The Fallacy of Full Inclusion Amoung Developmentally Disabled Students
Rachel Jaynes

Brigham Young University-Idaho

March 26, 2007
Table of Contents

Abstract……………………………………………………………………………………3
Introduction………………………………………………………………………………..4
Expense……………………………………………………………………………………4

Motility……………………………………………………………………………5

Space………………………………………………………………………………6

Staff………………………………………………………………………………..6
Attention and Teacher Capabilities………………………………………………………..6

Student-Teacher Ratios……………………………………………………………7

Capabilities of Teacher Resources………………………………………………...8

Slack Time………………………………………………………………………...9

Curriculum………………………………………………………………………...9
Social Development……………………………………………………………………...11
Learning Disabilities Example…………………………………………………...12
Behaviors………………………………………………………………………...12
Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………….13
References………………………………………………………………………………..15

Abstract

Two options are available for the education of developmentally disabled students: secluded classrooms and inclusive classrooms in public schools. Governments, schools, and parents are striving to find the best solution for the average disabled child though it is a difficult decision as both options have their benefits and disadvantages. Inclusive classrooms cost less because teachers can instruct more students at a time thus costing schools less for a smaller amount of staff members. Also, the social development of each child could improve when they are surrounded by more peers. Secluded classrooms also have lower costs in different areas. Teachers are more capable of managing their classrooms in secluded settings and the students focus better. Social development of disabled children is also benefited in secluded classrooms as the students are all on the same levels. Their behaviors are also less of a distraction to the overall learning process in secluded settings. Overall, the costs of inclusion do not outweigh the benefits.
Introduction

Parents of children with developmental disabilities are torn between their educational options. These are individuals with mental retardation, autism, epilepsy, and other disorders. In the past, developmentally disabled students have received individual instruction in separated classrooms to meet their unique needs. Currently, many receive their education in public classroom settings integrated with other children. This can also be referred to as inclusion or mainstreaming. The recent debate concerns whether or not it is in the best interest of the disabled child to remain in the public setting.   


In the past, most developmentally disabled children received individual teaching, separated from those in average public school classrooms because of their differences in learning style. A new faction has developed the full inclusion movement (FIM). The goal of the full inclusion movement is to fully integrate disabled children within mainstream public classrooms (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 115). Unfortunately, supporters of the full inclusion movement fail to realize that the idea can be detrimental to the child. Full inclusion is ineffective and fails to meet the needs of developmentally disabled students because their education requires expenses too great for public schools to afford, more training on the teachers’ part, and social development that cannot occur in an integrated classroom.
Expense


One of the biggest concerns about special education is the high cost. According to Mock and Kauffman (2004) of the University of Virginia, supporters of full inclusion argue that cost is too high for placement of individuals to receive separate education (p. 114). Several factors affect the expenses of educating developmentally disabled individuals. Motility is a downfall that accompanies inclusion. Not all disabled students are capable of the luxury of getting to and from school on their own. Increasing student-teacher ratio greatly lowers cost along with decrease in space; however, there is a downfall to increasing student-teacher ratio.
Motility

Transportation is an enormous concern not taken into consideration with full inclusion according to Sontag, Burke, and York (2004). Most developmentally disabled students do not have proper mental or physical capacities to ride a bike, walk, or remember to get on the bus to go to and from school. Many parents are concerned that their disabled child could get lost or become incapacitated due to seizures, the use of crutches, wheelchairs etc. (Sontag, Burke, York, 2004, p. 6).


Some schools leave the responsibility with parents to transport their children to school. This can be a solution until there are conflicts with work or childcare for siblings. The alternative to avoid this problem is for schools to provide the transportation with ordinary school buses (Sontag, Burke, York, 2004, p. 6).


Unfortunately, even average school buses are not fully capable in transporting disabled children. Many disabled children have seizures, throw tantrums, self-injure, or, upon occasion, harm other students. These symptoms cannot go ignored, but an average bus driver cannot effectively address the needs of special students (Sontag, Burke, York, 2004, p. 6). Transportation is not an issue easily addressed, as most believe. There have been special buses that transport only disabled students, but the schools pay an extra cost for those buses, drivers, and attendants. 
Space 
The main concern of the full inclusion movement pertains to space; each school needs one or more different rooms to provide for the education of developmentally disabled kids. By placing students in mainstreamed classes, schools save more money. Placing disabled students with other children also reduces the number of rooms necessary to conduct learning, and they no longer need their own space. Previously secluded rooms can be used for other classes and the construction of them could be completely avoided in the future. If put into practice, inclusion would decrease the amount of space schools are currently required to provide (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 114).  
Staff
Inclusive rooms also have the advantage of less staff members while secluded rooms also have a higher demand for staff to accommodate the separation, thus increasing the costs for schools. The disadvantage of secluded classrooms is that the student-teacher ratios decrease and hiring costs increase, while one teacher can instruct twenty to thirty students at a time in an integrated classroom (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 114).
Unfortunately, the average teacher does not have the capacity or training to instruct a developmentally disabled child. For this reason, most, if not all, teachers will need extra training or assistance, costing more money than it would take to hire a few special education teachers (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 116).
Attention and Teacher Capabilities


