977-78 and 1988-89 have varied widely (see Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12). Little change has

occurred in the leaming disability category, a finding with significant implications since it is the

largest disability category. ln the serious emotional disturbance and mental retardation categories

(caution has been previously noted for mental retardation category) relapse from less restrictive

to more restrictive environments has taken place. Improvement from more restrictive to 1ess

restrictive placements has ensued in the orthopedie handicap, speech impairment, hard of hearing

and deaf, and visual handicap categories. In the health impairment, multihandicap, and deaf-blind

categories the contradictory deve10pment of concurrent movement toward both less restrictive and

more restrictive placements has occurred. lt has been pointed out that with regard to age, students

with disabilities in older-age groups tend to he p1aced in more restrictive environments than

students with disabilities in younger-age groups (U.S. Departrnent of Education, Office of Special

Education and Rehabilitative Services, 1980, pp. 39-40; 1986, pp. 9, Il; 1991, pp. 21-25).



192

National placement patterns of the disabil\ry categories also differed widely for academic

year 1988-89 (see Table 12). Students with mild to moderate disabilities - learning disabilities,

speech impairments. and visual handicaps - were mainly pla.;ed in less restrictive environments.

Students with severe disabilities - mental retardation, multihandicaps, and deaf-blindness - were

served in more restrictive settings. Students with the serious emotional disturbance label tended

to be placed in more restrictive environments. Students in the orthopedie handicap, other health

impairment, and hard of hearing and deaf categories tended to be distributed almost equitably

between less restrictive and more restrictive settings.

When all disability category statistics are collapsed in one group, however, there is little

or no change in placements between 1977-78 and 1988-89. The combined regular class and

resource room placements were 68% in 1977-78 (fable 9) and 68.6% in 1988-89 (Table 12),

with an increase of approximately four percentage points in regular class placement and a

comparable decrease of about four percentage points in resource room placement between 1984­

85 and 1988-89 (Tables 10 and 12). Special class placement was 25.3% in 1977-78 (Table 9)

and 24.4% in 1988-89 (Table 12). The combined separate facilities and other separate

environment placements were 6.7% in 1997-78 (Table 9) and 6.9% in 1988-89 (Table 12).

Overall, at the nationallevel between 1977-78 and 1988-89 there has been little progress

toward less restrictive placements for the vast majority of students with disabilities. At the same

time, however, a number of states have implemented the LRE requirement of PL 94-142 to a

considerable degree.

Several obstacles to mainstreaming and inclusive education have been discussed: existing

funding patterns and classification and labeling procedures, dichotomy between regular and
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special education. school organization and routines, teacher resistance, teacher preparation

programs, vested interests, court decisions regarding professional and parental authority on the

issue of educational placement, lack of adequate support for teachers and students with

disabilities in the mainstream, and the 1980s' educational movement advocating .excellence'.

Funding patterns have contributed to 'head-hunting' of students with problems with the

objective of classifying them as hav;~lg sorne form of mild disability. The traditional designation

of a considerable amount of fiscal and human resources to identification and classification and

the provision of special education services upon identification have certainly rendered a large part

in this development.

The continuing separation of regular and special education, which is reinforced in part by

existing funding patterns, has acted so far as a force that undermines the development of

alternative practices based on 'purposeful integration'. It would be naive to expect that it could

have been otherwise.

In the same realm. school organization and routines have functioned to thwart

mainstreaming. Inflexible grade levels. noncoilaborative teaching practices, rigid scheduling. the

prevalence of homogeneous grouping and competitive learning are incompatible with inclusive

education.

Teacher. resistance has been reinforced by existing school organizational patterns and

routines as weil as by teacher preparation programs and traditional special education philosophy.

In this process, many teachers have come to miscomprehend systernic inadequacies of American

education as fiaws of mainstreaming philosophy and practice.
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Vested interests have presented another 1eading obstacle. Many regu1ar and special

ecucators. academics and researchers. and administrative personnel have interests that are

contrary ta integration. Regular and special educators have laid daim to what they perceive as

mutually exclusive know1edge and territories. Researchers have built their reputation ~nd careers

on the basis of two separate branches of education. And administrators. or even many parents of

students with disabi1ities. are reluctant to endorse practices that may result, because of existinc;

funding patterns, in full or paniai loss of financial support for special programs.

The lack of adequate support for teachers and students with disabilities in regular

classrooms is linked to many of the problems mentioned above. Funding for mainstreaming

programs is inadequate, personnel is insufficienùy trained or resistant, or ex.isting service delivery

models are incompatible.

In addition. court decisions have undermined parental authority with respect to educational

placement by establishing professional authority as more knowledgeable on this matter. It is not

unexpected then that parental participation has been found to be very low in educational decision

making.

Finally, the push for higher academic standards during the 1980s has marginalized special

education in the public debate regarding the condition of American education. There is even

evidence that the insistence on 'excellence' and 'quality' has incited an increase of referrals of

underachieving students ta special education.

All these obstacles presented to mainstreaming have logically prompted many educators

to advocate the merger option. It is perceived that integration of personnel and resources in

special and regular education is as necessary as the integration of students with disabilities in the
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mainstream. Opponents have claimed that proponents of the merger have not done poliey analysis

but policy advocacy on1y (McKinney & Hocutt. 1988). According to Gal1agher \. 19~ 1) it is nl)t

uncommon to mistake policy advocacy for policy analysis. Policy analysis is defined as "the use

of reason and evidence to choose the best policy among a number of alternatives" \.MacRae &

Wilde, 1979. p. 4) in combination with cenain values that are bound to influence this choice

(Moroney, 1981). In contrast, policy advocacy is a means by which limited resources are secured

for specifie aims (Weintraub, 1976). Criteria that should be used for policy analysis include

research evidence, economic and political feasibility, existing organizational efficiency.

effectiveness, ease of imp1ementation, acceptance by all participants, and impact on educational

systems and participants (McKinney & Hocutt, 1988). Another critenon that would provide a

more holistic perspective is a social-historical element.

Even though disjointedly, sorne policy analysis has been done by advocates of the merger

option (or 'purposeful' mainstreaming). There does not appc:ar to have been a holistic, systematic

attempt at policy analysis but the general conclusion of merging special and regular education

as the best alternative seems to be valid, provided certain social conditions are present. The

criteria of research evidence, economic feasibility, and existing organizational efficiency (or more

accurately inefficiency of the present educational system) have more or less been satisfied. The

criterion of effectiveness is currently being addressed by research on and implementation of

collaborative consultation and teaming (e.g. Bauwens, Hourcade, & Friend, 1989; Polsgrove &

McNeil, 1989; Villa, 1989; Villa & Thousand, 1988).

A rather restricted analysis, however, has been conducted with respect ta the social­

historical context, political feasibility, ease of implementation, acceptance by all participants, and
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impact on educational system and participants. This shortcoming does not dettact from the

va1idity of the merger option, since in reality policy analysis and policy advocacy move

concurrent1y by mutual feedback and criaI and error. Nevertheless, a relatively comprehensive

theoretica1 perspective can inform a general sttategic route and avoid many crial and error

situations. Much of the framework for guiding an adeq:late policy ana1ysis of and advocacy for

the merger option does exist and is discussed in the following chapters.

The merger option bases its philosophy of disabilities on a combination of the 'minority

group' and 'moral community' perspectives. It has been consistently documented that there is a

disproportionate number of students from minority, cu1turally different, and disadvantaged groups

identified as disabled. Assessment and classification procedures and teacher expectations have

been attacked as ethnocentric and biased. A majority of people with disabilities feel that they

consider themselves to be a distinct minority group. The implication is that the community has,

or should have, the responsibility to integrate socially and academically all individuals with

disabilities.

The merger alternative is the operationalization of the concept of 'purposeful integration'.

ln merging special and regular education personnel and resources there is a programmatic effort

to modify the organizational structure and operation of schools. Perhaps the Most central ideas

are unconditional inclusion, acceptance of diversity, expansion of curriculum to include

community integration, and the establishment of systemic structures and processes that allow and

promote purposeful integration.

These systemic structures and processes include the three closely linked concepts of

support networking, collaborative teaming, and cooperative leaming. Suppon networking
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represents the structural element through the interconnection of its various collabarativ~ team~.

These teams construct formaI and informallir.ks within c: netwark that supports its interdep~n~ent

constituents. Collabùrative teaming embodies the g~neral process model of networking. Espousing

a philosophy of acceptance and a problem ~olving approach individuals with àifferent areas of

expertise wark together ta educate all stuàents Wlth and without disabilities. Ir ~s no coinddence

that many schools in the state of Vennont (Thousand & Villa. 1989. 1990). whic.h was c1assified

as astate with a high practice of inclusive education. use the coHaborative. teaming model.

Cooperative leaming activities. the thiId component. represem tne specifie stf'.uegies in leaming

situations. AIl of these strategiès utilize heterogeneous grouping.

Most of the barriers to purposeful integration have dire~t relevance to inertia and tradition.

Changes in sorne parts of the ~dueation system. depending on the resistanee power of inertia and

tradition, may or may not effeet changes in other parts. Mainstreaming advocates have suggested

that the foIlowing need changes: the paradigm of special education and perspective on

disabilities; education law; funding patterns; identification and classification practice; perceptions

and attitudes of the public, teachers. professionals. administrators. and students; teacher

preparation programs and certification requirements; school organization and routines; isolationist,

noncollaborative school practices; competitive school proce'ises and leaming; homogeneous

grouping practices; low parental participation; and vested interests.

It is interesting to note that most of these proposed changes are schocl-based. No doubt

they are necessary, but it is questionable whether they are sujJiciem to ac~.ieve the intentions .and

goals of 'purposeful' mainstreaming. The fundamental reasons of segregation cf students with

disabilities do not reside in schools but in society. The following chapters examine how schools
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have been influe.nced by the generai social-histotical cr:mtext in the United States. When fonnal

education. special education. and i:1ainsrreaming are situcned imo this 'wider context. it becomes

apparent that schooi le"JeI conditions are the syrn;>tems. rather than the causes of exclusion of

students '>Vith disabilities.



CHAPTER 7

The Reconstitution of State and
Corporate Authority: The Educational

Reforrns of the 1980s

The examination of the education reforms of th~ i 9~Os occupies a çentra) place in this

attempt to place mainstreaming and inclusive educaùon wlthin the wider educational and social

contexts. Many of the stated priorities of the reformers were in conttadicti.:m with the phi\osophy

of inclusion. Even more importantly and despite the humanitarian and equity rhetoric of national

repons and other documents on education, the hidden objective of social control for the benefit

of state and corporate interests may have had a detrimenta1 effect on disadvantaged (or 'at risk')

studems, of whom students with disabilities are pan. There is consensus arnong conservative,

liberal, and radical critics of the reforms that the stated objectives have largely been met with

failure. The hidden objective of social control. however. is seen as being met with con~iderable

success. It is perhaps too early to predict the extent to which disadvantaged students will he

affected, but it appears that there is a high pot.ential for socially controlled marginalization of a

much larger population of children than those currently in disability categories. The foundations

of this scheme. euphemistically referred to as 'interagency collaboration' (Payzant, 1992), are

currently heing laid.

The 1980s' Refol'm Movement for 'Excellence' in Education

Within two years following the presidential election of Ronald Reagan, T. Bell, secretary

• of education, appointed a panel of largely professional, business, and educator memhers to
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examine the state of American education and suggest reform proposals. The National Commission

on Excellence in Education released its report in 1983 - entitled A Nation at Risk - as an open

Icner ta the public. The report was written in a stunning1y alarmist and condemnatory tone about

the state of Ameri·:::an schooting, economy, and global eminence. The introductory paragraphs

stated:

Our Nation is al risk. Our once unchallenged preeminence in corr...-nerce, industry,
science, and technological innovation is being overtaken by competitors
throughuut the world. This repon is concerned with only one of the many causes
and dimensions of the problem, but it is the one that undergirds American
prosperity, security, and civility. We report to the American people that while we
can take justifiable pride in what our schaols and colleges have historically
accomplished and contributed to the United States and the well-being of its
people, the educational joundations of our society are presently being eroded by
a rising tide ofmediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people.
What was unimaginable a generation ago has begun to occur - others are
matching and surpassing our edutational attainments.

If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to imposp. on America the
mediocre edueational performance that exists today, we might weIl have viewed
it as an act ofwar. As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselves. We
have even squandered the gains in student achievement made in the wake of the
Sputnik ch.1llenge. Moreover, we have dismantled essential support systems whieh
helped make thase gains possible. We have, in ejfect, been committing an aet of
unthinldng, unilateral educational disarmament (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 5).

Tbe Conservative Coalition

The report set the mood of educational refonn during the 1980s. Understanding the

political cl.imate of the era and the social forces that propelled a Republican administration into

office is important After the tumultuous 1960s and 1970s, there was a public switch toward a

more conservative political disposition. A broad coalition between neoconservative groups and

what came to be cal1ed the New Right were at the core of this political change.
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In educational matters. the neoconservatives were represented by individuals such as

Nathan Glazer. James Q. Wilson. Chester E. Finn. Daniel P. Moynihan. James Coleman. Joseph

Adelson. Terrel Bell. Albert Shanker. Diane Ravitch. Dennis Doyle. William J. Bennett, Edward

Wynne. and Gerald Grant. Neoconservative groups had strong connections to the American

Enterprise Institute. the Hudson Institute. the Naùonal Endowment for the Humanities. the U.S.

Depanment of Education. business organizations such as the Committee for Economie

Development and the Business Roundtable. and to variC'us publications such as Public Interest

and Commentary. The National Commission on Excellence in Education. the Twentieth Century

Fund's Task Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Policy. the National Task

Force on Education for Economie Growth. and the Business-Higher Education Forum - to

mention a few sources of influential educational reports - were largely composed of

neoconservative leaders. Their educational agenda. as they presented il, included economic

growth. preservation of a common American culture based on western heritage. higher academic

standards. equity, a larger role for private schools, disestablishment of compulsory school

desegregation. and relaxing of federallegislation and court decisions regarding student rights and

students with disabilities (Pincus, 1985, pp. 33-339; Toch, 1991, pp. 55-56).

The New Right was represented by scholars including Eileen Gardner. Russell Kirk. E.

G. West, David Annof, Thomas Sowell, George Gilder, Senators Orrin Hatch and Jesse Helms,

fundamentalist religious leaders Jerry Falwell and Tim Lettay, textbook analysts Mel and Norma

GabIer, and supply-economist Arthur Laffer. Sorne of the organizations that represented the New

Right included the Heritage Foundation, Committee for Survival of a Free Congress, Conservative

Caucus and its Research and Education Foundation, National Conservative Political Action
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Committee, Lj~e Advocates, Stop-ERA, Leadership Foundation, Life Amendment Political Action

Committee, National Federation for Decency, Save Our Children, Educational Research Analysts,

Citizens for Educational Freedom, National Christian Action Coalition, Moral Majority, Catholic

League for Religious and Civil Rights, and the American Legislative Exchange Council. Their

targets included abonion, homosexuality, feminism, pornography, the Equal Rights Amendment

pertaining to affIrmative action and various minorities (racial-, linguistic-, disability-, and gender­

related), secularism, school integration and forced busing, and teaching of the theory of evolution

and the ban on prayer in public schools (Pincus, 1985, p. 331; Lucas, 1984, pp. 55-61).

The coalition between the neoconservatives and the New Right was fragile from the very

beginning. The fonner wanted the involvement of the federa1 government to overhaul public

schools in a neoconservative image, while the latter demanded the complete withdrawal of federal

involvement and wanted to shape education policy at the state and local level according to

christian fundamentalist conceptions (Pincus. 1985. pp. 339-342). The reforrn movement was

largely monopolized by neoconservatives who held positions of political power and rejected in

practice most of the New Right agenda. New Right groups ran a morality carnpaign in schools

across the country and succeeded in many instances in banning or censoring a variety of books.

Not succeeding in ousting secularism from public schools. however. they created thousands of

christian acadcmies during t1'e 1980s (Lucas. 1984. pp. 55-61).

In rejecting most of the fundamentalist educational agenda anL proclaiming an ac~demic

vision of public education for an students. neoconservatives succeeded in aligning a large number

of more liberally-minded educators (Toch. 1991. p. 56) such as John 1. Good1ad. Ernest L. Boyer.
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or Theodore R. Sizer and consortiums or organizations such as The Holmes Group or the

Carnegie Foundation. As stated in the A Nation at Risk repon. and srrategically duplicated 0n

page 4 following the three-page introduction. it appeared that the reform movemem was

committed to both excellence and equity:

Ali. regardless ofrace or economic status, are entitled to a fair chance and to the
tools for developing their individual powers of mind and spirit to the utmost. This
promise means that all chi/dren by virrue of their own efforts. competently guided,
can hope to attain the mature and informed judgment needed to secure gainful
employment. and to manage their own /ives. thereby serving !lot only their OW1I

interests but also the progress of society itself (National Commission on
Excellence in Education. 1983. p. 8).

This dedication was stated again in the following:

We do not believe that a public commitment to excellence and educational re/orm
must be made at the expense of a strong public commitment to the equitable
treatment of our diverse population. The twin goals of equity and high-quality
schooling have profound and practical meaning for our economy and society. and
we cannot permit one to yield to the other either in principle or in practice
(National Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983, p. 13).

Despite this proclaimed commitment to equity. advocates of the reforrn movement were

sending mixed messages. On the one hand, it was claimed that the exemption of disadvantaged

students from challenging academic work was in itself elitist (Finn. 1983; Finn, Ravitch, &

Fancher, 1984, pp. 240-241) or that disadvantaged students were harmed by low expectations

(Graham, 1984). On the other hand, there was an emphasis on promoting high-ability students

(J . H. U. Brown & Comola, 1991, p. 52), academic subjects (Ravitch, 1983, p. 51), and

competition in schools (Finn, 1983, 1984). Chester Finn (1980, 1984), who was according to

Toch (1991) "perhaps the single most powerful intellectual voice within the excellence movement

in the early 1980s" (p. 56), attributed the declining state of American schools to the liberal
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policies of the 1960s and 1970s of striving to provide equality of access while sacrificing quality.

Brown and Comola (1991) have expressed the latter message quite succinctly:

America's shame is its sthools. We have no commitment ta learning, no evidence
thar a student is taught to his potential.. ..We have been more concerned with
discrimination and education of the less talented than training the leaders of the
next generation (p. 43).

We spend large sums of school funds on the "special" child and neglect the really
special chi/d, the gifted pupil. It has been said with some truth that the majority
of ail inventions and new ideas come from 5 percent of the population. It is these
to whom we should pc:y attention (p. 52).

We should be proud of a certain degree of elitism. No person and no nation can
advance without it....Elitism is as imponant in education as it is in ans or music
where it has been accepted as a norm (p. 52).

The effect of aU these contradictory messages during the 1980s was the redeflnition of equal

educational oppornmity. As William J. Bennett (1988a) phrased it "[r]eal educational opportunity

means equal inteUectual challenge for aU students" (p. 31).

But to what extent was the rhetoric about higher academic standards and academic

education for aU representative of the intentions behind it?

National Commission on Excellence in Education: A Nation at Risk

The unifying therne of the report was that urgent educational reform is needed to close

an increasing educational and economic gap between the V.S. and oL'ler leading industrialized

nations such as Japan and Gerrnany. The whole argument about lagging academic standards was

based on the following: comparisons of international standardized achievement test scores in

which American students have been consistently outranked; declining Scholastic Aptitude Test

(SAn and other standardized test scores in verbal ability and English. rnathematics. and science;



205

an increase in remedial mathemaùcs courses in public coUeges: the classification as functionally

illiterate of 23 million adult Americans. 13'7c of aU 17-year-olds. and up ta -+O'lc of minant)'

youngsters: the inability of almast '+0% of 17-year-olds for inferential reasoning from written

material; the inability of 80% of 17-year-olds ta write persuasive essays: inabiliLY of almost 66 1}

of 17-year-olds to solve multiple-steps mathematics problems: and the protestations of business

and the military that thej' have to allocate millions of dollars for remedial and training programs

in reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic (National Commission on Excellence in Education.

1983, pp. 8-9).

The commission explicitly linked the decline in these indicators to America' s declining

productivity and economy:

More and more young people emerge from high school ready neither for college
nor for work. This predicament becomes more acute as the knowledge base
continues its rapid expansion, the number of traditional jobs shrinks, and new jobs
demand greater sophistication and preparation (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 12).

This connection was followed to its logical conclusion that education will be the key for success

in the coming age of international economic competition:

The world is indeed one global village. We live among determined, well-educated,
and strongly TT'.otivated competitors. We compete with them for international
standing and markets....

The risk is not only that the Japanese make automobiles more efficiently
than Americo.ns...lt is not just that the South Koreans recently built the world' s
most efficient steel mill, or that Amefican machine tools...are being displaced by
German products. It is also that these developments signify a redistribution of
trained capability throughout the globe. Knowledge, learning. information, and
slcilled intelligence are the new raw materials of international
commerce....Learning is the indispensable investment requiredfor success in the
"information age" we are entering (National Commission on Excellellce in
Education, 1983, pp. 6-7).
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The worries of the Commission were not restricted to economic affairs. They also

c:entered on civic responsibilities that could be affected by the rapid pace of technological change:

The people of the United States need to know that individuals in our socio.ty who
do not possess the levels of skill. literacy, and training essential to this new era
will be effectively disenfranchised. not sù.:ply from the material rewards that
ac::ompany competent performance. but also from the chance to participate fully
in our national hfe. A high level of shared education is essential to a free.
demoeratic society and to the fostering of a common culture. especially in a
country that prides itself on pluralism and individual freedom.

For our country to function. cin'zens must be able 10 reach some common
understandings on complex issues (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983, p. 7).

Having established a link between schooling and economic prosperity and in turn binding

them to national, cultural, and democratic survival, the commission suggested that "education

should he at the top of the Nation's agenda" (p. 18) and urged aU Americans to action:

{WJe issue this cali to all who care about America and its future: to parents and
students: to teachers, administrators, and school board members" to colleges and
industry; to union members and military leaders; to governors and state
legislators: to the President: to members of Congress and other public officiais:
10 members of learned and scientific societies: to the print and electronic media,'
to concerned citizens everywhere. America is at risk (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 14).

It was stated that the "declining trend...stems more from weakness of purpose, confusion of

vision, underuse of talent, and lack of leadership, than from conditions beyond our control" (p.

15). The desired vision had already been implicated: schooling for economic prosperity to

maintain the global prominence of the United States. This vision was the driving gear that

defmed the framework for educational reform of the public schools.

Consequently, the Commission focused on what it perceived to be the problems of

American schoo1s: "disturbing inadequacies in the way the educational process itself is often

conducted" (p. 18). They specified these inadequacies as deficiencies in content, expectations,
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rime. and teaching. In terros of content deficiencies. it was claimed that American schools offer

a kind of "curricular smorgasbord...with extensive student choice" (p. 18) and that "[s]ecor..dary

school curricula have been homogenized. diluted. and diffused to the point that they no longer

have a central purpose" (p. 18). With respect to expectation deficiencies. diminished amount of

homework. minimal course requirements in science and foreign languages. extremely low

minimum competency requirements for graduation. minimal or nonexistent requirements for

admission in many public colleges. and unchallenging textbooks were aIl mentioned as

prob1ematic (pp. 19-21). With regard to time deficiencies. it was pointed out that American

students devote less rime to homework in comparison to students f!-cm other industrialized

nations, that time-on-task during classroom and homework is used ineffectively, and that mos~

schools are not preparing students to have good study skills and habits (pp. 21-22). In terros of

teaching deficiencies, it was reponed that students joining the teaching profession are mediocre,

teacher preparation programs are of poor quality. the working and monetary conditions for the

average teacher are inadequate, and the number of qualified teachers in mathematics, science,

foreign languages, and special education is short of needs (National Commission on Excellence

in Education, 1983, pp. 22-23).

