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Abstract

The purpose of this report isto review the status of school integration of children with a
disability (CWD) in various provinces and territories in Canada. Two approaches are currently
proposed: mainstreaming integration, with afull range of services, and inclusive integration in
regular classes, with the necessary retrofitting. While various school integration policies are
undergoing changes currently, the vast majority of provinces and territories seem to favor the first
approach, with afull range of services (also called Least Restrictive Environment).

However, there are shortcomings in the availability and reliability of statistical data, common
indicators, and information regarding some priority target groups.

There are various ways to measure the results of school services. According to several
evaluative studies, the regular class would be preferable to any other service. However, systematic
studies are few.

Regarding success factors of school integration in regular classes, severa worksidentify a
systemic set of conditions divided in ten general categories. values, attitudes, social and lega
factors, school organization, course program, education and learning, support services, interaction
with the environment, supervision and follow-up, and training of representatives. Again, however,
general studies are few.

The budgetary and financia aspects are numerous and include factors affecting economic
conditions and financial support, material and human resources, transportation and physical access,
and ratios.

Finally, at the end of our review, we draw broad research suggestions or questions,
including: reviewing the indicators used by Statistics Canada and provinces and territories by
comparing the indicators used in the United States and in the Organisation for Economic Co-
Operation and Development (OECD); carrying out comparative studies on integration policiesin
provinces and territories related to statistics and results; studying the benefits for children resulting
from integration in aregular class in high school and the school capability to implement successful
prerequisites for integration; assessing the impact of various factors on the quality of socia
integration of CWD in aregular class: the level of social skillsof CWD, their level of disability as
well as actions taken by educators to assist in the integration.



Introduction

Theintegration of children with adisability (CWD) in regular classesis an evolving
controversial issue, subjected to various interpretations and applications. 1n the United States, 70%
of CWD spend 40% of their day in school in aregular class (McDonnell, McLaughlin and Morison,
1997), while, in Italy, most have been integrated (OECD, 1998). In Canada, all authorities seemto
have opted for integration of CWD, but the level of integration varies between provinces and
territories (and within these jurisdictions).

This report reviews the school integration of CWD in the various provinces and territoriesin
Canada by identifying related policies; by reviewing the attendance of various schooling services;
by cataloging the current schooling approaches and mechanisms and their results; by identifying
success conditions for integration in regular classes; and by reviewing the costs of these services.
Finally, we propose subsequent research avenues.

Nevertheless, we wish to warn the reader that our study is limited due to the short timeframe
and to our far from complete knowledge of the whole situation in Canada.

1- Main Concepts and their Interpretations

We will begin with ashort review of definitionsfor CWD and this area of expertise before
examining notions of integration and inclusion in detail.

Children with a disability and the school system

One of the main problems facing special education policies and practicesis the fluctuating
nature of concepts and terminology. The designation children with a disability was chosen by the
Canadian society and the Quebec Committee for International Classification of Impairments,
Disabilities and Handicaps (ICIDH): “ A disability includes any disruption resulting from an
impairment to physical or menta activities considered normal for a human being” (Fougeyrollas et
al., 1991:23). However, this generic definition, subject to interpretation, is not shared by all
education authoritiesin Canada. Aswe will see later in this document, the concept of “exceptional
children”, including gifted children, is still used in some environments, while the terms “children
with special needs’ and “underprivileged groups’ are used tentatively by the OECD (1998:234).

Aswell, the special education concept and its organizational configuration isnot consistent in
all schools.

Integration and inclusion concepts

Two main approaches to school integration are being proposed currently: the mainstreaming
integration and the more recent inclusive integration, which rely on differing philosophies and
educational organization methods. These two concepts constitute a radical departure from education
practices for several of the targeted children for which, until recently, the right to education or to
quality education was being denied or neglected.

Mainstreaming integration results from a standardization principle which aims, as much as
possible, at making available for socially challenged individuals similar living conditions and
models as those experienced by individualsin a given environment or society (Bank-Mikkelsen,
1980; Council for Exceptional Children, 1976, in Rosenberg, 1980; COPEX, 1976; Kaufman,
1988, 1989; Kaufman et al., 1975; Lakin et Bruininks, 1985; Nirje, 1969, 1980; Pedlar, 1990;
Rosenberg, 1980; Wolfensberger, 1972, 1980). This principle is implemented through various
actions varying according to the targeted populations and the field of activity or service involved. A
Synonymous expression, “the valuing of social roles’ (Wolfensberger et Thomas, 1983, 1988)
focuses on the standardization objective: to support valued social roles for targeted individuals.

In the schooling system, this standardization principle and its related proposal, mainstreaming
integration, bring forward dramatic changes. access to education for CWD must be trandated by
training adapted to their needs (including individua service plans), in an environment as close to
“normal” aspossible. Theintegration processisthen implemented through avariety or acomplete
set of services, from teaching in aregular classto education in hospitals. Such a structure, called
“streaming system” is supposed to include, in all stages of segregation, gateways allowing
integration to the regular programs or to aregular class (Council for Exceptiona Children, 1976, in
Rosenberg, 1980; COPEX, 1976). However, its major ambiguity remains precisely with the fact



that some specific segregation practices (at school or elsewhere) seem compatible with the desired
standardization goal.

On the other hand, a second approach called “inclusion” challenges dramatically not only the
policies and the organization of special education, but also the concept of mainstreaming
integration. Theinclusion concept promotes amore radical and systematic integration, and
highlights practical integration applications. Several definitions have been coined as aresult.
Stainback et al. (1992) use terms such as “total inclusion” to refer to the fact that this concept rely
on the education of all studentsin classes and neighbourhood schools. According to their
definition: “all children must be included in the social and educational life of their neighbourhood
schools and classrooms and not only put in the mainstream school framework.”
(TRANSLATION), which results in making obsol ete the word integration since it is no longer
necessary “to reinsert a student or a group of students in the mainstream framework of the school
and in community life, after being excluded” (TRANSLATION) (p. 3). The authors add that
inclusive schools bring “a change of perspective, since the goal isno longer to assist only children
with difficulties but rather to take into account the support needs of each school member (the staff
aswell as students) to help them succeed in the regular educational activities’ (TRANSLATION)
(ibid.).

By proposing awhole range of support activities to the regular class, such a definition
suggests completely eliminating segregated services and transferring all resources to the regular

class.
*

The distinction between these two major approachesis not supported by all. For example,
thereis atendency to useinclusion and inclusive education in ageneric formin English (Andrews,
1996). Moreover, there are other conceptua variations such as the “least restrictive aternative’
concept, initiated in American law (Rutherford Turnbull [11, 1981; Scheerenberger, 1987). This
concept includes the right to receive an education in the least restrictive environment (LRE), as well
as proposing awhole range of services such as the streaming system.

Despite differences in these two fundamental approaches, the results of studies (aswell asthe
available empirical data) suggest that school systems are leaning towards the “inclusion” of a greater
proportion of students (Doré, Wagner et Brunet, 1996; Kelly, 1985; OECD, 1995).

2- School Integration Policies and Court Rulings

The acts, policies and regulations governing school integration are rapidly changing and have
been recently affected by court rulings interpreting the Charter of Rights.

Acts, policies and regulations

Five reviews have been produced concerning the provincia and territoria acts, policies and
regulations regarding school integration. Csapo et Goguen (1989) write about the history and
direction of servicesto CWD, but it is difficult to compare legidation and practices. Winzer (1990)
offers abroad description of the policies. Another study (TAAC, 1993) identifies ten education
rights for “handicapped students’ for which implementation in each provincia and territorid
legidation is being verified. Finally, updating a study by Smith and Lusthaus (1994), Smith and
Foster (1996) compare the policies and legidation of each province and territory and propose a
rating system based on 25 standards divided in five themes (Table 1): 1) non-discrimination, 2)
access to education, 3) assessment and placement, 4) implementation of services, 5) promotion of
rights. These studies are however limited in their comparisons and compl eteness, they are
sometimes contradictory, and focus more on the state of the law rather than adopted models and
practices. Finaly, it should be added that the acts, policies and regulations for al provinces and
territories are not all available on the internet.

