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ABSTRACT 

This study combines the qualitative methodologies of historical/legal 

analysis and case study design to compare the intent of the least restrictive 

environment (LRE) mandate of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) to its actual practice in a high school art class. The investigation 

examines the art classroom as a LRE with regard to such stakeholders as: (a) 

the learners experiencing disabilities, (b) the art teacher, and (c) the art 

classroom as a whole (including students with "typical" abilities). A theoretical 

framework including the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency guided data 

collection, analysis, and interpretation of the relationships and/or disparities that 

exist between the legal statute's intent and its actual practice. 

The study demonstrates that the federal regulations, the State Plan, and 

the local school district operating guidelines adhere to the purposes and the letter 

of the LRE mandate of IDEA as it travels through its various structural levels of 

implementation. The case study findings, though, evidence some barriers to a 

truly integrative model of inclusion at the classroom level, one that provides for 

active participation and maximizes the student's involvement in his/her 

education. These barriers included the class's exercise of an inclusion-defined-

as-proximity paradigm (especially regarding the student experiencing severe 

disabilities), along with minimal provision for collaboration between the special 

XVII 



and art educators in developing successful inclusion strategies. The presence of 

these barriers precluded, at times, the active participation and involvement of all 

stakeholders in the art classroom community, thereby affecting the exercise of 

the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency in the implementation of the LRE 

mandate. 

The study offers eight recommendations for providing a FAPE in the art 

classroom as a LRE, one that is aligned with the purposes and intent of IDEA. 

Among these are increased communication and collaboration between 

stakeholders, including special and art educators, parents, and instructional 

aides; fostering of interaction among peers; provision of student empowerment 

through choice-making; and increased pre-service education opportunities to 

work with individuals experiencing severe disabilities. 
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CHAPTERI 

INTRODUCTION 

Two landmark cases occurred within the same year that set the stage for 

legislation concerning the educational rights of those experiencing disabilities. In 

Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth 

(1972), the parents of seventeen students experiencing mental retardation sued 

the school district on the grounds that it was ignoring its constitutional 

responsibility to provide the students with an appropriate, free education. The 

resulting decision mandated that all children who were mentally retarded, 

between the ages of 6 and 21, receive a free public education, one that most 

appropriately resembled the general education program (Yell, 1998). 

Later that same year, in Mills v. Board of Education of District of Columbia, 

parents in Washington, D. C. challenged procedures that barred students with 

disabilities from public school education. The parents prevailed, and the courts 

established due process procedures for special education for Washington, D. C. 

schools. (The roles of the PARC and Mills cases in special education legislation 

are further examined in Chapter IV.) In 1975, Congress began work on Public 

Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) (which 

was amended in 1990, as Pub. L. 101-476, and renamed the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]). 



One component of IDEA that has been an integral part of the law since its 

inception in 1975 is the principle of least restrictive environment (LRE). It (taken 

from the most recent 1997 Amendments) mandates that it is the state's 

responsibility to ensure that: 

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, 
including children in public or private institutions or other care 
facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and 
special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children 
with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs 
only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such 
that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary 
aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (U.S.C. 20 § 
1412(a)(5)(A)) 

The individualized education program (lEP) is the guiding force ensuring that 

students' education occurs in the most appropriate, least restrictive setting. 

My interest in the art classroom as such a setting arose from my own 

teaching experiences. As a junior high/high school art teacher, I struggled to 

maintain an appropriate learning environment that included students with "typical" 

abilities and students experiencing disabilities. I created this environment based 

on my limited awareness of the special education mandate. I did not fully 

consider the connection between the statute's intent and my implementation of 

the statute. As I compare my experiences to those of other general classroom 

teachers, I realize that the LRE is dependent upon many variables; the statute's 

intent for students' appropriate placement in the LRE may vary from what 

actually occurs in practice. Such variance is due, in part, to the awareness and 



perceptions of stakeholders, whom Majchrzak (1984) describes as those who 

must live with, implement, or work under the constraints of a policy. 

Statement of Problem 

Through a historical/legal analysis of the LRE clause of the IDEA 

Amendments of 1997, I compare the intent of the mandate to its actual practice 

in a five-month case study of a high school art classroom. Because students' 

placements in general classroom settings are dependent upon their lEP's and 

what is regarded as the most appropriate course of education for their individual 

needs, I examine aspects of the free appropriate public education (FAPE) clause 

of IDEA as they relate to the LRE. This investigation analyzes whether an art 

classroom is a LRE with regard to the following stakeholders: (a) the learners 

with disabilities, (b) the art teacher, and (c) the art classroom as a whole 

(including students with "typical" abilities). A theoretical frame consisting of 

values of equality, liberty, and efficiency guides data collection, analysis, and 

interpretation of the relationships and/or disparities that exist between the legal 

statute's intent and its actual practice. 



Background and Context of the Problem 

Issues for the Classroom 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1995: 

Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 

published by the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 

([OSERS], 1995) describes the purpose behind the proposal of the 1997 

amendments to IDEA. The OSERS document, as reflected in the 1997 

Amendments, emphasizes the importance of the FAPE clause and the lEP in the 

determination of the LRE. Without the consideration of appropriateness, equal 

access to education through the LRE is a moot point. 

Schiller (1999) explains that the art classroom is often the first place in 

which inclusion practices under LRE and FAPE are tested because it is 

considered a "nonacademic" environment. Guay (1993) cites the benefits of art 

for students with special needs and the ability of art to improve understanding in 

other disciplines. Pappalardo (1999) asserts that the art classroom allows for 

both verbal and visual expression and develops self-esteem and self-worth within 

the learner. Blandy (1989), Copeland (1984), and Guay (1999) offer strategies 

for teaching art to students with disabilities (which are examined in Chapter II). 

Blandy, in particular, argues against the use of art for the sole purpose of 

teaching other "prescriptive" skills; he claims that students experiencing 



disabilities should have the freedom to create art for the same purposes that their 

("nondisabled") peers do. 

Carrigan (1994) explores issues of teacher preparation in accommodating 

the needs of the learner with special needs in the inclusive classroom. 

Stakeholders' attitudes toward students experiencing disabilities can affect the 

inclusion process and the classroom climate. Bateman (1995), Kauffman and 

Hallahan (1995b), and Idstein (1995) question the ability of the general educator 

to effectively meet the needs of the student with special needs while effectively 

meeting the needs of the "nondisabled" students in the classroom. Semmel, 

Gerber, and Macmillian (1995) voice concern for the environment that possesses 

limited resources (as many school districts do) and the effect that distribution of 

funds has on general and special education alike. They call for an efficient and 

flexible formula for dispensing funds that would meet the needs of all students. 

Arnold (1999) argues for a support structure for the art teacher that 

creates an environment capable of including all students. She advocates "a 

multi-modal approach to learning [as it] seems to hold the most promise for 

tapping the variety of sensory systems that children favor" (p. 138). Art, she 

explains, is uniquely equipped to provide for learning through a multiplicity of 

sensory systems. Arnold also states that schools that offer the most inclusive 

and equitable environments are often those that are most engaged in education 

reforms. 



Policy and Implementation 

Semmel, Gerber, and Macmillian (1995) question whether the actual 

practice of special education is aligned with the intentions of the system of 

education. They imply that school districts may actually resist inclusion because 

the segregationist form of special education was designed for reasons of 

economy and efficiency. Guay (1994) addresses the implications of inclusion for 

the art educator through her study of the preparation of pre-service teachers. 

Failure to prepare art teachers for the reality of inclusion may result in an 

implementation of federal mandates that may not be in keeping with the original 

intent of the law. If this is the case, schools may find that they are not in 

compliance with IDEA. Likewise, students experiencing disabilities may not be 

served in a manner that most effectively addresses their special educational 

needs. 

Theoretical Framework Guiding the Purpose 
and Scope of the Studv 

Guthrie (1980) theorizes that there are three values that are highly 

regarded by culture in the United States: equality, liberty, and efficiency. 

(DeMitchell [1994] and McMillan & Schumacher [1997] also discuss the role of 

these values in policy.) He maintains that these three values can not coexist at 

optimum levels. Emphasis on fulfilling one of the values tends to preclude the 

practice of the other two; the three remain in constant flux, with one or two giving 



way to the other(s) depending upon the situation. Guthrie suggests that it is 

through the system of education that society in the United States endeavors to 

realize these values. 

These three ideals constitute the framework through which I compare the 

LRE mandate's intent to its practice in the classroom. I have chosen these three 

values because I have noted evidences of each in the evolution of special 

education law: equality in the actions that brought about PARC and its resultant 

decision; liberty in Mills and the subsequent EAHCA; and efficiency in creating 

the IDEA Amendments of 1997 in an effort to make the law easier to understand 

(Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services [OSERS], 1995). If 

these three values have shaped special education law and are components of its 

intent, then they provide a natural and valuable lens through which to view the 

law's implementation. Below, I briefly introduce each value. Chapter II contains 

further explication of each value's background in education, as well as 

examination of the communitarian perspective of the values that provides the 

framework for this study. 

Equality in (Inclusive) Education 

Kauffman (1995) discusses the importance of physical place as necessary 

to human thought processes in determining a sense of identity and belonging; he 

also adds that, while proximity may be a necessary condition toward equal 



education, it is not a sufficient one. While placementoi nonidentified students 

within the same classroom may go far in providing for equal access in education, 

for students with special needs, placement is just the beginning. Kauffman's 

ideas suggest that placement alone does not constitute education in the LRE. 

Special education law assumes this to be true, as well, and mandates that 

identified students are educated in a setting as close to the general education 

setting as possible and appropriate for their special needs according to their 

personal lEPs. 

Liberty in (Inclusive) Education 

Guthrie (1980) says that society has often defined liberty in very general 

terms: the freedom to choose from various courses of action. With special 

education legislation came the freedom for parents to choose the best 

educational course for their children. IDEA also provides parents of children with 

special needs a measure of liberty in its due process provisions. 

Cohen and Ball (1990) state that there has long been an underlying 

assumption that education is too serious a matter to leave in the hands of 

teachers and schools; instead, it needs to be monitored by higher level agencies. 

Such agencies—whether they are state education agencies, local school boards, 

or higher administration within a given school district—create policy for the 

implementation of such mandates as IDEA. The general classroom teacher, and 
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the classroom as a whole, must work within the constraints of these higher 

authorities to provide for the education of all students. Guthrie (1980) defines 

liberty under these school constraints as "representativeness." Such 

representativeness takes the form of those who lobby to acquire the resources 

that the school needs to provide it with increased educational options. In the 

narrower context of the classroom, I will not focus on the issue of 

representativeness (which is fodder for other research and not this study's 

focus). I instead focus on the stakeholders' abilities to make educational choices 

in the art classroom. This component of the framework is further delineated in 

Chapter II. 

Efficiency in (Inclusive) Education 

Guthrie (1980) equates efficiency in the schools with productivity. He 

explains that a number of factors may affect productivity, including availability of 

resources and students' environment and social background. In the LRE, 

resources may be in the form of aides, materials to affect necessary 

modifications, available monetary means, etc. Students' learning environment 

and social background may also affect productivity in that some students may 

require more individualized attention, which may impact the accessibility of the 

teacher to other students. 



Equality, Liberty, Efficiency, and the Study 

The LRE provision of IDEA has the potential of affecting not only students 

with special needs but also the general classroom setting as a whole. The 

mandate itself is filtered down to the schools through federal and state 

regulations, precedents set by case law, state educational laws, and policies set 

by schools districts. The understanding of the law held by those policy-makers, 

and the distribution of information to the special and general educators (and the 

ways in which those educators perceive and understand that information, as well 

as their attitudes toward it), may create disparities between the law's intent and 

its actual practice. For these reasons, LRE is the component of the law that is 

the focus for this study. 

Insofar as the concept of FAPE is key in determining the LRE for a 

student's particular special educational needs, I necessarily consider aspects of 

FAPE as they relate to the LRE. In this way, special education law affords 

students experiencing disabilities: (a) an education that is free (as for their non-

disabled peers) and appropriate to their needs (FAPE as equality), and (b) the 

freedom to be educated alongside their "nondisabled" peers (LRE as liberty). 

The combination of these two aspects of special education law creates (c) 

increased opportunity to the most productive program of education to meet their 

specialized needs (LRE and FAPE, combined, as efficiency). 
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Significance of the Study 

The research concerning inclusion in the art classroom is limited. Much of 

the information found in this area concentrates on pre-service preparation of art 

teachers and strategies for successful inclusion in the art classroom. A review of 

literature revealed no studies regarding the analysis of the LRE clause and how 

this mandate is put into practice in a public school art setting. Utilizing the 

ethnographic methodologies embedded in the case study format, in conjunction 

with the legal analysis, reveals how the mandate's implementation actually 

occurs within the particular idiosyncratic framework of the specified high school 

art classroom. The findings of this study add to the knowledge base of the 

purposes and objectives of special education law and provide impetus for further 

investigation into the relationship between the LRE mandate and its practice 

(especially in the art classroom). 

Organization of the Díssertation 

The Literature Review 

The following four chapters of the dissertation provide the results of the 

literature review, an explanation of the methodology, analysis of data, and an 

interpretation of the study's findings. In Chapter II, the Literature Review, I 

examine the components of the theoretical framework and of the problem 

statement. In that chapter, I investigate the backgrounds of equality, liberty, and 
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efficiency as they have manifested themselves in education. After providing this 

context, I examine each value in terms of Turnbull's (1991) communitarian 

perspective as the theoretical framework through which I analyze and interpret 

data. I apply Turnbull's paradigm to the study and present research questions 

related to each of the three values. 

Next in the literature review, I explore the individual points of the problem 

statement. First, I investigate the art classroom as an appropriate placement for 

students experiencing disabilities. I then examine the roles of stakeholders in the 

art classroom as the LRE, beginning with the art teacher then moving to the art 

classroom as a whole. In this latter, I give attention to the "typically-abled" 

students and the students experiencing disabilities, investigating related issues of 

inclusion, such as strategies to foster peer interaction and barriers to 

participation. 

I then examine the relationship between policy and implementation, 

including communication of policy's purpose and stakeholder attitudes toward 

policy. After presenting these issues of the problem statement as a context, I 

examine related studies. Many of these studies address the subjects that I 

introduce in the literature review, but each addresses these as discrete topics 

rather than as combined components of a single study. 
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The Methodology 

Chapter III describes the combined historical/legal analysis and case 

study methodologies for the study. I delineate Majchrzak's (1984) focused 

synthesis approach as I utilize it for the historical/legal analysis and examination 

of inclusion policy. With this methodology, I investigate the LRE (and FAPE) 

mandate(s) as it filters from the federal level (in the form of IDEA and the 

accompanying administrative agency federal rules and regulations) to the state 

and local implementation levels. I also investigate the courts' roles in this 

implementation process. I examine the influences that shaped the statute as well 

as the organization through which it is implemented. Through the case study 

design, I examine the special education mandate's implementation in one art 

classroom. In Chapter III, therefore, I also explicate the ethnographic 

methodologies that accompany the case study design, demonstrating how the 

analytical and case study designs interrelate. I describe not only methods for 

data collection but for data analysis, as well. 

The Analysis of the LRE Mandate and 
Case Study Findings 

In Chapter IV, I analyze data through the theoretical framework outlined in 

Chapter II and according to the methodologies set forth in Chapter III. I first 

examine the history of (LRE in) IDEA and identify significant factors that 

influenced its development. Next, I explore the organizational structure through 
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which the mandate passes on its way to implementation, giving special attention 

to the role of the courts' as they have interpreted LRE (and FAPE). I then 

analyze the technical perspective of the LRE mandate, especially in terms of the 

emphasis upon educational process versus outcomes. 

The final section of the analysis involves the societal consensus 

perspective and policy implementation through the case study of the high school 

art classroom as an inclusive environment. In this section, I analyze the case 

study data through the framework of equality, liberty, and efficiency. I separate 

case study findings under each of these values, examining each individually in 

terms of the classroom community and implementation of (LRE/FAPE) as 

inclusion policy. For each of the three values, I first examine the legislation's 

interpretation, then the court's, then the stakeholders' interpretations at the 

classroom level. In doing so, I note evidences of adherence to or deviation from 

the communitarian perspective of equality, liberty, and efficiency. 

The Interpretation of Findings and Recommendations 

In the final chapter of the dissertation, Chapter V, I interpret the analytical 

and case study findings in terms of the theoretical framework of equality, liberty, 

and efficiency. I review the research questions for each of the values as set forth 

in Chapter II, providing interpretation of each from the Chapter IV analyses. After 

interpreting the findings, I offer conclusions. Based on the interpretation of the 
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study's findings, I propose eight recommendations for facilitating a more 

participatory, inclusive classroom community that maximizes (communitarian) 

equality, liberty, and efficiency. 

Use of Terminology in the Study 

Some of the language that I utilize in this dissertation requires explication 

for reasons of specificity. One of the earliest decisions in regard to terminology, 

for instance, involved the dilemma of differentiation between students identified 

as having special educational needs and those who have not been identified. I 

avoided the term "handicapped" as one that defines a person in terms of his or 

her disability. I also utilized a "person first" designation (i.e., "student wlth special 

needs") rather than "disability first." On a number of occasions throughout the 

manuscript, I adopt Blandy's (1991) phraseology of "individuals experiencing 

disabilities." He explains that this wording "assumes that disability is not an 

inherent condition of people but is a condition experienced under certain 

circumstances as a result of human-made environments" (p. 131). For the 

purposes of this dissertation, I utilize the terms "student with special needs," 

"student experiencing disabilities," and "identified student" interchangeably. 

Likewise, I also utilize the terms "nondisabled student," "typically-abled student," 

and "nonidentified student" for those who have not been identified as having 

special educational needs. I would like to note that none of these terms is 

15 



adequate in that each implies a norm and deviation from that norm, thereby 

risking stigmatization of one individual over another. 

I prefer the term "inclusion" over "mainstreaming" in that the latter term 

indicates that one group is "mainstream," and one group is not (Salisbury, 1991). 

The term "inclusion," on the other hand, implies that educational needs are 

provided for all, allowing all to participate, regardless of diversity of needs. The 

Third Circuit Court of Appeals recognized the difference between the two terms, 

noting that "inclusion" may be the more precise wording (see Oberti v. Board of 

Education, 1993). However, the court recognized "mainstream" as the 

commonplace terminology and pointed out that, if the purposes of IDEA are 

followed, "mainstreaming" does not simply mean the placement of a student in 

the general classroom setting [Oberti v. Board of Education, 1993). In instances 

where I utilize the term "mainstreaming" (which occurs most notably in reference 

to court decisions), then, I do so as a synonym to "inclusion" as well as to 

maintain the integrity of language and analysis within ajudicial opinion. 

I use the terms "efficiency," "productivity," and "effectiveness" 

interchangeably, as well. In Chapter II, I delineate between economic and non-

economic indicators of efficiency, noting that the communitarian model advocates 

the latter. While some might point out that productivity and effectiveness might 

not be the end result of efficiency, I argue that, within the communitarian model 
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(and relative to the situation and/or the individual's needs), they are. For that 

reason, I use the words synonymously. 

Throughout the study, I utilize terms related to special education as found 

in IDEA. These terms—a number of which I have already introduced in this 

chapter—include such examples as "least restrictive environment" (LRE), "free 

appropriate public education" (FAPE), "individualized education program" (lEP), 

and "admit-review-dismiss" (ARD); they appear within the mandate and are 

defined there. As I use these terms within the study, I adhere to their definitions 

as set forth in the law. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is a focused one rather than all-inclusive. It is my intention that 

this study serve as a catalyst for later ethnographic investigation into the issue of 

LRE as it pertains to the art classroom. Some of the findings in this study are 

transferable to certain situations in inclusive art classrooms or other disciplines. 

In Chapter III, I examine issues of limitations and transferability related to the 

study's methodology. 

Another parameter is that of my own framework. I am working within the 

confines of the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency and my own 

interpretation of these values. Data collection for both the legal analysis and 

case study phases is filtered through the lens of this framework. Because of this. 
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there are certain findings that emerge during the course of the study that I can 

not focus on because they fall outside the study's framework. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This study possesses two component parts: an analysis of special 

education law—specifically the least restrictive environment (LRE) mandate (and 

the free appropriate public education [FAPE] mandate as it applies to LRE)—and 

a case study of the implication of this law as it is implemented in a high school art 

classroom. Some key concerns are inherent within this examination. These 

include: (a) the theoretical frame of equality (as equal access), liberty (as the 

ability to select from various options), and efficiency (as factors that impact 

productivity); and (b) the stakeholders working within the art classroom as the 

LRE. These stakeholders include students experiencing disabilities, students 

with "typical" abilities, and the educator(s) whose job it is to provide appropriate 

education for all students. These educators include the art classroom teacher, 

the special education teacher, and the aide who provides educational support for 

students experiencing disabilities. 

The problem statement components provide the parameters for the 

literature review. The first section of the review focuses upon the concepts of 

equality, liberty, and efficiency. Subsequent sections of the literature review 

explore: (a) LRE/FAPE as they impact the art classroom, (b) the art educator's 

role within the inclusive classroom, (c) inclusion and the general classroom as a 

19 



whole, and (d) the relationship between policy and implementation in the 

inclusion model. 

The Theoretical Frame: Equality. Liberty. and Efficiency 

In this section, I survey literature pertinent to the concepts in the 

theoretical framework (i.e., equality, efficiency, and liberty), instrumental in 

guiding policy formation. I investigate the ideals of equality, liberty, and efficiency 

as they correspond to and have manifested themselves within education. I also 

further define these ideals as they are used in the study. At the end of the 

section, I investigate how these three ideals coexist and interact with one 

another, based on my interpretation of the readings. 

Background of Equality in (Inclusive) Education 

Guthrie (1980), Rossmiller (1986), and Hahn (1997) cite equality as an 

important value within American political tradition and explain that education 

policy makers guide their decisions based on the ideal of equality. As a guiding 

principle, equality has shaped and continues to shape the face of education in 

the United States through legislative, regulatory, and case law guidelines that 

eventually effectuate state and local policy. 

Rossmiller (1986) suggests that education has moved through three 

generations of equity concerns. The first generation, beginning as early as 1790 
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and spanning into the 20"" century, involved the provision of equal educational 

opportunity for children—elementary through secondary—who were deemed 

"normal." The second generation included the admittance of those with 

disabilities into the public education school system, which was mandated by the 

Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA, Pub. L. 94-142) in 1975. 

Currently, Rossmiller explains, we are involved with "third generation equity 

concerns" (a term he adopts from Murphy & Hallinger, 1986). These issues are 

differentiated by the processes of education and include such factors as 

instructional quality, curriculum content, classroom groupings, etc. In this 

section, I explore these third generation equity concerns in that I briefly introduce 

the equity versus excellence issue, followed by a discussion of some barriers to 

equality in the school and classroom. I examine the evolution of the ideal of 

equality, focusing especially on TurnbuN's (1991) communitarian model of 

equality as the emphasis for this study. Finally, I apply the findings concerning 

equality to the purposes of this study. 

Third-Generation Equity Concerns and 
Students Experiencing Disabilities 

In terms of students with exceptional needs, the quality of resolutions to 

third generation equity issues shapes the equalityof educational opportunity and 

of protection under the law. Kauffman and Hallahan (1995) tie these issues to 

special education concerns: 
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Our interpretation of equal educational opportunity is that students 
must not be grouped for instruction by caprice or by criteria that are 
irrelevant to their learning and social development but that they 
must be grouped by criteria directly related to what they are to learn 
and how they can be taught most effectively. (p. 165) 

Under special education law, it is the process of education—as appropriate to the 

needs of the student—which is of central concern. Some argue that this process 

should be measurable through educational outcomes and that equality of results 

would be a more effective standard for assessment than equality of opportunity 

(Hahn, 1997; Rossmiller, 1986). The courts, however, in their interpretation of 

the law, have emphasized appropriateness of the educational process rather 

than outcomes and results (as in Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson 

School District v. Rowley, 1982; hereafter Rowley). A number of cases (including 

Board of Education v. Ambach, 1982; Brookhart v. Illinois State Board of 

Education, 1983; and King v. Board of Education of Allegany County, 1998) have 

even held that the law contains no requirement regarding achievement of specific 

outcomes, such as level of education, graduation, or award of diploma. For this 

reason, the process of education, rather than specific educational outcomes, is 

the emphasis in this study. 

Equality and Excellence 

The balance between equality and excellence is difficult to maintain. 

Verstegen (1994) admits that, while equity is the goal, equity at the expense of 
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excellence is not. To offer an equality of mediocrity would be an unacceptable 

objective of education, including special education. In terms of art education, 

Lazarus (1989) also voices concern that instruction in the arts may be offered 

only to a few or may be attenuated to accommodate the masses. The aim, she 

argues, is equal opportunity to excellence in arts education. Guay (1993) notes 

that the goals of art education for students with and without disabilities should be 

the same and should include an emphasis in the acquisition of art skills, art 

knowledge, and an understanding and valuing of art as an essential part of life. 

All of these goals, to varying degrees depending upon the current classroom 

activity or lesson, are worthwhile. (It is important to note that Guay does not 

define the terms "art skills" or "art knowledge," leaving them wide open to 

speculation and personal interpretation.) I would also add to this list of goals an 

understanding of art as a visual form of communication and the possibilities of 

self-expression through art, along with an appreciation of this communication 

through the works of self and others. 

Legally, appropriateness has been favored over excellence where the 

education of students experiencing disabilities is concerned. In a number of 

cases, including fîon/tey (1982) and Polk v. Central Susquehanna Intermediate 

Unit 76(1988), meaningful educational benefit is emphasized, although not 

potential-maximizing education. Other court cases, such as Cypress-Fairbanks 

Independent School District v. Michael F. (1995), support an approximation of the 
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state's standards for general education in educating students with special needs. 

This reveals a concern that parallels Guay's: that, when and as appropriate, 

educational goals for students experiencing disabilities closely resemble those of 

students with "typical" abilities; thus, they are not automatically a diluted version 

of those goals. 

Some Barriers to Equality in Education 

There are a number of barriers that may impede the degree to which 

equality within education is maintained. Modifications of policy or additional 

education of personnel, it should be noted, may attenuate many of these barriers. 

Distributive equity and educational funding. Rossmiller (1986), Verstegen 

(1994), and Kozol (1991) address the issue of distributive equity, primarily 

through the allocation of educational funding. Kozol (1991) explores the widening 

gap in educational funding between wealthy and poor school districts. His survey 

of a number of New York school districts between 1986 and 1990 reveals how 

one affluent district saw an average increase of $3712 in per pupil spending 

between the 1986-1987 and 1989-1990 school years, raising their funding from 

$11,372 to $15,084 for each student. By contrast, in New York City during these 

same years, per pupil expenditures rose from $5,585 to $7,299, an increase of 

$1714. 
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While the increases are similar percentage-wise (roughly 30%), these 

figures indicate that per pupil expenditures, even in the same state and same 

area, vary radically—in this case, a range of $7299 to $15,084 per student 

annually. These numbers also illustrate that poor school districts are not 

approaching affluent districts in educational funding. Further, Kozol points out 

that equal provision for unequal needs is not equality. These students in the 

poorer districts, who perhaps need educational opportunity the most, are often 

the ones who do without the most in terms of educational funding. 

Verstegen (1994) maintains that money does make a difference in the 

quality of education and advocates an equitable distribution of funds for 

education. She describes the "leap frog effect" in which a poor school district's 

occasion to raise additional funds for education is answered by wealthy school 

district's ability to jump still further ahead, thereby maintaining a financial 

advantage. If educational funding does affect educational outcomes, as 

Verstegen maintains, then outcomes themselves can not be equal. If this is true 

from school district to school district, it may apply as well to special education 

programs within these districts. 

Quality of teachíng and educational equality. Darling-Hammond and 

Green (1994), along with Hodge (1994), posit that the caliber of teaching 

available at a school may be the single most important factor affecting 

educational equality. Often, poor schools, plagued by a higher rate of turnover, 
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hire teachers new to the profession. Veteran teachers, having "done their time," 

transfer from these schools to relatively comfortable positions within more 

affluent schools. A cycle ensues in which schools with lower socioeconomic 

composition can not retain as many experienced teachers. (The role of the 

teacher in the inclusive classroom environment is explored at length later in this 

chapter.) These schools, more likely, also include a predominantly African 

American and/or Hispanic population, groups that are over-represented in special 

education programs. For African-American students, this is true of all disability 

categories; Hispanic students are over-represented in the area of health-related 

impairments (Turnbull, A. P., Turnbull, H. R., Shank, & Leal, 1995). A number of 

factors may contribute to this disproportionate representation. Among these are 

bias concerns in standardized testing, problems in attaining proper pre- and 

postnatal care among parents with low socioeconomic backgrounds, and low 

expectations among professionals in the education of these children (Turnbull et 

al., 1995). 

Exclusion. representation. and equalitv. Mason (1990) holds that the 

fundamental design of special education programs keeps those experiencing 

disabilities out of the mainstream of educational life. Both she and Soo Hoo 

(1994) criticize the removal of students and the fragmentation of the academic 

experience caused by present systems of special education support. Mason 

(1990)explains: 
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"Special education" is nearly always a euphemism for an inferior 
education largely based on medical matters such as physiotherapy 
or toilet training. We know that the protected atmosphere of small 
separate schools or units does not prepare us to deal with the 
society in which we want to live. (p. 364) 

In addition to the integration of students with disabilities within the mainstream of 

education, Mason includes the employment of disabled teachers and the 

inclusion of disabled parents in the educative process as strategies for increasing 

representation. 

Olneck (1993), too, while dealing primarily with issues of gender and race, 

discusses issues of representation that can be generalized to students with 

disabilities within the public education setting. He feels that issues of 

representation include: (a) sharing of equal status, respect, and dignity within the 

school; (b) equal participation in the construction of the social practices and 

symbol systems within the school; and (c) equal participation in authority and 

autonomy in determining their own education and that of others. 

Evolving Notions of Equalitv and Disabilitv 

The notion of equality, then, continues to evolve from its traditional roots 

as it accommodates issues of difference, such as disability. Where education is 

concerned, access to basic services and programs is essential in that the 

educational system is often at the beginning of the chain effect that yields 

availability of future opportunities (Duquette, 1990; Howe, 1993). One's ability to 
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take advantage of educational opportunity will directly affect that person's ability 

to take advantage of future opportunities. 

Eoualitv of access. Howe (1993) explains that, in its most basic form, the 

interpretation of equality as equal access—which Silvers (1995) refers to as 

"formal justice" and Hahn (1997) refers to as "impartial equality"—disregards 

difference and "requires only the absence of formal (especially legal) barriers to 

participation" (p. 329). Early court cases, such as PARC v. Commonwealth 

(1972) and Mills v. Board of Education of District of Columbia (1972) removed 

the legal barriers to public education for a select few students with disabilities; 

but this mere removal of barriers was not the ideal itself. This definition may 

promote some forms of equality, however, it falls short of the ideal in that, while 

the "playing field" may be accessible, it may still not be level. 

Compensatorv interpretations of equality. Howe (1993) refers to a 

second layer of equality, which he calls "compensatory equality," and notes that 

the distinction between the two lies in "'treatment as an equal'" rather than in 

"'equal treatment'" (p. 330). This type of equality, which stems from feminist 

theories and the shortcomings of the equality-as-access model, acknowledges 

differences in needs and abilities and adjusts accordingly for those needs. 

Lipsky and Gartner (1997) refer to this type of equality as "equality of 

opportunity" and explain that it involves changing the environment, rather than 

the person, to establish parity. Blandy (1991) relates a similar idea through his 
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description of a sociopolitical orientation to disability. This position maintains that 

"disability is not an inherent condition of people but is a condition experienced 

under certain circumstances as a result of human-made environments" (Blandy, 

1991, p. 131; see also Blandy, Branen, Congdon, & Muschlitz, 1992). 

Turnbull (1991) traces the evolution of equality to this point when he 

describes past perceptions of the person experiencing disabilities as a second-

class citizen, reliant upon the charity of others. The more recent past, he says, 

saw the assurance of equal protection—but no more—under the law. The 

present perspective calls for special consideration and application of equality, 

one that recognizes and accommodates the disability. The Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development ([OECD] 1995) reflects this evolution 

when they identify three levels of the adjustment process with regard to equality 

and students with disabilities: (a) assimilation, in which the student with special 

needs is required to adopt the practices of the majority population; (b) 

accommodation, which acknowledges the rights of the student experiencing 

disabilities and places the burden of adjustment on the majority; and (c) 

adaptation, which requires both those with and without disabilities to adjust and 

to compromise. 

At face value, this type of equality appears to be the ideal. In describing 

the "social agreement" to see those who are different as equivalent, though, 

Silvers (1995) points out that it is often implied that those experiencing disabilities 
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are only equal by virtue of fiction. She states the perception is that "they really 

don't possess the essentially humanizing capacity to fulfill their potential 

'normally'" (p. 35), which makes this type of equality a favor extended to those 

whose disabilities preclude them from some standard for active humanity. 

Turnbull (1991) and Howe (1993) agree that the ideal of equality requires 

something more than accommodation. Howe (1993) says: 

Mere unequal treatment in the name of responding to special 
needs, interests, and capabilities—i.e., compensation for 
disadvantages—is insufficient or objectionable if it is not also rooted 
in equal respect for different views on what worthwhile needs, 
interests, and capabilities are, particularly when self-identity and 
self-respect are at stake. (p. 333) 

Extending beyond the compensatory level of equality, Blandy (1991; 

Blandy et al., 1992) states that the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

assumes that human-made environments constitute the principal basis for 

disablement. He explains that this legislation "encourages a profound shift in 

current perceptions and orientations toward people experiencing disabilities" 

(1991, p. 131). He views disability, therefore, as a "social construct" and 

envisions a paradigm shift involving a collaborative effort between people with all 

levels of abilities to effect that shift. 
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The Communitarian Perspective of Equality 
in the Study's Framework 

Communitarian Interpretation of Equality 

What compensatory equality lacks can also be found in TurnbuN's (1991) 

"communitarian"—which Howe (1993) refers to as "participatory"—interpretation 

of equality. In his explanation of the communitarian perspective, Turnbull (1991) 

not only ties this concept with equality but with liberty and efficiency, as well (his 

communitarian approach to these latter two are explored later in this chapter). 

Under this perspective, he advocates a change in thinking that diminishes 

independence and sees all people within a community as interdependent, 

working toward a common good. He argues against the notion of "individualistic 

utilitarianism," which focuses on individual self rather than one's responsibility 

toward others, as this notion poses particular problems for those experiencing 

disabilities. He explains: 

We are all interdependent, disabled upon nondisabled, nondisabled 
upon disabled . . . In our work as elsewhere we rely on each other. 
. . but we still resist that interdependency when faced with 
employing a person with a disability and a job coach or making 
reasonable modifications of the workplace, modifications that 
benefit us all. (p. 19) 

The same holds true for the education environment, as well. As a microcosm of 

society at large, the classroom is the first place in which the communitarian 

perspective could be advanced. The promotion of the communitarian 
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perspective would effect a shift in philosophy that would move us closer to the 

ideal of equality. This equality respects all humanity—regardless of ability 

or disability—and recognizes the societal role and symbiotic relationship within 

the community that is shared by and is the responsibility of all members of that 

community. 

Dorn (1994) discusses this same type of model in his description of 

empiricist philosophical thought. He posits that the empiricist subscribes to a 

form-gestalt paradigm of education, one that is interested in how individual parts 

relate to a whole. The empiricist values learning that brings the most good to the 

greatest number and de-emphasizes the individual. He cites Josef Albers (1928) 

as an empiricist art educator who believed that individualism should be 

discouraged; the school should strive, instead, to "integrate the individual into the 

society" (Dorn, 1994, p. 88). 

Equality and the Studv 

In examining the equality component of the framework through the case 

study, I consider equality of access for a//stakeholders through a communitarian 

approach, one that recognizes their mutual contributions, needs, and 

interdependence. Considerations include accessibility of the art classroom 

teacher to the tools necessary to affect successful teaching strategies for 

learners with a range of abilities, accessibility of "typically-abled" students to the 
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art teacher during the inclusion process, and accessibility of parents to 

information regarding the education of their children who have special needs. 

Questions that guided data collection, based on this component of the theoretical 

frame, include: 

1. How does the art teacher's understanding/perception of the mandate 

affect the active participation of the student(s) experiencing disabilities in the 

LRE? 

2. How does the support framework (in the form of access of the art 

teacher to collaborative opportunities with the special educator, access to tools, 

and to information for successful modification strategies, etc.) that is in place in 

the LRE affect the value of equality? 

3. Does this LRE encompass the needs of all students as a community or 

do the rights of one individual or group preclude or override those of another? 

4. How does the LRE mandate (and FAPE) and subsequent court action 

seem to define equality, and how does that definition support or conflict with 

communitarian equality? 

Background of Liberty in (Inclusive) Education 

Turnbull (1991) states that, of the ideals that dominate our society, liberty 

is the most pervasive. It is ironic then that, where our educational system is 

concerned, liberty is the dimension of policy which has seen the least amount of 
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progress (Guthrie, 1980). Perhaps this is due to the predisposition to equate 

liberty with individual growth that emphasizes self-advancement through 

competition with others. In fact, the liberty that each person enjoys is only 

through each person's agreement to yield some amount of liberty (Silvers, 1995; 

Turnbull, 1991). In the context of the classroom, in order for an individual to be 

granted choice and room for self-determination, some other individual(s) must 

acquiesce a portion of their own liberty. In this section, I focus upon the notion of 

liberty and choice in the classroom as a component of my theoretical frame for 

the study. In doing so, I first provide a context of liberty, autonomy, and the 

public schools in general. I also examine and compare liberty and control, 

especially as they apply to the classroom. Next, I investigate the communitarian 

model as it applies to this ideal, then discuss how this model shapes the study. 

Liberty. Autonomy, and the Public Schools 

Guthrie (1980) explains that, early in the history of education in the United 

States, the concept of liberty—in the form of autonomy—was highly regarded. 

Perhaps resulting from the political milieu that arose in the wake of the 

Revolutionary War, liberty contributed to the thousands of school districts that 

exist today, formed as a foil to the centralization of power. "Proximity to 

constituents, coupled with the electoral process, was taken as a means to 
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enhance governmental responsiveness and preserve liberty" (Guthrie, 1980, p. 

49). 

Amidst concerns of cost-control and efficiency (beginning at the turn of the 

century with the influence of the Industrial Revolution), public control slowly 

yielded to more centralized authority (Guthrie, 1980; Snedden, 1913). Guthrie 

(1980) expresses concern over the extent to which the public schools have, in 

the late 20'̂  century, failed to represent the will of the general public. Purkey and 

Smith (1983) include among their characteristics of effective schools autonomy 

and school site management (Rossmiller, 1986). Malen (1999), however, warns 

that even site-based schools may not reflect the will of those involved unless 

there is a focus on "authentic participation" of stakeholders. She points out that 

site-based schools must identify barriers that limit participation, such as those 

who are excluded or absent from decision-making forums or who are censored 

altogether. 

There have been attempts among schools to "be all things to all people." 

Rossman, Corbett, and Firestone (1988) describe the "shopping mall" high 

school, noting that this trend "provides a wide range of options but provides little 

guidance as to the appropriateness of each option for a given student, thus 

throwing the problem of choice back on the individual learner" (p. 135). The 

difficulty with this type of organization is its lack of structure and guidance for the 

learner. 

35 



Still, structured and guided availability of choice in schools appears to be 

the ideal as is evidenced by the growth in popularity of site-based management. 

Achieving this ideal involves balancing a school's autonomy with the district's 

tendency toward conformity, and current studies offer inconsistent findings on 

how best to achieve this balance (Malen, 1999; Nathan & Myatt, 1998). Within 

this context of school site management, national and state policy should allow 

sufficient latitude for those determinations that can be made most capably at the 

local school and classroom levels. These determinations often involve issues 

related to curriculum, which should be developed by those actively involved in 

the teaching of the subject and with attention to community concerns (Gude, 

2000; Keifer-Boyd, 2000; Nathan & Myatt, 1998; Dorn, 1994). Reserving such 

decisions for the classroom level enables the classroom to be the "locus of 

educational activity" (Rossmiller, 1986, p. 7). 

Concerning special education law, this latitude may result in unequal 

application of the LRE principle. In researching secondary schools as possible 

sites for the case study, I investigated eight school districts with a total of 23 

schools (all possessing programs for students experiencing severe disabilities). I 

found only two art classes in one district that included a student (each) with 

severe disabilities. Many of these schools included more than one art teacher, 

which amounted to a possible total of more than 175 art classes. If IDEA carries 

with it the assumption that, to the greatest extend appropriate, students 
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experiencing disabilities (including severe disabilities) are educated with students 

who are "nondisabled," it would seem that more than two students experiencing 

severe disabilities would have been included in art classes among these 23 

schools. Whether this infrequency of inclusion of students experiencing severe 

disabilities into secondary art classes arises out of an unequal or an appropriate 

application of the LRE/FAPE principles is unclear (and ascertaining this is 

beyond the scope of this study). 

Liberty as Choice in the Classroom 

Traditional models of teaching place teachers in active roles with the 

passive students (Blandy, 1989; Check, 2000). Such teacher-centered 

instruction may stifle student interest and creativity, cultivate a sense of futility, 

and deny students ownership of their educative process. Check (2000) warns, 

"Excessive teacher control, student passivity, and content-restricted curricula 

create a classroom climate inhospitable not only to student inquiry but to self-

expression itself' (p. 138). Cohen (1986) describes the existence of both 

"pawns" and "origins" within the (special education) classroom. He defines the 

origin as the individual who engages in activity and behavior by choice and who 

assumes ownership and responsibility for that behavior. A pawn, on the other 

hand, is a person who understands his or her behavior or activity as stemming 

from a force outside his or her control. 
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While individuals experience both pawn and origin situations daily, in order 

to further the occurrences of origin experiences and lessen those of pawn, it is 

necessary that all participants in the educative process—students and teachers 

alike—feel ownership within the process. For this to happen, students need to 

become active participants in their education; they need to be given choices in 

the classroom that allow for this active participation. Such options may be made 

available in terms of instructional grouping, environment, and instructional 

approach appropriate to the students' needs, whether disabled or nondisabled 

(Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995). 

Promoting student-centered learning, rather than teacher-centered, favors 

intrinsic motivation for activity over extrinsic (Cohen, 1986). Students are 

allowed to reinforce their positive learning behaviors and thereby take ownership 

of them. Learning activities that draw upon student experiences are more 

motivating than teacher-centered activities for which the student has less 

experiential point of reference (Check, 2000). Blandy (1989) describes an 

"ecological approach" to teaching, which considers "the individual student's 

abilities and the interrelationship of those abilities with the significant others in the 

student's life, the student's cultural and social background, and the student's 

environment" (p. 9). While Blandy is addressing primarily the learner with special 

needs, the considerations within the ecological approach would be beneficial and 
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appropriate to learners with a wide range of differing abilities and within a wide 

range of grade levels. 

For this study, liberty as choice in the classroom manifests itself in a 

number of ways. The teacher promotes active participation by allowing students 

to make art choices in terms of media, subject matter, and interpretation of the 

assignment. The teacher utilizes a variety of instructional approaches and 

assignments to meet the needs of students with varying abilities, equipping them 

with the foundational knowledge or understanding of the material necessary to 

make choices. Under this ideal, the instructor also facilitates an active student 

role in offering activities that are pertinent to the student's own background and 

experiences. 

Student and Teacher Liberty 

Creating an environment in which both teachers and students feel 

ownership and are empowered to make choices may involve a delicate balance 

of control. There are times when one or more individuals must accede liberty or 

power to allow another room for self-determination. While, at first, such an 

accession may seem dualistic, Wartenberg (1990) points out that relationships, 

as those between teacher and student, involve a "situated conception of power" 

(p. 142). Under this concept, what appears to be a dyad of power in one 

instance shifts and changes under alternative circumstances: the social context 
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is the determining factor. Moreover, peripheral agents, such as parents, the 

principal, etc, may also affect that relationship. For instance, if it is obvious to 

students that the principal of a school does not recognize a teacher's authority 

within the classroom, then the teacher's power over students in that situation 

may be diminished. For this reason, what appears to be a dualistic power 

relationship may, in fact, possess many determining agents. 

While liberty and power are two different things, they share some similar 

attributes, including this situational aspect. In addition, just as power may be 

utilized to empower others, so may liberty be utilized to equip others with liberty. 

Wartenberg (1990) describes transformative power in which the dominant agent 

(such as the teacher) exercises power for the eventual purpose of undermining 

the difference of power between him- or herself and the subordinate agent (such 

as the student). Keifer-Boyd (1998) describes transformative power as 'an 

integrative power that generates increased energy and creativity for co-creation 

of the present and future" (p. 182). Just as transformative power may enable 

students to realize their own sense of empowerment, "situated liberty" may do 

the same. Turnbull's (1991) communitarian model provides a framework for this 

type of liberty, especially in regard to those experiencing disabilities. 

40 



The Communitarian Perspective of Liberty 
in the Study's Framework 

Communitarian Interpretation of Liberty 

Turnbull (1991) posits that our notion of liberty has too long been tied to 

the idea of individual advancement and points out that "there is no individual 

freedom without group and community participation" (p. 25). Society's 

predilection for pitting one group's or individual's rights against another's causes 

division and prevents common dialogue. Within the communitarian model of 

liberty, there is greater focus upon responsibility (which could not exist without 

choice), common good, and community. In aligning liberty with community, 

rather than with rigid autonomy, individuals are free to make choices and 

empowered to yield that same liberty to others. 

Keifer-Boyd (2000) demonstrates this communitarian model of liberty in 

her community-based approach to developing an art curriculum. Within this 

approach, she solicits the participation of community members in creating an art 

curriculum that addresses the community's aesthetic values, interests, and 

needs. She describes this process as one that cultivates ownership and 

commitment through consensus decision-making, citing the importance of mutual 

respect for individual differences. Her model brings together community 

members who otherwise may not have opportunity to discuss and become 

actively involved with issues of art education. She explains: 
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Participatory processes establish communication among people 
who formerly had no way to voice opinions to those outside their 
own sphere. An environment that is neither threatening nor 
antagonistic will facilitate dialogue. A cooperative environment 
arises when all participants' concerns are acknowledged and 
discussed respectfully. (Keifer-Boyd, 2000, p. 157) 

Within the narrower context of the art classroom, the communitarian model 

values the input and choices of all participants, noting that the involvement of all 

is necessary and valuable within a true community context. A cooperative 

environment facilitates the realization of communitarian liberty at its optimal level. 

Liberty and the Study 

In this study, I focus on the stakeholders' abilities to make educational 

choices in the art classroom. Under the communitarian model of liberty, these 

choices enable the active participation of all stakeholders within the classroom 

community. For the teacher, such choices include the freedom to teach (and 

learn) in a manner that includes access to resources, aides, and information on 

inclusion that facilitate a participatory environment. It also includes education 

strategies that allow the art teacher to effectively promote the use of 

transformative power among students. 

Communitarian liberty allows students to learn (and teach) in an 

atmosphere that is safe, encourages the constructive performance of classroom 

activities, and allows for self-realization and empowerment. This atmosphere 

includes the opportunity to interact with differently-abled peers, make aesthetic 
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and expressive choices in regard to art making, and be actively involved in the 

art-making process. 

In my examination of liberty, I investigate how extant resources allow 

stakeholders to make educational choices. Questions for data collection under 

this value include: 

1. Does the support network that is in place allow the teacher the freedom 

to include all stakeholders in the educational process? 

2. Are students with and without special needs alike able to actively 

participate in the art classroom community to the fullest extent appropriate? 

3. Are all students empowered to make aesthetic and expressive choices 

in regard to their art making? 

4. Are there factors present that affect the safety of stakeholders in the art 

classroom as the LRE (and with what strategies are these factors dealt)? 

Background of Efficiency in (Inclusive) Education 

The history of efficiency in education begins in the late 19'" century. 

Educational efficiency measures outputs through cost-benefit analysis or human 

capital theory, with economics atthe nucleus (Apple, 1995; Levin & Shank, 1970; 

Welch, 1998). Under this paradigm, responsiveness to a diversity of needs 

(which does not necessarily measure outcomes in economic terms) gives way to 
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uniformity and corporate organization. Wilson and Wright (1994) explain 

traditional notions of educational efficiency: 

In a highly bureaucratic and tightly regulated environment all 
students are expected to master the same objectives, in a similar 
time frame, under ostensibly uniform conditions, regardless of 
individual interests or capacity, learning needs, personal 
circumstances or choice. The typical school strategy for coping 
with diverse groups of students is to segment and segregate their 
learnings, tracking their course work, according to perceptions of 
their ability. (p. 227) 

Recent valuations of efficiency and productivity emphasize school and 

classroom effectiveness in terms of autonomy and as a reflection of community 

values and concerns. (It is interesting to note that, while the United States 

Constitution does not provide for public education, state constitutions do, and 

many of these contain references to efficiency. For instance, current Texas 

Education Code ([TEC], 1995) refers to "a thorough and efficient system" of 

education that is financed through state revenue [§42.001 (a)]. Exploration of 

efficiency in this study, however, is confined to its definition under the theoretical 

frame as applied to issues of LRE and FAPE.) In this section of the literature 

review, I present a survey of the history of efficiency in the Unites States 

educational system, then explore more recent definitions of effective schools and 

classrooms. Finally, I explore efficiency, productivity, and contribution in terms of 

the communitarian model setforth by Turnbull (1991). 

44 



A Survey of Efficiency and Productivity in Education 
in the United States 

The rise in Industrialism, in the late 19'"and early 20"" centuries, gave 

emergence to an interesting paradox: The "American individualism" that was so 

admired and necessary for capitalism to thrive had to be curbed in order to 

promote orderliness and efficiency, both industrially and socially (Kliebard, 1987). 

While the individualist aspect of society provided impetus for industrial growth 

and innovation, this quality was not desirable in the worker who must conform to 

operation standards in order to keep industry moving smoothly. 

Taylorism and scientific management. Frederick Winslow Taylor 

championed industrial efficiency in writing Principles of Scientific Management 

(1911). He describes a method for the study, analysis, and implementation of 

efficient movement within a job task. Through this method, complex tasks are 

broken down into component parts. The abilities of the worker are not strained, 

and, simultaneously, productivity increases. (It is noteworthy that a similar 

principle, but with a different focus, exists in task analysis, an instructional 

method utilized with students experiencing severe disabilities.) 

Taylor, an engineer, insisted that his system could be applied to all 

industries; it was not long before his ideas were applied to education. John 

Franklin Bobbitt (1941) was a leader in educational administration at the 

University of Chicago. Bobbitt's application of Taylor's ideas to education involve 

a scientific measure to predict a student's future life role and a differentiation of 
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curriculum to meet that individual's predicted needs within that role. He 

emphasizes adherence to teaching methodologies that have proven superior to 

the exclusion of other methods, acknowledging that this narrowing of the 

teacher's freedom is necessary and justifiable (Callahan, 1962). The practice of 

applying business principles to education has been present since the advent of 

Taylorism. 

Sneddin and social efficiency. Occurring almost concurrently with 

Taylorism and scientific management was the social efficiency movement in 

education. David Snedden was one of its biggest proponents. Snedden's plan 

included determining the probable destination of the individual and customizing 

education to meet that individual's needs. His emphasis differs from Taylor's in 

that he is concerned with social change brought about through change in 

individuals, while Taylor is concerned with business principles and costs-per-

units (Drost, 1967). Social efficiency strives to make society better by producing 

individuals who are responsible and vocationally practicable. To those who argue 

against this tracked system of education, Snedden (1913) responds: 

In native capacity and in educational need people are unequal at 
birth and can in no way be made equal. An educational system, 
suited to the needs of democracy, must be indefinitely flexible in 
order that each may have before him [or her] the educational 
opportunities which shall enable him [or her] best to serve society 
and himself [or herself]. (p. 20) 

Snedden claims that educational opportunity is rooted in ability and probable 

future life role rather than class (ignoring that economics is a determining factor 
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in future life role). Vestiges of his ideas remain. For instance, ability tracking 

continues in reading programs and other educational programs. 

Snedden advocates the removal of students who experience mental 

retardation from the general school setting in favor of placement in specialized 

schools. Such institutional placement, though not new at the turn of the century, 

increased emphasis on vocational efficiency. It also increased focus on art 

education as a rehabilitative tool (where those experiencing disabilities were 

concerned), a way to 'Hx" what was "broken," thereby creating a more productive 

member of society (Blandy, 1991). 