In addition the Commission expressed its dissatisfaction with what it perceived to he a

wide range of objectives for public schools. In its view, this was an additional reason for their

ineffectiveness:

Our society and its educationaf institutions seem ta have fast sight of the basic
purposes of schooling (p. 5)
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fThere is a} multitude of often conflicting demands we have placed on our
Nation' s schools and colleges. They :1re routinely called on to provide solutions
to personal, social, and political problems that the home and other institutions
either will not or cannot resolve. We must understand that these demands on our
schools and coileges often exact an educational cost as weil as afinancial one (p.
6).

In setting this framework. the Commission made severa! recommendations and expressed

the optimism that results would he forthcoming soon:

fT}his commission has agreed on a set of recommendations thot the American
people can begin ta act on MW, that can be implemented over the next several
years, and that promise lasting re/orm (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983, p. 23).

The content recommendations proposed a core curriculum as a requirement for high school

graduation: four years in English, three years in mathematics, three years in science, three years

ifl social studies, half a year in computer science, and two years in a foreign language for

students wishing to continue their education in college (pp. 24-27). The expectation

recommendations focused on "rigorous and measurable standards" (p. 27), "higher

expectations...for academic performance and student conduct" (p. 27), and higher admission

requirements by colleges and universities (pp. 27-29). The time recommendations centered on

assigning more homework, lengthening the school day and school year, effectively teaching study

skills, "better classroom management and organization" (p. 29), "maintaining discipline" (p. 29),

reducing "administrative burdens" (p. 30) on teachers, promoting and grouping students based

on academic progress and needs, and providing incentives to increase student attendance

(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, pp. 29-30).

The teaching recommendations concentrated on the following: improving teacher

preparation programs through higher standards, actively recruiting highly qualified students, and
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utilizing master teachers: providing competitive salaries. longer contracts. and career scales for

teachers; and utilizing fast-track certification programs for teachers who aiready possess a college

degree in needed areas such as English. mathematics. and science (pp. 30-31). The leadership and

financial support recommendations focused on the following: encouraging active leadership of

principals and superintendents in the schod community: advocating leadership of local and state

offici?ls in funding and governing schools; suggesting leadership of the federal government in

the education of exceptional. minority and disadvantaged students and in "identify[ing] the

national interest in education....to ensure that the Nation' s public and private resources a:e

marshaled to address the issues discussed in this report" (p. 33); and asking for citizen financial

and moral support (National Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983. pp. 32-33).

After a recounting of the "remarkable success[es]" (p.33) of American schools in the pasto

the report concluded on an ominous. yet optimistic tone:

It is by our willingness to take up the challenge. and our resolve to see it through,
that America's place in the world will be either secured or forfeited. Americans
have succeeded before and so we shall again (National Commission on Excellence
in Education. 1983, p. 36).

A Nation at Risk was an instant success upon its release. 115 militant language attracted

the public's interest, media coverage was intensive, more commissions on education were

establishecl, various professional and education organizations were alerted. legislative action was

prompted in almost aIl states, and reform projects and school-business partnerships were iuitiated

(Toch, 1991, pp. 17-39; D.S. Departrnent of Education. 1984). The incurnbent president Ronald

Reagan pushed this specifie educational agenda as one of his major political priorities (see

Reagan, 1984). Most of all. the therne of education as a savior of the econorny was accepted by

almost ail sectors of American society. and the need for direct business involvernent in
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educationa1 reform was echoed in the writings of reform advocates into the 1990s (e.g. Brown

& Comola. 1991; Finn. 1991).

'Cultural Literacy'

The A Nation at Risk report insisted on academic education and higher standards. Two

points in the report with regard to the teaching and content of English and Social Studies deserve

particular attention:

The teaching of Eng/ish in high school should equip graduates to...know our
/iterary heritage and how it enhances imagination and ethical understanding, and
how it relates ta the customs, ideas, and values of today' s life and culture (p. 25).

The teaching of social studies in high school should be designed to: (a) enable
students ta fix their places and possibilities within the larger social and cultural
structure: (b) understand the broad sweep ofbath ancient and contemporary ideas
that have shaped our world:...(c) understand the jundamentals of how our
economic system works and how our political systemfunctions: and (d) grasp the
difference bt!tween free and repressive societies (pp. 25-26).

The vagueness of the wording in these two paragraphs is quite apparent. Jn the former quotation,

what does "our literary heritage" mean? Ooes it mean American literature? Ooes it include other

western writers? Ooes it encompass aU the cultures of the various sectors of American society

(Caucasian-American. African-American. Chinese-American. Native-American, Japanese-

American. ete.)? How about writers from various p,uts of the Third World who write in English?

Should secondary 'students have access to social studies courses on other cultures?

Conservative advocates of the reform movement made it quite clear that what they had

in mind is exclusively grounding American education on western culture. They made the

accusation that, especiaUy in higher education, there are attempts to discredit western heritage,

an attempt that should he resisted (e.g. Bennet, 1984; Bloom. 1987; A. C. Carlson, 1984; Cheney,
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1987: G. Grant. 1988). In Cultural Literac)'. E. D. Hirsch (1987) argued that there is a lack of

historical perspective in schools and that history subjects in secondary schools should be geared

toward transmitting common American culture and its values. Similar arguments were made by

Bill Honig (1985) in Last Chance for Our Chi/dren. William 1. Bennet (1988b) maintained that

in order to aCl~:eve the implementation of these goals there should be action to regain and

reestablish consensus in grounding American education on western heritage.

In the latter quotation of the report, several points about the function of social studies in

American schools are clear upon close inspection. First, to "enable students to jix their places and

possibilities within the larger social and cultural structure". With regard to the cultural aspect,

conservative advocates made it quite explicit that the possibilities should be confined to the

western heritage. With respect to the social aspect. given the historical reproductive function of

schools, the underlying semantics seemed to signify restricted opportunities for social mobility.

Second, te "understand the fundamentals of how our economic system works and how our

political systemfunctions". The assumption was that the socioeconornic system of the V.S. works

and functions without any significant problerns. Based on this assurnption, the students will he

expected to understand the facts of how the system works and functions, not why it is this way,

not what its problems are, and not whether there rnay he other sociopolitical possibilities. Third,

to "grasp the-difference between free and repressive societies". The key word here is 'grasp' ­

it is not 'analyze', not even 'understand'.

What these quotations appeared ta indicate, within the social context of the 1980s'

reforms, is a disguised atternpt at renewing the historical acculturation and social control

functions of American public schools. There was no mention of fostering or accepting cultural
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diversity nor genuine critical thinking. What are. then, the implications for 'at risk' student

populations?

Disadvantaged Students in the Equation of 'Excellence'

John 1. Goodlad (1984) described in A Place CaUed School the harmful effects of

pervasive tracking practices in American schools (pp. 130-166). He expressed his strong

opposition to its continuation but was not very optimistic about the possibility of a vcluntary

cessation:

The continuation of this foUy tempts me to urge its mandatory abolition....
....[T]his practice is so embedded and has proved to be so intransigent that it is
more likely to be settled by the courts than by persuasion. And since tracking
appears to block the poor and disadvantagedfrom access to knowledge...pressure
to abolish it undoubtedly will find its way to the judicial branch ofgovernment (p.
297).

And he went on to state that the "decision to track is essentiaily one of giving up on the problem

of human variability in learning. 1t is a retreat rather than a strategy" (p. 297). To avoid tracking,

he proposed a common core curriculum and random assignment of ail students to ensure

heterogeneity in all classrooms.

The A Nation at Risk report, however, came to a quite different conclusion. Although not

explicitly stated, severa! reco,mmendations of the commission appeared to favor tracking. These

reccmmendaticins have ta he seen as parts of an interconnected whole. Viewed individuaily they

May not appear as favoring tracking, but viewed in conjunction with each other they provide a

framework for the continuation of existing practices:
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We must emphasize that the variety of student aspirations. abilities. and
preparation requires that appropriate content be available to satisfy diverse needs.
Attention must be directed to both the nature of the content available and ta the
needs of parncular leamers. The most gzfted srudenrs. for example. ma)' need a
curriculum enriched and accelerated beyond even the needs ofother students wirh
high abiliry. Similarly, educationally disadvantaged students may require special
curriculum materials. smaller classes, or individual turoring ro help rhem master
the material presented (p. 24).

The Federal Government, in cooperation with State.r and localities. should help
meet the needs of key groups of students such as the gifted and talented, the
socioeconomically disadvantaged, minority and language minority students, and
the handicapped. In combination these groups include both national resources and
the Nation' s youth who are most al risk (p. 32, point 3 of recommendation
implementations on leadership and fiscal support).

Standardized tests of achievement...should be administered at major transition
points from one level of schooling to another and particularly from high school
to college or work. The purposes of these tests would be to: (a) certify the
student's credentials; (b) identify the need for remedial intervention; and (c)
identify the opporrunity for advanced or accelerated work (p. 28, point 3 of
recommendation implementations on standards and expectations).

The time available for learning should be expanded through better classroom
management and organization of the school day. If necessary, additional time
should be found to meet the special needs ofslow learners, the gifted, and others
who need more instructional diversity than can be accommodated during a
conventional school day or school year (p. 29, point 4 of recommendation
implementations on time).

The burden on teachers for maintaining discipline should be reduced through the
development of firm and fair codes of student conduct that are enforced
consistently, and by considering alternative classrooms, programs, and schools to
meet the needs of continually disruptive students (pp. 29-30, point 5 of
recol'lllDendation implementations on time).

Placement and grouping of students, as weil as promotion and graduation
policies, should be guided by the academic progress of students and their
instructional neetis, rather than by rigid adherence to age (p. 30, point 8 of
recommendation implementations on time).

When placed within the larger context of the tightening of cultural range in schools, these

recommendations May even amplify tracking. The controversy surrounding the adoption of K-8
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Houghton Mifflin social studies textbooks in L .lifomia schools provides an example (see

Berenson, 1992; Ellis & Epstein, 1992). Students whose experience. interests or cultural

background are not reflected in the curriculum and practices of the school are potential targets

for identification as 'slow learners', 'behavior problems', or 'learning disabled'. It would not be

surprising if within the next few years there m&y De a surge in the tiumber of students identified

as 'emotionally disturbed' anc;, 'learning disabled' or in arrangements for classification of sorne

other forro.

Sorne of the Other Reports

It is aImost impossible to examine or even list an the educational reports that carne out

in the 1980s. Comprehensive, though undoubtly not exhaustive, lists of reports and relevant

bibliographies can be found in Altbach, Kelly, and Weis (1985, pp. 275-287) and in Timpane and

McNeill (1991, pp. 38-52).

Of particular interest is a strand of reports that were produced by eminent educational

researchers such as Boyer (1983), Goodlad (1984), and Sizer (1984). They differed from other

highly publicized reports in many respects. First, they were the effort of more liberai-minded

educators. Second, they envisioned the business sector as playing an important ro1e in educational

refonn but nol.an overwhelmingly dominating one. Third, they emphasized a general academic

education - not just the domination of scie.lce, mathematics, and technology - where critical

thinking would occupy a central part. Fourth, many of their proposals had a tone of qualitative

change, not just more of the same. In the words of Ernest Boyer (1983) "[m]ore substance, not

more time, is our most urgent problem" (p. 84).
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The Holmes Group (1986), a consortium of deans of educai.on from various universities

across the D.S. released its own report in 1986. Their central objective was "organized around

the twin goals of the reform of teacher education and the reform of the teaching profession", and

stated their "wishes to see nothing less than the transformation of teaching from an occupation

into a genuine profession" (p. ix). In the report they proposed the following: achieving competent

teaching grounded on subject knowledge-base, knowledge of pedagogy, and practical experience:

tightening admission, certification, and career development requirements through prolonged

preparation at the graduate level and 1engthening of satisfactory practical experience: and

developing partnerships between faculties of education and schools to establish 'ideal' school

sites for teacher training (pp. 61-68). Quite similar proposais were made by the Carnegie Forum

on Education and the Economy (1986) with respect to teacher preparation (pp. 55-103). The

composition of many other repons on teacher education (e.g. Clifford & Guthrîe, 1988;

Feistritzer, 1984) made it apparent that teacher education and practice was at the heart of the

1980s' reform movement

One of the most influential reports was authored by the Education Commission of the

States, Task Force on Education for Economic Growth (1983). Out of its fony-one members,

eleven were state govemors and thirteen chief executive officers of major corporations such as

IBM, the Ford.. Motor Company, and the Dow chemical company. This commission worked

within the A Nation at Risk framework and set specific guidelines and courses of action

according to which relatively uniform educational reforms were irnplemented m most states in

the following years. The commitment of state governors to these reforms was renewed three year

later in another report (National Governors' Association, Center for Policy Research and
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Analysis, 1986). According to Toch (1991) the initiatives taken at the state and 10callevels were

"strikingly similar" (p. 37) reflecting the proposals of the national repons: higher graduation

requirements, a longer school year and day, increased teacher salaries. effons to attract good

students to teaching through loans. career ladder opportunities for teachers, higher standards for

teacher admission and certification including standardized testing, extensive student standardized

testing, fiscal rewards to schools upon student perfonnance on standardized test results,

curriculum standardization, and preschool programs (pp. 37-38).

The Corporate-Business Connection

The business community has become a major champion of education reform and
has Led the caUs for both restructuring education and investing in prevention and
intervention for the disadvantaged (Committee for Economic Development,
Research and Policy Committee, 1991, p. 68).

Indeed, the corporate-business sector has played the single most influential ro1e in setting the

policy and implementation framework for educational reform during the 1980s. Business giants

such as General Electric, RJR Nabisco, Coca-Cola, and Citibank have been deeply involved in

partnerships with schools and in setting public school policy such as increased accountability,

school choice. and school-based management Perhaps one of the Most widely known projects

is the Boston Compact in which business has tied its financial support and expertise to its

demands for specific changes in school structures and processes (Committee for Economie

Development, Research and Policy Committee. 1991, pp. 67-70).
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The Committee for Economie Development

One of the most commanding business organizations with regard to educJtional refonl1

in the 1980s. which could be called an 'education brainstorming center' for the whole range of

the corporate-business community. is the Committee for Economie Development tCED). It was

founded in 1942 (CED, 1988. back page of front cover) and as stated in another publication.

CED' s work is supported by private volunrary contributions jrom business and
indusrry, joundations. and individuals. Ir is independent, non-profit, nonparn'san,
and nonpolitical (CED. Research and Policy Committee. 1991, p. 96).

CED is comprised of 250 business leaders and educators (CED, Research and Policy Comminee.

1991, p. vi). An examination of its membership as of 1991, however, reveals that the

overwhelming majority cornes from the business sector. Out of the 250 trustees of the board only

18 members (holding the title of president [13], chancellor [two], dean [one], 'chainnan' [one).

or professor [one]), represented educational institutions such as University of Houston, New York

University, Spelman College, Barnard College, University of California, University of Chicago,

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, Sarah Lawrence College, Tulane University,

Marymount Manhattan College, Florida A&M University, Florida State University, Comell

University, John Hopkins University, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Columbia University,

College Board, and Northwestem University (pp. 97-102).

AIl other trustees, except for 17 members, hold one or more of the titles of 'chairman',

'vice-chainnan', president, vice-president, director, chief executive officer, partner, chief

administrative officer, corporate economist, consultant, or publisher in major corpora'ions from

ail the business sectors of American economy. Sorne of these corporations are BankAmerica,

BellSouth, Honeywell, RJR Nabisco, General Mills, Goodyear, Deere, Airbus Industries of North
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America, Chase Manhattan, Capital Cities/ABC, Procter & GambIe, Johnson & Jol. 1son, Amtrak,

Ciu~.Jlp and Citibank, American Airlines, Sheridan Broadcasting, Texaco, Dow Chemical

Company. Times Mirror Company, United Telecommunications, Texas Utilities, Caterpillar.

International Paper Company, Pacifie Mutual Life Insurance, Boeing, Chrysler, J.c. Penney,

Texas Instruments. X~rox, Union Carbide, Coca-Cola, USA Network, Exxon, Kellogg, IBM,

Time Wamer, Mobil, Aluminum Company of America, H. J. Heinz, New York Stock Exchange,

Forà Mc.tor Company, AT&T, Control Data, BP America, Merrill Lynch, Metropolitan Life

Insurance, Washington Post, Federal Express, Northern Telecom, Ralston Purina, The Rockefeller

Group, General Electric, lIT, and many others (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991, pp.

97- 102).

Apart from connections to the above corporations, CED also has ties with the New York

Historical Society, The Brookings Institution, the National Coalition of 100 Black Women, the

21st Century Foundation, Emory University, the Friendship Group, Midwest Research Institute,

Public Resource Foundation, cas, MIT, Princeton University, The American Enterprise Institute,

Ohio State University, Rochester Institute of Tcchnology, University of Maryland, and the New

York Times (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991, pp. 97-105). As it is evident, CED has

a wide network of connections. It has high-level access to several universities across the U.S.,

research instimtions, and print and electronic media.

Despite CED's claim of being 'nonpartisan' and 'nonpolitical', its membership and its ties

with several conservative institutions make it obvious that it is very politically oriented. 115

educational agenda is a reflection of corporate interes15 at stake in American public schools. The

CED mandate holds little ambiguity about its constituency and objectives:
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CED believes that b~ enabling business leaders to demonstrate constructively their
concern for the general welfare. it is he!ping business co earn and mainrain the
national and communiry respect essential to the successful func:ioning of the fret?
enterprise capitalist system (CED. Resea:ch and Policy Committee. 1991. p. 96).

A Tradition of Involvement

Contrary to popular views. the reform movement of the 1980s is not a new development.

Business leaders have always played an active role in shafling Americal~ education policy.

Timpane and McNeill (1991) have stated it clearly in Business Impact on Education and Child

Development Reform, a study prepared for CED:

The involvement of business in education is not new. For the first half of this
century, industry in America was a strong force behind the movement for
universal schooling and for vocational education. Most school board members
were business or professional men, and public school management came co be
modeled on business management....Curricula. testing, counseling. and placement
programs ail developed within this comfortable consensus (p. 1).

Schools were shaped on the factory model during the late nineteenth and early twentieth

centuries. They were geared toward producing workers for a factory- oriented economy with a

corresponding emphasis on a top-down management style. Timpane and McNeill (1991) describe

American schools as still operating in the image of the factory model while the world of work

and the economy have changed considerably. In consequence, they present business efforts to

reform schools in a bottom-up management style as crucial in producing a highly skilled work

force which will he ready for life-Iong learning (pp. 1-4).

Business organizations such as CED have been trying to define the educational agenda

along these lines for the last few decades. Since the end of World War II, there has been a

growing consensus within the leadership of the business community that American formai
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education has been decreasingly performing its reproductive and social control functions because

of changing social, economic, and political circumstances. Higher academic standards, education

for work, alternative school structures and instructional methods, attention to disadvantaged

students. and accountability of student and school performance were all given particular attention

in CED's educational agenda before the 1980s Ce.g. CED. Research and Policy Committee, 1968,

pp. 15. 19,59-66; 1971, pp. 14. 17,33-38; McMurrin. 1971abc). The following statements are

representative of this agenda:

We believe that the American people should refuse to settle for anything less than
universal literacy and those intellectual skills which accompany literacy. Except
for less than J percent of any population group who are incapable of nonnal
learning, the school should be expected and required to bring their pupils up to
minimal standards of intellectual achievement - not some of them but ail of them
(CED. Research and Policy Committee. 1971, p.13).

[T}here is not a great distance between today' s "technical" education and
education of the more "academic" variety. Both should be designed to prepare the
student for a productive life in the world of work (McMurrin, 1971a. p. vili).

We conceive education' s role in this vitally imponant enterprise to be the
instrument by which the disadvantaged enter the mainstream of American life ­
the same unique role the school played in the assimilation of the millions wha
came to this country in the great waves of immigration. But in resuming this
historie junction, education must now adjust to different cultural patterns and
personal motivations, as weil as to strikingly different economic, social, and
technological conditions, from thase with which it successfully coped in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (CED. Research and Policy Committee.
1971. p. 13).

While the Ameriean sehaols have generaily provided middle- and upper-income
youth with the intellectual tools necessary for suecess in our society, they have
commonly failed to cope ejfectively with the task of educating the disadvantaged
youth in our urban centers. T0 an alarming extent they have simply swept
disadvantaged youth under the educational rug (CED. Research and Policy
Committee. 1971, p. 9).
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Why such a concem about the disadvantaged? To what extent is the humanitarian discourse.

permeating al1 CED education publications. representative of corporate-business intentions'?

Rationale for Seeking Education Reforrn

By 1983, 82% of the leaders of America's corporate executives were expressing the

opinion that business should he more involved in education (Lund & McGuire, 1984. p. 4). The

reasons given by business leaders for educational reform encompassed a variety of issues: the

poor state of American schools, economic productivity and competitiveness. acculturation and

Americanization of a new wave of immigrants, and survival of corporate business and capitalism.

With regard to the quality of schools the business sector has long proclaimed its dissatisfaction

with current arrangements. For example, in 1982 the V.S. Chamber of Commerce distributed a

report waming its members that the education system was not prerared to train workers for

'knowledge occupations' (Hell' "ings, 1982). During the same year, the New York Stock

Exchange produced its own report insisting on greater business involvement in educational

matters (Epstein & Gels, 1982).

It has been repeatedly proclaimed that educational reforrn is imperative for sustained

productivity and American competitiveness. As expressed by CED's Research and Pc·licy

Committee (1991):

In an ear/ier industrial era, the economy did not need to ensure that every child
was weil educated....This is no longer the case. In twenty years, just as the baby
boom generation begins to retire, the nation could face a labor shortage severe
enough to stifle business at every Level (p. 2).
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The future of America depends on the abilities of its people. Business has an
abiding interest and a eritical stakz in ensuring that today' s children grolv up to
be tomorrow' s literate. sldlled. adaptable adults who can work more effecTivel)'
and productively. In view of its special interest. it is incumbent upon business to
rake rhe lead in pressing for neederi change in policies and practices that affect
chi/d development and education. to lend its expertise to help create and sustain
the resrructuring of these systems. and to become the key advocate of chi/dren in
the public policy process (p. 89).

Owen B. Butler (l988b), charrman of CED and retired chairman of Procter & GambIe, has been

one of the stTongest advocates of schoel reform:

We are trying to change the way we go about educating our young. We are trying
to change from a system in which teachers are regarded as almost assembly-line
classroom production workers to a system in whieh teachers are free to innovate
and experiment and use creativity to improve teaching. We are trying to
deregulate, to move the control of the sehools from top-down to bottom-up (p. 4).

The success of the hidden curriculum, or the 'invisible' curriculum as CED prefers ta cali

it, in the past in producing the appropriate type of worker for factory work has been taken as a

powerful piece of knowledge for reforming schools:

The invisible curriculum is where the foundations for employability are laid.
Sehools that develop and reinforce good habits, shared values, and high standards
ofbehavior are most likely to produce graduates who succeed in higher education
and work. The foundation for later success should be laid long before
Idndergarten and should be reinforced throughout the educational process (CED,
Research and Policy Comnùttee, 1987, p. 43).