Tablel

Ratings converted according to equality standards of CWD, and ranks for provinces and territories in Canada
(the average for provinces and territories is 40%).



Nfld& PEI NS NB Que Ont Man Sask Alta BC YT NWT
L

Rank 11 12 10 8 3 1 9 5 7 4 1 6

% 30 29 31 35 54 56 32 43 35 44 56 40

(Smith and Foster, 1996)

There are three key aspects for legidation and policy: a) the right to public education, b) the
right to aregular class with necessary retrofitting or to the services continuum, and to the LRE, and
c) theright to an individual education plan.

a) Students with severe disabilities do not have access to public education in Albertanor in
Newfoundland and L abrador, while Nova Scotia has promulgated an act authorizing the exclusion
of al CDW (Smith and Foster, 1996). Nova Scotiais about to adopt regulations to give universal
access to public education while Alberta has since amended its legidation by introducing such a
protection (AESEB, 1997).

b) One fundamental aspect of the legidation regarding integration is the recognition of the
right to regular classes with all necessary retrofitting or of the right to services continuum (regular
class, special class and segregated school) or the right to the LRE (least restrictive environment).
These two mutually exclusive options rely respectively on mainstreaming integration, and inclusive
integration. Courtsin Quebec, in the Marcil and Rouette rulings, discuss and favor either of these
services systems as being the equality standards for CWD. Thisis also the option being proposed
in Prince Edward Idland (Mackey & Associates, undated). Thisimplies that provinces and
territories will be called to adopt one or the other of the options and by adopting the right to services
continuum (or to the LRE), the generalized right to the ordinary classis excluded. Thispositionis
shared by Smith and Lusthaus (1994:7). Smith and Foster (1996:92 and 98) claim the opposite.

- The provinces and territories providing explicitly the generalized right to regular class are:
British Columbia, New Brunswick and the Northwest Territories (Smith and Foster, 1996).

- The following provinces have adopted the services continuum without reference to the LRE:
Alberta (AESEB, 1997), Québec (public education act, 1998), Ontario (Crawford and Porter, 1992;
Csapo and Goguen, 1989), Manitoba (Csapo and Goguen, 1989), Prince Edward Island (DEPEI,
1997), Newfoundland and Labrador (Csapo and Goguen, 1989) and Nova Scotia (Csapo and
Goguen, 1989) Finally, Saskatchewan and Y ukon have explicitly adopted the LRE (Smith and
Foster, 1996).

On the other hand, in British Columbia, the right to regular classis conditional to the
assessment of the needs of the CWD, which leads to subjective interpretations and eventually
differing placement practices. It should also be noted that, in severa provinces and territories, the
wording of the legidation and policiesis so broad that, in the same province or territory, one can
find atotal integration of all CWD in some school jurisdictions, and their attending specia schools
in other jurisdictions (Crawford and Porter, 1992).

¢) Theindividual education plan (IEP) is an essentia tool for planning and assessing
education and services, aswell as performance to the CWD. It istherefore important to render IEP
mandatory by legidation. According to Smith and Foster (1996) and our update, thisright to IEP
isrecognized in nine provinces and territories: British Columbia, Alberta, Ontario, Québec, Prince
Edward Island, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Northwest Territories, Manitoba and Y ukon. It is
not recognized in Saskatchewan, nor in Newfoundland and L abrador.

Thus, it seemsthat all provinces and territories can notably improve their policiesto grant
equal opportunitiesto CWD, and that the vast mgjority of provinces and territories have opted for
the services continuum (or the LRE) to date.

Recent rulings by the Supreme Court

Since 1982, courts are authorized to promulgate rights according to the equality sections of
Canada's Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Therefore, their rulings — particularly the rulings of
the Supreme Court of Canada— have an impact on integration policies (Crawford and Porter,
1992). Two rulings rendered recently should be noted.
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Emily Eaton, a 12 year-old child, (suffering from cerebral palsy, avisual disability, unable to
talk nor communicate efficiently, and bound to awheelchair) attended regular classfor the first
three years of schooling, benefiting from major support services. Teachers then judged that the
regular classwas prejudicial and recommended her placement in a special class. The Supreme
Court approved the placement, while mentioning the benefits of integration and recognizing the
regular class with necessary retrofitting as the equality standard. The Court added that thereisno
presumption favoring the regular class, the best interest of the child being the basis for the choice
of school service. If thisruling recognizes the special class as an appropriate service for some
students, it also means that before considering such a placement, school authorities should consider
integration with aregular class with all necessary retrofitting. (Peacock, 1996; Massy, 1997).

In the Eldridge case, the Supreme Court recognizes unanimoudly the right of threeindividuals
born deaf to interpreter services, at the government’ s expense, to communicate with health
professionals. The Court considers that failure to provide the necessary arrangements (sign
language interpretation services when these services are necessary and not excessively costly for the
government) constitutes an infringement of their rights under the Charter.

Therefore, in Canada: 1) the primary school service criterion for CWD isthe best interest of
each student, 2) regular class must be considered from the beginning of schooling, 3) reasonable
but not excessive adaptations must be made to ensure a true equal opportunity. A review of school
integration policies and practicesin light of these rulings would probably cause major changesin
several provinces and territories.

3- Statistical Data and Basic Indicators

Statistics regarding the schooling of CWD constitute basic pieces of information and a key
element of appreciation of the situation and policies. However, after reviewing research papers,
consulting internet sites and asking questions to provincial and territorial authorities, it becomes
clear that thereisalack of comparative and reliable datafor Canada as awhole. Still, it would be
necessary to know the number and the characteristics of the population requiring specia education
or considered CWD, its breakdown through the school system, the integration rate related to the
identified disabilities, their evolution, etc. Paradoxicaly, it seems that the difficulty to obtain such
data or their unavailability results from the integration policies, and especially inclusion, that have
been progressively implemented since the 1960s. Indeed, several compilations of speciaized
services have been stopped or do not cover all the young individualsinvolved. Moreover, the
enumeration difficulty increases when integration is viewed as a process, as amixed concept in
terms of significance, and very dynamic when tracking of integrated childrenislost. This problem
isnot, however, typical of Canada, as revealed by an OECD comparative study on services for
children with specia needsinwhich it isadmitted that “it is difficult to set comparative statistical
tables... due to significant variations between countries regarding classification, terminology and
methods, as well as the integration concept” (TRANSLATION) (Evans, Evans and McGovern,
1995:33).

- Statistics Canada. An overview of the statistics made available by Statistics Canada
shows the extent to which this federal agency has not made the necessary updatesin thisfield. For
example, the agency does not provide basic statistics on the state of the situation.

On the other hand, accurate information is available on “visual and hearing impaired”
individuals in specia schools devoted to their needs (table 2). Unfortunately, these data, probably
originating from a question being asked for decades, do not provide any information on students
partialy or totally integrated in regular classes.

Table?2

Number of students in schools devoted to the needs of visual and hearing impaired individuals (primary and
secondary) 1995-96
Nfld&. | PEI NS NB Que ont Man Sask Alta BC YT NWT
L

105 7 828 580 705 141 - 95-




(Statistics Canada, 1998a: 38-39, Catalogue 81-2296-XPB)

- Provincial and territorial data. Data on student with visual or hearing disabilities are
available for some provinces, to our knowledge: Alberta (R. Morrow, personal communication,
December 22, 1998), New Brunswick (OECD, 1995:42), British Columbia (B. Standeven,
personal communication, December 15, 1998), Ontario (MEO, 1997), and Quebec (Ouellet, 1997),
but we do not know if these data were collected using the same definitions.