The efficiency expert and the accountability movement. Following the 

efficiency emphasis of Taylor and Snedden (with perhaps more focus upon 

Taylor's business principles) districts introduced the efficiency expert into the 

schools (Welch, 1998). Wright and Allen (1929) describe the role of the 

efficiency engineer in education as the same as that in industry. The purpose of 

such experts was to ensure that quality was attained at minimum cost in terms of 

"time, energy, or money" (Wright & Allen, 1929, p. 8). Education policy makers 

regarded education as an investment to which business principles apply. Output 

is measured in terms of economic return and cost-benefit analysis (Callahan, 

1962; Edding, 1964; Levin & Shank, 1970). 

The accountability movement in education began in the late 1960s and 

early 1970s. In addition to the perceived advancements of industry and defense 
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in terms of efficiency, Tyler (1971) cites two other developments that contributed 

to a focus on educational accountability. These include: (a) the observation that 

a large number of young people failed to demonstrate literacy necessary for 

employment, and (b) the rise in the portion of taxes that the average family paid. 

While not all of the dollars from this rise in taxes went to fund education, 

education is a system of government that is close to people and directly affects 

many, which makes it appear a reasonable target for those demanding visible 

results of the increased tax burden. 

Proponents of accountability require that schools justify expenditures and 

budget increases, implement strategic planning business procedures, and 

produce equity in results, in spite of "so-called ability, interest, background, 

home, or income" (Lessinger, 1971, p. 8). (This previous statement made by 

Lessinger, former Associate Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary 

Education in the United States Office of Education—and in praise of the 1965 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act—dismisses the needs of students 

experiencing disabilities.) Accountability advocates apply such terms as "market 

research," "contractual agreement," and "research and development" to public 

education. 

Privatization of public schools. Recent efforts at educational efficiency 

provided for privatization of public schools. Under this model of productivity, 

schools operate under the authority of corporate owners, a practice facilitated by 
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the increased perception of education as a commodity. Such privatization 

assumes that the public sector is inefficient and suggests that "big business" 

could operate schools at a profit (Welch, 1998). 

There are those educational policy makers who define educational 

productivity in other terms than industrial and economic. Those advocates look 

to issues outside of the business realm in determining the efficacy of schools and 

classrooms and acknowledge that money is a necessary requisite for effective 

schools, but it is not a sufficient one (Kozol, 1991; Rossmiller, 1986). 

Productivity and Effectiveness in School 
and Classrooms 

Welch (1998) argues that the type of efficiency that has prevailed since 

the industrial era (that is based on the assumption that productivity is measured 

in terms of market value) is responsible for reducing the quality of education. He 

explains that this type of efficiency ignores issues of inequality that are based on 

class, race, gender, and disability, pointing out that disadvantaged or 

marginalized groups are likely to lose the most to standards of efficiency. He 

maintains that efficiency based in equity concerns possesses a different system 

of accountability and is based on different principles than a system based upon 

market principles. 

Some educators agree and have looked to alternative measures of school 

effectiveness and productivity besides cost-benefit analysis. Rossman et al. 
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(1988) posit that it is culture that defines effectiveness, arguing that effectiveness 

can not be defined through empiricism or logic but rather "depends upon the 

definer's values and beliefs about what is important for the enterprise at hand" (p. 

133). What would be the most efficient and effective course of action for one 

school in a given community may not be for another. These authors also explore 

the implications of criteria of effectiveness and state that schools who rely too 

heavily on a single criterion when measuring effectiveness tend to suffer. As 

examples of criteria, they suggest some of the following: (a) school climate 

("quality of life") considerations, (b) growth in (but not absolute levels of) 

achievement facilitated by school-wide planning, (c) local definitions of 

effectiveness that are diverse and take into account a school's population and 

diversity of needs, (d) high expectations for outcomes that are appropriate, and 

(e) quality of instruction that is creative, responsive, high in quality, and 

appropriate for a diverse range of learners (Rossman et al., 1988). 

These criteria possess both school-wide and classroom emphases and 

implications. Rossmiller (1998) and Rossman et al. (1988) discuss the 

contribution of a clear mission and broadly understood goals to school 

effectiveness and productivity. Even with this clarity of goals and mission, school 

productivity must begin at the grass-roots classroom level as demonstrated in 

Keifer-Boyd's (2000) community-based model. 
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Rossmiller (1998) offers the following classroom factors that enhance 

productivity: (a) focused teaching methods that include high levels of 

expectations for achievement, (b) a clear focus on academic goals, (c) 

effectively-structured educational activities, (d) parental involvement, (e) clear 

and reasonable rules, (f) consistency and fairness, and (g) a safe and orderly 

environment. He adds, "One must caution that, while effective schools 

emphasize high standards of academic achievement, they also adopt multiple 

strategies to deal with the particular needs of individual students" (p. 7). 

These criteria for effective and productive schools differ dramatically from 

earlier concepts of efficiency, which ignored student diversity and promoted 

conformity. It is clear that, while issues of economics continue to be a factor for 

many (Lewis, Bruininks, & Thurlow, 1991; Verstegen, 1994) in defining and 

measuring school effectiveness and productivity, educators are turning to 

alternative methods of evaluation that include a variety of indicators. TurnbuN's 

(1991) communitarian model also advocates a changing paradigm regarding 

views and measures of efficiency. His approach diminishes the emphasis on 

monetary factors (such as educative costs and future potential student earning 

power) as a measure for efficiency in favor of factors that consider individual 

differences. 
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The Communitarian Perspective of Efficiency 
in the Study's Framework 

Communitarian Interpretation of Efficiency 

Turnbull (1991) traces the role of efficiency in society as it has been 

applied to those with disabilities by pointing out that, in the distant past, those 

who had developmental disabilities were considered "unable to learn or earn" (p. 

7). There is the recent growing notion that those experiencing disabilities not 

only can learn and earn but can be productive citizens. He offers that, while a 

person may not always be able to be productive in an economic way, s/he is still 

able to make contributions that are not evaluated by economic criteria. 

Productive contribution to society is not always measured in terms of dollars but 

may also be measured in terms of what members of society learn from one 

another in an effort to create a community that acknowledges equality and liberty 

for all of its members. 

For this reason, Turnbull (1991) prefers an emphasis on the term 

"contribution," rather than "productivity" (a word which seems to have monetary 

connotations attached), when discussing efficiency. He argues that there has 

long been the assumption that a person's quality of life or worth can be 

measured as equal to his or her productivity within home and society multiplied 

by his or her natural capability. According to this equation, when costs exceed 

benefits, the individual should no longer count on medical treatment and 
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government protection of that treatment. This, he says, is "an inevitable result of 

a cost: benefit criterion for analyzing policy" (Turnbull, 1991, p. 20). 

Welch (1998) agrees with TurnbuN's summation in that he emphasizes the 

importance of values when considering efficiency in education. He advocates an 

efficiency that is humane and takes into account notions of both equality and 

difference. This type of inclusive efficiency, which measures productivity in terms 

of (not necessarily economic) contribution to the community, promotes a quality 

education, not just for those with special needs, but for all stakeholders within the 

system. Though not as sleek and quantifiable as dollar driven definitions of 

efficiency, communitarian efficiency has the ability to better address the needs of 

all stakeholders within the classroom, regardless of ability or disability. It extends 

beyond vocational issues to encompass broader issues of society at large, 

including personal and community responsibility and empowerment. 

Efficiency and the Study 

Under the ideal of communitarian efficiency, I investigate the productive 

contribution of all stakeholders as the value of efficiency attempts to coexist with 

the values of equality and liberty in the LRE. Questions addressing efficiency as 

productive contribution include: 

1. Are students with special needs benefiting from an appropriate 

educational experience within the LRE? 
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2. Are students in the LRE, regardless of ability or disability, viewed as 

productive contributors to the classroom community and provided with 

opportunities to contribute? 

3. How do the support structures that are in place to create a LRE affect 

the productive contribution of all stakeholders? 

4. What do stakeholders consider an efficient use of time? 

The Co-existence of Equality, Liberty, and Efficiency 
In Educational Policy 

The theoretical frame consists of the communitarian model of the values 

of equality, liberty, and efficiency. Within this paradigm, equality is not an 

absolute, and access is not strictly limited to availability. Instead, access is 

relative to an individual's needs and is made available because of respect for 

individual needs within the classroom community; it is a natural extension of the 

recognition that members within the classroom community (and society as a 

whole) are interdependent, and all have contributions to make. 

Communitarian liberty examines the classroom environment as individuals 

are allowed to exercise liberty and to accede liberty for the benefit of others as 

appropriate to the given situation. Under this communitarian liberty, stakeholders 

are able to make choices regarding their work and their learning. They take 

responsibility for those choices, and are empowered to actively participate in the 

educative process in an environment that is safe and enabling. 
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The communitarian perspective of efficiency falls outside the realm of 

economics. Productivity here is measured in terms of opportunity to contribute, 

with the understanding that, in an interdependent community, everyone has 

contributions to make. In this way, all three of the ideals are interrelated: liberty 

involves (situational) yielding because all are eqfua/and interdependent, and all, 

therefore, have productive contributions to make that can promote a community 

that efficiently aWows for both equality and liberty 

While Guthrie (1980) maintains that it is virtually impossible to achieve 

optimum fulfillment of these three values because they are inherently antithetical, 

Turnbull's (1991) communitarian emphasis would argue that opf/ma/fulfillment is 

preferred over optimum, and this can be achieved. For example, if a person "A" 

yielded (liberty) to another person "B" in order to allow B opportunity to contribute 

because A saw B's contribution as equally integral to the community, then liberty 

would still not be diminished because A's acquiescence was an essential 

component of how liberty works (because the emphasis is on "us" rather than 

"me"). Under the communitarian model, all three ideals may operate 

simultaneously at optimal fulfillment because optimal fulfillment is relative to the 

current situation. 
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LRE and FAPE: The Art Classroom as an Appropriate 
Placement for the Learner Experiencing Disabilities 

In the LRE/FAPE section of this chapter, I investigate pertinent literature 

that comments upon these mandates and their relationship to the general 

classroom and the concept of inclusion. I briefly review the law (both statutory 

and case law) in order to survey the development of the LRE/FAPE concepts, 

and I include a more extensive examination of special education law in the 

historical/legal analysis in Chapter IV. Also in this section, I explore secondary 

literature by educators as they have endeavored to contextualize the notion of 

the LRE. A comparison of this literature (and field observations from the case 

study) to the historical/legal analysis in Chapter IV provides insight on the 

relationship between special education legislation, inclusion policy, and inclusion 

practice. 

FAPE and the Individualized Education Program (lEP) 

Integral to an understanding of the LRE is an awareness of the 

relationship between it and the notion of FAPE and the lEP. Federal law (in the 

form of IDEA) requires the determination of the most appropriate education and 

related services for every student with special educational needs, followed by a 

decision on the proper placement for providing those services (Kauffman & 

Hallahan, 1995a). The law defines FAPE as: 
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Special education and related services that— 
(A) have been provided at public expense, under public 

supervision and direction, and without charge; 
(B) meet the standards of the State educational agency; 
(C) include an appropriate preschool, elementary, or 

secondary school education in the State involved; and 
(D) are provided in conformity with the individualized 

education program required under section 614(d). (20 U.S.C. § 
1401(8)) 

This definition emphasizes the appropriateness of education for the learner 

experiencing disabilities as determined by the lEP. This fundamental feature of 

federal special educational law has remained essentially unchanged since its 

original enactment in 1975. 

FAPE Defined 

After the inception of EAHCA of 1975, courts sought to define FAPE. In 

1982, the United States Supreme Court handed down its decision in Rowley, 

addressing the appropriateness issue of FAPE. Under its ruling, the Court stated 

that FAPE for students experiencing disabilities: (a) was personalized, (b) 

included supplemental aids and services to allow the student to benefit 

educationally from instruction, (c) was provided at public expense, (d) was to 

meet state education standards, (e) approximated the grade levels utilized in the 

state's regular education, and (f) must comply with the student's lEP. 

In Rowley, the Court also heid that FAPE did not require that states 

maximize the potential of each student with disabilities commensurate with the 

57 



opportunities provided "nondisabled" students. Instead, the Court stated that 

lower courts must give attention to two issues in determining whether FAPE has 

been satisfied: (a) Has the state conformed to statutory procedures? and (b) Is 

the student's lEP, developed through these procedures, reasonably calculated to 

enable the student to achieve educational benefit? If a state (and, by extension, 

a local school district) met these two requirements, the Court held, then it had 

fulfilled its obligation under the mandate. 

The Role of the lEP 

The lEP, therefore, plays a valuable role in the FAPE process. The IDEA 

Amendments of 1997 describe the lEP as the written educational plan that is 

developed for each child experiencing a disability. (It is interesting to note that, in 

1974, Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments, 

which addressed the needs of gifted and talented students—along with students 

experiencing disabilities—and these students' needs may also be provided for 

with an lEP. IDEA, however, only addresses the lEP in terms of students 

experiencing disabilities.) The lEP includes, among other items, information on: 

(a) the student's current level of performance; (b) a description of the disability 

and how it affects current involvement in the general curriculum; (c) measurable 

goals and objectives for enabling the student to be involved in and progress 

within the general curriculum; (d) a description of the special education, related 
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and supplementary aids and services, and modifications that will be provided for 

the student to enable him or her to be educated and participate with nondisabled 

students and to be involved in extracurricular and nonacademic activities; and (e) 

"an explanation of the extent, if any, to which the child will not participate with 

nondisabled children in the regular class and in the activities described in this 

clause" (20 U.S.C. § 1414(1)(A)(iv)). 

In developing the lEP, the law states that the lEP team should consider 

not only the student's strengths, parental concerns for the student's education, 

and any recent evaluation results regarding the student, but it should also 

consider: (a) supports to address any behavioral barriers to his/her or other 

students' learning; (b) communication needs for students experiencing 

disabilities, such as language concerns, Braille, and provisions for those who are 

aurally impaired; and (c) any necessary assistive technology devices and 

services that the student requires. Additionally, the fîoiv/ey (1982) case also 

determined that, when a student with disabilities was to be educated in the 

general classroom as the LRE, his/her lEP must be reasonably calculated to 

enable him/her to achieve passing marks and advance from grade to grade. 

With these considerations in place, the course of education most 

appropriate to that student's individual needs must be determined and outlined. 

(It is important to note that the United States Supreme Court, in f?0M//ey (1982), 

determined that such an appropriate specialized education need not maximize 
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student potential but must enable the student to benefit from the educational 

services.) Anderegg and Vergason (1996) and Duquette (1990) state that 

placement in the regular classroom, therefore, is not an absolute right. Ideally, 

education would involve placement with "typically-abled" peers; always, 

appropriateness should be the determining factor for placement. 

The Role of the LRE and Inclusion 

Because appropriateness is intended to be the determining factor in 

placement, then, the LRE can be regarded to fall somewhere along a continuum 

of prospective placements, a sliding scale that is relative to the student's needs. 

Yell (1998) says of the LRE concept: 

The preferred environment is as close to the general education 
environment as is appropriate. Depending on what special 
education services an lEP team determines to be required for 
students to receive a FAPE, however, the LRE may be a more 
restrictive setting than the general education classroom. (p. 163) 

According to this statement, a student's individual needs may preclude education 

in the general classroom setting, even with the provision of supplemental aids 

and services. If that is the case, then a more restrictive setting may be that 

student's most appropriate, and therefore least restrictive, learning environment 

Many cases have addressed the LRE continuum, which includes full 

inclusion into all general education activity at one end and full-time residential 

placement at the other. A number of these cases cite the law's preference for 
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education of students experiencing disabilities alongside "nondisabled" peers 

{Cedar Rapids Community School District v. Garret F., 1999; Honig v. Doe, 1988; 

Sacramento City Unified School District Board of Education v. Rachel H, 1994; 

Taylor v. Board of Education, 1986), but they also recognize appropriateness as 

a determining factor for placement. Some of these cases {Honig, 1988; Taylor, 

1986), along with others {Capistrano Unified School District v. Wartenberg, 1995; 

Chris C. V. Gwinnett County School District, 1991; J. C. v. Central Regional 

School District, 1996; MarkA. v. Grant Wood Area Educational Agency, 1986) 

acknowledge that a more restrictive educational setting may constitute an 

appropriate placement regarding a particular student's LRE, given his or her 

individual needs. Thus, the law intends "appropriateness" as the driving force 

behind placement for all educational activities provided to a particular student 

experiencing disabilities. 

Anderegg and Vergason (1996) refer to the LRE as an instructional 

climate rather than just a place, arguing that physical location alone does not 

define the LRE. Lieberman (1996) criticizes those who advocate full inclusion for 

students experiencing disabilities as having misinterpreted the law, observing, 

"To be against full inclusion as public policy, or educational or school policy, is 

not to be for exclusion" (p. 17). Instead, he supports the law's emphasis of 

treatment on a case by case basis and points out that LRE should conform to the 

lEP, not set the boundaries (see also Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995a). Two cases 

61 



in particular-Dan/e/ R. R. v. State Board of Education, 1989 (hereafter Daniel R. 

R.), and Sacramento City Unified School District Board of Education v. Rachel 

H, 1994 (hereafter Rachel /-/.)-resulted in particularly useful tests in 

determining issues of education in the LRE. 

The Daniel R. R. Two-Part Test 

In Daniel R. R. (1989), the student—a 6-year-old student experiencing 

Down's syndrome—was enrolled in a pre-kindergarten class in his neighborhood 

school for half the school day at the request of his parents. He spent the second 

half of his day in an early childhood special education classroom. Early into the 

school year, the general classroom teacher reported that the student—even with 

constant attention from the teacher and aide—was not participating in class 

activities and was not mastering any of the skills taught. The lEP team decided 

that the general classroom setting was inappropriate to the student's needs, and 

he was removed from the pre-kindergarten class; however, he still received 

opportunity for interaction with "nondisabled" peers during lunchtime and recess. 

The parents in this case referred the matter to a hearing officer who held 

in favor of the school. The parents then appealed to the federal district court 

and, later, to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. The appellate court held that the 

school district did include the student to the maximum extent appropriate under 

the federal special education mandate when it removed him from the general 
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pre-kindergarten classroom and provided for inclusion solely during lunch and 

recess. The general classroom was not the most appropriate learning 

environment for the student because the teacher was forced to devote all of her 

time and attention to him, at the expense of the other students in the class. In 

addition, the student received no academic benefit from the placement, although 

he did receive opportunity to interact with "nondisabled" peers. 

In its rationale, the circuit court developed a two-part test to determine 

compliance with the LRE mandate. The first part was to ascertain whether or not 

education in the general classroom setting could be satisfactorily achieved with 

supplementary aids and services. Under this first part, the school would attempt 

to accommodate the needs of a student with special needs in the general 

classroom setting. Additional considerations under this first prong of the test 

include whether or not the student would receive educational benefit from the 

placement and the effect of the placement on the other students in the 

classroom. 

Under the second prong of the test, the courts would determine whether a 

school, having placed a student in a more restrictive setting, still provided for 

mainstreaming to the maximum extent appropriate. Such provision would 

include the continuum of placements, including recess and lunchtime 

opportunities to interact with nondisabled peers (as the El Paso school district 

provided for the student in Daniel R. R.). If the school district passed both parts 
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of the test, the court maintained, then it had fulfilled its LRE responsibility under 

the law. The Fifth Circuit's Daniel R. R. two-part test was so influential that it was 

adopted in subsequent cases decided by both the Third and Eleventh Circuit 

Courts, as well. 

Rachel H. Four-Factor Test 

Rachel Holland was an 11-year-old student who experienced moderate 

mental retardation. Her parents requested that the district fully include her into 

the general educational setting, but the district maintained that Rachel's disability 

precluded any educational benefit in traditional academic settings. They counter-

offered with a plan that included Rachel in nonacademic placements—such as 

art, music, lunch, and recess—and placed her in a special education setting for 

academic subjects. 

Rachel's parents requested a due process hearing as provided for by 

IDEA, and the hearing officer held in favor of the parents. The school appealed 

to the district court, which expanded upon the Daniel R. R. test in its decision. 

The court's four-factor test included the following considerations: (a) How did 

educational benefit in the general classroom setting, with supplemental aids and 

services, compare with that in the special education classroom? (b) What were 

the nonacademic benefits of placement in the general classroom as opposed to 

the more restrictive setting? (c) What effect does the learner's presence have on 
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the general classroom setting? and (d) What are the respective costs associated 

with various placement options and alternatives? 

Using its test, the district court held for the parents, finding that the general 

classroom setting (with supplemental aids and services) was the appropriate 

placement for Rachel. The district appealed to the Ninth Circuit Court of 

Appeals, which affirmed the decision of the lower court. Additional cases from 

other federal circuit courts (including Clevenger v. Oak Ridge School Board, 

1984; Clyde K. v. Puyallup School District, 1994; Hartmann v. Loudoun County 

Board of Education, 1997; and Obertiv. Board of Education, 1993) have 

considered both costs and the effects of inclusion within general classrooms in 

making placement decisions. 

Inclusion Policy and the LRE 

It is important to note that, nowhere in the law, do the words "inclusion" 

and "mainstreaming" appear. In effect, inclusion is the policy (derived primarily 

from the rationale in judicial opinions from a number of cases) by which students 

with disabilities are integrated into the general classroom environment; however, 

the term is not synonymous with the LRE (Anderegg & Vergason, 1996). Schiller 

(1999) states that inclusion exceeds the notion of the LRE because of its 

emphasis on placement in the general classroom setting. She defines inclusion 

as "including all children in activities of the mainstream environment" (p. 9). 
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Schiller's emphasis on the placement aspect of inclusion in this definition, 

however, fails to account for "appropriateness" as a factor in such placements. 

Whereas Schiller's inclusion emphasizes placement, the concept of LRE—when 

combined with FAPE and the lEP—encompasses a wide range of considerations 

that take into account students' individuated needs, of which placement may be 

only one. 

The Art Classroom as an Appropriate Placement for 
Learners Experiencing Disabilities 

Because it is commonly perceived as a "nonacademic" setting, the art 

classroom is often one of the first testing grounds for inclusion of students with 

special educational needs (Schiller, 1999). The assumption is that, if the student 

with special needs can succeed in art, then he or she may be able to succeed in 

other "academic" courses, as well. It is important, though, that art not be used 

merely as "filler" or for its therapeutic value within a medical/prescriptive model of 

education (Blandy, 1989; Schiller, 1999). Such an emphasis ignores the inherent 

value of art as art and as a form of expression or communication, favoring 

instead its potential role in the "correction" of behaviors or conditions deemed 

outside the norm. Arnold (1999) maintains that the subject of art has the 

potential to involve a diverse range of learners in the educative process, but it is 

noteworthy that art, like all subjects, can be poorly taught (Hurwitz & Day, 1995). 
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A normalization approach to art education has the ability to involve 

students with disabilities in the art education process in a manner most like their 

"typically-abled" peers. Blandy (1989) cites Wolfensberger in explaining that this 

model advocates use of educative means that are as "culturally normative" as is 

possible for that learner. He adds: 

This principle demands that art educators must teach in a way 
which allows disabled students to act and appear in a way which is 
appropriate to persons of their age. "Special" curriculums and 
learning activities are restrained by this principle. (p. 10) 

Such normative strategies include ensuring that the learner with special needs is 

involved in age-appropriate activities and materials within the art classroom 

(Blandy, Pancsofar, & Mockensturm, 1988). 

Anderegg and Vergason (1996) add that normalization is the ultimate goal 

of the LRE. They describe normalization as focusing upon the mastery of 

foundational adaptive behaviors which enables the individual to be regarded as a 

wholly involved and functioning member of society. Normalization, they argue, is 

a closer reflection of the LRE concept than inclusion in that it considers the ends 

rather than the means. 

The attitude and preparation of the teacher is an essential component for 

the success of an integrative model, such as normalization, in the art classroom. 

An awareness of and comfort with the instructive role within the LRE, along with 

supports for instructing within this environment, allows the art educator to fully 

involve learners with a wide range of abilities and disabilities in art activities and 
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in learning about art. Lisette Ewing (2000), for instance, describes an art 

curriculum designed to meet the needs of nonvisual learners. Her 

curriculum—which considers materials, environment, experimentation, use of 

language, art history, critique, and exhibition—centers on the creation of tactually 

oriented art. Her activities engage visual and nonvisual learners alike, allowing 

them to experience art through an increased perceptual awareness. Without the 

awareness and support exhibited by such art educators as Ewing, however, the 

potential of integration within the LRE can not be completely realized. 

The Role of the Art Classroom 
Teacher in the LRE 

In examining the role of the art educator in the art classroom as the LRE, I 

include information pertaining not only to the teacher's role within that 

environment, but also factors that may affect that role. Such considerations 

include pre-service preparation and education for working within an inclusive 

setting, as well as teacher perception and attitude regarding students with 

disabilities and the inclusion model. Strong teaching strategies and support are 

also essential components for the successful integration of students with special 

needs within the art classroom. 

68 



Preparation and Education of the General Educator 
for the Inclusive Environment 

Teacher education for work within the inclusive classroom setting is critical 

in equipping educators with an understanding of and strategies for instructing the 

learner with special needs. It is important to note that the term "education" 

carries a different connotation than the term "training." Draves (2000) points out 

that training is a "one-way street," with an instructor depositing information into 

the brains of learners, much like Freire's (1990) banking model. Education, on 

the other hand, is a "two-way street" that allows interaction and contribution from 

the learners; teachers and learners learn from and share with one another 

(Draves, 2000). With the more interactive education (as opposed to training), the 

pre-service educator has ownership of the learning and is better able to adapt it 

to various situations and the individuated needs of his or her students once in the 

classroom. This preparation of the teacher and classroom for the integration of a 

specific student, relative to his or her needs, facilitates a smoother transition from 

the special education environment to the general classroom. 

Sells and Shepard (1998) note that a number of characteristics may be 

present within schools that include students with special needs to foster 

resiliency within those students. Such characteristics include an academic 

emphasis, involvement in the arts and extracurricular activities, clear teacher 

regulations and expectations, and a high level of participation among students. 

The authors cite Benard (1995) in explaining that the high expectations that 
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accompany these characteristics, along with the inclusion of supports necessary 

to meet these high expectations, result in increased rates of academic success 

for the schools that employ them. The educator plays an important role in 

promoting these factors. 

Preparing for the Inclusive Environment 

Cates, McGill, Brian, Wilder, and Androes (1990) explain that local school 

districts are witnessing an ever-increasing enrollment of students experiencing 

multiple and/or severe disabilities. The inclusion of students experiencing 

severe/profound disabilities within the general classroom can cause great stress 

to teachers whose education may have emphasized working with students 

experiencing mild disabilities. Often, these teachers fear that the modifications 

involved in working with students experiencing severe disabilities are too 

extensive (Cates et al., 1990; Sheldon, 1996). 

The MAPS model. Guay (1999) addresses the subject of preparing the 

classroom and general educator for the integration of students experiencing 

severe disabilities. She describes Stainback, Stainback, and Forest's McGill 

Action Planning System (MAPS) as a strategy for inclusion that is effective at the 

middle and high school levels. MAPS, which offers both social and instructional 

supports, involves the following steps: 
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1. The art teacher first visits the residence or special education classroom 

of the student with severe disabilities. This meeting occurs before integration of 

the student into the art classroom and enables the art teacher to meet and 

observe the student and his or her teacher or caregiver, in order to learn about 

the student's needs, likes and dislikes, abilities, etc. 

2. After meeting with the student and before inclusion within the art 

classroom, the art teacher engages the class in discussion regarding disabilities. 

This discussion may involve the subject of perceptions and expectations 

regarding disabilities, simulations, etc, for the purpose of recognizing similarities 

and differences among people. The information generated during this discussion 

is used to introduce the student experiencing severe disabilities that is included 

within the art classroom. Such information is valuable in describing the student's 

unique needs and abilities and in identifying possible peer helpers within the art 

classroom. These identified peer helpers later meet with the art and special 

education teachers to discuss strategies for welcoming and assisting the new 

student. 

3. After a period of adjustment, these same individuals, along with the 

student with special needs, meet again for the purpose of review and discussion 

of assistance strategies. Such a meeting provides opportunity to reinforce 

successful strategies and identify and make changes to less-successful 

assistance tactics. 
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The integration of a transition program, such as MAPS, empowers the 

entire class to become involved in the inclusion process. It allows students to 

explore their own perceptions and attitudes regarding individuals with disabilities 

and provides a constructive framework for attending to those perceptions within 

the art classroom as the LRE. MAPS also enables identified and nonidentified 

learners alike to be active participants within the educative process and to take 

ownership of their own instruction within the inclusive classroom environment. 

Preparation strategies, such as MAPS, provide stakeholders a smooth and 

reciprocal means for transition into the inclusive process. 

Educator Preparation for Inclusion 

The 1997 Amendments to IDEA presume an involvement of the regular 

education teacher in the instruction of students with disabilities (Bartlett & 

McLeod, 1998). To this end, the Amendments include an increased role of the 

general educator in the lEP process. Schiller (1999) points out that, while 

general classroom teachers may often be involved in this process, the art 

teacher, many times, is not; this would not hold true under new IDEA rules, 

however, if the art classroom is an initial testing ground for inclusion, as she 

maintains. This increased role of the general (or art) educator in the inclusion 

process may prove stressful if that educator has not received proper education 

for working with students experiencing (severe) disabilities. This lack of 
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education may also directly affect the implementation of the legal mandates and 

purposes. 

Cates et al. (1990) offer some strategies for preservice education that may 

alleviate apprehension regarding working with students experiencing severe 

disabilities. Some of these preparatory strategies include: (a) the inclusion of 

procedures courses for addressing the needs of "low incidence students," such 

as those experiencing severe disabilities, into generic special education 

programs; (b) the provision of faculty and preservice teachers with opportunities 

to interact with students with varying levels of needs; and (c) the encouragement 

of collaboration and shared responsibility between special and general educators 

in the education of students with special needs. While these strategies are 

directed toward preservice special educators, I would argue that they would 

prove effective for preservice general and art educators, as well. This last 

strategy of encouraging collaboration between general and special educators, 

which Ripley (1997) also maintains should be a component of teacher 

preparation programs, is part of the vision of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 

(Bartlett & McLeod, 1998) and merits further examination. 

Collaborative Role of Special and General Educators 
in the Inclusion Process 

Schiller (1999) suggests that it is not reasonable, nor is it in keeping with 

the spirit of inclusion, to expect the general (art) classroom teacher to be involved 
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in educating students experiencing disabilities without any assistance or support. 

That is why a collaborative process between special and general educators is 

beneficial in constructing and enhancing the LRE experience. Grigal (1998) 

advocates a "transdisciplinary" approach to education that downplays the 

distinction between general and special education. Through this model, the 

education of students experiencing disabilities is viewed as a shared 

responsibility. 

Benefits of collaboration. Both Ripley (1997) and Grigal (1998) 

acknowledge that initial attempts at collaboration may be difficult, perhaps due to 

the different teaching approaches that result from extended separation, but time 

is an essential component of collaboration and must be provided in order for the 

process to be successful. Given the time and opportunity for collaboration, the 

benefits to both general and special educators can be great. While the general 

educator brings content-related knowledge and instructional skills to the table, 

the special educator brings knowledge on assessment and adaptation, along with 

afamiliarity with a given student's special needs (Grigal, 1998; Ripley, 1997). 

The combining of these fields of expertise has the potential of strengthening the 

instructional process within the general inclusive classroom. 

Activíties to promote collaboration. Grigal (1998) describes six activities 

that promote collaborative efforts between special and general educators: (a) 

revising or designing curriculum, (b) formulating instructional activities together, 
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(c) creating or developing instructional materials, (d) sharing classroom 

management strategies, (e) sharing information gained through workshops or 

inservices, and (f) team teaching. In this team or cooperative teaching model, 

both the general and special educators are present in the classroom, jointly 

sharing responsibility for the instructional process. If students are allowed to see 

educators work together in teaching students representing all levels of ability and 

disability, they may see the divisions blur between these varying levels of ability. 

Teacher Perceptions of Inclusion and Strategies 
for Successful Inclusion 

Teacher perceptions and attitudes regarding the inclusion process can 

have significant impact on the education of students experiencing disabilities in 

the general classroom (Bartlett & McLeod, 1998; Cates et al., 1990; Grigal, 

1998). Even if the general educator is willingXo be fully involved in the inclusion 

of students with special needs, he or she may not be able if he or she is not 

equipped with the support or strategies that allow him or her success as a 

stakeholder in the integrated setting. This section explores the effect of teacher 

perception and attitude on inclusion, along with supports and strategies that 

enable the inclusion process. 
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Teacher Perception and Inclusion 

The role of the general classroom teacher has always been a component 

of special education law. Indeed, EAHCA was enacted 25 years ago to change 

the behavior of educators and schools in their treatment of students with special 

needs. Ironically, those that were/are the object of the change were/are the 

vehicle of the change, as well. Cohen and Ball (1990) explain: 

Policies that seek to change instructional practice depend 
upon-and are changed by-the practice and the practitioners they 
seek to change . . . Teachers are, in one sense, the problem that 
policy seeks to correct. On the other hand, teachers are the most 
important agents for improving things. (p. 238) 

Perception and resistance. The general educator's perception of and 

attitude toward inclusion can either promote or impede the success of the 

process. A teacher's unwillingness to implement modifications or make 

accommodations for learners with special needs in the general classroom may 

have serious ramifications for both the school and the district (Bartlett & McLeod, 

1998). A teacher's resistance to inclusion may result from lack of education in 

integration strategies; personal bias in attitude concerning individuals 

experiencing disabilities; or a perception that the area of special education is not 

his/her field of expertise and, therefore, not his/her responsibility. Still, Bartlett 

and McLeod (1998) point out that the courts reject the notion that only those 

certified in special education should be involved in the teaching of those 

experiencing disabilities (in Rachel H., 1994). 
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Interactive teacher education. Carrigan (1994) created a model for 

preservice art educators that allowed them to work as partners to individuals 

experiencing moderate to severe mental retardation in an art studio setting. The 

preservice teachers' attitudes regarding people with disabilities were measured 

both before and after the 15-week program. Her findings indicate that the time 

spent with the individuals experiencing disabilities—along with the shared studio 

experience—results in an increased level of comfort, a decrease in anxiety, and 

(in some cases) a change in attitude for the preservice art educators regarding 

interaction with people experiencing severe disabilities. Prolonged interaction 

with these individuals enabled the art students to see them as people, with 

interests, likes, and dislikes—in essence, to develop a relationship. Such 

findings indicate that practicum experiences, which allow preservice art teachers 

to interact with people experiencing severe disabilities, might lessen future 

resistance to working with them in the general classroom setting. 

Supports for the Inclusive Classroom 

The most unobtrusive supports for students with special needs in the 

general classroom setting are known as natural supports. Natural supports are 

those that are available to both identified and nonidentified students alike and 

may include space, pacing and time considerations, peers, parents, curriculum 

and instruction, and staffing (Grigal, 1998). While these supports are considered 
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"natural," they require some adjustment of traditional classroom practice in order 

to be utilized to their fullest extent; but the use of such supports benefits learners 

with a wide range of abilities. 

Examples of natural supports. For example, peer tutoring is a support that 

can be utilized by identified and nonidentified students alike (Cates et al., 1990; 

Gelzheiser, McLane, Meyers, & Pruzek, 1997; Grigal, 1998). Peers can provide 

strong instructional reinforcement and social interaction that allow for active 

participation in the instruction process as well as the social structure of the 

classroom community. Likewise, instructional pacing that is flexible may benefit 

all learners within the inclusive art classroom. Copeland (1984) suggests that, if 

an art activity or concept appears too abstract or complex for a student with 

special needs, then it can be broken down into smaller steps to allow for 

sequenced mastery of objectives (as in the task analysis model alluded to earlier 

in the chapter). Such division of tasks may also benefit the "typically-abled" 

students within the classroom, too. 

Assistive technology devices as supports. Assistive technology devices 

(hereafter ATD's) are also a means of support within the classroom. The IDEA 

Amendments of 1997 define ATD's as "any item, piece of equipment, or product 

system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, 

that is used to increase, maintain, or improve functional capabilities of a child 

with a disability" (20 U.S.C. § 1401(1)). Such ATD's may include "low-tech" 
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devices, such as self-closing scissors and grips for pencils or paintbrushes, or 

"high-tech" devices, such as mouth- or headsticks or voice synthesizers for use 

with computers. In selecting the appropriate ATD for a student, Lewis (1993) 

suggests the ABC model: Such a device should augment abilities and foypass or 

compensate for disabilities (my italics). 

The role of the teacher's aide. Another support that may be available to 

the art classroom teacher in the inclusive environment is the instructional aide. If 

not properly prepared, however, the teacher's aide may become a barrier to 

normalization (Gelzheiser et al., 1997;Grigal, 1998; Guay, 1999; Schiller, 1999). 

A study by Gelzheiser et al. (1997) indicated that opportunities for social 

interactions between identified and nonidentified students were diminished by the 

constant presence of an adult aide. The classroom teacher, too, may not work 

as readily with the student with special needs if the aide is continuously at the 

student's side. Some aides may also help the student too much, precluding him 

or her from completing work to the best of his/her individual ability (Schiller, 

1999). Familiarity with and use of certain instructional strategies enhance the 

educational experiences for all stakeholders within the inclusive art classroom. 

Strategies for the Inclusive Classroom 

While special education law provides for the FAPE of students 

experiencing disabilities in the LRE, Janko and Porter (1997) mention thatthe 
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challenge lies in "ensuring that children have unimpeded and supported 

opportunities to participate in activities and belong in peer groups and still receive 

the individualized attention they need to acquire developmental skills" (p. 7). 

Below I describe three sets of instructional strategies that can be modified to a 

learner's specific needs. It is noteworthy that each strategy can be used, as 

needed, in conjunction with the others to enable the learner experiencing 

disabilities to succeed in the inclusive art classroom. In all cases, teachers 

should use the most natural and least intrusive instructional strategies for 

students with special needs to allow them autonomy and ownership of their own 

learning (Sheldon, 1996). 

The ecological perspective. Hallahan and Kauffman (1995) advocate the 

adoption of an ecological perspective that "considers reciprocal effects of child 

and environment as well as the understanding that problems are not located 

solely in the child or the environment, but in both" (p. 64). Adoption of this 

approach focuses on factors external to the student that may be adjusted rather 

than focusing on the "defect" as residing within the student. Blandy (1989) adds 

that ecological approaches must also take into consideration the individual 

student's abilities and the relationship of those abilities to the student's cultural 

background and significant others within the student's life. He emphasizes art 

activity that also involves critical self-reflection with questions and tasks that are 

generated by the student him- or herself. 
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Principle of partial participation. Another inclusion strategy is that of 

partial participation (Blandy et al., 1988; Guay, 1999; Sheldon, 1996). Partial 

participation "states that, regardless of severity of disability, individuals can be 

taught to participate in a variety of activities to some degree, or activities can be 

adapted to allow participation" (Sheldon, 1996). This strategy is to be used with 

students who can not complete all of the steps of a given activity (Blandy et al., 

1988). Guay (1999) describes this approach as involving age-appropriate 

materials and activities and allowing for assistance with steps of the task that can 

not be completed by the student alone with appropriate prompts or cues. Partial 

participation allows the student to take part in the art activity process to the fullest 

extent possible and validates that student's efforts and abilities. 

Task analysis and cue hierarchy. Task analysis and cue hierarchy are 

often used in combination with one another as instructional approaches for 

students experiencing severe disabilities. According to Billingsly, Liberty, and 

White (1994), task analysis "refers to the process and product of identifying 

component behaviors" in chains of behavior (p. 82). Once chains of behavior are 

broken down into steps, these steps can be developed into routines that are 

taught to the learner until all steps in the routine (and therefore the chain) are 

mastered. (Partial participation can be utilized to the extent that all steps in the 

chain can not be mastered.) A specific prompt or cue begins each step of the 

task chain. That prompt should be developed from a cue hierarchy, which should 

81 



also include correction procedures. The cue that is used for a particular step 

within a task involves the least amount of intervention; cues with a greater 

amount of intervention are reserved for those steps that a learner fails to master 

through the lesser cues (Blandy et al., 1988). 

Instructional Benefits of Modeling Behavior 

Inclusion may involve not only academic benefits but social interactive 

benefits, as well. Yell (1998) cites the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals' 

consideration of nonacademic benefits, such as role-modeling, in their decision in 

Greer v. Rome City School District (1991) regarding placement of students 

experiencing disabilities. The court here stated that such benefit, if significant, 

should be utilized in determining placement. Many (Cates et al., 1990; Janko & 

Porter, 1997; Lombardi, Nuzzo, Kennedy, & Foshay, 1994) allude to the benefits 

of behavior modeling for students experiencing disabilities. Both adult and peer 

stakeholders within the inclusive environment may serve as models of social 

behavior. Peer models are significantly useful in that they demonstrate age-

typical behaviors to students experiencing disabilities. Janko and Porter (1997) 

explain: 

Children learn what is important and permissible to society, how 
and when to behave in certain ways, how to influence and how 
influential they can be, where they belong and where they are 
allowed to belong—all these and more—through relationships with 
others. (p. 4) 
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The significance of peers as stakeholders within the inclusive classroom, then, 

can not be dismissed. 

Inclusion: What it Means for the General Classroom 

As I explore the concept of inclusion in the general classroom as a whole, 

I broaden my focus to include the remaining stakeholders within the setting: the 

"typically-abled" students within the classroom. While I have given attention to 

the art classroom teacher, the special education teacher, and the aide as 

collaborative stakeholders, the "nonidentified" students make up the bulk of 

stakeholders within the inclusive art classroom. In this section, I explore the 

inclusive environment as it pertains to them. 

The "Typically-Abled" Student in the 
Inclusive Classroom 

The role of the "typically-abled" student in the inclusive classroom 

environment is much the same as that before inclusion: All students are in the 

classroom to learn, and that particular, fundamental role does not change with 

the integration of students experiencing disabilities. Still, there are some notable 

roles that the "nondisabled" student may fill that may prove to have particular 

impact on the student experiencing disabilities: that of role model, peer tutor, 

and friend. Through the fulfillment of these classroom roles, the student may 

83 



provide constructive social interaction with identified and nonidentified peers 

alike. 

Peer Interaction Between All Students 

I described the role of the "typically-abled" student as role model above, 

and Lombardi et al. (1994) discuss the extent to which age appropriate peers 

may serve as tutors, role models, and potential friends to students with special 

needs within the inclusive setting. Additionally, their study—which, in part, 

examines the perceptions of students regarding an inclusive program—finds 

identified and nonidentified students alike accepting of integrated classroom 

settings. 

Cates et al. (1990) and Gelzheiser et al. (1997) discuss the roles of the 

"nondisabled" students as assistant, tutor, model, and friend. Often, it is the 

general classroom setting, rather than the special education setting, that includes 

teaching strategies that foster peer interaction, which tends to support the claim 

that inclusive environments offer more opportunity for social integration 

(Gelzheiser et al., 1997). However, Gelzheiser et al. (1997) finds that students 

experiencing disabilities within these general settings are often not as socially 

accepted as their "nondisabled" peers, indicating that, while proximity is 

important in encouraging interaction, teachers need to be more instrumental in 

directly teaching social competencies. 
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Strategies to Foster Peer Interaction 

Martin, Jorgensen, and Klein (1998) discuss the importance of friends and 

social interaction between all students, including those experiencing disabilities. 

They share seven conditions essential to the development of friendships for 

students with special needs: (a) inclusion into all aspects of community, school, 

and family life; (b) access to a method of communication at all times and 

classmates who understand how to utilize that method; (c) support that is 

provided in such a way as to promote self-determination, independence, 

interdependence, and a confidence in natural supports; (d) involvement of all 

students in inclusion and problem-solving processes; (e) use of age-appropriate 

materials, expectations, language, and modifications; (f) involvement of school 

personnel and family members in cultivating friendships and promoting social 

activity; and (g) development of a campus-wide climate of acceptance and 

"celebration of diversity" (p. 150). In employing these strategies, schools and 

classrooms aid in the process of fostering and developing friendships and 

understanding among all stakeholders within the inclusive classroom. 

Advantages of the Inclusive Classroom 

While the advantages of the inclusive classroom for the student 

experiencing disabilities are clearly identified, there are specific advantages to 

the "typically-abled" student, as well. Three of these advantages-interaction 
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with a variety of different types of people, potential benefits of shared 

modifications, and potential benefits of shared resources—are discussed briefly 

in this section. 

Interaction with a Variety of Different Types of People 

The inclusive classroom, through the various social interactions discussed 

in the section above, has the potential of fostering a greater understanding of the 

diversity that exists within society at large. Mason (1990) posits that the early 

segregation of students experiencing disabilities from their "nondisabled" peers is 

a major factor in their separation as adults. A classroom climate that is 

integrative and fosters an acceptance of difference among its members cultivates 

respect for such diversity later in life so that it "becomes not only an accepted, 

but an expecfed part" of both student and adult life (Grigal, 1998, p. 47). 

Potential Benefits of Shared Modifications 

Sheldon (1996) advocates the extension of instructional modifications for 

students with special needs to their "typically-abled" peers, as well. Certainly, 

there are a number of common modifications—such as increased time to 

complete tasks, assignment of peer helpers, presentation of instructions in a 

variety of different manners (aural, written, etc), and breaking down tasks into 

component steps—which are just as beneficial to students who are "nondisabled" 
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as to students who are. Additionally, equal treatment of students, through the 

provision of instructional modifications for all, lessens the distinction between 

identified and nonidentified students. The adoption of certain teaching strategies 

and approaches, such as Blandy's (1989) and Kauffman and Hallahan's (1995) 

aforementioned ecological approach, prove a valuable practice for a//students in 

the inclusive classroom setting. 

Potential Benefits of Shared Resources 

Some resources available for the student experiencing disabilities for use 

in the inclusive classroom environment might benefit the "typically-abled" 

students, as well. The IDEA Amendments of 1997 provide for such shared 

benefits through the "permissive use of funds" clause, which states: 

Funds provided to the local educational agency under this part may 
be used for . . . services and aids that also benefit nondisabled 
children. For the costs of special education and related services 
and supplementary aids and services provided in a regular class or 
other education-related setting to a child with a disability in 
accordance with the individualized education program of the child, 
even if one or more nondisabled children benefit from such 
services. (U.S.C. 20 § 1413(a)(4)(A)) 

As mentioned here, such resources must be in keeping with the identified 

student's lEP. These resources may include such high technology ATD's as 

computer hardware and software or supplemental services, such as the provision 

of an instructional aide. "Nondisabled" students, along with students 

experiencing disabilities, may both benefit from the increased instructional 
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attention provided by the addition of staff to the inclusive classroom. Ripley 

(1997) cites a study on teaming that found improvements in student learning to 

be linked with increased teacher time and assistance due to reduced pupil-

teacher ratio resulting from collaborative teaching between general and special 

educators. In these cases, services provided for students experiencing 

disabilities might have the residual advantage of enhancing the learning of the 

inclusive classroom as a whole. 

Pitfalls of and Barriers to Inclusion 

Besides the possible barriers to the inclusion ideal that may be caused by 

the presence of an adult aide, mentioned earlier, there are other barriers to and 

possible pitfalls of the inclusion process. The full effects of some of these 

pitfalls/barriers are not yet known, but each has the ability to impact the general 

classroom as the LRE. The three that I briefly describe in this section include: 

(a) costs of inclusion, (b) disruptions that impede educational progress, and (c) 

ability variance in the inclusive classroom. 

Costs of Inclusion 

The effects of inclusion costs upon schools and districts are, in actuality, 

difficult to call barriers or pitfalls because these effects have not yet been fully 

explored. In 1997, more than two-thirds of students in special education were 
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receiving services in the general classroom about 40% of the school day, and 

while it is not yet known how inclusion affects education costs, it is known that it 

does affect those costs (Janko & Porter, 1997). Inclusion costs are difficult to 

track because of the variety of aspects involved in educating students with 

special needs. These aspects, which often overlap—adding to the difficulty of 

measurement—may include issues of state, local, and federal funding of 

programs; costs of transportation and special services and facilities; and costs of 

staff development. 

Janko and Porter (1997) state that many school districts implement 

inclusion programs that they expect will reduce costs of parallel programs 

because of added federal funding. They fail, though, to account for additional 

costs in transportation and staffing that inclusion may require. The authors 

explain that government agencies have attempted to alleviate some of the 

financial burden of special education programs, but inclusive programs have 

made it increasingly difficult to track costs: 

Federal and state agencies during the 1990s have learned to save 
costs by shifting clients, when possible, to other programs for which 
they may be eligible. It has recently become common practice, for 
example, for children with disabilities to be enrolled in federal 
disability programs to reduce fiscal pressures on states. Inclusion 
contradicts this trend by bringing individuals, programs, and 
budgets together, by emphasizing collaboration, and by blurring 
boundaries of agencies and jurisdictions. This is one reason why 
the costs of inclusion are so difficult to quantify. (p. 28) 
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Disruptions that Impede Educational Progress 

The possibility of disruptions that impede classroom functioning, caused 

by the student experiencing disabilities in the general classroom, can prove a 

barrier to inclusion. Such disruptions include the monopolizing of the teacher's 

time or behavioral disturbances that may not only hamper learning but may also 

create an unsafe environment. 

In its discussion of the LRE, the IDEA Amendments of 1997 acknowledge 

that there may be instances when the nature of the disability is such that 

education in the general classroom setting can not be achieved satisfactorily, 

even with the provision of appropriate services and aids. Still, the law states that 

the lEP team, when determining placement for the student whose behavior 

impedes his/her own learning and that of others, must consider appropriate 

intervention strategies and supports to address the behavior in a general 

classroom setting. 

The courts, in their attempt to define the LRE, have addressed issues of 

student behavior on the classroom climate and have, at times, declared that a 

student be placed in a more restrictive setting because of his/her effect on the 

inclusive classroom. In Daniel R. R. (1989) and Clyde K v. Puyallup School 

D/síncf (1994) the Fifth and Ninth Circuit Courts, respectively, found that the 

students experiencing disabilities required more restrictive placements than the 

general classroom in order for a//students to receive education that was 
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appropriate. (In Daniel R. R., the issue was the almost constant supervision 

required by Daniel from the teacher, to the detriment of other students; in Clyde 

K, the issue was Ryan K.'s aggressive and violently disruptive behavior in the 

classroom.) With these decisions, the courts have indicated that, in matters 

where FAPE and LRE conflict, FAPE takes precedence (Turnbull, H. R., 

Brotherson, et al., 1983; Yell, 1998). Bradley, King-Sears, and Tessier-Switlick 

(1997) point out that the burden of proof, though, is on the local school district 

when they remove students experiencing disabilities from general classrooms to 

more restrictive placements. 

Ability Variance in the Inclusive Classroom 

With the introduction of students with special needs into the general 

classroom comes increased variance of abilities, leading to instructional 

demands that teachers may be ill-equipped to manage (Kauffman & Hallahan, 

1995b; Semmel, Gerber, & Macmilliam, 1995). Teaching a classroom of 

students with "typical" abilities is challenging, as is teaching a classroom of 

students with special needs. The combination of the two has the potential of 

creating a classroom that contains both students of high cognitive intelligence 

and students experiencing severe mental retardation, with a full range of 

students whose abilities lie between those extremes. The task of addressing the 

educational needs of all students in an inclusive classroom is daunting to the 
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teacher who is trying to balance issues of educational excellence and 

educational equity (Kauffman, 1995). While proper education, appropriate 

support, patience, and creativity may provide for some resolution in educating a 

broad range of learners, this ability variance proves a real and common 

challenge to teaching and learning in the inclusive classroom. The reality of such 

challenges may contribute to an implementation of inclusion practices that are 

removed from the original spirit of the policy itself. 

Policy and Implementation 

As I investigate policy and its implementation, I discuss these concepts 

not only in general terms but also in terms of inclusion policy. It is important to 

note that, while FAPE and LRE are federal statutory mandates, inclusion -implicit 

within IDEA (at the intersection of FAPE and LRE) and affirmed by numerous 

court cases (Janko & Porter, 1997)-is the po//cy whereby those mandates are 

actualized. Under this heading, I explore the interaction between the two, the 

relationship between policy expectations and communication, and pitfalls of or 

barriers to implementation. 

Relationship Between Policy and Implementation 

The interaction between policy and practice is an interesting one in that 

the policy, usually originating from high up the chain of an organization, is then 
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filtered down through a multitude of variables (i.e., the means by which a policy 

is/is not communicated, teacher understanding of and attitude toward the policy, 

etc) before it is actually practiced. The nature of these variables in a large 

system, such as education, may keep implementation in a state of flux rather 

than allowing for static, across the board, practice. Practice of policy may result 

in a complete change from the policy's original intent, resulting in something far 

different than was first envisioned by policy-makers (Cohen & Ball, 1990); 

likewise, policy may "impede or preclude potentially productive actions at the 

school and classroom level" (Rossmiller, 1986, p. 9). 