The potentialIy tremendous power of the hidden curriculum for social control, either

positive or negative, has always been there. Corporate business is highly concemed that the 'new'

schools will come to employ an 'appropriate' ltidden curriculum. This is apparent in a Louis

Harris and Associates (1991) study sponsored by CED which came to the conclusion that

Arnerican education is in "a compelling and depressing" (p. 6) situation today. In this study the

attitudes of employers, higher educators, recent students and their parents, and the public opinion
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across the V.S. toward recent students were assessed. The fifteen attributes that \vere used as

indicators were: being able to work cooperatively with fellow employees. having the desire ta

leam more and the caracny to keep lear,ling more on the job. having a good attitude in dealing

with those under them. leaming how to dress and behave well. having a good attitude toward

supervisors, being able to read and understand written and verbal instructions, having the capacity

to concentrate on the work done over an extended period of time, leaming how to read weB.

being motivated to give aU they have to the job they are doing, being capable of doing arithmetic

functions. leaming mathematics well, having a real sense of dedication to work, having real

discipline in their work habits, learning how to write weil, and learning how to solve complex

problems (pp. 9, 11). Out of the fifteen indicators on which the state of American education was

judged, nine could be seen as belonging to the area of the hidden curriculum.

Americanization of the new wave of immigrants from the third world is also seen as

crucial. It has been estimated that by the year 2000 one in three V.S. citizens will be non·

Caucasian (Mirga, 1986), and that between 1980 and 2000 the Hispanie and Asian populations

in the U.S. will almost double (Bouvier & Davis, 1982). The concem of business with regard to

this significant demographic shift is apparent L. S. Miller (1986), program officer of the Exxon

Education Foundation. has argued that schools should renew their 'nation-building' objective to

acculturate these immigrants.

Perhaps the greatest fear of corporate. business is the possibility of demise of the capitalist

economic system in America. There appear to be several reasons for this. First, there is

widespread dissatisfaction in a large section of the American population, especially the

disadvantaged. with unequal opportunity. discrimination. and an extremely unequal distribution
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of wealth. Economie inequality in the U.S. has been increasing since 1969 while the middle class

has been shrinking (F. Levy. 1987). In 1986. when the results of a study conunissioned by the

Federal Reserve Board on the distribution of wealth in the U. S. were released. statistics incl 'Jded

the foHowing: the top 10% families. or 7.5 million households. owned 84% of all wealth: and

the top 1% familles. or 840 thousand households. owned 50% of aH wealth (Cited in R. V.

Bullough. 1988. p. 138. note 21). Second. there is currently a radical transformation of glob;-l

economic realities. a mounting stress on finite energy resources. and é1 rising popular conc~rn

about environmental degradation. Third. there is the precedent of sudden. total collapse of the

political and economic systems in Eastern European countries. The 1992 L.A. riots. which sprêêlu

to other large American cities. were an indication that something similar is not impossible in the

V.S. during the coming decades - especially if an increasing number of the population receives

no financial or other benefits from the current social-political arrangements. These conceiIlS have

been echoed in corporate boardrooms:

After nearly a decade of debate on education reform, far too many Amen'L'an
chi/dren continue to grow up without the fundamental skiIls and knowledge needed
to be productive in the workplace and informed in the voting booth. The reason
is clear: Our society has undergone profound economic and demographic
transformations, but the social and educational institutions that prepare chiidren
to become capable and responsible adults havefailed to keep pace. Unless we act
swiftly and decisively...we are jeopardizing America's survival as a free and
prosperous society and condemning much of a new generation to lives ofpoverty
and despair (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991, p. 1).

William S. Woodside (1988), vice-chairman of CED and chairman of the board of Sky Chefs,

Inc., has urged action through education initiatives to alleviate increasing poverty and alienation

in American society because it

is poverry that not only threatens gains we have made in public education, it
threatens the entire social fabric ofour country and the businesses we run (p. Il).
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Along these lines. Timpane and McNeill (1991) have suggested to CED that one of the attributes

of 'exemplary education-minded business executivelsr is "[s]ee[ing] their involvement in

education as a matter of corporate survival more than social responsibility or community public

relations" (p. 34).

Consequently, business has a very specific image of what schools should be, In The

Unfinished Agenda: A New Vision for Chi/d Developrrent and Education. CED (1991) has

expounded that "[b]oth schools and business should do more to encourage students to see

learning as preparation for adult w'ork" (p. 57). In doing SOt CED rejects the educational model

of students as products (the outcome of factory-like schools) or consumers (me right to accept

or reject certain types of education). Rather. mey view students as "me workers of education;

they can enhance their own personal capital by learning more and learning better. ln this way

they are likely to become more de..sirable to employers and better prepared to assume the

responsibilities of civic life" (p. 56). The worker model of students appears to he better man me

product model but only insofar as the range of education offered in schools is fairly wide. The

desirable schools of tomorrow, as envisioned by corporate business, have an emphasis on the

'world of work' and are geared toward science, mathematics. and technology and, thus, restricting

educational breadth. In this scenario the student model would he mo~e appropriately described

as 'n,ot quite in prison, just under home confinement'.

Reform Strategies

If you define America's public school system in corporate terms, what we are
trying to change is a corporation with about $160 billion annual revenue. which
is organized into fifty totally autonomous divisions, which are, in rum, organized
into 16,000 autonomous or semi-autonomous subsidiaries. Each one of those
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16.000 subsidiaries has its own board of direcrors. ils own chief executive officer.
and fts o'to\.n labor agreements.

When you look at the scope of tha! organizatlOn and ils long hisrory. then
no effort ro change that culture can be expected to produce results in five years.
Ifyou get anything started infive years. you are doing weil (Butler, 1988b. p. 4).

Timpane and McNeill (19~ 1) have summarized the evolution of the involvement of

business in educational reform during the 19805 as pas5ing through four stages. First, 'helping

hand' or partnerships where businesses provide schools with goods and services. Even today it

is the most popular kind of business-school relationship - by 1991 approximately 40% or 30,000

of elementary and se~~~dary schools were involved in such a relationship (pp. 9-11). Second,

'programmatic initiatives' where business efforts are concentrated on changing a particular school

by setting various programs for youth at risk, management development. and administrative

analysis (pp. 12-15). Third. compacts and collaboratives which involve a coalition among

business. universities. local govemment. and communities to change a whole schoo1 district (pp.

15-19). Fourth. 'policy change' where business leaders spearhead coalitions to alter the structure

and goals of whole school systems (pp. 19-25). These coalitions have been active in almost ail

states (Fosler. 1990).

During the 1980s the leacling role of business in the various commissions and task forces

has been seen by business itself as an effective way to shape educational reforrn compatible with

its interests:

ln most states. the initiative in setting education policy shifted during the decade
from state boards of education. chief state school officers. and educators to
governors. legislators. and business interests. New mechanisms for the
development ofpolicy have been discovered: special task forces and commissions
that emphasize the involvement of business. States have struggled to achieve
greater coordination among education. employment, economic development, and
social welfare policies (Timpane & McNeill. 1991. p.xi).



227

The shaping of educational reform has been effected by restricting the educational agenda within

the priorities of business:

Business leaders have three roies to play: jirst. providing the broad strategie
thinking that places educational problems in the context of other community
economic and social issues: second. providingfunds to undenvrite initiatives: and
third and most important. putting educational problems at the top of the local
agenda (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991. p. 41).

In The Business Role in State Education Reform published by CED, Fosler (1990) describes how

business, by building and leading coalitions, can construct a broader constituency that supports

educational reform. Part of this strategy involves setting goals, participating actively in the

implementation process, and demanding monitoring and assessment of progress. One example

in case is the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (1988) which

adopted business priorities and methods for a mutually 'beneficial' relationship:

One by-produet ofThis renewed involvement [of business] has been the realization
of how mueh the private sector can help educan·on. This is less a matter of
material contribution, more one of expertise and political leverage. The field of
school administration would benefit greatly from continued and inereased
involvement with the private seetor. Likewise, sehools have knowledge about new
populations and effective praetices that the private seetor would find useful (p.
27).

The Disadvantaged Population Priority

One of the major emphases in the corporate educational agenda is the education of at risk

or disadvantaged students. It is one of the major themes permeating all CED publications on

education. The phrasing is appealingly humanitarian, laced with indications of self-interest in the

matter.
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We cail for a systematic reappraisal of the way our nation prepares chi/dren to
become capable adults and urge the development of a comprehensive and
coordinated investment strategy for chi/d development and education. Our nation
must take on the difficult challenge of ensuring that ail chi/dren have the
opportunity ta develop their fullest capaciry for citizenship and productive work
(CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991, p. 4).

We believe that it is more important than ever to act on the knowledge that our
chi/dren are our future. ifwe fai/ ta nurture and educate ail our chi/dren, we will
be closing the daors of opportunity ta a growing number of young people and
excluding them from participation in the mainstream of American life. The cost
of fai/ure is enormous, for what is at stake is the survival of our free-enterprise
economy. our democratic system. and the American Dream itself (CED, Research
and Policy Committee, 1991, p. 15).

Owen B. Butler (1988a), chainnan of CED, has pleaded with business leaders and educators to

use their influence to increase efforts for social services to the disadvantaged so as to maintain

the current social and political status quo:

Every one of you personally has the power to move us closer to that dream and
at the same time to make a world for our chi/dren and grandchildren which will
be the kind of peaceful and prosperous democracy we ail admire (p. 25).

In this effort it is envisaged that the business community should he the major champion of

disadvantaged children:

We urge business to become a driving force in the community on behalf ofpublic
education and a prime advocate of educational initiatives for disadvantaged
youngsters (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1987, p. 16).

This sense of urgency becomes understandable when placed in a demographic context

CED has esti:nated that between 30% te 40% (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1987, p.

ix; 1991, pp. 2, 8-11) of all children in the V.S. are currently at risk. It is also anticipated that

by the year 2000 minority children will comprise 38% of ail children under the age of eighteen

(Hodgkinson, 1985, pp. 5-9). If current social trends continue, CED helieves that most minority

children will he at a disadvantage.
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CED has compiled profiles of children who could be classified as being at risk: being

poorly prepared or not ready for formal education. having indifferent parents. having teenage

parents, being disabled, being culturally differem and non-English speaking. being racially and

ethnically discriminateè against, and being educated in a low-quality environment such as inner

city schools (CED, Research and Policy Committee. 1987. p. 8).

Business is aware of the potential averse effects of the 1980s' reform movement on

disadvantaged students:

...the first wave of education reform generally focused on the educational needs
of the majoriry by advocating higher standards....However. many of theu
proposais created a new di/emma. Higher standards for aU without special
support for the disadvantaged would inevitably result in higher fai/ure and
dropout rates among those who traditionaUy labor under the greatest handicaps
(CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1987, p. 40).

They perceive that leadership iTom the highest levels of business and education should

collaborate with other social and community groups to establish programs that they see as vital

for early intérvention, restructuring of schools, and retention and entry (CED, Research and

Policy Committee, 1987, p. 66). They also suggest that corporate policies "should encourage

participation on school boards by qualified corporate leaders and key managers" (p. 78).

In Children in Need, CED has put an emphasis on prevention through early intervention:

We calI for early and sustained intervention inta the lives of at-risk chi/dren as
the only way to ensure that they embark and stay on the road to successful
learning (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1987, p. 12).

This intervention is secn as a long term process that would follow disadvantaged students from

birth to the end of adolescence and rnight also involve their parents:
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We believe that for chi/dren in need, we must begin to view the needs of the whole
childfrom prenatal care through adulthood. Such efforts must also involve parents
who may themselves be disadvantaged and in need of support services to help
them learn how to prepare their chi/drenfor a better future (CED, Research and
Policy Committee, 1987, p. 22).

A CG ordination of social agencies between state, local governments, and school boards is viewed

as necessary for effective intervention and "tailor[ing] programs that meet the special academic,

vocational, social, and health needs of disadvantaged children and adolescents" (CED, Research

and Policy Committee, 1987, p. 41). CED has compiled a list of such ' successful' early

intervention prograrns that were promoted by business initiatives (CED, Research and Policy

Committee, 1991, pp. 71-75).

The role of the federal govemment is aIso considered to be important:

Recause Chapter 1 remedial reading and mathematics programs and Head Stan
programs have had demonstrable success, we urge that federal funding for these
programs be brought up to levels sufficient to reach aU eligible chi/dren.
Moreover, continuous assessment and tracking of data are needed to assure that
reforms and special programs, such as Chapter 1 and Head Stan, operate
effectively. This is best accomplished at the national level; therefore it is more
important than ever for the federal government to /und high-quality research,
development, evaluation, and technical assistance for Chapter 1, Head Stan, and
related programs. Educational researchers ,,?ed to develop a new generation of
compensatory education models, and school districts sorely need hands-on
technical assistance /rom those who know how to implement and evaluate
currently effective models and those that are emerging (CED, Research and Policy
Committee, 1987, p. 18).

All the bumanitarian proverbialism about helping disadvantaged students may he an

indication of genuine concem by corporate business leaders. Nevertheless, the rhetoric is in many

ways similar to the business and professional utterances of the nineteenth century about 'helping'

needy children of the time. The establishment of social agencies and reform schools back then

had largely harmful effects on children because they were used more for social control rather
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than he1p (see Chapter 3). In addition. the proposais for following up disadvantaged students. and

perhaps their parents too. from birth to adulthood pose enormous questions of intrusion into the

lives of disadvantaged families. Whi1e business keeps emphasizing the importance of fami1y in

the socialization of chi1dren. the proposed strategies and programs (e.g. CED. Research and

Policy Committee, 1991. pp. 16-38) may have the effect of undennining it even funher. It has

to be questioned whether placing the whole range of child development within a formalized

institutional complex will be beneficial to disadvantaged children. The benefits to corporate

business, from a social control perspective. are apparent, but not so for these children and their

familles.

View of Business Impact

An examination of the school refonn agenda of the 1980s and the educational agenda of

the business communi1:y makes it quite apparent that there is a close match between the two:

strong link of economic and competitiveness issues with schools, perfonnance-based goals, higher

academic standards and promotion of high-ability students, incentives and accountability, teacher

education refonTI, and emphasis on disadvantaged students. In the words of Timpane and McNeill

(1991) the "education policy developments of the 1980s have stI'ongly reflected the interest oi

business in ed~ation refonn" (p. x). Perhaps the most important factor has been a wide network

of connections:

CED has been extraordinarily effective in disseminating its ideas and
perspectives...A thorough media campaign stimulatedseveral hundred articles and
editorials, not simply reporting but embracing the CED perspective with scarcely
a critical word (Timpane & McNeill, 1991, p. 6).
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Sorne of the reforms at the ~tate level have reflected these interests: alrnost all states have

statewide student testing; forty-three states have raised thdr graduation requirernents: and twenty

states have or are deliberating legislation to allow for public school choice (CED, Research and

Policy Cornmittee, 1991, p. 66).

In 1989 V.S. national business organizations fonned the Business Coalition for Education

Refonn (Toch, 1991, p. 22). This was partly to dissatisfaction with the pace of refonns. As

Cuban (1992) put it by "the late 1980s, business leaders continued to play the philanthropie and

supportive roles, but increasingly harsher tones were emanating from corporate boardrooms" (p.

157). Louis V. Gerstner, Jr., chief executive officer of RJR Nabisco, was quoted by Finn (1991)

as saying on March 23, 1990:

Blow up the current public education system. The system doesn' t work. No more
tinkering at the margins. We need to create jundamentally new learning
environments....Traditional approaches simply won' t work anymore (p. 52).

Tirnpane and McNeill (1991) have concluded that despite strides the results in schools have been

poor and that there is mutual distrust between educators and business (pp. 28-31). They think that

"education reform will undoubtly struggle in the decade ahead to retain the momentum so

recently achieved, and the strength and durability of busiress support will be sorely tested" (p.

7), but they have recommended to CED and other business organizations to show an attitude of

"controlled impatience" (p. 37).

'How to Write your OWD Report'

The release of the A Nation at Risk rep )rt was followed by a plethora of other reports on

• the state of American formal education and the 'needed' refonns. It is important to recognize that
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the source of most of these reports was the business community and more specifically large

corporations. Commissions were dominated by chief executive officers of major corporations and

began to release reports that by and large expressed the corporate point of view for refonning

public schools. Successful businesses have operated upon principles of clearly aniculated goals

and standards, decentralized operation, accountability, reward or punishment of employees based

on performance, and attraction of larger market shares. Translated into school reform language

these principles were: clear national educational goals and standards, local school control,

national examinations, school reward or sanctions on the basis of perfonnance on national

examinations, and attraction of more students or bankruptcy. By 1990 more than 300 such reports

enunciating this model had appeared (Cuban, 1992).

The criticisms and recommendations of these reports were so similar that Alex Heard

(1985) wrote a satirical colurnn in the New Republic on Novelliber 7, 1983 entitled 'How to

Write your Own Report'. H~ parodied the style and the content of the reports and suggested that

since reports are released at such a pace anyone might wri~ their own. With regard to attention

grabbing phrases he recommended something along these lines:

Jesus Christ! We need help!
Look into my face. ltIy name is Might-Have-Been. 1 am also known as No More,
Too Late, Farewell, and the Dream ofAmerican Educational Excellence (p. 119)

With respect ta. memorable images and metaphors:

Were OlU education system sent home with the report card it deserves, it might
weil be spanlced by angry parents (p. 120).

{lur education sys:em is like a high school football team down 6 10 0 deep in its
~wn territory with no time-outs and an injured lst-string QB. If an unfriendly
rival tried to irr.pose our education system on us, we would be tempted to steal
that team' s mascot (p. 120).
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In reference to recornrnendations for reform:

1 hear you asking, "But won't 1 need lengthy, detailed polie)' recommendations?
5ure... .just remember the key ward more: more math, more science, more reading,
more homework, more discipline, nwre principals who are more strong, more
school hours, more "computer literucy"... , more "quality instructional time, " more
"time-on-task, " more "in-service training," more teachers, more qualified teachers
with more training who won't need additional training "on-site," and (you can't
use this one tao often) more excellence (p. 119).

With regard to pork-barreling:

Recommend that, as a /irst step in "implementing" your proposais, the members
of your study group must break up into smaller groups, each assigned ta eonduet
a longitudinal (that is, permanent) assessment of the problem. Need/ess ta say,
each group will need seed money, and after that,funding (pp. 120-121).

Alex Heard's parody could not have been more on targel In fact he has concurred, albeit in a

humorist' s language, with sorne of the major criticisms of the 'excellence' reports and movement.

Criticisms of the 1980s' Reforms

As the 1980s decade was drawing to its end, an increasing number of educators and

academics started to come to the conclusion that the reform movement was failing in achieving

its stated objective of quality education for all students in American schools. There was a

consensus across the ideological spectrum from conservative (e.g. Finn, 1991), liberal (e.g.

Bracey, 1992) to radical critics (e.g. Apple, 1990) that the American education system had not

succeeded in reforming itself for the benefit of all of its students. Radical critics (e.g. Popkewitz,

1991) not only perceived a stalemate but a worsening of the situation in tenns of a restricted

educational agenda laying, to sorne degree, the foundations for corporate and state social control

compatible with the emerging social and economic realities.
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Conservative and Liberal Criticisms

On September 22. 1983. Graham Down (.1985). Urbane President of the Council for Basic

Education. delivered a speech to the National Press Club in Washington OC. He gave a scathing

critique of the frrst major national reports which had been released by then:

These reports. with thôr numbing similarity 10 ail the reports generated by high­
level education commissions over the last thirry years. may have already become
an inadvertent impediment to educational improvement (p. 273).

And he went on to explain why:

1 cali on this audience not te be deluded by the latest explosion of ardor and
earnest talk. The enemies of excellence are legion and weil entrenched. 1 will
focus ...on three kil/ers of excellence, any one of which could murder educational
refomt and escape without being seen.

The first of these killers is a destructive inequality in society' s commitment
to educating studentsfrom dijferent social and economic classes. A Marxist wouJd
cali it class warfare. 1 prefer ta cali it malignant disparity under the guise of
equality....

The second kil/er of excellence is the rampant misuse of minimum competency
testing. The third is misguided utilitarianism (pp. 275).

Almost a decade later Thomas Toch (1991) echoed Down's pessimistic appraisal by expressing

the view that "educational excellence remains a scarce commodity" (p. 4).

The Economie Focus of the Reports

Powerful social groups in American society have always criticized public schools.

According to Jaeger (1992) "[s]chool bashing enjoys a long and rich tradition in this country. It

appeals te the public, it grabs attention, and it doesn't cost anything" (p. 124). More than

anything eIse, it is probably a 'here and now' attitude on the part of the American public and
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professionals that is responsible for an inability to gear meaningfully educational reform. This

ahistoricity may he perilous. as Kenneth A. Tye (1992) has poimed out:

Americans are dangerously ahistorical. That is partly a result of a distorted
pragmatic outlook . i.e., ask only If it works; don't ask why. This uhisrorical
attitude. played to its Ju"es!, allows people to ignore the major social factors that
have caused our schools to be as They are. Unfortunately, such ignorance also
allows people to be duped by those who propose simple solun'ons to complex
problems. In a sense, this is where we are today (p. 12).

Cautious voices about the various national repons and commissions did exist in the 1980s. Philip

Altbach (1985), for example, took a historieal perspective and tied the reforms to the National

Defense Education Act of the late 1950s and other postwar developments. He insisted that, in the

past, social problems not created by schools were not resolved when placed in a school context.

Similarly, he argued, most of the problems tied to education in the national reports were not

originated in schools and cannot he solved by them. Taking note of the overwhelming influence

of the business sector in the formulation of educational priorities, he urged prudence:

Excellence sounds like a good thing. and there is universal agreement that the
schools do need some added attention and, perhaps some significant changes. But
the very unity of views of the current reformers should give us pause. Once we
look carefully at where the recommendations are coming from as weil as their
content, it is clear a critical assessment is necessary (p. 27).

The main purpose of' the reports, according to Kelly (1985) was to change the focus of

educational policy from issues of social justice to the economy, national defense, and the

government's role in education.

Brown and Comola (1991), even though supporting the view that education has a large

role in the economy, have, to a large extent, attributed declining economic productivity and

competitiveness to problematic business organization (pp. 59-74), inadequate emphasis on quality

production (pp. 75-82), and power corruption at the uppermost levels of corporations (pp. 93-
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110). Many others, have criticized the connection of declining U.S. economic competitiveness

and productivity to educational problems as inaccurate and misleading:

.. .it is doubtful that...educational policies will help the United States be more
competitive with its capitalist rivais. The automobile industT)' is in trouble because
the Big Three companies wanted tv make more profits building big gas-gll::ling
cars....The steel industry is in trouble because it refused to invest in advanced
technology. preferring to wring as much it could out ofantiquated plants. Neither
of these problems has anything co do with the falling SAT scores or supposedly
excessive civil-rights legislation (Pincus, 1985, p. 343).

Anterican economic competitiveness with Japan and other nations is to a
(.()nsiderable degree a function of monetary. trader and industrial policy. and of
decisions made by the President and Congress. the Federal Reserve Board. and
the federal departments of the Treasury and Commerce and Labor.

Therefore. to contend that problems of international competitiveness can
be solved by educational reform. especially educational reform defined solely as
school reform, is not merely Utopian and millennialist, i! is at best foolish and at
worst a crass effon to direct attention away from those truly responsible for doing
something about competitiveness and to lay the burden on the schools. It is a
device that has been used repeatedly in the history of American education
(Cremin, 1989, p. 103).

Larry Cuban (1992) in 'The Corporate Myth of Refonning Public Schools' has challenged

the connection between education and the economy for several reasons. First, worker productivity

depends on several sources. Second, the link between failing test scores and declining

productivity is largely erroneous. Third, there is no consensus among economists on the impact

of schools on the American economy. Instead. he has attributed economic woes to globalization.

transfer of industrial plants from the U.S. to countries with cheaper labor, corporate

mismanagement and greed, t:nd the growth of the service sector and a shrinking manufacturing

sector. Bracey (1992) has interestingly noted that countries where the plants have been moved

have less skilled workers. Even more interesting is the fact that when the reports were

bombarding the public about the need for highly skilled workers. the Departrnent of Labor
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statistics were indicating that the vast majority of newly-created jobs needed few skills. Svi

Shapiro (1985), commenting on this contradiction, suggested that the real objectives of the

refonns were "to ensure... [the workers'] uncritical obedience to the corporate chain of command"

(p. 368).