However, it would be important to know the status for al “disabilities’ according to age, level
of education, and according to the percentage and level of integration. For example, the datafrom
Quebec comprise information about students with difficulties (table 3), and provide information
about the evolution of integration with time (table 4).

Table3

Number of students at pre-school, grade school and high school in public school in Quebec, according to the
nature of their “ disability” in 1996-97.

Mildint. | Med. int. Sev. int. Visual Hearing Phys. dis. | Multiple Mild Sev. Behavior | Total
dis. dis. dis. dis. dis. dis. learning learning diff.

diff. diff.
3,735 1,963 748 462 1,611 2,178 6,629 41,053 44,095 24,558 127,032

(Source: Ouellet, 1997)

Thus, integration in regular classesis progressing (table 4) (except, for example, regarding
the integration rate in regular schools for children with a severe intellectua impairment), but varies
according to disabilities. Still, the integration rate seems higher in grade school than in high school,
alevel for which researches have not been conducted often (Doré, Wagner, Brunet and Dion, 1998;
Doré, Wagner and Brunet, 1996).

Table4

Percentage of studentsintegrated in regular classes according to “disability” or “difficulty” identified in 1984-85
and 1996-97 (pre-school, grade and high schoal).

Year | Mildint. Med. int. Sev. int. Visual Hearing Phys. dis. | Multiple Mild Sev. Behavior
S dis. dis. dis. dis. dis. dis. learning learning diff.

diff. diff.
84-85 | 16% 5% 3% 74% 50% 56% 14% 94% 36% 38%
96-97 | 24% 17% 2% 76% 66% 64% 22% 77.5% 39.7% 54.2%

(Source: Ouellet, 1997)

Some problem aspects

- Lack of common pan-Canadian indicators. While it is possible to consult accurate
and comparative statistics, they are not available for Canada asawhole. Essentially, the challenge
resides in adopting common designations for “disabilities’, and for the kind of services available.
To our knowledge, the most appropriate work carried out in this direction is the “experimental
indicator” of the OECD regarding “students with special educational needs (due to disabilities,
learning difficulties and handicaps)” (OECD, 1998:234). Another option is to adopt or adapt the
indicator of the U.S. Department of Education which publishes a detailed annual chart of
“educational environmentsfor CWD”. This chart identifies, for each major age group and for each
of the 12 identified disabilities, the educationa environment in two broad categories: 1) segregated
school, and 2) regular school, further divided in three subsets: a) less than 40% per day in aregular
class; b) between 40% and 79% in aregular class; and c) at least 80% in aregular class (U.S
Department of Education, quoted in McDonnell et al., 1997:93).

- Natives and Francophones outside Quebec. To this day, generic studies about
school adaptation have not identified priority target groups — perhaps because some groups often
do not appear in global statistics for Canada. However, some statistical data indicate major learning
difficulties among two significant groups within Canada s society: First Nations and Francophones
outside Quebec.

In the case of First Nations, this data shows the significance of the issue: in 1991, 57% of
Natives 15 years of age and older had achieved grade 9 or less, or had not completed high school



— compared to 57% for non Natives (CRPA 19974a). Asfor Francophones in Canada, two
Statistics Canada surveys on literacy indicate that they can be found in larger numbers than their
Anglophone counterpartsin lower levels, and in lesser numbers in the upper levels of education
(Statistics Canada and HRDC, 1996). Aswell, two secondary studies indicate that Francophones
in New Brunswick (Statistics Canada, 1998b:24) and in Ontario (Garceau, 1998:42) have lower
reading skills than Anglophonesin Canada, as well asin these two provinces. The lower “literacy”
performance of Francophones outside Quebec also seems supported by the published results of the
School Achievements Indicators Program (SAIP) of CMEC, Francophones students from
Manitoba, Ontario and New Brunswick lagging in reading and, particularly, in writing (CMEC
1994).

Of course, it would be smplistic and misleading to blame poor achievements from First
Nations and Francophones outside Quebec on school adaptation, since other fundamental factors
areinvolved, such as cultural identity, access to education reflecting the culture, the language and
the values of these communities, the low number of students or their remoteness which, in some
cases, limits access to specialized resources. Nevertheless, several of these young people need
“support programs for students having difficulties’, and such programs seem to be currently
lacking (RCAP, 1997b).

- Language variable. Statistics on special education often do not include a variable on
language of education or mother tongue. (Even in Quebec, where, as we mentioned earlier,
statistics are detailed.) Inan officialy bilingual country, with a strong percentage of alophones,
such datawould be extremely useful. Many are wondering if Statistics Canada, for example,
should not be legally responsible to supply data based on the two official languages in the country
(Statistics Canada, 1998c).

- Review of various statistics.. Finally, it would be desireable that a review be
conducted of the various statistics related, closely or not, to education, in terms of school
integration issues. We already mentioned the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) and the
School Achievements Indicators Program (SAIP). Thereis also the School Leavers Survey (which
includestherates of achievement, diploma obtained) and the National Longitudinal Survey of
Children and Y outh. Inregardsto various surveys, the task is twofold: first to identify the data
relevant to youths with difficulties, and then to identify changes to the design of the surveys so they
can produce more information on issues related to integration.

4- Measurements and Results

What should be measured to assess services or programs for CWD? What are the
achievements of CWD in regular class compared to those in other school services?

Measurements for integration and programs for CWD

The assessment of services for CWD is a program assessment issue and has two main
objectives: to develop accountability or to improve programs (Olsen, 1994). Hereafter isareview
of the input of some studies on the possible framework, indicators and models.

The assessment of services or programs for CWD must be carried out taking into account the
general framework of principles and established relationships between inputs and contextual
components, and results and effects (Olsen, 1994; Schalock, 1995). Asto useful data, they fall in
three categories: input (resources and student characteristics), process related data (learning
opportunities, integration of CWD in regular classes), and results (school and functional skills,
generalization of school learning in everyday life, student and parent satisfaction) (Y sseldyke and
Thurlow, 1994).

Efficiency and results indicators for education provided to CWD must be defined in the
context of resultsfor al non disabled students (Olsen, 1994; Schalock, 1995); at the conceptual and
statistical levels, they should also be related to indicators generally used for education (Y sseldyke
and Thurlow, 1994).

Essentially, three methods and approaches seem appropriate: the first, more open, is proposed
by Y sseldyke and his team at the National Center on Education of the University of Minnesota, and
specificaly relies on results in education; the second, predetermined, is put forward by Schalock



(1999, 1995), and is applicable to all social and school programs; the third, also predetermined,
proposes amodel to assess programs aimed at students with behavior difficulties. In collaboration
with the school community, Y sseldyke et al. (1993) devel oped two types of indicators for students
leaving school: @) indicators for results of education: satisfaction, personal and socia adaptation,
school and functional achievements, community and civic contribution, responsibility and
independence, and physical health; b) enabling indicators: participation, attendance, adjustment and
adaptation.

Considering the particularities of each program, Turlow et al. (1994) indicatethat it is
necessary to know the underlying principles of a program, and to regroup various jurisdictions
interested in the assessment to produce their own results and indicators model. To thisend, they
propose the following four-step approach: 1) establish firm bases; involve decision-makers; define
the reasons for ng the results; define the terminology, establish the assumptions, solve the
major assessment issues; 2) develop, adopt, and adapt a model; select an approach, define the fields
for the results being assessed, identify the results and indicators; 3) establish a data collection
system; determine the origin of results, devel op data collection and analysis mechanisms, determine
the approach for data collection and analysis; 4) implement the system; create incentives and support
functions, prepare staff and public for the change and assess the system after implementation.

Schalock (1999) favors a closed model for the assessment of the quality of human services
based on results integrating efficiency and values standards, and with an organizational and
individual perspective. Heidentifies critical performance indicators based on the individual, and
organization outputs meeting the following criteria: valued by individuals, multi-dimensional,
objective, measurable, logically linked to the program and assessed over time. He proposes four
types of analysis: cost-benefits, impact, efficiency and participating. However, the proposed
indicators are not closely related to schooling.