Numerous researchers (Cohen & Ball, 1990; Janko & Porter, 1997; 

Rossmiller, 1986; Semmel et al., 1995) agree that educational policy is affected 

by the attitudes and practices of the educators whose job it is, ultimately, to 

implement it. Rossmiller (1986) points out that, while national or state policy sets 

up the parameters under which a school operates, it does not control the actual 

teaching and learning environment of the individual school or classroom. 

Semmel et al. (1995), in specifically addressing special education policy, add: 

Special education is the whole of its structures and functions as 
encouraged or permitted by the public school system, on one hand, 
and what particular special education teachers do or intend to do 
for each identified student, on the other. What describes the 
"system" is not necessarily what describes actual practice or 
results. (p. 42) 

While a federal office, a state, a local school district, even an individual school, 

may set up a policy that includes specific intents, the actual implementation of 
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the policy will result from the teacher's perception and reception of that policy. Its 

practice, then, will adhere to or deviate from the intent of the policy accordingly. 

Unless all of the stakeholders involved in policy formation and 

implementation share a common understanding and vision of a policy's intent 

and purpose, inconsistency of policy practice is an unavoidable reality. Cohen 

and Ball (1990) state that educational research indicates that federal and state 

policies have affected educational practice inconsistently and weakly. This 

demonstrates that the aforementioned common understanding and vision is not 

the norm within educational policy making and implementation. 

Communication in Policy Making 

Communication of policy, even during the policy making process, is one 

important variable in policy implementation. Because inclusion law may be 

inconsistently communicated to stakeholders, it may be inconsistently 

implemented, as well. Some schools practice inclusion creatively and effectively 

while others practice it only "on paper," with little solicitation of or communication 

with stakeholders, such as general classroom teachers, students, or their families 

(Janko & Porter, 1997). 

If change is to be affected, then, that change must occur at the grass-roots 

level rather than from high up within the structure. Rossmiller (1986) says that 

change must begin with the "norms, behaviors and attitudes of those who 
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comprise the school organization . . . [and] must concentrate on achieving staff 

consensus" (p. 11; see also Keifer-Boyd, 2000, for her "grass-roots" model of 

curriculum formation). Such change can only occur through communication 

throughout the structure of education as policy is formulated. 

Considerations for Policy Makers 

Soo Hoo (1994) warns against the extent to which policy can actually 

impede educational progress. While policy makers are perceived as those who 

manipulate issues of which they only have abstract knowledge (Janko & Porter, 

1997), Soo Hoo demands that they study school conditions in-depth before 

approving policy that curtails educational benefit. She offers three issues to 

which policy makers should attend during (special education) policy formation: 

1. The provision by policy of numerous programs creates a new structure 

for schools. Personnel may increase as a result of this new structure and 

increase in federal funding, which may also create new layers of bureaucracy. 

2. Policy intent and implementation are only loosely connected. Policy 

makers, then, should take a more holistic approach to policy formation in order 

not to fragment education as schools work to implement supplemental programs 

and services. 

3. Rather than focusing on instructional strategies, most programs 

emphasize special services to a target population. Regular education teachers 

95 



are largely unprepared to work within these special programs, and opportunities 

to expand their instructional skills in these areas are rarely provided. 

In attending to these current issues of special educational policy, Soo Hoo hopes 

that future policy will not slow educational programs but, instead, allow it to 

flourish. 

Examples of Miscommunication/Misunderstanding 
of Policy Intent 

While the LRE mandate is not a policy per se, individual school districts 

and schools develop policy (both formal and informal) by which the statute is 

implemented. Because of this, misunderstanding and miscommunication 

regarding the implementation of LRE carries similar outcomes as the 

misunderstanding/miscommunication of policy intent: that is, the actual practice 

may not conform to the policy's (or mandate's) original intent and philosophy. 

Cohen and Ball (1990), in a study of the effects of policy practice, examined a 

California elementary school as it implemented a new state-mandated 

mathematics program. Their study produced some notable findings regarding 

the teachers' (mis)understanding of the math reforms and how these reforms 

should be implemented. 

First, rather than adopting the new approach to mathematics as an 

overarching framework that included useful components for a variety of 

mathematical applications, the teachers—accustomed to teaching math as a 

96 



string of topics, each building upon the last—added the components of the new 

approach to the string as discrete topics. The new teaching method was 

adopted, rather, as content within the existing method of teaching math. This 

demonstrated that the "new policy could affect students' mathematics learning 

only through teachers' extant knowledge and beliefs about mathematics and their 

practice of mathematics teaching" (p. 237). 

Second, some of the teachers understood the mathematics reforms to be 

suggestions for pedagogical practices for presenting information more effectively 

(i.e., concrete models, educational games, etc). They would, then, adopt some 

of the strategies for teaching, such as the concrete models, but conform them to 

their current teaching practices. Cohen and Ball (1990) use this as an example 

of how "instructional policies are filtered through teachers' knowledge and beliefs 

about academic subjects, and through their established practices" (p. 238). 

Since policy is filtered through the understanding and perceptions of the 

teachers—a framework that may differ radically from that of those who form 

policy—miscommunications and misunderstandings of policy may abound. 

There are a number of educational researchers (Anderegg & Vergason, 1996; 

Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995a) who feel that the full inclusion movement also 

results from a misunderstanding of the original intent of IDEA. They argue that 

the law calls for treatment of each student on a case-by-case basis of what 

constitutes the FAPE for him/her rather than for the "across the board" inclusion 
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of all students with special needs-regardless of disability-into the general 

classroom setting. While full inclusionists see the current special education 

structure as segregationist (and perhaps it is, at least to some extent), it is 

noteworthy that, nowhere in the IDEA, does the law call for the unmitigated 

movement of all students with disabilities into the general classroom setting and 

the eradication of all special education classrooms. 

Barriers to and Pitfalls of Policy Implementation 

I have discussed many of the barriers to policy implementation already, 

and many are similar in nature to the barriers facing the implementation of 

inclusion policy, specifically: costs of policy implementation, stakeholders' 

attitudes toward policy implementation, and so on. Below, I focus briefly upon 

three barriers, some of which I introduced earlier, that may affect policy 

implementation at large. These include: (a) the understanding of the policy by 

implementers, (b) inconsistent practice of the policy, and (c) barriers attached 

with change, in general. 

Implementer's Perception of the Policy 

While I have already introduced the effect of implementers' perceptions 

and attitudes as variables in policy practice, their possibility as barriers to policy 

implementation can not be overemphasized. Janko and Porter (1997) explain: 
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With respect to education policy for children with disabilities, every 
time a decision is made to test a child, to label and sort a child as 
belonging to this or that category, or to place a child in this 
classroom rather than that classroom, a policy is interpreted and 
enacted. Educators are de facto policy makers every day. The 
integrity of a given policy is dependent in part upon educators' 
awareness and understanding of the policy; their knowledge and 
competence in interpreting it consistent with the spirit and intent of 
the policy; the temporal monetary, and organizational resources 
they have available to support the policy; and the reconciliation they 
make when discrepancies between the spirit and intent and the 
reality of implementing policies during their daily work inevitably 
arise. (p. 5) 

While policy makers—often far-removed from the reality of practice—may be 

thoroughly versed in the theory and intent of the policy they have enacted, the 

practitioners are the ones who make the day to day decisions regarding howXhe 

policy will be implemented. Even when armed with a clear understanding of the 

policy's original intent, the practitioner may find that the reality of practice 

imposes unavoidable situational variables that affect a shift between policy and 

implementation. 

Inconsistent Practice of Policv 

While a number of factors contribute to the inconsistent practice of a policy 

from location to location, or even within the same location, the values embedded 

within that location contribute heavily to how a policy is practiced. With regard to 

special education policy, a given school district, which is run on the local level, 

mirrors local values toward special education and equal opportunity. These, in 
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turn, affect how the policy is practiced (Janko & Porter, 1997). For instance, 

schools near medical centers may be more responsive to the physical and 

therapeutic needs of students experiencing disabilities. Schools that are farther 

removed from such resources may not readily recognize a student's more subtle 

developmental problems as special educational needs (Janko & Porter, 1997). 

Hahn (1997) describes a shift in perspective in which those experiencing 

disabilities are viewed as a minority group rather than by their functional 

limitations. Such a perspective incorporates a sociopolitical definition of 

disability, rather than one that focuses upon vocational limitations, and equates 

"inclusion" with "desegregation." While one school district may adopt such a view 

wholeheartedly, another may still cling to the medical/prescriptive model of 

special education which views the student experiencing disabilities as "damaged 

goods" that can be fixed. Each approach to special education and inclusion 

reflects values that affect policy implementation. 

Intricacies of Change 

A final barrier to policy implementation is that of change itself. While all 

policy implies the necessity of change, it often ignores the enormous impact that 

affecting such change has on the policy's implementation. Cohen and Ball 

(1990) allude to this fact in their aforementioned examples of the California 

teachers and the new mathematics reform. These teachers were ill equipped to 
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implement the reforms because they could not teach math from any other 

framework than the one they knew. They were asked to teach a math that they 

themselves had never experienced and for which they had no reference; and 

they were expected to implement the new policy without having been taught the 

new methodology themselves. Cohen and Ball (1990) point out that this 

illustrates the "complexity of the changes that many instructional policies imply 

and the great difficulties of producing such changes from a distance" (p. 238). 

Because so much policy making occurs from the top down, factors such as 

change are often not considered and create a barrier to the policy's actual 

practice. 

Related Studies to the Problem 

In examining the high school art classroom as the LRE for students 

experiencing a range of disabilities, I examined research related to the study's 

problem statement. My focus, as throughout the literature review process, 

consists of studies addressing students with special needs in the art classroom 

as an appropriate LRE and consider such components as inclusion policy, 

attitudes of stakeholders toward inclusion, curricular and teaching issues, and 

special education law. 

My review revealed a number of these issues as discrete to individual 

studies, such as: (a) development of an art curriculum or program for students 
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experiencing disabilities (Clifford, 1981; Fedorenko, 1996; Hutinger, 1998), (b) 

attitudes of stakeholders in the inclusive art classroom (Engstrom, 1982; Gerson, 

1995; Sturgess, 1986; Taylor, 1998; Williams, 1997), and (c) the inclusive art 

classroom environment (although not LRE) and instructional/environmental 

strategies (Jorgensen, Fisher, Sax, & Skoglund, 1998; Stokrocki, 1981). Below, I 

briefly summarize the results from five studies, which span in time between 1989 

and 1997; each addresses a component particularly related to the problem 

statement of this study. 

The Process of Mainstreaming Special Education 
Students in a Suburban Elementary School: 

A Case Study 

This study, conducted by Adrienne Smaller (1989), uses a 

phenomenological methodology to explore the experiences of an elementary 

school as it undertakes mainstreaming efforts. Smaller collected data through 

field observations and informal interviews over a one-year period, investigating 

stakeholder attitudes toward and understanding of mainstreaming policy as 

instituted in response to the EAHCA of 1975. 

In the case of this particular elementary school, the mainstream consisted 

of the cafeteria and art classes. While teachers questioned the mainstreaming of 

older students, they were positive toward the students' mainstreaming 

experiences on the whole. The teachers regarded mainstreaming as placement 

102 



of students experiencing disabilities into general classrooms with the support of 

instructional aides who helped in the process. Many teachers were reluctant to 

receive students into their classrooms whom they believed could not function 

with relative independence, and some teachers provided instructional 

intervention for those students who were mainstreamed. 

Under these conditions, Smaller investigated the role of such stakeholders 

as the principal, students, and teachers in the mainstreaming process. She 

identified some problems with change, in general, along with stakeholder 

attitudes that impacted the process in the particular elementary school. Her 

study is similar to this one in that it explores the effects of stakeholder attitudes 

on the policy of mainstreaming/inclusion as it seeks to address special education 

law. It differs from this study in that this study concentrates on specific 

components of the law (LRE as the FAPE) as manifested in the narrower context 

of the art classroom at the secondary level. While stakeholder attitudes are an 

important component of this study as they impact the LRE, they are only one 

variable within the study. 

A Study and Analysis of Art Education in Ohio 
for K-8 Children Experiencing Disabilities 

(Kindergarten, Eighth-Grade) 

Susan Witten's (1991) study investigates the condition of art instruction for 

students experiencing disabilities through a random sampling of 166 teachers. 
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Her survey addressed such issues as teacher preparation, visual art curriculum, 

and student placement. Her findings reveal a shortfall in terms of instructional 

support, along with inadequate teacher preparation and inservice development 

for working with students with special needs. Her study also indicates that 

inclusion of students experiencing disabilities into the art classroom affected art 

curriculum in that teachers tended to increase the emphasis on art production 

activities. Witten offers recommendations that particularly address teacher 

preparation issues, such as suggestions for preservice and inservice course 

content, support materials, and further research. 

Witten's study is similar to this one in that it addresses the effects of 

inclusion efforts in the art classroom. It differs in methodology (quantitative 

rather than qualitative), focus (a survey of a number of schools rather than a 

focus upon a single art classroom), and approach (emphasis upon instructional 

issues rather than LRE issues). 

A Comparison of the Attitudes of Art, Special Education, 
and Regular Education Teachers Toward 

Mainstreaming Special Education 
Students (Art Teachers) 

Beverly Gerber's (1993) study surveys the attitudes of 97 art, special 

education, and general educators regarding mainstreaming efforts. In her study, 

Gerber acknowledges that art classes are among the first in which mainstream 

efforts are applied, and she also explores personal information-processing styles 
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and how those styles affect attitude. Her statistical analysis indicates that, 

overall, general educators (including art teachers) were more receptive to 

mainstreaming than were special education teachers. Her findings also indicate 

that there is no significant correlation between teachers' information processing 

styles and attitudes toward mainstreaming efforts. 

Gerber's study focuses upon special and regular education teachers as 

stakeholders in mainstreaming policy, along with their attitudes toward the policy. 

It does not address how those attitudes impact policy. This study, rather than 

addressing blanket responses from surveying a number of stakeholders, instead 

investigates the stakeholders involved with special education law and inclusion 

policy within the narrower context of a single art classroom, including the art 

teacher, general classroom students, special education teacher, students with 

special needs, and parents. 

Perceptions of Parents, Teachers, and Students 
Regarding an Integrated Education 

Inclusion Program 

This study, conducted by Lombardi, Nuzzo, Kennedy, and Foshay (1994), 

describes the Ravenswood Project at Ravenswood High School in West Virginia. 

This project was "designed to increase the inclusion and success of students with 

disabilities in regular classrooms" (p. 315) and relied heavily upon the 

commitment of parents, school administrators, and teachers to successful 
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inclusion efforts. The project involved small and large group education to provide 

a supportive atmosphere, with the small groups focusing upon teacher 

responsibilities under an inclusion philosophy that involved general classroom 

and special education teachers, along with parents. Special education teachers 

in the Ravenswood project functioned in a primarily collaborative/consultative 

role, and they kept daily logs and immediately addressed any student within the 

general classroom, regardless of ability or disability, who seemed to be having 

difficulties in class. 

The authors developed questionnaires to measure parents' and teachers' 

responses toward inclusion. Their findings indicate that general classroom 

teachers were less convinced of the value of including students experiencing 

severe disabilities into the general classroom. Parents of students with and 

without special educational needs alike felt that the general classroom setting 

was the place for students with special needs. Likewise, nonidentified students, 

overall, disagreed with the idea that their learning was jeopardized by the 

inclusion of students with special needs into the general classroom; and all but 

one student experiencing disabilities preferred the general classroom setting to 

the special education setting. 

This study examines perceptions of stakeholders toward one school's 

inclusion policy. It describes the phenomenon of stakeholder attitude toward 

inclusion policy without addressing issues of special education law and 
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stakeholder understanding and perception of that law. This study also involves 

the development of inclusion procedures and interventions specific to the school 

site, then measures attitudes in response to those procedures of the 

Ravenswood Project rather than examining the inclusion phenomenon as it 

naturally occurs, without the intervention program. 

Do General and Special Education Teachers Foster 
Peer Interactions of Students with Disabilities? 

This study by Gelzheiser et al. (1997) explores the social benefit aspects 

of inclusion rather than the educational aspects. The authors first examine lEP 

statements in terms of adequacy regarding goals related to peer interaction and 

present levels of student functioning in this area. Their study is based on the 

assumption that inclusion fosters peer interaction and details the extent to which 

teachers fostered such interaction. 

Their findings reveal that, while lEP statements addressing issues of peer 

interaction were accurate, instructional practices did not align with these lEP 

statements and often did not provide for peer interaction. The authors note that 

general classroom settings were often more inclined than special education 

settings to utilize teaching strategies that fostered peer interaction; this seems to 

lend some credence to the claim that integrative settings provide increased 

opportunity for such social interplay. 
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The study by Gelzheiser et al. (1997) explores one aspect of the special 

education mandate: social interaction benefits as set forth in the lEP. While this 

study also takes such benefit into account, it additionally examines other aspects 

of appropriate educational benefit in the LRE. 

Conclusions and Findings in Relation to the Study 

While the literature surveyed within this review provides information on a 

variety of issues related to inclusion of students experiencing disabilities into the 

art classroom, I did not find any studies that specifically analyzed the LRE (as 

related to FAPE) mandate of IDEA as evidenced in the art classroom, especially 

within the context of a single high school art classroom. There appears a 

plethora of information regarding various stakeholders' attitudes toward inclusion, 

but information on those attitudes is not necessarily reflected in analysis of those 

attitudes on the implementation of the policy itself. In addition, studies on 

stakeholder attitudes primarily focus upon that component exclusively rather than 

as one component that may potentially affect (along with other variables) the 

implementation of inclusion policy, and the selection of a particular LRE 

placement, and, ultimately, the educational benefits to each particular student 

with special educational needs in that art classroom setting. 

This study, which is concerned with stakeholder perceptions and attitudes 

as integral factors that shape the LRE, gives equal attention to the intent of the 
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LRE mandate itself through historical/legal analysis of IDEA. This analysis of the 

law-combined with the case study findings regarding the reality of the 

implementation of the law, viewed through the theoretical framework of equality, 

liberty, and efficiency, and giving attention to the stakeholders involved in the 

implementation process—adds to the already existing, but nonetheless limited, 

body of knowledge of inclusion efforts in art classroom settings. In doing so it 

provides a focus and an added dimension that does not yet appear to have been 

explored. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

As this study is concerned with both intent and implementation of the least 

restrictive environment (LRE) mandate and inclusion policy, it employs the 

combined methods of policy analysis and case study. In the policy analysis, I am 

concerned with the various influences present in the law (both its formation and 

enforcement) as those influences have shaped the law's purpose. Likewise, I am 

concerned with the actual implementation of the LRE mandate in the art 

classroom environment and how stakeholders' perceptions affect that LRE. The 

case study provides insight into this implementation within the context of one 

high school art classroom. 

The Literature Review and Context of the Study 

The Theoretical Frame: Equalitv. Libertv. and 
Efficiency as Guiding Values in the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

Chapter II of this study provided a review of literature related to the study's 

purpose. I identified and explored the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency as 

inherent within the IDEA. All three values have influenced education in the 

United States, and all three have evolved throughout educational history. Under 
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a communitarian perspective, these ideals emphasize the stakeholders' 

interdependent roles within the community (in this case, the inclusive art 

classroom community) and operate situationally for the benefit of the community. 

In this way, equality as access is relative to the needs of the individual and is 

extended as a natural outgrowth of respect for those unique needs. 

Communitarian liberty, which involves choice making in the classroom and taking 

responsibility for those choices, empowers stakeholders to be actively involved in 

the educative process and the classroom community. Communitarian efficiency 

focuses upon stakeholders' (not necessarily economic) contributions and holds 

that, within an interdependent community, all stakeholders have the power to 

contribute. These three values provide the framework through which I 

investigate the IDEA and the specific high school art classroom as the LRE. 

The Art Classroom as the LRE and the Setting for 
The Study 

Chapter II also examined the concepts of the LRE and free appropriate 

public education (FAPE) as they have manifested themselves in special 

education law and court cases, as well as through secondary sources (such as 

journal articles) as educators have sought to interpret the LRE mandate's intent. I 

identified the legislature's and the court's preference for the education of 

students experiencing disabilities alongside their nondisabled peers. The art 

classroom is one of the first testing grounds for inclusion, and both the 
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preparation and attitude of the art teacher are essential elements in the success 

of an integrative, normalized approach to inclusive education. 

The art teacher's perceptions toward inclusion can easily influence those 

of other stakeholders in the classroom. Chapter II explores the importance of 

effective preparation strategies—such as the McGill Action Planning System 

(MAPS) model, preservice education opportunities, and collaboration between 

general and special educators—in supporting the inclusion process. Instructional 

supports are also integral to the general (art) classroom as the LRE and may 

include natural supports (such as peer tutoring), assistive technology devices, 

and instructional aides. 

The "typically-abled" student, as a stakeholder in the inclusive art 

classroom, provides the fundamental roles of model, friend, and peer tutor for the 

student experiencing disabilities. While proximity of these stakeholders to one 

another is essential in encouraging interaction, though, teachers must often take 

an active approach in facilitating such interactions. Through an integrative 

setting that encourages active participation of all stakeholders, "nondisabled" 

students—and those with special needs, alike—are empowered to work and 

learn among a variety of different types of people and to recognize the productive 

contributions that each can make. 

While a number of studies explored special education issues in the art 

classroom—such as curriculum development, stakeholder attitudes and 
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perceptions, and instructional strategies—none analyzed LRE (and FAPE) policy 

with attention to its practice in the art classroom. This study—through its 

framework of communitarian perspectives of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency—adds to the extant body of knowledge involving issues of special 

education and the art classroom. It does so through its examination of the LRE 

mandate itself and through its investigation of the mandate's implementation 

within one high school art classroom. 

Study Options and the Chosen Methodology 

Because the purpose of this study is to juxtapose the intent of the LRE 

mandate to the phenomenon of its actual practice within a single setting, it was 

clear from the outset that the study would employ qualitative rather than 

quantitative methodologies. Rather than examine general probabilities through 

experimental design, this study seeks to understand stakeholder perceptions of 

the LRE and inclusion within the context of the particular classroom, along with 

how these perceptions impact policy implementation. 

At the center of this study is the analysis of the concept of the LRE, both in 

its purpose and its practice. Due to the dual nature of the study—examination of 

the LRE mandate itself and examination of its practice in an art classroom—two 

overarching qualitative research designs were necessary: an analytical design 
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and a case study design. Figure 3.1 illustrates the chosen methodological 

options with the LRE as the encompassing concept for the study. 

Because the study does focus upon the notion of the LRE, I selected a 

conceptual form of analysis that included historical/legal analysis of the mandate 

as well as aspects of policy analysis of its structure and dissemination from the 

national level to the local level. Examination of court decisions, education 

regulations and statutes, etc comprised the legal analysis; the policy analysis 

emphasis focused upon the influences in the formation of special education law 

and how the LRE mandate affects stakeholders. 

Essential to this understanding of the effects of the LRE upon 

stakeholders was the examination of the policy's implementation in action, which 

necessitated the case study design. Analysis of the policy alone would result in a 

study of limited results culminating in limited recommendations. The inclusion of 

case study as an element of the policy analysis yields a fuller, more complete 

picture of policy implementation. This includes the added dimension of how the 

perception of the policy and its intent results in the realityo\ its practice in a 

specific high school art class with students with unique special needs. 

For this case study, ethnographic methodologies—including field 

observations, interviews, and collection of artifacts—became the primary tool for 

investigating stakeholder perceptions of LRE and inclusion policy, along with 

their perceptions of their own places within the classroom as these shaped the 

114 



UJ 
oc 

o 
(0 

(0 

c 
< 

P
ra

ct
lc

e 

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

R
es

ea
rc

h 

S
tu

dy
 D

es
ig

n 
C

as
e 

E
th

no
gr

ap
hi

c 
IV

Ie
th

od
ol

og
ie

s 

(0 
c 
,o 
• Q . 
(D 
O 
a3 
. 

(U 

o 
.c 
(D 

.>£ 
(D 

0 ) 

4 -1 

C 
a> 

• * c 

.c 
o k_ 
CD 
(U 
(fl 
<u 
DC 
10 

na
ly

l 

< 

C/3 
_>s 
CO 

c 
< 
>̂  
o 

• 5 
. 

. y >< 
cn o 

o 

0 - _ l LU 
LU 

« 
(fl 

_>> 
CD 

c 
< 
•(D 

'H. 
o 
c 
o 

O 
S2 

•( /3 _>. 
CD 

c 
< 
•(D 
O) 
0 

CO 
O 

' i _ 

o 
X 

c 
o 
re 
c 
V 

E 
Q . 

E 
< ^ 
o 

•<5 
0) 
(£ 

03 
lf> 

o 
Q. l̂  
Q . < 
CD LL 
O 
c o 

O 
LU 
DC 

T3 

0) 
> 

_C0 
<D 

CL 
> , 
_o 
o 

• 0 o .n. 
0) 

T3 
C 
CO 

to 
c 
g 
Q . o 
> 

T3 

55 

0) 
•D 
O 

C 
Q. 
Q. 
CO 

T3 
C 
CO 

cu 
E 
CD 

CU 
> 

'c 
O W 
O 
CO 

O 

2 . 

CO 

05 

115 



particular LRE. Through both the analytical and qualitative methodologies, I 

explored the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency as emergent within special 

education law and inclusion policy. 

Choices for the Study's Design 

Because of the dual nature of this study, I utilize both emic and etic 

approaches. Emic categories are those that include "insider's views" and 

"represent the situation from the people's perspective" (McMillan & Schumacher, 

1997, pp. 516-517). Etic categories, then, are those that represent an outsider's 

view of the situation. My investigation during the historical/legal analysis involves 

etic categories and definitions from scholarship and governing entities on issues 

of the special education statute's intent. Findings in this area reveal how 

lawmakers, law-definers (courts), and others (who have shaped special 

education law) envision the purpose of the law. 

Case study data collection emphasizes the emic responses of the 

stakeholders. Majchrzak (1984) describes stakeholders as those "who either 

have some input into the decisionmaking [sic] process or are affected by policy 

decisions" (p. 28). I examine stakeholders as they relate to both components of 

thisdefinition: 

1. As those who have "some input into the decisionmaking process," I 

examine the particular art class and those who make decisions as to howXhe 
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LRE mandate is implemented. These stakeholders include the special education 

teacher, the general art classroom teacher, and the instructional aide as these 

individuals operate in connection with the art classroom environment. These 

decision-makers and this environment together act as a microcosm from which 

generalizations may be drawn in regard to the implementation of LRE (and 

FAPE) within other art classrooms. 

2. For the second element of the definition—those who "are affected by 

policy decisions on the social problem"—the identification of stakeholders 

expands to include students experiencing disabilities, "typically-abled" students in 

the art class, and parents of those experiencing disabilities. (Parents, through 

the lEP process, also act as stakeholders within the first category, as well.) 

I regard my own responses to the study as those of a stakeholder (and, 

therefore, emic) in that I prepare pre-service teachers to enter the classroom. 

Findings in these emic categories reveal stakeholders' perceptions and 

understandings of the law's intent, how they coincide with or differ from the 

original intent, and how these factors affect the law's implementation. Because 

implementation is the actualization of the law (perception equals reality), emic 

categories and their relationship to the etic are the focus of this study. 
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Structure of the Legal Analysis: The Focused 
Synthesis Approach 

I utilize Majchrzak's (1984) methodology for the historical/legal analysis 

portion of the study. Her focused synthesis approach begins with a broad base 

of knowledge that gradually focuses as the research progresses. I begin with the 

broad base of the federal statute, then narrow to federal regulations, followed by 

state and local regulations and policies. I also examine court cases that have 

sought to define the LRE (and FAPE) as set forth by the mandate. My most 

narrow focus occurs with the case study of the mandate's practice in the specific 

high school art class. 

In analyzing policy, Majchrzak (1984) identifies four perspectives through 

which a social issue may be examined: (a) the power perspective, (b) the 

organizational structure perspective, (c) the technical perspective, and (d) the 

societal consensus perspective. The power perspective examines the entities 

that influence policy formation, while the organizational structure perspective 

includes the systems through which the policy is implemented. The technical 

perspective, then, includes issues of implementation and outcomes, and the 

societal consensus perspective includes stakeholders' perceptions of and 

attitudes toward the policy. The area in which these perspectives overlap 

represents the intersection of the policy's purpose with its actual practice or, in 

other words, the reality of the policy. It is this reality of the LRE mandate that I 

examine. 

118 



The Power Perspective 

Under the power perspective, I first examine the legislative history of IDEA 

in order to provide a context for the LRE mandate. In this phase of the 

historical/legal analysis I investigate the primary sources of court decisions, 

special education laws, and Senate and House reports and hearings regarding 

IDEA and the LRE (and FAPE) issues. In investigating this legislative history, I 

examine early court cases that provided impetus for the passage of IDEA. I also 

survey early federal legislation on education and disability issues. These 

examples of legislation are important in that they illustrate early attempts of 

Congress to address the educative needs of those experiencing disabilities and 

provided the foundation for IDEA. In light of the legislative history, I then 

examine the LRE principle through the power perspective, along with the role of 

FAPE and the individualized education program (lEP) and their relation to the 

LRE. 

Within the context provided by the legislative history of IDEA, I identify the 

forces that influenced (and continue to influence) special education legislation. I 

analyze these forces in terms of IDEA and the roles that these forces played in 

the shaping of the legislation, including the Amendments of 1997. In 

summarizing the power perspective, I interpret the roles of these forces in terms 

of communitarian perspectives of equality, liberty, and efficiency. 
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The Organizational Structure Perspective 

In analyzing the organizational structure of the LRE mandate, I investigate 

the path through which the mandate is channeled, from the national level to the 

classroom level. Through this perspective, I analyze LRE/inclusion policy in 

terms of the various levels of implementation, beginning with the broad level of 

the federal government and finally narrowing to the local school government 

level. While the classroom level is certainly the final level in the organizational 

structure, I reserve analysis of its role for the societal consensus perspective in 

Chapter IV, as it merges with the methodology applied to the case study. 

Also in exploring the organizational structure perspective, I give attention 

to the role of the courts in LRE policy. In their role as interpreter of special 

education legislation, the courts affect the meaning and implementation of the 

LRE mandate and related policy issues. Stakeholder perceptions of court 

decisions, too, affect the implementation of these issues. In this way, the 

courts—in addition to the other various levels in the organizational 

structure—contribute to the actualization of (or deviation from) the mandate's 

intent (even in regard to equality, liberty, and efficiency) and the mandate's 

implementation. 
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The Technical Perspective 

In Chapter II, I presented a number of studies that addressed the 

education of students with special needs in the general classroom as the LRE. 

These studies revealed a plethora of information related to outcomes of 

inclusion. Many of these reinforced Congress' and the courts' stand that 

academic considerations alone are not enough when considering placement 

options for students with special needs. 

In Chapter II, I also examined the courts' emphases on educative 

processes (as opposed to outcomes). In analyzing the technical perspective of 

the LRE mandate in Chapter IV, I further investigate the process/outcome issue 

as it appears in special education law. Also in the technical perspective analysis, 

I explore the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency as they appear in IDEA and 

how the law addresses these three values. 

Societal Consensus Perspective: The Case Study 
And Stakeholder Perceptions 

While analysis of the first three perspectives—power, organizational 

structure, and technical—provides insight into the nature of the LRE mandate 

(and inclusion policy) and its purpose, this final societal consensus perspective 

addresses the issue of the policy's practice. In analyzing the societal consensus 

perspective, I divide information under the three values of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency. Under each heading, I analyze the value in terms of, first, the 
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legislation and, second, case law. I then juxtapose those analyses with the case 

study findings. In doing so, I am able to compare Congress' intent regarding 

education in the (art classroom as the) LRE to the courts' interpretations of that 

intent and to the implementation of the LRE mandate and its effect on 

stakeholders at the classroom level. 

Through the case study, as it addresses the societal consensus 

perspective at the implementation level, I am able to examine the ideals of 

equality, liberty, and efficiency in terms of the policy's practice. The case study 

reveals stakeholders' attitudes regarding education in the inclusive classroom as 

they define their own roles, as well as the roles of others, within the art classroom 

as the LRE. 

In the following section, I explore the various considerations in selecting 

the case study site and discuss data collection procedures. I then describe the 

specific research design for the case study, including the stages of research and 

how I analyzed the data for the legal and case study analyses. 

Considerations for Selecting the Case Study Site 

In selecting the case study site, I required an inclusive secondary art 

classroom that represented learners with a range of abilities. For this range, it 

was necessary that there be representation by at least one student experiencing 

severe disabilities that required the support of an instructional aide. Also within 
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this range would be students experiencing moderate and/or mild disabilities and 

students who were "nondisabled." Issues of class size, gender, and socio-

economic and racial composition were not primary considerations in site 

selection. These factors did, however, yield interesting outcomes in terms of 

data analysis. I chose the secondary level of education because of my own 

familiarity and experience with the junior high and high school settings. 

As mentioned in Chapter II, I contacted 23 schools in eight school districts 

before selecting the case study site. I made these contacts directly to art 

teachers and special educators by telephone, discussing with them, in general 

terms, their programs of education for those experiencing severe disabilities and 

the inclusion of these students in general classroom settings. From these initial 

telephone contacts, I visited three schools—one junior high and two high 

schools—for the purpose of meeting with the art and special educators on a 

more in-depth level and of observing classes as possible case study sites. One 

of these sites, in particular, provided the specific composition and dynamic 

necessary for the case study. After several initial observations of the art class 

and discussions with the art educator, special educator, and principal, I selected 

Central High School as the case study site. It is important to note that, in the 

interest of preserving the confidentiality of study participants, I have used 

pseudonyms in place of their real names and the name of the school. 
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Rationale for the Type of Data Collected 

Combined Methodologies for the Study 

Policy researchers (Cohen & Ball, 1990; McMillan & Schumacher, 1997; 

Rist, 1978) commonly combine policy analysis with case study, and the focused 

synthesis method of analysis and the case study approach share similarities that 

facilitate their dovetailing in some areas. In legal analysis, the researcher 

examines specific laws and/or court decisions, perhaps for the purpose of 

identifying legal principles as they affect educational law (McMillan & 

Schumacher, 1997). This type of analysis is one component of focused 

synthesis, which also may include information gleaned from interviews, 

unpublished documents, anecdotal narratives, or the researcher's own past 

experiences (Majchrzak, 1984). Ethnographic design, commonly used in case 

study, also employs the use of interview and document analysis, along with 

observation techniques. In the participant-observation approach to ethnography, 

the researcher studies in the field over an extended period of time. McMillan and 

Schumacher (1997) illustrate the strengths of such a multi-dimensional 

investigation in their description of the nature of educational policy and its 

implementation: 

Two features of the educational system allow for diverse policy 
implementation. First, policy is often a bundle of disparate vague 
ideas and is vulnerable to different interpretations. Second, even if 
a policy is coherent and highly specific, the governmental systems 
through which it passes on the way to schools is fragmented with 
different advice and multiple priorities. The governance of 
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schooling creates opportunities for administrators and teachers to 
select implementation procedures and thus modify a policy. (pp. 
564-565) 

The combined methodologies of policy analysis and case study allow for the 

observation of modifications during policy implementation. 

Case Study Data Collection Procedures 

Primary data collection for the case study was in the form of field 

observations and notations. Secondary data collection methods included 

interviews with stakeholders, gestural drawings that often accompanied and 

served the purpose of supplementing verbal and nonverbal responses, and 

collection of artifacts from the case study site. In the following sections, I briefly 

describe each of these data collection procedures. 

Field observation and notations. The primary method for data collection 

was through field observations. For recording field notes, I utilized a field log 

format that included space for both verbal and nonverbal responses (see 

Appendix A). Under the verbal heading I recorded, verbatim, the study 

participants' spoken responses, along with notations of who was speaking. 

Under the nonverbal heading, I included paraphrased verbal responses and 

nonverbal activities of the participants. Some of these nonverbal activities 

included descriptions of gestures when speaking, bodily position and proximity of 

stakeholders to one another during interactions, instances when participants left 
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or returned to the classroom, etc. Along with columns for verbal and nonverbal 

notations, I also included a space for personal reflection. Here, I recorded my 

own responses to the activities that I observed in the classroom. At the head of 

each page of the observation notes, I recorded the date, time, and page number. 

The location of the observations was the same Central High School art 

classroom throughout the duration of the study. 

Before (and while) I utilized the field observation instrument in the Central 

High School art classroom, I practiced its use in other settings. For this 

preparation, I observed three university classes and two secondary art classes. I 

made similar-style notations as I planned for the case study site, developing a 

type of "shorthand" for some words. For instance, in the place of individuals' 

names, I utilized the first letter only, or the first two letters of a name in the case 

of identical initials. Other abbreviations include the ampersand for "and" and "w/" 

in place of "with." (Appendix A includes an example of the types of field notes 

that I took; it is important to note that this is a "dramatized version" of a log page 

so that participants' confidentiality is maintained.) I also utilized a system of 

arrows to differentiate the chronological order of nonverbal and verbal events in 

cases where the position of my notations made such differentiation unclear. 

One problem that I encountered was negotiating a balance between 

participating in and moving about the classroom and taking accurate field 

notations. Because I wanted stakeholders to view me as a part of the class, I did 
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not want to carry a clipboard, taking notes at all times as I walked through the 

classroom. Instead, I found a desk at the front of the classroom, near the 

teacher's desk, from which to work. From this location, I would take notes, leave 

to move about the classroom, then return to take notes again. This system 

worked well in that students did not always associate my movements about the 

room as field observations, which allowed them to act more naturally. In 

addition, having my own space in the classroom (as all other stakeholders did) 

further reinforced my participant role. 

Stakeholder interviews as a data collection technique. Interviews of 

stakeholders comprised a secondary source of data. Throughout the duration of 

the case study, I engaged in a number of informal conversation interviews with 

stakeholders whose responses I recorded on the field observation notes under 

the verbal heading. These interviews arose from the context of the situation so 

the questions were not predetermined (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). I also 

conducted a number of formal interviews with stakeholders, which included 

student, parent, art teacher, special education teacher, and instructional aide, 

and administrative participants. Rather than a standardized interview, I utilized 

an interview guide approach in which I selected the topics and wording of 

questions in advance, but the interview remained "relatively conversational and 

situational" (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997, p. 447). This interview format 

allowed me the flexibility to pursue different avenues of questioning that might 
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arise from the individual situation; it also allowed me to explore stakeholders' 

own perceptions of their unique roles in relation to the art classroom as the LRE. 

I conducted interviews outside of the art class and in separate locations 

from the art classroom. I (audio) recorded these interviews, as well as took 

notes. In my notations, I recorded both verbal (verbatim) and nonverbal 

responses. I prepared open-ended interview questions beforehand. Many of 

these questions were related to the study's framework and stakeholder 

perceptions of values of equality, liberty, and efficiency; stakeholder perceptions 

of and experiences with LRE issues and inclusion; their own observations of 

stakeholder behaviors; etc. (See Appendix B for an example of one set of 

prepared interview questions alongside a "dramatized" example of how they were 

actually asked, as transcribed from audiotape.) Many of the interview questions 

arose from stakeholder interactions that I had recorded in my field notations. I 

utilized both the audio recordings and the notes from the interviews to create 

transcripts that included the date, time, and location of the interview, the name of 

the participant interviewed, the interview questions, and the verbal response of 

the participant. Interjected within the verbal responses, I also recorded any 

corresponding nonverbal reactions, within parentheses, at the appropriate 

juncture within the verbal response. (Appendix C includes a "dramatized" 

excerpt of transcription that includes both verbal and nonverbal notations.) 

These nonverbal responses, such as shaking one's head or gesturing 
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emphatically with one's hand, were helpful in later analysis of the interviews as I 

was able to compare them to the verbal responses during the interview and other 

verbal and nonverbal occurrences during field observations. 

Drawing as a supplemental data collection technique. Rayala(1984) 

advocates the use of drawing as an ethnographic research method that is useful 

in supplementing participants' verbal responses. I utilized gestural sketches 

during the case study as a data collection technique supplemental to participants' 

verbal and nonverbal responses. I recorded these sketches under the personal 

reflections column of my field observations notes, alongside the accompanying 

verbal or nonverbal interactions. (Appendix A includes includes the type of 

drawing I used to record action.) These drawings allowed me to quickly record 

stakeholders' bodily position, posture, and proximity to one another during 

interactions and complemented the written descriptions of nonverbal responses, 

too. I utilized similar sketches during interviews, as well. These drawings proved 

a helpful tool during the data analysis process as I investigated stakeholders' 

perceptions of self and one another in the LRE. 

Collection of artifacts as a secondary data collection technique. Another 

secondary data collection technique for the study was the collection of artifacts. 

McMillan and Schumacher (1997) define artifact collections as "tangible 

manifestations of the beliefs and behaviors that form a culture, and they describe 

peoples' experience, knowledge, actions, and values" (p. 455). The artifacts that 
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I collected included documents of both personal and official nature as well as 

objects, primarily in the form of student drawings. The collection of official 

documents at federal, state, and local levels were a natural outgrowth of the 

historical/legal analysis. With these documents, I was able to explore the path of 

the LRE mandate as it was disseminated from the federal level to the school 

district level of implementation. 

One example of a personal document was in the form of the written 

"conversation" between Brad (a student who was "nondisabled") and Alfred, the 

student experiencing autism. I also collected examples of student drawings. I 

photocopied examples of and returned those drawings that I solicited from study 

participants. There were also some unsolicited drawings that students gave me; 

for those, I kept the original drawing. I filed the artifacts that I collected during 

field observations in the field log according to the date of collection, keeping 

these original notes and artifacts together, filed chronologically. As a secondary 

source of data, I used the artifacts—along with the field observations and 

interview transcripts—to establish patterns and to verify the trustworthiness of 

data. 

Restrictions on data collection by the school district. Originally, I had 

intended to use videotaping as a form of data collection. As a research 

technique, videotaping would have proven valuable in recording participants' 

interactions and behaviors with one another during lesson presentations or while 
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working on projects. Likewise, videotaped interviews, along with my own 

notations and the audio recordings, would have provided an additional resource 

for analyzing participant behaviors, gestures, and expressions during the 

interview process. School district policy, however, precluded my use of 

videorecording or photography during the course of both the case study and the 

interview processes. During a meeting, district administrators informed me that 

the policy was new and in keeping with the advice of the district's attorneys; 

videotaping was a process reserved only for classroom teachers as an 

evaluation tool for their own teaching practices (Personal communication, 

February 8, 2000). While this policy may have found its basis in the Family 

Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), it actually went beyond the 

statute's provisions. For instance, FERPA allows the sharing of a student's 

personally identifiable information with a third party provided that such sharing is 

confined to that third party, the third party obtains written parental consent, and 

the third party destroys the information after use (20 U.S.C. § 1232 (b)(4)(B)). 

While I offered to comply with all of these guidelines, school district officials still 

prohibited the use of vidoetaping and photographing as methods of data 

collection. It was after agreeing to comply with this limitation that I decided upon 

the use of drawing as a supplemental data collection technique. 
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Researcher Role and Study Parameters 

I adopted the participant observer role as my research role for the case 

study. This role was interactive in nature, one that allowed me to be present in 

the class for each regular meeting time during the five-month duration of the case 

study. I was able to assume a role in the classroom, to become part of the art 

class community, and to interact with stakeholders within that community. As an 

outsider, I was able to enter the art class with no preconceived ideas regarding 

particular students, situations, etc. My own past experiences in a high school art 

classroom that included learners with a range of abilities allowed me to be 

empathetic to the stakeholders as they worked within the art class as the LRE. 

This empathy was helpful in that it enabled me to establish a rapport with the art 

and special educators and enabled me to more easily attune my observations to 

the perceptions of stakeholders concerning their roles within the inclusive art 

classroom environment. 

Within this role as participant observer, there were also parameters. In 

the sections that follow, I describe the time parameters and other limitations of 

the participant observer role within the study. I also describe the use of 

techniques for minimizing researcher bias, another potential limitation in 

ethnographic research. 

Time parameters for the case studv. Among the first limitations on the 

case study were the limitations involved with time parameters. Because the 
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study took place inside a public high school art classroom, the school calendar 

year implicitly carried with it some limitations. It was necessary that the case 

study be of duration long enough to provide relevant data concerning the 

inclusive art classroom dynamic; but the dynamic of a particular class is 

temporary, lasting only one school year. The case study could not, then, 

encompass more that one school year or else the specific dynamic would change 

as students' schedules changed. My own timetable precluded my initiating the 

case study at the beginning of the school year. In actuality, though, it was 

preferable that I conduct the case study during the second semester. This 

allowed the initial inclusion of Alfred (who represented the "severe" end of the 

range of abilities in the classroom) into the art classroom to occur, undisturbed, 

and enabled the class to establish its own dynamic as the LRE before I ever 

entered. In this way, Mr. Alan's Central High School art class, as a LRE, was in 

"full swing" when I first began my field observations. 

Case study limitations. One limitation of this study is that it is a focused 

one rather than all-inclusive. Rather than yielding universals that may be 

generalized from one instance to the next, this study seeks to examine a 

phenomenon within a particular environment. Wolcott (1995) points out, 

however, that in some ways a specific site may be like some other classrooms, in 

some ways it will be like all other classrooms, and in some ways it will be like no 

other classroom. Some findings from this study, then, may be transferable to all, 
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some, and no other (art) classroom(s). It is my intention that this study serve as 

a catalyst for subsequent investigation into the issue of LRE as it pertains to the 

art classroom. 

Another parameter is that of my framework. I am working within the 

confines of the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency and my interpretation of 

these values from a communitarian perspective. Data collected in both the legal 

analysis and case study phases will be filtered through the lens of this 

framework. Because of this, there may be certain findings that emerge during 

the course of the study that I can not focus upon because they fall outside the 

scope of the study. 

Strategies to reduce researcher bias. A potential limitation is that of 

researcher subjectivity. I have incorporated strategies to minimize my 

subjectivity and to facilitate a "disciplined subjectivity" that is preferred for 

ethnographic research. McMillan and Schumacher (1997) define disciplined 

subjectivity as "the researcher's rigorous self-monitoring, that is, continuous self-

questioning and reevaluation of all phases of the research process" (p. 408). 

They suggest a number of strategies to minimize researcher bias; some of these 

include peer debriefing, maintenance of a field log, and keeping a field journal. I 

utilized these techniques during the course of the case study both to reduce 

researcher bias and to ensure the trustworthiness of the data. I have described 

the use of the field log for observation notations in earlier sections of this chapter. 
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The use of the peer debriefer is naturally "built into" the dissertation process, and 

I maintained close contact with my advisor as a peer debriefer throughout the 

case study and writing process. Later in the following section, I discuss the use 

of journaling while analyzing and interpreting data during the case study phase 

(and after) of the research process. 

Stages of the Research Process 

Continuous Review of Literature 

I began reviewing literature early in the research process and continuously 

reviewed related literature throughout the duration of the study. McMillan and 

Schumacher (1997) discuss the role of the continuous review of literature in 

qualitative study. They note that such a review of literature is a natural extension 

of the data collection process and that the literature enables the researcher to 

contextualize the social scenes that they observe. This review of literature, while 

it comprised one of the first steps of the research process, continued as I 

undertook the historical/legal and policy aspects of the study. 

Site Selection and Recruitment of Human Subjects 

After the preliminary review of literature that resulted in Chapter 

ll-through which I was able to contextualize this study and narrow the focus of 

my theoretical framework of equality, liberty, and efficiency—I began the 
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selection of a site for the case study, a process described earlier in this chapter. 

Because of the aforementioned parameters the school year imposes on a 

classroom environment, it was necessary that my search begin in the semester 

preceding the actual case study. The search began, then, in the early fall of 

1999. 

Recruitment of School Officials and Educators 

Once I decided upon the case study site, I began the process of recruiting 

human subjects. Having secured consent for the study from Texas Tech 

University, I next approached the art teacher, special education teacher, and 

principal of Central High School (see Appendix D for the Human Subjects 

Approval letter). I spoke with each of them individually and in person, beginning 

with the special education teacher, then the art teacher, then the principal. I 

chose this order, moving up the "chain of command" rather than down it (even in 

approaching these individuals before approaching the school district), because I 

wanted to know that each was comfortable with the case study before I moved to 

the next level. After receiving the approval of these individuals, I next secured 

the approval of the school district in which Central High School was located. It 

was only after the school district approved the study that I had the art and special 

educators sign the informed consent. 
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Recruitment of the Students as Participants 

I next approached Alfred's mother for her approval. Because Alfred 

represented one end of my range and was essential to the success of the study, I 

met with her individually and face to face, early in the study, to discuss my 

research process, Alfred's and her role as stakeholders, and to secure her 

(written) consent. That done, I last approached the art class as a whole and 

presented my study and the requisite consent forms to them. I verbally 

presented the focus of my study, providing them the written informed consent in 

doing so. The informed consent included three parts: (a) an information and 

assent form for the student to sign, (b) an informed consent for a parent/guardian 

to sign, and (c) a short description of the study for the parent/guardian to keep 

(see Appendixes E, F, and G for examples of these forms). These forms, which 

were approved by the Texas Tech University Office of Research Services, 

described the purpose and procedures for the study, measures to ensure 

confidentiality, and risks and benefits of participation. Students signed their 

assent forms and returned them to me and had their parents sign the informed 

consent forms and returned them to me, as well. For one student, it was 

necessary that I have the informed consent translated into Spanish as her parent 

did not speak or read English. 
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Timetable of the Legal/Policy and Case Study Analyses 

I began reviewing materials for the legal analysis prior to the case study 

(and both during and after the literature review) and continued to review 

materials for the historical/legal analysis throughout the course of the case study. 

I refrained from analyzing the legal data until after I completed the case study. 

This allowed me to objectively observe the interactions in the art class before 

contextualizing them in reference to the findings of the legal analysis. After the 

case study was completed in May 2000, I began analyzing and interpreting 

materials for the historical/legal and policy analyses components of the study. 

Concurrently, I began sorting and encoding material from the case study. During 

the latter half of the legal analysis, I analyzed the case study data, comparing the 

findings there with those of the legal/policy analyses. In the section that follows, I 

describe the analysis procedures for both the historical/legal analysis and the 

case study. 

Analysis of Data 

In Chapter IV, I present the results for both the legal analysis of the LRE 

mandate and its implementation in the case study. Using the focused synthesis 

method of policy analysis, I examined the power, organizational structure, 

technical, and societal consensus perspectives as described earlier in this 

chapter. In examining these four perspectives, I utilized my framework of 
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communitarian equality, liberty, and efficiency. This same framework served in 

analyzing the case study data, as well. In describing the analysis procedures for 

the study, I first present the procedures for the historical/legal analysis, followed 

by those for the case study. 

Focused Synthesis in the Analysis of the LRE Mandate 

The Federal Level 

In following the focused synthesis approach, my analysis began with the 

general and narrowed to the specific. I first examined the 1997 Amendments to 

IDEA. At the same time, I studied government agencies' (such as the Office of 

Special Education Programs' [OSEP]) proposal for the new amendments and 

Senate and U.S. House of Representatives hearings and reports regarding the 

passage of the 1997 Amendments. I also examined early similar reports during 

the passage of the 1975 Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EACHA) in 

order to determine the values implicit behind the LRE mandate as the special 

education law was first passed. Also at the federal level, I investigated the 

regulations accompanying the 1997 Amendments, along with the earlier 

proposed regulations. 

During my initial layer of analysis, I noted issues of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency as they arose within these primary sources. Although the study 

focuses upon the LRE mandate, I examined, too, indications of the three values 
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throughout the law. In a second layer of analysis, I compared those mentions 

and evidences of the three values with the various models presented in Chapter 

II (i.e., the formal justice, compensatory, and communitarian perspectives of 

equality), especially comparing them to TurnbuH's (1991) communitarian 

perspective. I then compared these occurrences of the values with one another, 

i.e., the manifestations of equality in the 1975 comments of legislators to those of 

1997 legislators to OSEP's proposals to the actual law and regulations. In doing 

so, I was able to identify how the perspectives of the values of equality, liberty, 

and efficiency had altered, stayed the same, or taken precedence over one 

another throughout the history of special education legislation. 