The extra attention required for disabled children is a major disadvantage to mainstreaming. Developmentally disabled students’ needs cannot be met within a public classroom because they need different curriculum. They still necessitate more time in order for the teachers to design the learning material. Teachers are also not capable of conducting a classroom and giving the required attention to severely disabled students. The extra time spent throughout the day is also a setback for most teachers (Hardman, Drew, Egan, 2005, pp. 78-79). 
Student-Teacher Ratios
It is also difficult for just one teacher to instruct the entire classroom and assist disabled students at the same time. Many students, depending on the severity of their disability, need constant assistance. Mock and Kauffman (2004) support this idea by stating, “Teachers simply cannot teach a general education class effectively and at the same time offer the intensive, focused, relentless instruction that many children with disabilities require if they are to make reasonable progress”(p. 115). Teachers trained on the general level do not have the capacity to teach developmentally disabled children. 
Educators of disabled children have a demand to fulfill several roles that general teachers could not with their number of students. Teachers of special education must deliver rigorous instruction while using specialized methods of teaching. They are also required to report the progress and concerns of each disabled child to parents, administrators, therapists, and many others (Hardman, Drew, Egan, 2005, pp. 78-79). Regular instructors do not have the proper amount of time to do this.  

One parent of a developmentally disabled child expressed her opinion, “. . . General education teachers often hinder rather than help him learn to cope with his classroom environment” (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 115). Many parents support secluded classrooms and discourage full inclusion. In their eyes, it only injures their children in learning. 
Capabilities of Teacher Resources
Other sources (assistants, school therapists and counselors, etc.) are no more capable than are teachers are when providing for disabled students. The average school counselor and other school personnel have generally not received proper training to work with the developmentally disabled population. Sontag, Burke, and York (2004) state the following:
…teachers must be trained to function as behavioral management specialists, speech therapists, parent trainers, etc., until the ancillary service community itself trains individuals to function with the severely handicapped. (p. 5)

This is due to the lack of competent assistance from those who should be able to take on these jobs. Teachers are not alone in their need for better training. Many schools use teacher aides to fill in and help the disabled students individually. To many, this is a solution to the problem of incompetent teachers, but it could easily create more problems as well. Teacher aides are the worst candidates to work with disabled children. They have the least amount of skills and training, and they work with those students who require the greatest amount of expertise (Bryson, Rogers, Fombonne, 2007, p. 512).      
Teacher’s schools distribute books and send employees to conferences to compensate for lack of training. This is not nearly as effective as actually hiring experts with proper training and experience to work with the teachers or students (Bryson, Rogers, Fombonne, 2007, p. 512). It remains impossible to replace experts with average teachers or teacher aides.
Slack Time


The extra time in the day left to students is also a concern. Most students have slack time between classes (in middle or high school), before school, after school, recess, and lunch. Most developmentally disabled children need constant supervision throughout the day. Many need help with their toiletries, eating, mobility, etc. Sontag, Burke, and York (2004) believe “these periods must be considered instructional time and the students should be taught how to play, eat, and occupy their free time … [this] requires careful administrative consideration for success” (p. 5). Unfortunately, not all teachers are willing to occupy their slack time working with their disabled students.
Curriculum

There are many who believe that inclusion creates a good opportunity for developmentally disabled children to work on the same curriculum as other kids. This may be true for a select few, but for the majority, it would be impossible. Earle Knowlton (2007) of the University of Kansas compared the rate at which disabled students learn and the rate at which an average child learns. He found disabled children to be slower in the learning process thus creating less time for them to learn in comparison with their peers (p. 55). Teachers would have to find a way to keep the disabled children on the same level as the other students.
Rate of learning is not the only problem with curriculum. Knowlton (2007) stated, “Appropriate curriculum must be provided for students with developmental disabilities in ways that maximize independence and quality of life and, at the same time, facilitate rational, responsible, and responsive inclusion of these students in general education settings” (p. 62). There is no way to get around the differences in curriculum. Many parents are unaware of the dangers in mainstreamed settings (Gallagher etal., 2004, p. 15). They do not realize that the most important factor in educating developmentally disabled students is to teach only what is necessary for them to know and what they are capable of learning (Saint-Laurent, Fournier, Lessard, 2004, p. 39). Full inclusion cannot provide this, because other students are learning about multiplication and how to use commas, while disabled students are levels behind them.  