In their conceptual model to assess services integrating students with behavior difficulties,
Grosenick et al. (1990) propose eight components: vision, student needs evaluation, goals,
curriculum and teaching methods, community involvement, service program design and
management, leaving procedures and assessment.

Therefore, there are various proposals to measure the results of school services. To our
knowledge, no comparative analysis of the various models has been carried out.

Results of Integration

Integration results are mainly assessed by comparing achievementsin special and regular
classes rather than by measuring learning in regular classes.

Madden and Slavin (1983) have reviewed the research on schooling and socia benefits for
student with amild disability in aspecial class, in full-time regular class and in regular class with
accessto aresourcing class. There are some benefits for CWD integrated full-timein aregular
class.

After studying all researches on the efficiency of specia classes compared to regular classes,
Epps and Tindal (1987) conclude that benefits are inconsistent with achievements. Some studies
favor special classes while other do not indicate any difference or benefit for regular class. Two
studies indicate that students with mild disabilities benefit more from regular class. Asfor
resourcing classes, even though achievement benefits have not been clearly established, in some
studies, the benefits are higher than full-time placement in aregular class.

On the other hand, in a meta-analysis based on 264 studies, Wang and Baker (1985-1986)
conclude that CWD placed in regular classes consistently obtain better achievements than CWD in
specia classes, and this, for all categories of disabilities. These results are at odd with Carlberg and
Cavae (1980) who conclude that students with learning or behavior deficiencies benefit more from
special classes.

Affleck et al. (1988) compare the achievements of students with amild learning disability in
regular classto similar studentsin aresourcing class and the cost effectiveness of these two
services. Thereis not significant difference between CWD integrated in aregular class and those in



aresourcing class. Finally, judging that servicesin aregular class are less expensive, they
recommend placement in regular classes.

Wondering about CWD learning in regular classes, Hunt et Goetz (1997) studied 19
researches on inclusion programs, their practices and results for students with severe disabilitiesto
conclude that these student can learn, be accepted and interact with other studentsin this
environment.

From three different integration models for students with learning disabilities in regular
classesin six schools, Zigmond et al. (1995) conclude that, for many, the increase in learning
opportunities resulting from regular classes does not achieve expected results. For more than half
the students of this study, achievements were insufficient.

Studies that do not face methodological difficulties are few. Research work is often limited to
descriptions and impressions (O’ Neill and DeBruyn, 1984). Moreover, few researches cover high
school programs.

All in al, integration in regular classes seems somewhat more beneficia than other services.
However, there could be more better defined researches in terms of methodology to cast more light
on service model options.

5- Success Factors and Conditions for Integration

By carefully reviewing literature from Canada and the United States regarding factors
favoring the success of integration of CWD in regular classes, ten critical conditions can be
identified (Doré, Wagner and Brunet, 1996).

- Values. The fundamental value in school integration is “equality amongst individuals’
(Baker, 1987; Baker and Gaden, 1992; Booth, 1988; Mittler, 1992). This value does not deny
differences between individuals (Baker, 1987). It includes three specific principles (Baker and
Gaden, 1992): “respect of the individua”, the “right to meet basic needs’, and “equality of
opportunities’. Thislast principle can be expressed in two different ways : an “equal and fair
opportunity” for all and “equal and equalitarian opportunities’ for all, “equalitarian” meaning the
right for all to have access to necessary developmental resources.

Finally, community spirit is a necessary condition for meeting equality principles (Forest,
1984, 1985, 1987, Lusthaus et al., 1992; Richler, 1993; Solomon et al., 1992; Stainback and
Stainback, 1990).

- Attitudes. Administrators, educators, parents and students in the regular schooling system
sometimes have mixed attitudes towards CWD and their integration, as indicated by Bunch (1992),
Vlasiu (1983) and Winzer (1987). While all agree that integration should occur as early as
possible, several doubt that it isfeasible, particularly for students with a severe disability. These
attitudes, resulting from concerns regarding the youth’ s capabilities to operate in regular classes,
often disappear once integration is underway (Hayes and Gunn, 1988). Generally, negative
attitudes from educators and students in the regular schooling system can be modified through real-
life experience with CWD.

- Legal and social factors. Some provincial and territorial laws in Canada have an impact
on policies and practicesin the school environment (Garon, 1992). We reviewed thisissue earlier.
Moreover, the positions of severa education stakeholders associations and |obbying groups can
influence the conditions in which ingression experiences occur (ACIC, 1994; COPHAN, 1995).
Finally, public opinion, (through the media, particularly) has an effect on integration experiments.

- School organization. Broad policies regarding integration should be operational and
used at all levels of the school organization. A new co-operation framework should be in place
throughout the school system, including its administration. Integration structures should be created:
resourcing classes, preference services (Evans, 1990), resourcing educators (Porter, 1987; Porter
and Callicott, 1992) or integration facilitators (Halvorsen, 1992) or interaction facilitators (Porter
and Collicott, 1992) etc. Administrative and financial support must be ensured and maintained.
Finally, consistent care and means should be in place to improve educational practices at school
(Fox and Williams, 1991).
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- Curriculum. Integration often requires changes to the general curriculum, and this, taking
into account the type of disability. For example, for students with an intellectual disability, three
options have been identified: the complete elimination of standard curricula, the implementation of a
single common curriculum for all students, or the implementation of special programsfor CWD. In
this latter situation, various approaches are proposed: by content level (Browder and Snell, 1987,
Saint-Laurent, 1994), ergonomical (MEQ, 1993a, 1993b, 1993c), by activity or by subject matter
(OSSTF, 1985; Ward, 1991).

- Teaching and learning. The integration of CWD aso demands for the adaptation of
teaching and learning methods. Various existing methods seem conducive to integration:
individualization and personalization of teaching and individual or personalized programs (Fox,
1987; Goupil, 1991), teaching in a multiple programs class (Collicott, 1992), co-operative learning,
mastering education (Crawford and Porter, 1992), learning through activities, learning from peers
and tutoring (Thousand and Villa, 1990). Moreover, required adaptations seem to benefit to all
students (Hegarty, 1991).

- Support services. Another key condition to integration is the implementation of support
mechanisms for CWD and their teachers (Crawford and Porter, 1992). There are various ways to
apply this: teams of colleagues, resourcing class, consulting with experts, input by volunteers
(Falvey et al., 1990), technical or educational assistance, and creation of circles of friends (Forest
and Lusthaus, 1989). Sometimes, it is aso necessary to create community servicesto assist
families and individuals (Snow, 1989).

- Interaction with the environment. Several provincial or territorial acts and regulations
allow parents to participate in the development of the educational plan of their CWD (Smith and
Foster, 1996), as partners with teachers in the education of the child (Doré, Wagner and Brunet,
1996). However, according to Lipsky (1989), parents do not receive due recognition in the school.
Stakeholdersin the education community must change their attitude and their perceptions regarding
parents of CWD. Also, it isalso desireable to enhance the relationship between the school and the
community.

- Supervision and follow-up. The Individual Education Plan (IEP) as the recommended
supervisory and follow-up mean is the basic component for planning and action with CWD
(Goupil, 1991).

- Preparing stakeholders. Stakeholders are seldom prepared for integration of the CWD.
Usually, preparation takes the form of information sessions. Haring and Billingsley (1984)
highlight the need to act out directly and personally situations putting stakeholders in contact with
CWD. Inthe case of stakeholder playing amore active rolein the integration process, the authors
recommend more significant action: discussion with specialized teacher, meetings with the parents
of the CWD, viewing of informative films, participation to team meetings, visiting schools where
integration isin place (Fox and Williams, 1991).

All these conditions should be viewed in a systemic perspective. Too often, integration
experiments have an effect on only afew success factors (Doré, Wagner and Brunet, 1996).