The corporate model of educational reforrn has been criticized for being inappropriate

because "it is dangerous to borrow the methods of improving business and to graft them onto the

public schools.... [T]ruth-in-advertising requires that the operation be called what it is: an

experiment on children that has no scientific basis" (Cuban, 1992, p. 159). R. V. Bullough (1988)

has tenned the corporate model the 'economic marathon' metaphor where ail students are obliged

to run a tough academic course. A tew students will finish to "carry our banner into the

economic wars of the future" (p. 127). He criticizes such a view of education as "twisted and

misshapen" (p. 129) and as neglecting common interests to cater to special interests (p. 125).

Instead, he offers as an alternative the 'community' metaphor where open disagreement is viewed

as a nonnal and necessary part of infonned dialogue among community members who alone

decide the educational fate of their children (p. 135).

Investing in Militarization

Another issue that seems to have attracted little attention is the significant degree to which

the Amer~can economy has been geared toward the manufacturing of military products and

knowledge. Acc~(ding to Brown and Comola (1991) approximately 30% of ail engineers and

scientists iD the O.S. have been employed by military ir.dustries. In addition, the total militai.>'

expenditure of the last ten to fifteen years has been in the order of $3 trillion. Mc::.t of the
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research and development budget has been expended on testing and evaluating military

equipment: only $0.9 billion was allocated to basic research and S2A billion in exploratory

development (p. 6R).

The significance of these facts cannot be overstated. An enonnous amount of fiscal and

human resources has been spent for the development of products and skills which cannot he

easily used in any other sector of the economy. The diversion of resources of that magnitude has

certainly had an aversive impact on the American economy (which will probably become more

obvious in the next few decades as the ensuing deficit will have to be paid of0, the use of

brainpower, education and social services, and the direction of the American political system.

Public Consensus

The seeking of public consensus has always been crucial in the acc<.:ptance of any social

policy and its subsequen~ implementation. Even though a thorough campaign through

commissioned reports and the media was conducted, the cons nsus was of superficial nature and

when it came down to implementation the diverging points of view of different social groups

became apparent. Many education professional organizations did not welcome the refonn'i and

remained either indLtt'erent, defensive, or hostile (Finn, 1991, pp. 52-69; Toch, 1991, pp. 29-33).

Toch (1991) has blamed teacher unionism for much of the resistance, and Finn (1991) has argued

for constructing a broader consensus through a "four-front war" (p. 293). This 'war' would

involve the establishment of clear objectives in schools (pp. 297-300), the values cherished and

transrnitted by American culture to its youth (pp. 300-303), the tennination of remedial courses
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in higher education and differentia1 treaonent of graduates by ernployers (pp. 303-306), and a

coordination between school and other social agencies (pp. 306-311).

The A Nation at Risk repon gave the illusion that substantial consensus in breadth and

depth existed arnong educators. Those who disagreed were summarily treated in a single

paragraph. the on1y indication in the report that sorne people had concerns about the rramework

of reform:

Some worry that schools may emphasize such rudiments as reading and
c?mputation at the expense of other essential skills such as comprehension,
analysis, solving problems, and drawing conclusions. Still others are concerned
that an over-emphasis on technical and occupational skills will lerne /ittle time
for studying the arts and humanities that so enrich daily life, help maintain
civility, and develop a sense of community. Koowledge of the humanities, they
maintain, must be harnessed to science and technology if the latter are to remain
creative and humane, just as the humanities need to be informed by science and
technology if they are ta remain relevant to the human condition (National
Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983. pp. 10-11).

Stedman and Smith (1985) after examining four of the initial reports (A Nation at Risle;

Actionfor Excellence; Academie Preparation for College; and Making the Grade) concluded that

their major objective was to manipulate public opinion:

[IJt should be recognized that these reports are po/itical documents; the case they
make takes the form of a polemic. oot a reasoned treatise. Rather than carefully
marshaling facts to prove their case, they present a /itany of charges without
examining the veracity of their evidence or its sources. By presenting their
material stark/y, and often eloquently, the commissions hoped to jar the plAblic
into action, and to a great extent they have been successful (p. 84).

According to Bracey (1992) members of the Reagan and Bush administrations (1980-1992) used

a similar 'po1emic' strategy to intimidate into silence edi.\cation researchers whose research

findings or opinion diverged from the official policies. Chester Finn (1988), a participant in these
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intimidation tactics. has termed it the 'bully pu1pit agenda' for "shapmg. cata1yzing. legitimizing.

and reinforcing the inclinations of reform-minded individuals across the country" (p. 349).

Centralizing Decision Making

Decentralization of the education system has been one of the much publicized objectives

of the reforms. Mary Anne Raywid (1985). however. preàicted in 1984 that the reform proposaIs

wouid have exactly the opposite effect. Seven years later Toch (1991) has pointed out that the

"myriad mandates spawned by the reform movement have reduced the authority of teachers.

principals, and local administrators in many areas of schoollife, from length of classes to content

of courses" (p. 39). The enactrnent of 1aws, the setting of certification requirements, and the

multiplicity of mIes and regulations, which were initiated primarily outside the education

community, have had the effect of imposed, top-down change and centralization (pp. 38-39).

Indeecl. various laws and regulations of very similar nature in aU states along with calls

for national standards and nation-wide testing appear to be contradictory with rhetoric about

decentralization and 'schools of choice'. Tye (1992) has observed similar educational trends in

other countries such as Australia, England, Wales, and New Zealand. He states that governments

have resolved the contradiction by tightly controlling objectives and priorities in schools, that is

ideological CODttol, while passing the responsibility of everyday difficult issues to local schools.

In other words, governments control the 'what' of education while localities are left te decide

the 'how'. In conttolling the 'what', governments have the capability to define and restrict the

educational agenda whereas localities can only decide, within these limits, on the 'how'. This

amounts to centralization of decision making as the 'what' can drive to a large extent the 'how'.
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The imposition of reforms and centralization has had, according to Toch (1991), several

unintended outeomes. Teachers and students have been further demoralized ioto a state of apathy

(p. 4). Standardized testing as a means oÏ student, teacher, and school accountability has had the

effect of reinforcing the type of learning that stated reform objectives have been trying to

eradicate (pp. 205-232). Academic courses have been watered down, teachers have failed to find

or implement new pedagogical methods to teach disadvantaged students. and tracking remains

as perv~sive a practice as ever (pp. 99-133). D. Carlson (1985) had predicted at the o.ltsel that

the most likely outcomes of reform proposaIs would be a further distancing from complex forms

of literacy. critical thinking. and teacher professionalization.

Implications for Disadvantaged Students

AlI these indications do not seem to give an encouraging picture of the reform impact

with regard ta disadvantaged students. Sorne reform-minded educators (Allen, 1992, p. 19; Toch,

1991. p. 272) have suggested that 'excellence' and equality in education have to become

compatible somehow. Toch has stressed the addition of a 'hurnan element' to counter "alienation

and apathy" in schools (p. 271-272). In Sehools for a New Century, Allen (1992) has proposed

a national experimental school network encompassing a number of elementary and secondary

schools and teaeher preparation prograrns to promote programmatic educational change. Others

have recommended "provisions for additional help" Çor at risk students (McDili, Natriello, &

Pallas, 1986). Sorne others hltve depicted the state as having usurped the powers of parental

authority with respect ta education at the expense of the children and have suggested that it be

given back (Waters, 1991). Still others have maintained that deteriorating social conditions in
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which disadvantaged students and their famites live have to be addressed if schooling is going

to have any positive effects (Bracey, 1992: Jaeger, 1992).

Radical Criticisms

The tenn 'radical' is Ilsed here for lack of a more appropriate word. Sorne of its

connotations indude 'extreme', 'fanatical', or 'militant', but others signify 'fundam~ntal' and

'basic '. It is within the latter semantic context that the tenn 'radical' is used here. Chester Finn

(1991), a neoconservative, has called radical criticisms of American education and of the 1980s'

refonns as "[b]ad ideas whose rime has come" (p. 203) - an understandably polemic appraisal

since they tend to focus analysis on the heart of the phenomenon under examination and its link

to wider social issues. For this very reason, many radical analyses represent in-depth

examinations 0ê schools and education phenomena by asking questions such as 'What knowledge

is considered to be valuable in schools and society?', and 'Says who and whyT. These inquiries

have the advantage of getting to the source(s) of the problem by fmding answers as to who yields

relatively more power than others in schools and society and thereby being able to set, to a

considerable degree and according to their interests, the educational agenda. This section is based

on two traditions of thought: structural and poststrUctural perspectives. The former tends to

conceive of poVler as deriving from the way American education is structured and the latter a~;

stemming from the interaction of the various participating social groups. These two positions are

viewed as complementary rather than contradictory.

During the 1980s the conservative and liberal education agendas intersected to a large

extent in the ways and means of producing refonn but they pursued quite different ends. While
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agreeing on the importance of education to the American economy the former pursued the goals

of market-economy values, :eligious messages, American culture, and nationalism-patriotism. The

latter pursued the aims of autonomy. creativity, tolerance, and critical reasoning (popkewitz,

199 l, pp. 113-116). It was not long before, however, that libera1 ideas and practices came under

concened attack by conservative critics (Apple, 1988).

Engineering Consensus

Radical critics have contended that American schools badly need reform. They believe,

neverthe1ess, that the 1980s' reforms have been based on superficial analyses, narrow interests,

and restricted vision. Popkewitz (1991) has castigated the various national repons by saying that

in "place of analysis, these reports offer exhortation and prophecy" (p. 149). The Committee of

Correspondence (1985), a consortium of organizations in the U.S. and U.K. for educational

change, has further elaborated this point:

Our schaols must be reformed. But the more reasonable \loices are being drowned
by a deluge ofdeceptive slogans and simplistic prescriptions that threaten popular
democracy, and the commitment and dignity of each individual....Their effect will
be to narrow the curriculum; constrain initiatives by teachers, principals, and
communities; provide more educational benefits to the more privileged; and
devalue genuine learning and intellectual attainment.

These solutioN are a threat to excellence, not a step towards it (pp. 374-
375).

Similar views were expressed by Rossides (1985):

The current debate about education is worthless because the goals of education
are stated in empty abstractions....The current debate is worthless because the
power ofeducation is vastly exaggerated. The current debate is worthless because
the debators are unaware of the real purposes of education. The current debate
is worthless because ail mistaJcenly assume that poor schools can be improved
trom within the educational system...And nothing can be done until we
acknowledge the huge state and federa.' educational subsidies that we give to the
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middle and upper classes who anend colleges and uni\'ersities while denying
neededjwuis for schools lunches and reaaing marerials for the lower classes tpp.
369-370).

What appears to have underlined all the repons of the 1980s was the assumption that a general

consensus among the American population existed with respect to moral, intellectual. acadtmic.

and other social issues. According to Popkewitz (1991), no such consensus existed and it was the

objective of all these repons to create it either substantially or superficially by ignoring

conflicting sets of values held by different social groups (pp. 148-149). The various commissions

did not even hesitate te base their conclusions and recommendations on "questionable research

and outdated data" because they were "instruments of persuasion, tools in the rhetorical exchange

in which power relations and status in society are established" (p. 158).

Radical critics maintain that the educational lefonns of the 1980s have predominately

catered to special interests rather than the interests of the wider American population.

Demographie, cultural, economic, political, and other social trends have influenced the

educational agenda (Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 110-135). Joel Spring (1985), after reviewing the first

major national reports released in the early 1980s, came to the conclusion that tney primarily

served the political interests of the incumbent president and the governors and the economic and

social interests of major corporations. He pointed out that the end result would be an incrc.asing

division of Amcriean society along class lines, narrowed democracy, and no noticeable

improvement in the working conditions of teachers except increased pay.
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The Corporate Model

The predominance of the corporate model of educational reform has been severdy

criticized. First. the various repons on jucation. and especially the A Nation at Risk report. have

been seen as instruments of shifting responsibility for decreasing productivity from inadequate

business management to the pubEt: schools (Spring, 1985). Second, ..ne imposition of business

perspectives on school reform is largely regarded as detrimental. The involvement of business

leaders is seen within the historical context of their continuous involvement in educational

matters :i lce the 19th century. This involvement has always becorne intensified during periods

of perceived crises and general sociopolitical changes to ensure the maintenance :md promotion

of business Înterests (Popkewitz, 1991, p. 129). As pointeù out by Raymond Ca1lahan (1962)

thirty years age in Education and the Cult vi Efficiency, school administrators have fallaciously

adopted business values and practices. He criticized this adoption on the basis that education is

not a business and schools are not factories. In combination with a lack of historical knowledge

of the trends that shaped ~ubli~ education, he related how !\chool personnel are easily deceived

by misleading reform rhetoric.

The more rect...~t attempts to re2.lign edu...ùonalleadership on the corporate mode) is seen

as naive and problematic.

The current infatuation with the nwrket can :Je set!n il! :he support by mainstream
educo~ors and p( !iticicns of the view that leadership is to be modeled on the style
a,ui ideology of le'lding corporate executives....
............. This view ofedu:-atio1l.alleadership is
par'ldoxical. Not only does 't ignore the laï.guage of community, SOlldarity, and
the public good; it also draws unprobler.;atically ;;:pon a sector ofsociety that has
given the American public the savings and loan scandais, the age of corporate
buyoui's, the proliferation of ''junJc'' /:tonds, insider trading, and the large il?crease
in white-collar crime. It has also produced muirilUltional corporate mergers that
eliminate jobs and violat'! the public trust, and it has made leadership synonymous
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with the logic of the bottom fine. se/f-interests. and corporate avarice (Giroux.
1992. pp. 6-7).

Simi1ar concems about the overall business i.nvolvement and function of public schools have been

expressed by Michael W. Apple (1990):

1 cannot accept a society in which more than one out of every five children is
born in poverty. a condition that is worsening every day. Nor can 1 accept as
Jegitimate a definition of education in which our task is to prepare srudents ro
function easily in the "business" of that society. A nation is not a firm. A school
is not part of rhat firm. 4ficiently churning out the "human capital" required to
run it. We do damage to our very sense of the common good to even rhink of the
human drama cfeducation in these terms.lt is demeaning ro teachers and creates
a schooling process that remains unconnected to the lives of so many children (p.
xiv).

The cooperative links between business and schools serve two main purposes. according to

Spring (1985). First, ta make sure that high-ability students are trained ta fulfil the needs of

corporations in scientific and technological occupations. Second, to ensure that lower ability

students are socialized in a manner that serves and does not undermine the needs and interests

Jf corporations. It has' been pointed out that the predominance of business views in education

refonns in many countries around the wor1d is not incidental and that the V.S. has played a

leadership raie in this respect (Apple, 1990, p. vü).

The Hidden Intention: Social Control

The education reforms had inherent elements of social control as a continuation of

govemmellt efforts since World War II (Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 137-165). The stresses put on

traditional mechanisms of the political and education systems by a changing economy,

militarization, the counterculture of the 1960s, the civil rights movement, and a popular

opposition to the Viet Nam war have resulted in a renewed drive by the federal government to
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further centralize educational control (pp. 106-109). This was done by using the interconnected

themes of professionalization, motivation of the work force, spiritual betterment to correct moral

failure in contemporary American society, renewed nationalism, cultural homogeneity, social

harmony and consensus, reaffirmation of capitalist values (Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 146-148),

economic modemization, and populist politics (Apple, 1988).

The federal government increased its participation in education not by enlarging its legal

powers but by setting national standards and monitoring procedures (Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 116­

117, 136-165) a process that has been termed 'steering' (p. 117). The responsibility for executing

the steering and monitoring directives has been delegated to the state govemments (pp. 120-125).

It is in this sense that the federal govemment has claimed that its initiatives will lead to

deregulation or decentralization. According to Popkewitz (1991), however, "the new

circumstances involve neither deregulation nor decentralization in that various forrns of school

steering occur in multiple institutions and at various layers, rather than as a homogeneous, single

outcome" (p. 123). The result has been centralization of educational policy through the restriction

of educational discourse.

Henry A. Giroux (1992) has stated that there has been "a disturbing implication in current

reform agendas in the United Statts that as a society we have demanded not too little, but too

much of demoa'aCy" (p. 6). At the same time that loud proclamations of citizen participation

have been made by federal and state governments, a plethora of restrictions have been placed on

the decision making maneuverability of citizens in aImost all institutions (Apple, 1988). Their

participation is not about setting the wider objectives of institutions. It is about how predefmed

goals will he efficiently implemented, the agenda has already been flxed:
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[T]here has been a narrowing of democracy. This narrowing has occurred e\'en
though the re/orm discourses express a rhetoric of professionalization and
empowerment. The rhetoric of re/orm is intended to increase people' s in\'olwmenr
in decisions ar al/layers of institurional hfe. but rhose decisions occur in a range
of practices that are increasingly restricted. Participation is about technical
solutions. ejficiency. andfunctional approaches (Popkewitz. 1991, p. 245).

Decontextualizing Educational Issues and Problems

Apart from centralization, another outcome has been the decontextualization of educational

refonTIs from their historical evolution (Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 133-135. 136-165). 'Critical

thinking', 'problem solving', and 'teacher professionalization or empowerment' are phrases that

have been used in many educational reports and teacher education programs sponsored by various

foundations and business groups. These terms "have universal appeal and can suppon a wide

array of assumptions formulated in response to contradictory interests" (p. 128). The refonn

proposaIs and most of the research that has been generated by them have tended to focus on the

process of 'critical thinking', 'problem solving', and 'teacher professionalization' ignoring or not

defming the substance of what it is that should be thought, solved, or professionalized (pp. 156-

157). Teacher thinking especially has been at the center of research spawned by refonn proposals

(pp. 166-189).

A brief look at this area of research (e.g. Clark & Peterson, 1986; Lieberman, 1988;

Shulman, 1986, 1987; Shulman & Sykes, 1986) makes obvious that teacher flexibility,

individuality, and critical thinking are severed from their social construction and become issues

of administrative practice and control. Educational researchers operate within a framework that

has fastened educational research to objectives provided by the state - science, technology, and
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economic advancement. Education functions under the illusion that a relatively stable consensus

exists, though talking with citizens on the street is quite convincing of the opposite.

This way of seeing teacher thinking, according to Popkewitz (1991), "is appropriate for

middlf"-level bureaucracy and business; criticaI thinking does not mean creating questions that

are systemic or historical" (p. 196). Consequently, current research on teacher thinking may he

detrimental to teacher practice by constraining teachers and students within a narrow range of

"thought, perception, feeling, and practice" (p. 187), by further dehumanizing and disconnecting

the school world from the community to which it should belong, by indoctrinating students and

teachers in the social order on which the teacher model is based, and by confining teacher

practice within the steering intentions of the V.S. federaI govemment (pp. 187-189).

In this light, Popkewitz (1991) views the role of universities and schools of CC;ucation as

rather complacent. Panicular issue is taken with the Holmes Group for "accept[ing] myths of

professionaIism without considering the historical process by which professions gained and

consolidated power, as well as the tendency since the late 19th century for the refonns of

teaching to introduce hierarchicaI forms of control over a corps of mostly women teachers" (p.

133). By accepting the decontextualization of the reforms the Holmes Group has served to

legitimate the myth that they are objective. The refonn proposaIs of the 1980s are not objective

simply because aIl refonn proposais serve the interests of certain groups - the ideal society would

be one where almost aU social groups' needs are addressed. The social significance of the 1980s'

refonns will probably he realized more fully in the next few years and decades.

The decontextualization of the reforms and the subsequent research could not be more

evident in the delinking of sociaI and school problems. Social problems such as poverty,
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inequality, discrimination, inequitab1e distribution of wealth are al1 close1y connected to school

prob1ems. "Instead of addressing how these issues impact upon schoo1s and undermine how

children learn, America 2000", says Giroux (1992) referring to Bush's preelection education

p1atform, "focuses on issues such as testing and choice" (p. 6). The reforms of the 1980s, which

appear to remain in fashion in the 1990s, are permeated by 'possessive individualism': the belief

that all individuals have the capability of learning but without factoring in the inequitable social

conditions that preclude a large part of American society from educational opportunity

(Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 150-154). Referring to a number of other social prob1ems, Rossides (1985)

had predicted in 1984:

More science and mathematics will be taught but linle will be said about the
purposes of science or the threat to the environment posed by technology. Little
will be said about the fai/ure of economics to provide a bener way to handle our
economy. No realistic analysis of our stalemated political system will be
forthcoming (p. 372).

Effect on Disadvantaged Students

Within this framework what is the 1ike1y impact on disadvantaged students? One given

is that systems of classification for educational amelioration are likely to he sustained rather than

scrapped. Another given is the recognition of a large part of the American student population as

heing 'at risk~ It would not he unlikely, given the persistence and frequency with which

disadvantaged students are mentioned in educational literature the last few years, that they May

he the target of special educators and other social agencies for 'help'. It remains questionable

whether this targeting will prove to be beneficial to the disadvantaged population.
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Labeling poses the advantage to those who suggest or do the labeling of proposing

methods of 'help' and 'remediation'. Thus, it offers the potential power for "manipulation and

control" (Apple, 1990, pp. 138-142). The whole issue of amelioration as it relates 10 the

disadvantaged could not be presented more incisively than the way Popkewitz (1991) has put it:

Officially set categories make it possible to assist groups through mechanisms
channeling demands inro language and practices that recontextualize and
reformulate the issues... .[Tlhe fight by blacks, Hispanics, and other "minorities"
for proper acknowledgment of their chi/dren' s educational plight and for better
funding for their schools is produced within processes that normalize their
struggle into systems of remediation. These systems introduce new forms of
observation, supervision, and control. These implications of the regulations are
obscured, since the issues of learning, teaching, success, or fai/ure appear as
procedural problems rather than social issues (p. 198).

The pelVasive, ameliorative mentality in American education makes it quite likely that traditional

remediation processes will combine to target a part of the American student population, the

disadvantaged, which is three to four times larger than the current official exceptional student

population.

Emerging Themes

The following themes have emerged in this section: social control, engineering consensus,

corporate model, contradictions of the refonn movement, the disadvantaged priority, use of social

science by the state and corporate business, and implications of refonns for disadvantaged

students.

The educational reforms of the 1980s have to be seen in the context of the social-political

shift to conselVatism after the tumultuous 1960s and 1970s and as the result of the coalition

between neoconselVative and New Right groups. Accusations that the focus of American
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education during the 1960s and 1970s on equality and civil right issues was responsible for its

inadequate state are quite inaccurate: thi:; was an original addition to the panoply of 'school

bashing', a frequent phenomenon in U.S. history. Rather, it is a combination of excessive

utilitarianism, prejudice, and tracking practices that has been responsible for the evolution to its

current state. Further, the reforms have to be seen as a continuation of efforts by the federal

government and business groups since the end of World War II to adapt the patterns of social

control to changing social, economic, political, and demographic clIcumstances. Most, if not all,

of the stated objectives of the 1980s' reforms have met with failure. The hidden or invisible

objectives of laying the foundations for renewed social control, however, have been met with

considerable success, resu!ting in a narrowed democracy.

A plethora of reports on the state 6f American education was released baring a make-up

of common themes and similarities: economic productivity and competitiveness as depending on

schooling, higher academic standards and quality, student and school accountability, equity and

the disadvantaged, civic responslbilities of citizens, survival of American democracy and

nationalism, lack of clearly defined education objectives, focus on science, mathematics and

techno]ogy, and teacher professionalism.