Many disabled students’ curriculum consists of learning to use the toilet, usage of signing to communicate, not throwing tempers, eating with utensils, etc (Sontag, 2004, p. 5). According to Giangreco (2007), if they do not receive appropriate curriculum, they are likely to get frustrated or embarrassed (p. 35). It is vital that developmentally disabled students receive the proper curriculum for their learning level.  

It would be difficult for an average teacher to instruct the entire class and disabled students as well. Several disabled students need hand-over-hand assistance to accomplish tasks. Hand-over-hand assistance refers to the procedure often required with disabled students, depending on the severity of their condition. Many cannot do all things on their own; although it would be enabling of their instructors to do everything for them. 

An example of hand-over-hand assistance would be my experiences with a past client of mine, Joseph. One of Joseph’s daily goals pertained to fine motor skills. I can remember many instances when we would work together on stacking interconnecting blocks. Sometimes he would do the task independently, but most of the time, he would not. In order to help him achieve his goal, I literally put each of his hands on a block and helped him grab them. It sometimes required me to curl is fingers over the blocks. Then, I took his hands with my fingers over his and we would connect the blocks together. This was never done in force, however. If Joseph refused to participate in the activity, his right to choose was never taken away from him. I walked through each step with him and eventually he consistently performed these tasks independently.  
The idea behind hand-over-hand assistance is for the student to gain the ability to do a task independently. It is apparent that teachers cannot always walk through every step of every task with their disabled students and instruct a class at the same time. Therefore, a teacher in an inclusive classroom would not have the capacity to give all students their required amount of attention. 
Social Development

Some argue that inclusion will benefit the disabled students socially. The idea is that they will become more social with their peers. Some people believe when disabled children are in special education classrooms they feel segregated and it is detrimental to their self-esteem.

Interaction of disabled students within the classroom is expected to increase with full inclusion. It only makes sense that inclusion would do just that—include the disabled students and help them interact with their peers. Dore, Dion, Wagner, and Brunet (2004) of the University of Quebec found this to be false (p. 116). They conducted a multiple study to observe the differences in the interactions of disabled students in normal and secluded classroom settings (p. 116). The students monitored had unexpected outcomes for the experimenters. They expected the disabled children to perform at higher levels of social interaction “however the overall social integration of the…students was unsatisfactory” (p. 116). The students still interacted with their normal group of friends during lunchtime or interacted with no one. The observers concluded that full inclusion is ineffective to create adequate social inclusion (p. 116). 
Learning Disabilities Example

In response to this argument, Mock and Kauffman (2004) examined a study about mainstreamed kids with learning disabilities (LD). They discovered that students with LD rarely asked teachers for assistance, infrequently offered answers to questions, and interacted with fellow students and teachers less (p. 118). Currently, there is no credible evidence to prove that students with LD benefit from inclusion in public classrooms. This applies to developmentally disabled students as well (p. 118). Many disabled students prefer the low-pressure environments in secluded rooms. The work is on their level of learning and everyone in the room is on or near that same level. Many disabled students in integrated classrooms feel they are disliked by other students and often return those feelings (Mock & Kauffman, 2004, p. 115). 
Behaviors
Many parents feel disappointment with their experiences of having disabled children in inclusive classrooms. Their children had difficulties staying on task and the typical setting of a classroom (more students in the room, inconsistent daily routines, and the general environment) actually triggered problematic behaviors (Mock, 2004, p. 115). Too many factors in a classroom can generate behaviors, and it would be difficult for a teacher to manage them all.

From my experience in secluded classrooms, I have learned the difficulty of managing all aspects of an environment. I can remember a particular day in which my co-workers and I were working individually with our clients. One client, Aaron, was literally crying and hitting his mouth with his hand, because his staff would not feed him with hand-over-hand assistance. Aaron had the ability to feed himself and had done so in the past. He simply refused to do so. My client, Joseph, thought Aaron’s behavior was funny and set him off in into an obnoxious laughter. It was loud, and his behavior caused Brittney to rock forward and back fiercely while yelling. Other clients put their hands over their ears. Behaviors distract others in the room and trigger more behaviors in other students. 