Finally, the documentation on thisissue is mainly prescriptive, texts resulting from systematic
studies are few. On the other hand, these studies focus mainly on experimentsin grade school.
We will discuss this|ater.

6- Budgetary and Financial Dimensions of Integration

Budgetary and financial dimensions are akey element of integration, but are neglected (Smith,
1992). Several factors mentioned earlier differentiating provinces and territories could be repeated
here: variation in funding methods (Jefferson, 1989), in defining specia education, in integrating
clientele (Kelly, 1985), etc. However, it should be noted first that it is difficult to establish the cost
of specia education throughout Canada, despite the budgetary weighting of this field across Canada
(Lawton, 1987; Kelly, 1985). Datafrom Statistics Canada regarding specialized education ($169.8
millions, table 5) seem unreliable since they are gathered from the following education costs:
handicapped individuals outside of the public schools, correspondence courses from provincial
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governments, recovery schools, education servicesin prisons and federal penitentiaries. Obviously
this accounting of expendituresis limited when compared to the cost of “education of children with
difficulties’” evaluated at almost ten times this total ($1,634,737,000) by the CMEC, 11 years
earlier, in 1983 (Kelly, 1985:20).

Table5
Expendituresin million $ for specialized education, by province and territory, for 1994-1995.
Nfld& L [ PEI NS NB Que. [ ON MB K AB BC YU NWT [ Canad

- - 2.8 9.3 81.2 111 4.6 274 154 - 0.3 169.8
(http: //mww.statcan.ca: 80/english/Pgdb/People/Education/educl0b.ht m; Statistique Canada, publication 81-2208)
While it seemsimpossible to have an overview of expenditures for Canada, publications
provide relevant information on several aspects of the financial support for integration.

- Economic factors and financial support. Severa authors note that the trend towards
integration was affected by major economic factors, particularly the fact that the movement towards
integration began as financia constraints were applied in education (Gerber, 1981; Paquette, 1992).
This resulted in competition between the various sectors and stakeholders. Moreover, many would
have opted for integration, figuring that it less costly than the segregated model (Rawlyck,
1977:47). Othersthought that it would result in cost increases (Kelly, 1985; Smith, 1992, for
example). One of the paradoxes of inclusion isthe fact that budgets previously committed to
children with difficulties are now integrated in regular education programs. According to several
people, it isimportant to identify the increase in resources as being now devoted for children with
special needs.

Consequently, Evans (1990) estimates that integration efforts are under-funded, schools
being unable to ensure the range of necessary services to meet al identified needs, while Crawford
(1992) claims that integrated education does not benefit much from the significant amounts devoted
to specia programs. Large amounts of money are lost due to the keeping of barriers between
specialized education services and regular education services (CDPQ and OPHQ, 1991; Stainback
and Stainback, 1990). By eliminating the specialized system, these funds could help promote a
system for “total inclusion”. Therefore, Crawford and Porter (1992) recommend reviewing, for
savings or reallocation purposes, resources allocated for teacher or student support. In their eyes,
each school board should provide a funding method for integration support services ant they
suggest adopting alocal policy under which funds allocated for technical assistance or any other
form of integration support would be committed to this end.

- Material and human resources. Human as well as material resources play avital role
in maximizing the positive effects of integration. Even awell-designed project can fail without
sufficient resources supporting both teachers and students (Simpson and Myles, 1990; Wade and
Moore, 1992). Thus, the creation of an education support or interpretation service could assist
learning for some students and produce interactions between youths (Crawford and Porter, 1992;
Simpson and Myles 1990). According to Crawford and Porter (1992), users from the school
adaptation sector need speech therapists, occupational therapists, physiotherapists and other health
professionals.

Crawford (1992) adds that the ministries of education, school boards and schools must
protect resources allocated for the support of teachers and students.

- Transportation and physical access. Students must be able to use transportation that
takes into account their condition, in particular for children with physical or sensory impairments to
access education institutions. Several students require public transportation to go to school. For
example, according to Crawford and Porter (1992), among youths aged 15 to 19 with an
intellectual impairment and who attend regular classes in high school or at the postsecondary level,
32.1% have problems obtaining or using community transportation services. Among those that do
not attend regular classes, 51.9% face similar barriers. Therefore, the availability of public
transportation significantly reduces access to regular classes for someindividuas. Public
transportation is surely a significant factor to accessibility in rural and urban areas. Generally, itis
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estimated that several funding programs do not take enough into account additional costsincurred
for the integration in less populated areas (Smith, 1992, for example).

- Ratios. The commitment towards quality education and successful integration cannot
neglect taking into account the number of students per group or class. Whiletheir results are
sometimes challenged (Robinson, 1990), several studiesindicate that in groups of 25 students and
less, thereisawider diversity of teaching methods, better class management, less disciplinary
problems, and better attitudes both for students and teachers (Simpson and Myles, 1990). These
positive effects are even greater when the number of studentsislessthan 20 or 15 (Smith and
Glass, 1980). For Crawford and Porter (1992), educators are responsible for studying the impact
of the size of classes on their teaching and to make recommendations consequently to their school
management.

- Principles and criteria. Ultimately, funding considerations must be assessed in relation
to principles and criteria. Regarding principles, there seems to be a consensus concerning the right
to fair and quality education for al children. These principles are likely to produce additional costs
for youths with special needs (for example : Kelly, 1985; Smith, 1992).

In thislight, to be assessed, these principles must be reviewed against certain criteria.
Benefiting from previous studies, Smith (1992) attempted to build amodel based on 10 criteria
applied to Quebec society. Some criteriamight seem to present a problem (such asthe
interpretation for “cost-benefits’), but it is regrettable that the model is not more thorough nor
applied to other jurisdictions in Canada.

7- Research Questions and Projects

At the end of thisreview, we draw five research projects or questions based particularly on
some shortcomings in the knowledge and existing data previoudy identified.

1) Operational definitions and common indicators

It seemsto be a priority to begin a project concerning the definitions used for CWD and the
statistical indicators used in the prognosis of the situation for Canada as awhole. Indicators from
Statistics Canada and those used in provinces and territories could be compared to indicators from
the U.S. or the OECD.

2) Comparative studies of policies and precedents impact

Studies regarding the integration policiesin provinces and territories seem limited (or
obsolete in regard to the evolution of theses policies). Thus, comparative detailed studies (for
example according to identified disabilities) linked to attendance statistics for various services, and
results, would be useful. Moreover, it does not seem that the impact of court rulings have been
subjected to detailed research.

Researches could generate documents about “good policies’ (in the same vein as publications
on good practices).
3) Result measurement and inclusion mainly at high school level

Few studies have been carried out at high school level, which presents particular challenges
(Schumaker and Deshler, 1988).

It is absolutely necessary to study further the benefits for studentsin regular class integration
in high school, considering challenges as well as benefits or profits for students, feasibility, i.e. the
capacity to create in high school required success conditions.

4) Success factors for integration

Integration in regular classes for CWD can benefit social development if integrated CWD
interact frequently and positively with their classmates or, in other words, if CWD are socidly
integrated in their peer group. (Guralnick, 1982; Guralnick and Neville, 1997). However, thisis
not alwaysthe case. Quality of social integration varies widely from one student to the other, some
being well integrated, others facing problems (Siperstein and Leffert, 1997). Unfortunately, the
understanding of these differencesis limited and there are no effective action strategies to improve
the quality of socia integration.
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There isaneed to assess three factors regarding the quality of the social integration of the
CWD inaregular class: the level of socia skills of the CWD, the disability level aswell asthe
actions used by the educator to assist in the integration. One can assume that the impact of the level
of socia skillsand disabilities on the quality of social integration will vary according to the actions
of the educator. If thisassumption istrue, it could have a significant impact on integration
strategies for CWD in regular classes.