The overwhelming' number of reports and their similarity had the effect of drowning

voices with dissenting opinions and gave the impression that a consensus existed across ail layers

of American society regarding educational reform. Chester Finn (1985), one of the major

participants in the 19808 reforms, placed é..•• emphasis on consensus in severa! of his writings.

One of these writings had the revealing title 'The Drive for Excellence: Moving Towards a

Public Consensus'. A well-organized ~dia carnpaign by the federa! government and business
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organizations ensured the dissemination of the CO:1t~nt of the repons. The relative ahistoricity of

the American public and professional educators quite probably played J.n important raIe in the

complacent acœptance of the conclusions and priorities set forth. The hidden intentions of the

reports were fourfold: to engineer consensus, shift the blame for economic decline from business

manageme!1t decisions to the state of public schools, reopen discussion on the roles of

govemment and business in educat~~'l. and refocus educational issues from the social problems

of justice and equality to the economy.

By far, the corporate-business view dominated refonns. Most of the reports were

sponsored by business organizations, foundations with close ries ta business, or federal and state

government agencies and task forces. ln all these reports, business leaders of the highest level

commanded an impressive presence as commission members. Business leaders also spearheaded

coalitions for educational reform in almost all states and took the initiative in establishing and

promoting tens of thousands of school-business partnerships. The outcome of close matching

between educational priorities set by corporate business (especially as represented by CED) and

actual reforms, then. cornes as no surprise. Preparing students for the coming world of work

became the predominant model. The involvement of the business community may be seen as an

effort to update the factory model of schools to the corporate model as a more compatible school

form for current social and economic realities. Perhaps the single most notable factor for

involvement was the perceived threat to corporate interests and the survival of American

capitalism. Closely tied to this threat is the substantial growth of the population considered at

risk, 30% to 40% of all children, to which the business community aspires to become the prime

advocate. It is quite perplexing as to how corporate business, which should he lacking public
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credibility because of its numerous gigantic financial and other scandals during the 19~Os. has

managed ta present itself as the major advocate of the disadvantaged and school reform.

A number of contradictions are evident in the reform movement of the 19~Os. First.

humanitarian verbosity and the declared commitrnent ta equity was inconsistent with the nature

of the reforms and thdr results. It is interesting te note the reaction of many edUl.:ators ta the

notion of equity. Toch (1991), for example, thought that it was a very positive development:

Only after the conscience of the nation had been transformed by the crucible of
civil rights were the full implications of universal academic secondary education
able to be considered. Its shoncomings notwithstanding, the equity movement
permanently altered the moral landscape in American education, ,'stablishing the
widest possible participation in the educational mainstream as a national priority.
ln this changed environment, the school reformers' caUs for educational
excellence in the 1980s implied much more than did similar exhortations in earlier
eras: for the first time, the full range of students served by the nation' s public
secondary schools were includr:;; in the excellence equation (p. 71).

While proclaiming equity, many of the reforms had as objective the promotion of the best

students through competitiv~ practices. Elitism became an openly legitimate function of public

schools while equity rhetoric was pronounced.

Second, the proclamation of general academic education as a major objective of the

reforms was in direct conflict with refonn implementations. Again, rhetoric asserted the priority

of general academic education when reforms sought to tie schools to the world of work, ta

science, mathematics, and teehnology. Further utilitarianism and vocationalization was one of the

outeomes, not enlarged opportunities for general acadcmic education.

Third, while espousing the restriction of the number of objectives in public schools.

reformers advocated and are still advocating the intervention of schools in collaboration with

other social agencies in the lives of students, especially disadvantaged students, to ensure 'success
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in leaming'. This case represents an additional objective for public education. Other traditional

objectives have not been substantially altered by ongoing reforms. On the contrary, there has

been a magnification of the view of schools as what has been termed 'redemptive institutions'

(Pop!:ewitz, 1991. p. 160), the place where the U.S. will fulfil or abrogate its destiny. Outgoing

president George Bush (1992) in the election feature of Phi Delta Kappan strongly made the

point that if "we want te change the country, we have got to change the schools" (p. 130).

Popkewitz (1991) has aptly summarized this vision:

While the sehool has long been viewed as an essential element in the millennial
vision of the United States...current proposais give fmher credence to the notion
of sehools as redemptive institutions. The goodness. sanerity. and progress of
Ameriean fife is now seen as ried to the proeess of schooling. The language of
reform often has particular V.S. Protestant character: The eoncerted good works
in sehools are to est1blüh those conditions and spiritual values that can shCl.p~ 'l

heaven-on-earth. The dreams of democracy, material abundance. and spiritual
eontentment - visions that underpin the nation's belief in itself - depend on the
suceess and jJrogress of schooling (p. 148).

Founh, the use of standardized testing, as an accountability measure, has had the effect

of promoting mechanicalliteracy, in con:rast to the reform proclamations for critical thinking and

literacy. What has ensued, in fact, is a further distancing from pedagogies which attempt to

promote complex forms of thought and the ability to analyze i!!formation critically.

Fifth, the rhetoric of decentralization of decision making has completely diverted

educators from the fact that there has been a significant degree of centralization. The federal

govemment has acquired the role of 'steering' the educational agenda, without increasing its legal

power, while the state govemments carry out the directives and priorities set by the former. The

uniformity of .egislation and regulations across states as a consequence of the 1980s' reforms
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testifies to the extent of this centralization trend. The daims of bottom-up change have been

contradicted in reality by top-down reform.

Sixth, there has been support for the idea mat the family as a social unit should be

strengthened. The currently progressing arrangements of school collaboration with social agencics

for intervention in the farnilies of disadvantaged students Ce.g. Bruner, i 991: Melaville & Blank,

1991: Payzant, 1992: San Diego County Department of Social Services. 1991), nevertheiess, point

to a further subversion of farnily cohesion and autonomy. The additional supervision of family

life by state and other agencies will not reinforce the family. It willlikely provide the conditions

for extending debilitation. The proposals for formaI institùtionalization of child development from

birth to adulthood will probably have a similar weakening effect.

The estimation of tne disadvantaged child population as 30% to 40% of the totd1 child

population brings to focus its centrality in the reforrns. At the present, children at risk are the

target of increasing attention by corporate business, educators, and various social agencies. The

1992 September issue of Phi Delta Kappan (74(1), pp. 18-40,56-80) devoted 'A Special Section

on Children at Risk'.

At the outset of the reforms, C. A. Grant and Sleeter (1985) reviewed the initial major

reports and came to the conclusion that disadvantaged students would be more likely to be

harmed by thcueforms than benefit from them. They pointed out that the "reports said very little

about handicapped students' access to instruction.... [and] seemed to treat mainstreaming either

as an accomplished fact, or as an issue 110t worth discussing" (pp. 149-150). Given the likely

outeome that current classification and remediation and the increased attention ta the

disadvantaged will be maintained in the foreseeable future. students may be the target for
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classification and remediation either under the traditional categories of disabiliry or under newly

created categories (or process:s) for 'early intervention' and 'prevention', Since the vast majority

of disadvantaged children are minorities or financiaEy poor the potential of social control

intervention is enormous, Popkewitz (1991) has criticized the ameliorative program legislation

of the 1960s and 1970s - the same legislation that corporate business has praised as ' successful'

and ' beneficial' - as promoting powerlessness:

To establish ri!mediation for the poor was also to incorporate languages of
ciinical medicine, behavior modification, and therapy into the general curriculum.
Diagnosis and prescription became methods for treating ail chiidren, but
especiaily thase of the poor and minorities, Rather than chaiienging the
powerlessness of the poor, the reform simply expanded the bureaucracies that
defined the rules of that powerlessness and incorporated the discourse of
remediation into the priorities of the communities that were "targeted" for help
(p. 109).

There were several interdependent ingredients that served as the basis of educational

r",Ionns for achieving social control. First, the federal government with the support of business

leaders and organizations assumed the role of steering the educational agenda, including the

engineering of consensus among various social groups, to confme the objectives of American

public schooling within the priorities of the state and the business community. The agenda could

be refined at different layers by various professional groups but its elements remained basically

the same. In doing sa, localities were restricted ta a narrow range of options; their role was to

-
take decisions pertaining to the efficient implementation of these objectives. State governments

and agencies have assumed a func.don of enforcing and monitoring implementation in a top-down

fashion. There are sorne initial indications that this centralization of objectives and

decentralization of implementation represent a ~nd taking place in other countries such

Australia, England, Wales. and New Zealand.
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Second, educational and school problems and issues were decomextualized from their

social dimensions. Inequality, disc:-imination, racism, inequitable distribution of wealth, to name

a few, were aU severed from school problems. Problematic schooling was then seen a~ the

original cause of many social problems rather than their outcome. Schools became the framework

or the lens through which to perceive society rather than the opposite. This is an extremely

erroneous view because schools did not create American society, they were created by il.

In this process educational issues of critical thinking, teacher thinking, and teacher

professionalization were also decontextualized and reified. To a significant extent, they no longer

exist in a social-historical context but in and of themselves. Critical thinking, teacher thinking,

and teacher professionalization do not imply the creation of systemic and historical questions to

understand phenomena, it does not imply 'who' and 'why' questions: it only implies 'how to'

questions, how to design things to work efficiently under predetermined conditions. In other

words, understanding and questioning the social order are marginalized. Critical thinking is based

on a model of teacher thinking that takes existing American society and social order for granted

and as immutable.

Third, schools were tied directly to the world of work. Business-school parmerships were

created by the thousands to guarantee the provision of appropriately trained 'high-ability' students

and to sociaijze 'low-ability' and disadvantaged students according to the interests of

corporations. The model of students as 'workers' was seen as the proper model ignoring the

students' potential wish to accept or reject provided education. Emphasis was put on science,
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mathematics, and technology as subjects that will be profitable to the students, businesses. and

the nation.

Apan from the obvious utilitarianism of this emphasis, a social control intention may be

another reason. PhysicaJ sciences, mathematics, and technology subjects have a fundamentally

different way of structuring course content. and therefore learning and thinking patterns. from

subjects in the humanities and the social sciences. Adler (1982) in The Paideia Proposai

differentiated among groups of disciplines which focus on communication (language, literaturr
;.

and fme arts), measurement and calculation (mathematics and physical sciences), and on critical

judgment (social sciences). Janet G. Donald (1983, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1990) has conducted

research on the structure of knowledge in the different disciplines and has come up with evidence

that the physical sciences utilize a very structured way of organizing knowledge, the humanities

a loosely organized structure, while the social sciences are in between the two (Donald, 1983,

1986). There are fundamental differences at aH four levels which she used to examine

disciplinary knowledge: nature of the concepts used, 10gical structure, truth criteria, and

methodology (Donald, 1986). Knowledge structure can influence problem solving ability,

methodology, and applicability:

The degree ofstructure inter.Jcts with and constrains the hnd ofproblem solving
procedures which can be applied (Donald, 1986, p. 277).

The methods designed to represent less well structured knowledge make fewer
assumptions and thw couid be expected to be more generally applicable (Donald,
1987, p. 196).

In general physical sciences tend to encourage methods of convergent thinking, the humanities

methods of divergent thinking, with social sciences ie between the two (Donald, 1986). The

emphasis of the 1980s' reforms on physical sciences and technology may have the result of
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promoting convergent thinking at the expense of divergent thinking. In a world dominated by

forros of convergent thinking, problems would be defined narrowly. including problems of sOl:ial

nature. Social sciences, however, need not be excluded. They can be modelied after (he

methodology of physical sciences. Donald (1988) has found evidence of movelllent of (he sOl:ial

sciences toward the physical science model in her study of university professors' expectations

of students' ability to think:

[Alcross disciplines, differences in the expectations of students' thinking are
greater between the social sciences and humanities than they are bety,'een the
natural and social sciences.. ..[Tlhe scientijic culture embraces the social sciences
to an unexpected extend. Perhaps this has developed in the last ten to fifteen years
(p. 33).

Fourth, there was a drive to reinstate cultural literacy within an American and western

heritage context. The swift increase of immigrants from third world countries and the perceived

attempt in universities to 'discredit' western culture was seen by conservatives as a threat to

American culture and democracy. Consequently, acculturation and Americanization of

immigrants, a historical function of public .>ehools, and a press for patriotism and nationalism

were seen as essential adjuncts of educational reforms.

Flith, there was a recognition and targeting of disadvantaged children and their families

as a pctential threat to the ~ocial order. Early intervention and prevention through preschool

programs and interagency collaboration of schools with other agencies appelll .. io he a strategy

aiming to control the disadvantaged under the guise of remediation. The foundations for

interagency collaboration, discussed in the following chapter, are currently being constructed.

The encompassing scope of reforms for achieving social control leaves Iittle room for

doubting that government and corporate-business policy makers have utilized social science in
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future planning. They have access to a thorough and in-depth understanding of social trends.

possibilities of social transfonnation, public manipulation strategies, and power brokering. It is

not surprising that they have made use of this understanding. It would he more surprising if they

had not, since most if not aIl social groups in American society would not voluntarily give up

power. On the contrary, they would do anything to maintain and enhance their status. In the case

of the 19805' education refonns both the federal govemment and corporate business have

demonstrated an ability to plan for change on both structural and procedural fronts. On the

structural front, the federal government with the assistance of corporate business has operated the

steering of the educational agenda. The state governments and business leaders involved in

school-business partnerships have been responsible for enforcing the steering directives. Localities

have been largely responsible for the implementation of the reforms. On the procedural front, the

decontextualization of educational problems and issues from their social dimensions, the 'worker'

student model, teacher professionalization. standardized accountability measures, and the

overwhelming emphasis on science, mathematics, and technology subjects have been used to push

a predetermined educational agenda.

The implications of these reforms do not appear very encouraging for disadvantaged

students. AlI social organizations or systems have built-in arrangements to deal with individuals

or groups who do not fil Disadvantaged students and their families, despite the humanitarian

rhetoric, are seen as a potential threat to the undergoing face-lifting of American schooling and

its objectives. The humanitarian rhetoric of help and remediation appear to serve as a justification

and legitimation of social control intervention. It is in this sense that the disadvantaged have been

factored into the equation of structural and procedural educational reforms: as potential deviants.



CHAPTER 8

A Synthesis

fT]hase who are interested in or part of special education need to see the
enterprise in terms of its social backdrop. Such a broadened perspective will flot
provide instant answers to why special educators are doing what they do or to
what special educators ought to do. It will, however, make apparent the fact that
special education is part of a much larger social process (Carrier. 1986. p. 305).

For the last two centuries. the priorities and emphases of V.S. society on economics have

considerably influenced the objectives of public education. which in turn have determined the

philosophy and practices of special education. The relatively recent attention to disadvantaged

students and their families is the latest link in the chain of special education arrangements in

American history. The intentions of these arrangements have been social-educational amelioration

and social control. In this chain, the currently developing model of interagency collaboration

appears to he the model on which services will be provided to the disadvantaged in schools. The

implications of this model for the mainstreaming movement and students with disabilities, who

are considered to he a constituent group of the disadvantaged population, seem to he far-reaching.

An adequate underst8J:diüg of these implications requires the placement of mainstreaming and

special education in the general social-historical context of the United States.

v.s. Education in Historical Perspective

American public prirnary and secondary education were established and evolved in the

contradictions of the surrounding social and historical conditions. There was prejudice and

" intolerance toward Iacial, ethnic, linguistic, and cultural minorities who immigrated to the United



264

States in successive waves over the last two centuries. There was the closely related issue of

American ambivalence with respect to cultural uniformity and diversity as reflected in the

metaphors of the 'melting pot' and the 'kaleidoscope'. There also was the reality of other- and

self-imposed segregation among the various racial and cultural groups. At the same time there

were declarations of equality. pluralism. justice. and social mobility.

Within this context. it was repeatedly pronounced that formaI schooling should be the

meeting ground of aU social groups ta form a common American culture. It was education that

would play the crucial socializing link to maintain and promote the progress of the Republic and

its institutions. Despite daims of altruism and objectivity aH social groups have. at one rime or

a.'lother. tried to use schools for their own purposes. The Anglo-Protestants succeeded in instilling

their vision of the ideal society in the general social order. Consequently. industrialization.

urbanization. and the definition of American society as primarily an economic entity were the

deciding factors in shaping public education and its objectives toward a common Arnerican

culture defined largely by nondenominational protestantism. republicanism. nationalism­

patriotism. the training of a disciplined labor force according to the economic realities of the day.

literacy and knowledge, social control and order, social mobility, and since World War II

technological and military supremacy.

One consequence of most of these objectives, which may also he seen as ~ hidden

objective in itself, was the segregation of children with disabilities into institutions. special

schools. or special classes - a trend that became increasingly magnified aiter the 1930s. The

emphases on a common American culture. social control and order. and the individual as a unit

for productivity implied that the. students classified as disabled would most often come from poor
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and culturally, racially. linguistically. or ethnically different families. Most students from these

families were routed into vocational occupations through a sophisticated tracking system that was

devised at the beginning of the twentieth century and which pervades American public schools

even today. Special education may be seen as the bottom of the tracking ladder intended for those

who either cannot engage in .substantial gainful activity' (Berkowitz, 1987) or cannot conform

to the conventions of schoel life.

Many contradictions were evident in special education. Despite the publicly declared

intentions of arnelioration. custody and social control became its primary goals. Toch (1991) has

described classes for students with learning disabilities as "babysitting" (p. 127), and the sarne

may be said of many other special education arrangements.

Perhaps the most noticeable contradiction has been the adoption of mainstreaming laws

such as PL 94-142. It requires the placement of children with disabilities in the least restrictive

environment, but at the sarne rime it mandates the existence of a whole spectrum of services and

encourages the identification of all children who 'need' special education services. It is no

surprise, then, that the overall placement patterns have remained virtually unchanged for the

special population as a single group at the national level from the enactment of the law till the

latest academic year for which statistics are available, 1988-89. Placed in a social-historical

context, it becQIl1eS more apparent why special education and remediation legislation such as PL

94-142 have failed ta educate students with disabilities: the hidden intention of social control has

been a strong inherent element
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The Recurrent Patterns of Amelioration and Social Control in
Educational Institutions

It is proposed here that great. overhauling drives in special educational dITangernents have

occurred three tirnes in V.S. history. The frrst happened throughout the nineteenth century and

targeted paupers, dependents, and deviants whose origi.1s were prirnarily frorn immigrant and

socioeconomically poor groups, and from racially and cniturally different groups. Members of

the protestant clergy, the professions, and business (including the emerging industrialists) pIayed

major leadership roles. The second drive partially overiapped the first, occurring from

approxima~ely midnineteenth century until the 1920s, and targeted the 'feebleminded' and

deviants whose background again was mainly immigrant, poor, and racially and culturally

differing groups. Members of the professions and business (rnainly industrialist~) kept their

leading role, while the protestant clergy's role decreased over the years and state and federal

invoivements incf~ased. These first two drives and their outcome of social control have been

thoroughly documented ::- the literaturc (e. g. M. Adams, 1971; Callahan, 1962; P. D. Chapman,

1988; Davies, 1930; Gross, 1962; Hawes, 1971, 1991; Higham, 1970; Hofstadter, 1955; Kanner,

1964; Mennel, 1973; Milofsky, 1989; Pickett, 1969; Rothman, 1971; Schlossrnan, 1977; Schultz,

1973). The third one, currently underv':\y, began in the 1960s and targets disadvantaged children

and their familles (immigrants primarily from the third world, individuals with disabilities,

socioeconomically poor, various minorities, and teenage and poor single parent families). The

federal govemment, corporate business, and professionals have provided most of the leadership.

The two main elements or intentions in ail three drives have been educational and social

amelioration and social control. However, the main outcome of the first two drives has been
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social control. Business and professionals have always been involved in setting the agenda while

the emergence of the federal and state governments is characteristic of a trend toward increasing

state interests in educational matters. AIl of these leading group... have had immeme interests at

stake by maintaining social stability, the stat.'JS quo, and power balances. Failure to maintain

social subility would have led ta the coIlapse of the status quo and a redistribution of power. It

appears that it is in this context that disadvantaged students are currently viewed by powerful

social groups. Targeting the disadvantaged, who are perceived to be L: ·üeat ta the social order,

for 'help' seems to represent a disguised attempt at social control . an attempt that has been

documented historically as politically feasible and effectivp. These three drives are discussed

below.

Campaigning Against Pauperism, Dependency, and Deviance

The view of colonial era Americans of poverty, deviance, and dependency as a state of

'Divine prcvidence' was discarded in the beginning of the nineteenth century in favor of the view

of 'corrupting' environmental influences such as ill-functioning familles and society. ln the

former view, poor, dependent, and deviant individuals were considered to be part of the

community and were dealt with either assistance or correction within the community. In the latter

view, howeve~ the mode of assistance and punishment became the responsibility of emerging

institutions, and the targeted individuals or groups were not accepted in the community unless

reformed - a rare occasion.

The perceived expansion of deviant groups was comprehended as a threat to social

stability by powerful citizens and social groups. The intentions of intervention were of
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contradictory nature. Sorne feh that paupers. dependents. and deviants needed assistance while

others thought that they should he controlled if democracy, prosperity, and the country were ta

survive. These two intentio••s meshed for the purpose of creating institutional arrangements that

reflected their contradictory origins.

The propounded rationale for institutionalization and segregation from the cornmunity was

that institutions were free of 'corrupting' influences and thus prone to providing a proper

environment for reforrnation. Caretakers and their advocates publicly stated a familial and

compassionate ideology. ln reality and practice, nevertheless, institutions were increasingly based

on complete segregation from family and cornmunity, and on discipline, regimentation, and moral

and religious foundations with sorne ingredients of literary instruction. Prisons, almshouses,

asylums, poorhouses, houses of refuge, and reforrnatories all depicted this contradiction. By the

Civil War the educative, alleviating intention of these institutions had largely disappeared. They

had mainly become custodial institutions for purposes of social control.

The 'Menace' of the 'Feebleminded' and Deviant

Concurrently with the campaign against pauperism and dependency at rnidnineteenth

century, the 'feebleminded' were also targeted for eligibility of institutional remediation. The

initial argument was that since schools were established fol' the general population, training

schools should aIso he organized for the benefit of the 'féeblerninded'. The same network of

organizations and individuals which led the establishment of public schools, reformatories,

almshouses, poorhouses, penitentiaries, houses of refuge, and asylums was also behir..d the

advocacy of creating training schools for the 'feeblerninded'.
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Again, the intentions were twofold: educational and social remediation and social control.

By the end of the nineteenth century. the educative function had been completely replaœd by the

social control function resembling the military regimentation model of the other institutions. The

'feebleminded' were seen during the ~l1"st two decades of the twentieth century as nondistinct

from deviants and were blamed for almost all societal problems including poverty. crime. and

immorality.

The innovation of intelligence testing at the beginning of the twentieth century was seen

as an efficient way of identifying and classifying 'feebleminded' individuals and as a major

scientific discovery since there was no 'reliable' method of identification before this invention.

The high percentage in samples of the population diagnosed as having inferior intelligence led

to renewed alarmist declarations about dangers to democracy and prosperity. ln 1917, for

example, almost half of the draftees were identified as 'feebleminded' by the army alpha

intelligence tests. Laws were passed across states stripping those identified as 'feebleminded'

from their civil rights including procreation and voting. Immigration restrictions were legislated

against ethnic and racial groups thought to 'breed' significant levels of inferior intelligence. This

despite the fact that intelligence tests were linguistically and culturally biased against immigrants,

the ponr, and minorities. By the 1930s, intelligence testing along with a campaign for

vocationalizing education had led to the establishment of rigid tracking and special education

systems. Both continued to grow in the following decades.
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Campaigning for (or Against?) the Disadvantaged

Since the 1960s, corporate business has expressed its interest in disadvantaged (or at risk)

children and their families. The Committee for Economie Deve10pment (CED) has ;erhaps been

the single most influential business organization on reinitiating the focus on the disadvantaged.