Most behaviors are too problematic for a general classroom. Anything can set a behavior off in an unpredictable environment like a classroom (Turnbull, Turnbull,  Wehmeyer, 2007, pp.262-263). It is a difficult task for disabled students to become accepted by their peers when they are a distraction.   
Conclusion


While inclusion may be beneficial to some, it is ineffective for most. Many see full inclusion to be a cure-all; however too many disabilities differ from one another and those with disabilities cannot be categorized into one group of “disabled students” and placed into any classroom. Some students may do well with full inclusion, but nearly all cases are too severely disabled. Each case is individual and no single program fits all (Bryson, 2003, p. 512). Each child is on a different level and cannot be thrown into the mainstream and fulfill the expectancy of improvement.

Inclusion began as a new, innovative idea, but time and experience show it to be ineffective. The debate must finally be put aside. History has proven that full inclusion is not working. Adjustments would be too extensive for public schools to succeed in this method of education. It is time to re-evaluate the education processes of developmentally disabled students. Educational professionals need knowledge that provides the truths learned from the past, and more effective means of education need developing in order for full inclusion to work. As of yet, the costs of integration outweigh the benefits, and teachers’ skills are insufficient for educating disabled students. Inclusion hinders social development and is a failed process in comparison to seclusion.  

References

Bryson, S.E., Rogers, S.J., & Fombonne, E. (2003). Autism spectrum disorders: Early 

detection, intervention, education, and psychopharmacological management.  Can J Psychiatry. 48 (8), 506-516. Retrieved January 25, 2007, from the EBSCO database.

Dore, R., Dion, E., Wagner, S., & Brunet, J.P. (2004). High school inclusion of 

adolescents with mental retardation: A multiple case study. In Robert Sandieson, Val Sharpe, & Jack Hourcade (Eds.), Inclusion and Employment in Developmental Disabilities (pp. 110-118). Austin, TX: Division on Developmental Disabilities.

Gallagher, P.A., Floyd, J.H., Stafford, A.M., Taber, T.A., Brozovic, S.A. & Alberto, P.A. 

(2004). Inclusion of students with moderate or severe disabilities in educational and community settings: Perspectives from parents and siblings. In Robert Sandieson, Val Sharpe, & Jack Hourcade (Eds.), Inclusion and Employment in Developmental Disabilities (pp. 8-20). Austin, TX: Division on Developmental Disabilities. 

Giangreco, M.F. (2007). Extending inclusive opportunities. Educational Leadership, 64 

(5), 34-37.

Hardman, M.L., Drew, C.J., & Egan, M.W. (2005). Human exceptionality: School, 

community, and family (8th ed.).  Boston: Pearson.  
Knowlton, E. (2004). Considerations in the design of personalized curricular supports for 

students with developmental disabilities. In Robert Sandieson, Val Sharpe, & Jack Hourcade (Eds.), Inclusion and Employment in Developmental Disabilities (pp. 54-66). Austin, TX: Division on Developmental Disabilities.

Mock, D.R., Kauffman, J.M. (2004). The delusion of full inclusion. In John W. Jacobson, 

Richard M. Foxx, & James A. Mulick (Eds.), Contoversial Therapies for Developmental Disabilities: Fds, Fashion, and Sciencein Professional Practice (pp. 113-124). Manwah, NJ.:Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Incorporated.

Saint-Laurent, L., Fournier, A.L., & Lessard, J.C. (2004). Efficacy of three programs for 

elementary school students with moderate mental retardation. In Robert Sandieson, Val Sharpe, & Jack Hourcade (Eds.), Inclusion and Employment in Developmental Disabilities (pp. 38-53). Austin, TX: Division on Developmental Disabilities.  
Sontag, E.,Burke, P.J., & York, R. (2004). Consideration for serving the severely 

handicapped in the public schools. In Robert Sandieson, Val Sharpe, & Jack Hourcade (Eds.), Inclusion and Employment in Developmental Disabilities (pp. 1-7). Austin, TX: Division on Developmental Disabilities.

Turnbull, A., Turnbull, R., & Wehmeyer, M.L. (2007). Exceptional lives: Special 

education in today’s schools (5th ed.). New Jersey: Pearson.









PAGE  
16