Analysis of Case Law 

In addition to the aforementioned primary sources at the federal mandate 

level, I also examined court cases—including the United States Supreme Court, 

some Courts of Appeals, and some district courts—as they interpreted the role of 

LRE (and FAPE). In researching the court cases, my methods were much the 

same as those above. After initial notations of occurrences of the three values 

and comparisons with the communitarian models, I compared the results of that 

analysis with those of the federal level. In doing so, I noted how courts' 

interpretations of the LRE (and FAPE) mandate(s) seemingly aligned with or 

deviated from the mandate's apparent purpose as set forth in the legislation. In 
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this way, I utilized what McMillan and Schumacher (1997) refer to as "constant 

comparison." They describe constant comparison as: 

Qualitative comparing and contrasting each topic and category to 
determine the distinctive characteristics of each . . . Researchers 
develop categories from their data by constantly comparing each 
category with other categories to identify their distinctive attributes. 
(p. 509) 

Throughout the analysis, I "constantly compare" references of LRE (and FAPE) 

at the federal level to case law, the state and local levels of government, and the 

actuality of the classroom. 

The State and Local Levels 

Narrowing the focused synthesis, I analyzed the three values as they were 

evidenced in the state plan for implementation of IDEA and in the local 

procedures for implementation. As with the court cases, I compared these 

findings to the original intent of the LRE mandate, analyzing how the state and 

local levels of policy aligned with or deviated from the mandate's purpose. 

During the time that I analyzed the LRE mandate from these primary 

documents, I also examined secondary source articles and commentaries from 

law journals that pertained to LRE (and FAPE) issues. These were helpful in 

providing perspective, from a legal standpoint, on how the LRE had already been 

examined (and continued to be examined), underscoring the fact that those who 

work in law continue to grapple with the concept of the LRE. 

141 



I also utilized information gleaned from the case study and interviews as 

supplemental data for the historical/legal analysis. With this information, I 

specifically noted stakeholders' perceptions of the LRE and inclusion and how 

those perceptions of regulatory, case, and state law shaped implementation. At 

the most narrow part of the focused synthesis, the classroom level of 

implementation, the case study became the primary source of data. Below, I 

describe how I analyzed the various aforementioned case study data collection 

techniques. 

Analysis of Data in the Case Study 

Field Observation Notes as Primary Data 

After the collection of data from the primary source of field observations, it 

was necessary that I prepare the data for analysis. To accomplish this, I first 

typed the field notes into workable chunks that could be attached to index cards 

for later encoding. In addition to the verbal and nonverbal responses of study 

participants, I included my own personal reflections from my journaling among 

the chunks of data. These I typed in italics to separate from the observations 

notes themselves, and I included them as a reminder of my own responses at the 

time and within the context of the given situation. Some of these enabled me to 

recognize my own researcher biases; others of these reflections linked directly to 
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my research questions set forth in Chapter II and proved valuable during 

analysis. 

Encoding the observation data. I first organized the chunks of data on the 

index cards chronologically. At the head of each card I included the date, time, 

and card number. Below these were the verbal, nonverbal, and reflective 

descriptions from the field log. This done, I next developed a system by which to 

encode the chunks of data. This system included the use of drawn symbols that 

were color-coded in marker. For the first layer of encoding, I read through all of 

the chunks of data (which comprised all of the field observation notations) 

seeking initial data topics, developing the coding system, and creating the key as 

I went. (Appendix H includes a "dramatized" example of the type of chunked-

data index card and encoding that I utilized. See Appendix I for an example of 

the code key.) 

Use of peer encoding. After completing this first layer of encoding, I 

submitted a sample of the (uncoded) chunked data to my dissertation chair for 

her to encode. I compared her coding results to my own, checking for similarities 

and new avenues for consideration between the two. Her encoded data was 

very similar to my own, with the exception that she noted, more readily than I 

had, instances when students apparently regarded me as an authority or power 

figure within the classroom. Her observation of this enabled me to add this 

category to my second layer of encoding and to search out additional indicators 
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of this student perception. In Chapter V, I comment upon my own role as 

participant-observer in Mr. Alan's art class. 

Sorting and subsequent layers of encoding. From this first layer of 

encoding, I identified emergent topics. Noting these topics—and adding the 

predetermined concepts of my theoretical frame of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency—I used these as categories for my second layer of encoding. My 

theoretical framework and the research questions set forth in Chapter II provided 

the overarching categories for the analysis. In these subsequent layers of 

encoding, I ordered the categories for patterns. McMillan and Schumacher 

(1997) describe this ordering of categories as: 

To enlarge, combine, subsume, and create new categories that 
make empirical and logical sense—they "go together" in meaning. 
The "logical sense" in pattern-seeking is that the meaning of a 
category is influenced by its relationship to a pattern. (pp. 521-522) 

I identified these additional emergent (sub)categories within the larger 

categories, arranging them within the most appropriate of those categories. 

During this second layer, I sorted the data chunks according to the various 

topics, adding additional symbols for new categories. 

My third layer of encoding involved primarily honing the theoretical frame. 

I sought instances that indicated stakeholder perceptions of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency and how those perceptions coincided with the communitarian 

perspective of the values. I also looked for indicators of stakeholders' 

perceptions of their own place and the places of others within the art classroom 
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community. During the analysis process, I continued to re-sort chunks of data 

and add to the coding list, refocusing my examination as needed. 

These additional layers of encoding produced additional data codes for 

the new categories. I recorded these new codes on a new line, separating each 

layer from the previous. Often, these new codes were composed of 

combinations or variations of codes from the first layer to create a new and 

weighted meaning from the first layer. (Appendix H illustrates these layers of 

coding.) 

Secondary Data Sources in the Case Study Analysis 

The secondary data sources of formal and informal interviews, collected 

artifacts, and supplemental drawings acted as a corroborative technique. With 

these secondary sources combined with the primary source of field observations, 

I was able to triangulate the data to check for trustworthiness. McMillan and 

Schumacher (1997) define triangulation as "cross-validation among data 

sources, data collection strategies, time periods, and theoretical schemes" (p. 

520). Through triangulation, I was able to cross-reference findings from the 

policy analysis, interviews with stakeholders, observations of behavior over an 

extended period of time, etc. This enabled me to further determine if the 

apparent results from the analysis could be identified as patterns of behavior or 

were isolated instances. 
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Conclusion 

In this chapter, I set forth the methodological processes for this study. I 

described the use of a combined historical/legal analysis and case study 

approach as the most logical course for the purposes of the study. Only by 

combining these two methodologies will a clear image of the actuality of policy 

and practice emerge. The focused synthesis approach allows me to investigate 

the historical aspects and guiding forces that shaped the LRE mandate through 

the power perspective. It also facilitates examination of the systems through 

which the mandate is filtered on its course to implementation and the role of 

processes, outcomes and the theoretical framework through the organizational 

structure and technical perspectives, respectively. Finally, the societal 

consensus perspective of the focused synthesis narrows to the actual 

implementation of the LRE mandate/inclusion policy within the art classroom 

environment. Through the integration of case study in this final perspective, I 

compare the reality of implementation, within the particular setting, to the LRE 

mandate's apparent intent. Chapter IV further explicates the analysis process 

and shares the results of both the historical/legal and case study analyses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE LRE MANDATE AND 

CASE STUDY FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to explore the intent of the least restrictive 

environment (LRE) mandate and its implementation in a high school art 

classroom. To accomplish this, I combined legal analysis and case study 

methodologies; the legal analysis, then, provides information for the "intent" 

aspect of the study, and the case study provides data for the "implementation" 

component as it is practiced in the given site. Throughout the data collection and 

analysis process, I considered the role and the effects of the LRE mandate (as it 

intersects with free appropriate public education [FAPEj and) as it pertained to 

the stakeholders within the art class. These stakeholders included both 

nonidentified learners and learners identified as experiencing disabilities, along 

with individuals who worked with these learners (i.e., the art teacher, the special 

education teacher, and the instructional aide). The values of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency provided the theoretical frame through which I collected, evaluated, 

and interpreted the data. 

In the literature review, I delineated the communitarian perspective as it 

related to equality, liberty, and efficiency. Communitarian equality involves a 

paradigm shift from independence to interdependence, viewing all members of 
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the community as integral, equal, and responsible for one another. 

Communitarian liberty recognizes and respects individual differences and 

empowers members of the community to participate cooperatively within the 

community context. The communitarian model of efficiency emphasizes and 

recognizes the contributions of all community members as mutually beneficial; it 

measures productivity in terms of these contributions rather than in economic 

terms. Because the communitarian model does not view these values as 

absolutes but rather as situationally operative, it is possible for the values to exist 

simultaneously at optimal fulfillment relative to the situation at hand. 

While a communitarian form of equality, liberty, and efficiency may be the 

ideal, the realityoX the LRE mandate's intent (including its interpretation in the 

courts) and its implementation in the classroom may not always align with this 

model. In this chapter, I analyze the three values as they are demonstrated in 

LRE legislation and case law. I then compare this analysis to the values' actual 

implementation in the high school art classroom. In Chapter V, then, I interpret 

the analysis in terms of the communitarian perspective and the research 

questions (regarding equality, liberty, and efficiency) described in Chapter II. 

In my analysis, I begin with an investigation of the power perspective 

(described in Chapter III) of the LRE mandate through a survey of its legislative 

history. The section following this survey explores the organizational structure 

perspective of LRE policy through its implementation at the national, state, and 
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local levels. In this section, I also evaluate the role of the courts in interpreting 

FAPE in the LRE. The third section examines the technical perspective of the 

law as it pertains to equality, liberty, and efficiency. The fourth section includes 

the societal consensus perspective through implementation of the LRE mandate 

in the high school art classroom. In this section, I analyze the three values as 

they appear in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and in 

practice. The final section provides summary of the legal and case study 

analyses. 

The LRE Mandate: History of IDEA and the 
Power Perspective 

This section provides a survey of the legislative history of IDEA, providing 

context for the LRE mandate. I examine the primary sources of court decisions 

and include not only cases which apply directly to the law but also to those cases 

which provided impetus for the law's development. I also include early legislation 

addressing education and those experiencing disabilities. Other primary sources 

include Senate and House reports and hearings, which address the evolution of 

special education law; secondary sources include commentaries and articles 

from legal journals. Finally in this section, I analyze the power perspective as it 

relates to the law's formation, focusing upon the forces that shaped and 

influenced its development. 
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The Brown Case and Segregation in Education 

The issue in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954; hereafter 

Brown) was the segregation of African-American students into "separate but 

equal" education facilities. Based in the equal protection standard set forth in the 

Fourteenth Amendment, the plaintiffs argued that the segregated schools were 

not equal and could not be made equal and that students denied integration into 

predominantly Anglo schools were denied equal protection under the law. While 

this landmark case addressed issues of race and equal protection, it became the 

springboard for later litigation concerning issues of segregation based upon 

disability. For this reason, the Brown decision warrants examination here. 

The plaintiffs in Brown were elementary-aged African American students 

who contested a Kansas statute that permitted cities of over 15,000 in population 

to maintain separate schools for African-Americans and Anglos. While the 

United States Supreme Court observed that the Fourteenth Amendment does not 

address issues of education, and its effects here were inconclusive, it did note, 

"Where a State has undertaken to provide an opportunity for an education in its 

public schools, such an opportunity is a right which must be made available to all 

on equal terms" {Brown, 1954, p. 493). The Court stopped short of declaring 

education a federal Constitutional or fundamental right. Indeed, in a later 

case—San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez (1973)—the 

Supreme Court held that there was no federal Constitutional right to an education 
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because the United States Constitution does not address education as a right. If 

a state, however, bestows education as a right (and all 50 states constitutions do, 

in some fashion), that right must be made available to all. 

The Court also noted the importance of education to a democratic society 

and the role of state and local government in providing for education, declaring 

that it was doubtful that a child could achieve in life and society if she or he were 

denied educational opportunity. The Court also contended that segregation 

carried with it detrimental effects that may impact a student's ability or desire to 

learn. The Court explained: 

To separate them from others of similar age and qualifications 
solely because of their race generates a feeling of inferiority as to 
their status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds 
in a way unlikely ever to be undone. {Brown, 1954, p. 482) 

In wording its opinion thus, the Supreme Court implied that it expected these 

individuals, though often marginalized, to become contributing members within 

their community. Denial of equal opportunity in education impedes the student's 

ability to later serve in that productive and contributory role. 

Application of the Brown Decision to Individuals 
Experiencing Disabilities: Mills and PARC 

The decision set forth in Brown became the foundation for two court 

cases—Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children {PARC, 1972) and 

Mills (1972)—which would serve as catalysts for the formation of special 
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education law. Both cases tied their arguments to the earlier Brown decision, 

and both addressed issues of exclusion from free public education based upon 

disability. These cases gave attention to equal protection as it pertained to 

students experiencing disabilities, treating the issue as one of civil rights. In this 

section, I examine the decisions of these two cases as they influenced the 

formation of subsequent legislation concerning the education of those 

experiencing disabilities. I begin with the earlier PARC v. Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania (1972) before investigating Mills v. Board of Education ofthe 

District of Columbia (1972). With both cases, I examine the effects of the Brown 

decision as applied to the educational rights of students with disabilities as well 

as how each case contributed to the formation of special education law. 

Exclusion and PARC 

In PARC, the state association and parents of thirteen children who 

experienced mental retardation brought suit against school districts that barred 

these children from education in public schools. These plaintiffs described a 

history of exclusion of those experiencing disabilities from educational 

opportunity. Such exclusion was perpetuated through Pennsylvania state 

statutes. Of particular concern was the law that maintained that the State Board 

of Education was relieved of any responsibility in educating those deemed 

"uneducable and untrainable" by a public school psychologist. The plaintiffs 
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further argued that, since the Constitution and laws of Pennsylvania guaranteed 

education to all children, withholding education from students who were mentally 

retarded—on the basis that mentally retarded equalled uneducable—was 

arbitrary and capricious, not based in fact, and a denial of due process. 

The United States District Court in Pennsylvania applied the Brown (1954) 

decision in PARC, stating that, where a state has undertaken to provide free 

public education for some children, it could not exclude others on the basis of 

mental retardation. This, the court observed, amounted to denial of due process 

and of equal protection under the law. It ordered that every child, between the 

ages of 6 and 21, be provided access to a free public school education that was 

appropriate to his or her individual needs. The court also provided for pre-school 

education for students under age 6 wherever the same was provided for 

nonidentified students. Also, schools were to notify parents and provide them 

with opportunity for due process hearing whenever a change occurred in their 

child's educational status. Likewise, schools were to re-evaluate the assignment 

of each child who was mentally retarded once every two years or annually at the 

parents' request. The evaluation also included notification of and opportunity for 

a hearing for the parents. 

In its decision, the court pointed to the "crass and summary treatment" of 

some parents who were not officially informed by schools of their child's 

exclusion from public education. It described the case of the Tupi family who 
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only learned of the decision to exclude their son from public education when the 

school bus failed to pick him up. The court held that such treatment was a result 

of the stigma often attached to mental retardation and that the school was the 

first entity to impose this stigma through its labeling and educational assignments 

of students who were mentally retarded. 

Exclusion and Mills 

Because of its District of Columbia setting, the Mills case brought the 

issue of exclusion of students with disabilities from public education to the 

attention of congressional lawmakers. The plaintiffs in the case estimated that 

there were 22,000 students who were mentally retarded, blind, deaf, emotionally 

disturbed, and speech or learning disabled within the District of Columbia. Of 

these students, as many as 18,000 were denied specialized public education. 

Despite protests from the school district that the cost of educating these 

individuals was prohibitive, the district court held that the District of Columbia 

Board of Education's failure to provide students experiencing disabilities with a 

public specialized program of education constituted a denial of due process. The 

court cited the Supreme Court decision in Brown (1954) in its discussion of due 

process and equal protection and stated: 

The defendants are required by the Constitution of the United 
States, the District of Columbia Code, and their own regulations to 
provide a publicly-supported education for these "exceptional" 
children. Their failure to fulfill this clear duty to include and retain 
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these children in the public school system .. . cannot be excused 
by the claim that there are insufficient funds . . . If sufficient funds 
are not available to finance all of the services and programs that 
are needed and desirable in the system then the available funds 
must be expended equitably in such a manner that no child is 
entirely excluded from a publicly supported education consistent 
with his needs and ability to benefit therefrom. {Mills, 1972, p. 876) 

Here, the court rejected the notion that the financial burden of educating students 

with special needs did not preclude schools from its responsibility to do so. 

Instead, it declared that the needs of these students should be provided for as 

equitably as it was for students who did not experience disabilities. 

PARC. Mills. and the Impact on Pub. L No. 94-142 

In its Senate Report No. 168 (1975), the 94'̂  Congress discussed the 

background of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA, Pub. L. 

No. 94-142) and the factors that led to its evolution. The Senate pointed to 

"increased awareness of the educational needs of handicapped children and 

landmark court decisions establishing the right to education for handicapped 

children" (p. 1429) as key in demonstrating the necessity of an increased fiscal 

role for the federal govemment in providing for special education. The Senate 

specifically cited PARC and Mills (along with Brown) as cases that guaranteed 

the right of publicly supported education to students with disabilities. The Senate 

further maintained that these two cases-along with similar court decisions in 27 
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other states-established that such a right to an education was no longer in 

question. 

While a number of these court decisions held that lack of funding could not 

be used as an excuse for failure to provide special education, statistics from the 

period demonstrate that states were still slow in responding to the educational 

needs of students with disabilities. The Report reveals that, for 1974-75, the 

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped estimated that more than 8 million 

children experienced disabilities that required specialized instruction. Of these, 

only 3.9 million were actually receiving such an education, 2.5 million were 

receiving an inappropriate education, and 1.75 million were receiving no 

educational services at all. 

While the Senate acknowledged that states had tried to comply with the 

provision of appropriate education for students with special needs, it also 

admitted that lack of monetary resources had prevented the implementation of 

court decisions on the matter. It was Congress' responsibility, therefore, to take 

a more active role in providing for equal educational opportunity for students 

experiencing disabilities. The Senate Committee members stated: 

This Nation has long embraced a philosophy that the right to a free 
appropriate public education is basic to equal opportunity and is 
vital to secure the future and the prosperity of our people. It is 
contradictory to that philosophy when that right is not assured 
equally to all groups of people within the Nation. Certainly the 
failure to provide a right to education to handicapped children 
cannot be allowed to continue. (S. Rep. 168, 1975) 
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Basing its actions upon the court decisions guaranteeing equal educational 

opportunity and upon the inability of states to comply because of lack of funding, 

Congress passed the EAHCA of 1975. 

Federal Legislation on Education and Disability 

The EAHCA of 1975 was not the first law that addressed the educational 

needs of those experiencing disabilities. For example, a number of individual 

states had passed legislation concerning the education of those with differing 

needs. As early as 1823, Kentucky established the first state school for the 

hearing impaired, and Oregon began providing funds for classes to educate 

those with special needs in 1923 (Melvin, 1995). During this time, the states 

bore the financial burden of special education. 

Early Special Education Legislation 

In 1958, the federal government made its first significant contribution to 

the education of students experiencing disabilities with the passage of the 

Expansion of Teaching in the Education of Mentally Retarded Children Act of 

1958 (Pub. L. No. 85-926). This law appropriated funds for the purpose of 

educating teachers to work with students who experience mental retardation; it 

later enlarged to include other disabilities (Melvin, 1995). 
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In 1966, Congress added Title VI to the extant Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. This new amendment provided grants for the 

education of students experiencing disabilities. Congress saw this law as a 

strong step toward establishing leadership and unity in the area of special 

education (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975). In 1970, the new amendments to the ESEA 

were signed into law; this new law repealed Title VI and originated a new law, the 

Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). The passage of EHA resulted in 

increased federal subsidies for specialized education programs and became a 

framework for later special education legislation (Melvin, 1995; Yell, 1998). Its 

goal was to provide a FAPE that would meet students' individual needs, to 

ensure that the educative efforts made on behalf of students with special needs 

would be beneficial, and to provide these students and their parents procedural 

safeguards and due process to protect their interests (Kibbler, 1991). 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 

Congress passed the Rehabilitation Act (Pub. L No. 93-112) in 1973. Its 

Section 504 is a civil rights law that protects the rights of those experiencing 

disabilities and prohibits discrimination by any agency receiving federal funds. 

Rather than focusing only upon the needs of students in the public schools, as 

does the later EAHCA, this law broadly addressed the needs of students, 

parents, and employees. Section 504 Regulations stated that an appropriate 
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education is one that is "designed to meet the individual educational needs of 

handicapped persons as adequately as the needs of nonhandicapped persons 

are met" (§ 104.33). In this way, lawmakers placed as much emphasis on the 

educational needs of those experiencing disabilities as the needs of students 

who are "typically-abled," an aspect of Section 504 that remains intact to this day. 

Toward Current Special Education Law 

Education Amendments of 1974. The following year saw the passage of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1974 (Pub. L. No. 93-

380). Echoing the sentiment of Section 504, the goal of the Amendments (which 

also addressed the needs of gifted and talented students) was to provide full 

educational opportunity for students with special needs. The new provisions 

created the foundation for additional financial assistance to states and further 

protected the rights of students with disabilities regarding due process and 

assurance of confidentiality. The Amendments also established the National 

Advisory Council on Handicapped Children and the Bureau of Education for the 

Handicapped. 

EAHCA of 1975. On January 1, 1974, Senator Harrison Williams 

introduced Senate Bill 6, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, to the 

93'" Congress. Based upon the findings and decisions of the PARC (1972) and 

Mills (1972) cases, the purpose of Senate Bill 6 was to "establish in law a 
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comprehensive mechanism which will insure that those provisions enacted 

during the 93d Congress are expanded and will result in maximum benefits to 

handicapped children and their families" (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975, p. 6). Because 

Congress adjourned before acting on the bill, Senate Bill 6 was reintroduced to 

the 94'̂  Congress on January 15, 1975. On November 29, 1975, the EAHCA 

(Pub. L. No. 94-142) was signed into law. EAHCA represented the resolution of 

differences between Senate Bill 6 and the House's Bill 7217. Under this law, 

states that received federal funding were required to submit a plan describing 

compliance procedures and guaranteeing a FAPE to students experiencing 

disabilities. 

IDEAof 1990. In 1990, the EAHCA of 1975 was amended and renamed 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) or Pub. L. No. 101-476. 

Accompanying changes included: (a) a transition plan included on the student's 

Individualized Education Program (lEP) by the age of 16, (b) a change in 

language from "handicapped child" to the ("person first") "child with a disability," 

and (c) a distinction of autism (which EAHCA had classified under the category of 

"serious emotional disturbance" and, later, under "other health impairments") and 

traumatic brain injury as a separate class receiving benefits (IDEA of 1990; Yell, 

1997). More substantive changes followed with the IDEA Amendments of 1997, 

Pub. L No. 105-17. 
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IDEA Amendments of 1997. In its prospectus for the legislative 

reauthorization and amendments to IDEA, the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitative Services ([OSERS] 1995) outlined the beneficial effects of IDEA 

since its inception. OSERS (1995) revealed that, during the time of its report, 

12% of elementary and secondary students received special education services. 

It reported, too, that between the 1984-85 and 1991-92 school years, high school 

completion rates among students with disabilities had increased from 55% to 

64%. In spite of these educational benefits, OSERS maintained that problems 

still existed. These included the inappropriate identification and placement of 

minority students (notably the over-identification and placement of African-

American students in overly restricted settings), students with disabilities who 

were not identified and served by IDEA, and poor results in serving students with 

learning and emotional disabilities. 

To combat these shortcomings, OSERS (1995) suggested five principles 

for its vision of amendments to the IDEA. These included: (a) an alignment of 

IDEA with state and local improvement initiatives, (b) an emphasis on higher 

expectations and access to the general curriculum to increase results among 

students with special needs, (c) improvements in addressing the needs of 

students in the LRE, (d) provision of parents and teachers with the necessary 

education to effectively support student learning, (e) an increased focus on 
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teaching and learning, and (f) a stronger emphasis on early intervention to 

ensure that students began school prepared to learn. 

On January 28, 1997, Senators James Jeffords, Bill Frist, and Tim 

Hutchinson introduced the IDEA Amendments of 1997 as Senate Bill 216. In his 

opening statement to the Reauthorization of the IDEA Hearing before the 

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Jeffords (1997) acknowledged the 

changes in education and range of disabilities that had occurred since EAHCA's 

passage in 1975. The ensuing gaps left by such changes brought new litigation 

as schools and parents sought to define points left by these gaps. Jeffords 

explained: 

It is time to look again at the bill. The writing is on the wall. If we 
don't make needed changes to IDEA now, based on common 
sense, school districts and parents will increasingly turn to the 
courts to get their answers. School districts will do so in hope of 
getting relief from or clarification of their responsibilities. Parents 
will do so in hope of securing services that they believe their 
children need. 

Since the genesis of IDEA lay in avoiding litigation, true to its 
intent to try to do that today, we have an opportunity through the 
reauthorization of IDA [sic] to ensure the emphasis will shift once 
again and remain on educating children well into the next century. 
{Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997, p. 2) 

The original EAHCA of 1975 evolved from a need to consolidate and unify the 

numerous pieces of special education legislation that preceded it—most of which 

"piggy-backed" onto general education mandates—and to address issues that 

had arisen under such cases as Mills (1972) and PARC (1972). The more-than 

20 years that had elapsed since the original law witnessed numerous changes in 
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schools and in education and knowledge concerning those experiencing 

disabilities, necessitating the need for a reauthorization of IDEA. 

On June 4, 1997, President Bill Clinton signed the IDEA Amendments of 

1997, Pub. L. No. 105-17, into law. The Amendments restructured the format of 

the law in an attempt to make it easier to understand. In addition, it made the 

following changes to the law: 

1. The lEP team expanded to include both a special and general 

educator (if the child is, or may potentially be, participating in a general education 

classroom). This was done for the purpose of improving educational achievement 

of the student with disabilities in both settings (20 U.S.C. § 1414). 

2. The law introduced procedures for the discipline of students 

experiencing disabilities. These procedures included the incorporation of 

appropriate behavioral interventions as a part of the lEP, along with procedures 

for addressing the educational needs of eligible children in adult prisons and 

referral procedures for eligible students to law enforcement agencies (20 U.S.C. 

§1414and§1415). 

3. The Amendments made changes to the procedural safeguards 

afforded parents in an attempt to make these procedures seem less antagonistic. 

One such change was the inclusion of mediation as an option (20 U.S.C. § 

1415). Such mediation was to be voluntary in nature and was not to impede the 
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progress of the due process procedures. Here, the law hoped to strengthen the 

participatory and collaborative role between parents and educators. 

Other changes established formulas for funding, delineated the distribution 

of attorney's fees under the law, and addressed concems regarding service to 

students' attendance in charter schools. Overall, the mandate sought to reverse 

the low expectations regarding the education of those experiencing disabilities 

that had impeded the implementation of IDEA and to make the law more effective 

by "having high expectations for such children and ensuring their access in the 

general curriculum to the maximum extent possible" (20 U.S.C. § 1400 (5)(A)). 

The Least Restrictive Environment 

The component of the law that most assures this access to the general 

curriculum is the principle of education in the least restrictive environment. The 

LRE addresses directly the value of liberty in the education of students with 

special needs. The question of how and where these students will be most 

effectively educated has been at the core of special education debate since the 

PARC (1972) and Mills (1972) cases and before. 

Rutherford et al. (1983) suggests that LRE has a constitutional basis in the 

"least restrictive alternative" (LRA) rule. This rule 

states that even if the legislative purpose of a government action is 
a legitimate one (e.g., promoting public health, regulating 
commerce, or providing education), the purpose may not be 
pursued by means that broadly stifle personal liberties if it can be 
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achieved by less oppressive, more restrictive means. Legislative 
and administrative intervention must take the form of the least 
drastic means for achieving the same basic purpose. (p. 505) 

The authors cite the Wyatt v. Stickney (1972) case in which the court found that 

those involved had the right to the "least restrictive conditions" that were needed 

to fulfill the goal of commitment (namely , to provide one with the opportunity "to 

improve his or her mental condition"; Wyatt v. Stickney, 1972, p. 374). In this 

way, the authors conclude, the achievement of the purpose (in Wyatt v. Stickney, 

this purpose involved improved mental health; in IDEA, the purpose is FAPE) is 

of primary concern; the protection against infringement upon personal rights is 

secondary. This parallels the findings in the literature review in that the purpose 

of FAPE is primary over the education in the LRE: where the two are in conflict, 

FAPE takes precedence. 

The Role of FAPE 

FAPE, then, is the overarching objective of education in the LRE, and the 

LRE must comply with what is deemed the most appropriate course of action for 

the student experiencing disabilities. IDEA describes FAPE, in part, as "special 

education." The IDEA Amendments of 1997 define special education as 

"specially designed instruction, at no cost to parents, to meet the unique needs of 

a child with a disability" (20 U.S.C. § 1401 (25)). It is important to note that 

"specially designed instruction" refers to the method of instructional delivery 
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rather than curriculum or the location of delivery. With the principle of FAPE, 

then, the methodoX instruction is key, and it is the lEP that defines and 

delineates the most appropriate program or method of instruction to meet a 

student's individual needs. 

The Role of the lEP 

Amid concerns that the lEP was not acting as effectively as it might 

(OSERS, 1995), the IDEA Amendments of 1997 made changes in an attempt to 

improve the lEP process (Introduction to IDEA Proposed Regulations, 1997, p. 

55028). In its prospectus for the 1997 Amendments to IDEA, OSERS (1995) 

stated that the lEP often fell short of its intent of including purposeful educational 

goals tailored to provide identified students with access to the general curriculum, 

as well as individualized education and related services, that would enable them 

to attain a meaningful education. 

OSERS (1995) cited a number of studies that revealed lEP shortcomings. 

Among these findings was a concern that lEP's possessed limited relevancy in 

terms of the general curriculum and often became the only curriculum offered to 

the student experiencing disabilities. These studies also indicated that 25% of 

parents do not participate in the lEP process, and often linguistic or cultural 

differences impeded participation in the process even further. Additionally, lEP 

teams tended to limit resources to those already available within the school or 
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district, and lEP's often served only as a marker on the "paper trail" to 

accountability. 

In answer to these shortcomings, the new amendments altered aspects of 

the lEP process. The new lEP changes emphasized: (a) the alignment of special 

education curriculum to the general education curriculum; (b) the inclusion of 

general educators in the development, review, and revision of the lEP; and (c) 

the requirement that the lEP committee take into account the most appropriate 

measures for addressing the individual needs of the child, including the need for 

behavior interventions and assistive technologies (Introduction to IDEA Proposed 

Regulations, 1997, p. 55028). 

These changes in the lEP process, along with the Amendments' focus on 

enhancing collaboration among parents and educators, reveal lawmakers' 

concerns for the involvement of stakeholders in educating students with special 

needs. The values of equality, liberty, and efficiency—as they relate to the 

mandate's principles of LRE and FAPE and the lEP—are explored later in this 

chapter. This exploration especially concerns the mandate's actual practice 

within a high school art classroom. 

Analysis of the Power Perspective of Policy Formation 

From the legislative history outlined above, it is apparent that a number of 

forces have influenced the continuing development of special education law. 
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This evolution began with individual states' initiatives and filtered through the 

courts and into a myriad of education legislation before it was fully realized in the 

IDEA. It's evolution is ongoing, as evidenced by the 1997 Amendments. Three 

forces, in particular, have been, and continue to be, influential in the special 

education legislation process: advocacy groups (often comprised of parents and 

educators), educators (including researchers and federal education agencies), 

and members of Congress. In this section, I examine these three groups and 

their impact on special education policy and legislative formation. 

Advocacy Groups 

PARC serves as an early example of an advocacy group whose 

involvement in special education concerns served as the catalyst for the 

development of IDEA. At the time of the PARC (1972) case, the 

organization—which worked to promote the interests of citizens of Pennsylvania 

who experienced mental retardation—had 53 chapters. In answer to the 

educational needs created by Pennsylvania's statutes regarding the instruction of 

those with special needs, PARC undertook the task of educating children who 

experienced mental retardation. The association, along with the parents of 13 

students, joined together, on behalf of all children between the ages of 6 and 21 

who experienced mental retardation, in a class action against the exclusionary 
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statutes of the Commonwealth {PARC v. Commonwealth, 1972). PARC's victory 

and the ensuing order of the court directly shaped the development of IDEA. 

Armed with the courts' decisions in Mills (1972) and PARC (1972), 

advocacy groups lobbied Congress for new federal legislation and federal dollars 

that would guarantee the right of students with special needs to a FAPE. They 

were supported by such groups as the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) 

and state governors and legislators who understood that, through earlier 

legislation or through personal commitment, the educational needs of those 

experiencing disabilities had to be addressed (Turnbull et al., 1995). Federal 

unity and support would facilitate the meeting of those needs. 

In addition to PARC, other advocacy groups have been important in the 

continued development of special education law and related research. Below, I 

briefly survey three of these groups: the CEC, The Arc, and the National 

Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE). While this list of three 

advocacy groups is by no means exhaustive, these groups have in the past and 

continue now to shape public policy concerning the education of those 

experiencing disabilities through their research and legislative proposals. 

The Council for Exceptional Children. Instrumental in the aforementioned 

development of Pub. L. No. 94-142, and active in its contribution toward the IDEA 

Amendments of 1997 {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997), the CEC is an 

international professional organization concerned with the improvement of 
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educational outcomes for those experiencing disabilities, as well as for the gifted 

(CEC, 2000). In addition to its advocacy work in the area of governmental policy, 

the organization also aids in professional development and sets standards for 

professional conduct. In regard to curriculum, the CEC's focus is upon the 

development of creative, critical thinking skills that are based in content areas 

(Turnbull et al., 1995). Currently, the CEC has instituted the National Institute of 

Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) to prepare and 

provide continuing education for those working with students with special needs, 

as required by IDEA. 

The Arc. An organization that supports education in inclusive 

environments, the Arc is composed of parents of children experiencing mental 

retardation, individuals experiencing mental retardation, professionals who work 

with those with special needs, and others. The Arc has a membership of over 

140,000 and has approximately 1000 chapters at the state and local levels. The 

organization is known for its research findings in its Report Card to the Nation on 

Inclusion and Education of Students with Mental Retardation (The Arc, 1992), 

which revealed a deficit in inclusion efforts among school districts. The Arc 

advocates for needed changes in public policy to address the needs of those 

experiencing mental retardation, viewing these individuals as "full citizens and full 

participants in a democratic society" (The Arc, 2000). 
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The organization works closely with Congress, presenting at 

congressional hearings {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997) and keeping its 

constituencies well informed of government activity. The Arc charged the 106'̂  

Congress to address a number of educational needs of students experiencing 

mental retardation (The Arc, 2000). These included, in part: 

1. Development of a plan to fully fund IDEA. 

2. A reauthorization of the ESEA, including increased education for 

general educators on inclusion of students experiencing mental retardation into 

the general classroom. 

3. The adoption of national policy to prohibit a cessation of special 

education services for students who violate school regulations. 

The organization also includes goals regarding research into school reform 

initiatives, such as charter schools, and their impact on the delivery of special 

education services, as well as goals for increasing inclusive community schools 

and educator support. 

National Association of State Boards of Education. The NASBE, which 

represents the interests of state boards of education, includes among its 

objectives advocacy of equal access to educational opportunity and expansion of 

state leadership in educational policy (NASBE, 2000). Through its use of task 

forces, study groups, and networks, it formulates reports and policy 

recommendations for a range of educational issues, including special educational 
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issues. It defines students with "special needs" as those experiencing 

disabilities, those who are gifted and talented, have limited English proficiency or 

are minorities, disadvantaged, and pregnant or parenting. 

In 1992, its Special Education Study Group published Winners All: A Call 

for Inclusive Schools. In it, the NASBE develops an inclusion plan that 

emphasizes educational outcomes through improved instruction rather than the 

classification and labeling of students. To enable this shift in educational 

delivery, the organization addresses issues of preservice and inservice 

preparation and education, school organization, and education finance (Turnbull, 

1995). Currently, the NASBE holds that "inclusion means that all children must 

be educated in supported, heterogenous [sic], age-appropriate, natural, child-

focused school environments for the purpose of preparing them for full 

participation in our diverse and integrated society" (NASBE, 2000). 

Educators and Educational Aaencies 

Through their efforts in research, advocacy (within groups or as 

individuals), and through their work within educational agencies, educators 

themselves have influenced the development of IDEA. These professionals have 

testified and continue to testify before Congress on matters concerning the 

education of those with special needs {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997; School 

Safety, Discipiine, and IDEA, 1999). 
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One such example is Judith E. Heumann, Assistant Secretary of Special 

Education and Rehabilitative Services, United States Department of Education. 

Her work with OSERS has provided her proximity to research concerning special 

education issues as well as opportunity to propose points for improving the 

delivery of special educational services. After suffering from polio as a toddler, 

Heumann experienced firsthand the struggle for education prior to the enactment 

of IDEA. 

In her address at the Senate Hearing of the Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Heumann proposed five areas of special education that she 

felt must be addressed in the 1997 Amendments; four of these directly 

concerned the education of students with special needs {Reauthorization of 

IDEA, 1997): 

1. A standard of high expectations must be adopted in the education of 

students experiencing disabilities. These high expectations include the 

participation of students in district- and state-wide assessments, along with plans 

for assessment for those students unable to participate. 

2. The Amendments need to provide for a strengthened relationship 

between parents and educators. This includes involving parents in all placement 

decisions. 
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3. Due process procedures must continue to be upheld. Less adversarial 

techniques should also be employed, including the opportunity for mediation in 

the case of a dispute. 

4. Teachers and administrators must be allowed to maintain safe school 

environments. Disciplinary interventions, without cessation of educational 

services, need to be formulated. 

All four of these areas were addressed, as Heumann proposed, in the 1997 

Amendments to IDEA (see also OSERS Proposal for Reauthorization of IDEA, 

1995; Introduction of Proposed IDEA Regulations, 1997; and IDEA Regulations, 

1999). 

Congress' Role and Summary of the 
Power Perspective 

Congress itself has been instrumental in the development of special 

education law through its commitment to serve those who are marginalized 

based upon their differences from "the norm." Senator James Jeffords admits 

that, before the enactment of EAHCA in 1975, Congress had failed to do what 

ought to be done for children experiencing disabilities {Reauthorization of IDEA, 

1997). Indeed, the passage of the special education mandate in 1975 "heralded 

an unprecedented commitment by Congress to address in a comprehensive way 

the inadequacies and inequities it perceived in the education of children with 

disabilities" (Melvin, 1995). 
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In formulating the 1975 legislation, Congress adopted an economic model 

of efficiency/productivity in its reasoning as it discussed the consequences of a 

continued failure to provide educational opportunity for those experiencing 

disabilities: 

The long range implications of these statistics [concerning the lack 
of educational provision for learners with special needs] are that 
public agencies and taxpayers will spend billions of dollars over the 
lifetimes of these individuals to maintain such persons as 
dependents and in a minimally acceptable lifestyle. With proper 
education services, many would be able to become productive 
citizens, contributing to society instead of being forced to remain 
burdens. Others, through such services, would increase their 
independence, thus reducing their dependence on society. 

There is no pride in being forced to receive economic 
assistance. Not only does this have negative effects upon the 
handicapped person, but it has far-reaching effects for such 
person's family. (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975, p. 9) 

This reveals that Congress' earliest efforts toward equal educational 

opportunity for students with special needs may have stemmed, in part, from a 

self-preservationist concern for an (economically) efficient system of sen/ices. It 

is clear from the above statement that Congress viewed education as a means 

toward a contributory role within society and that this contribution was economic 

in nature; without this ability to contribute economically, citizens experiencing 

disabilities would be "forced to remain burdens." 

Still, Congress revealed a concern for the self-esteem of those with 

special needs and their families within the last two sentences, an 

acknowledgement that as citizens they were deserving of a position within 
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society that enabled "pride" rather than resulted in "negative effects." What 

Congress did not seem to acknowledge was that the "negative effects" may stem 

from the stigmatization that results from equating one's worth in terms of 

monetary contributions, a tendency that arises from an economic model of 

efficiency. 

Recent statements by Congress and its members reveal a more 

compensatory concern for equality, even a communitarian concern. Senator 

Harkin, who participated not only in the formulation of the 1997 Amendments to 

IDEA but in the creation of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 

demonstrated a compensatory view of equality in stating: 

We explained that the days of exclusion and segregation and denial 
of educational opportunity for disabled children were over in this 
country. On that day, we made a promise that children with 
disabilities would receive the educational opportunities necessary 
to enable them to lead proud and productive lives in the American 
mainstream. {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997, pp. 3-4) 

His comment acknowledges that Congress had recognized and promised to 

accommodate the special educational needs of those experiencing disabilities 

through its provision of equal educational opportunity. It also reveals that he 

viewed the ultimate goal to be that of assimilation of individuals with special 

needs into mainstream, "nondisabled" society. 

In the 1997 Amendments to IDEA, Congress adopted a more 

communitarian view of equality in its philosophy behind the law when it 

concluded: 
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Disability is a natural part of the human experience and in no way 
diminishes the right of individuals to participate in or contribute to 
society. Improving educational results for children with disabilities 
is an essential element of our national policy of ensuring equality of 
opportunity, full participation, independent living, and economic 
self-sufficiency for individuals with disabilities. (20 U.S.C. § 1400) 

Here, while the mandate mentions "economic self-sufficiency" as one component 

of equality, it is enumerated as one of several, including "full participation." This 

implies that it is possible for an individual to "participate in or contribute to 

society" fully and to be economically contributory as two separate things. It is not 

necessarily required that one be economically self-sufficient in order to 

participate within society. 

In examining its role in the evolution of special education law, it is 

apparent that Congress' motivation—which perhaps has emerged from a variety 

of changing ideals—in providing for the educative needs of those experiencing 

disabilities is based in real commitment. It is also apparent that the development 

of the law has been a collaborative effort among legislators, advocates of those 

experiencing disabilities (including these individuals themselves and their 

parents), and those within the education profession. Senator James Jeffords 

acknowledged that the testimony of advocates and professionals at the senate 

hearings was necessary in improving the bill before it was to pass into law, and 

he referred to the effort as a "partnership" through a "shared commitment" 

{Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997). Ongoing collaboration on issues of special 
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education (see School Safety, Discipline, and IDEA, 1999) may continue to 

change the face of the law and inclusion policy. 

Organizational Structure and the Role of the Courts 

As discussed in Chapter III, analysis of the organizational structure of a 

policy examines the systems through which the policy is implemented. As a 

federal mandate, IDEA must be funneled from the national level to the individual 

classrooms in local school districts. From its origin—the Act itself—IDEA passes 

first into regulatory law, then into state policy and procedures for implementation 

of the law, followed by local policies and procedures. The IDEA Amendments of 

1997 begin the implementation process through its directives to both state 

education agencies (SEA's) and local education agencies (LEA's). The law 

requires that these entities set forth policies and procedures for IDEA's 

effectuation; the SEA's and LEA's must follow this directive in order to receive 

the fiscal assistance provided by the mandate (see 20 U.S.C. § 1412 and § 

1413). 

In this section, I examine each of the three levels of implementation of 

LRE policy. First, I investigate the federal level of enactment through the IDEA 

Regulations. I then explore the state level through the Texas Education 

Agency's (TEA's) policies and procedures for implementation as required by 

IDEA. Last, I examine the local school district's policies and procedures, known 
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as implementation guidelines. At each level, I am concerned with the LRE 

component of the law, especially as it pertains to the art classroom setting in the 

case study analysis discussed later in this chapter. 

Finally, under this section, I examine the role of the courts in this 

organizational structure. While the mandate, policies, and procedures are set 

forth through legislative means, the courts have the task of interpreting the 

mandate. These interpretations, in turn, greatly affect the implementation of the 

statute at all levels. 

LRE in Administrative Rules and Regulations: 
Implementation at the Federal Level 

Education in the LRE 

The ^^'''Code of Federal Regulations (the federal regulations to IDEA) 

addresses the issue of education in the LRE and defines LRE in terms identical 

to those in the Act itself, indicating the strong congressional preference for the 

education of students with special needs alongside their "nondisabled" peers (34 

C.F.R. §§ 300.500 and following). Here, as in the Act, the regulations stipulate 

that removal from the general education environment should occur only when the 

nature of the disability is so severe that it precludes education in that 

environment, even with the use of supplementary aids and services. The 

Regulations support a continuum of alternative placements and list these in 

descending order from least restrictive to most restrictive. They include: (a) 
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education in the general classroom, (b) instruction in special classes, (c) 

instruction in special schools, (d) home instruction, and (e) instruction in 

residential settings, such as hospitals and institutions (34 C.F.R. § 300.551 

(b)(1)). 

The lEP 

As in the Act, such placements are subject to what is most appropriate to 

the student's educational needs as defined by the lEP. The Regulations note 

that a group rather than an individual must make placement decisions. This 

group includes the student's parents along with those who are familiar with the 

student's educative needs. The placement, which must conform to LRE 

provisions and is based upon the student's lEP, is evaluated annually and must 

be as close to the student's home as possible (34 C.F.R. § 300.552). 

The General Classroom as the LRE 

Once the lEP is in effect and the placement is determined as the general 

classroom, the Regulations state that the lEP must be made available to the 

general classroom teacher (along with others involved in the student's 

education). Each teacher must be informed of his/her responsibilities in 

implementation of the student's lEP and the specific modifications and/or 

supports necessary as set forth by the lEP (34 C.F.R. § 300.342). The lEP must 
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include (among other content items, and whether placement is within the general 

classroom or not) a statement of annual goals that are measurable, along with 

short-term objectives for reaching those goals. These must address strategies 

for meeting the student's individual needs to allow for involvement and 

progression within the general curriculum, which is defined as "the same 

curriculum as for nondisabled children" (34 C.F.R. § 300.347 (a)(2)(i)). 

State and Local Policies and Procedures 

Subpart B of the Regulations addresses the SEA's and LEA's 

responsibilities for maintaining eligibility for federal assistance under the 

mandate. This portion sets forth that the states must file a policy that ensures a 

FAPE to all children, between the ages of 3 and 21, who experience disabilities. 

This FAPE must be provided to every student who experiences a disability that 

requires special education and related services, even if that student is advancing 

from grade to grade (34 C.F.R. § 300.121). In addition, a state must file its 

policies and procedures for ensuring education in the LRE and the continuum of 

alternative placements available to meet the individual needs of the student (34 

C.F.R. §300.130). 
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LRE and the Texas Plan: Implementation at the 
State Level 

Education in the LRE 

Chapter VII of the Texas State Plan (2000) addresses the topic of LRE 

and emphasizes that all instructional settings and arrangements for students with 

special needs must be based upon individual needs and students' lEP's. In 

keeping with the federal regulations and the original mandate, the State Plan 

says that, to the maximum extent appropriate, students experiencing disabilities 

should receive educational services on their home campuses and within their 

peer age groups. Likewise, removal of the student from the general classroom 

setting should only occur when the nature of the student's disability is so severe 

that education in that setting, with appropriate supplementary aids and services, 

cannot be achieved satisfactorily. The Plan holds that any one of the following 

four indicators may act as evidence to support such removal: (a) a summary of 

previous efforts toward inclusion, with supplementary aids and services, and why 

those efforts were unsuccessful; (b) a summary of the lEP team's consideration 

of a plan of inclusion with supplementary aids and services and the reasons that 

the plan was rejected; (c) a description of the student's behavior management 

plan and an explanation of why it cannot be implemented in the general 

classroom setting; or (d) a summary of the student's instructional or curricular 

needs and why these methods cannot be implemented in the general classroom. 
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The State Plan assures that, to the maximum extent appropriate, students 

experiencing disabilities are educated with peers without disabilities. If the 

student is not educated in the general classroom, then such an assurance may 

be assuaged by the inclusion of a justification statement (in the lEP) which 

includes either (a) a summary of why the student cannot be educated in the 

general classroom setting or (b) an assurance statement that the student cannot 

receive educational benefit in such a setting to any greater extent. This implies 

that placement in a more restrictive setting is deemed correct by the state plan if 

the justification statement is included in the student's lEP; this statement equals 

assurance under 34 C.F.R. § 300.550. 

The lEP 

Chapter IV of the State Plan (2000) discusses the role of the lEP. The 

Plan states that each school district must have procedures in place ensuring that 

each teacher involved in the student's education has opportunity to give input 

and to request assistance in the implementation of the lEP. Likewise, the district 

is to ensure that each of these teachers receives relevant information from the 

lEP regarding the student's instruction, such as objectives, adaptations, and 

modifications that are appropriate to the student's educative needs. 

The program developed for the student must be in keeping with federal 

LRE rules as appropriate to the student's needs. In making placement decisions 
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for a student's program of instruction, the Plan states that such decisions must 

draw upon information from a variety of sources and that all considerations for 

placement and instruction must be carefully documented. Placement decisions 

must be made by a group (the lEP team) rather than by an individual, in 

accordance with the federal regulations. These placements are individualized, 

as determined by the lEP, and reviewed annually. 

The General Classroom as the LRE 

The State Plan (2000) holds that the term "placement" refers to the 

instructional program or setting rather than a particular classroom or teacher. If 

such placement is within the general classroom setting, then "the regular 

classroom teacher is expected to modify methods, materials, and pacing so that 

students with disabilities can benefit from instruction in the well-balanced 

curriculum within the regular classroom" (p. 15 of Chapter VII). The Plan refers 

to such activity as mainstreaming (and uses this term rather than "inclusion"). It 

defines mainstreaming as the: 

instructional arrangement/setting . . . for providing special education 
instruction and related services according to lEPs to students 
whose instruction and related services are provided in regular 
education with special education support. This support is for 
teachers and students. (p. 1 of Chapter VII) 

The Plan goes on to explain that such support is also designed to "enrich 

education in order to enable success of a//students [my italics]" (p. 1 of Chapter 
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VII). The emphasis on providing support for both students and teachers reveals 

an integrative approach to mainstreaming rather than attention to mere proximity. 

Later in this chapter, the Plan explains that for a placement to be appropriate, it 

must benefit all students. These State considerations for education in the LRE 

go beyond the legislative approach. The latter acknowledges that placements in 

the general education environment should not be detrimental to other students, 

but it does not go so far as to say that such placements should be beneficial to 

all. 

Policy and the Local Education Agencies (LEA's) 

Under the federal regulations, LEA's (which include education service 

centers, individual school districts/boards, etc.) must "adopt policies and 

procedures that are consistent with the State's policies and procedures" (34 

C.F.R. § 300.192 (a)(1)). Chapter IX of the State Plan (2000) also maintains 

that, "when developing policies and procedures other than those required by 

IDEA-Part 300, an LEA must ensure that they do not modify the intent and/or 

meaning of those required by IDEA-Part B" (p. 3 of Chapter IX). This chapter 

continues on to state that LEA policies and procedures are found embedded 

within the chapters of the State Plan (and gives a brief description of how these 

are arranged), indicating that the SEA has developed the policies and 

procedures for the LEA's. 

185 



The Plan draws a distinction between a policy—which it defines as a 

written statement of the goals to be achieved—and a procedure, which includes 

the steps that the school district will take in achieving the policy and in making 

sure that the policy is understood and followed. The Plan suggests that the LEA 

may wish to adopt operating guidelines. It defines these operating guidelines as 

"a clear description of actions/tasks to be taken, person(s) responsible for taking 

the actions, and timelines for completing the actions" (p. 3 of Chapter IX). The 

operating guidelines, then, are the steps that the local school district takes in 

implementing special education policies. 

LRE and the Operating Guidelines: Implementation 
at the Local Level 

This section reviews the operating guidelines for the school district in 

which the case study was conducted. To preserve the confidentiality of the 

individuals involved in the study, the District's Operating Guidelines, though 

referred to in this chapter, are not included among the works cited at the end of 

the manuscript. Further, the names I use in this section are pseudonyms to 

protect the anonymity of the district and individuals that participated in this study. 

In interviewing Ms. Reynolds, a special education administrator in the 

district, I asked her about the district's own policies for implementation of IDEA. 

She showed me the notebook containing the District's Operating Guidelines, 

saying, "These are not policies. These are operating guidelines. Only the school 
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board does policy" (Personal communication, June 15, 2000). Indeed, the 

foreword to the District's Operating Guidelines explains that the guidelines are 

developed to support the Policies and Procedures as well as Part 300 of IDEA. 

Although it does not indicate whether these "Policies and Procedures" are 

federal, state, or local—one would assume all three—it does state earlier in the 

foreword that "all local procedures . . . are referenced from the . . . School District 

Board Policy." The guidelines state that they are not themselves to act as policy 

nor are they to alter the intent or meaning of the IDEA requirements set forth in 

Part 300. 

In exploring local School Board Policy, I found that it was catalogued 

under the heading of "EHBA Series." Under the subheading of "Special 

Programs: Special Education Students," a note indicated, "The policies in the 

EHBA series are statements of principles governing special education programs 

for Texas school districts." The policies set forth here, it would seem, were 

indeed developed forindividual school districts as LEA policy rather than byXhe 

individual districts themselves. Individual points under the policy, such as "least 

restrictive environment," are taken almost verbatim from Texas law, the federal 

regulations, or IDEA itself. In most cases, policy explanations under each 

heading were brief and surface in nature, a reiteration of federal or state policy. 