5) Other questions

Finally, here are some questions that could lead to field surveys.

a) How to operate the transition from a system with special schools and specia classesin
regular schools, to a system providing for integration in regular classes? What is the impact on the
development of students with special needs?

b) How to solve the paradox resulting from the implementation of a standardized provincia
curriculum while promoting an individual approach for each and one of them, to take into account
student diversity?

¢) How are students identified as having special educational needs in the various school
systems (the issue of operationalizing clienteles)?

d) What types of partnerships between the school, the family and the community can assist in
the success of integration?

€) How isit possible to provide for the integration of students with special needsin afiscal
constraint environment?



14

REFERENCES

ACIC. (1994). Requéte en intervention devant la cour supréme dansla cause Rouette. North Y ork,
ON : Association canadienne pour |’ intégration communautaire.

AESEB. (1997). Guide to education for students with special needs. Alberta: Alberta Education.
Specia Education Branch.

Affleck, J. Q., Madge, S., Adams, A. et Lowenbraun, S. (1988). Integrated classroom versus
resource model : Academic viability and effectiveness. Exceptional Children, 54, 4, 339-348.

Andrews, J. J. W. (1996). Some thoughts about teaching students with diverse needs. In
J. Andrews (&d.), Teaching Students with Diverse Needs : Secondary classrooms (p. 1-13).
Scarborough, ON : Nelson Canada.

Baker, J. (1987). Arguing for Equality. London, UK : Verso.

Baker, J. et Gaden, G. (1992). Integration and equality. In G. Fairbain et S. Fairbain (éd.),
Integrating special children: some ethical issues, (p. 12-25). Hants, UK : Avebury.

Bank-Mikkelsen, N.E. (1980). Denmark. In R. J. Flynn et K. E. Nitsch (éd.), Normalization,
social integration and community services (p. 51-70). Baltimore, MD : University Park
Press.

Booth, T. (1988). Challenging conceptions of integration. In L. Barton (éd.), The politics of
special educational needs (p. 97-122). London, UK : The Falmer Press.

Brinker, R.P. et Thorpe, M.E. (1983). Evaluation of the integration of severely handicapped
students in regular education and community settings. Washington, DC : Division of
Education Policy Research and Services.

Browder, D.M. et Snell, M.E. (1987). Functional academics. In M.E. Snell (éd.), Systematic
instruction of persons with severe handicaps (3e éd., p. 436-468). Toronto, ON : Charles E.
Merrill Publishing Company.

Bunch, G. (1992). Teacher attitudesto full inclusion. Exceptionality Education Canada, 2 (1-2),
117-137.

Carlberg, C. et Cavale, K. (1980). The efficacy of special versus regular class placement for
exceptional children : A meta-analysis. Journal of Special Education, 14, 295-309.

CDPQ et OPHQ. (1991). L’ acces des enfants i dentifiés comme présentant une déficience
intellectuelle au cadre ordinaire d’ enseignement. Analyse et recommandations. Québec, QC :
Bibliothéque Nationale du Québec.

CMEC. (1994). Programme d' indicateurs du rendement scolaire. Rapport sur I’ évaluation de la
lecture et de |’ écriture. 1994. Toronto : Conseil des ministres de |’ Education (Canada).

Callicoat, J. (1992). Enseignement a niveaux multiples. stratégies de mise en cauvre al’intention des
enseignants. In G.L. Porter et D. Richler (éd.), Réformer les écoles canadiennes. des
perspectives sur le handicap et I intégration (p. 205-236). North York, ON: Institut Roeher.

COPEX, Rapport du Comité provincial de |’ enfance inadaptée. (1976). L’ Education de I’ enfance en
difficulté d’ adaptation et d’ apprentissage au Québec. Québec, QC : Ministere de I’ Education,
Bibliothégue nationale du Québec.

COPHAN. (1995). Eduquer, organiser et agir pour I’ éducation inclusive. Document non publié
présenté aux Etats généraux sur |’ éducation du Québec par la Confédération des organismes
de personnes handicapées du Québec.

Crawford, C. (1992). Réaliser Iintégration - Education (Série de rapports techniques, rapport n®
2). North York, ON : Institut Roeher.

Crawford, C. et Porter, G.L. (1992). How it Happens: A Look at Inclusive Educational Practicein
Canada for Children and Youth With Disabilities. North York, ON : Institut Roeher .

CRPA. (19974). Rapport de la Commission royale d’ enquéte sur les peuples autochtones. Vol. 2.
Unerelation a redéfinir. Ottawa.

CRPA. (1997b). Rapport de la Commission royale d’ enquéte sur les peuples autochtones. Vol. 5.
Vers un ressourcement. Ottawa.



15

Csapo, M., Goguen, L. (1989). Special education across Canada. Issues and concerns for the
‘90s. Vancouver, BC : Centre for human development and research.

DeStefano, L. (1993). The effects of standards and assessment on students in special education
(Synthesis Report No. 10). Washington, D.C. : Special Education Programes (ED/OSERS).
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 366 167 — EC 302 771)

Doré, R., Wagner, S., Brunet, J.-P. et Dion, E. (1998). L’intégration scolaire, quels aspects
mesurer? Biennale de |’ éducation et de laformation. Paris, 15-18 avril.

Doré, R., Wagner, S. et Brunet, J.-P. (1996). Reussir I’intégration scolaire. La déficience
intellectuelle. Montréal : Les Editions Logiques.

Dunning, P. (1997). Education in Canada: An overview. Toronto : Canadian Education
Association.

Epps, S. et Tindal, G. (1987). The effectiveness of differential programming in serving students
with mild handicaps : Placement options and instructional programming. In M. C. Wang, M.
C. Reynolds et H. J. Walberg, Handbook of special education. Research and practice.
Volume |. Learner characteristics and adaptive education (p. 213-248). New York :
Pergamon Press.

Evans, J., Evans, P. et McGovern, M.A. (1995). Statistiques. INOCDE, L'intégration scolairee
des éléves a besoins particuliers (p. 35-56). Paris : Organisation de coopération et de
dével oppement économiques.

Evans, R. (1990). Making mainstreaming work through prereferral consultation. Educational
Leadership, 48 (1), 73-77.

Falvey, M.A., Coots, J. et Bishop, K.D. (1990). Developping a caring community to support
volunteer programs. In W. Stainback et S. Stainback (éd.), Support networks for inclusive
schooling, interdependent-integrated education (p. 231-239). Baltimore, MD : Paul H.
Brookes Publishing Co.

Forest, M. (1987). Education/Intégration. Deuxiéme série d articles et d’ essais sur I’intégration
d’ enfants qui présentent des besoins spéciaux en milieu scolairerégulier. Downsview, ON :
Institut Roeher.

Forest, M. (1985). Education/Intégration. Une collection d’ écrits sur I’intégration, dans le systéme
scolaire actuel, des enfants qui ont un handicap intellectuel. Downsview, ON : Ingtitut
canadien pour la déficience mentale.

Forest, M. (1984). Education/Integration. A collection of readings on the integration of children
with mental handicaps into the regular school system. Downsview, ON : Institut Roeher .

Forest, M. et Lusthaus, E. (1989). Promoting educational equality for all students: Circles and
Maps. In S. Stainback, W. Stainback, et M. Forest (éd.), Educating all studentsin the
mainstream of regular education (p. 43-57). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing
Co.

Fougeyrollas, P., Bergeron, H., Cloutier, R. et St-Michel, G. (1991). Impact du modéle proposé
sur lesincapacités. Proposition d’ une nomenclature des capacités. Réseau International
CIDIH, 4 (1), 23-35.

Fox, T. (1987). Best practice guidelines for students with intensive educational needs. Document
non publié, Center for Developmental Disabilities, UVM, Burlington, VT.

Fox, T. et Williams, W. (1991). Implementing best practices for all studentsin their local school.
Inclusion of all students through family and community involvement, collaboration, and the
use of school planning teams and individual student planning teams. Burlington, VT: Vermont
statewide systems support project, University of Vermont.