CED is a strategie planning business organization whose membership is comprised of the highest

level executives from aIl the major corporations in the United States. It aIso has a small

membership of academics and is weB connected to universities, conservative foundations, and

the media.

CED has released severa! publications on the state of American education since the late

1960s making insistent recornmendations on the 'necessity' to devise arrangements that are

geared toward the educational and social 'need::>' of the disadvantaged. What becomes apparent

in these publications is the similarity of discourse regarding the disadvantaged and the campaigns

against pauperism, dependency, deviance, and 'feeblemindedness'. The recent humanitarian

rhetoric and contradictory intentions, the targeted social groups, and the general educational

developments resemble the historical circums~11lces and transitions of the first !wo special

education drives over the last !wo centuries.

The rhetoric is distinctly humanitarian. In Children in Need: Invesrment Strategies for the

Educationcl/y Disadvantaged and The' Unfinished Agenda: A New Visionfor Child Deve/opment

and Education, it is impressed upon the reader how poverty has been growing, how the human

resources of the disadvantaged are wasted, how increasing global economic competition

necessitates the contribution of all dtizens to productivity. In sum, it is declared that both the

disadvantaged and American society will prosper, only if appropriate arrangements are ntade to
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educate and integrate disadvantaged children into mainstream society. Ta achieve this end.

business leaders have expressed theu desire ta become the main advoC3tes of the disadv3ntaged.

In the introductory paragraphs of Children in i'ieed. the education~! manifesta of corporate

business regarding the disadvantaged. it is stated:

For generc.tiollS, the American Dream has been TG live in freedom and Tl.'
have the opportuniry ta pursue a sarisfying Ilfe. reap the benejiTs of economic
prosperity, and parrake of the privi/eges and responsibilities of citi:enship in the
world' s fCJremost democracy. But as we stand on the threshold of the twenr}'-first
century. that dream is in jt!opardy.

This nation cannat continue TG compete and prosper in the global rzrena
when more than one-jifth of our children live in poverry and a third grow up in
ignorance. And If the nation cannat compete, it cannat lead. If we continue ta
squander the talents of millions of our chi/dren, America will become a nation of
limited human potential. It would be tragic If we allow This ta happen. America
must become a land of opporrunity - for every chi/do

fet. the United States is creating a permanent underclass of young people
for whom poverry and despair are life's daily companions. These are youths who
cannat hold jobs becc.use they lacA fundamental literacy skills and work habits.
They feel alienated from mainstream society, and they seldom participate in the
democratic process. They cannat attain the living standard oi most Americans
because they are trapped in a web ofdependency andfai/ure (CED. Research and
Policy Committee, 1987, p. 1).

AlI the familiar themes of previous eras are present: poverty. dependency. permanent underdass,

the threat to economic prosperity and democracy. and the need for help. The similarity of

intentions is aIso striking. On the one hand, concem is expressed with the waste of talent and

lives. On the other hand, the notions of dependency, underciass, and threats to prosperity and

democracy ring as familiar alarms which preced;;.d oncoming campaigns of social control in the

past If history serves as guide, it appears that this is another campaign, the third one in V.S.

history so far, of amelioration and social control targeting disadvantaged students and their

familles.
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The profile of the disadvantaged is noticeably similar to the targeted groups of earlier

eras. This profile is ~~scribed in Children in Need: recent immigrants from the third world: racial.

cultural. and linguistic rninorities: cr-:idren with disabilities: single-parent families usually headed

by women: poor families; teenage parents and their children: and children in inner-city schools.

The whole disadvantaged group is currently estimated at a potential 30% to 40% of the student

population (CED, Research and Policy Committee, 1991, pp. 8-9).

Comparing past and present social conditions, it seems that t~e V.S., and the same may

he said for most westem democracies and other industrial-technological societies, is and has been

for sorne time at a major political, social, economic, and educational transition. Previous

transitions coincided with educational reforms tilat were sustained over decades to evolve

concurrently with the realities of the day. These reforms have had inherent elements of social

control for the general population as weIl as provisions of social control for potentiaUy deviant

social groups. There were immigration waves during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the

transition of the American economy from agriculture to industrialization, and progressive

urbanization with their consequent results of social and economic dislocation. AU these trends

had profound influences on educational reforms.

The cum.ût social-historical circumstances bare a striking similarity to the conditions of

previous transitiJns. First, there has been a new wave of immigration to the V.S. since the early

1970s, this time primarily from the third world (Reimers, 1985). Second, economic iestructuring

and a transition from an industrial-based to a technology- and inforrnation-based econcmy have

been occuning during the last few decades in the United States. Third, there has been a

prolonged effon by the federal govemment since World War II to reform public schools, of
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which the 'excellence' movement of the 1980s is an extension. This time there is a new addition:

worldwide economic rearrangemenrs. which probably serves as an explanation for the emphasis

on schooling as preparation for global economic competition and for the similarity and almost

parallel timing of educational reforms in many western democracies. Fourth, there has been

pervasive social and economic dislocation in the United States over the last few decades because

of worldwide economic resrructuring.

Viewed in this context, legislation for special educational arrangements over the last few

decades acquires a quite different meaning. There is titde doubt that many social groups such as

parents and advocates of individuals with disabilities have genuinely worked toward

improvement. In Many instances the results of their efforts have been rruly remarkable. However,

these efforts have been constrained by the social-historical context of contradictory intentions in

educational reforms, of which social control appears to hold a sttonger footing. It is in this

context that special education and the mainstreaming movement have to be placed if they are to

he adequately understood.

The Expansion of Special Education After the 1920s

The Most significant increases in the special education population occurred afrer the

1920s. The 'menace' argument, eugenics, and intelligence testing combined to produce an

ideological commitrnent to the identification and classification of individuals with disabilities,

which sought to translate theoretical estimates of disability into observed occurrence. The special

population increased by an immense 1,552% in the period between 1932 and 1970 (see Table

3) while the whole elementary and secondary school population increased by 75% during the .
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same peri~j (see Table 2). In the years between 1970 and 1989 the whole ekmel1tary and

secondary school population decreased by 12'7c (see Table 5) \\hereas the population served in

special programs increased by 7ü'-K (see Table 6). ln terins of enrollment pen.:entages. onl,'

C.62% of the total public scho')l population was enrolled in special e.~ucation programs in 1932

(calculated from data in Tables 2 and 3), while this percentage had skyrocketed to 11.30'7c in

1988-89 (see Table 7).

After the deinstitutionalization movement and federal legislation of the 1960s.

contradictory developments occurred in special education. Advocates of individuals with

disabilities were largelj· successful in pushing for deinstitutionalization. Federal legislation,

nevertheless, boosted the exceptional student population by providing funding and incentives for

the identification and categorical classification of a greater number of students. The category of

leaming disability was a relative newcomer but it doubled its proportion in the overall special

population from 21.6% in 1976-77 to 43.6% in 1988-89 (see Table 6) and was largely

responsible for the overall increases.

The EtTects of PL 94·142

The passage of PL 94-142 in 1975 was part of these contradictions. parents of students

with disabilities gained the right to due process and to challenge placements they perceived as

improper. At the same time, however, the law reinforced the expansion of the special education

population and of a bureaucratie maze that made the exercise of the rights of parents and students

with disabilities more dependent on p~ofessional authority. In this sense, PL 94-142 and its
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successor PL 101-476 are continuations of previous federal legislation regarding children v,..ith

disabilities rather than a break with the past.

This appraisal is supported by the fact that at the national level between 1977-78 and

19X8-89 there has been very litùe or no change in placements for the whole special population

as a single group (see Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12). When broken down to the individual disability

categories, contradictory patterns were found. Almost no change toward less restrictive

environments has occurred in the learning disability category, a notable finding since it is the

largest disability category. In the serious emotional disturbance and mental retardation categori~s

(caution previously noted for mental retardation category) movement from less restrictive ta more

restrictive environments has taken place. Progression from more restrictive to less restrictive

placements has developed in the onhopedic handicap, speech impairment, hard of hearing and

deaf, and visual handicap categories. In the health impainnent, multihandicap. and deaf-blind

categories there has been simultaneous movement toward both less restrictive and more restrictive

placements.

Mainstreaming: Barriers and Prospects

The General Context

The obstacles te mainstreaming are not confined to the context of publIc schools. The

stalemate outeomes of PL 94-142 are not incidental. This law and its suceessor PL 101-476 have

inherent both progressive and regressive intentions. The progressive intention of making public

education available to ail students with disabilities has become regressive by the implementatic.1

process. The inertia and tradition in American education have operated in many ways to thwart,
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if not completely prevent. the genuine integration of students with disabilities for me benefit of

all students. benefit defined from the students' and their fami1ies' points of view and interests

Several interrelated factors have contributed to this: a 'pull-out' mentality. the aversive effe~ts

of many of the formaI education objectives. and the I.:oncept of society as an e.onomic entity.

First. there is the tracking. remediation. and 'pull-out' mentality ingrained in the minds

and j:-ractices of most American educators and in the educational system itseif. This philosophy

has developed over the last hundred years 0:1 the assumprion that it benefits students when in fact

iLS results have been much more hannful than helpful. As Joseph M. Hawes (1991) htl~

commented "[s]ome agencies that supposedly exist to protect children and aet in their best

interests mm out to be harmful to those they are chartered to serve" (p. 124). The perva5iveness

of this philosophy is such that sometimes it appeau that the whole system has to be

deconstructed and reconstructed anew.

Second, there is the aversive effect of sorne of the stated and hidden objectives of formaI

American schooling adopted from its very origins. Pursuing cultural and instrllctional

homogeneity, training for the world Qf work of each era, espousing an almost blinding

nationalism-patriotism, indoctrinating obedience to the social order of the day, providing naive

information about the rights and responsibilities of citizens in American democracy, and

preparing st1l:gents to actively contribute to the development of American society for

technological and military supremacy seem to have victimized a substantial percentage of the

school population. Immigrant children with differing cultural backgrounds or students who do not

fit wideJy accepted instructional methods become potential targets for exclusion and remediation

on the premise that there is somethi!1g wrong with them. Students are put through monotonous
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instruction of which the hidden objective is to he able to sustain and perforrri repetitious tasks

on the factory floor or in .:he office. Those who cannat endure boredom in the classroom may

end up with the label of .emotional disturbance·. Anà since somebody has to perfonn low-paying

jobs vocational tracking becomes a convenient way to stream students according to 'ability'. lt

is impressed upon students that their ultimate loyalties are due to the nation, that they ought to

have resp~ct for the social order, and that they should support American democracy because it

is a 'good system of checks and balances', If students point to the inconsistencies of the nation

and the social order regarding liberty and justice they may be seen as potential 'trouble makers',

And many students are currently encouraged to seek education for a technological world but

L'lose who are not interested or resist this imposed education may oc l)randed as bei!lg 'low

achievers',

Many of the objectives of American formal education appear to have been irrelevant to

the lives or interests of a significant number of students coming primarily from immigrant and

culturally differing groups, various minorities, those with disabilities, or the socioeconomically

poor. These social groups have been seen as po~-::ntially deviant either because they have been

marginalized (discriminated against) or because many of their members do not want to participate

in mainstream American society in its current form. In either case, formal schooling has provided

one of the many social control mechanisms: tracking and special education.

Third, there is the definition of American society as an economic entity, which has largely

driven the operation and stI'Ucturing of American society and formai education. Many of the

objectives of schools nave been the direct consequence of this deflnition. The emphasis on

science, mathematics, and technology in the educational reforms of the 1980s was neither
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incidental nor new. It wa~ rather the culmination of a long chain of historical developments in

American education toward utilitarianism whose ongin can be probably be traced ta the conl.:ept

of society as an economic entity. This concept has largely influenced the exclusion of indi\'iduals

with disabilities since they always ha""e been regarded as not being able to engage in gainful

employment.

AH these three factors are closely linked. The initiallink of society as an economic entity.

in combination with the Anglo-Protestant idea of the 'work-ethic' and the emr.rging

industrialization in early nineteenth century. influenced the objectives of schools in the United

States, which in turn were influential in establishing and promoting tracking and special

education. The obstacles to mainstreanùng, therefore, are not confined te the school context.

Obstacles are not just funding and classification patterns, the dichotomy between regular and

special education, school organization and routines, teacher resistance and teacher preparation

programs, opposing court decisions, professional authority powers, or lack of adequate support

for teachers and students with disabilities. These are significant obstacles indeed, but they are the

symptoms rather than the causes of exclusion of students with àisabilities. Addressing the

problem at that level would mean just scratching the sUlface, and any reforms would likely he

doomed to fallure. Instead. there should he an exarnination of the fundamental issues: the

objectives of fonnal education and how they are driven by more general societal considerations

and priorities.
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Disadvantaging the Disadvantaged

The priority that has been placed on the disadvantaged during the last few decades will

probably have a direct influence on the educational arrangements of students with disabilities

because the latter are considered ta be one of the disadvantaged groups. It seems that the

sustained efforts of the federal government and corporate business since the end of Wùrld War

II ta adapt sorne of the methods of social control through educational refonn have factored in the

disadvantaged as the social group of potential deviants.

The educational refcrms of the 1980s were ta a large extent the result of effons of the

fece-ral guvemme~' é1IlJ COrpOI. : busmess. Most of the reports on the state of American public

schools that wer~ released adopted the corporate model. The hidden intentions of the reports

(engineering consensus, shifting the blame of economic problems from business management

decisions ta public schools, reC'pening discussion on the raIe of govemment and business in

education. and refocusing educational issues from equality and justice to the economy) appear

to have been considerably successful. The themes of the reports revolved around economic

competitiveness as dependent on schooling, higher academic standards, student and school

accountability. equity and the disadvlmtaged, civic responsibilities of citizens, survi val of

American democracy and the social-political arder. emphasis on science, mathematics and

technology, and teacher professionalism.

Al! these themes were 1eified and disconnected from their social origins and were

restrained within a school context The result was a narrowing of the educational agenda,

centralization of decision making, the implementation of reforms that contradicted many of the

'quality' schooling rhetoric. the close linking between schools and business through parmerships
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and correspondingly geared curricula. and laying the foundations that may base the mode! l)f

teacher professionaEzation Oi1 compatible terms with state and corp~)rate- business i:1terests.

Based on the corporate-business recommendaùons of early prevention and interventiùn.

the disadvantaged have been targeted for educational and sOl:ial amelioration by sçhool.

government, and other social agencies. It is aspired that sustained intervention should be planned

and effected in the lives of disadvantaged children and their families encompassing ail the

developmental stages of children from birth to young adu!.thood. Given the experience of

amelioraùon with paupers, dependents, deviants. the 'feebleminded·. and people with disabilities

over the last !wo hundred years, the MOSt likely outcome May be a failure to provide substanual

improvement in the lives of the disadvantaged. The hidden intention of social control, however,

will probably function to put the blame for the circumstances and problems of the disadvantaged

on themselves. This appears to be a century-old strategy: the internalization of blame by victims

for their disadvantaged situation. The model of 'interagency collaboration' seems to he the MOst

plausible candidate to take up the task. Projects of this nature such as New Beginnings are

already underway.

The Case of New Beginnings

Prof~ssional collaboration has become the buzzword of the day in education. It is

proc1aimed as the appropriate model of doing things, for example, in mainstrearning (Stainback

& Stainback, 1990b), in school-university partnerships (A. Lieberman, 1992), and interagency

arrangements ta provide services to disadvantaged children and their farnilies (Payzant. 1992).

In Thinking Collaboratively Charles Bruner (1991) has pronounced professional collaboration as



181

the most appropriate modeJ for education. New Beginnings. an interagency collaboration project

in San Diego. California. is examined here. This examina: ion is based on the account by Tho'nas

W. Payzant (1992). sup~rintendent of the San Diego City SchooJs and cne of the initiators of the

collaborative.

The rationale given for collaboration among agencies is an impending sense of doom.

Paynnt (1992) cites Roseann Bentley t co-chair of the commission established by the National

Association o~ State Boards of Education and the American Medical Association to study

problems facing adolescents, as saying that tI[w]e are absolutely convinced that. if we don' t take

action immediate1y, we're going to find ourselves with a failing economy and social unrest" (p.

140). He voices sirnilar concerns:

It must be obvious to even the most casual observer that the gap between the
haves and the have-flots in the V.S. is widening. More people are living in
poverry, many are homeless, a disproporti.;nate number of the poor are menta/ly
i//, a high percentage of the poor are African-American or lLltino, and a
surprisingly large number of them are chi/dren (p. 139).

Poverry, homelessness, and untreated physical and mental disabi/ities threaten to
overwhelm every social service agency in the nation (p. 140).

Immediate action is cal/ed for, and 1 am convinced that the public schools must
play a leading role. The days are past when sehools could eoncentrate simply on
basic education and leave a chi/d' s social, physical, psychological, and economic
needs to others (p. 140).

Notice the combincd intentions of social amelioration and controi.

Propelled by this rationale, in 1988 a number of leaders of social agencies in San Diego

started infonnal discussions to fmd common ground for collaboration by overcorning a variety

of obstacles: conflicting regulations. confidentiality of cliel1t infonnation, turf and responsibilities,

overlapping services, and different notions of collaboration. This discussion led to a number of
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"shared assurnptions" (p. 141): that San Diego is plagued by many problems involving a large

and increasing immigrant population. law-cost housing. and geographical mobiiity of poor

families: that agencies have to do more with decreasing funding: that intervention should stan

in early childhood. not adolesc~nce. and that it should not focus on individual studt"nts bt.:t their

families: that personnel from different agencies do not trust eacn other: and (hat interagency

collaboration should be led by the top-Ievel executives of the participating agencies (payzant.

1992). Notice the targeting of immigrant and poor farnilies. the emphasis on early intervention.

and the family as the unit of intervention.

As this 'consensus' emerged. and the author insists that it is imponant to have consensus

before any collaboration is initiated. the participants decided to forrn New Beginnings as an

"interagency forum" (p. 140) consisting of the County of San Diego. the Cit') of San Diego. the

San Diego City Schools. and the San Diego Community College District. At a later stage of the

project the San Diego Housing Commission. the Medical Center of the University of Califomia

at San Diego, and the Children's Hospital joined in as weIl (Payzant. 1992). Notice that the

composition of the forum consists completely of local agencies and that emphasis is placed on

consensus.

The next step was to study the possibility of establishing a coIlaborative center at a local

school, because of easy access to students and their farnilies (notice the school as the crucial

connecting link arnong social agencies). Hamilton Elementary School was chosen in the City

Heights part of San Diego for the study. Commenting that :iimilar schools and neighborhoods

exist in alliarge cities and in many smaller communities, Payzant (1992) describes the area, its

inhabitants, and the school:
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Hamilton' s attendance area is a .Jonsely populated. highly transient. ethnicailv
mixed neighborhood. It has one of the city's worst crime .rates and the highe;t
reported incidence of child abuse. Hamilton's enrollment is about 1.300 studen:s
in kindergarten through fifth !?rade. The schcol also has a statejunded prescnool
program for 4-year-olds. The building was construcred in 1978 to accommndate
750 studenrs Clnd is now supplemenred by 28 portable c/assrooms. Hami:tctl
operates on a multi-track. year-round schedule.

The district' s most recent racial/ethnic census report shows that the school
is 40% Latino. 24.5% Indochinese. 24% African-American, and 8.6% white....The
school serves 23 language groups, and more than half of the students do not
speak English as their native language. A majority ofthe studenrs at Hamilton live
in single-parent households. More than 90% of the chi/dren are eligible for the
federal free or reduced-price lunch program. About 46% of the school' s
households receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children (pp. 141-142).

Notice the perfect overlap between the population targeted for interagency collaboration and the

prome of the disadvantaged population.

The study, which was conducted in 1990, came to the following conclusions: families

"need help in finding help" (p. 143); agencies have to completely restructure themselve~ and their

services for interagency collaboration; familles' attitudes toward agencies are posidve when

identified with the school; social agency personnel have a more pessimistic appraisal of the

studied families' situation than the familles' self-perceptions; social agencies are too fragmented,

have overlapping services. and do not share information; social service providers feel "frustrated"

and "dehumanized" (p. 143) by not being able to break the cycle of recurring problems in these

familie:i; and agency staff should become advocates of the familles with whom they are working

(Payzant, 1992). Notice the following: the assumption that families wish to receive social

services: the positive attitude of families toward schools and their associates; the discrepant

perceptions between agency staff and familles regarding the condition of the latter: and the

inability of agency personnel in the past to offer substantial solutions.
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Consequently, it was decided to establish a ~e\l'; Beginnings imeragency .:enter at

Ha:nilton Elementary School. Payzant <- 1992) states q1lite clearly rhat :hese efforts are not Just

a project but a ccmmitted endeavor "to develop a long-term srrategy for systemk cha;'\ge in the

way services are provided to young people and their fami1ies" <-p. 14()). This endeavor is based

on a 'practical' vision, a perspective taken from Melaville and Blank's (1991) ",'haj il Takes:

Structuring Interagency Partnerships to Connect Chi/dren and Families with Comprehellsi\'e

Service:

A practiccJl vision requires that members move beyond generalities. come 10 terms
with the assumptions underlying their vision and cOllsider the accommodations
that may ultimately be required (p. 22).

Notice the emphasis of basing systemic change on a 'practical' vision.

Based on this vision, New Beginnings is currently offering health, social, adult education

services, and an "expanded student registration, screening, and family assessrnent process Iwhichl

has become one of the center's primary activities" (Payzant, 1992. p. 143). Staff members work

both at the school interagency center and at their home agencies. The staff members working

mostly at the school are called Family Service Advocates and they work directly with families:

They provide information about available services, help determine eligibility, work
with families to create and follow a plan for moving toward self­
sujJiciency[,}....provide sorne direct counseling... .[and] help families navigate
within the social services system (p. 144).

Notice the centrality of family assessment and the dependence of families on professional

authority for 'self-sufficiency' planning and 'navigation' in the social services system.

Teachers in the school are also important participants in the coUaborative:
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The school is a primary source ofreferrals. Classroom teachers refer ra the center
those children who are experiencing academic. behavioral. arrendance. or healrh
problems. Teachers receive training in idenrifying problems and in techniques of
supporn'ng the efforts of the agencies. They also learn about the raies of staff
members of orher agencies and abnur the services They provide. There is regl!lar
communication between the teachers and the workers at the center as the)'
constantly assess the impact of servires on the children (Payzant, 1992, pp. 143­
144).

Notice the function of teachers as referees, and of the school as a place of referral and

assessment.

. Interagency Collaboration: Renewing Social Amelioration and Control

Several themes are emerging from the case of New Beginnings. First, there is a striking

similarity between this project and the recommendations of corporate business. The targeted

population is disadvantaged students and their families, the focus is on early intervention and

prevention (Hamilton is an elementary school with kindergarten and preschool programs), and

the method of help is collaboration among agencies.

Second. all participating agencies are local and they stress consensus. a 'practical' vision,

and leadership by their top executives. Even though it rnight not have been transparent to New

Beginnings participating agencies, substantiai consensus existed even at the ~e their leaders

decided to form a forum because they shared one major underlying assumpuon; that schools and

agencies can solve the social problems they are targeting. Renee, the remaining assumptions to

be negotiated followed a predictable pattern. A 'practical' vision, a historical characteristic of

many social agencies in the United States, was adopted. This vision is the tendency to 'move

beyond generalities' or in other words to treat social problems out of context and by amelioration

that in many instances may resemble patchwork. Leadership by the top executives of the agencies
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assured the adoption of and commitment ta this \- ision. Even though the federal 1l0vernment and- -
corporate business appear ta be absent. the success of their steering funcùon is ev;dent in the

choices made and the meu10ds used by localiùes - an indication that the hidden intentions l1f

educational reforms have been quite successful.