For instance, under the heading of "individualized education program," the 

School Board Policy simply lists the items to be included in the lEP and the 
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special considerations for the lEP found in the IDEA Regulations (1999), 34 

C.F.R. §§ 300.347 and 300.346, respectively. 

The District's Operating Guidelines, on the other hand, "belong to this 

district," according to Ms. Reynolds, "and it's ofone here so it really does express 

the district's operating guidelines." She described the guidelines as a "living 

document," one that changes as questions regarding implementation arise. She 

gave the examples of upcoming changes in defining "curb to curb" and "door to 

door" transportation, noting that some changes evolve from parents' questions, 

others from legal considerations (Personal communication, June 15, 2000). In 

this way, the document directly addresses the specific needs of the district. For 

this reason, the District's Operating Guidelines, developed within the school 

district itself and providing procedures for implementation of special education 

law, will be the primary focus of this section. 

Education in the LRE 

Under the heading of "Philosophy and Resource Priorities," the District's 

Operating Guidelines state that students in the district are guaranteed a FAPE in 

the LRE. In addition, the district adheres to the notion that students experiencing 

disabilities should be educated with their "nondisabled" peers to the maximum 

extent appropriate. The guidelines assure that, any time the lEP team 

recommends removal from the general classroom for any amount of time, it will 
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address the issue of the LRE. In providing for the educative needs of the student 

in the LRE, the guidelines stipulate that they will first utilize those resources that 

are available to all students and that the first preference will be for continued 

placement in the general classroom. Only if the goals of the student's lEP 

cannot be met in the general classroom will the committee consider the next 

least restrictive environment, settling upon the LRE under which the student can 

achieve educational goals under the lEP. 

The lEP 

Aligning itself with the statement in the federal regulations that students 

experiencing disabilities be educated in the general curriculum, the District's 

Operating Guidelines hold that "all students, regardless of need or condition, 

shall be provided a well-balanced curriculum which includes essential knowledge 

and skills that represent core knowledge, skills, and competencies that all 

students should learn to be effective and productive members of society." The 

guidelines also acknowledge that, for some students, such a curriculum is not 

appropriate. For these students, the lEP team will determine a program that 

includes education in functional skills. The guidelines state that the development 

of the lEP is a collaborative process and that the members of the lEP team must 

make decisions regarding the lEP's various areas by mutual agreement, if 

possible. The student's lEP, then, is reviewed periodically and not less than 
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annually to evaluate appropriateness, achievement of goals, anticipated needs of 

the student, etc. All instruction should be delivered in the LRE that is appropriate 

under the lEP. 

The General Classroom as the LRE 

The guidelines hold that students receiving special education in the 

general classroom are referred to as mainstreamed. The general educator is a 

part of the lEP team if the student is receiving educational services in the general 

classroom. The District's Operating Guidelines maintain that this teacher, then, 

shall participate in the collaborative development of the lEP. S/he also has 

access to and is responsible for reviewing assessment data pertaining to the 

student with special needs before the lEP team meets. In implementing the 

student's lEP, the general educator may call upon the special educator for 

assistance, and the guidelines explain that this special education support "is 

necessary to enrich general education in order to enable success of a//students 

[my italics]." Because the general classroom teacher is responsible for making 

instructional modifications according to the lEP, the guidelines state that the 

team must ensure that he or she is provided with relevant portions of the lEP, in 

keeping with the federal regulations. These relevant portions include information 

on modifications, goals and objectives, and necessary adaptations as 

appropriate to the student experiencing disabilities. 
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Dissemination of Information from the State 
to the Classroom 

The final level of implementation in the organizational structure of LRE 

policy is the individual school and classroom. The regional education centers 

serve as the clearinghouse for much of the information and assistance offered to 

individual school districts. TEA, in an effort to decentralize the technical 

assistance functions associated with implementation of IDEA, has assigned 

components of implementation to the regional service centers. For instance, the 

Region XX Service Center is responsible for coordinating technical support in the 

area of LRE for the other 19 service centers. The TEA's Division of Special 

Education identifies a need for personnel development and education that 

includes both the general education teacher working with students with 

disabilities and the special educator serving students with special needs in the 

general classroom {State Plan, 2000). 

When I asked Ms. Reynolds how the school district disseminated 

information to the special educators, she explained that—along with regional 

service center personnel development programs—the information filters through 

the district's special education administrative offices to the building principals. 

These, then, would share any changes in law or policy with those individuals 

working with students experiencing disabilities. Ms. Reynolds also discussed 

special circumstances in which an lEP team might recommend campus training 

to address the needs of a particular student. She explained, "We did a /oíof 
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training last year on one campus because they were going to receive a visually-

impaired [student]. . . and we did all sorts of training with that total faculty on 

that" (Personal communication, June 15, 2000). Ms. Reynolds did indicate a 

need for even more sharing of information, and not just information on special 

education, but in content areas as well, especially for special educators: 

"Teachers who teach special needs [students] need the same kind of training that 

general ed teachers get—they're doing some type of reading, that we need to be 

included in that reading, and vice versa" (Personal communication, June 15, 

2000). Not only is the dissemination of special education policy information 

integral to the successful education of students experiencing disabilities, but the 

sharing of content area information among general and special educators is also 

key to this success. 

The Role of the Courts 

While the role of the federal and state legislators has been the 

establishment of mandates and policy to ensure the FAPE of students 

experiencing disabilities in the LRE, the courts' role has been the interpretation of 

the points of these mandates and policies. While most issues of debate are 

settled before ever reaching the courts, others find their way to the district courts 

and even upwards. Numerous court cases have specifically addressed the 

issues of FAPE in the LRE, as referenced in Chapter II, and have attempted to 
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define measures by which education in these conditions may be identified (i.e., 

the Daniel R. R. two-part test). 

Stakeholder Interpretation and Policy Implementation 

The question, then, arises of how these concepts are interpreted and how 

the courts' decisions shape the face of policy and implementation. For instance, 

these court decisions may become a part of the policy's implementation, without 

ever being written into the policy, because of stakeholders' perceptions. In one 

conversation with Mr. James, the special educator at Central High School, he 

explained that it was once his practice—when transitioning some students 

experiencing severe disabilities into the general classroom—to speak with the 

teacher and the class beforehand. In doing so, he and the class could discuss 

the student's likes and dislikes, abilities and disabilities, and what they as a class 

might be able to do to help facilitate the transition. 

"But this is not permitted anymore," Mr. James said, "because of changes 

in the law in identifying these students in special ed . . . It's in the IDEA. But / 

feel like, even though a court case determined you can't do that anymore, that it 

was the most successful way, and I base that solely on experience l've had with 

students in the past" (Personal communication, April 26, 2000). In his 

explanation of why he no longer established this primary contact, Mr. James 

referenced both the IDEA and an unnamed court case (and when I asked about 
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which case, he could not recall a name). What Mr. James felt was a sound 

teaching practice, and one that facilitated the transition of some students 

experiencing severe disabilities into the general classroom (much as the MAPS 

model described in Chapter II), he perceived that he could no longer utilize 

because of a change in IDEA and the decision in a court case. 

It is important to note that, while confidentiality is an issue of IDEA, the 

mandate does not address this type of practice directly. In a later interview with 

Ms. Reynolds, I asked her about Mr. James' previous practice (without 

mentioning his name) and if such practice went against school district policy or if 

it was a site decision. "It should be an [admit-review-dismiss committee] ARD 

decision," she replied (Personal communication, June 15, 2000). While the 

decision to meet with a class beforehand to introduce them to a particular 

student's needs should be made on an individualized basis and as a part of the 

lEP team context, Mr. James' perception was that the practice was "not permitted 

anymore" and that he was forced to abandon this method of introduction that he 

felt had benefited some of his students. In this case, the stakeholder's 

perception of IDEA and a court ruling had affected his implementation of LRE 

policy. 
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Court Interpretation and Policy Implementation 

Much debate followed the Supreme Court's ruling in the Rowley {^982) 

case, a decision that was by no means unanimous. A large part of the argument 

centered around what Congress actually intended with a FAPE and whether or 

not it meant that states should maximize the potential of the student experiencing 

disabilities commensurate with the educational opportunity provided the student 

with no disabilities. The Court decided that FAPE merely establishes a "floor of 

opportunity," and, whether or not that actually was Congress' intent, this ruling 

has guided interpretations of FAPE since 1982. The remainder of this chapter 

examines the interplay of legislative and court roles in establishing a policy of 

FAPE in the LRE, along with the implementation of the policy within the Central 

High School art classroom. In the examination of the technical perspective that 

follows, I introduce the role of the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency in the 

law. A more in-depth analysis follows as I examine the mandate's and courts' 

approaches to these values and compare them to the societal consensus 

perspective of the art classroom. 

IDEA and the Technical Perspective 

In this section, I address the technical perspective of the law in two ways: 

(a) an examination of the outcome and process emphases as they appear in 

special education policy and (b) an introduction to the ideals of equality, liberty, 
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and efficiency as they appear in special education law. In Chapter II, I indicated 

the court's preference for the processes of special education over outcomes. 

Here I examine instances of legislative emphasis on the notion of outcomes and 

compare this to the court's process orientation. Following that, I examine the 

three values as they are addressed in IDEA. I align equality with the notion of 

FAPE, liberty with the LRE, and efficiency with the interaction of FAPE and the 

LRE as established by the lEP. In this latter, the most efficient or productive 

course of action is dictated by the individual needs of the student. Further 

analysis of the technical perspective also appears later in the chapter as I 

examine the three values more fully and within the context of implementation. 

IDEA: Processes and Outcomes 

While the court's and IDEA's emphasis on educational processes over 

educational outcomes is discussed in Chapter II, Congress' mention of 

educational outcomes for learners experiencing disabilities should not be 

ignored. Senator Harkin stresses the importance of educational outcomes in his 

address to the Senate on the reauthorization of IDEA, stating that the bill that is 

enacted "must be consistent with and enhance the ability of local school districts 

to improve educational outcomes" {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997, p. 5). Indeed, 

the Act maintains that educators should enable students experiencing disabilities 

"to meet developmental goals" (20 U.S.C. § 1400 (5)(E)(i)). In addition, IDEA, in 
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its discussion of transition services, defines these services as "outcome-oriented" 

in its efforts to move the student from school to post-school activities (20 U.S.C. 

§ 1401). Further, IDEA holds that the lEP must contain a description of annual 

goals and objectives and that it must be formulated to allow the student to 

advance appropriately towards accomplishing the goals (20 U.S.C. § 1414). 

Likewise, the IDEA regulations direct states to "establish goals for the 

performance of children with disabilities" (34 C.F.R. 300.187 (a)). These 

educative goals may vary, depending upon the needs of the individual student, 

and it is the states' responsibility to determine what these will be. In ensuring 

that the states are accountable for students' attainment of goals, however, the 

regulations state: 

Part B of the Act does not require that any agency, teacher, or 
other person be held accountable if a child does not achieve the 
growth projected in the annual goals and benchmarks or objectives. 
However, the Act does not prohibit a State or public agency from 
establishing its own accountability systems regarding teacher, 
school, or agency performance. (34 C.F.R. § 300.350 (b)) 

While the law maintains that the states are responsible for setting educational 

goals that are attainable, it leaves the business of what those goals or outcomes 

should be to the individual states and establishes no measures for accountability 

in ensuring that students work toward attainment of those goals. Educational 

outcomes and the achievement of those outcomes are self-regulated and do not 

focus upon the achievement of equality in results. 
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Because of the individualized nature of what constitutes an appropriate 

education, the Act does not ordain a specific set of outcomes but leaves that 

responsibility to the lEP team that works with the student. The courts, in turn, 

decide whether such efforts in goal setting and attainment are trivial, when such 

questions arise. They base their decisions upon examination of the student's 

lEP and the processes involved in the education of the student, as described in 

Chapter II. It is obvious that the law does not mandate blanket and specific 

educational outcomes for all students experiencing disabilities; to do so would 

jeopardize the individualized nature of the education process. 

Equality, Liberty, and Efficiency in IDEA 

The values of equality, liberty, and efficiency are inherent in the intent and 

directives of IDEA. From the outset, when the Mills (1972) and PARC (1972) 

cases fought for and won the right of students with special needs to be educated, 

free of cost, within the public school system, the issue was one of equality, much 

like it was in the earlier Brown (1954) case. The establishment of FAPE, then, 

was the establishment of equal educational opportunity. Likewise, the right to be 

educated in the least restrictive environment appropriate to the student's 

educational needs is an issue of liberty. Restrictions on students' liberty in this 

context may only occur to the extent that the educational placement conflicts with 

what is appropriate for the student's needs, and education must take place 
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alongside "nondisabled" peers to the maximum extent appropriate. Liberty, then 

is a component of the LRE clause. Finally, the most efficient course of action for 

a student's education is determined by his or her individuated needs, a 

combination of LRE and FAPE for that particular student. The most productive 

plan for the student—the one that will allow him or her to advance from grade to 

grade, work within the general curriculum as appropriate, and to achieve 

educational goals and objectives—is setforth in the student's lEP. 

In the following section, I analyze these three values as they appear in 

IDEA; I align equality with FAPE, liberty with the LRE, and efficiency as a 

combination of FAPE and LRE. I not only examine Congress' apparent intent in 

establishing these components of IDEA, but I also examine the courts' 

interpretations of these concepts. In the societal consensus perspective of the 

analysis, I also investigate the stakeholders' perceptions of these values during 

the implementation of FAPE in the Central High School art classroom as the 

LRE. 

Policy Implementation and Societal Consensus 

In order to contextualize the societal consensus perspective, I first analyze 

the three values according to Congress' intent in the legislation and the courts' 

interpretation of the concepts through their rulings. This analysis then provides 

the frame of reference for examination of the policy's implementation in the art 
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classroom. In discussing the case study observations, I use the research 

questions, summarized in Chapter II, as a guide. In Chapter V, I interpret these 

findings according to the communitarian model of equality, liberty, and efficiency 

that was outlined in Chapter II. 

Equality and FAPE 

Equality and FAPE in IDEA 

While Rowley has set the standard for defining FAPE since 1982, there 

still remains the question of whether the hotly debated ruling in this case 

(introduced in Chapter II and discussed further in this chapter) actually 

represents the intent of law (Kibbler, 1991). Although the law has gone through 

changes twice since the fîoiv/ey verdict, this decision by the Supreme Court still 

stands as the definition of "appropriate" under IDEA. In the dissenting opinion, 

penned by Justice White who was joined in dissent by Justices Brennan and 

Marshall, these state that, while the law itself does not explicitly detail the 

substantive nature of the specialized education, the legal history reveals the 

intent of the law. That intent, the justices hold, is that the Act aims to "give 

handicapped children an educational opportunity commensurate with that given 

other children" {Rowley, 1982, p. 3055). 

Indeed, statements by those designing the EAHCA of 1975, by those 

formulating the IDEA Amendments of 1997, and within the law itself point to 
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something more than "some educational benefit" and the basic "floor of 

opportunity" decided upon by the Court in Rowley. The Senate, in its discussion 

of the new EAHCA in 1975, mentions the goal of providing "fiv//educational 

opportunity [my italics]" (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975, p. 1432). It later states that it is 

contradictory to the right and philosophy of full opportunity "when that right is not 

assured equally to all groups of people within the Nation" and that Congress' role 

is to "guarantee that handicapped children are provided equal educational 

opportunity" (p. 1433). Likewise, Senator Jeffords, in addressing the Senate 

Committee on Labor and Human Resources on the reauthorization of IDEA, 

stated, "We must make eve/yeffort to offer every child a qftya//í>'education [my 

italics]" {Reauthorization of IDEA,^997, p. 2). 

The Act itself utilizes terms that belie a concern with more than a minimal 

amount of educational benefit. In defines special education as "specially 

designed instruction, at no cost to parents, to meeíthe unique needs of a child 

with a disability [my italicsj" (20 U.S.C. § 1401 (25)). MeetingXhe unique needs 

of the student implies satisfying those needs and goes beyond establishing a 

basic floor of opportunity. It suggests that the needs of the student experiencing 

disabilities are fulfilled rather than merely adequately addressed. The Act also 

discusses its goal of providing "full educational opportunity to all children with 

disabilities" (20 U.S.C. § 1412). It later describes its intent "to provide for 

appropriate and effective strategies and methods to ensure that students who are 
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children with disabilities have maximum opportunities to achieve [my italics]" and 

notes that some students "require significant levels of support to maximize their 

participation and learning [my italics]" (20 U.S.C. § 1451(a)(6)(A)(D)). This 

language in the IDEA Amendments of 1997 directly contradicts the Court's 

statement that FAPE "did not require state to maximize potential of each 

handicapped child" {Rowley, 1982, p. 3034). 

Equality and FAPE in the Courts 

The Rowley {^982) case involved a student who was deaf, with minimal 

residual hearing, and who attended first grade at the Furnace Woods School in 

Peekskill, New York. During her kindergarten year and by decision of her lEP 

team, the student attended a general classroom while the team determined what 

supplemental aids and services might best suit her needs. An excellent lip 

reader, the student was provided with a FM hearing aid that would amplify the 

speaker's voice through a wireless receiver; she successfully completed 

kindergarten. 

As the team prepared the student's lEP for her first grade year, they 

decided that she should be educated in the general first grade classroom, should 

continue use of the hearing aid, and would be provided a tutor for the deaf and 

speech therapy. While the student's parents agreed with portions of the lEP, 

they also insisted that she be provided a sign-language interpreter for her school 
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day. While an interpreter had been placed in her kindergarten class for a two 

week trial the previous year, the interpreter had reported that the student did not 

require his services, and he was removed. After seeking testimony from those 

familiar with the student's educational and social progress, the school district 

concluded that the interpreter was not necessary. 

The plaintiffs then took their request to the hearing officer under due 

process, and the officer found in favor of the district. The plaintiffs eventually 

brought action under the District Court for the Southern District of New York. 

This court found in favor of the plaintiffs, and the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Second Circuit affirmed the district court's decision. Chapter II provided a 

summary of the Supreme Court's decision that followed: as long as the state 

conformed to statutory procedures, and the student's lEP was reasonably 

calculated to provide the student educational benefit, the state had fulfilled its 

obligation under the law. 

The Court's decision relieved school districts of the responsibility of 

providing a potential-maximizing education to students with special needs. The 

Court's focus was upon providing "access to public education," and it stated, 

"The intent of the Act was more to open the door of public education to 

handicapped children on appropriate terms than to guarantee any particular level 

of education once inside" {Rowley, 1982, p. 3043). Kibbler (1991) addresses the 

strictures imposed upon special education by the f?oiv/ey decision: 
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The entrenched view of the Act now serves to limit the availability of 
educational services provided for handicapped children, whereas 
the intent of the Act was to provide new opportunities. The 
Supreme Court, in measuring compliance with the Act by 
determining whether a benefit has been given, has found it not 
necessary to determine whether an equal benefit has been 
received. (p. 34) 

In its emphasis on merely opening the door, the Court adopted a decidedly 

"formal justice" stance on the issue of equality, one that removed the barriers to 

public education to allow for equal access (only). The problem that arises is that 

this equal access stance provides an inadequate framework for evaluating the 

intent of a law based in a compensatory (or even communitarian) perspective of 

equality. 

FAPE/Equality in the Central High School 
Art Classroom 

Chapter II outlined the considerations for equality in the study. During the 

case study, I utilized a communitarian perspective in examining equality of 

access for all of the stakeholders within the art class community. In doing so, I 

analyzed how issues of equality in the classroom contributed to the 

appropriateness of the setting as the LRE. The research questions defined in 

Chapter II included concerns for: (a) the art teacher's perception of the mandate 

as it affected the equal and active participation of students experiencing 

disabilities in the art class, (b) the existing support framework in the LRE as it 

impacted equality, and (c) the LRE as it affected the needs of all students 
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(equally) in the art classroom community. As I examined the case study data 

with these questions in mind, it became apparent that the issue of equality as I 

had framed the questions revolved around two sets of stakeholders: the 

teacher(s) and the students involved in the study. By examining these 

stakeholders' perceptions of and reactions toward issues of equality, I could 

relate these two to one another in analyzing the dynamics of the classroom 

community. Therefore, information in the analysis is organized under two 

divisions. 

The first section examines equality/FAPE in terms of the art teacher, Mr. 

Alan. Here, I investigate his perception and understanding of the notion of 

equality within the inclusive art classroom, as well as in terms of the LRE 

mandate. I accomplish this both through observation and through conversations 

during formal and informal interviews. Also through observation, I examine Mr. 

Alan's interactions with students with special needs and students who are 

"nondisabled"; in this way, I am able to note similarities and differences in his 

treatment of students' needs as he works to create a least restrictive educational 

environment. Through conversations with Mr. Alan and Mr. James, as well as 

through observation of the art classroom, I was also able to draw conclusions 

regarding the support framework (and stakeholders' perceptions of that 

framework) for creating the LRE. 
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Second, case study data also yielded information on the issue of equality 

as it pertained directly to the students in the art classroom. Observations of the 

class, along with informal and formal interviews with students and Mr. James, 

provided insight on the perceptions of students experiencing disabilities 

regarding their own responses to issues of equality and their perceived place 

within the art classroom and the school as students receiving special education. 

The interactions between students experiencing disabilities and their peers who 

are "nondisabled" also demonstrated students' attitudes toward one another in 

regards to equality. In addition, observations documenting Mr. Alan's efforts in 

working with students in the art class address the point of equality in meeting 

students' educational needs. 

It is important to note that parents, while not directly a part of the art class 

community, are also stakeholders in the inclusion process. As such, their 

responses to the process may also shape the environment. Having spent some 

time in a number of conversations with Ms. Hodges, the mother of Alfred (who is 

autistic and experiences the most severe disabilities of the students in the art 

class), I also included her reactions to equality and the inclusion process. 

Analvsis of case study data concerning the art teacher as stakeholder. 

Having divided data into the "chunks of meaning" and encoded them as 

described in Chapter III, I first sought pattems that addressed the art teacher as 

stakeholder in the LRE. I began by sorting the data, encoded on the backs of 

206 



index cards, and noting various classroom occurrences that involved Mr. Alan. 

Such data included notations on Mr. Alan's interactions with the class as a whole 

as well as with individual students, his monitoring and facilitating of students' 

work on their art projects, and his interactions with the instructional aide and 

myself. 

After sorting the data under the general topic of art educator as 

stakeholder, I then organized data under the topic of equality. Here, I sought 

patterns that involved both Mr. Alan and the issue of equality. Using the 

research questions as a guide, I identified patterns that indicated Mr. Alan's 

perceptions of equality and inclusion, as well as the support that Mr. Alan 

received in maintaining his art classroom as the LRE. I next organized the data 

seeking the occurrence of combinations of certain codes as patterns and codes 

that occurred together infrequently or not at all. In this way, I was able to 

establish patterns that I had not yet considered. I was also able to determine 

whether ideas that I had viewed as emergent pattems were, in fact, patterns or 

whether they occurred so rarely that a pattern was not yet established (at least 

within the time frame of this case study). 

Finally, I analyzed the emergent patterns against Mr. Alan's own 

comments and explanations recorded during the interview process, against 

comments and explanations made by others (i.e., Mr. James, students, and 

Alfred's mother Ms. Hodges) during informal and formal interviews, and even 
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against my own reactions to and interpretations of the observation (and this 

information was kept separate from the chunked and coded data). In this way, I 

was able to cross-validate data collected from various sources through various 

methodologies over an extended length of time. I analyzed information regarding 

the art educator as stakeholder, through the concepts of liberty and efficiency, in 

similar fashion as I did with the issue of equality. 

Results of analysis. Much of Mr. Alan's concern regarding the inclusion 

process centered upon what he considered to be a lack of attention on the part of 

the lEP team to the dynamics of a particular general classroom as it was 

considered for placement. During our initial telephone conversation and even 

during our first meeting in the teachers' lounge of Central High School, Mr. Alan 

voiced particular concern for class size in placement. Referring to the class that I 

was to be observing, and specifically to Alfred and his particular needs, Mr. Alan 

shook his head and said, "They put him in my biggest class" (Personal 

communication, December 17, 2000; April 5, 2000). During each of our 

conversations thereafter on the topic of inclusion in general, Mr. Alan reiterated 

his dismay over Alfred's placement in such a large class. 

Indeed, there were 31 students in the second period art class. The class 

normally began with announcements as Mr. Alan took roll. After 

announcements, Mr. Alan would present students with a drawing assignment on 

which they would work for a half-hour. On most occasions, these were copying 
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exercises taken directly from photocopied images (on two occasions, the drawing 

exercises involved actual objects). In delivering instructions for these drawings, 

Mr. Alan normally stood at the front of the classroom, near his desk, or at the 

side of the classroom, near Alfred's table. 

When he stood at this latter location, his back would be turned slightly to 

Alfred and Irma, and the other students at their table, as he spoke. His 

instructions for the drawing exercises were general and brief, such as, "On this 

drawing, you're going to draw a negative of the picture. So the parts that are 

black will be white, and the parts that are white will be black. And for this one 

you'll have—[glance at clock] 35 minutes" (January 31, 2000). On rare occasion, 

Mr. Alan would seat himself between Irma and Alfred, immediately after 

delivering instructions to the class, and would address them specifically, 

reiterating the instructions. However, this did not occur often enough to establish 

the action as a pattern. 

All students, regardless of varying abilities, worked on the same drawing 

assignment during this time. As they worked on these exercises or other 

projects, Mr. Alan monitored, walking up and down the aisles. Students would 

solicit his help or he would offer it, spreading his time between the 31 students in 

the art class. With 105 minutes in the class, had Mr. Alan divided his time 

equitably, each student would have received roughly three minutes of 

personalized attention each. Realistically, of course, this did not occur as some 

209 



students required little to no help on their work, and some required more. It is 

noteworthy that the data indicated that Mr. Alan stopped to offer personalized 

attention and help to Irma and Alfred as or more frequently than other individuals 

on most days. At times, this help occurred when Irma solicited Mr. Alan's aid; 

more frequently, it occurred as he walked by while monitoring the class. 

During these times, Mr. Alan appeared more comfortable offering 

assistance to Irma than to Alfred. Very seldom did Alfred respond to a verbal 

prompt without the inclusion of his name as a part of the prompt or the addition of 

a physical prompt, such as a gesture or touch. Usually, Alfred complied with 

prompts once these additions were made, but very rarely did he respond verbally 

and this usually only after (brief) eye contact was established. Mr. Alan often 

offered Alfred praise for his work, along with instruction; when he received no 

response to either, he would walk away without further prompting Alfred. There 

were a number of times when Alfred's aide or I might sit next to him and offer 

assistance or talk with him about his work. During these times, Mr. Alan might 

approach and stand nearby to watch, but he would walk away without offering 

comment. 

In both formal and informal interviews, Mr. Alan expressed a sense of 

futility in knowing how to work with someone who wouldn't speak to him. When I 

asked Mr. Alan about his misgivings at having Alfred in his second period class, 

he explained: 
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Well, it's just that, there's just this constant thing, and you know you 
have a student in your class that needs 100% of your time . . . And 
you know that there's no way in the world that you can do what that 
student needs, and you know that you nei/erwill be able to do what 
that person needs . . . There's not anything I can do, except accept 
the fact that that student needs a whole lot more than any other in 
time or ability to give out—If he was in my sixth period class, it'd be 
a whole different story. There's only sixteen people in there . . So 
there would be a lot more time available to help him to work. 
(Personal communication, April 5, 2000) 

I asked Mr. Alan whether or not he had discussed with Mr. James the possibility 

of moving Alfred to a smaller art class, and he explained that he had mentioned it 

but that nothing was ever done. He also commented that, when Alfred was first 

included in his class, "I thought I was going to really have a meeting with some 

psychologist, something about their unique characteristics [referring to those 

experiencing autism], but that never did develop" (Personal communication, April 

5, 2000). Mr. Alan did not indicate that he pursued either of these avenues of 

support, nor was there any indication, during the time of the case study, that he 

did so. 

The addition of the instructional aide was one area of support that Mr. 

Alan did actively pursue. At the beginning of the school year, when Alfred was 

first included in the art class (and before this case study began), he came without 

the support of an instructional aide. Shortly thereafter, Mr. Alan requested that 

an aide accompany Alfred to art class, and an ARD meeting was held to consider 

the addition. At the time of the case study, the aide accompanied Alfred to each 

of the three general classes into which he was included. Alfred's mother, Ms. 
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Hodges, also supported the addition of the aide as an educational support, 

acknowledging that the aide had "helped a lot" in terms of providing for 

individuated attention in Alfred's larger classes (Personal communication, May 

16,2000). 

It is noteworthy that, even though the aide was considered at Mr. Alan's 

request, Mr. Alan did not attend this ARD meeting, nor has he ever met as a 

member of Alfred's lEP team. When I questioned him about the meetings, he 

stated, "They had one, but I couldn't go when they had it. . . They usually don't 

ask you unless . . . it's during your conference time" (Personal communication, 

April 5, 2000). He did indicate that there was one parent who requested that he 

attend all of her son's lEP team meetings, and for those, the high school office 

sent someone to watch over his class as he attended. 

In describing Alfred's initial inclusion into the art classroom, Mr. Alan 

indicated that his only preparation was the lEP placed in his box, explaining that 

there was no discussion regarding Alfred's inclusion or his particular needs 

beforehand. He also expressed frustration with the lEP form, stating, "They don't 

tell you anything . . . They tell you give them more time . . . give them verbal 

instructions, give them more time to finish assignments . . . or maybe you'll 

change their seating arrangement, if they need it—that's about it" (Personal 

communication, April 5, 2000). I recall similar experiences with lEP forms that, 

while supposedly individualized, began to look very much alike, the more I 
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received. When I asked Mr. Alan what information he felt would make the lEP 

stronger, he explained that he wanted more specifics regarding a student's 

abilities and disabilities, what his expectations for that student should be, and 

how much individual attention the student would require from him. He perceived 

that the legalities of the situation, however, prevented the sharing of such 

information, explaining, "They can't tell you anything about the person .. . 

because they're a minor" (Personal communication, April 5, 2000). 

With the possible exception of the aide, Mr. Alan indicated that he was 

reluctant to make modifications that would draw attention to students 

experiencing disabilities. For this reason, and because of the nature of his class 

and his own movement about the room, he avoided preferential seating. After 

the first six weeks, he told me that he allows students to sit where they want, as 

long as they are able to work there. Most students in the class sat in the same 

places each day, with a few moving to sit with other friends when someone was 

absent and a seat left vacant. Irma often moved from her position near Alfred to 

sit next to a friend, Steven, and might move from one location to the other 

several times within a class period. 

Acknowledging individuated differences among all students, Mr. Alan 

allowed them to work at their own pacing. Some students worked meticulously 

and slowly on their work; others finished quickly by comparison and were ready 

to continue with new work. Much of the pacing was due more to individual 
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working styles than to levels of ability. For some assignments, those in the 

classroom who were experiencing disabilities might work at a pace 

commensurate with the majority of their peers while other students, who might be 

highly interested and involved in the particular project, might work much more 

slowly, albeit continuously. Mr. Alan admitted that the self-pacing aspect of his 

classroom benefited all students and was a modification that could be made for 

all. He said: 

When they stick five or six kids in there that are supposed to get 
extra time . . and you say, "Well, this is the deadline, and you have 
to turn in it by this date," then you have four people that say, "Well, 
these two don't have to"—you know, that just draws attention to 
them. (Personal communication, April 5, 2000) 

Perhaps because of this individuated pacing aspect of the class and 

because the class emphasized art production activities, Mr. Alan seldom 

presented a formal lesson to students. In fact, during the course of the case 

study, on only one occasion did he present a lesson to the class as a whole in 

which the class began an assignment as a whole: when the students began 

work with papier maché masks. Normally, Mr. Alan might briefly discuss the next 

assignment with students, showing them a few examples of previous students' 

works. These discussions often occurred at the end of class, after students had 

cleaned their areas and were waiting for the bell to ring. In these cases, Mr. Alan 

presented the information informally and conversationally, sometimes reminding 

the class to be considering their subject matter for the next project: 
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When we finish with this mask, we're going to be doing 
scratchboard . . . If you have something you like . . . cars, 
motorcycles, people, flowers . . . animals . . . Any of that type of 
subject matter you want to do, you can do that. . I would prefer 
that you bring your own. (February 28, 2000) 

He then would allow students to begin the new activity at their own pace, as they 

were ready and finished with the current project. In this way, 

students—regardless of their levels of ability—worked at a rate comfortable to 

themselves. Some would continue on to the new project while others finished 

the current project, without the stigma of "being behind" their peers. 

Analysis of case study data conceming the students as stakeholders. 

Case study data concerning the students as stakeholders was sorted and 

analyzed similarly to that involving the art educator. Here, I first sorted the data-

chunked index cards, specifically seeking patterns involving students' 

interactions with Mr. Alan and then with one another. In this way, I was able to 

note students' perceptions of Mr. Alan's role in the classroom (and even my own 

as a participant-observer), along with their perceptions of one another's role and 

even perceptions of their own roles. I was able to focus upon pattems of 

behavior involving an individual's attitude toward him- or herself and his or her 

"place" within the art class community. I noted students' interactions with one 

another, how those interactions were initiated, and the kinds of interactions that 

they were (i.e., friendly, instructive, etc). 
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Once I identified initial patterns of behavior, I then sorted the index cards 

to check for frequency of occurrence, symbols that occurred concurrently, and 

symbols that occurred together infrequently. In my third layer of encoding, I had 

assigned symbols to the types of interactions that students had had with one 

another, and I was able to note the occurrence of these types over the semester 

as a whole during the sorting process. I also sorted cards according to 

interactions and classroom activity involving students and the issue of equality in 

the LRE. 

Results of the analysis. I noted that Alfred almost never initiated 

interactions with peers or with Mr. Alan. In fact, in the art class setting, I 

witnessed only a few times that he did initiate a social interaction: there were 

some occasions when he would whisper "restroom" to Ms. Gutierrez, the aide, as 

he left the room; and three times, he initiated interactions with me . These 

unsolicited social interactions included: (a) one instance in which he waved to 

me, without making eye contact, as he walked into the classroom one day, (b) 

one instance where he waved good-bye on his way out on a separate day, and 

(c) one instance in which he brought me a drawing that he had made on 

notebook paper and laid in front of me without making eye contact. 

This latter was in response to an interaction that we had had earlier in the 

day in which he became upset over what I later perceived to be his inability to 

have a video of the film Gandhi. Towards the latter half of the semester, it was 
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Alfred's practice to bring a typed list of movies to class that he would set next to 

his art project and periodically refer to throughout the period. He had typed the 

listings on his own on a computer at home, and they were neatly presented by 

movie title, year, studio, and director. Each entry was blocked off, single-spaced, 

with the title underlined; each separate entry was typed in a different color, and 

Alfred had triple-spaced between each entry. 

His mother later told me that Alfred collects videos—noting that he did not 

watch them, only collected them—and that she allowed him to buy two per 

month. He already had a list made out, she said, for the remainder of the year. 

Gand/7/was the one he wanted the most, since the time he had seen the image 

for the movie in a video club catalog, and they had been unable to find it in any of 

the video stores. It was as he was looking over his video list that he became 

agitated. Irma, thinking he was upset over a misspelled word, walked over to 

where I sat, taking notes. 

"Miss," she said, "He's mad! He messed up, and he's really mad!" 

Since I didn't know at the time about his video-collecting hobby, I asked 

Alfred if he had "messed up" his typing, and he whispered, "Yes." I asked him to 

show me, and he pointed to "Gandhi," typed in blue in Old English font. Not 

seeing a mistake, I said to him anyway, "You know, when you get back to the 

classroom, you can fix tha t . . . Okay?" 

Alfred replied in a whisper, "Okay." 
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Irma then offered, "He wants it in color, and we don't have color." 

"You can do it at home in color, okay?" I said to Alfred. 

"Okay," he whispered. 

Before I walked away, I picked up a blue colored pencil next to Alfred and 

laid it near the blue letters of the GandhienXry. I returned to my usual position at 

a desk near the door to take notes. A few minutes later and with my peripheral 

vision, I saw Alfred look my direction. He got up quickly from his seat and walked 

towards me, arms waving animatedly as he approached. Without making eye 

contact, he laid a sheet of notebook paper in front of me, promptly returned to his 

seat, and resumed reading through his video entries. In the center of the paper, 

Alfred had drawn a solid blue square, under which he had written in all capital 

letters and in the same blue colored pencil "GANDHI." Both were encompassed 

by a blue rectangle (April 12, 2000). 

In analyzing the case study data, I noted that Alfred rarely responded 

verbally to outside prompts. During the times that he did, his replies were 

whispered, one-word responses. On two occasions, he verbalized at full volume, 

in one case saying, "Ah, man!" when he made a mistake in his painting. In both 

cases of full-volume verbalization, Alfred was agitated. Alfred's occasions of 

inappropriate/no response were almost as frequent as his occasions of 

appropriate nonverbal response to prompts. Often, Alfred might not respond to 

initial prompts but would respond to a second prompt if it was accompanied by a 
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physical prompt (such as touching his arm) or the addition of his name (such as, 

"Alfred, are you looking for something?"). 

In class, Alfred normally worked on the same assignments as the other 

students. In some instances, he was given a different assignment altogether. 

For example, when the class began the scratchboard project, Mr. Alan chose to 

have Alfred work on a drawing assignment in color pencil after Alfred's initial 

attempts at scratchboard were unsuccessful. Later, Mr. Alan voiced some 

concern about having Alfred work with an exacto knife—the tool students were 

using for their scratchboard—because Alfred had become upset on an earlier 

occasion and thrown a paintbrush across the room and because he felt that 

Alfred was unable to complete the assignment with the knife. 

There were also occasions when Alfred worked on a modified version of 

the project that others were doing. As students were finishing their scratchboard 

drawings (and as some were moving into weaving), Mr. Alan devised a modified 

version of the scratchboard piece by having Alfred color a (coloring book) image 

in oil pastel, then cover the whole with black oil pastel which he scratched away 

using a ceramic needle tool. 

While Alfred himself did not initiate interactions with his peers, his peers 

did initiate interactions with him. Most of these interactions revealed that Alfred's 

peers viewed him as a curiosity, quite different from themselves, rather than as 

an equal. Because of her proximity to Alfred in seating and because of her 
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familiarity with Alfred from Mr. James' class, Irma interacted with Alfred more 

than any other student did. Her interactions with Alfred were mostly instructive in 

nature, with Irma taking on a role of authority and ownership over Alfred. 

Often, Irma might speak for Alfred, voicing what she believed to be his 

likes and dislikes or his wants (as in the earlier illustration). There were some 

occasions when I might ask Alfred about his work or prompt him, and Irma would 

immediately repeat my question or prompt to Alfred or would answer the question 

for him. She often helped Alfred with his work, prompting him to continue when 

he stopped or making decisions for him regarding color or how he should 

complete a project. At times, she might take his work from him and work on it 

herself. 

Alfred appeared accustomed to Irma's instructive role, watching as she 

worked on his project or complying with her prompts. When I questioned Mr. 

James about her interactions with him in his class, he explained: 

When she's trying to help Alfred in my class, she has helped him 
get wrong answers more than right answers . . . When I let her help 
Alfred, he made a lot lower grade on his paper than he did when he 
worked alone. And that was just because he thought she knew and 
so he put down what she put down. (Personal communication, April 
26, 2000) 

Mr. James also explained that, on certain assignments, Alfred might score higher 

than the others in his class, including Irma. 

Irma's interactions with others in the art class were quite different. In her 

interactions with Mr. Alan, it was clear that she viewed him as the authority in the 
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classroom, only approaching him for help on her work. There were a number of 

times when she approached me instead of Mr. Alan. At times, this was because 

he was occupied with helping other students, and I was nearby and accessible. 

Other times, when I would prompt her to ask Mr. Alan about her work, she 

seemed reluctant, as if she either knew what he was going to say and didn't like 

it or she was embarrassed or shy about asking him. 

At times, her interactions with me indicated that she regarded me as an 

authority figure, as well, as she would solicit my help or ask questions about her 

work or would call Alfred's behavior to my attention. On other occasions, her 

interactions with me were more "friend-seeking" in nature, and she would sit next 

to me as I took notes and converse about her weekend, her family, or her 

interactions with peers in other classes. In all cases, it was clear that Irma 

sought attention and approval and thrived under the receipt of both. At times, 

when she would ask for my help with her work, she would register genuine 

surphse and pleasure at her successes. While she recognized these successes 

on her own, her reaction towards them revealed that she was unaccustomed to 

them and proud of her achievements. In these cases, she was particularly 

responsive to outside praise and reinforcement. 

In interactions with her peers, it was obvious that Irma sought friendship 

and approval, as well, especially from the male students, who were more 

numerous in the class than female students. At the table at which she normally 
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sat, she was the only female. There was one student, in particular, at this 

table—Javier—with whom she would initiate interactions, with mixed results. In 

some instances, Javier would respond positively to Irma, making conversation 

while working. At other times, he would ignore her or snap at her. 

On one such occasion, Irma pulled up a chair next to Javier as he worked 

on his scratchboard project and said, "Can I see how it's turning out?" 

"No," Javier answered, without looking up. They continued to speak, too 

softly for me to hear, and Javier muttered something else. 

"Say it much louder," Irma said, laughing nervously. "I'm deaf—no, just 

kidding." She then laid her head down on the table, perhaps because she didn't 

know what else to say in response to the rejection or perhaps to appear cool and 

indifferent (or both). When she raised her head, she was able to catch a glimpse 

of Javier's work. "It's turning out good. It's turning out good," she said as she 

moved to sit near Steven (May 18, 2000). Her proffered comment as she walked 

away seemed to serve as both a "last ditch" effort at interaction, as well as a 

"There, I saw it!" sort of response. 

The rejection clearly made Irma uncomfortable, and in these cases, she 

would normally move to the more accepting environment near Steven, as she did 

in this instance. Steven's response to Irma was friendly, and the two would often 

sit next to each other, working and talking softly. While Steven was able to 

maintain conversation while working, Irma would periodically stop her work in 
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favor of conversation. Steven regularly helped Irma with her project, if needed, 

and did so more within a friendship role than an instructive/authoritative role, 

often prefacing with such comments as, "This is how I did mine," which made his 

advice seem more like suggestions than directives. 

DeShaun, another of Mr. James' students included in the art class, tended 

to disassociate himself from Alfred and Irma in most instances. His usual seat 

was at a different table than theirs, and he seldom ventured to their area. When 

Irma did move near him to sit next to Steven, the two seldom spoke to one 

another, although when they did, DeShaun was friendly and outgoing. Proud of 

his accomplishments in art, he would often show his more successful pieces to 

whomever happened by, sometimes bringing his work to me to see. Whenever I 

might respond with something as, "I like what you did in this area, it turned out 

really nicely," he would proudly agree, "It sure did!" 

On a number of occasions, DeShaun might seat himself next to me as I 

took notes, chatting with me about his job, his family life, or his girlfriend. During 

these times, he would not mention Mr. James' class, and he seemed not to want 

to acknowledge his participation in the vocational adjustment class or program. 

There were times, however, when he might ask for Ms. Gutierrez's reaction to his 

work or when he might act as an authority on Alfred (i.e., when it was time for his 

medication, reasons for his behavior). While he did not interact with Alfred 

directly, DeShaun might laugh at Alfred's behavior or inform me or Ms. Gutierrez 
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of something that Alfred did, such as hiding Mr. Alan's magazines in his 

backpack. 

I asked Mr. James about DeShaun's interactions with Alfred in his 

classroom. He explained: 

DeShaun doesn't interact with Alfred a lot in my class . . . DeShaun 
is one of those who says, "Mr. James, I wish I wasn't in this class". 
. . About half of the thirty-six kids in our program are in Special 
Olympics and those kids enjoy participating in doing that. The 
other half would like to participate but won't because they'II say 
things like, "You shouldn't be in that—if you're in Special Olympics, 
they'll know you're in special ed." DeShaun wanted to play 
basketball, but when he found out we were going to play a game at 
the half time of the Central High game—a lot of Central High 
teachers and student body would see our kids play—he quit, he 
wouldn't play anymore. (Personal communication, April 26, 2000) 

Mr. James further described some students' reactions to being seen on a bus 

with a wheelchair lift. He explained that, whenever the class goes on a field trip, 

the students want to return before the school bell rings to avoid being seen on 

the bus. "They identify any bus with a wheelchair lift as a special ed. bus," he 

said, "and they don't want to be seen getting off of it, and that's a hard situation, 

then, to deal with" (Personal communication, April 26, 2000). 

DeShaun's fear of being viewed as different may have been reinforced by 

the reactions of those who so obviously regarded Alfred as a curiosity. Normally, 

the "nondisabled" students in the class ignored Alfred. In fact, I only recorded 

two regularly-abled peers who did interact with Alfred throughout the duration of 

the semester. 
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On one occasion, Brad moved from his seat on the opposite side of the 

classroom to sit across from Alfred at his table. Brad watched Alfred as the 

former looked through a magazine; his gaze was scrutinizing and intent, as if he 

was studying Alfred. Brad wrote on a piece of paper and passed it to Alfred. He 

spoke as he did so, enunciating in an exaggerated fashion as he pointed to 

himself, the paper, then Alfred. Alfred's gaze was fixed on the paper as Brad 

passed it, and he wrote on it before passing it back. The interaction appeared to 

make Alfred nervous or excited as he rocked back and forth, tapping hurriedly on 

his face with his right forefinger as he waited for Brad to write and pass the note 

back. Brad watched this behavior intently. 

After passing the notes back and forth a few more times, Alfred got up 

suddenly and moved to retrieve another magazine. The interaction apparently 

over, Brad got up to return to his seat. I asked him if I could see what they wrote, 

and he handed me the paper. The "conversation" on the note read in part: 

Brad: "Write your name." 

Alfred: "Alfred." 

Brad: "I am Brad." Then, farther down, "Coca-cola." 

Alfred: "Dr. Pepper." 

Brad: "Me, Brad. You, Alfred" (Tarzan-and-Jane fashion). 

Alfred: "Me, Brad. You, Alfred." 
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When I asked Brad about the conversation, he shrugged and replied, "I was just 

seeing what he could understand" (Personal communication, March 27, 2000). 

This was Brad's only interaction with Alfred in the art class. Earlier that 

morning, Mr. Alan, in speaking to the class, made reference to my study. As 

Brad had not interacted before with Alfred during the semester, and did not 

interact with him after, I suspected that the interaction that day may have been 

for my benefit. Having been "reminded" of why I was in the classroom, and 

perhaps having perceived that Alfred—rather than the class as a whole—was the 

focus of my study, Brad may have reacted from a sudden interest in what I might 

be observing. Still, the interaction and Brad's body language and nonverbal 

responses to Alfred indicated that he viewed him as a curiosity, as someone 

more different from himself than the same. Later in the semester, I asked him 

again about the interaction and what might have prompted it. Despite the fact 

that that interaction was the only one with Alfred all semester, he replied, "I enjoy 

doing it." I asked him what he had learned from the interaction. He said, "He 

copies what I write, he doesn't think. What he sees, he does" (Personal 

communication, May 18, 2000). Brad's responses further indicated his 

perception of Alfred as an oddity and as one whose behaviors were imitative 

rather than functional. 

There were instances in the class when, if Alfred became agitated or 

physically active in his rocking or his repetitive gestures, the regularly-abled 
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students would stop their work to watch him, perhaps giggling nervously. Javier, 

the only other student who interacted directly with Alfred, only did so twice. On 

both occasions, he picked up Alfred's project from in front of him to examine it or 

show it to friends. Even though he seemed to be admiring Alfred's work, he did 

so without acknowledging Alfred himself, placing the work once more in front of 

him without speaking to or looking at Alfred. On both occasions, Alfred rocked 

back and forth as he waited for his work to be retumed, staring straight ahead 

with his bottom lip thrust outward in what appeared to be a pout. 

Later, in interviewing Alfred, I asked him if he had any friends in art class. 

"Yes," he wrote. I then asked him who his friends were, thinking that he might 

name Irma—since she interacted with him more than anyone—or possibly a 

male peer, although I didn't know whom. Alfred wrote, "Mr. Alan" (Personal 

communication, May 15, 2000). While interactions with "nondisabled" peers is 

one advantage of FAPE in the LRE, it is clear that students within the case study 

environment had varying opportunities for such interactions, and these varied 

greatly in the type and quality of interaction. While some of these were friendly, 

others were more instructive, others more aloof, and some were socially 

disengaged interactions, such as Javier's treatment of Alfred and his work. 

Below, I examine the LRE and the notion of liberty in the "right to associate" with 

"nondisabled" peers; as a part of this investigation, I note both academic and 

nonacademic benefits of inclusion for the stakeholders in the general classroom. 
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Liberty and the LRE 

Liberty and the LRE in IDEA 

In formulating the EACHA of 1975, the Senate emphasized the education 

of students experiencing disabilities alongside their "nondisabled" peers as one 

goal of the law (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975). In its Reauthorization of IDEA in 1997, 

the 105"̂  Congress referred to the period preceding the enactment of the EACHA 

of 1975 as "the days of exclusion and segregation" for students with special 

needs (Senator Harkin, 1997). During this time, the liberty of students with 

special needs—namely, the freedom to be educated alongside their 

"nondisabled" peers—was denied. The IDEA subsequently recognized that 

freedom and worked to extend it to and protect it for stakeholders experiencing 

disabilities and those who cared for them. 

Heumann {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997) also recognized the benefits of 

desegregation for those students who were not experiencing disabilities. She 

also acknowledged that, in order to ensure learning, schools needed to maintain 

safety standards. Issues of discipline, she held, needed to be balanced with the 

rights of students experiencing disabilities. 

The IDEA Amendments of 1997 have likewise underscored the benefits of 

inclusion among students experiencing disabilities and their "nondisabled" peers 

alike; and the law has also emphasized a safe and undisrupted classroom 

environment as key to the learning of all students. In its findings, IDEA (20 
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U.S.C. § 1400) recognizes the right of individuals with disabilities to participate 

fully in society, including, one might surmise, in the school community. For this 

to occur, these students must have opportunity to participate in the general 

classroom and alongside peers who are not experiencing disabilities. To provide 

for this opportunity, the law includes supplementary aids and services, which 

include "aids, services, and other supports that are provided in regular education 

classes or other education-related settings to enable children with disabilities to 

be educated with nondisabled children to the maximum extent appropriate" (20 

U.S.C. § 1401 (29)). It is only when education with these supplementary aids 

and services cannot occur satisfactorily in the general classroom, due to the 

severity of the student's disability, that the student is removed from the general 

classroom and placed in a more restrictive setting. 

So strong is the presumption of inclusion within the law, though, that the 

1997 Amendments to IDEA provided for the addition of a general educator to the 

lEP team, when appropriate. The role of this teacher, then, is to aid in the 

development of the lEP, including appropriate behavioral interventions, program 

modifications, and appropriate supplemental aids and services to facilitate 

learning. Also evidencing this presumption of inclusion, the Amendments state 

that the lEP must include "an explanation of the extent, if any, to which the child 

w/7/nof participate with nondisabled children in the regular class" [my italics] (20 

U.S.C. §1414(d)(1)(A)(iv)). The wording of this statement indicates that inclusion 
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is the rule; education outside of the general classroom is the exception and 

therefore warrants explanation. 

In utilizing the general classroom as the least restrictive learning 

environment, IDEA contains strategies for the preparation of the general 

educator for the inclusion process. It holds that SEA's must disseminate to all 

teachers serving students with special needs research-based knowledge 

concerning successful teaching practices and models on improving educational 

results for these students (20 U.S.C. § 1453, (c)(3)(D)). In addition, the law 

provides federal support to enhance "the opportunities for general and special 

education personnel, related services personnel, parents, and paraprofessionals 

to participate in pre-service and in-service training, to collaborate, and to improve 

results for children with disabilities and their families" (20 U.S.C. § 1471 

(a)(3)(B)(iii)). 

While the law assumes education in the general classroom and the 

participation of the general educator in the instruction of students experiencing 

disabilities, it also notes that the severity of a child's disability may preclude him 

or her from education in the general classroom. While some of these disability 

barriers may include cognitive concerns, others may be behavioral in nature and 

provide an impediment not only to the student's own learning but to others in the 

classroom, as well. In these cases, the law stipulates that the lEP team, when 

appropriate, should institute positive behavioral interventions and strategies to 
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address such cases (20 U.S.C. § 1414). The inclusion of the "appropriateness" 

issue in this provision reveals that there may be times when such interventions 

are not appropriate to the general classroom; in these cases, removal to a more 

restrictive environment may be necessary. 