Garceau, M.-L. (1998). L’ alphabétisme des adultes en Ontario francais. Résultats de I’ enquéte
international e sur |’ alphabétisation des adultes. Sudbury : Centre FORA.

Garon, M. (1992). La déficience intellectuelle et le droit a I’ intégration scolaire. Montréal, QC : Les
Editions Yvon Blaisinc.



16

Gerber, M. M. (1981). Economic considerations of «appropriate» education for exceptional
children. Exceptional Education Quaterly, 2 (2), 49-57.

Goupil, G. (1991). Le plan d'intervention personnalisé en milieu scolaire. Boucherville, QC :
Gaétan Morin éditeur.

Grosenick, J. K., George, M. P. et George, N. L. (1990). A conceptual scheme for describing and
evaluating programs in behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 16, 1, 66-74.

Guranick, M. J. (1982). Mainstreaming young handicapped children : A public policy and
ecological systems analysis. In B. Spodek (éd.), Handbook of research in early child
education (p. 456-500). New York : Free Press.

Guranick, M. J. et Neville, B. (1997). Designing early intervention programs to promote
children’s social competence. In M. J. Guralnick (éd.), The effectiveness of early
intervention, (p. 579-610). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Halvorsen, A. (1992). Service Delivery Models for inclusive education. In T. Neary, A.
Halvorsen, R. Kronberg, et D. Kelly (éd.), Curriculum adaptation for inclusive classrooms
(p. 7-20). San Francisco, CA : California Research Institute on the integration of students
with severe disabilities.

Haring, N. et Billingsley, F.F. (1984). Systems-change strategies to ensure the future of
integration. In N. Certo, N. Haring et R. Y ork (éd.), Public schools integration of severely
handicapped students (p. 83-105). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Hayes, K. et Gunn, P. (1988). Attitudes of parents and teachers toward mainstreaming. The
exceptional child, 35, 31-38.

Hegarty, S. (1991). Implications pédagogiques de I’ intégration. Sauvegarde de I’ enfance, 3-4,
324-346.

Hunt, P. et Goetz, L. (1997). Research on inclusive educational programs, practices, and outcomes
for students with severe disabilities. The Journal of Special Education, 31 (1), 3-29.

DEPEI. (1997). Special education. Minister’s directive No. MD 97-07. 1le-du-Prince-Edouard :
Department of education.

Jefferson, A. L. (1989). Financing public education : The canadian way. Economics of Education
Review, 8, 3, 247-253.

Kaufman, M.J. (1989). The regular initiative as Reagan-Bush education policy : A trickle-down
theory of education of the hard-to-teach. Journal of Special Education, 23 (3), 256-278.

Kaufman, M.J. (1988). Revolution can also mean returning to the starting point : Will school
psychology help specia education complete the circuit? School Psychology Review, 17, 490-
494,

Kaufman, M.J., Gottlieb, J., Agard, JA. et Kukic, M.B. (1975). Mainstreaming: toward an
explication of the construct. In E. L. Meyen, G. A. Vergason, et R. J. Whelan (éd.),
Alternatives for teaching exceptional children (p. 35-54). Denver, CO : Love Publishing.

Kelly, B. (1985). Financement et colt de I’ éducation de I’ enfance en difficulté. Toronto : Consell
des ministres de I’ Education (Canada).

Lipsky, D. K. (1989). The roles of parents. In D. Kerzner Lipsky et A. Gartner (éd.), Beyond
separate education: Quality education for all (p. 159-179). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes
Publishing Co.

Lakin, K.C. et Bruininks, R.H. (1985). Contemporary services for handicapped children and
youth. In R.H. Bruininks et K.C. Lakin (éd.), Living and learning in the least restrictive
environment (p. 3-22). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Lawton, S. B. (1987). Le prix de la qualité. Le financement de I’ enseignement é émentaire et
secondaire au Canada. Toronto, ON : Association canadienne d’ éducation.

LIP. (1998). Loi sur I'instruction publique. LRQ, chapitre 1-13.3. Québec, QC : Editeur officiel du
Québec.



17

Lusthaus, E., Gazith, K. et Lusthaus, C. (1992). Each belongs: arationale for full inclusion. The
McGill Journal of Education, 27 (3), 293-310.

Mackey, E., Warren, R. et Moeser, S. (sans date). Report of the review of special education.
Prince Edward Island. Summary report. Document non-publié.

Madden, N. A. et Slavin, R. E. (1983). Mainstreaming students with mild handicaps : Academic
and socia outcomes. Review of Educational Research, 53, 519-569.

Massy, P. R. (1997). L’ affaire Eaton en Cour supréme du Canada : une lecture «constructive» du
jugement. Entourage, 10, 3 et 4, 24-30.

McDonnell, L. M., McLaughlin, M. J. et Morison, P. (éd.) (1997). Educating one & all. Sudents
with disabilities and standards-based reform. Committee on goals 2000 and the inclusion of
students with disabilities. Washington, DC : National Academy Press.

MEQ. (19933). La formation génerale des jeunes: I'éducation préscolaire, I’ enseignement primaire
et I enseignement secondaire. Instruction 1994-1995. Québec, QC : Ministere de I’ Education
du Québec.

MEQ. (1993b). Programmes d’ études adaptés. Primaire. Frangais, Mathématiques, Sciences
humaines. A I’ intention des é eves présentant une déficience intellectuelle moyenne a sévere.
1re année. Québec, QC : Ministére de I’ Education du Québec.

Mittler, P. (1992). Whose needs? Whose interests? In G. Fairbain et S. Fairbain (éd.), Integrating
special children: Some ethical issues (p. 105-120). Hants, UK : Avebury.

Nirje, B. (1980). The normalization principle and its human management implications. In R.J.
Flynn et K.E. Nitsch (éd.), Normalization, social integration, and community services (p.
31-49). Baltimore, MD : University Park Press.

Nirje, B. (1969). The normalization principle and its human management implications. In R.
Kugd et W. Wolfensberger (éd.), Changing patternsin residential services for the mentally
retarded (p. 179-195). Washington, DC : President’s Committee on Mental Retardation.

OCDE. (1998). Regards sur I'intégration. Lesindicateurs de |’ OCDE 1998. Paris, FR :
Organisation de coopération et de dével oppement économiques.

OCDE. (1995). L’ intégration scolaire des éléves a besoins particuliers. Paris, FR : Organisation de
coopération et de développement économiques.

Olsen, K. (1994). Have we made progress in fifteen years of evaluating the effectiveness of special
education programs? In J. E. Ysseldyke et M. L. Thurlow (éd.), Educational outcomes for
students with disabilities (p. 21-38). New Y ork : The Haworth Press, Inc.

O'Neil , G. P. et DeBruyn, J. A. J. (1984). The integration of trainable mentally retarded children
in north american schools : An assessment of past and present programs. B. C. Journal of
Soecial Education, 8, 1, 1-10.

OSSTF. (1985). Background papers on suggested models for delivery of special education
services. Document non publié de I'Ontario Secondary School Teachers Federation.

Ouellet, M. (1997). Satistiques sur les éléves handicapeés et en difficulté d’ adaptation ou
d'apprentissage. Québec : Ministére de I’ Education, Direction de |’ adaptation scolaire et des
services complémentaires.

Paquette, J. (1991). Funding a new social contract in Ontario. Economics of Education Review,
10, 45-55.

Peacock, M. (1996). Public education that is «separate but equal»? In Dével oppements récents en
droit de’ éducation, (p. 25-64). Cowansville, QC : Les Editions Yvon Blais.

Pedlar, A. (1990). Normalization and integration: alook at the Swedish experience. Mental
Retardation, 28 (5), 275-282.