Third. the centrality of the school as the connecting link of various agencies is convenient

and efficient. Schools are places with a captive audience, whereas other agencies on their own

may face problems of accessibility of and cooperation with students and their families. The

positive attitude of many families toward school. which was found in the study, is another good

reason to place interagency centers in schools.

Founh, dependency of families on professional authority will probably emerge from these

coilaborative arrangements. Agency staff, by assuming the role of advocate, presume that they

know 'best' what the interests of the families are. The stress on the need to 'help famille'> get

help' and the disparity of perceptions between families and agency professionals regarding the

seriousness of the familles' condition are direct consequences of this mentality. With respect to

the latter Payzant (1992) comments:

Interestingly, the families see themselves in better condition than the agency
personnel see them, but they do feel plagued by short-term problems. The service
providers are more likely to see the families as having many long-term needs.
Clear discrepancies exist between the perceptions of the families and those of the
agenq wor/cers (p. 143).

Fifth, referral and assessment occupy a central position. The school functions as a place

whem teachers refer students with academic, behavioral, attendance, or health problems to the

interagency center. And it is not just students who are placed under scrutiny but their families

as weil.
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Sixth, there are issues of confidentiality and inousion of privacy. The agencies

collaborating in New Beginnings conducted another study addressing confidentiality and came

to the conclusions that "modest changes in the law and in !;tate regulation....would facilitate

intelagency exchanges without compromising conficientiality" (p. 145) and that "[m]ost barriers

to the safe and open exchange of confidential information are management issues" (Payzant,

1992, }Ji'. 144-145). In the view of participating .•gencies, then, confidentiality and privacy are

not debatable ethical issues but mere technicalities to be resolved by 'modest' legislative,

regulatory, and management changes. In The Children' s Rights Movement, Joseph M. Hawes

(1991) gave a historical review of the child advocacy and protection movement in the U.S. over

the last three hundr~d years. He came to the conclusion that "efforts for the last 22 years have

reduced or reversed the efforts of the children' s nghts movement to win sorne basic decency for

the nation's youngest and poorest citizens. The child protectionists want to expand the protective

agencies, and expand their reach as well" (pp. 124-125). Previous histo'.ical experience of

~meliorativeefforts as hanning targeted children and the social organization of their familles may

be repeated in the emerging collaborative arrangements. Family cohesion may undergo further

erosion by intrusive intervention and formal institutionalization and monitoring.

The meshed patterns of amelioration and control are apparent in interagency collaboration.

Most of the professional educators who are involved aie probabiy not aware of the duality of

reforms and the potential for social control because of their ahistorical approaches. "We have

come far enough to leam that there is power in collaboration that none of us envisioned when

we began", Payzant (1992, p. 146) concludes. Indeed, there is tremendous power in the bands of

educators in the form of a double-edged sword: one side represents social and educational
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amelioration, while the other social control. The long term outeome depends on which side d

the blade is sharper.

Historical precedent seems to point out that the side of the blade representing social

control may prove to he sharper. especially when social conditions in the United States keep

deteriorating. Even sorne preliminary signs appear to he pointing to this direction. The feelings

of 'frustration' and 'dehumanization' of agency personnel, by theu failure in the past to effect

substantial chauge in the conditions of the disadvantaged, is evidence that social problems which

were originally not created by these agencies cannot he solved in their context. The collaboration

of these agencies with schools will probably accomplish little more since the targeted social

problems were not created in schools either. The problem of inadequate health care, for exarnple,

is largely the result of inequitable wealth distribution, decisions by federal and state govemments,

and the unfavorable disposition of medical associations and corporate business. It is interesting

that New Beginnings has already faced problems with its health services, perhaps the aspect most

beneficial to disadvantaged familles:

The health component of the center has been one of the most difficult to establish.
reflecting the fragmentation and underjunding ofhealth services for pOOl' chi/dren
in our country (Payzant, 1992, p. 145).

We must wait for action at the state and federal levels to develop a mechanism
for reimbursement so that our health services can be sustained without depending
on special/unding (Payzant, 1992. p. 145).

The decreasing amount of available resources ma}' make necessary the taking of hard decisions

which will not necessarily he to the benefit of the disadvantaged families:
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Calling for a comprehensive system of child-centered and family-oriented
services...sounds good. but its creation will require changes and trade-offs in how.
where. and by whom resources are distributed. It will also raise difflcult issues
of quantity vs. qualiry in service delivery, and equality vs. equiry in determining
who should receive limited resources (Melaville & Blank. 1991, p. 22).

If beneficial aspects such as health care become tao expensive ta maintain cr defunct for

whatever reason. interagency collaboration arrangements Vo'ill probably be sustained because of

their social control function - an outcome that would be consistent with previous historieal

reforms of social amelioration and control.

The enthusiasm with which the model of professional collaboration has been adopted in

a variety of educational undertakings serves as an indication that interagency collaboration is here

to stay and expand. In The Unfinished Agenda.' A New Vision for Child Development and

Education. CED (1991) discusses a variety of models of interagency collaboration which are

based in schools or in other locations (pp. 16-38). Models of interagency collaboration other than

school-based, therefnre, do exist and are possible options, This may lead to a variety of

arrangements in the U.S., but the most likely model to predominate on a large scale is school-

based interagency collaboration. The reason simply is accessibility: students in schools, and by

extension their familles, are a captive audience.

Likely Eff~ of Interagency Collaboration on Mainstreaming

When comparing the model of interagency collaboration with the model of networkmg

and professional collabo:.ation recommended by mainstreaming advocates, it is apparent that the

processes a"e quite similar. They both focus on collaboration among individuals, groups, and

agencies. Let it he said, nevertheless, that the same process can be used for completely
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antithetical purposes. Collaboration can be used for superficial education. for gearing students
~ ~

toward narrow technological approaches. or for producing compliant and prejudiced dtizens. lt

also may be used for incisive education. for guiding smdents toward widely enlarged academic

approaches. or for facilitating self-reflecting and critically minded citizens. The outcome depends

on the objectives and intentions of the social groups that to a large degrc;e influence the scope

of the educational agenda. If the educational agenda is set according to narrowly defined interests

and for the benefit of a select few. then the former approach will largely predominate in the

implementation process. If the educational agenda is genuinely set to reflect the interests of the

whole population, then the latter approach will mainly prevail.

Given the ahistoricity of many American educators, there is a high potential of confusing

process with intent. The current educational reforrns will probably, based on historical precedent

and initial indications, work to control the disadvantaged. Despite rhetorical declarations the

intention is to discourage thoughtfully inforrned citizens, cultural diversity, racial equality, and

acceptance of individuals with disabilities. It is probable that mainstreaming advocates will find

themselves in a situation similar to the stalemate of the last two decades after the enacUTIent of

PL 94-142: a lot of rhetoric about less restrictive environments but little substantial change. This

time, however, there may he the appearance of positive change while the disadvantaged, a larger

proportion of the American population than just the disabled, are targeted for remediation and

social control.

There are currently three possible options of educational arrangements for students with

disabilities. In the ftrst one, the barriers and obstacles may disappear to pave the way for genuine

integrati.on - a highly unlikely scenario given the existing conditions that have been recounted.
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In t.1e second alternative, things remain as they are, hardly a satisfactory option. In the third one.

students with disabilities may be placed in the mainstteam but under the conditions of

interagency collaboration. It seems that the third option is more plausible than the fust !Wo in

the present circumstances.

The option of mainstreaming within the confines of interagency collaboration would be

a severe compromise. It may be li compromise that can eventually lead to a dead end. There are

several reasons for this conclusion: the emphasis of V.S. society on economics, the purposes of

social control intrinsic to interagency collaboration, the appearance of confusion of mainstreaming

advocates pertaining to the meaning of the 1980s' reforms, the intrusive arrangements of

interagency collaboration, and the ahistoricity of most American educators.

First, the exclusion of people with disabilities has its origins in the objectives of American

public schools which have been driven by the definition of society as an econornic entity. The

latest reforms bave worked not to minimize the effect of this definition on the objectives of

schooling - on the contrary, they have reinforced it Thus the calls for schools connected to the

world of work, for school administrators functioning as business executives, for 'free-choice' in

schools, for successful schools rewarded by attracting a 'larger share of the school market', and

for unsuccessful schools to be punished by bankI'uptcy. One basic requirement for genuine

mainstrearning..is a decreased emphasis of society on overproduction and overconsurnption. In

other words, students with disabilities will benefit in a society in which individuals are more than

a population of cashiers and schools are more than a training ground for cashiers. Societal

priorities on productivity and fiscal matters give educators little elbow room to make substantive

choices.
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Second. special education in its CUITent form has lost its function of social control. lt has

been plagued by law suits and counter suits. by accusations of discrimination. arbitra!"Y labeling

and rigidity. and by expenditures that would have been unheard of when it was established. PL

94-142 has contributed significantly to this arbitrary labeling. expansion of the special population

and increased spending, and has been under fire from New Right conservatives (e.g. Heritage

Foundation, 1984). liberals (e.g. Toch. 1991, pp. 126-127). and advocates of .purposeful'

mainstreaming (e.g. Stainback & Stainback, 1984). From all viewpoims. the learning disability

category has been seen as the main obstacle; The Heritage Foundaticn has perceived it as a

category in which many children have been rnisplaced and has called for abolition of

mainstreaming and for segregation of those students who cannot attend regular classes without

'harmful' effects to themselves and other students. Mainstreaming advocates have called for

merging regular and special education. These two positions may appear to he totally conflictual

but they have much more of a common ground than both parties suspect

Segregation and mainstreaming may take place simultaneously. A relatively small

proportion of students - those with severe disabilities - may end up in segregated settings. Most

of the others, especially those classified as leaming disabled, may end up in the regular cl~sroom

for a large part of the school day with sorne provisions for resource room remediation. These

arrangements will separate those students who have discemible and easily identifiable disabilities

from those students who have no visible manifestations of disability. As Carrier (1986) has put

it, "[h]andicapped children are not the same as children in special education...because the bulk

of children in special education would not he considered handicapped outside of school" (p. 288).

Students in official disability categories are considered ta he part of the disadvanta~ed population.
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Therefore, even if mainstreamed, they will he eligible for remediation through interagency

collaboration. This likely outcome will offer liule advantage.

Interagency collaboration, from a social control point of view, will he much more

effective than special education because the latter has come under too much scrutiny and has

become too expensive. More importantly, interagency collaboration will operate in the

mainstream of education having the advantage of targeting the whole student population, although

it will probably focus on the disadvantaged. Assessment, classification, and remediation

procedures will likely he more subtle in the mainstream than in special education. The fact that

interagency collaboration uses a very sirnilar process model as 'purposeful' integration may

obscure the fact that the two are based on almost contrary intentions. The former is an extension

of corporate business and government interests of social control, while the latter is an extension

of inclusive education philosophy.

Third, there are signs of confusion on the part of many advocates of 'purposeful'

mainstreaming regarding the meaning of the 1980s' education reforms. A few examples may help

bring this confusion to perspective. Falvey, Coots, and Bishop (1990) have portrayed the business

community as genuinely caring for schools. While there is little doubt that there are individuals

in the business community who care about schools, corporate business as a social group seems

to he concemed only insofar as its interests are promoted in schooling. Vandercook and York

(1990) have declared the legislated objectives of public education in the state of Minnesota as

progressive and heneficial to mainstrearning. The law states:
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[T]he purpose of public education in Minnesota is ta help ail indi\'iduals acqui!"t?
knowledge, skills. and positive attitu.des toward self and Qihers Thar will t'nable
them to solve problems. think creative!y. ~or.tinlie learning, and de....elop maximum
potential for feading productive. !ù/.filling lives in a complex and chungPlg .\'0Ciet:-'
(p. 96).

Rhetoric aside, this law was passr,d in 1985 as a direct consequence of the delihen~tion'j of ùle

Education Commission of the States. Task Force on Education for Econordc Growth ( 19~3).

which produced one of the most influential reports te lJush for lcgislative a.nd other reform'i at

the state level within the A Nation al Risk framewOlk. Lipsky and Gartner 0989b) have quoted

Hilliard, a mainstrearning advocate, as stating:

There is no special pedagogy for' at-risk' studenrs. The pedagogy thIlt works for
them is good for ail studer:.rs. Further, il is due ta th/!' faer thot appropriale
regular pedagogy was nol provided ra 'at-risk' studenls Thar they fail ta achieve
(p. 281).

While there is no doubt that an appropriate pedagogy for disadvamaged student-i (including

students with disabilities) may he good for aIl students, the current arrangem.ents of inleragency

collaboration do not appear to he for the henefit of disadvantaged student~.

Lipsky and Gartner (1989b) are aware of CED's proposais with regard to disadvantaged

. students. They have mentioned the Children in Need publication and appear to accept its

recommendations taeitly. They have insisted that special education should he "scrutinized" (p.

282) for the interests of an students. No connection or analysis, however, is made with reference

to CED's ulterior motives or to the historical precedence of social control of special populations

in which the business community was Ci prime participant Instead, there is an accommodation

of the discourse of the 1900s' reforms in the argument for merging regular and specid education:
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The American ecofwmy needs a well-educ12ted workfarce, and the demographics
of the future make it clear Thar il car.nor be :.:r::hieved If large porrions of
our population are discarded.

Persons with disabilities are increa.c:ingiy a.sser1inS thezr entitlement iD a full
place in society.

Growing numlJers ofadvocates and poreters ,vith children /abeled .j.S handicapped
are recognizing that the PL 94·142 achie'lement of access to a separate
system is not an adequate preparation fOT a full life.

The most recenr sehool reform efforts manifest concern frr the full range of
students and demonstrate the capaciry to effective/y ?ducate ail students
together (pp. 284-285).

This four point argument has incorpcrated the historical contradictions of special education and

American education in general: srriving for access and equality in a society which is

economically driven. The overriding priority placed on economics, though, creates a web of

TI';'.lationships that in educational settings work to victimize and discriminate against people with

d\sabilities and disadvantages. 'Purposeful' mainstreaming may become a chimera in this context

because ilidividuals are valued for their ahility to produce goods, not for their intrinsic human

qualities. Sapon-Sh~vin (1987) recognized this possibility in criticizing, even though not

systematically, 1he connection made in the national education reports between 'excellence' and

national economic growth. Mainstreaming advocates would probably benefit greatly by

'SClutinizing' more systematically the meaning of the 1980s' reforms.

Fourth. the intrusive arrangements of interagency collaboration will harm family cohesion

and autonomy. All. societies need a relatively stable basic unit of social organization. In many

contemporary societies, including American society, the nuc1ear family is the basic unit of social

organization (Haviland, 1990, pp. 242-267). Its structure and cohesion has been seriously affected

dwing the last tüty years. While new forros of the nuclear family are emerging, such as single

parent familles, the attempt to strengthen the family by making it dependent on formal
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institutions appears to be largely misguided. The farnily shJuld have a ~onsiderab\e degr~e of

autonomy, free of blatantly intrusive intervendon. ta miike iiS (1 \\'n deôsions JS t0 the

interdependency arrangements it wishe~ to have with oL~er s0cial units and insrüutions.

Engineering inttUsive prov~sions has a high potenüai fùr 'unirllended' olltc,)mes of farrJly and

social pathology.

Fifth. ahistoricity and a preoccupation of most A.:Tl.erican eclucators \Vith nilrrow

specificities may further contribute to confusion. Despite references of mains'Iearning advoc:ues

to a more humanitarian society. m'Jst of mainstreaming advocates' actions are confined t\)

procedural research and school-based intervention (see Chapter 6). While the promotC'.d

philosophy of i ~clusion and concern about srudents with disabilities appear to he genuine, there

is little atterr.:pt in the 'purposeful' mainstreaming literature to connect special education to the

general social context. It is this missing aspect that. if incorporated. may contribute to a strategie

assessment of the situation and to meaningfully guided refonn.

Wrappi~g Up: A Theoretical Perspective with Practical Implications

A suggested theoretical framework that might be helpful to educators, special educar.ors,

and advocates of mainstreaming to interpret issues might include the following: the analogy of

the trees and-the forest, a critical stance tcward assumptions. the understanding of power

relations, and the contrast between contractualist and substantialist philosophy in education. This

theoretical framework has practical implications and is not intended for academic debates only.

Theory and practice are connected much more than is cUITently thought, because it is ideas that

e are the ongins of practice and not vice-versa. A 'practical' vision is no vision at ail.
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ln Con.ceptua/ B/ockhusting, James L. Adams (1974) discusses a number of basic thinking

barriers to approaching ü:sues and p~oblem solving. He has classified them in five categories:

consrrainir.g the problem wo much, being unable to pay attention to or isolate the highest priority

problem, being unable to thini<: of more than one strategy to solve the problem, paying attention

ta the expected rather man the unusual, and saturating thought by too much data of varying

importance. A useful analogy is the trees and the forest: the ability to distinguish between the

trees and the forest and to interrelate the two. General and special education could be seen as

tree~ and American society as the forest The former do not function in vacuum. They have to

be seen within the general social context and as the outcome of a long chain of historieal

processes and transfonnations. Utilizing this context will help in seeing the various units as

interrelated parts of a whole, an approach that may advance understanding and strategie planning

for short- and long-term change.

At the sarne time, it would ~ wise to maintain a critical stance toward assumptions

because assumptions tend to slant world views. A critical stance would be necessary not only

toward others' assumptions but also towacd our own. Michael W. Apple (1990) has expressed

the obstacles and the merits of this approach quite candidly:

There is nothing very odd about the fact that we usually do not focus on the basic
sets of assumpnons which we use. First, they are normal:y known only tacitly,
remai1lWlSP0Jcen, and are very dijJicult to formulate explicitly. Second, these basic
rules are so much a part of us that they do not have to be expressed.... However,
if we are to be true to the demands of rigorous analysis, it is a crincal inquiry in
to just such things as the routine grounds of our day to day experience that is
demanded (p. 126).

In the rush to get things done, it is sometimes difficult to see that what is taken for grô.li.ted has

not a1ways been sa. The passage of time has the effect of obscuring the social construction of
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practices. inc.~uding practices in education. which come to be taken as the only course of action.

One pertinent example is that in .open' school environments. as Apple (1990) caBs them. - that

is the mainstream of education - the possibility of sorùng. traddng. and social control becomes

even greater if traditi{'lnal funcùons (and objecùves) of schooling are kept intact (pp. 141-142).

This is so because the mainstream is much more subtle in Its processes and under considerably

less scrutiny than special educaùon - certainly a pivotai factor that has to be kept in mind by

mainstreaming advocates. Research and practice in mainstreaming (referring ta the integration

movement) and rnainstream education, within the current social and educational conditions. have

to be seen in light of who it is that they are likely to benefit or disadvantage.

An understanding of power relations may contribute to the illumination of these potential

benefits and disadvantages. The educational reforms of the last few decades have been used by

the federal and state govemments and corporate business in a manner that splinters reality into

disconnected issues when in actuality these issues are interconnected. Many professionals and

educators have participated in this splintering out of complacency, ahistoricity, or self-interest.

The popular idiom 'divide and rule' applies equally weIl to social groups, knowledge, and

practice. Thomas S. Popkewitz (1991) has lamented these educational reforms for this very

reason:

Debates rage about the relation of individuality to society, the importance of
power in social knowledge, and the role ofhistory in the construction of identity ­
ail central concerns of contemporary scholaTship. And yet. the language of

reform ignores these funtiamental issues and, in their place. offers discourse that
fragments reality and reifies social existence (p. 160).

Brown and Comola (1991) have differentiated between 'political' power and 'ethical'

power. The former, they suggest, accomplishes its goals by "pressure and manipulation" but the
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latter by "communication and understanding". Consequently. the two forms of power are

"mutually exclusive" and cannot he used simultaneously (p. 94). Despite being very much in

favor of the 1980s' reforms, they have scathingly criticized the two groups that primarily directed

them for a 'political' rather than 'ethical' approach to power:

We must never forget that all power can be justijied in sorne manner alUi is
usually justified by an appeal for excellence. The invocation of motivation.
pro!:ress. aggressive management, and the public good have all been used as
excuses for usurpation ofpower in both government alUi business....There is Little
need 10 catalog the lists offraudulent activities in savings and loans, Wall Street
activity, car dealers. and others 10 document the statement. Perusal of the daily
papers should suffice (p. 94).

Yet. as the result of educational reforrns during the last decade, power relations have been

drarnatically altered in the United States. State power, according to Popkewitz (1991), is no

longer just the sum of govemment agencies and regulations. It is rather interactions among

"[g]overnmental agencies and nongovernmental organizations ofprofessional groups, universities,

philanthropic foundations, national businesses, and teacher unions [which] interact as elements

in the production of social regulation" (p. 125). These interactions under the steering of the

federal government have limited beth the interests represented and the extent to which

participants define educational problems and solutions (p. 215). While promulgating

'deregulation' the federal government and closely allied corporate-business interests have

succeeded in increasing their regulatory power. And they have succeeded by making the new

power relations hardly visible. In this sense, interagency collaboration is implicated as an

invisible form of social control under the guise of 'help'.

Under these conditions it is likely that special education and mainstream education will

come to espouse a 'contractualist' rather than 'substantialist' ideology, terms Carrier (1986)
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applied ta education in relation to special education. According to conrractualism ail children are

"unique individuals - with individual differences no doubt. but not classitïable as different types

or sorts" (p. 291 J, For this reason. conrractual systems would tend ta provide education tailored

to the needs of the individual student by designing appropriately geared instruction and programs

- a child centered pedagogy. Conrractualism sounds very sunilar to the pronouncements of many

mainstreaming advocates that 'a!l children have special needs', If individual differences are

interpreted as different interests. then conrractualism would probably be egalitarian but if

comprehended as difference in ability it would likely be inegalitarian. According to

substantialism, the vast majority of c.hildren can learn while a very small minority does not have

the ability to learn. The latter are segregated but their number is so small that substantialism, in

this case, is considered to he egalitarian. If, however, the numher of children excluded From

school begins to grow then substantialism becomes inegalitarian (Carrier, 1986).

Carrier (1986) sees contractualism as a consequence of certain values and practices in

V.S. society and culture, in that performance and ability to earn a wage and create surplus value

are highly appreciated individual characteristics. Those who have problems perforrning and

creating wealth are then targeted for amelioration. He describes American education as ascribing

to a substantialist point of view until the end of the nineteenth century. Beginning in early

twentieth century. it increasingly staned becoming ccntractualist because of increasing

enrollments. As the move te contractualism was leisurely and irregular, American education

retained many of the elements of substantialism. The result was segregated special education for

those students classified as disabled - an "artifact" (p. 307) of meshed contractualist and

substantialist elements in the philosophy of American educators. Carrier's prediction is mat as
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the values of capitalism œcome more pronounced in schools the outcome may be a merged

regular and special education with "sorting... occur[ing] openly in the main classroom" (p. 307).

If this prediction is accurate. and there is srrong evidence to suggest that it is. then the

mainsrreaming movement would henefit from reflecting on the educaùonal processes of which

it is part. The invocations of various groups to educate all children from CED. the federal

government through reports by the Office of SiJecial Education of the V.S. Depanment of

Education (e.g. Will. 1986) to mainstreaming advocates have a common ground. Th~ main

obstacle is a substantialist mentality ingrained in the minds of many educators.

What kind of mainstreaming is it going to he? If the cc,ncept of society as prirnari1y an

economic entity is maintained in the V.S., and there is no reason to believe that it will change

soon, it is very probable that it will be mainstreaming built on massive compromises. It will be

mainstreaming based on a contractualism that interprets individüal differences more as differences

in ability than in interests. The targeting of disadvantaged students and their families, an

estimated 30% to 40% of the V.S. student population, for amelioration in the mainstream of

education makes the compromise even more controversial. Given the historical evidence, the

element of social control inherent in the currently developing model of interagency collaboration

will probably outlast its twin element of 'help'.