It is important to note that, while Congress demonstrates a strong 

preference for education of students experiencing disabilities alongside their 

"nondisabled" peers, it limits this preference through its use of the 

"appropriateness" qualifier. Chapter II and earlier portions of this chapter discuss 

at length the tension between LRE and FAPE, along with the continuum of 

placements included in the provision of education in the LRE. In tempering the 

liberty of the student with differing needs thus, the IDEA has attempted to give 

attention to the classroom community as a whole, as well as the needs of the 

student experiencing disabilities. A number of the mitigating factors directly 

address the issues set forth by the research questions in Chapter II: (a) the 

ability of the support network to function within the general classroom to provide 

for education in the LRE, (b) the ability of all students to participate in the 

educational environment to the maximum extent appropriate, and (c) the safety 

of the learning environment. The courts, in seeking to interpret the notion of 

education in the LRE, have followed closely the language of the law in their 

interpretation. Both the law and the courts give attention to the educative needs 
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of the student with special needs and the educative needs of the "nondisabled" 

students in the general classroom. 

Liberty and the LRE in the Courts 

Tumbull et. al (1983) discuss the role of the courts in acting as parens 

patriae in intervening on behalf of those experiencing disabilities. Lessard v. 

Schmidt{^972) demonstrates the court's application of this principle, comparing 

its function to a "parental" relationship (p. 1087). The courts regard parens 

patriae as a form of protection and hold that the principle dictates that "the power 

of the state to deprive a person of the fundamental liberty to go unimpeded about 

his or her affairs must rest on a consideration that society has a compelling 

interest in such deprivation" {Lessard v. Schmidt, 1972, p. 1084). 

While the Lessard v. Schmidt case concerned commitment procedures for 

individuals experiencing mental illness, the same application of parens patriae 

may be made to the role of FAPE in limiting education in the LRE (Tumbull et al., 

1983). In determining educational placement for a student experiencing 

disabilities, his or her liberty to be educated alongside "nondisabled" peers may 

be impeded by the compelling need for that student to receive the most 

appropriate education for his or her needs. When this occurs, the student's 

liberty may only be impeded to the extent necessary to provide for that 
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appropriate education, and those educational services must be delivered in the 

least restrictive suitable environment. 

Numerous cases have presented the issue of the general classroom as 

the LRE, including the Daniel R. R. (1989) and Rachel H (1994) cases 

discussed in Chapter II. Both of these cases called for a determination of 

whether or not the student's educational needs could be provided for in the 

general classroom. In ascertaining the possibility of this provision, Rachel H. 

called for the consideration of: (a) a comparison of educational benefits in both 

general and special educational settings, (b) a consideration of the nonacademic 

benefits of placement in the general classroom, (c) the effect of included 

student's presence on the rest of the class, and (d) the costs of placement in the 

general classroom. If it was determined that placement in the general classroom 

was not appropriate, then Daniel R. R. called for mainstreaming to the maximum 

extent that was appropriate. The combined decisions in Daniel R. R. and Rachel 

H. give attention not only to the needs of the student experiencing disabilities but 

to the other students in the general class, as well. 

The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals, in Greer v. Rome City School 

District {hereaXXer, Greer, 1991), determined that the lower court's application of 

the Rowley FAPE test to its decision was inappropriate in its consideration of 

placement for Christy Greer, a 10-year-old girl with Down's Syndrome. The 

Circuit Court based its decision on the fact that Rowley was already placed in the 

233 



general classroom, whereas Greer was not, and chose to apply the Daniel R. R. 

test instead. Here, the court foreshadowed the later Rachel H. decision in 

determining that districts may consider the effect of the included child's 

placement on the other students in the general classroom, along with the costs of 

supplemental aids and services in providing for that placement. The court here 

also discussed the tension between FAPE and the LRE, stating: 

The Act's mandate for a free appropriate public education qualifies 
and limits its mandate for education in the regular classroom. 
Schools must provide a free appropriate public education and must 
do so, to the maximum extent appropriate, in regular education 
classrooms. But when education in a regular classroom cannot 
meet the handicapped child's unique needs, the presumption in 
favor of mainstreaming is overcome and the school need not place 
the child in regular education. {Greer, 1991, p. 695) 

Identifying its role as that of enforcer of the law, the Third Circuit Court of 

Appeals also discussed the tension between FAPE and LRE in Oberti v. Board of 

Education of Clementon School District (hereafter, Oberti; 1993). While the court 

here acknowledged that this apparent tension made interpretation of the LRE 

difficult, it also determined that the answer of resolution was found in the school's 

proper application of supplemental aids and services. Such an application, the 

court stated, should enable the school to educate the child with special needs 

within the general classroom the majority of the time. 

Both Rachel H. and Oberti consider the effects of inclusion on the general 

classroom, as well as the nonacademic benefits of inclusion. In fact, the court in 

Obert/determined that the fact that the student may make greater academic 
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progress in a segregated special classroom could not alone warrant removal 

from the general classroom environment. In addition to academic benefit, the 

school must also consider nonacademic benefits of placement, such as the 

development of communication and social skills, that may arise from interactions 

with "nondisabled" peers. Such considerations are particularly important in light 

of the stigmatization caused by segregation. Rafael Oberti's mother had testified 

that she felt that her son's segregated placement had a negative emotional 

impact on him, saying that he regularly cried as he boarded the bus for the 

separate school that he attended {Oberti, 1993, p. 1210). 

The court in Oberti also cites the identified student's "right to associate" 

with peers who were not experiencing disabilities as one factor that must be 

considered (rather than academic benefit alone) in determining placement. Such 

social and communicative benefits might be reciprocal in nature, the court stated, 

and may do much to alleviate the stigmatization that accompanied disability. 

In its discussion of the effects of the identified student's presence on the 

general class, the Third Circuit adopted the stances of the Daniel R. R. and 

Rachel H courts, along with the federal regulations' statement that 

Where a handicapped child is so disruptive in a regular classroom 
that the education of other students is significantly impaired, the 
needs of the handicapped child cannot be met in that environment. 
Therefore regular placement would not be appropriate to his or her 
needs. (see note, Proposed IDEA Regulations, 1997, p. 55107) 
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While the Ot»e/í/court concluded that appropriate aids and services as 

provided for in the lEP may do much to alleviate disruptions and behavioral 

problems, these issues have been and are still a matter of debate in IDEA. In E/ 

Paso Independent School District v. Robert W. (hereafter, El Paso; 1995), the 

district court maintained that the correction of the student's behavioral problems 

were not educational goals and, therefore, the school was not legally bound to do 

so. The more recent 1997 Amendments to IDEA, however, specifically address 

the inclusion of necessary behavior interventions in the lEP (20 U.S.C. § 1414), 

as mentioned earlier. In addition, the issue in Clyde K (1994) was not merely 

disruptive behavior, but violent behavior within the classroom. In this case, the 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals determined that the student's sexually obscene 

remarks, noncompliance, and harassment of and physical assaults upon 

classmates precluded his ability to receive appropriate educative services in the 

general classroom and so disrupted the general class as to warrant his removal 

to a more restrictive educative environment. 

It is clear that both the Act and the courts prefer to serve students 

experiencing disabilities in the setting least restrictive of their liberty (see E/ Paso, 

1995). In determining LRE placements and in their interpretation of the LRE 

mandate, the courts have closely adhered to the language found in IDEA. These 

determinations have included both academic and nonacademic benefits for the 

student experiencing disabilities and have even considered the reciprocal 
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benefits of such placements on the "nondisabled" students in the inclusive 

classroom. Such reciprocal benefits may include the cultivation of a 

communitarian outlook upon the role of all members of the classroom 

community, regardless of level of ability. Both lawmakers and the courts have 

recognized this potential. 

Instances of limiting a student's liberty in relation to the LRE have 

stemmed from a variety of considerations; and some courts have determined that 

academic considerations alone are inadequate measures. The range of 

considerations has included, though, ability of the student with special needs to 

receive educational benefit within the general classroom, the nonacademic 

benefits of such placement, and the effects of the student's presence upon the 

class. (While cost concerns have also entered into such determinations, they are 

outside the scope of this study.) In regard to this latter, the courts have 

examined both issues of disruptive behavior that create an educational 

impediment for the general class and issues of safety arising from a student's 

behavior that threaten the function of the classroom community. 

In their determinations, the courts have sought to maintain classroom 

communities that enable the productive learning of its members. In implementing 

the LRE principle in the general (art) classroom, these issues of community 

become issues of liberty, as well, as this principle is the foundational concept 

behind education in the LRE. Below, I examine the Central High art classroom 
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as an inclusive LRE for a variety of leamers, focusing primarily on the issue of 

liberty as the policy of inclusion is implemented. 

Liberty/LRE in the Central High School Art Classroom 

As with the subject of equality/FAPE, Chapter II also outlined the research 

questions guiding the examination of liberty in the Central High School art 

classroom as the LRE. These questions concerned: (a) the LRE support network 

within the classroom to enable the art teacher to include all stakeholders actively 

in the educative process, (b) the freedom of the student(s) experiencing 

disabilities (and those students who are "nondisabled") to actively participate in 

the art classroom community to the fullest extent possible, (c) the freedom of 

students to make aesthetic and expressive choices in making their art, and (d) 

present factors that affected the safety of stakeholders in the art classroom as 

the LRE. 

Observations over the five-month case study provided invaluable data in 

determining occurrences of liberty-related interactions between stakeholders. 

Data regarding the instructional aide as an educational support for the LRE were 

particularly important as her role not only affected Alfred's learning experiences 

but also Mr. Alan's practices and, thereby, the art classroom as a whole. I 

compared information from the observations to that in formal and informal 

interviews with stakeholders for trustworthiness. I also compared occurrences 
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within the observations over the five-month period to identify patterns of behavior 

and instances that, though noteworthy, did not establish themselves as patterns 

over the duration of the case study. 

Analysis of data. I analyzed data under the area of liberty/LRE similarly to 

that under equality/FAPE. Working from the general to the specific, I first sorted 

cards seeking instances of behavior that indicated issues of liberty. As I 

identified these, and even during the encoding process itself, pattems emerged 

as relative to the research questions. In my second layer of sorting, I examined 

these instances of liberty as they related to Mr. Alan and then as they related to 

the instructional aide, Ms. Gutierrez. During this layer, it became apparent that 

the interactions of these two individuals (which occurred more implicitly than 

explicitly), and their interactions with students, appeared to be closely related. 

Specifically, what Ms. Gutierrez did in the classroom affected Mr. Alan's 

interactions with Alfred and Mr. Alan's perceptions of the educational support that 

he received in maintaining his classroom as the LRE. 

I next sorted the encoded index cards seeking symbols that frequently or 

infrequently appeared together. I was especially interested in patterns of student 

behavior regarding their work, Mr. Alan's practices in assigning projects, 

apparent issues of safety to enable the LRE, and further exploration of 

interactions between Mr. Alan and/or Ms. Gutierrez with students. In this way, I 
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was able to draw conclusions about how each of these factors contributed to the 

value of liberty in creating a LRE. 

Results of analysis: The teacher and aide as stakeholders. In the 

previous section, I discussed Mr. Alan's request of an aide as a supplemental 

service in working with Alfred's educative needs. Mr. Alan indicated that, once 

the request was made, the lEP team acted upon it quickly. Even Alfred's mother, 

Ms. Hodges, acknowledged Alfred's need for continuous supervision in the 

classroom in order to stay on task, saying that "he needed constant... one on 

one, somebody always after him, you know, making him do stuff" (Personal 

communication, May 16, 2000). Without such intervention, she explained, Alfred 

would simply go to sleep or move to the computer. Even Alfred admitted that he 

worked better with Ms. Gutierrez in the class with him than by himself (Personal 

communication, May 15, 2000). 

As she worked in the art classroom, Ms. Gutierrez confined her 

interactions to students included from Mr. James' class, the students with whom 

she was the most acquainted. In fact, the data revealed that, during the course 

of the case study, Ms. Gutierrez interacted almost exclusively with Alfred, 

DeShaun, Irma, Mr. Alan, and myself. Because the greatest portion of her time 

while in the classroom was spent with Alfred, it was clear that Ms. Gutierrez 

viewed him as her primary responsibility. When I asked her how she envisioned 

her role as she came into the art classroom with him and the other students, she 
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responded only in terms of Alfred and echoed Ms. Hodges' response by stating, 

"I think it's helped him on a one-and-one basis, and he really likes that one on 

one" (Personal communication, May 15, 2000). Here, she also answered 

primarily in terms of her relationship to Alfred and how he seemed to respond to 

her presence as he "opened up" and allowed her to "come in." Her responses 

indicated that she felt that she had made great social strides with Alfred since 

she began working with him earlier in the semester. 

I further prompted Ms. Gutierrez regarding her interactions with DeShaun 

and Irma. She admitted that their needs were different than Alfred's, indicating 

that they received less attention at home than he did (a fact that Mr. James 

corroborated in formal interview, April 26, 2000, and Irma and DeShaun also 

corroborated during informal interviews throughout the five months). Ms. 

Gutierrez stated that Alfred's educative needs and need for attention was greater 

than DeShaun's and Irma's, but she was sympathetic to the latter two students' 

needs, as well, saying, "They'll keep calling me and, uh, wanting me to help 

them; and, uh, they do need the help, they do need the help" (Personal 

communication, May 15, 2000). 

Ms. Gutierrez's interactions with Irma were more frequent than those with 

DeShaun, perhaps because of Irma's proximity to Alfred in seating. Often, those 

interactions were more friendly than instructive in nature as the two conversed 

about magazines or family. Irma did solicit Ms. Gutierrez's opinion and advice 
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concerning her artwork and responded positively to her reinforcement. She, too, 

appeared to work more consistently with Ms. Gutierrez present than when she 

was not and often set work aside to talk with peers in the instructional aide's 

absence. 

Ms. Gutierrez left the art classroom daily, and the data revealed that most 

of these absences lasted 20-30 minutes, with some lasting as long as nearly an 

hour. During these longer absences, Ms. Gutierrez would often begin Alfred on 

his project, retrieving materials for him and prompting him to begin; she would 

then return toward the end of class, in time to help him clean up his area and 

gather his belongings. While she was gone, Alfred might divide his time between 

his work, reviewing his typed list of videos, or engaged in self-stimulatory 

behaviors, such as swaying or repetitive hand motions near his face. 

Mr. Alan exhibited frustration with Ms. Gutierrez's departures, often asking 

me where she was or looking around the room for her and smiling at me 

knowingly and shaking his head when he observed that she was gone. During 

these times when he would initially notice her absence, he would immediately 

move to sit near Alfred and Irma and check on their progress. In fact, the data 

revealed that Mr. Alan's interactions with Irma and Alfred occurred more 

frequently after Ms. Gutierrez left the room than in her presence. 

When Ms. Gutierrez was working with Alfred, Mr. Alan often stopped to 

watch but would not interfere. When Mr. Alan did stop to work with Alfred and/or 
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Irma in Ms. Gutierrez's presence, it was usually either to help them begin a new 

activity or when Ms. Gutierrez was not actively involved with them herself. Mr. 

Alan's own interactions with Ms. Gutierrez were few, often involving passing 

remarks conceming Alfred's performance or an explanation of the art project at 

hand. While he was apparently annoyed at her prolonged departures from the 

classroom, he did not mention them to her. When I asked Mr. Alan about his 

expectations for the instructional aide, he was quick to answer that he wanted a 

person who was "consistent and reliable and there all the time . . . just the fact 

that they're there all the time. They listen to what I say if I have something that 

we're doing that they help Alfred with to do it" (Personal communication, April 5, 

2000). 

On the rare occasions during the five-month case study that the 

instructional aide was absent from school altogether, Mr. James did not send 

another to take her place. At the beginning of the semester, there was a vacancy 

in the aide position, and several substitutes (or no one) served as an aide during 

the interim before Ms. Gutierrez filled the position. On these few days when no 

aide was present, Mr. Alan enlisted my help in such tasks as walking with Alfred 

to the nurse to take his medication before class was dismissed and then 

accompanying him back to Mr. James' class, as was Alfred's normal routine. 

Results of analysis: The students as stakeholders. A number of factors 

indicated issues related to liberty within the art classroom for the students as 
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stakeholders. While some of these matters related directly to the cultivation of 

the art class as the LRE for learners experiencing disabilities, others related to 

stakeholders' opportunities to make choices regarding their leaming and their art 

making and to contribute to the classroom community. Still other indicators 

directly addressed issues of safety in maintaining a learning environment that 

enabled students the freedom to learn. 

The class was art production-oriented, and the students were provided 

little context for most of their art making. While individualized discussion of a 

given assignment might ensue between Mr. Alan and a student, class discussion 

(that included student input or responses) of a project or subject did not occur 

during the duration of the case study. The only occasion in which Mr. Alan 

provided a greater context for an art assignment was in introducing the mask 

assignment when he shared examples of masks from other cultures, bringing in 

examples in the form of books, previous students' works, and the photocopied 

images mentioned in the equality/FAPE section of this chapter. During this 

presentation and others in which he explained a new project, the presentation 

was teacher-centered, with Mr. Alan standing at the head or the side of the 

classroom and addressing the class as a whole. It was after these presentations, 

and as Mr. Alan monitored students' work and offered help, that students 

communicated to him ideas about their work or asked questions regarding the 

project. 
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For their projects, Mr. Alan might grant students a great deal of leeway in 

subject matter. Because assignments were so production- and media-oriented, 

however, students were not provided with opportunity to experiment outside of 

the given parameters of media or to expand upon interpretation or 

communication of concepts or ideas in their work. When I asked Mr. Alan about 

students' opportunities to make choices in the art class, he said, "They have 

plenty of opportunity to make choices . . . They can choose what they want to do 

on this scratchboard. I give them assignments all the time, and I let them make 

their own choices" (Personal communication, April 5, 2000). The examples that 

he gave of such choice-making addressed issues of subject matter. He went on 

to explain: 

They have to start making choices—that doesn't make any 
difference what level you are. Some of these guys in here are 
making straight A's in school, and they never have had an original 
thought in their life . . . You chain them to their desk and make them 
come up with an original thought. . . You force them to make 
choices. . . 

I don't think they even realize that you make choices for 
them all the time. Strange thing—when I was in junior high, or 
when I taught in middle school, they said, "Why don't you let us do 
what we want to do, Mr. Alan?" and I said, "Because you don't 
know what you want to do. I'll prove it to you one of these days." 
So I give them an opportunity: "All we're going to do in class today, 
l'm going to give you free drawing time." Then I look around the 
room—nobody's doing anything. [1] say, "Why aren't you guys 
doing anything? I gave you exací/y what you wanted. You wanted 
an opportunity to do what you wanted to do, now none of you have 
an idea. You haven't a c/tveof what you want to do. Everytime 
you go to class, you're always told what to do". . . 
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"You're always told what to do. And l'm going to have to tell 
you what to do now because you don't have any idea." (Personal 
communication, April 5, 2000) 

Mr. Alan presents an interesting dichotomy with this explanation in that he 

claims that it is important for students to learn to make choices, but, as they are 

unable to do so, he feels he must make choices for them. In his example of the 

middle-school students, he offers them a choice of subject matter (although their 

work must be drawn), positing that they could not make decisions for themselves 

in this area because they are accustomed to being told what to do by their other 

teachers. Rather than providing experiences for students to learn how to make 

choices, though, Mr. Alan instead assumes control of the choice-making himself. 

He uses the students' inability to come up with ideas for their work as illustrative 

of his point that they are unaware of how many choices are made for them daily; 

his point made, he leaves the lesson at that rather than taking it to the next level 

of empowering students to make their own choices and to assume responsibility 

for those choices. 

There were times in the art class when students did not appear to have a 

clear understanding of project objectives; when their choices did not encompass 

project objectives and they were corrected, they often viewed these corrections 

as inhibiting on their vision of the project. One such example occurred with the 

scratchboard assignment. When I asked one student, Abe, about his work, he 

replied, "I don't think it's going to look good the way he's [Mr. Alan's] having me 
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doit. I'mjustgoingtolethimfinishit." "What's wrong?" I asked. "He's having 

me reverse the way I was going to do it," Abe answers, showing me his work 

(Personal communication, April 5, 2000). 

On it, he illustrated how he had planned to scratch out the shaded areas 

and leave the white areas black, thereby making the shadows white and the 

highlights in the piece black. Although he had shown examples to the class of 

works in scratchboard, Mr. Alan had not explicitly addressed the class on the 

difference between mark-making in scratchboard (which involves scratching the 

ink coating on the paper away to reveal the white underneath) and drawing with 

pencil or pen (in which mark-making darkens areas, creating shadows rather 

than highlights as in scratchboard). In his work, Abe was attempting to "shade" 

in the manner in which he was accustomed as in his previous work with other 

drawing media, seemingly missing this unique quality of scratchboard. He did 

not fully understand why Mr. Alan was having him reverse is planned technique 

and viewed the correction as an infringement upon his ability to make choices 

about his work. 

While most students appeared to value Mr. Alan's suggestions regarding 

their work and to implement these changes readily, there were other times (in 

addition to the one mentioned above) when students exhibited frustration in 

having to make changes to their pieces. On one occasion, Brad was adding 

more marks to the background of his scratchboard, apparently at Mr. Alan's 
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prompting. A neighbor, Jesse, said to Brad, "I like it better when it was black." 

Brad muttered a reply, and Jesse continued, "But what do I know? I'm just an art 

student. . . my opinion doesn't matter" (Personal communication, May 3, 2000). 

Later that same class period, I walked by Brad again who was now adding color 

to the white areas in the background of his scratchboard with color pencil. I 

asked him, "Was the color your idea?" He replied, "No," without looking up from 

his work. "Do you like it?" I asked. "No," he answered (Personal communication, 

May 3, 2000). 

While Brad's negative response to the changes in his work may have 

stemmed from what he felt were poor aesthetic decisions in relation to his 

project, they may have also stemmed from simply wanting to be finished with a 

piece on which he felt he was forced to continue to work. (I documented more 

than one instance in which Brad rushed through an activity in the art class to turn 

it in and spend the rest of the period conversing with peers.) Still, Jesse's 

perception of the inconsequence of his own opinions as a student in regard to 

Brad's work revealed a sympathy that indicated the first possibility in that he may 

have been vocalizing the frustrations of his peer as Brad made changes to the 

work that he felt were detrimental to the piece. 

While Alfred was afforded almost as much opportunity as his peers to 

make choices regarding the subject matter of his work, there were times when 

these decisions were made for him. While Ms. Gutierrez often provided Alfred 
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the opportunity to select his subject from a pool of choices that she had chosen, 

on a number of occasions she or Mr. Alan selected Alfred's subject for him. It 

was not uncommon, too, for Ms. Gutierrez to take Alfred's work from him as he 

was working on it in order to work on it herself (much as Irma did) before passing 

it backto him. 

There were times, as well, when Alfred very purposefully made his own 

decisions about his work. On one such occasion, the class was given the 

assignment of choosing from a number of provided topics about which to create 

a comic strip. The topic was listed across the top of the paper, and the paper 

was divided into eight frames. Ms. Gutierrez selected for Alfred "Mall Tale" and 

listed above each individual frame what Alfred was to draw in each under that 

subject. After explaining the assignment to Alfred and making sure he began his 

drawing, Ms. Gutierrez gathered her belongings and left the room. The topics 

that she listed over each frame included "food," "buildings," "clothes," "toys," etc. 

Alfred, who turned his attention immediately to reading his typing after Ms. 

Gutierrez departed, complied as I prompted him to draw food in the appropriate 

frame. He dutifully drew a hamburger, a slice of pizza, and a soft drink before 

laying down his pencil to resume his reading. Minutes later, after I had returned 

to the desk to take notes, Alfred rose from his seat, selected a magazine from the 

cabinet, and flipped through it until he found an advertisement for a pickup truck. 

He copied the image of the pickup onto his paper, his head bowed low over his 
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paper as he worked. Alfred may have been modeling the actions of Javier, 

seated next to him, who was drawing a car on his own comic strip. (I noted other 

instances when Alfred modeled peer behavior, such as retrieving projects from 

his folder or putting materials away as he noted others involved in these tasks.) 

Whether the idea was his own or he modeled Javier's use of the subject, it was 

clear that it was a choice that Alfred made for his own drawing, without prompting 

from an outside source, a choice that he favored over the subjects that had been 

provided him. 

Central High School, and likewise Mr. Alan in the art classroom, worked to 

maintain an environment that facilitated student learning without fear for safety. 

On two occasions during the course of the case study, the issue of safety on a 

school-wide basis arose. The first instance was during a "Code Blue" drill in 

which the school prepared for the contingency of an armed intruder in the 

building. When the drill was announced, Mr. Alan instructed one student to turn 

the radio off while he himself moved to turn off the lights, leaving only the bank of 

lights at the front of the room lit. He instructed Ms. Gutierrez to move away from 

the door, me to move away from an open window, and the students to be very 

quiet. During the duration of the drill, students worked quietly on their projects; 

Alfred wrung his hands, smiling, and looked around the room as if the change in 

routine made him nen/ous. After the drill was lifted, Mr. Alan praised the class's 

performance, "Good job. I appreciate your cooperation." 
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A second instance of school-wide safety concern involved the anniversary 

of the Columbine High School tragedy. Prior to the anniversary, announcements 

included reassurances of school safety in an attempt to allay fears fueled by 

rumors of school disruption. On April 19, the anniversary of the tragedy, 

announcements were lengthy and directly addressed safety concerns. During 

these announcements, the class listened in unusual silence, as if reflecting upon 

the gravity of the anniversary date and needing to hear those reassurances. 

At the classroom level, Mr. Alan's concems for safety revolved primarily 

around the use of materials. As a "floating" teacher who transported all of his 

class materials from room to room on a rolling cart, Mr. Alan was well aware of 

the access of students to materials and was especially conscious of the exacto 

knives that students utilized during their scratchboard drawings. When not in 

use, the knives were stored upright (blade down) in a slotted container that 

included a space for each knife. Mr. Alan very deliberately accounted for each 

knife as it was returned, once having the class search for a missing one that was 

found at the back of the classroom. Mr. Alan also expressed concern for 

allowing Alfred to work with an exacto knife, citing the aforementioned incident 

earlier in the semester in which Alfred became frustrated and hurled two 

paintbrushes across the room. Instead, Mr. Alan devised the modified version of 

the scratchboard assignment in which Alfred utilized a ceramic needle tool to 

scratch his design rather than the exacto knife. 
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The classroom as a whole worked cooperatively and quietly with little to 

no disruptions throughout the five-month case study. During the duration of the 

case study, no student was sent to the office for disciplinary infractions. Students 

appeared comfortable in the art classroom as a leaming environment, able to 

move about at ease and without friction between one another. Alfred's 

aforementioned outburst was the only one during the case study, and his peers 

(who noticed the outburst, which was quick and relatively quiet) did exhibit 

discomfort at his behavior through nervous laughter and comments, such as "I 

didn't know what he was going to do next." Alfred's agitation passed quickly as 

he helped to clean the paint from the floor and resumed work, and students also 

continued their work. It is important to note that this outburst occurred on the 

same day as the Code Blue drill, and part of Alfred's agitation may be attributable 

to his earlier apparent nervousness at the break in routine or his possible 

perception of an intruder in the building. 

Efficiency: LRE and FAPE Combined 

Chapter II described the concept of efficiency in terms of the 

communitarian model, which focused more on the ability of stakeholders to 

contribute within the community than on economic measures of productivity. 

This communitarian outlook on efficiency acknowledges both issues of equality 

and difference among community members. It does not limit education just to 
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vocational considerations but instead broadens it to encompass larger issues of 

one's place in society, including one's empowerment and responsibility within the 

community. 

As such, this study regards the notion of efficiency in inclusive education 

as one that includes not only academic concerns but also those associated with 

opportunity to contribute to the classroom community. Where special education 

considerations are brought to bear, these concerns are addressed through the 

combined concepts of FAPE and the LRE as the most productive and efficient 

educative program for a given student experiencing disabilities, according to his 

or her unique needs. What might be the most efficient program of education for 

one student may not be for another, even if the two are categorized as 

experiencing the same disability. The lEP, therefore, acts as the documented 

plan for ensuring the most efficient and effective plan for educating a specific 

student. 

Below, I investigate both the statute's and the courts' interpretations of 

issues related to the value of efficiency. Because I examine efficiency in terms of 

a combination of the FAPE and LRE mandates, much of the information 

addressed in the equality/FAPE and liberty/LRE sections above is fundamental in 

examining the role of the efficiency value, too. Here, these former two ideals 

dovetail into the latter, emphasizing both the right to association with 

"nondisabled" peers and the appropriateness factor within that right. This 
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section, then, draws upon the previous two, making specific connections to 

issues of productivity in the art classroom as the appropriate LRE. 

Efficiency: FAPE + LRE and the Role 
of the lEP in IDEA 

In the power perspective section earlier in this chapter, I discussed 

Congress' initial preoccupation with economic concerns for efficiency as it 

formulated the EAHCA of 1975. Indeed, Congress weighed the benefits of an 

appropriate and individualized education for those experiencing disabilities 

against the pitfalls of not educating these individuals appropriately that might 

then, otherwise, become financial burdens upon society (S. Rep. No. 168, 1975). 

Even with the passage of the IDEA Amendments of 1997, members of 

Congress pointed to the potential vocational needs of students experiencing 

disabilities as a key concern of the law. Senator Jeffords demonstrated this 

tendency to align contribution to society with economics when he stated: 

The bottom line is that when it comes time to graduate from high 
school, we must make sure that our students, all students, have the 
skills to either pursue postsecondary education or training, or to get 
a good job and be contributing members of our communities to the 
utmost of their abilities . . . 

My message to you today is simple: This Nation is facing an 
educational crisis in which 50 percent of our high school graduates 
are functionally illiterate and not prepared to enter the workplace. If 
we are going to maintain our economic standing as a Nation, we 
must do much better. {Reauthorization of IDEA, 1997) 
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The IDEA itself, though, emphasizes the right of all individuals to 

participate in and contribute to society, explaining that educational results 

promote independent living (20 U.S.C. § 1400). The regulations following IDEA's 

reauthorization describe the philosophy of independent living as inclusive of the 

concepts of 

Consumer control, peer support, self-help, self-determination, equal 
access, and individual and system advocacy, in order to maximize 
the leadership, empowerment, independence, and productivity of 
individuals with disabilities, and the integration and full inclusion of 
individuals with disabilities into the mainstream of American society. 
(34C.F.R. Part300, App. A) 

The law and its regulations combined, then, reveal a definition of contribution to 

society that extends beyond mere economic contribution. 

The lEP, then, is the plan by which identified students are educated in 

order to enable that contributory role within society. In order for this education to 

take place, the student's needs (resulting from the disability) must be met in such 

a way that the child is able to progress and be involved in Xhe general curriculum 

(20 U.S.C. § 1414). Involvement implies an interactive and participatory role 

within the curriculum and instruction rather than a passive role. Modifications to 

the general curriculum may be necessary in order to meet the student's 

educative needs. These modifications are determined by what is the appropriate 

and most effective course of action for the student's unique needs, what is most 

efficient and productive in terms of that student's education. Through the lEP, 
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the student acquires the skills necessary to realize the productivity, self-

determination, and empowerment alluded to in the federal regulations of IDEA. 

Efficiency: FAPE + LRE and the Role of the Courts 

Issues of efficiency have arisen in LRE-related cases more implicitly than 

explicitly. Most often, these issues are tied to the question of what is the most 

productive and effective course of action in meeting a particular student's 

educational needs. Behind this question lies the presumption that the most 

productive plan for education will better enable the student to meet the societal 

role envisioned by IDEA, the one described in the previous section. The most 

efficient program of education for meeting the student's needs, then, is guided by 

the combined concepts of FAPE in the LRE. In this way, issues of efficiency 

have been addressed, along with those of equality and liberty, through the courts 

as they interpret FAPE in the LRE. 

In Polk V. Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit 76(hereafter, Polk; 

1988), one issue was whether the school district's blanket policy of refusing to 

provide direct physical therapy to students experiencing disabilities was a 

violation of an individualized education program. In this case, the school district 

provided for a physical therapist to work, once a month, with the particular 

student's teacher on how to integrate methods of physical therapy into the 

student's education. In this way, the therapist acted in a consultative role in 
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meeting the student's needs rather than in a therapeutic role, leaving that role in 

the hands of the special educator. 

The parents in the case felt that such consultative work must be 

supplemented by direct physical therapy in order to meet their son's needs and 

produced evidence that such physical therapy had, in the past, significantly 

increased his physical capabilities. The plaintiffs argued that, because the 

district's practices stemmed from a blanket policy, they were not individualized to 

meet their son's unique needs and were, therefore, not appropriate. 

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals agreed that the district's refusal to 

consider the provision of physical therapy conflicted with the student's right to 

procedural due process and his right to an individualized program of education. 

In reaching its decision, the court surmised that self-sufficiency was a goal of 

education, including special education. It stated: 

We infer that the emphasis on self-sufficiency indicates in some 
respect the quantum of benefits the legislators anticipated: they 
must have envisioned that significant learning would transpire in the 
special education classroom—enough so that citizens who would 
othenA/ise become burdens on the state would be transformed into 
productive members of society. {Polk, 1988, p. 182) 

It is interesting to note the potential for transformative power with which 

the court felt education was imbued. Should the student receive the most 

efficient and productive program of education for his or her specific needs, s/he 

might be empowered to fulfill his or her role as a productive citizen in society. 

And while f?OM//ey (1982) found that a FAPE must provide specially designed 
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instruction that allowed the student to receive educational benefit, Polk (1988) 

emphasized that such an education could not be de minimis, or trivial, in nature. 

It is noteworthy, though, that the courts have deferred to parents and educators 

for the determination of educational method most suitable to a student's needs 

{Rowley, 1982). 

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals also addressed concerns of modifying 

the curriculum in order to meet the individuated needs of the student in Oberti 

(1993). Here, the court maintained that addressing those unique needs was the 

requirement of the law. Doing so must include efforts (and not mere token ones) 

at modification of the general education program, when necessary. 

Certainly, issues of cost consideration (while outside the scope of this 

case study) have entered into the efficiency equation. In Rachel H. (1994), the 

school district contended that it would cost $109,000 to educate Rachel on a full-

time basis in the general classroom. They calculated this figure based upon the 

salary of a full-time aide for Rachel, along with $80,000 for school-wide sensitivity 

education for personnel. The court did not find that the district had proven that 

such education was necessary and, instead, found evidence thatthe California 

Department of Education would provide such education at no cost. In addition, 

the court determined that it was inappropriate to assign the full burden of those 

costs to Rachel when other students experiencing disabilities might, too, benefit. 

While cost may be a consideration in determining the most effective and 
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appropriate educational placement for a student, it is only one of several factors 

to be considered. 

With FAPE and LRE inextricably intertwined—and, therefore, equality and 

liberty in special education law—the concept of efficiency (especially as viewed 

from the communitarian perspective) naturally follows. If the goal of specialized 

education is to empower individuals to assume a contributory role within society, 

then the idea of how to most effectively provide for this future role ensues. Both 

the legislature and the courts have acknowledged specialized education as a 

means to this end. It is, however, at the actual implementation level that this 

must occur. This implementation of FAPE in the LRE, through the value of 

efficiency, is explored through the case study analysis that follows. 

Efficiency: FAPE + LRE in the Central High School 
Art Classroom 

The research questions in Chapter II delineated four areas of interest 

under the value of efficiency: (a) that of educational benefit from experience in 

the LRE, (b) whether all students—regardless of ability or disability—were 

regarded as productive contributors to the classroom community and allowed 

opportunities to contribute, (c) how the extant support structure that is in place to 

effectuate the LRE affects the productive contribution of stakeholders in the 

class, and (d) stakeholder perceptions of what constitutes an efficient use of time 

in the art classroom. Aspects of many of these issues arose during the equality 
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and liberty analyses of the case study data earlier in this chapter and, even then, 

indicated answers to one or more of these research questions. Because of the 

unique and individuated nature of the education of learners with special needs in 

the LRE, the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency are intertwined and must 

come under consideration when planning for a student's FAPE in the LRE. 

Factors that equated efficiency with monetary concerns, while a 

component of past perspectives of efficiency, lay outside the framework and 

therefore the scope of this study. It is interesting to note, nonetheless, that 

dollar-driven issues of efficiency never arose during the duration of the case 

study. At no time did the art teacher or any of the other stakeholders within the 

art classroom (including Mr. James and Ms. Hodges) offer up financial matters as 

restraints or facilitators of successful inclusion, even during discussions of the 

concept of efficiency in the art classroom as the LRE. This omission may 

indicate that, in this particular situation, the stakeholders did not view the issue of 

finances as a factor in this particular inclusive environment. Instead, other issues 

of time, class size, and support were at the forefront; and, while each of these 

may inherently be fiscal issues to some extent, the stakeholders regarded them 

primarily as separate from those fiscal issues. 

Analysis of data. I analyzed data under the concept of efficiency as I did 

with those of equality and liberty, working from the general to the specific and 

considering, too, those instances under the equality and liberty analyses that 
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might also be examples of efficiency in the art classroom. In examining the 

question of educational benefit in the art classroom for learners experiencing 

disabilities, I followed the courts' example in considering both academic benefit 

and benefit outside of academics, such as socialization and peer modeling. I 

sorted the encoded cards first searching for issues of efficiency, then 

categorizing those instances according to the research questions. I then sorted, 

noting relative frequency of occurrences among these initial observations that 

would differentiate those which were patterns of behavior from those that did not 

establish themselves as patterns during the duration of this case study. Finally, I 

compared these observations to stakeholder comments that occurred during 

informal and formal interviews for further delineation and corroboration of the 

data. 

Findings of the analvsis. While the art classroom was a relaxed 

environment, Mr. Alan made it clear that he expected students to work. He 

praised students (both as individuals and as a class) on a number of occasions 

for their work on their projects or their help in cleaning up at the end of the 

period. He also prompted students engaged in off-task behaviors to resume 

working. Because he himself was so busy monitoring the classroom and 

providing for students' needs, however, he often was not able to enforce these 

prompts so that, many times, these students resumed their off-task behavior 

once he moved away from their area. 
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Likewise, Mr. Alan appeared to avoid confrontational situations (as 

evidenced by his neglect in addressing Ms. Gutierrez's departures—even though 

he obviously found them frustrating, his failure to follow up on some of the 

promised supports regarding Alfred's inclusion—such as the visit with the 

psychologist, and his behavior with stakeholders in the classroom) so, if a 

student was not inclined to resume work on their project, Mr. Alan might leave 

that student to his or her off-task behavior without further comment. One such 

example included Devon, a "nondisabled" student, who spent the class period 

looking through magazines without working on his project. At one point, Mr. Alan 

tried to prompt Devon to resume work on his project, but Devon hedged, saying 

that he was unhappy with his work and intended to start over. "You don't have 

much time," Mr. Alan warned before walking away. Devon resumed reading the 

magazines for the remainder of the class (March 20, 2000). It is important to 

note that most students complied readily with Mr. Alan's prompts and remained 

on-task for most of the art class period; instances of noncompliance were rare. 

Mr. Alan himself remained busy throughout the duration of the class 

period, monitoring and helping students or retrieving needed materials. On a 

number of occasions, students were required to wait for several minutes for Mr. 

Alan to retrieve the materials that they needed for their work or for a turn at help 

because Mr. Alan was busy with other students in the classroom. At these busier 

times, I would offer to help or he might enlist my help in making copies or cutting 
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paper that he needed. The use of the instructional aide during these instances 

might also have proved beneficial, as well, but her activity was confined primarily 

to Alfred or to her absences from the classroom. Mr. Alan did not encourage Ms. 

Gutierrez to offer aid outside of Alfred's needs and perhaps did not regard such 

aid as potentially contributory to the function of the LRE as a whole, beneficial for 

both the (other) students experiencing disabilities and "nondisabled" students 

alike. Because of Ms. Gutierrez's frequent absences, the confinement of her 

attentions to Alfred, Irma, and DeShaun, and the apparent inhibiting factor that 

her close supervision of Alfred had on his interactions with Mr. Alan and others in 

the classroom (along with the possible stigmatization that her presence may 

have attached to Alfred), it is clear that her position as an instructional aide was 

not utilized as efficiently and productively as it might have been. 

While Mr. Alan was engaged in monitoring the class as a whole and in 

helping all students, I noted more instances of him prompting Irma and Alfred to 

work than other individuals. This may be due, in part, to my proximity to these 

two throughout most of the case study; but I also noted obvious examples of 

"nondisabled" students' off-task behavior that were not addressed at all. Mr. 

Alan's prompting of Alfred was often conversational and explanatory as he might 

sit next to Alfred and discuss his work and his next step with him. At these times, 

Alfred frequently did not appear to listen, but Mr. Alan would continue to explain 
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without securing Alfred's attention with a physical prompt or by establishing eye 

contact. 

On the other hand, Mr. Alan's prompting of Irma was more frequent and 

more cursory than were his prompts with Alfred. Irma often engaged in off-task 

behavior—conversing with peers, looking through magazines, or watching Alfred 

work—although not as frequently in Ms. Gutierrez's presence as in her absence. 

In prompting Irma, Mr. Alan often began with a "get back to work" statement that 

may or may not be followed by his accompanying her back to her table to 

demonstrate or discuss her next step in her project. In one instance, both Irma 

and DeShaun were together and off-task. Mr. Alan walked up behind Irma, 

tapped her on the shoulder, and said, "Get to work." He did not address 

DeShaun who immediately transferred Mr. Alan's prompt to himself, anyway, 

saying, "I need to get to work, too" (February 21, 2000). Whether DeShaun 

made this comment and returned to work before Mr. Alan had the opportunity to 

prompt him, as well, or whether Mr. Alan intended to prompt Irma only is unclear. 

Mr. Alan perceived the use of an instructional aide as integral to Alfred's 

performance in the classroom, stating that Alfred "needs help doing everythin^' 

(Personal communication, April 5, 2000). This may be one reason why he found 

the aide's frequent absences so frustrating. Alfred's mother, too, indicated 

Alfred's need for help and supervision, explaining: 

I do so much for him, and it makes the teachers mad . . . I don't 
think they really understand autism at all because they want him to 
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be independent, and it's like, yeah, he can be independent at a 
point . . . I was happy with [the self-contained class when Alfred 
was younger] because there always was . . . small classes, and, 
you know, more than one teacher. You know, a teacher and an 
aide. (Personal communication, May 16, 2000) 

While Mr. Alan's attention was thinly spread, he did work to keep Alfred 

and other students on-task. It was clear, though, that he viewed the outcome of 

Alfred's work and the productivity of his work in class differently than did Mr. 

James and Ms. Hodges. Mr. Alan described Alfred's work as "very schematic," 

indicating that he had seen little change in Alfred since he was included into the 

classroom (Personal communication, April 5, 2000). On the other hand, Mr. 

James said of Alfred's work, "l'm surprised by how well he's doing in art. . . 

Some of the pictures that l've noticed that he's drawn, uh, l'm impressed by them 

. . . I would have felt like some of his artwork was as good as and better than 

some of the regular students in there" (Personal communication, April 26, 2000). 

Likewise, Ms. Hodges was pleased with Alfred's progress in art, stating, "He 

made this big mask . . . It's wonderful! I can not get over it!" (Personal 

communication, May 16, 2000). While Mr. Alan was disappointed in Alfred's 

progress in his artwork, Mr. James and Ms. Hodges were impressed. This may 

be due, in part, to a clearer understanding, on the part of Mr. James and Ms. 

Hodges, of Alfred's special needs and an ability on their part to more readily 

notice progress in Alfred's development and learning. While Mr. Alan utilized a 

similar measure for efficiency and productivity with Alfred's work as he might with 
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a "nondisabled" student's work, comparing the two to one another, Mr. James 

and Ms. Hodges were able to compare the effectiveness of Alfred's work to his 

own past performance and in light of his unique educational needs. 

Mr. James and Ms. Hodges also spoke of the nonacademic benefits of 

Alfred's inclusion in the art class. Mr. James acknowledged that, even if the 

"nondisabled" students did not interact with Alfred as much as he might like, that 

Alfred "learns from the incidental learning of seeing how they behave and how 

they act" (Personal communication, April 26, 2000). Indeed (and as mentioned 

earlier in this chapter) Alfred often emulated the activities of his peers as he 

observed them at work. In one instance, as students in the class folded paper 

around their scratchboard according to Mr. Alan's instructions, Alfred modeled 

their actions, folding his paper likewise. As Mr. Alan delivered further 

instructions, Alfred appeared to listen, looking in the direction of Mr. Alan as he 

spoke. Ms. Hodges, too, attributed some of Alfred's more social behaviors to his 

involvement in art class. She felt that one outcome of his involvement was that 

he was more talkative at home, explaining: 

Normally, he would come in, like a normal child, and go straight to 
the refrigerator. . . But [now] he comes in, and he may say a few 
words. So, but, yeah—you know, art is just, I guess it lets him 
do—it's hard for me to explain. But you can kind of see that that 
class is—it has a big, big impact. (Personal communication, May 
16,2000) 

It is clear that the particular art classroom as the inclusive environment 

provided opportunities for both academic and nonacademic benefits for the 
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learners experiencing disabilities. Mr. James even pointed to the tendency of his 

students to behave better in the general classroom than in his, due in part to peer 

pressure and his students' desire not to be regarded as "special ed." students 

(Personal communication, April 26, 2000). The same support structures that 

affected the value of efficiency within the LRE affected, too, the values of equality 

and liberty and students' opportunities to contribute as members of the art 

classroom community. In Chapter V, I interpret the data in light of the 

communitarian models of equality, liberty, and efficiency. I also offer conclusions 

and recommendations for promoting the communitarian perspective within the 

specific classroom and other inclusive high school art classrooms, as well. 

Summary 

In this chapter, I analyzed the IDEA mandate as it related to four 

perspectives: the power perspective, the organizational structure perspective, 

the technical perspective, and the societal consensus perspective. The power 

perspective analysis not only examined the historical and legal events that 

provided impetus for the passage of IDEA, but it also examined the role of 

outside forces in the formation of idea. These outside forces or powers included 

advocacy groups, educators, and members of Congress themselves, and these 

acted in an almost collaborative manner in the shaping of the law. 
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In analyzing the organizational structure of the LRE mandate, I 

investigated the channels through which the law funneled as it made its way to 

implementation. Beginning with regulatory law at the national level, I then 

focused upon the SEA level and Texas' State Plan, then the LEA level as I 

examined the school district's operating guidelines. The Sfafe Plan went beyond 

the federal regulations (which state that inclusion in the general classroom must 

not be detrimental to the "nondisabled" students in the classroom) and held that 

inclusive placements should benefit all stakeholders in the general classroom. 

The local operating guidelines, likewise, held that the general educator must be 

able to call upon the support of the special educator in order to facilitate the 

success of all students in the general classroom setting. At the classroom level, 

the final step in the organizational structure of the mandate, and the actual 

implementation step, this same emphasis on collaboration between the general 

and special educator is, in fact, integral to the development of a communitarian 

LRE learning environment. 

The technical perspective of the analysis revealed that the law and the 

courts, while primarily process-oriented, point to the importance of educative 

outcomes, as well. These outcomes, however, are not delineated as specifics in 

the IDEA and are left to those working with the student experiencing disabilities 

as appropriate to his or her individual educative needs. The law itself 

incorporates the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency, addressing equality in 
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the form of FAPE, liberty with LRE, and efficiency with the combined FAPE and 

LRE as appropriate to the student's needs and as outlined in the lEP. 

Under the societal consensus perspective, I further analyzed 

equality/FAPE, liberty/LRE, and efficiency/FAPE+LRE as they manifested 

themselves in the law and in the courts. Under equality, I noted Congress' 

apparent intent to maximize educational opportunity for those experiencing 

disabilities as it conflicted to the Supreme Court's 1982 decision in Rowley. 

Under liberty, I noted the tension between FAPE and the LRE and the idea under 

both the statute and the court's interpretation that a student's right to associate 

with "nondisabled" peers should only be curbed to the extent necessary to 

provide for his or her most appropriate education. Under efficiency, I tied the 

FAPE and LRE together in examining the notion of the most effective plan of 

education given a student's unique needs. Under the societal consensus, I also 

examined case study data that illustrated instances of equality, liberty, and 

efficiency within the Central High School art classroom. Here, I examined the 

classroom community as a whole, noting interactions between stakeholders, that 

are analyzed in Chapter V through the communitarian perspective of equality, 

liberty, and efficiency. 
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CHAPTER V 

INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Through a combination of historical/legal analysis and case study 

methodologies, I examined the least restrictive environment (LRE) mandate and 

its implementation in a high school art classroom. In Chapter IV, I analyzed the 

LRE (and free appropriate public education [FAPE]) as it evolved throughout its 

legislative history and its interpretation in the courts. I traced the path of the 

mandate from the federal level to the Central High School art classroom as the 

LRE. I also investigated some of the forces instrumental in the formation of 

special education law. The case study, then, enabled me to further examine the 

concept of the LRE in its final phase of implementation as the Central High 

School art classroom environment included learners with a range of differing 

needs. 

I theoretically framed the study with the instrumental values of equality, 

liberty, and efficiency, values at the core of education legislation. In Chapter II, I 

investigated these values in terms of their impact on education, including special 

education. From the literature review of these concepts, I selected TumbuH's 

(1991) communitarian perspectives of equality, liberty, and efficiency. The 

emphasis of the communitarian perspective upon the community and each 
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member's ability to contribute within that community, as well as responsibility for 

other community members, was the lens I used for data collection, analysis, and 

interpretation. In a review of special education legislation, I correlated equality 

with FAPE, liberty with the LRE, and efficiency with FAPE and LRE combined 

(and documented in the individualized education program [lEP]). Through both 

the historical/legal and case study analyses presented in Chapter IV, I examined 

the data through the theoretical frame of (communitarian) equality, liberty, and 

efficiency. 

In this chapter, I interpret the findings of the case study according to the 

theoretical frame. In Chapter II, I set forth the research questions that guided the 

study. I organize the following sections under the components of the theoretical 

framework and according to the Chapter II research questions. In the first 

section, I investigate questions related to the value of equality, including 

stakeholder perceptions of equality and how the needs of the students are met 

equally in the LRE. In the section under liberty, I interpret findings related to 

stakeholders' abilities to make choices and to actively participate in the art 

classroom community. Under efficiency, I examine the Chapter IV findings in 

terms of stakeholders' abilities to make productive contributions, along with the 

academic and nonacademic benefits of the art classroom as the LRE. Following 

the interpretation of the study findings according to the theoretical framework, I 

draw conclusions from the study as a whole, including an examination of my own 
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role within the art classroom as a participant observer. Finally, I offer 

recommendations for facilitating the LRE within the art classroom. 

Interpretation of Findings Through the Theoretical 
Frame of Equality. Libertv. and Efficiency 

The Value of Equality 

The communitarian perspective of equality involves viewing the members 

of a community as interdependent rather than independent, as well as respecting 

all members of the community, regardless of ability or disability. Within the LRE, 

this perspective of equality entails equal access to learning for all stakeholders 

through the recognition of mutual needs, contributions, and interdependence. 

With regard to equality, the research questions in Chapter II asked: 

1. How does the art teacher's understanding/perception of the mandate 

affect the active participation of the student with disabilities in the LRE? 

2. How does the support framework (in the form of access of the general 

classroom teacher to collaborative opportunities with the special educator, 

access to tools and information for successful modification strategies, etc.) that is 

in place in the LRE affect the value of equality? 

3. Does this LRE encompass the needs of all students as a community or 

do the rights of one group preclude or override those of another? 

272 



4. How does the LRE mandate (and FAPE) and subsequent court action 

seem to define equality, and how does that definition support or conflict with 

communitahan equality? 

In interpreting the study findings through the value of equality, I organize 

information according to these four research questions. The first section 

examines findings in reference to Mr. Alan's perception of LRE and how that 

affects the LRE. In the second section under equality, I interpret findings 

according to the access provided through the extant support network within the 

art classroom. The third section examines the needs of stakeholders and how 

(and if) those needs are provided for equitably. The last section under equality 

interprets the mandate's own perspective on equality and how that conflicts with 

or compares to the communitarian perspective of equality. 

How Does the Art Teacher's Understanding/Perception 
of the Mandate Affect the Active Participation of the 
Student(s) with Disabilities in the LRE? 

Mr. Alan's perceptions of the LRE mandate and equality. It is clear from 

the data analysis in Chapter IV that Mr. Alan was concemed for the students in 

his class. Early on in the inclusion process, with regard to Alfred, Mr. Alan 

requested the addition of an instructional aide. Mr. Alan understood his own 

inability to meet Alfred's needs in a class so large without the support of the aide; 
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and this aide was provided quickly, not only for Mr. Alan's class but for other 

general classes into which Alfred was included. 