Porter, G.L. (1987). L"intégration au Nouveau-Brunswick. L’intégration dans les districts
scolaires 28 & 29. In M. Forest (éd.), Education/Intégration (volume 2, p. 83-89).
Downsview, ON : Institut Roeher.



18

Porter, G.L. et Collicot, J. (1992). New Brunswick school districts 28 & 29: Mandates and
strategies that promote inclusionary schooling. In R. Villa, J. Thousand, W. Stainback et S.
Stainback (éd.), Restructuring for heterogeneity: An administrative handbook for creating
schools for everyone (p. 169-186). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Richler, D. (1993). S organiser pour réaliser des changements sociaux : comment obtenir ce que
I”on veut. Entourage, 8, 5.

Robinson, G.E. (1990). Synthesis of research on the effects of class size. Educational Leadership,
47, 80-90.

Rosenberg, R.L. (1980). A multidimensional case study exploring the dynamics of the integration
of mildly handicapped students. Thése non publiée, University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Rutherford Turnbull, 111, H., Ellis, J. W., Boggs, E. M., Brooks, P. O., Biklen, D. P. (1981).
Theleast restrictive alternative : Principles and practices. Washington, D.C. : American
Association on Mental Deficiency Inc.

Saint-Laurent, L. (1994). L’ éducation intégrée a la communauté en déficience intellectuelle.
Montréal, QC : Les Editions Logiques inc.

Schalock, R. L. (1995). Outcome-based evaluation. New Y ork : Plenum Press.

Schalock, R. L. (1999). A quest for quality. Achieving organisational outputs and personal
outcomes. In J. F. Gardner et S. Nudler (éd.), Quality performances in human services (p.
55-80). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing CO.

Scheerenberger, R. C. (1987). A history of mental retardation. A quarter century of promise.
Baltimore, MA : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co., Inc.

Schumaker, J.B. et Deshler, D.D. (1988). Implementing the regular education initiative in
secondary schools: a different ball game. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 21 (1), 36-42.

September School Reports. (1997). Revue du mois d’ octobre. Toronto.

Simpson, R.L. et Myles, B.S. (1990). The General Education Collaboration Model : A model for
successful mainstreaming. Focus on Exceptional Children, 23 (4), 1-10.

Siperstein, G. N. et Leffert, J. S. (1997). Comparison of socially accepted and rejected children
with mental retardation. American Journal on Mental Retardation, 101, 339-351.

Smith, M.L. et Glass, G.V. (1980). Meta-analysis of research on class size and its relationship to
attitudes and instruction. American Educational Research Journal, 17, 419-433.

Smith, W. J. (1992). The funding of inclusive education : A case study of critical policy issues.
Exceptionality Education Canada, 2, 1 et 2, 49-75.

Smith, W. J. et Foster, W. F. (1996). Des chances égales pour |les éléves handicapés ou en
difficulté. Montréal, QC : Bureau de recherche sur la politique scolaire, Université McGill.

Smith, W. J. et Lusthaus, C. (1994). Students with disabilities in Canada. Education Canada, fall.

Snow, JA. (1989). Systems of support : A new vision. In S. Stainback, W. Stainback et M.
Forest (éd.), Educating all studentsin the mainstream of regular education (p. 221-231).
Baltimore, ML : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Solomon, D. , Schaps, E., Watson, M. et Battistich, V. (1992). Creating caring school and
classroom communities for all students. In R.A. Villa, J.S. Thousand, W. Stainback et S.
Stainback (éd.), Restructuring for caring & effective education (p. 41-60). Baltimore, MD :
Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Stainback, S., Stainback, W. et Jackson, H.J. (1992). Toward Inclusive Classrooms. In S.
Stainback et W. Stainback (éd.), Curriculum considerations in inclusive classrooms.
Facilitating learning for all students (p. 3-17). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing
Co.

Stainback, W. et Stainback, S. (1990). Facilitating peer supports and friendships. In W. Stainback
et S. Stainback (éd.), Support networks for inclusive schooling (p. 51-63). Baltimore, MD :
Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.



19

Statistique Canada et DRHC. (1996). Lirel’avenir: un portrait de |’ alphabétisme au Canada.
Ottawa : Statistique Canada et Développement des ressources humaines Canada.

Statistique Canada. (1998a). L’ éducation au Canada 1997. Ottawa : Ministere de I’ Industrie.

Statistique Canada. (1998b). Le Nouveau-Brunswick en un clin d' cal. EIAA : Enquéte
international e sur |’ al phabétisation des adultes. Ottawa (Catal ogue 89-565-X PB).

Statistique Canada. (1998c). Données linguistiques sur les minorités de langue officielle. Sommaire
des exposeés et discussion. Ottawa

TAAC. (1993). Pour tirer le maximumdelaloi : I’ éducation et les jeunes atteints d’ un handicap.
Ottawa : Troubles d' apprentissage-Association canadienne.

Thousand, J.S. et Villa, R.A. (1992). Collaborative Teams : A Powerful tool in school
restructuring. In R.A. Villa, J.S. Thousand, W. Stainback et S. Stainback (éd.),
Restructuring for caring & effective education (p. 73-108). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes
Publishing Co.

Thousand, J.S. et Villa, R.A. (1990). Sharing expertise and responsabilities through teaching
teams. In W. Stainback et S. Stainback (éd.), Support networks for inclusive schooling
(p. 151-165). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Thurlow, M. L., Ysseldyke, J. E., Vanderwood, M. L. et Spande, G. (1994). A guide to
developping and implementing a system of outcomes and indicators. In J. E. Ysseldyke et M.
L. Thurlow (éd.), Educational outcomes for students with disabilities (p. 115-126). New
York : The Haworth Press, Inc.

Vlasiu, V. (1983). Enquéte sur les attitudes des agents d'éducation face & I'intégration scolaire du
déficient mental dans la région métropolaine de Hull (Cahiers de larecherche SS-82-03).
Hull, QC : Université du Québec a Hull.

Wade, B. et Moore, M. (1992). Ways Forward : Implications and practical strategies for
successful integration. In B. Wade et M. Moore (éd.), Patterns of educational integration:
International perspectives on mainstreaming children with special educational needs (p. 149-
169). Wallingford, UK: Triangle Books Ltd.

Wang, M. C. et Baker, E. T. (1985-1986). Mainstreaming programs : Design features and effects.
Journal of Special Education, 19, 503-525.

Ward, J. (1991). Integrating students with Down Syndrome into secondary school. In C.J.
Denholm et J. Ward (éd.), Adolescents with Down Syndrome: International perspectives on
research and program devel opment. Implications for parents, researchers and practicionners
(p. 39-50). Victoria, BC : University of Victoria

Winzer, M. (1990). Children with exceptionalities. A canadian perspective. Scarborough, ON :
Prentice-Hall Canada Inc.

Winzer, M. (1987). Mainstreaming exceptional children : Teacher attitudes and the educational
climate. The Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 33 (1), 33-42.

Wolfensberger, W. (1980). The definition of normalization : Update problems, disagreements, and
misunderstanding. In R.J. Flynn et K.E. Nisch (éd.), Normalization, social integration, and
community services (p. 71-115). Baltimore, MD : Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Wolfensberger, W. (1972). Normalization. The principle of normalization in human services.
Toronto, ON : National Institute on Mental Retardation.

Wolfensberger, W. et Thomas, S. (1988). Passing : Programme d’ analyse des systemes de
services. Application des buts de la valorisation des réles sociaux (2€ éd., M. Roberge, trad.).
Downsview, ON : Institut Roeher. (Version originale publiée en 1983).

Ysseldyke, J. E., Thurlow, M. L. et Gilman, C. (1993). Educational outcomes and indicators for
students compl eting school. Minneapolis, MN : National Center on Educational Outcomes.

Y sseldyke, J. E. et Thurlow, M. L. (1994). What results should be measured to decide whether
instruction isworking for students with disabilities? The Haworth Press, Inc. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. EJ507966)