Alternatives to this scenario, though, are possible. They depend on the vision and

willingness of American educators and the larger society to go beyond the 'practical' and beyond

the usual or expected. They depend on the fundamental nature of society American citizens wish

for themselves. An alternative suggestion is offered in the following and fmal chapter.



CHAPTER 9

Summary and Conclusions

The loss of ignorance is an esselltia! .Hep in ail of our t'ffélrts to crc!l1fe and
maintain institutions which sensich'ely and effecth'ely serve humankind (Goodlad.
1984. p. 270).

This investigation has been an exploratory study to examine the obstacles to and prospel:ts

of 'purposeful' mainstreaming in light of the social-historical l:ontext of Ùle United States during

the last two centuries. Four components were included. First. special education was situated in

the context of general forma! U,S. education and society. Second, the objectives of public schools

were historically situated to see how they have influenced the development of special education

over time. Third, there was an examination of the outcomes of PL 94-142. Fourth. the meaning

of the 1980s' 'excellence' educational reforms \Vas scrutinizcd.

It was postulated that a social-historical context would render opponunities for theory-

building and for facilitating meaningful planning to enhance 'purposeful' mainstreaming. It

should be stated here that this is not a conspiracy theory but simply an observation of trends,

s<')me of which have been thoroughly documented in earlier historical and social science research.

A summary of the fmdings and conclusions is given below, followed by an alternative view of

integrated education and suggestions for future research.
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Question 1: Dow does special education fit into the general context of American public
formai education and society over the last two hundred years'?

The definition of American society as primarily an economic entity has its ~oots in the

late colonial era. After the Revolution, this definition, in combination with the infusion of Anglo-

Protestant values in the general social order and emerging industrialization and urbanization,

began to become increasingly pronounced. Economies have greatly driven the operation and

sttucturing uf American society as weil as the objectives ,Jf public schools. In fact, most of these

objectives have been the direct outcome of this definition by emphasizing utilitarianism which

has become the defining characteristic of educational reform since the end of World War Il. The

emphasis on science, mathematics, and technology in the 1980s appears to be the logical

conclusion of society as an economic entity. ln combination with a climate of prejudice and

intolerance toward various differing cultural and minority groups over the years, this defmition

has influenced the way American society has viewed and treated social groups that could not or

would not contribute to economic growth. The treatment of thesc groups is described below.

During the colonial era individuals with disabilities, the poor, and other dependents were

taken care of in the community. Beginning in early nineteenth century, however, the institutional

ethic for 'needy' populations supplanted the community ethic in American society. Paupers,

dependents, the poor. immigrants, deviants. and various minorities were targeted. Sorne argued

that all these social groups needed help while others perceived them as threats to social stability.

prosperity. and American democracy. Poorhouses, almshouses, houses of refuge. reformatories.

and asylums '.'!ere established. The intentions incorporated relief, education. and social control.

Despite a publicly declared familial ideology. segregation and regimentation were practiced. By

the Civil War, these contradictions had been resolved in favor of social control.
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Starting approximately in midnineteenth century, and concurrently with the increasing

morr.entum for establishing common schools, arguments were made in suppon of training schools

for the 'feebleminded'. Most of the individuals identified as 'feebleminded' had immigrant.

socioeconomically poor, or minority backgrounds. By the turn of th~ century many training

schools existed across the country modeled on the previous 'Nave of inslitutional creation. The

intentions again were relief, educational remediation, and social control. The development of

intelligence testing and the classification of large numbers of both the student and the general

American population as 'feebleminded' propelled a new wave of panic that American democracy,

prosperity, and social stability were endangered. Since the 'feebleminded' and deviants were

perceived as an identical group and responsible for all social problems, immigration restrictions

were placed on ethnic groups 'breeding' inferior intelligence, eugenicists succeeded in their

lobbying for adopting laws restricting civil rights such as procreation and voting, and special

education programs were set up in schools for separate education. The intention of social control

had at that point displaced educational remediation to a considerable degree. Intelligence testing

was used for identifying and classifying 'feebleminded' individuals and for vocational tracking

purposes. Beginning in the 1930s, special education prograrns started to grow drarnatically. Only

0.62% of the public schools population was enroUer. in special education prograrns in 1932

compared to 11.30% in 1988-89.

Since the 1960s the disadvantaged (immigrants primarily from the third world, various

minorities, students with disabilities, poor familles including single parent families mainly headed

by women, teenage parents and their children, éiîd students in inner-city schools), a proportion

of 30% to 40% of the student population, have attracted attention. Based on historical experience,
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close correspondence of targeted groups, ar;d similarity of social conditions with the !wo

historical precedents (major historical transition period, economic restructuring, new wave of

immigration, social and economic dislocation, refo~m of general public education), it seems that

the disadvantaged are the target of a p.ew wave of special education reform having !wo intentions:

educational and social remediation and social control. It appears that school-based interagency

collaboration will he the most likely candidate system ta he chosen on a massive scale.

In conclusion, it appears that there have heen three waves of reform to establish or reform

institutional arrangements for special populations in the United States. In the two most recent

cases targeting the 'feebleminded' and the disadvantaged respectively, special education has

functioned as a residual option of mainstream American education and has had the double

intention of educational remediation and social control. Since the social control function has

outlived the educational remediation function in the frrst two waves, it is predicted that this will

likely he the case in interagency collaboration arrangements currently being developed.

Question 2: How have the objectives of American public formai education inOuenced tbe
development of special education over the last two hundred years?

Public schools in the U.S. have often been a ground of controversy among various social

groups that have tried ta use public education for their own and frequently opposing goals. The

objectives of public education appear to he quite consistent over time: a common American

culture, republicanism, nationalism-patriotism, training of a disciplined work force for the

economic realities of each era. literacy and knowledge, social control and arder, social mobility,

and since World War II teehnological and military supremacy.
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A consequence of most of these objectives was the segregation of children \Vith

disabilities into institutions. special schools. or special classes. The emphases on a common

American culture. social control and order. a sometimes irrational nationalism-patriotlsm. and the

individual as a unit of productivity implied that the students most often classified as disabled

would be coming from poor and from culturally, racially. linguistically, or ethnically different

families. Many of these students were directed into the vocational tracking system devised at the

turn of the century. Special education rnay be seen as the bottom of the tracking ladder meant

for students who do not confonn to the conventions of schooling life or the view of the

individual as a productivity unit.

The substantialist mentality ingrained in the practices of schooling has created a situation

where 'pull out' programs are seen by many educators as almost unquestionable activitics. Their

social construction has long been forgotten in the process of reification. From the point of view

of an outside observer, it would appear that practicing remediation through 'pull out' programs

has itself become an objective of U.S. public education.

Question 3: What have been the outcomes of PL 94·142 for students with disabilities until
19901

Public Law 94-142 (succeeded by PL 101-476 in 1990) requires the placement of children

with disabilities in the least restrictive environmenl However, it also mandates the existence of

the whole continuum of services from \he least to the most restrictive environments. 115 outeomes

have so far been contradictory. On the positive side, parents of students with disabilities have

gained the right te due process and to challenging perceived improper placements. On the

negative side, the ensuing bureaucracy has made parents and students with disabilities more
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dependent on professional authority. The law has also contributed to the expansion of the special

student population, especially the learning disability category. by providing funding and

incentives for identification and categorical classification of students in the official disability

categories.

The placement patterns of students with disabilities are an indication that the law has

failed to meet its least restrictive placement requirement. At the national level, the overëll

placement patterns of the special population as a single group have remained virtually unchanged

since its enactrnent (see Tables 9, 10, 11 and 12), whereas considerable variability exists at the

state level (see Tables 13 and 14). Based on this information, it seems that PL 94-142 and its

successor PL 101-476 are continuations of previous federallegislation regarding children with

disabilities rather than a break with the past.

Question 4: What is the meaning of the 19808' 'excellence' reforms and some of its
preliminary outcomes?

The reforms of the 1980s may be seen as part of the efforts by the federal government

and corporate business, since the end of World War II, te adapt their patterns of authority and

social control to the changing political, economic, and social realities. Most of the educational

reports on the condition of formaI schooling were heavily influenced by the corporate model of

schools. The hidden intentions of the reports were to engineer consensus, switch the blame for

economic problems from business management decisions to public schools, reopen discussion on

the role of government and business in education, and to refocus educational issues from social

('~uality and justice to the economy. These intentions appear te have been quite successful.
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The discourse of the reports narrowed the educational agenda and the represented

interests, disconnected issues from their social ongins, and confined the problem-solving process

of social issues within the context of schools. ln this process, decision making was further

centralized. the actual iI11plementation of reforms contradicted many of the 'quality' schooling

rhetoric, schools Wl~re closely linked with business through pannerships and com'spondingly

geared curricula, and the foundations were laid for basing the model of teacher

professionalization on compatible terms with state and corporate-business interests.

The scope of reforms seems to indicate that govemment and corporate-business poliry

makers have extensively employed social science for future planning. They appear to have a

thorough understanding of social trends, prospects of social change, public manipulation

strategies, and power brokering. Both the federal govemment and corporate business have

manifested a proficiency to plan for structural and procedural change. Structurally, the federal

govemment, with the assistance of corporate business, has directed the steering of the educational

agenda. Localities have implemented the reforms under the monitoring of state govemments and

business leaders involved in school-business partnerships, compacts, and collaboratives.

Procedurally, the decontextualization of educational problems from their social context, the

'worker' student model, teacher professionalization, standardized accountability measures, and

the stress on science, mathematics, and technology subjects have been utilized to promote this

educational agenda.

Of particular interest are the corporate-business recommendations of early prevention and

intervention programs for the disadvantaged of whom business leaders have become self­

proclaimed 'primary advocates'. These recommendations have suggested sustained intervention
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in the lives of disadvantaged children and their farnilies, encompassing the developmental stages

of children from birth or early childhood to young adulthood. These recorrunendatior..s and the

most likely mode of implementation, interagency collaboration, have been adopted without any

major modifications by most American educators. The implications of these reforms do not

appear very encouraging for disadvantaged students. Sorne disadvantaged students 'nd familles

may profit from interagency intervention but it is more probable, given the historical precedent

of the fust two waves of special education arrangements, that most of them will not. Despite the

humanitarian discourse of these reforms the disadvantaged have been factored into the equation

of structural and procedural educational refC"rms as potential deviants to he controlled.

Question 5: Wbat are the obstacles to and prospects for 'purposeful' mainstreaming in ligbt
of the above?

Almost an the barriers mentioned in mainstreaming literature are school bound. Funding

and classification patterns, the dichotomy between regular and special education, school

organization and routines, teacher resistance and teacher preparation programs, opposing court

decisions, professional authority powers, or lack of adequate support for teachers and students

with disabiliûes are sorne of them and are formidable obstacles indeed. When viewed in the

social context of American society, however, they may be seen as symptom.s rather than the

causes of exclusion of students with disabilities. The origins of this exclusion are the objectives

(. f formal education and more general societal considerations and priorities. The defmition of

American society as an economic entity has largely geared public education objectives which in

turn have entrenched a substantialist, 'pull out' approach to students with disabilities.
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The influence of this defmition is rather transparent in the 1980s' educational reforms.

Corporate business and the federal govemment have campaigned to further entrench the view of

schools as preparatory ground for the world of work. Schools are now closer ta the model of the

'free market' economy: attral.:ting larger schoal 'market shares' or going bankrupt, viewing

administrators as business executives, and basing its panicipant model (teachers and students) on

the 'collaborative worker' mode!. An adjunct ingredient of this model is interagency

collaboration, which from the point of view of corporate business and govemment would he an

effective method of social control for the disadvantaged section of the American population.

From the point of view of mainstreaming advocates, nevertheless, collaboration would he

an effective way of integrating students with disabilities into society. This undoubtedly represents

another contradiction in American education: different groups trying to use schools (and perhaps

mainstreaming) for quite conflicting purposes. The larger social context appears to he favorable

to the groups whose hidden intention is social control. If the mainstreaming literature is any

representative indication, many mainstreaming advocates seem to he confused with regard ta the

intent and process of collaboration. Social controllers endorse collaboration with the intent of

social control of the disadvantaged, whereas mainstreaming advocates support collaboration with

the intent of genuir.e integratio~ of students with disabilities into society. The adoption of the

sarne process model by both is by no means equivalent to similarity of intentions, hecadse similar

processes may he used to achieve antithetical aims.

The prospects of the mainstreaming movement appear to he quite challenging given that

the cards are stacked against il. This may not he apparent at present, nor will it hecome obvioU5

in the next few years. As Timpane and McNeill (1991) have advised CED, the "results
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of... lschool reform] effons [for at risk children] may not be clearly visible for a generation" (p.

32). Once such reforms have been entrenched in schools, however, it may be an overwhelming

task to deconstruct them. Students with disabilities may find themselves in a situation very

similar to thirty or fony years aga: trying to shake off what Gartner and Ioe (1987) have callerJ

'disabling images'. At the same rime, there is a unique opportunity for mainstreaming advocates

to utilize historical experience to Ulimask the hidden meaning of current educational reforms. It

is by no means an easy task and there is no guarantee of success but it may plant sorne of the

seeds for more beneficial reforms in the future. Perhaps the most important ingredients may prove

to be historicity and the commitment to long-term persistence.

Recent Developments

The funding and dependency (or autonomy) patterns of educational institutions on

government and other powerful social groups are influential in determining educational intent,

objectives, practices, and outef)mes. They define to a large extent the purposes of schools, the

kind of education received by students, the instructional and organizational arrangements

practiced in schools, and the actual results of all these efforts. It is in this context that recent

developments are discussed.

The October 1992 edition of Phi Delta Kappan featured two articles of then presidential

contenders George Bush (1992) and Bill Clinton (1992) delineating their positions on educational

reform. The two plans, as stated, are quite similar. They both advocate 'free-ehoice' and repeat

the usual rhetoric about local school control and the importance of schools in promoting

competitiveness, demanding 'excellence'. enhancing social mobility, and maintaining demoeracy
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and social order. Cuban (1992) has pointed out to the similarity of th':se educational plans and

the illusion of solving social problems, whose ongins are not rooted in schools, within a school

context There is only one deceptively 'major' difference: George Bush advocates a vaucher plan

for 'free-choice' scho01ing either in private or public schools, while Bill Clinton supports 'free­

choice' within public schools only. Corporate business has been a prime advocate of the recent

versions of 'free-choice' (CED, Research and Policy Cornrnittee, 1985, pp. 28-29: Jaeger, 1992).

Judging from Toch's (1991, pp. 246-263) review of both version outcomes over the last few

years the resu1ts have not been positive. Giroux (1992) has heavily criticized Bush's'America

2000' as an "elitist view of schooling" (p. 5) that wou1d divide students aIong poor and affluent

income lines.

Nevertheless, there is more to point out to than that. Neither of the two versions realJy

are 'free-choice' schooling. The term seems to be just a buzzword that distracts attention from

the issue that the steering intentions and functions of the federal govemment and corporate

business leave Iittie room to the vast rnajority of American citizens for substantiai free-choice.

In Bush's plan schools would probably he divided, in generai with very few exceptions, along

fJIst-rate private schools and second-rate public schools, hardly an egalitarian system. This is so,

because the voucher plan for private schools covers only part of the costs, effectively preventing

lower incorne parent~ frorn sending their children to private schools, while subsidizing the

education of more affluent families who can afford it anyway. The outcorne would be a

redirection of badly needed funds from public to private schools for those who need it the least.

The plan of Bill Clinton, the new president of the United States as of January 1993, does

not appear ta he substantially better. Most public schools are geared toward the 'world of work'
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effectively interfering with the efforts of students whose interests are neither in the sciences and

mathematics nor in technologieal areas. In the case of the disadvantaged, apart from sorne safety

benefits for a few inner-city students who might elect to attend suburban scnools, there also

would likely be no real free-choice. Interagency collaboration arrangements may still target

disadvantaged students no matter what school they decide to attend. Besides, what would happen

to the already battered sense of community if neighborhood children are sent to different schools?

An Alternative View of Integrated Education

A free-choice that is substantial and not just a slogan would involve efforts to keep a

community together. It would involve full voucher plans, covering aU expenses, that are given

to the local community without strings attached by the federal or state governments (except

perhaps for nondiscrirninatory clauses). It would invc tve giving communities full discretion to

make their own educational arrangements through open and honest consensus. It would involve

situating education in the real world of the community and not just the 'world of work'. In

summary, it would involve a real, substantial decentralization of decision making as a conscious

plan to develop 'caring' communities for all students.

AlI these ideas have already been suggested in sorne form or another by mainstreaming

advocates in their calls for 'community-based integration' and 'caring communities', which in

reality would represent the integration of ail students in the community. They may seem utopian

and unrealistic but they existed in America' s own backyard during the colonial era and early

nineteenth century. Jane Addams, one ·of the leaders of progressive education in the twentieth
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cenrury. argued that the educative functions should reside in the community itself tA. F. Davis.

1973: Lagemann, 1985).

Stainback and Stainback (199Gb) have assened that the key to inclusive schooling is the

'willingness' of society to encourage educational ·flexibility·. Educational flexibility presupposes

flexibility of the social institutions in which it takes place. Social institutions may be viewed as

existing on a flexibility-rigidity continuum.

Perhaps the most flexible social institution is the farnily. Douglas Biklen (1992) in

Schooling Without Labels has described how the farnilies he studied approach their children with

the "intention of inquiring" (p. 48). This approach offered the opportunity for a dialogue from

which both parties leamed about each others' needs and behavior. The consequence was practicës

of accommodation instead of practices of pathological labeling and exclusion.

New Right groups have declared that the family has lost too many of its functions to

schools and other formal agencies and that it should re.:laim sorne of them (e.g. Heritage

Foundation, 1984). Paradoxically, they have politically supported those (federal and state

govemments and corporate business) who have designed reforms whose outcome will probably

result in the funher weakening of the family. Despite this paradox their criticism appears to be

valid. The family, in whichever of its emerging forms, should be strengthened - not by

intervention but by increased autonomy to make its own decisions induding the education of its

disabled members.

The community is the next level on the flexibility continuum. While more rigid than the

family, the social institution of the community still possesses a wide range of flexibility

opportunities. If schools are controlled by the community in substance, and not superficially, then
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they can ~l:~fil the integration of ail students in the school and in the community. These schools

woulJ have as an objective education rather than just schooling: the two "are not synonymous"

as Goodlad (1984. p. 322) has ~uggested. It is in this context that family and school·collaboration

will benefit students with disabilities by equality of authority between parents and professionals.

in contrast ta the overwhelming authority of pJ ofessiona1s in CUITent schools.

Formai institutions such as existing schools are the other side of the flexibility-rigidity

continuum. The more formalized human behavior becomes, the more rigid the parameters in

which participants may make choices and the more the chances of reifying (or taking for granted)

assumptions and practices (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Illich's (1970) suggestion that society

should be 'deschooled' was made in this framework and is as relevant as ever. Formal

institutionalization of human activity progressively rigidifies practices and their assumptions.

Existing schùols as formal social institutions are no exception. A pertinent example is PL 94-142

which, despite sorne intentions for educational flexibility, ended up in creating a rigid,

bureaucratic maze.

Flexibility also requires that the objectives of schools are less based on eccnomic

priorities. This implies that the definition of society as an economic entity will have to undergo

considerable modification - an enterprise that will demand major changes in the way American

society views and operates itself. This is probably the basis on which 'caring' communities may

he built and sustained. American society will have to redefine its priorities to accommodate

cultural and other differences, to seek genuine cooperation among its citizens for the common

good and not just the select few, and to make conscious choices about the fundamental values

it wishes to espouse. In the words of Lipsky and Gartner (1989b), American citizens will have
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to ask themselves: "What values do we honor? What kind of people are we? What kind of

society do we wish to build, for ourselves and for aH our children?" (p. 285).

Part of this endeavor would he the 'scrutinization' of special education "despite the fears

of sorne that the findings will he dismal al1d may threaten hard won CUITent programs. Indeed,

the presence of this fear is ail the more reason to undertake such scrutiny" (Lips\cy & Gartner,

1989b, p. 282). In this scrutinizing, a vision that combines holistic views of educational refùnn

as connected to general social issues would he crucial. While present efforts to reform the

education system at the school level should be continued, it would he to the long-term benefit

of students with disabilities to keep in mind how they fit in the wider social framework.

Historicity, a critical stance toward aU issues, and an understanding of power relations have the

potential to he powerful guides in examining the larger picture and in advising on social and

educational reforms for the authentic interests of aU students.

Suggestions for Further Research

A number of recommendations for future research foUows from the present investigation.

It is suggesteei that such research be conducted in a social and historical context. First. the

meaning of state variability with regard to the educational placements of students with disabilities

needs to he studied. Why have sorne states adopted less restrictive environments. while others

more restrictive ones? Do the former represent substantial change? Second. the role of CEO and

other prominent business organizations in educational reforms requires more detailed attention.

Third, interagency collaboration appears to he a research target of prime importance for the

mainstreaming movement. Research in this area may help to pinpoint the contradictions between
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the stated intentions of interagency collaboration and its actua1 outcomes. Fourth, L'le impact of

the 1980s' 'excellence' reforms on the students identified as 'gif!~d' needs ta be examined.

Ironically, it is not only disadvantaged students who may be at risk because of targeting by

interagency collaboration. A number of 'gifted' students may be at risk as well because of the

emphasis of reforms in science, mathematics, technology, and the 'world of work'. Those whose

interests are in the arts and the humanities - areas of the schoo1 curriculum that will likely be

neg1ected even more in the future - may be in danger of being mislabe1ed as 'low achievers' or

'behavior problems'. Fifth, comparative studies in other countries may reveal similarities and

differences with the V.S. case. They may put in perspective the way in which differing or similar

social contexts influence general, special education, and mainstreaming practices.

Concluding Words

This exploratory investigation situated special education and mainstreaming in the social­

historical context of U.5. general formal public education and society from the American

Revolution to 1990. Its main purpose was ta examine the obstacles to and prospects for

'purposeful' mainstreaming in this wider context.

The following ""ere the main findings: (1) the concept of 'society as primarily an

economic entity' has largely influenced the objectives of U.S. formaI public education and the

philosophy and practices of special education; (2) special education has prirnarily fulfilled the

functions of social-educational arnelioration and social control; (3) there have been three major

waves of reform with regard to special ~ducation arrangements in U.S. history - in the fust two

waves the intention of social control outlasted the intent of social-educational remediation; (4)
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the most recent wave of special education reform. led predominate:ly by the federal government

and corporate business and targeting disadvantaged students (students with disabilities are one

of the constituent groups) and their families. commenced in the 1960s; (5) the main model of

reform for the latest wave seems te he ïnteragency collaboration' which has inherent elements

of social-educational amelioration and social control.

The implications of these fmdings for 'purposeful' mainstreaming are several. First. it is

predicted, based on historical precedent and initial indications, that the long-term outcome of

'interagency collaboration' may he social control of the disadvantaged section of the American

population. Second, there is evidence to suggest that confusion on the part of mainstreaming

advocates hetween process (collaboration) and intent (social control versus integration) may he

a real possibility as 'interagency collaboration' and 'networking' or 'professional collaboration'

are similar process models. The forJTIp.r is predominately advocated by govemment and corporate

business as a potentially effective method of social control. The latter is promoted by

mainstreaming advocates as an effective method of integration of students with disabilities.

Similarity of process does not necessarily imply similarity of intent as comparable processes may

he used to achieve opposite purposes. It is suggested that mainstreaming and special education

he situated in the wider social-historical context of the D.S. society for strategie planning and

more meaningful reform.
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