Even with the support of an instructional aide, though, Mr. Alan still felt ill 

equipped to meet Alfred's educational needs resulting from his autism. Mr. Alan 

did not express the same uneasiness with students such as Irma and DeShaun, 

both of whom were high functioning and verbal. Instead, Mr. Alan's discomfort 

appeared to stem from his own lack of familiarity with autism and with the 

severity of Alfred's disability. Alfred's lack of verbalization seemed particularly 

vexing to Mr. Alan, and he stated during interview, "I never had a student who 

wouldn't talk. He hasn't said three words to me all year long" (Personal 

communication, April 5, 2000). 

When I asked him about his perceptions of the inclusion of students with 

severe disabilities in general classrooms, he explained: 

Well, I understand why you want to do it, you know. I understand, 
being a parent, why parents would want to do that sort of thing . . . 
For the most part, I don't really think it does a whole lot of good 
i/n/essthey can, unless their kids had already had the ability to—to 
relate with people. You know? Those that can, you know, they do 
all right. And students—and if they can relate to the other students 
in the classroom, communicate with them and stuff, in some 
way—usually they get along pretty good. (Personal communication, 
April 5, 2000) 

From this comment, it is apparent that Mr. Alan adopted a primarily 

assimilation/formal justice view of equality. Because their parents paid taxes, 

students experiencing severe disabilities had "every right" to be in general 
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classes (Personal communication, April 5, 2000); the door to inclusion was open, 

but students must conform to the "norms" of society in order for real integration 

and success to occur. Alfred's nonverbalization, according to Mr. Alan's 

perspective, precluded him from gaining any real benefit from the inclusion 

experience. Possibly to deflect from his own discomfort with the situation, Mr. 

Alan seemingly projected that discomfiture onto Alfred, apparently positing that 

Alfred's own uneasiness (rather than his disability) may be the reason for his lack 

of verbalization: "He never talks to anybody. I think he feels incredibly out of 

place . . . I think he feels very intimidated, I think he feels incredibly out of place" 

(Personal communication, April 5, 2000). 

There were times throughout the case study, too, that Mr. Alan appeared 

to adopt a compensatory view of equality and of his own role in the LRE. His 

concern over class size in inclusion, and his wish that Alfred had been included 

into a smaller class so that he could provide Alfred with more individualized 

attention, indicated his own recognition of Alfred's unique educational needs. 

Clearly, he viewed the instructional aide's purpose as the meeting of Alfred's 

educational needs; she provided the equalizing factor that Alfred required for 

assimilation into the classroom environment. Mr. Alan would often address her in 

explaining assignments individually, rather than directing his instructions to 

Alfred, although there were times when he did address Alfred directly. Mr. Alan 
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spent most of his own one-on-one time with Alfred during Ms. Gutierrez's 

absences from the classroom. 

In terms of the LRE mandate, Mr. Alan's "every right to be in the class" 

comment reveals that perhaps he viewed inclusion as proximity, at least in 

including students who experienced severe disabilities. Such a notion would 

align with the formal justice/assimilation model of equality mentioned earlier. The 

fact that Mr. Alan often left Alfred's instruction to the aide, and that Alfred spent a 

great deal of time engaged in off-task behaviors (such as staring into space or 

reading his typing for long periods of time) without intervention during her 

absences, may also illustrate this inclusion-as-proximity perception. For 

students, such as Irma and DeShaun, who were more readily able to "relate with 

people" in the classroom community, Mr. Alan was better able to note the 

benefits of inclusion and was more likely to redirect off-task behavior. 

There were times when Mr. Alan's perception of the LRE 

mandate/inclusion went beyond the proximity model. It was during these times 

(often following several days of relative inactivity on Alfred's part) that Mr. Alan 

might introduce a modified version of an assignment for Alfred. One such 

example was the modified scratchboard project in which Alfred worked with the 

needle tool on oil pastel, a medium much easier to scratch than the board that 

his peers were using. In this instance, Mr. Alan decided that Alfred was unable 

to complete the scratchboard assignment with the exacto knife and revised the 
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assignment to meet Alfred's needs. This revision came, though, as most 

students had finished the scratchboard assignment and moved on to a new 

painting project. 

The effect of Mr. Alan's perceptions on the active participation of students 

in the LRE. Mr. Alan's (primarily) assimilation/formal justice perception of 

equality, and his perception of inclusion as (primarily) proximity to "nondisabled" 

peers affected Alfred's opportunity to actively participate in the LRE more than 

Irma's and DeShaun's. Because the disabilities experienced by the latter two 

students were not to the extent as to preclude social interactions with peers, they 

were more readily able to participate actively in the art classroom environment. 

Mr. Alan's comments in the previous section, and his apparent comfort in working 

with these students, indicated (to others in the class) his acceptance of Irma and 

DeShaun and an acknowledgement of their abilities to actively participate. 

Since Alfred was, to a great extent, nonverbal and did not himself initiate 

interactions with peers, his opportunities for social interactions were curbed more 

than Irma's, DeShaun's, and the "nondisabled" students in the classroom. Mr. 

Alan perceived that his own interactions with Alfred were unsuccessful and left 

most of Alfred's instruction to Ms. Gutierrez, who spent more time with Alfred 

during the day and was more familiar with his educative needs. During the times 

when Mr. Alan tried to interact with Alfred and Alfred did not respond, Mr. Alan 

did not attempt to illicit a response through saying Alfred's name or through touch 
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to gain Alfred's attention. Because Mr. Alan himself acknowledged a lack of 

familiarity with Alfred's needs resulting from autism, it may be that Mr. Alan did 

not know how to gain Alfred's attention or if he even knew that he could. 

At times, when Mr. Alan evidenced a more compensatory view of equality 

and of accommodation in providing for the LRE, he did so through a recognition 

and acknowledgement of Alfred's unique needs. His provisions, though, were 

more compensatory than communitarian in that, while he recognized those 

needs and adjusted for them, such actions stopped at the accommodation level 

rather than stemmed from respect for the individual or a recognition of Alfred's 

ability to contribute to the class. It was clear from the data presented in Chapter 

IV that Mr. Alan viewed Alfred as dependent rather than viewing all stakeholders 

in the art classroom as interdependent. Mr. Alan's perception of equality and 

education in the LRE/inclusion was clearly one factor affecting Alfred's 

opportunity to participate in the art classroom as the LRE in that, while he did 

participate, this participation was more passive than active. Mr. Alan, and 

therefore the students in the classroom, regarded Alfred as apart from the 

classroom community rather than as an interdependent part of it. 

How Does the Support Framework that is in Place in 
the LRE Affect the Value of Equality? 

Three factors regarding the support framework for the LRE emerged in 

Chapter IV. These included: (a) tools and successful modification strategies to 
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facilitate inclusion, (b) opportunities to collaborate with special educators to 

create the LRE, and (c) the instructional aide as a support. In examining each of 

these, it is important to note that stakeholders' perceptions shaped the reality of 

the art classroom as a least restrictive learning environment. This means that, 

whether or not a certain opportunity for support was present, a stakeholder's 

perception of his or her access to that opportunity dictated whether or not s/he 

took advantage of it as a support for the LRE. Below, I examine each of these 

three emergent support components from the Central High School art classroom 

and how they affected the framework's value of equality. 

Tools and successful modification strategies for inclusion. The findings in 

Chapter IV indicated that, while Mr. Alan believed that he did receive support in 

the provision of the instructional aide at the beginning of the school year, he did 

not feel that he had seen that much support since then. Evidencing this lack of 

support, Mr. Alan cited the aide's habit of leaving the classroom during class time 

and the meeting with the psychologist—for the purpose of discussing Alfred's 

particular needs—that never occurred. While his interactions with other students 

in the classroom were similar to one another, his interactions with Alfred seemed 

to generate more frustration and a sense of futility regarding Alfred's academic 

progress. He expressed exasperation with the lEP, which he perceived as 

having no rea//7e/pfí7/information regarding Alfred's autism, what his 

expectations should be for Alfred (concerning both his abilities and disabilities), 
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and what kinds of educational strategies worked best for Alfred's unique needs. 

The effects of the support network on the LRE are further examined through the 

theoretical framework concerning both liberty and efficiency issues. 

Opportunities to collaborate with the special educator. Mr. James' and Mr. 

Alan's perceptions of the initial preparations for Alfred's inclusion in the art 

classroom differed. While Mr. Alan stated that the first indication he had of 

Alfred's inclusion within the art classroom was the lEP in his school mailbox, Mr. 

James gave a different account. During an early conversation, Mr. James 

explained that he spoke to Mr. Alan before including Alfred in his art class, to see 

if Mr. Alan felt comfortable with the idea, stating, "That's still something I feel I 

need to do" (Personal communication, December 17, 1999). In a later formal 

interview, Mr. James said that he facilitated Alfred's transition into the art 

classroom by talking to Mr. Alan about some of Alfred's special needs (Personal 

communication, April 26, 2000). 

Whether or not Mr. James and Mr. Alan had an opportunity to speak at 

length and to prepare Mr. Alan for Alfred's inclusion into the art class is not as 

significant as Mr. Alan's perception that he had not been prepared. It was clear 

that Mr. Alan felt that he had not received due preparation and that he was still 

struggling with Alfred's inclusion in the art class. Both Mr. James and Mr. Alan 

referenced times that they had spoken or that Mr. James came to the art 

classroom to see Alfred's work. During the course of the case study, however, 
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there was no indication that the two met to collaborate on or discuss Alfred's, 

Irma's, or DeShaun's educative needs. In Chapter II, I explored the role of 

collaboration between special and general educators during the inclusion 

process. This is one component of the support framework from which Mr. Alan— 

along with Alfred, Irma, and DeShaun—would have benefited. 

The instructional aide as a support. In Chapter II, I investigated the role of 

the instructional aide as a support in creating the LRE. In Chapter IV, I analyzed 

Ms. Gutierrez's role in the Central High School art classroom, noting under the 

value of efficiency that her role as an aide had not been utilized as productively 

as it might have been. While Ms. Gutierrez's role as the instructional aide is 

further explored in this chapter under the values of liberty and efficiency, it is 

important to note her role in the provision of equality, as well. While the 

instructional aide serves the purpose of providing educational support for the 

student(s) experiencing disabilities, Chapters II and IV reveal that s/he may also 

inhibit interaction between that student (or those students) and other 

stakeholders in the inclusive general classroom. Doing so might, therefore, 

affect the identified student's opportunities to actively and equally participate in 

the classroom environment. 

In the case of Ms. Gutierrez, it was clear that she viewed Alfred as her 

responsibility while she was in the art classroom and that Mr. Alan felt the same 

way. Because of this and the failure to foster interactions between Alfred and 
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other stakeholders in the classroom, Ms. Gutierrez may have, at times, 

hampered rather than facilitated Alfred's active participation in the classroom 

community. This possibility is in keeping with the findings in Chapter II that the 

aide, if not properly prepared, may become a barrier to the inclusion process 

(Gelzheiser et al., 1997; Grigal, 1998; Guay, 1999; Schiller, 1999). This also 

implies that, with proper preparation, this problem may be alleviated. 

Does this LRE Encompass the Needs of All Students 
as a Community or Do the Rights of One Group 
Preclude or Override Those of Another? 

In examining the issue of equality and the needs of all stakeholders in the 

art classroom, it is important to note stakeholders' perceptions of others and their 

own roles within the classroom. It was clear that some students experiencing 

disabilities, such as Irma and DeShaun, longed for social interaction with 

"nondisabled" peers and that they felt diminished if they thought themselves 

perceived as "special education students." Throughout the analysis in Chapter 

IV, there are examples of these two students' interactions with one another and 

with peers in the art classroom. DeShaun, in particular, distanced himself from 

Alfred in most cases, as well as from mention of any involvement in Mr. James' 

class. Chapter IV data revealed that, even within Mr. James' class, DeShaun 

avoided Alfred and any association with programs, such as Special Olympics, 

that might indicate specialized education. 
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It is important to note, then, that for Irma and DeShaun, inclusion in the art 

classroom meant an opportunity to interact with "nondisabled" peers and to 

become actively involved in a classroom community outside of the vocational 

adjustment class. Irma and DeShaun were able to find acceptance with (at least 

some) peers in the classroom and to interact with these peers as friends. 

In examining the LRE, though, the question arises as to whether the 

needs of all students are met or whether the rights of one group supercedes 

those of any others. I noted, in Chapter IV, that Mr. Alan extended some 

instructional modifications to all students equally: those of pacing and seating. 

Rather than singling out students for preferential seating, Mr. Alan allowed 

students to sit wherever they pleased, as long as they were able to work where 

they were sitting. During the course of the case study, he did not find it 

necessary to change anyone's seating because of off-task behavior. Because he 

walked around the whole room, monitoring student progress and offering help, 

there was no such thing as "preferential seating" in the art classroom, anyway. 

In terms of self-pacing on assignments, Mr. Alan allowed all students to 

work at their own pace, completing one project and moving to the next when they 

were ready. While the students in the class worked at roughly the same rate, it 

was not uncommon to find a number working on one project while others had 

moved on to the next. Often, varying ability or disability did not play a role in who 

was working at a slower rate. Instead, the level of interest that a student had in a 
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project seemed to dictate the rate of completion: if students enjoyed what they 

were doing or were proud of their work, they might work more slowly and 

meticulously, for instance. 

Class size was a factor in the level of individualized attention that students 

received while working. Because the class was so large and involved so many 

learners of differing abilities, it was difficult for Mr. Alan to meet the needs of all 

students all of the time. As mentioned in Chapter IV, Mr. Alan was able to divide 

his time fairly equitably among the students who required his attention. Still, 

while the educative needs of all students were met fairly equally, they were not 

met optimally. Too often, this strict equality of provisions was not enough to fulfill 

the educative needs of all students, most notably Alfred. Because the "playing 

field" of students' needs was not level to begin with, equal provision for those 

needs was not necessarily optimal provision. If one goal of inclusion is that it 

benefits all students in the general classroom as the Texas State Plan (2000) 

states, then all students should be able to benefit from active participation in the 

classroom community and from interactions with people different from 

themselves. 
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How Does the LRE Mandate and Subsequent Court 
Action Seem to Define Equality. and How Does 
that Definition Support or Conflict with 
Communitarian Equality? 

The legislative history in Chapter IV. along with the analysis of both the 

legislation's and the courts' interpretations of equality/FAPE, revealed interesting 

findings in terms of apparent definitions of equality. The courts have adhered to 

a formal justice perspective of equality, evidenced in Rowley {^ 982), in which the 

goal of a FAPE is to provide access (only) to education in the public schools for 

those experiencing disabilities, not to maximize those students' abilities. 

While the law itself may have found its roots in self-preservationist and 

economically motivated purposes early on, it has evolved from these roots to an 

apparently more compensatory—and, at times, even communitarian— 

perspective regarding equality and the education of those experiencing 

disabilities. The analysis in Chapter IV demonstrates that the law (and the 

perspectives of those who have contributed to its formation) has moved beyond 

formal justice and toward a communitarian perspective of the role of those 

experiencing disabilities within society and the schools. The language of IDEA 

describes the statute's intent to provide "maximum opportunities to achieve" (my 

italics) and states that some students experiencing disabilities will need more 

support than others in order to "max/m/ze their participation and leaming" (20 

U.S.C. § 1451(a)(6)(A)(D); my italics). This directly contradicts the conclusions 

of the Court in Rowley irorr\ 15 years before, which found FAPE did not require 
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the state to maximize the educational potential of the student experiencing 

disabilities. 

These differences in language between the Court's decision in Rowley 

and the IDEA Amendments of 1997 demonstrate a paradigm shift from the formal 

justice stance in that ruling to a communitarian and participatory perspective in 

the current legislation. Still, the precedent set by the Supreme Court in Rowley 

(1982) remains the increasingly antiquated standard by which FAPE—and, 

therefore, equality—in special education are judged. The ramifications of this are 

that schools are legally excused from maximizing participation and learning as 

stated in IDEA. Likewise, if schools adhere to the formal justice stance adopted 

by the Court in Rowley, they may never move to the compensatory or 

communitarian perspectives of equality demonstrated by IDEA. 

The Value of Liberty 

In the Chapter IV analysis of liberty, I aligned liberty with the LRE in that it 

represented the environment that least restricted the student's right to associate 

with and learn alongside "nondisabled" peers. I noted, however, that the LRE 

was not absolute but was instead a continuum that was guided by the 

appropriateness factor of FAPE. While the general classroom may be the most 

appropriate (LR) learning environment for some students, it may be too restrictive 

to the leaming of others. The Central High School art classroom, as a LRE for 
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Irma, DeShaun, Alfred, and others experiencing varying levels of disabilities, 

demonstrated a number of issues related to liberty. In the communitarian 

perspective of liberty, the emphasis is upon choice-making, responsibility for 

those choices and for the members of the community, and upon the freedom of 

stakeholders to actively participate within the community. The following research 

questions guided data collection under the value of liberty: 

1. Does the support network that is in place allow the teacher the freedom 

to include all stakeholders in the educational process? 

2. Are students with and without special needs alike able to actively 

participate in the art classroom community to the fullest extent appropriate? 

3. Are all students empowered to make aesthetic and expressive choices 

in regard to their art making? 

4. Are there factors present that affect the safety of stakeholders in the art 

classroom as the LRE (and with what strategies are these factors dealt)? 

As with the preceding equality portion of this chapter, this section is 

organized under these research questions. Here, I again examine the support 

network in terms (this time) of the value of liberty. I also explore students' 

opportunities for active participation and choice-making in the art classroom. 

Last, I investigate the notion of safety in the creation of the LRE. 
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Does the Support Network that is in Place Allow the 
Teacher the Freedom to Include All Stakeholders 
in the Educational Process? 

In this liberty-related examination of the support network for maintaining 

the LRE, I examine three facets: (a) the dissemination of information to all 

educators serving students with special needs, as provided for by the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA); (b) preservice experiences that prepare 

general educators for later inclusion experiences; and (c) issues surrounding the 

provision of the instructional aide. Proper use of these facets may potentially 

provide the general educator the support and freedom necessary to create an all-

inclusive learning environment that facilitates active participation from all its 

members. 

Dissemination of information. As discussed in Chapter IV, IDEA provides 

that all state education agencies (SEA) must disseminate research-based 

knowledge concerning successful teaching practices for improving educational 

results for students experiencing disabilities. This information is to be distributed 

to all teachers serving students with special needs. Chapter IV recounted an 

interview with Ms. Reynolds in which she explained how much of the information 

regarding special education practices is filtered through the regional education 

service centers. She also described a number of educational sessions that the 

school district held for teachers working with students experiencing certain 

disabilities. She noted that one such session for summer 2000 was for a number 
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of teachers who would be serving students experiencing autism. Ms. Reynolds 

did not specify whether these teachers were special or general educators. It 

must be assumed that it was for the former because, a few minutes later in the 

conversation, she described an educational session that involved the "total 

faculty" of a school that would be serving a student experiencing visual 

impairment. Her emphasis on the "total faculty," in this case, indicated that these 

all-inclusive settings were unusual and, therefore, noteworthy. 

She did explain that some such preparatory sessions involved teams, 

some involved the whole faculty (Personal communication, June 15, 2000). 

During the five-month course of the case study, there was no evidence of any 

such state-sponsored dissemination of data concerning the education of students 

with special needs to Mr. Alan. While, often, regional service centers may offer 

noncompulsory seminars regarding special education issues, general educators 

may not be aware of, be encouraged to, or even find the time to take advantage 

of such educative opportunities. The case study data (and my own experiences 

with inclusion in the public schools) indicates that such research-based 

knowledge involving successful teaching models for enhancing the education of 

learners with special needs may be provided to special educators; it seldom, 

however, "makes it" to the general educators (and perhaps only in the form of 

infrequent inclusion-related, school-wide staff development sessions). Without 

this potentially beneficial information, general educators may continue to struggle 
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with which strategies are the most successful in creating the LR leaming 

environment. 

Preservice teaching experiences. That Mr. Alan was uncomfortable with 

the inclusion of a student, like Alfred, with severe disabilities in his class may be 

due, in part, to his own lack of education in working with such low incidence 

students. Much of this early education and preparation comes in the form of 

preservice teaching experiences. Mr. Alan stated that nothing in his preservice 

education prepared him for working with students experiencing disabilities, 

saying, "They didn't do anything to help you do stuff like that. Uh, they talked 

about it, you know, but. . . it's just academic" (Personal communication, April 5, 

2000). He acknowledged that some sort of field experience would have helped 

in preparing him, but his preservice education did not include such experiences 

with students with special needs, especially those experiencing severe and 

profound disabilities. Early intervention and education in including students 

experiencing disabilities in the general classroom is essential in that it provides 

the foundation on which future teachers will build their own inclusive practices. A 

strong basis in successful inclusion strategies early on, coupled with 

opportunities for work alongside students experiencing a range of disabilities 

(including severe disabilities), may provide the general educator with the tools 

and the comfort level necessary to make and adjust modifications successfully 
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for a student's individual needs, thereby promoting the student's opportunity to 

actively participate in the classroom community. 

The provision of instructional aide. In Chapter IV, I discussed the 

apparent promptness with which Alfred's lEP team addressed Mr. Alan's request 

for the provision of the instructional aide. Mr. Alan noted that the lEP team 

promptly held an admit-review-dismiss (ARD) meeting to review his request and 

that they provided the aide not only for his class but for other classes into which 

Alfred was included, as well. Mr. Alan, Mr. James, Ms. Gutierrez, Ms. Hodges, 

and even Alfred himself all agreed that Alfred worked more productively with the 

presence of an aide than without one. 

The fact that Ms. Gutierrez's close supervision of Alfred inhibited his 

opportunities for interaction with Mr. Alan and other stakeholders in the 

classroom indicates that her preparation as an instructional aide could have been 

strengthened through education on collaboration strategies. It is important to 

note that, before her placement with Alfred and in Mr. James' class in the spring 

semester, Ms. Gutierrez had spent the prior sixteen years as an aide supervising 

in-school suspension. When I asked her about education for working with 

students with special needs, she indicated that she had worked with special 

education programs at the elementary level a number of years ago and had 

taken a course in cardio-pulmonary resuscitation (CPR) and a behavior class. I 

asked her about her preparation for working with students experiencing severe 
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disabilities. She noted, "Yes, I took the training, but I haven't really worked with 

any severe problem students" (Personal communication, May 15, 2000). This 

response is noteworthy in that Ms. Gutierrez equated the experience of "severe 

disabilities" with "severe problem students"; and, while she worked closely with 

Alfred, who d/d experience severe disabilities, she did not feel that she had 

worked with any such student. Ms. Gutierrez either identified "severe disabilities" 

with "severe problems" (behavior?) or she did not recognize Alfred's autism, 

which necessitated her services as an instructional aide, as a severe disability. 

In either case, it was clear that Ms. Gutierrez's experiences with and foundational 

understanding of students experiencing (severe) disabilities were limited. 

While Ms. Gutierrez's close supervision of Alfred may have been a barrier 

to his interactions with Mr. Alan and peers, her lengthy departures from the art 

classroom also impacted the LRE. Mr. Alan's interactions with Alfred during 

these absences did increase, but his attentions were still divided among the 31 

students in the class, precluding him from providing the level of attention 

necessary to maintain Alfred's focus on the task at hand. Between the two 

extremes of Ms. Gutierrez's close supervision of Alfred and her lengthy absences 

lies the optimal support level of the instructional aide that can facilitate the 

freedom of stakeholders (including both Alfred and Mr. Alan) to actively 

participate in the art classroom. I further examine this possibility in the efficiency 

and recommendations sections of this chapter. 
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Are Students With and Without Special Needs Alike 
Able to Actively Participate in the Art Classroom 
Community to the Fullest Extent Appropriate? 

The right to associate, discussed in Chapter IV, is essential to the 

provision of education in the LRE. In Chapter II, I investigated the nonacademic 

benefits of inclusion, and I noted in the Chapter IV analysis that both IDEA and 

the courts recognize these benefits. Indeed, case study findings revealed 

instances when the "nondisabled" students in the art class provided the role of 

peer models for those who did experience disabilities. I cited occasions when 

Alfred, noting the actions of those around him, would model their activities. Mr. 

James, during an interview, stated that his students often behaved better in their 

general classes than in his because they did not want to do anything that might 

make others perceive them as "special ed students" (Personal communication, 

April 26, 2000). 

I have indicated, however, that Alfred's opportunities for active 

participation and peer interaction in the art classroom were limited (although this 

was not as much the case with Irma and DeShaun). Ms. Hodges indicated that 

Alfred had friends in the special education classes, recounting one experience in 

which she accompanied the class on a field trip, "I had never seen him just run 

off with his friends. He hangs out, asks for money—he will as/cfor money^" 

(Personal communication, May 16, 2000). It was clear during this conversation 

that she was pleased with Alfred's normalizing experiences in Mr. James' class. 
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especially with his interactions with peers. This experience is notable in light of 

the fact that Alfred only indicated Mr. Alan as a friend from art class (as 

mentioned in Chapter IV), rather than any of the students. It is clear that, in an 

environment that fosters peer interaction, Alfred has the freedom and the ability 

to make friends and to interact with them. 

With the noted exceptions regarding Alfred, the students in the art 

classroom had opportunity to interact with one another. While some of these 

interactions were welcome, and the students viewed them equally, there were 

some exceptions, such as those noted between Irma and Javier in Chapter IV. 

The relaxed atmosphere of the class facilitated the ability of stakeholders to 

participate in such interactions. Still, these instances of interaction do not alone 

constitute the ability of students to be active participants in the art class and the 

educative process. Full participation, as appropriate, also involves students' 

active involvement (rather than passive) in their art-making. 

Are AII Students Empowered to Make Aesthetic and 
Expressive Choices in Regard to their Art Making? 

Because of the production orientation of the class, and because the 

creative parameters of the assignments, students had little opportunity to extend 

concepts, think critically, and interpret ideas. Mr. Alan maintained that students 

had "plenty of opportunity to make choices," but he only offered choice in subject 

matter as an example. While students were allowed leeway in subject matter, 
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Mr. Alan directed other aspects of the assignment, such as medium, sequence of 

projects, etc, and he indicated that he felt that students lacked the ability to 

make their own choices. Because there was no larger context provided for the 

assignments, students had only limited opportunities to interpret ideas and think 

critically about what they were doing. Had Mr. Alan provided these opportunities, 

students would have been empowered to more actively participate in their own 

art-making. In addition, a larger context for art-making, such as the exploration 

of a certain idea or issue, would have extended student opportunities to make 

aesthetic and expressive choices about what they were doing. 

The findings in Chapter IV revealed examples when students were 

compelled to make changes to their work that were not their choices. As noted in 

the analysis, many of the suggested changes were welcomed, and students 

complied willingly. There were other instances, though, when students were 

unhappy with the changes they felt that they had to make. There were also 

instances when students did not fully understand the objectives of the project 

and, therefore, did not understand the changes in their work that Mr. Alan 

suggested. While Mr. Alan regarded freedom to make choices as students' 

freedom to choose their own subjects, students such as Brad, Jesse, and Abe 

regarded freedom to make choices as the freedom to make aesthetic decisions 

regarding their chosen techniques and design, along with the freedom to make 

suggestions regarding the creation of their own work. Because of these differing 
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paradigms, Mr. Alan perceived that students had numerous opportunities for 

choice-making and students perceived that their occasions for choice-making 

were limited. 

Are there Factors Present that Affect the Safety of 
Stakeholders in the Art Classroom as the LRE? 

The findings in Chapter IV indicated that Mr. Alan, and Central High 

School as a whole, were concerned about issues of student safety and in 

maintaining an environment that was secure and enabled student learning. On 

the classroom level, Mr. Alan—well aware of students' access to materials 

because of his own status as a "roving" teacher who carried his supplies on a 

cart—took great care in working with and accounting for materials that were 

potentially hazardous, such as exacto knives. The classroom environment itself 

was harmonious and easy-going, mirroring aspects of Mr. Alan's own personality 

and educative style. 

Central High School, likewise, took great care in creating a safe 

environment that was conducive to learning. The presence of teachers and 

administrators in the halls during passing periods and overt attention to safety 

issues, such as the Code Blue drill and the reassuring announcements on the 

anniversary of the Columbine tragedy, evidenced the commitment to safety on 

the part of school personnel in general. The relaxed and comfortable nature of 
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the students in the art class was a result of this cultivation of a safe environment 

within the classroom and the school. 

The Value of Efficiency 

In Chapter IV, I also analyzed the value of efficiency as it relates to special 

education law and the case study data. I correlated the notion of efficiency with 

LRE and FAPE combined, focusing upon a communitarian perspective of 

efficiency that recognized both equality and difference among community 

members. Such efficiency holds that all members have contributions to make for 

the good of the community, and these contributions need not necessarily be 

economic in nature. The philosophy of independent living that accompanies the 

mandate and federal regulations recognizes this ability to contribute, and 

education must prepare all learners—including those experiencing 

disabilities—for this independent and contributory role. The most appropriate 

education for that student should provide that preparation, and this education is 

individuated to the student's needs and set forth in the lEP. That which is the 

most efficient plan of education for one student may not be the same for another. 

The courts have supported this individualized nature of education for students 

with special needs. 

I investigated efficiency as one guiding value of the special education 

mandate as it was implemented in the Central High School art classroom. The 
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research questions in Chapter II guided the data collection concerning the value 

of efficiency. These included: 

1. Are students with special needs benefiting from educational experience 

within the LRE? 

2. Are students in the LRE, regardless of ability or disability, viewed as 

productive contributors to the classroom community and provided with 

opportunities to contribute? 

3. How do the support structures that are in place to create a LRE affect 

the productive contribution of all stakeholders? 

4. What do the stakeholders consider efficient use of time? 

These same questions guide the organization of this section. I first 

examine the opportunities for leamers experiencing disabilities to benefit from the 

educational experience in the LRE, as well as the opportunities for all learners to 

contribute to the art classroom community. I investigate the support structures, 

this time as they apply to issues of efficiency. I also explore evidences of 

stakeholders' perceptions of use of time as an issue of efficiency and 

productivity. 

Are Students with Special Needs Benefiting from 
Educational Experience within the LRE? 

Throughout Chapter IV and this chapter, I have examined the 

nonacademic benefits of inclusion in the Central High School art classroom, 
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noting in particular the opportunities for identified students to interact socially with 

their "nondisabled" peers. It is clear that students met with varying levels of 

success regarding these interactions, with DeShaun interacting easily—albeit 

self-consciously aware of the stigma of special education, Irma meeting with 

mixed results with her proffered gestures at friendship, and Alfred experiencing 

little social interaction from other students in the dassroom. 

Students' academic benefits of inclusion were also apparent. The case 

study findings reveal DeShaun's great enjoyment of and pride in his art-making. 

It was clear that he experienced success as he thought critically about his work 

and how he would complete a given project. In creating his comic strip drawing 

on the subject of a shopping spree, DeShaun sequenced the events of his 

narrative, beginning with his departure to Mexico, moving to the arrival at the 

border, the shopping spree itself, and ending with a return flight home. 

Irma, too, experienced academic benefit and success in her work. Often 

lacking the confidence to move from one step of her work to the next, she sought 

reinforcement at these times and appeared to become more sure of herself 

through her successes. Irma's art-making allowed her opportunities to develop 

observation and listening skills and to transfer these skills to her work. For 

instance, during the daily drawing assignments, Irma had to remain focused upon 

the instructions that Mr. Alan delivered and to apply these instructions to her own 

task. Her opportunities for making aesthetic choices, which involved critical 
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thinking, was also evident in both her ideas for her papier maché mask and her 

weaving. 

There were academic benefits of inclusion for Alfred, as well, although 

these were not always evident to Mr. Alan. Mr. Alan's reactions to Alfred's work, 

in Chapter IV, revealed that he felt that Alfred had made little progress 

academically and artistically during the course of the school year. Mr. James 

and Ms. Hodges, on the other hand, were impressed with Alfred's artwork. Part 

of that, I surmised, might be due to Mr. James' and Ms. Hodges' familiarity with 

Alfred's experiences with autism and his resulting needs and abilities. Mr. Alan, 

who spent considerably less time with Alfred than these other two, knew less 

about the manifestations of the disability and Alfred's academic progress. Even 

Ms. Gutierrez—new in assisting Alfred but who spent more hours of the day with 

him than Mr. Alan—recognized the benefit of art to Alfred's learning, including his 

ability to use art to express ideas. She shared: 

[Art] helps him when he has this other career class . . . He has to 
write about what he wanted to do in the future, and his future—and 
also, he had to draw about it and then, you know, all this appeared 
on paper so he drew family, and he drew, uh, a person that—like, 
he wanted to be a doctor so he drew that; and I think art kind of 
helped him, you know, to do this. (Personal communication, May 
15,2000) 

These discrepancies between Mr. Alan's perception of Alfred's progress and the 

perceptions of Mr. James, Ms. Gutierrez, and Ms. Hodges demonstrate the 

advantages of collaboration between special and general educators set forth in 
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Chapter II. The collaborative approach—advocated by Schiller (1999) and Grigal 

(1998)—views the (inclusive) education of students as a shared responsibility. 

The general educator's expertise with content area is combined with the special 

educator's knowledge of a student's special needs and modifications for those 

needs to educate that student more effectively and productively (Grigal, 1998; 

Ripley, 1997). 

Are All Students in the LRE Viewed as Productive 
Contributors to the Classroom Community and 
Provided with Opportunities to Contribute? 

In Chapter IV, I discussed the notion, setforth in IDEA, that students 

experiencing disabilities be involved in the general curriculum. I posited that 

such involvement suggests a participatory rather than passive role and that this 

interactivity enables a contributory role within society later in life. Through the 

aforementioned philosophy for independent living and through such cases as 

Polk (1988), both the law and the courts evidence this attention to the 

transformative power of education. 

The disparate views of Mr. Alan and Mr. James and Ms. Hodges regarding 

Alfred's productivity and progress in class suggest that Mr. Alan did not view 

Alfred's contributions to the classroom community as equally productive to those 

of other students. Allowing that he was in the class by virtue of his parents' 

position as taxpayers and citizens, Mr. Alan saw little real benefit to Alfred or to 
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the class of Alfred's presence and work in the class community. While Mr. Alan 

did not begrudge Alfred's presence in the class, he viewed it as an exercise in 

futility. Much of this was due to his tendency to utilize a similar measure of 

productivity for all students, regardless of differences in abilities. An opportunity 

for education on the unique qualities of autism (in general) and Alfred's 

experience of autism (specifically)—as well as suggestions for successful 

teaching strategies and those to promote peer interactions—might do much to 

increase understanding of the nature and purposes of education for someone 

with Alfred's particular needs. 

How Do the Support Structures that are in Place to 
Create a LRE Affect the Productive Contribution 
of All Stakeholders? 

I have examined the support structures for the LRE in the art classroom as 

they have impacted both equality and liberty. The same factors that affect the 

active participation of stakeholders under these values affect, too, the ability of 

stakeholders to contribute productively to the classroom community. In Mr. 

Alan's earlier comments on the need for students to possess social skills in order 

for them to benefit from inclusion, he equates such social skills with verbalization 

ability. Under this notion, students with minimal verbalization skills (such as 

Alfred) lack the social skills necessary for successful inclusion and cannot benefit 

from such experience. 
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This example (which affects students' ability to contribute fully), along with 

others mentioned above, could also be tempered through a more complete 

understanding of individual students' educative needs. This may be brought 

about through collaboration between educators as they share expectations and 

realities concerning these needs. The instructional aide may also be seen as a 

stakeholder in this collaborative process and as a beneficial support to all 

learners in the classroom. In this way, all students could benefit from shared 

resources, and the stigmatization that accompanies the presence of an 

instructional aide could be reduced. 

Likewise, students who are encouraged to interact with one another would 

benefit from a greater understanding of individual differences. This would 

enhance stakeholders' abilities to see one another as members of the community 

who are able to actually contribute to the community. For this to happen, though, 

the teacher must believe that all stakeholders in the class, regardless of ability or 

disability, do have contributions to make. Given that, the teacher must then be 

able to encourage opportunities for interaction among all students in order to 

facilitate this understanding for all. 

What Do Stakeholders Consider Effícient Use of Time? 

In Chapter IV, I discussed Mr. Alan's expectations that students work 

while in the classroom. I noted that, while this was his expectation, the large size 
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of the class precluded his enforcing this expectation. As a result, some students 

might engage in off-task behavior, such as reading magazines, conversing with 

peers, working on homework from other classes, etc, rather than working on 

their art projects. As he monitored the room, Mr. Alan would prompt students to 

work; most would comply, and some would comply in Mr. Alan's presence before 

resuming off-task behavior once he left. 

If students were not interested in the project that they were working on, 

then they might not view their time as well spent completing the work. I noted a 

number of instances when students asked each other or myself such questions 

as, "Why are we doing this?" These questions could easily be circumvented by 

encouraging students to take ownership of their artwork through choice-making 

and through a stronger presentation of project objectives. If students were 

allowed to pursue areas of interest in art (as with the student who wanted to work 

in clay in Chapter IV but was told the class would not) they would take a more 

active interest in their work and find it a more productive use of time. 

Conclusions 

The study findings interpreted above yield a number of conclusions 

regarding LRE/inclusion policy and implementation in the Central High School art 

classroom. In this section, I will delineate some of these conclusions of the 

study, including my own role in the class as a participant-observer. I will also 
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outline recommendations resulting from the findings outlined in Chapter IV and in 

this chapter. Finally, I comment upon the role of the values of equality, liberty, 

and efficiency in the art classroom. 

Researcher Role as Participant Observer 

In my role as participant observer, I became part of the art classroom 

community and was accepted as a member of that community as the semester 

progressed. I suspected that, after a period of adjustment, students in the class 

would become comfortable with my presence as I was there on a daily basis. 

This period of adjustment lasted for about two weeks. During this time, I learned 

students' names as I walked around the classroom. Also during this time, they 

asked me questions about where I worked, my teaching experiences, where I 

went to school, etc They quickly became comfortable with me in the class, 

asking for my help or input when Mr. Alan was unavailable. Javier even 

commented upon my absence on the day that a standardized test was 

administered at the school during the art class period, telling me that he missed 

my presence in the class. 

I also suspected that the students were accustomed to the presence of 

long-term visitors in their classes, in the form of pre-service teachers, and that it 

might be with this role that they would most identify me. This hunch was 

confirmed when one student asked me, late in the semester, when I was going to 
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be teaching the class. While I (and Mr. Alan) presented to the class the purpose 

of my visit, this inclination to associate me with the pre-service teachers, with 

which they were familiar, was strong. 

While Mr. Alan was candid in his participation in the study, it was clear that 

he experienced some discomfort at having me in his classroom. He stated 

during an interview, "You know, it's hard for you to be in my class all the time . . . 

It's, uh, it's weird" (Personal communication, April 5, 2000). He acknowledged 

that, while I had been helpful, it was the constant presence of an observer that 

was "weird" to him. I acknowledged that I understood it must be strange to have 

me in his class and asked him if there was anything I could do to make the 

situation more comfortable. He quickly dismissed his comment and changed the 

subject. I concluded that, while the situation was a bit foreign to Mr. Alan, and he 

wanted to let me know that, it was not so uncomfortable that he felt he couldn't 

participate. He seemed satisfied with my recognition and understanding of his 

discomfort, and his continued candor and easy-going attitude throughout the 

duration of the study indicated that he participated willingly and openly. 

LRE and Inclusion Policy in the Central High Art Class 

In the legal analysis portion of this study, I examined the LRE mandate as 

it filtered from the national level to the local level. In doing so, I investigated the 

state and local plans for implementation of IDEA. I pointed out instances in 
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which the Texas Sfafe Plan (2000) went beyond the IDEA, such as in its 

statement that inclusion should benefit all students in the general classroom (as 

opposed to the federal level of the law, which stated that inclusive practices 

should not be detrimental to any of the students in the general classroom). My 

examination of the federal regulations, the State Plan, and the local operating 

guidelines revealed that these levels adhere to the purposes and the letter of 

IDEA as it travels through its various structural levels of implementation. 

It is clear from the case study findings, though, that at the school and 

classroom implementation levels, inclusion policy is not necessarily implemented 

according to IDEA philosophy and purpose. For instance, if the philosophy 

behind IDEA is that a FAPE in the LRE should provide a placement that provides 

every student an opportunity to benefit from his or her individualized educational 

plan (lEP), then all students who are included in the art classroom as the LRE 

should have opportunity to be actively involved in that environment. Case study 

findings reveal that this is not necessarily the case. 

The Art Class as a LRE for Irma and DeShaun 

In the matter of whether or not the Central High School art classroom is 

indeed a LRE for students experiencing disabilities, it is clear that the art 

classroom environment did provide Irma and DeShaun a normalized and mostly 

participatory educational experience. The Chapter IV analysis indicates Mr. 
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Alan's relative ease in interacting with Irma and DeShaun and his perception that 

their abilities at socialization with their peers enabled them to benefit socially and 

educationally from their experiences in the art class. Both Irma and DeShaun 

maintained socially appropriate relationships with peer friends with whom they 

felt comfortable. For instance, Irma—when her initiations at contact with Javier 

were rebuffed—moved to the more accepting environment near her friend 

Steven. From Chapter IV, though, it is apparent that Irma and DeShaun also felt 

some degree of stigmatization from their involvement with the special education 

program, as evidenced by DeShaun's practice of distancing himself from 

involvement in such programs as Special Olympics basketball after discovering 

that the team would play before his peers and teachers during the half-time of a 

high school basketball game. DeShaun's tendency to disassociate himself from 

the special education program while in the art class is documented in Chapter IV, 

as well. 

The Chapter IV analysis provided evidences of educational benefit for 

Irma and DeShaun, too. Irma employed critical thought and predictive skills in 

making aesthetic decisions for such works as her weaving. DeShaun likewise 

exhibited aesthetic choice-making and sequencing skills in his work with the 

comic strip assignment. Mr. Alan's custom of allowing students to work at their 

own individualized pacing was also beneficial in that they were able to work on 

their art at a comfortable pace according to their needs and without the stigma of 
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associating a time extension for assignments with special educational 

modifications. This proved to be one example of a shared modification that 

benefited all students in the art class. 

The Art Class as a LRE for Alfred 

Alfred's experiences, however, were different from those of Irma and 

DeShaun, and the case study analysis in Chapter IV indicates that the art class 

did not always provide an appropriate placement in the LRE for Alfred's special 

educational needs. Alfred's relative nonverbalization—and Mr. Alan's and 

students' perceptions of Alfred's role within the art class—curbed Alfred's 

opportunities to benefit educationally and socially from his experiences in the art 

classroom. Brad's "Tarzan-and-Jane" written dialogue with Alfred and Alfred's 

lack of interaction with "nondisabled" students in the class evidenced that Alfred's 

peers did not view him as a contributing participant within the class community. 

Likewise, Mr. Alan's failure to foster peer interactions among students and the 

instructional aide's constant presence alongside Alfred (when she was in the 

classroom) adversely affected Alfred's socialization opportunities. 

Although Alfred did exhibit abilities to make choices regarding his artwork 

(as in his choice to draw the pickup truck), these abilities were not always 

cultivated in Alfred's art making. Mr. Alan did provide, at times, instructional 

modifications that enhanced Alfred's educational benefit, but these occasions did 
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not occur consistently (and often appeared as more of an afterthought), due in 

part to the large class size and Mr. Alan's own lack of knowledge about the 

nature of Alfred's autism. While the Central High School art classroom has the 

potentialXo be a LRE for Alfred's special educational needs, it has not yet 

realized that potential; it is clear that Alfred does receive some educational 

benefit from his work in the art class, but the instructional interventions necessary 

to create a LRE for Alfred's individuated needs are not present. 

Part of the problem lies in the notion that inclusion is a one-way rather 

than integrative process. In other words, the inclusion-as-proximity model that 

was Alfred's situation in the art classroom does not acknowledge inclusion as a 

"two-way street," one that integrates his learning experiences with the rest of the 

class and allows for mutual contribution of all stakeholders. This one-way view of 

inclusion was not necessarily the case with students experiencing less severe 

disabilities, such as Irma and DeShaun. It was the case with Alfred, however, 

whose more severe disabilities necessitated the support of the instructional aide 

and contributed to Mr. Alan's perception that Alfred received little educational 

benefit from inclusion in the art classroom. It is my concern that this non-

integrative inclusion-as-proximity model is the type of inclusion that many (and 

perhaps most) students experiencing severe disabilities encounter when 

educated in general classroom environments, as this study demonstrated was 

the case with Alfred. While this case study is confined to the one Central High 
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School art class, individual aspects of its findings (as noted in Chapter III) may be 

transferred to other (art) classes as they work to function as a LRE. 

These findings also indicated that any breakdown between the policy and 

its implementation occurred at the school and, especially, the classroom levels. 

This breakdown resulted from a lack of communication and collaboration 

between the special educators and art educators and because the art educator 

did not possess a full understanding of the purposes of inclusion or strategies for 

successful integration of a student experiencing severe disabilities (specifically, 

Alfred's experience of autism, in this case) to facilitate the inclusion process. 

Below, I offer eight recommendations for facilitating a FAPE in the art ( and 

perhaps other content area) classroom as the LRE. 

Recommendations 

As most educators are already stretched to their limits conceming 

workload, it must be noted that these recommendations would best be 

implemented through the support of a school administration that recognizes the 

value and importance of providing quality education for all students. Only with 

such support can these recommendations actually be implemented successfully. 

I must also emphasize the importance of the adoption of the 

communitarian perspective of the values of equality, liberty, and efficiency in 

working with all students, regardless of ability or disability. Without adoption of 
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the communitarian perspective, these values and the recommendations below 

will not operate as a natural outgrowth of respect for all individuals. Instead, 

implementation of the recommendations would result from a recognition of 

difference and as a favor extended to compensate for such difference, without 

regard for the respect due the individual. Without the communitarian 

perspective, these values and recommendations do not extend past the 

compensatory level, which undermines IDEA's efforts at preparing the individual 

experiencing disabilities for a participatory role within the community. 

1. Involvement of General Educators in the lEP Process 

School administrators must encourage and facilitate the involvement of 

general educators in the lEP process. IDEA mandates the involvement of at 

least one general educator in the formation of the lEP for students experiencing 

disabilities who will be educated in the general classroom. In creating the lEP, 

schools must make every effort possible to facilitate the participation of all 

teachers who will be working with the identified student, especially in the case of 

students with more pronounced educational needs. Mr. Alan noted the relative 

lack of help the lEP had been for him in including Alfred in the art class; he also 

noted that he had not attended any of Alfred's ARD meetings. Had Central High 

School's administration and special educators encouraged Mr. Alan to participate 

in the formation of Alfred's lEP, a number of appropriate positive outcomes might 
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have resulted. For instance, through the collaborative development of the lEP, 

he would have opportunity to better understand the inclusion process and 

Alfred's educational needs, and he might have offered suggestions to meet these 

needs in the art classroom and perhaps in other instructional settings, as well. 

Mr. Alan's own ability to participate in the lEP process would have 

validated his involvement in inclusion rather than perpetuating his perception that 

he had little input where student placement was involved. In addition, the lEP 

itself would seem a more valid instrument to Mr. Alan because he had been 

allowed to participate in its formation and had gained a better understanding of 

the process in doing so. All of these outcomes would aid in advancing 

understanding of students' educational needs among general educators and 

would facilitate greater involvement of stakeholders (including the student with 

special needs) in the general classroom. 

2. Collaboration Between Special and General Educators 

School administrators must encourage and facilitate collaboration between 

special and content-area educators. Throughout the study, I have commented 

upon the advantages of collaboration in educating the student experiencing 

disabilities in the inclusive classroom. For this to occur, special and general 

educators must be provided the time for meaningful collaboration, which, at the 
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very least, involves coordination of schedules. Such planning and coordination 

will not occur without the facilitation and support of the school administration. 

3. Communication 

Both special and general educators must increase communication with the 

parents of students experiencing disabilities. These parents are able to share 

valuable input concerning their children's abilities and disabilities from which 

educators may develop instructional strategies. While involvement is provided 

for by IDEA during lEP formation, it may be that little contact occurs between 

parents and educators (especially general educators) in the interim. During the 

duration of the case study, I did not note any contact between Mr. Alan and the 

parents of Irma, DeShaun, or Alfred. In fact, during an interview, Ms. Hodges 

lamented the lack of communication that she had experienced with teachers at 

the high school level concerning Alfred's progress. She explained: 

I got spoiled in elementary and junior high. We had a notebook—I 
know it's probably not feasible since Central High is so big—we got 
a notebook, and [the teachers] would write down, everyday, what 
happened in this notebook, you know? And then, if they had the 
time, they would call me and tell me what happened that week. 
Good or bad, I wanted to hear it a l l . . . I would still like to have that 
notebook. (Personal communication, May 16, 2000) 

She noted that, not only was such communication helpful in determining Alfred's 

academic progress, but it was also necessary information for Alfred's doctor in 

314 



determining treatment and level of medication-factors which could also impact 

Alfred's educational performance. 

4. Instructional Strategipg 

General and content-area educators must be educated in instructional 

strategies for learners experiencing disabilities, especially low-incidence 

populations experiencing severe disabilities. These instructional strategies would 

include the principle of partial participation, task analysis, and cue hierarchy, 

along with the development of an ecological perspective as discussed in 

Chapter II. While early introduction of these strategies may occur at the pre-

service level, continuing in-service development of these strategies should also 

be provided. 

5. Pre-sen/ice Education 

Pre-service teachers must also be provided opportunities to work with low-

incidence populations. Courses for content-area pre-service teachers should 

include the aforementioned strategies for working with students experiencing 

severe disabilities, as well as information on FAPE in the LRE, inclusion, and 

how to apply strategies to content areas. Likewise, education programs should 

offer practicum experiences that allow pre-service educators to spend time with 

and teach low-incidence population students. Through such interactions, future 
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teachers who have not had opportunities to do so before will be able to "get to 

know" individuals experiencing severe disabilities as people with differing abilities 

and disabilities, likes and dislikes. (Appendix J is an example of a syllabus for a 

course on inclusion policy and art education that includes these components and 

results from the findings of this study. This course includes not only an emphasis 

on inclusion policy and the LRE mandate as it impacts art education but also 

involves a component in which pre-service teachers are allowed to work with 

students of varying abilities, including students experiencing moderate to severe 

disabilities.) 

6. Fostering Peer Interactions 

Educators must include strategies and activities to foster peer interactions 

between students experiencing disabilities and "nondisabled" students. These 

strategies should allow students to interact with individuals who are different from 

themselves and should cultivate mutual respect for those differences. By 

demonstrating themselves to be respectful of stakeholders' roles within the 

classroom and abilities of all to contribute to the classroom community, teachers 

may model for students a communitarian perspective. 
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7 Student Empowerment through Choice-making 

Teachers must also provide opportunities that foster students' skills in 

choice-making and critical thinking. In this way, students assume a participatory 

role within their own education that will empower them in the classroom and to 

live more independently as defined in IDEA. 

8. The Instructional Aide as Collaborator 

The instructional aide must act collaboratively with the special and general 

education environments. In doing so, the aide must be encouraged to work with 

all students, including the student(s) experiencing disabilities. This allows all 

students to benefit from the shared support of the aide, as allowed by IDEA. It 

also provides a balance between stigma and serving the needs of the student 

experiencing disabilities in that the aide is regarded as a classroom support 

rather than a support for an individual. 

Conclusions on the Inclusive Classroom Environment 

Adoption of these strategies would aid in the development of an inclusive 

classroom community that recognizes and respects the varying needs of 

individuals. While the communitarian perspective is a philosophy, involving a 

shift in thought that cannot be mandated or dictated, it can be facilitated through 

education and practice. Assuming and modeling this perspective in the 
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classroom allows learners to participate in a contributory role to the classroom 

community, regardless of ability or disability, and prepares them for such a role 

later in life. It provides for the optimal fulfillment of the values of equality, liberty, 

and efficiency, as well as the optimal implementation of a FAPE in (the general 

classroom as) the LRE, according to the purposes of IDEA. 

318 



REFERENCES 

Aefsky, F. (1995). Inclusion confusion: A guide to educating students with 
exceptional needs. Thousand Oaks, CA: ConA/in Press, Inc 

Albers, J. (1928). Creative education. In E. Stein (Ed.), T/7e eau/^aus (p. 142). 
Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Anderegg, M. L., & Vergason, G. A. (1996). Presen/ing the least restrictive 
environment: Revisited. In W. Stainback & S. Stainback (Eds.), 
Controversial issues confronting special education: Divergent perspectives 
{2"'^ ed., pp. 44-54). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Apple, M. W. (1995). Education andpower {2"^^ eú.). New York: Routledge. 

The Arc (2000, September). T/7e>Arc/?ome[On-line]. Available: 
http://www.thearc.org 

The Arc (1992). Report card to the nation on inclusion and education ofstudents 
with mentalretardation. Arlington, TX: Author. 

Arnold, A. (1999). School leadership, the arts, and special education. In A. L 
Nyman & A. M. Jenkins (Eds.) Issues and approaches to art for students with 
special needs (pp. 132-141). Reston, VA: National Art Education 
Association. 

Assistance to States for the Education of Children with Disabilities, Preschool Grants 
for Children with Disabilities, and Early Intervention Program for Infants and 
Toddlers with Disabilities: Proposed Rules, 62 Fed. Reg. 55026-55135 
(1997) (codified at 34 C. F. R. Parts 300, 301, 303). 

Bartlett, L., & McLeod, S. (1998). Inclusion and the regular class teacher under 
IDEA. Education Law Reporter, 128, 1-14. 

Benard, B. (1995). Fostering resilience in children. Urbana, IL: Clearinghouse on 
Elementary and Early Childhood Education. ED 386 327. 

Biehler, R. F., & Snowman, J. (1986). Psychology applied to teaching (5th ed.). 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

Billingsly, F. F., Liberty, K. A., & White, O. R. (1994). The technology of instruction. 
In E. C. Cipani & F. Spooner (Eds.), Curricularandinstructionalapproaches 
forpersons with severe disabilities (pp. 81 -116). Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Blandy, D. (1989). As I see it: Ecological and normalizing approaches to disabled 
students. Art Education, 42 (5), 7-11. 

Blandy, D. (1991). Conceptions of disability: Toward a sociopolitical orientation to 
disability for art education. Studies in Art Education, 32 (3), 131 -144. 

319 

http://www.thearc.org


Blandy, D., Branen, K., Congdon, K. G., & Muschlitz, L. (1992). Integrating people 
experiencing disabilities into community arts events: Model projects and 
guidelines. Journal of Social Theory in Art Education, 12, 16-33. 

Blandy, D., Pancsofar, E., & Mockensturm, T. (1988). Guidelines for teaching artto 
children and youth experiencing significant mental/physical challenges. Art 
Education, 41 (1), 60-66. 

Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson School Districtv. Rowley, 102 S.Ct 
3034(1982). 

Board of Education v. Ambach, 458 N.Y.2d 680 (N.Y. Ct. App. 1982), aff'd, 60 
N.Y.2d 758 (NY. Ct. App. 1983), cert. den. 465 U.S. 1101 (1984). 

Bobbitt, J. F. (1941). The curriculum of modern education. NewYork: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc 

Bradley, D. F., King-Sears, M. E., & Tessier-Switlick, D. M. (1997). Teaching 
students in inclusive settings: From theory to practice. Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon. 

Brookhart V. Illinois State Board of Education, 697 F.2d 179 (7'̂  Cir. 1983). 

Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 

Callahan, R. E. (1962). Education and the cult of efficiency. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press. 

Capistrano Unified School District v. Wartenberg, 59 F.3d 884 (C.A. 1995). 

Carrigan, J. (1994). Attitudes about persons with disabilities: A pilot program. Art 
Education,47{6), 16-21. 

Cates, D. L., McGill, H., Brian, L., Wilder, A., & Androes, T. (1990, April). Severely 
and profoundly handicapped students in the regular classroom: It is 
happening now. Paper presented at the annual convention of the Council for 
Exceptional Children, Toronto, Canada. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED 326 029) 

Cedar Rapids Community School District v. Garret F., 119 S. Ct. 992 (1999). 

Check, E. (2000). Caught between control and creativity: Boredom strikes the art 
room. In D. E. Fehr, K. Fehr, & K. Keifer-Boyd (Eds.), Real-world readings in 
art education: Thingsyourprofessors never toldyou {pp. 137-145). New 
York: FalmerPress. 

Chris C. V. Gwinnett County School District, 780 F.Supp. 804 (N.D.Ga. 1991). 

Clevenger v. Oak Ridge School Board, 744 F.2d 514 (6'̂  Cir., 1984). 

320 



Clifford, B. T. (1981). The development of a model to include art in the 
individualized education program for physically handicapped and health 
impaired students [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts International, 42, 07A. 
(Accession No. AAG8128260) 

Clyde K. v. Puyallup School District, 35 F.3d 1396 (9'̂  Cir. 1994). 

Cohen, D. K., & Ball, D. L. (1990). Policy and practice: An overview. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 12 {3), 233-239. 

Cohen, M. W. (1986). Intrinsic motivation in the special education dassroom. 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 19 {5), 258-261. 

Copeland, B. (1984). Mainstreaming art for the handicapped child: Resources for 
teacher preparation. Art Education, 37.(6), 22-29. 

Corra, H. (Producer, Director), & Weinbren, G. (Director). (2000). George. New 
York: Corra Films Inc 

Council for Exceptional Children. (2000, September). CEC home [On-line]. 
Available: http://www.cec.sped.org 

Cypress-Fairbanks Independent School District v. Michael F., 931 F.Supp. 474 
(S.D. Tex. 1995), affd., 118 F.3d 245 (5" Cir. 1997), cert. den. 118 S.Ct. 
690(1998). 

Daniel R. R. v. State Board of Education, 874 F.2d 1036 (5'' Cir.,1989). 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Green, J. (1994). Educators for a truly democratic system 
of schooling. In J. I. Goodlad and P. Keating (Eds.), Access to knowledge: 
Thecontinuingagenda forournation'sschools {Re\/. ed., pp. 237-258). 
New York: College Entrance Examination Board. 

Dorn, C. M. (1994). Thinking in art: A philosophical approach to arteducation. 
Reston, VA: The National Art Education Assodation. 

Draves, W. (2000). Teaching Online. River Falls, Wl: LERN Books. 

Drost, W. H. (1967). David Snedden and Education for Social Efficiency Madison, 
' Wl: the University of Wisconsin Press. 

Duquette C. (1990). Exceptional children: Right to an education, appropriate 
ed'ucation and equality of treatment. B. C. Journal of Special Education, 14 
(3), 278-286. 

Edding, F. (1964). Efficiency in education. International Review of Education, 10, 
393-395, 400. 

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, 20 U. S. C. §§ 1401 ef seq. 
(1975). 

321 

http://www.cec.sped.org


Education of the Handicapped Act of 1970, Pub. L. No. 91-230, 84 Stat. 175 
(1970). 

EI Paso Independent School District v. Robert W., 898 F. Supp. 442 (W.D. Tex. 
1995). 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. 93-380, 
88 Stat. 580. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-10, 79 Stat. 27 
(1965); amended by Title VI, Pub. L. No. 89-750, 80 Stat. 1204 (1966). 

Engstrom, M. J. (1982). The social behaviors and attitudes of sixth grade students 
and their mainstreamed peers in two different environments—a case study 
[On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts International, 43, 07A. (Accession No. 
AAG8229824) 

Ewing, L. (2000). Art in the dark: A nonvisual learners' curriculum. In D. E. Fehr, K. 
Fehr, & K. Keifer-Boyd (Eds.) Real-world readings in arteducation: Things 
your professors nevertold you {pp. 83-89). New York: FalmerPress. 

Expansion of Teaching in the Education of Mentally Retarded Children Act of 1958, 
Pub. L. No. 85-926, 72 Stat 1777 (1958). 

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974, 20 U.S.C. § 1232 (2000). 

Fedorenko, J. S. (1996). Integrating art in the special education curriculum through 
university and community school collaboration: Implications for teacher 
preparation [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts International, 57, 05A. 
(Accession No. AAG9630889) 

Frame, C. (1992). Access to the arts through assistive technology De Pere, Wl: 
Young Artist Workshops, St. Norbert College. 

Freire, P. (1990). Pedagogy of the oppressed. NewYork: Continuum. 

Gelzheiser, L. M., McLane, M., Meyers, J., & Pruzek, R. M. (1997). Dogeneral 
and special education teachers fosterpeer interactions ofstudents with 
d/saMf/es? (Government Document No. A 57.2:B 541101). Albany, NY: 
The University at Albany. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
408 757) 

Gerber, B. L. (1993). A comparison of the attitudes of art, special education, and 
regular education teachers towards mainstreaming special education students 
(art teachers) [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts International, 54, 08A 
(Accession No. AAG9400558) 

Gerson, S. S. (1995). Student attitudes toward people with disabilities: A 
comparison of three settings (indusion) [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 57, 93A (Accession No. AAI9622066) 

322 



Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1991). Future tense: Arts education 
technology conference summary. Los Angeles: Author. 

Greer v. Rome City School District, 950 F.2d 688 (11'^ Cir. 1991). 

Grigal, M. (1998). The time-space continuum: Using natural supports in indusive 
dassrooms. Teaching Exceptional Children, 30 (6), 44-51. 

Guay, D. M. (1993). Normalization in art with extra challenged students: A 
problem-solving framework. Art Education, 46 (1), 58-63. 

Guay, D. M. (1994). Students with disabilities in the art dassroom: How prepared 
are we? Studies in Art Education, 36 (1), 44-56. 

Guay, D. M. (1999). A way in: Strategies for art instruction for students with special 
needs. In A. L Nyman & A. M. Jenkins (Eds.) Issues and approaches to art 
for students with special needs (pp. 17-33). Reston, VA: National Art 
Education Association. 

Gude, O. (2000). Investigating the culture of curriculum. In D. E. Fehr, K. Fehr, & K. 
Keifer-Boyd (Eds.) Real-world readings in arteducation: Things your 
professors never told you (pp. 75-81). New York: Falmer Press. 

Guthrie, J. W. (1980). An assessment of educational policy research. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 2 (5), 41 -55. 

Hahn, H. (1997). New trends in disability studies: Implications for educational 
policy. In D. K. Lipsky & A. Gartner (Eds.), Inclusion andschoolreform: 
Transforming America's classrooms {pp. 315-328). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. 
Brookes Publishing Company. 

Hallahan, D. P., & Kauffman, J. M. (1995). Toward a culture of disability. In J. M. 
Kauffman & D. P. Hallahan (Eds.), The illusion offullinclusion: A 
comprehensive critique ofa current special education bandwagon (pp. 59-
74). Austin, TX: Pro-ed. 

Hartmann v. Loudoun County Board of Education, 118 F.3d 996 (4'̂  Cir. 1997). 

Hodge, C. M. (1994). Educators for a truly democratic system of schooling. In J. I. 
Goodlad and P. Keating (Eds.), Access to knowledge: The continuing 
agenda for our nation's schools (Rev. ed., pp. 259-272). New York: 
College Entrance Examination Board. 

Honig V. Doe, 484 U.S. 305 (1988). 

Howe, K. R. (1993). Equality of educational opportunity and the criterion of equal 
educational worth. Studies in Philosophy and Education, 11, 329-337. 

HunA/itz, A., & Day, M. (1995). Children and theirart {6Xh ed.). Ft. Worth, TX: 
Harcourt Brace & Company. 

323 



Hutinger, P. L. (1998). The expressive arts project: A final report for the project 
period October 1, 1992-November 30, 1997. Macomb, IL: Western lllinois 
University, Macomb College of Education and Human Services. 

Holub, T. M., Lamb, P., & Bang, M. (1998). Empowering all students through self-
determination. In C. M. Jorgensen (Ed.), Restructuring high schools forall 
students: Taking inclusionto thenextlevel {pp. 49-70). Baltimore, MD: 
Paul H. Brookes Publishing Company. 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990, 20 U.S.C. §§ 1401 etseq 
(1990). 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997, 20 U.S.C. §§ 
1401 efseQ. (2000). 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 Proposed 
Regulations, 34 C. F. R. §§ 300 ef seq. 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 Regulations, 34 
C.F.R. §§300 efseq. (1999). 

Janko, S., & Porter, A. (1997, March). Portraits ofinclusion through the eyes of 
children, families, and educators. Seattle, WA: University of Washington, 
Early Childhood Research Institute on Indusion. 

Jorgensen, C. M., Fisher, D., Sax, C, & Skoglund, K. L (1998). Innovative 
scheduling, new roles for teachers, and heterogeneous grouping: The 
organizational factors related to student success in indusive, restruduring 
schools. In C. M. Jorgensen (Ed.), Restructuring high schools for allstudents: 
Taking inclusion to the next level (pp. 49-70). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. 
Brookes Publishing Company. 

Kauffman, J. M. (1985). The regular education initiative as Reagan-Bush Policy: A 
trickle-down theory of education of the hard-to-teach. In J. M. Kauffman & D. 
P. Hallahan (Eds.), The illusion of full inclusion: A comprehensive critique ofa 
currentspecialeducation bandwagon {pp. 125-155). Austin, TX: Pro-ed. 

Kauffman, J. M., & Hallahan, D. P. (1995a). Full indusion in historical context: 
Introduction to part I. In J. M. Kauffman & D. P. Hallahan (Eds.), The illusion of 
full inclusion: A comprehensive critique ofa current special education 
bandwagon (pp. 3-4). Austin, TX: Pro-ed. 

Kauffman, J. M., & Hallahan, D. P. (1995b). Toward a comprehensive delivery 
system for special education. In J. M. Kauffman & D. P. Hallahan (Eds.), The 
illusion of full inclusion: A comprehensive critique of a current special education 
bandwagon {pp. 157-191). Austin, TX: Pro-ed. 

Keifer-Boyd, K. (1998). Transformative power, controversy, and critical thinking. In 
E. J. Saccá & E. Zimmerman (Eds.), Women arteducators IV: Herstories, 
ourstories, future stories {pp. 182-199). Boucherville, Quebec: Canadian 
Society for Education Through Art. 

324 



Keifer-Boyd, K. (2000). By the people: A community-based art curriculum. In D. 
E Fehr, K. Fehr, & K. Keifer-Boyd (Eds.), Real world readings in art 
education: Thingsyourprofessors never toldyou {pp. 155-165). New 
York: Falmer Press. 

Kibbler, J. H. (1991). The Education of the Handicapped Act: The floor of 
opportunity. Journal of Juvenile Law, 12,26-34. 

King V. Board of Education of Allegany County, 999 F. Supp. 750 (D. Md. 1998). 

Kliebard, H. M. (1989). The struggle for the American curriculum, 1893-1958. New 
York: Routledge. 

Kozol, J. (1991). Savage inequalities: Children in America's schools. NewYork: 
HarperCollins. 

Lazarus, E. (1989). Equality and excellence education in arts. Design forArts in 
Education, 90 (6), 30-32. 

Lessinger, L. M. (1971). Accountability for results: A basic challenge for America's 
schools. In L. M. Lessinger and R. W. Tyler (Eds.), Accountability in 
education (pp. 7-14). Worthington, OH: Charles A. Jones Publishing 
Company. 

Levin, M. R., & Shank, A. (Eds.). (1970). Educationalinvestment in an urban 
society: Costs, benefits, and public policy. NewYork: Teachers College 
Press, Teachers College, Columbia University. 

Lewis, D. R., Bruininks, R. H., & Thurlow, M. L. (1991). Efficiency considerations in 
delivering special education services to persons with severe mental 
retardation. Mental Retardation, 29 (3), 129-137. 

Lewis, R. (1993). Special education technology: Classroom applications. Pacific 
Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company. 

Lieberman, L. M. (1996). Preserving special education . . . for those who need it. In 
W. Stainback & S. Stainback (Eds.), Controversial issues confronting special 
education: Divergentperspectives {2"'' ed., pp. 16-27). Boston: Allyn & 
Bacon. 

Lombardi, T. P., Nuzzo, D. L., Kennedy, K. D., & Foshay, J. (1994). Perceptions of 
parents, teachers, and students regarding an integrated education inclusion 
program. High School Journal, 77 (4), 315-321. 

Majchrzak, A. (1984). Methods for policy research. Beverly Hills, California: Sage 
Publications. 

Malen B (1999). The promises and perils of partidpation on site-based coundls. 
' Theory into Practice, 38 (4), 209-216. 

325 



Mark A. v. Grant Wood Area Educ Agency, 795 F.2d 52 (8'̂  Cir. 1986). 

Martin, J., Jorgensen, C. M., & Klein, J. (1998). The promise of friendship for 
students with disabilities. In C. M. Jorgensen (Ed.), Restructuring high schools 
for all students: Taking inclusion to the next level (pp. 49-70). Baltimore, 
MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Company. 

Mason, M. (1990). Disability equality in the dassroom-a human rights issue. 
Gender and Education, 2{3), 363-366. 

McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (1997). Research in education: A conceptual 
introductíon (4th ed.). New York: Addison-Wesley Publishers Inc 

Melvin, D. H. (1995). The desegregation of children with disabilities. DePaul Law 
Review, 44, 599-671. 

Mills V. Board of Education of the District of Columbia, 348 F. Supp. 866 (D. D. C. 
1972). 

Murphy, J., & Hallinger, P. (1986). Education equity anddifferentialacess to 
knowledge: An analysis. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Education Finance Association, Chicago, IL. 

Nathan, L, & Myatt, L. (1998). A journey toward autonomy. PhiDelta Kappan, 80 
(4), 278-286. 

National Association of State Boards of Education. (2000, September). NASBE 
/7ome [On-line]. Available: http://www.nasbe.org 

National State Boards of Education. (1992). Winners all: A call for inclusive schools. 
Alexandria, VA: Author. 

Nyman, A. L., & Jenkins, A. M. (Eds.). (1999). Issuesandapproaches to artfor 
students with special needs. Reston, VA: National Art Education 
Association. 

Oberti v. Board of Education of the Borough of Clementon School District, 995 F.2d 
1204 (3 '̂' Cir. 1993). 

Office of Spedal Education and Rehabilitative Sen/ices (1995). Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1995: Reauthorization of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Washington, D.C.: United 
States Department of Education. 

Olneck M R (1993). Terms of indusion: Has multiculturalism redefined equality in 
Ámerican education? American Journalof Education, 101 {3), 234-260. 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1995). Integrating 
students with special needs into mainstream schools. Washington, D.C.: 
OECD Publications and Information. 

326 

http://www.nasbe.org


Pennsylvania Assodation for Retarded Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, 343 F. Supp. 279 (E. D. Pa. 1972). 

Polk V. Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit 16, 853 F.2d 171 (3'" Cir. 1988). 

Purkey, S. C, & Smith, M. S. (1983). Effective schools: A review. Elementary 
School Journal, 83(4), 427-452. 

Rayala, M. P. (1984). Pictorial ethnography: A descriptive study of the history, 
theory, and practice ofdrawing as a research tool in the social sciences from 
1800 to 1983 (Doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon, Eugene, 1983). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, A44/11, 3251. 

Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 105'̂  Cong., 1 " 
Sess. 1 (1997) (opening statement of James M. Jeffords). 

Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 105'̂  Cong., 1 ̂ ' 
Sess. 1 (1997) (statement of Judith E. Heumann). 

Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 105'" Cong., 1 ̂ ' 
Sess. 1 (1997) (statement of Tom Harkin). 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Section 504 Regulations, 34 C.F.R. § 104.1 etseq. 

Ripley, S. (July 1997). Collaboration between general and special education 
teachers {ReporX No. EDO-SP-96-5). Washington, D. C : ERIC 
Clearinghouse on Teaching and Teacher Education. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 409 317) 

Rist, R. C (1978). The invisible children: School integration in American society. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Rossman, G. B., Corbett, H. D., & Firestone, W. A. (1988). Changeand 
effectiveness in schools: A cultural perspective. Albany: State University of 
New York Press. 

Rossmiller, R. A. (1986, August). Achieving equity and effectiveness in schooling. 
Paper presented at the 6"" Intemational Inten/isitation Programme in 
Educational Adminsiration, Hawaii. 

Sacramento City Unified School District Board of Education v. Rachel H., 14 F.3d 
1398 (9"̂  Cir. 1994). 

Salisbury, C L (1991). Mainstreaming during the early childhood years. 
Exceptional Children, 58, 146-155. 

San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973). 

Scheurich, J. J. (1997). Research method in the postmodern. London: The Falmer 
Press. 

327 



Schiller, M. (1999). Access to art education: Ethical and legal perspectives. In A. L. 
Nyman & A. M. Jenkins (Eds.), Issues and approaches to art for students 
withspecialneeds{pp.7-:6). Reston, VA: National Art Education 
Association. 

School safety, discipline, and IDEA, 106"̂  Congress, 1 " Sess. 67 (1999). 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.C § 794 ef seq. 

Sells, D., & Shepard, J. (1998). Fostering Resilience in Speciai Education 
Students. Spokane, WA: Gonzaga University. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 425 576) 

Semmel, M. I., Gerber, M. M., & Macmillian, D. L (1995). A legacy of policy 
analysis research in spedal education. In J. M. Kauffman & D. P. Hallahan 
(Eds.), The illusion offull inclusion: A comprehensive critique ofa current 
special education bandwagon (pp. 39-57). Austin, TX: Pro-ed. 

S. Rep. No. 168, 94"Cong., l^'Sess. 1425(1975). 

Sheldon, K. (1996). "Can I play too?" Adapting common dassroom activities for 
young children with limited motor abilities. Early Childhood Education Journal, 
24(2), 115-120. 

Silvers, A. (1995). Reconciling equality to difference: Caring (f)or justice for people 
with disabilities. Hypatia, fO(1), 30-53. 

Smaller, A. G. (1989). The process of mainstreaming special education students in 
a suburban elementary school: A case study [On-line]. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 50, 05A (Accession No. AAG8916043) 

Snedden, D. (1913). Problems of educational readjustment. Cambridge, MA: The 
Riverside Press. 

Soo Hoo, S. (1994). School renewal: Taking responsibility for providing an 
education of value. In J. I. Goodlad and P. Keating (Eds.), Access to 
knowledge: The continuing agenda forournation's schools {Rey. ed., pp. 
205-221). NewYork: College Entrance Examination Board. 

Stokrocki, M. L. (1981). Spheres of meaning: A qualitative description and 
intêrpretation of an art learning environment [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 42, 08A (Accession No. AAG8129223) 

Sturgess P. A. (1986). An exploration of the character, expressive qualities and 
attitudes towards arts activities of exceptional adolescent students. Ontario: 
Ministry of Education. 

Taylorv. Board of Education, 649 F.Supp. 1253 (N.D.N.Y. 1986). 

328 



Taylor, D. L. (1998). Student perspectives on secondary indusion art classes: 
Aesthetics, production, and community [On-linej. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 59, 09A (Accession No. AAG9907624) 

Taylor, F. W. (1911). Principlesofscientificmanagement. New York and London: 
Harper and Bros. 

Texas Education Agency. (2000, September). Sfafe plan for fiscal years 1994-
1996 Under Part B of the IDEA [On-line]. Available: 
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/special.ed/stplan/ 

Texas Education Code. (1995). §42.001 (a). Texas Legislature Online [On-line]. 
Available: http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/statutes.html 

Turnbull, A. P., Turnbull, H. R., Shank, M., & Leal, D. (1995). Exceptional lives: 
Special education in today's schools. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-
Hall, Inc 

Turnbull, H. R. (1991, October). The communitarian perspective: Thoughts on the 
future for people with developmental disabilities. Paper presented at the 
meeting of the North Carolina Developmental Disabilities Planning Council, 
Raleigh, NC 

Turnbull, H. R., Brotherson, M. J., Czyzewski, M. J., Esquith, D. S., Otis, A. K., 
Summers, J. A., Van Reusen, A. K., & DePazza-Conway, M. (1983). A 
policy analysis of "least restrictive" education of handicapped children. 
Rutgers Law Journal, 74(489), 489-540. 

Tyler, R. W. (1971). Accountability in perspective. In L. M. Lessinger and R. W. 
Tyler (Eds.), >AccoL/nfat)///iy/nedivcaf/on(pp. 1-6). Worthington, OH: 
Charles A. Jones Publishing Company. 

Verstegen, D. A. (1994). Efficiency and equity in the provision and reform of 
American schooling. JournalofEducation Finance, 20 (1), 107-131. 

Wartenberg, T. (1990). The forms ofpower: From domination to transformation. 
Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Welch, A. R. (1998). The cult of efficiency in education: Comparative reflections on 
'the reality and the rhetoric Comparative Education, 34 (2), 157-175. 

Williams, L. J. (1997). Membership in indusive dassrooms: Middle school 
st'udents' perceptions (adolescents) [On-line]. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 58, 08A (Accession No. AAG9806789) 

Wilson C & Wright L (1994). Enhandng access to knowledge. In J. I. Goodlad 
'and P Keating (Eds.), Access to knowledge: The continuing agenda forour 
nation'sschools{Re\/. ed., pp. 223-236). New York: College Entrance 
Examination Board. 

329 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/special.ed/stplan/
http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/statutes.html


Witten, S. W. (1991). A study and analysis of art education in Ohio for K-8 children 
experiencing disabilities (kindergarten, eighth-grade) [On-line]. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 52,11A (Accession No. AAG9211251) 

Wolcott, H. F. (1995). The art of fieldwork London: Alta Mira Press. 

Wright, J. C, & Allen, C R. (1929). Efficiencyin Education. New York: John Wiley 
& Sons, Inc 

Wyatt V. Stickney, 344 F. Supp. 373 (M.D. Ala. 1972). 

Yell, M. L (1998). The lawand special education. Upper Saddle River, N J: 
Merrill. 

330 



APPENDIXA 

"DRAMATIZED" EXAMPLE OF FIELD LOG ENTRY 

ILLUSTRATING FORMAT, STYLE OF ENTRY 

AND DRAWING AS DATA COLLECTION 

331 



H 

ta 

a. 

ca 
•4—' 

CO 

Q 
(/) 
as 
c 

00 

T3 
C 
co 

c 
UJ 
**— 
O 

w 
to" 
E 

D) 
C 

•• îo 

(/) 
=3 

C 
lU 
D> 
O 
_J 

0) 
ÍJL 

Q. 
E 
co 
X 
m 
T3 
0» 
N C 

co .;= 

P O 

< 
cu 
ZJ 
Cf) 

LL 

332 



APPENDIXB 

EXAMPLE OF PREPARED INTERVIEW 
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1 .a. In examining IDEA, I have noticed that each state is required to 
file with the Department of Education its plan or policies and 
procedures for compliance with the statute. How is that information 
disseminated to the local school district? 

1 .b. How is it disseminated to those working with students with 
special needs? 

1.0. Besides the state policies, are there school district policies, 
formally written, regarding special education and inclusion? 

Figure B.1 Example of Prepared Interview Questions 

Interview with Marjorie Reynolds 
Her office 
March 13, 2000 
3:00 p.m. 

Soft music plays in the background on her stereo. We are seated at 
a conference table, across from one another. She leans back in 
chair, legs crossed, playing with paperclip. 
Me: In my examination of IDEA so far— 
MR: Mm, hmm. 
Me: l've noticed that each state is required to file, um, with the 
Department of Education, its plans or policies— 
MR: -Yes, its State Plan, uh-huh-
Me: --for compliance— 
MR: - Y e s -
Me: How is that information disseminated to the local school 
district? 
MR: In any number of ways. It comes through the education 
Service Center—that's where most of it comes from—there are also 
conferences. There's one held in Austin every year, for instance, 
and all of this information is passed that way, along with the 
commissioners rules that come from the state. 

Figure B.2 "Dramatized" Interview Transcript 
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6. What might you like to see happen with preservice teachers, both 
special and general/content area, to better prepare them for working with 
students experiencing moderate to severe disabilities? 

^^ - ^ ^ ^ _ ^ _^*.vr^ ,,U^ ^^^ ^ ^ /^ ^-

^P^ei^ 

^ ^ ^ r f ^ 

^,í>í-e**«-r . ^D^ 

^^C^ ^-^y-cJ^ • • • 

7. I have read that "nonacademic" courses, such as art and music, are 
often the first testing ground for inclusion for students with special needs. 
What is unique about the art environment, do you think, that makes it 
effective as a LRE? ^ 

Í:^^-^^^'^ /.:Aí^e^L^yu». Aie^í^-^ ^ .^^^-^ái^ J-i. 

7 î ^ t > c ^ î ^ '"^^ryt^ cA ^ø'^t^ ,íS5<-«-^ • • < ^ ^ - * * -

Figure C1 "Dramatized" Excerpt of Interview Transcription with Verbal and 
Nonverbal Responses 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
OfRce of Research Services 

203 Holden Hall 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884/FAX (806) 742-3892 

January 18, 20'00 

Dr. Karen T. Keifer-Boyd 
Ms. Michelle Kraft 
Art 
MS2081 

RE: Project 99304 A Historical/Legal Analysis and Case Study of a High School Art 
Classroom as a Last Restrictive Environment for Students with 
Disabihties 

Dear Dr. Keifer-Boyd: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved 
your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from January 1, 2000 through 
December 31, 2000. You will be reminded of the pending expiration one month prior to 
December 31, 2000 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. EJchard P. McGlynn, Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 
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Information and Assent Form 

This information and assent form for the study entitled A Historícal/Legal Analysis and Case 
Study of a High School Art Classroom as a Least Restrictive Environment. by Michelle Kraft, 
serves the purpose of communicating the objectives and data coilection procedures entailed with 
the research, along with a description of any benefits or risks involved with your participation. 
This form assumes that you are under the age of 18 and that your parent(s)/guardian(s) will 
sign/have ̂ igned the consent form for your participation. If you have any additionai questions 
regarding the study, please feel free to contact me (Michelle Kraft) in person at the site or at 796-
8800 (X 357) or Dr. Karen Keifer-Boyd at 742-3010. 

Objectíves of the Study: 

This study serves to fill the following primary objective: 

To explore the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) with regard to the following 
stakeholders: learners with special needs, the general art classroom teacher, and the 
general art classroom as a whoie (íncluding students with "regular^ abilities). 

Data Coliection: Whiat to Expect: 

During the course of the five-month case study, I will coliect data in a variety of ways. The most 
prevalent data collection wíll be through field observations and field notes that I will make while in 
the art classroom with you (although some notations may be made after í leave the site due to 
time considerations). 

i may also ask to interview some students-outsíde of class—for the purpose of gathering more 
in-depth information. Interview questions will be open-ended and based upon observations that I 
have made in the field. These inten/iews may be audiotaped, which wíll enable me to go back 
through them later for information as the study progresses. 

I may also collect some artifacts during the study. These may inciude: the art teacher's lesson 
plans, exampies of artwork by some students, copies of correspondence or narrative reports, 
applícable handouts used in the art class, etc. 

Confidentlaiity and Privacy: 

The raw data described in the section above (audiotapes of interviews, notations from fieid 
observations, artifacts, etc.) wiil be strictly confidential. No one but myself (Michelle Kraft) will see 
any of the raw data of the study. 

Your input into the study and your role in the site are important to me. Your privacy and the 
confidentiality involved with your participation will be strictiy upheid. In the actual wríting of the 
dîssertation. your name, the name of the high school, of the art teacher, of the city ín which the 
study takes place, will ail be changed so that your privacy and the privacy of others participating 
in the study may be preserved. 
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Benefits and Risks of Participation: 

Since this study involves no experimental methods and since you may withdraw your participation 
at any trme, there are no physical or psychological risks to your involvement with the study. As 
this case §tudy will take place in the general art classroom public school environment and will not 
infnnge upon the normal functioning of the art classroom, any unexpected injuries during the 
course of the study will not arise as a result of this study and will be handled through routine 
school site and district procedures for such circumstances. If this research project does cause 
any physical injury to you as a participant, treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech 
Unlversity or through the Health Sciences Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried 
by the University or its personnel applicable to cover such injury. 

If you as a student withdraw participation, the study may continue, but any information regarding 
you will not be reflected in the data collection and in the final dissertation project. In the event 
that it appears that the continuance of the study would adversely affect the art classroom 
environment's function, the study will be discontinued. 

There are not necessarily any therapeutic or material benefits involved with participation in the 
study. This study will hopefully serve to benefit subsequent stakeholders, including policy-
makers, general ciassroom teachers, special education teachers, students, etc, as they work 
under and strive to define the LRE mandate. In iight of this, there may intrinsic, personal benefit 
of satisfaction and empowerment that you may feel from your involvement with the research 
project. 

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to ask me. I appreciate your 
consideration of participation in this research project. Your voice and your input in this study are 
important to me and to the nature of this project. 

Michelle Kraft 

i have read and I understand the above information, and 1 agree to participate in the study. 

Student's Signature Date 
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Subject Consent Form 

I hereby give my consent for my/my child's participation in the project entitled A Historical/Legal 
Anatysis and Case Study of a High School Art Classroom as a Least Restríctíve Environment for 
Students with Disabilities by Michelle Kraft. I understand that the person responsible for thís 
project is Dr. Karen Keifer-Boyd (faculty, Department of Art. Texas Tech University), telephone 
number 742-3010. 

Michelle Kraft has explained, in person or in writing. that these procedures are part of a project 
that has the following objective: 

To exptore the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) with regard to the following stakeholders: 
leamers with special needs, the general art classroom teacher. and the general art classroom as a 
whole (including students with "regular" abilities). 

She has, in written form: 

1. Explained the data collection procedures to be followed during the course of the case study. 
2. Described the issue of privacy concerns and how those will be addressed during the course ot 
the case study. 
3. Described the benefits to be expected for participating In the study: Benefits for 
participation—no payment. free services, or in-kind benefits will be awarded for participatlon in the 
study. 

The risks of participation in the case study have been explained to me as follows: No risk. 

it has further been explained to me that the total duration of my participation will be five montiis; 
that only Michelle Kraft wíll have access to the records and/or data collected for this study; and 
that all data associated with this study wíll remain strictiy confidential (please see attached form 
for description of study objecti'ves, procedures, and benefits and risks ínvolved wíth participati'on). 

Dr. Keifer-Boyd has agreed to answer any inquiries I may have concerning the procedures, and I 
have been informed that I may contact the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for 
the Protection of Human Subjects by writing to them in care of the Office of Research Sen/ices, 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock. Texas 79409, or by calling 742-3884. 

If thís research project causes any physical injury to participants in this project, treatment is not 
necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health Center. nor is tíiere 
necessarily any ínsurance carried by the University or íts personnel applicable to cover any such 
ínjury. Financial compensatíon for any such ínjury must be provided through the participant's own 
insurance program. Further information about tiiese matters may be obtained from Dr. Robert M. 
Sweazy. Senior Associate Vice President for Research, 742-3883, Room 203 Holden Hall. Texas 
Tech University. Lubbock. Texas 79409-1035. 
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I understand that I may not derive therapeutic treatment from participatíon ín thís study. I 
understand that I may withdraw participatíon from this study at any tíme I choose without penalty. 

Sígnature of Subject: 

Date: 

Signature of Parent/Guardian or Authorízed Representatíve (if needed): 

Date: 

Signature of Project Director: 

Date: 
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Subject Consent Form: Description of the Case Study 

The research project A Historícal/Legal Analysis and Case Study of a High School Art Classroom 
as a Least Restrictive Environment, by Michelle Kraft, will involve data collection from the case 
study site with the procedures described below. Some of these data collection procedures may 
include you/your child as a participant so please do not hesitate to contact me (Michelle Kraft) at 
796-8800 (x 357) or Dr. Karen Keifer-Boyd at Texas Tech University at 742-3010 should you 
have any 'questions or concerns. This informational sheet of the consent form is yours to keep for 
reference throughout the course of the study. 

Objective of the Study: 

This study serves to fill the following primary objective: 

To explore the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) with regard to the following 
stakeholders: learners with special needs, the general art classroom teacher, and the 
general art classroom as a whole (including students with "regular" abilitíes), and parents. 

Data Collection: What to Expect: 

My researcher role during the course of this study is that of "participant-observer." This means 
that I will immerse myself in the "culture" of the site (the art classroom), will share a role within 
that environment, and will observe the site while doing so. It is my intentíon to be helpful to tiie 
teacher and the classroom in my participatíon within the environment as I make my observatíons 
throughout the course of the case study. 

Duríng the course of the case study, I will collect data in a variety of ways. The most prevalent 
data collection will be through field observations and field notes that I will make while in the art 
classroom (although some notations may be made after I leave the síte due to time 
considerations). 

I may also ask to interview some participants (students, the art teacher. the special educatíon 
teacher. parents)~outside of class—for the purpose of gatheríng more in-depth information. 
Interview questions will be open-ended and based upon observatíons that I have made in the 
field. These interviews may be audiotaped, which will enable me to go back through them later 
for information as the study progresses. 

I may also collect some artífacts during the study. These may include: ttie art teacher's lesson 
plans, examples of artwork by some students, copies of correspondence or narrative reports, 
applicable handouts used in the art dass, etc. 

Confidentíality and Privacy: 

Your input into the study and your role as a stakeholder are important to me. Your/your child's 
prívacy and the confidentiality involved with your/your child's participation will be stiictiy upheld. 
No one but myself (Michelle Kraft) will see any of the raw data of ttie study. In tiie actijal wríting 
of the dissertation. your/your child's name. the name of ttie high school, of the art teacher, of the 
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city in which the study takes place, will all be changed so that your prívacy and the prívacy of 
others participating in the study may be preserved. 

Benefits and Risks of Participation: 

Since this study involves no experimental methods and since you may withdraw your partícipation 
at any timOj tíiere are no physical or psychological risks to your involvement with \he study. As 
this case study will take place in the general art classroom public school environment and will not 
infrínge up>on the normal functíoning of the art dassroom, any unexpected injuríes during tíie 
course of the study will not arise as a result of this study and will be handled through routíne 
school site and district procedures for such circumstances. If this research project does cause 
any physical injury to you/your child as a partidpant. treatinent is not necessaríly available at 
Texas Tech University or through the Health Sciences Center. nor is there necessaríly any 
insurance carried by the University or its personnel applicable to cover such injury. 

If you choose to withdraw your/your child's participation from the study. the study may continue. 
but any information regarding you/your child will not be reflected in the data collection and in the 
final dissertation project. In the event that it appears that tiie continuance of the study would 
adversely affect the art classroom environment's function. the study will be discontinued. 

There are not necessarily any therapeutic or materíal benefits involved with partidpation in tiie 
study. This study will hopefully serve to benefit subsequent stakeholders, induding polícy-
makers, general classroom teachers, special education teachers, students. etc, as they work 
under and sti-ive to define the LRE mandate. In light of this, there may intrínsic, personal benefit 
of satisfactíon and empowerment that you/your child may feel from your/his or her involvement 
with the research project. 

If you have any furttier questions, please do not hesitate to ask me. I appreciate your 
consideration of participation in this research project. Your voice and your input in ttiis study are 
important to me and to the nature of ttiis project. 

Michelle Kraft 
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Jan. 26, 2000 í 
10:25 a.m. 

Alfred sits at table, not working. After several minutes, he looks around room, gets 
up, retrieves drawing materials (other students have already begun painting—is A 
taking cue from them?) 
r 

Irma watches A. When he returns w/materials, she helps him w/his work. (She's 
the first student l've seen interact w/A.) At times, I takes color pencils from A and 
draws on his drawing, talking to him softly as she does so. Turns her attentJon to 
Javier. 

I t o J : What are you drawing? 
J mumbles inaudibly in reply. 
I: Itlooksnice. Could you hold it up? 
J: No. 

Irma shrugs, returns her attention to A, places color pencil on his paper. She 
reaches into backpack and pulls out a stack of photos. A resumes working w/out 
acknowledging I. Irma arranges photos in front of her, glances toward J. 

Figure H. 1 "Dramatized" Example of Chunked Data 

Figure H.2 "Dramatized" Layered Encoding on Reverse of Data Card 
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CASE STUDY ENCODING SYSTEM 

® e>̂ o Alfred E} Javier 

««»̂  • Mr. Alan (art teacher) m Students (class in general) 

^ •rma — A Student ("regularly-abled" student) 

• Me o<»'-« Brad 

^ ^ ' • D e S h a u n m Steven 

• "'•BAIde e Jesse 

o Abe Q Devon 

A Mr. James 

(•) Announcements over loud speaker 

~r Students work on TAAS practice problem 

__ Alfred (or other student) excluded from general classroom activlty 
' = or worklng on a completely different assignment than peers in art 

classroom. 

i ^ Alfred indlcates verbally that he enjoys his art class or an art 
activity. 

C6 A person speaks (In thls example, Alfred). 

• o Someone initiates an interaction Alfred (in this example, me). 

'^ Students work on drawing activity. 

*t:^ Someone gestures while they speak (in this case, Alfred). 

H Alfred's aide works on personal activity, such as reading or 
^ balancing checkbook, without interaction with students. 

351 



I (or another) talk to or prompt Alfred along with gesture or physícal 
wO prompt and/or saying his name becausefirst interactionyielded no 

response. 

Other students in the classroom take Alfred's work to look at, touch 
^ ^ it, examine it, or watch him work without asking permission or any 

other interaction with Alfred himself. 

Aide (or I or Mr. Alan) prompts Irma (or another) to work. 

8-Ô Mr. Alan repeats instructions to Irma (or another). 

4^ * DeShaun (or another) asks Mr. Alan (or another) for help. 

= ^ Students (class, in general) work on their projects. 

^ Irma asks someone else to do for her. 

te Alfred stares into space, does not appear to listen as Mr. Alan (or 
^ another) gives instructions. 

^ U > Mr. Alan works on Alfred's (or another's) project with little to no 
^ \ verbal interaction between them. 

• L ^ I draw guidelines for Irma to help her with a project. 

fio Irma moves to srt next to WÊÊÊÊ. 

(.(O) )Alfred sways or rocks. 

^^ Alfred puts away work or materialsor washes hands with not 
prompting. 

- A - Mr. Alan sits behind desk, taking roll or completing other work. 

^ Alfred waves arms. 

fi Mr. Alan helps clean up or works on hands-on project in the 
classroom (rigging a hanging system for masks, etc). 

Q o Aide watches Alf red work. 
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S ^ Mr. Alan (or someone else) verbally prompts Alfred (or someone 
else), accompanied by gesture or nonverbal prompt. 

Qc\ '̂̂ '̂ ®^ draws without referring to original source (for copying 
assignments). 

Oâ- Irma (or another) watches Alfred (or another) work. 

O Alfred looks around classroom. 

* - Mr. Alan (or another) helps a student. 

o © Irma takes Alfred's materials and works on his project herself, with 
no interaction (seemingly because she simply wants to). 

^ p Irma (or another) demonstrates or helps Alfred (or another) with art 
^ ^ project while verbalizing instructions or suggestions. 

= 7 Students in class sit around, talking. 

V ^ Mr. Alan prompts students to stop talking (usually during 
^ ^ announcements). 

oeé irma (or another) speaks for Alfred. 

0 * *0 Irma repeats aquestion to Alfred thatsomeone else hasasked him. 

8 ^ ^ s Mr. Alan shows examples to class while delivering instructions. 

Â Mr. Alan stands at the front of the room while talking. 

*-S^ Mr. Alan paces while talking to class. 

*^ = Mr. Alan gestures while speaking to class. 

i ^ o Alfred appears to listen as Mr. Alan addresses class. 

—g Mr. Alan stands at side center of classroom (often obstructing 
"^ Alfred's and Irma's view) while addressing class. 
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^-^ Alfred (or another) complies with prompt or instructions. 

i^_o Mr. Alan verbally interacts with other students while helping Alfred 
(or another) with work. 

^ ^ Alfred (or another) works on a similar, but modified, art activity as 
' ' ^ peers. 

-û. Alfred (or another) sits, is not engaged in any activity. 

-©. Alfred (or another) works on art activity. 

© Alfred smiles or laughs to self while sitting or working. 

^ Aide sits or stands near door, away from Alfred. 

• ' ^ Alfred does not comply with prompt or instructions. 

• - o Aide interacts with Alfred (or another). 

2m Consultation regarding Alfred, courses of action for hîs work, etc. 
(in this example, Mr. Alan and aide). 

Someone does for someone else, performs an activity for him or 
O * - her rather than having him or her perform it (doer on the right; in 

this example, Mr. Alan does for Alfred). 

^ Mr. Alan prompts class to clean up, put materials away, or turn in 
drawings. 

o - _ ^ Discussion or conversation regarding Alfred, not necessarily 
^^^"^ educational-related consultation (inrtiator of exchange on left). 

_ (In this example) class given a choice of medium or subject matter 
* ^ = ^ for their art project. 

w Aide is not present at beginning of class (or perhaps for entire 
^ class). 

^_o Irma (or someone else) moves to sit across from Alfred (or 
someone else). 
Mr. Alan jokes with students in the class. 
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^ Alfred (or another) participates in same activity as peers, with no 
— modifications to assignment. 

fiP Mr. Alan (or another) nonverbally prompts Alfred to work. 

• Mr. Alan (or another) verbally prompts Alfred to work. 

® ^ Alfred refers to original source during copying/drawing exercises. 

^ . Q I (or another) question or talk to Alfred (or another) about his (or 
her) artwork or classroom activity. 

• = Mr. Alan addresses the class. 

Qy^ Alfred responds nonverbally and appropriately to conversation or 
interactions (example: with gesture). 

^ ^ ^ ^ Alfred responds verbally and appropriately to conversation or 
interactions. 

y>^ Alfred responds inappropriately (verbally/^, or nonverbally) to 
conversation or interactions or does not respond at all. 

^ ^ Mr. Alan monitors classroom, helps students and makes 
^^ conversation with them as he does so. 

~^ I monitor classroom and help students, make conversation in doing 
<~ so. 

o Someone demonstrates a skill or helps someone else with their 
^ ^ artwork (demonstrator on the left; in this example, Mr. Alan helps 

Irma). 

"JOL Alfred imitates a modeled activity or the action of peers. 

^ Class turns in work or cleans up. 

íie Mr. Alan repeats verbal prompt or instructions to Alfred (or other). 

« - Aide (or another) exits the room. 

Q * Aide (or another) enters the room. 
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©X Alfred makes repetitive hand movements. 

\ Mr. Alan (or another) praises Alfred (or another). 

^ 3 " ^ • • § (or another) makes conversation with DeShaun (or another). 

H^IS Students at Alfred's table interact with one another but exclude 
—^•^ Alfred (and, at times) Irma. 

O Irma giggles (at Alfred, usually, or another classmate). 

O/Q Mr. Alan pauses at Alfred's table, looks at E's work, but continues 
on without saying anything. 

- ^ Alfred reads over his typing (lips move while reading: ) 

^ Alfred turns body to alternate work on his art and read his typing. 

• - ^ flHI (or someone else) writes a message to Alfred. 

® ^ Alfred responds in writing to the message. 

s ^ Alfred gets magazine to look through. 

g/> Mr. Alan limits interaction between myself and class (refuses my 
' ^ help in passing out papers or limits my addressing class) 

t Someone else makes a decision for Alfred (Mr. Alan in this 
example) 

0 Student's behavior indicates that s/he regards me as authority 
® figure (in this case, Irma) 

<5 Student (in this case, Irma) assumes authority role over Alfred 
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APPENDIXJ 

SYLLABUS FOR COURSE ON INCLUSION POLICY 

AND THE ART EDUCATOR 
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Inclusion Policy and Practices in the 
Public School Art Classroom 

Course Syllabus 

Catalogue Description 

Course focuses upon the role of the art instructor as stakeholder and 

implementer of special education policy underthe Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA). Includes hands-on component in which participants 

create work alongside students experiencing moderate to severe disabilities. 

Course Objectives 

Art education students are provided the opportunity to apply principles of 

successful inclusion to the art classroom as a least restrictive environment (LRE) 

for learners with a variety of educational needs. In doing so, students create art 

and spend time with students experiencing low-incidence moderate to severe 

disabilities in order to understanding similarities and differences among all 

learners. 

Course Format 

Undergraduate students enrolled in the course help implement the Human 

Empowerment through the ARTs (HEARTS; developed by Karen Keifer-Boyd 

and Michelle Kraft) project. This project is embedded within the course and 

involves activities that allow individuals experiencing differing abilities (severe 
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disabilities to "typical" abilities) to create art together and to understand 

similarities and differences that exist within all individuals. Art media ínclude 

paint, clay, and video/digital technologies. Those participating in the course, 

regardless of ability or disability, are viewed as both students and teachers. The 

course provides a vehicle through which students cultivate respect for individual 

differences and appreciation for one another's contributory role in creating art 

and within the community at large. 

Required Text 

Nyman, A. L., & Jenkins, A. M. (Eds.). (1999). Issues and approaches to 
art forstudents with special needs. Reston, VA. National Art Education 
Association. 

Course Requirements 

1. Readings and research 20% 

2. Assigned tasks for implementation of HEARTS 40% 

'o 

3. Team problem-solving discussions and 
reflective writings 40% 

Attendance Policv 

Attendance in class is necessary for participation in HEARTS and other 

class activities and is required. Continued tardies and absences may result in a 

reduction of the student's final grade. Missing 25% of the class meetings could 
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result in removal from the class with a grade of F Please contact the instructor 

prior to class time regarding excused absences (which include illness, death in 

the immediate family, school-sponsored trip, or religious reasons). 

Americans with Disabilíties Act fADA) 

If you experience documented special educational needs that necessitate 

instructional modifications to ensure your success in the course, please contact 

the instructor regarding these needs during the first two weeks of the course. 

Course Outline 

Week one. Topics: IDEA and the LRE; court cases and inclusion policy. 

Readings; SchiIIer, M. (1999). Accessto art education: Ethical and legal 

perspectives. In A. L. Nyman & A. M. Jenkins (Eds.) Issues and approaches to 

art for students with special needs (pp. 7-16). Reston, VA: National Art 

Education Association. 

Week two. Topics: The art classroom as an LRE; stakeholders in 

inclusion policy; empowerment and difference. Outside readings: Keifer-Boyd, 

K. (1998). Transformative power, controversy, and critical thinking. In E. J. 

Saccá& E. Zimmerman (Eds), WomenarteducatorsIV: Herstories, ourstories, 

future stories {pp. ^ 82-199). BoucherviIIe, Quebec: Canadian 
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Society for Education Through Art. Blandy, D. (1989). As I see it: Toward a 

sociopolitical orientation to disability for art education. Studies in Art Education, 

42(5), 7-11. 

Week three. Topics: Categories of disability as set forth in IDEA; 

instructional modifications in the art classroom. Readings: Guay, D. M. (1999). 

A way in: Strategies for art instruction for students with special needs. In A. L. 

Nyman & A. M. Jenkins 

Week four. Topics: Policy and procedural issues for the school district 

and classroom. Panel discussion: special educator, art educator, school district 

special education administrator, school district arts administrator. Readings: 

Arnold, A. (1999), School leadership, the arts, and special education. In A. L 

Nyman & A. M. Jenkins 

Week five. Topics: Adaptive technologies for art making for differently-

abled populations. Readings: Ewing, L (2000). Artinthedark: A nonvisual 

learners' curriculum. In D. E. Fehr, K. Fehr, & K. Keifer-Boyd (Eds.) Real-world 

readings in art education: Things your professors never told you (pp. 83-89). 

NewYork: Falmer Press. Grigal, M. (1998). The time-spacecontinuum; Using 

natural supports in inclusive classrooms. Teaching Exceptional Children, 30 (6), 
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44-51. Lewis, R. (1993). Special education technology: Classroom applications. 

Pacific Grove, CA; Brooks/Cole Publishing Company. Video: If You Can Move 

Your Head You Can Move Your World: New Applications for Assistive 

Technology 

Week six. Topics: Curriculum planning for HEARTS. 

Week seven. Topics: HEARTS—clay. Readings; Blandy, D., 

Pancsofar, E., & Mockensturm, T (1988). Guidelines for teaching arttochildren 

and youth experiencing significant mental/physical challenges. Art Education, 41 

(1), 60-66. 

Week eiaht. Topics: HEARTS debriefing (clay), reflections, and problem 

solving. Guest; school district special education administrator. 

Week nine. Topic; HEARTS-time-based media. Video: Corra, H 

(Producer, Director), & Weinbren, G. (Director). (2000). George. New York: 

Corra Films Inc. 

Weekten. Topic; HEARTS debriefing (time-based media). Editing of 

video from HEARTS. 
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Week eleven. Topic: Planning for HEARTS. 

Week twelve. Topic: HEARTS-painting. 

Week thirteen. Topic: Barrier-free environments, HEARTS exhibition 

planning. Guest: Read-time chat with Dr. Doug Blandy, University of Oregon. 

Readings: Blandy, D., Branen, K., Congdon, K. G., & Muschlitz, L. (1992). 

Integrating people experiencing disabilities into community arts events: Model 

projects and guidelines. Journal of Social Theory in Art Education, 12, 16-33. 

Week fourteen. Topics; HEARTS exhibition. 

(Course developed by Karen Keifer-Boyd and Michelle Kraft.) 
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