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Part I
Positions and Assumptions

Not too long ago there were few, if any, educational services for mildly retarded or mildly handicapped students in American public school systems.  Self contained schools and self contained classes within regular schools were generated and proliferated soon thereafter.  For years self contained schools and self contained classes within regular schools were considered the most efficacious models in which to provide educational services to mildly handicapped students.

In 1968 Dunn published his now famous article, “Special Education for the Mildly Retarded—Is Much of It Justifiable?”  There Dunn crystalized the judgements, suspicions and feelings of many persons in and out of special education—namely, that the placement of mildly handicapped students into self contained schools and self contained classes was unduly restricting their general development and not preparing them to function adaptively in complex and integrated community based postschool environments.

In the past the predominant education service delivery models generated for the majority of severely handicapped students in this country were (a) placement in large self contained residential facilities (institutions), (b) placement in self contained schools, (c) maintenance at home and (d) the use of private facilities such as churches or facilities supported by private associations concerned with providing services for retarded citizens.

Within the past 5 years, due to encouraging judicial, executive and legislative reactions to the advocacy activities of many enlightened parents and other persons and groups, formerly rejected severely handicapped students are now being served in community based public schools.  Unfortunately, it seems that the overwhelming majority of severely handicapped students now in public schools are being served in self contained facilities.  Self contained facilities will ultimately be rejected for the same reasons that self contained programs within regular schools for mildly handicapped students have been and are being rejected.

There is no doubt that the spirit of the times requires that severely handicapped students be allowed to grow within the least restrictive developmental environments.  Placement in large multipurposed institutions, sustained maintenance at home and/or sustained placement in self contained classes within segregrated schools is generally restrictive.  The community must create other more educationally tenable developmental environments.

Severely handicapped students should be placed in self contained classes in regular schools.  Severely handicapped students should eat, recreate, assemble, travel, ambulate or be ambulated, play, read, study and learn with students of all developmental functioning levels.  Why?  Because severely handicapped students will no longer be locked up in isolated dehumanizing institutions; they will no longer be hidden in homes; they will no longer be rejected from public schools; they will no longer be sheltered from society.  They have the right to be visible, functioning citizens integrated into the everyday life of complex public communities.

The Logic of Homogeneity

One of the most pervasive, and in our view questionable, philosophic assumptions in our society is that homogeneity is a generally positive objective that should be approximated if not realized.  This general quest to cluster according to similarities, to stratify on the basis of differences and to realize uniform compositions is referred to here as the logic of homogeneity.

Discernible manifestations of the logic of homogeneity are prevalent in many aspects of our society.  Predetermined efforts have been made to group according to skin color, family heritage, verbal accent, sex, religious affiliation, military rank, professional or paraprofessional status, wealth and academic degree, to name only a few.  These manifestations are often based on such assumptions as (a) people do better and are happier if they are with their own kind; (b) people who are different than us do not like us; (c) our cultures are too different; (d) if God wanted us to be together, She would have arranged it; and (e) overcoming the communication problem is not worth the effort.

In education generally there have been many manifestations of the logic of homogeneity.  For example, students have been “tracked” within and between schools and classes, males and females have been stratified in “health” and physical education classes and parochial schools and athletic leagues are prevalent.

In special education, the logic of homogeneity abounds to the point of absurdity.  Special educators have established self contained classes, self contained schools, groupings for the orthopedically handicapped, the blind, the mildly retarded, the emotionally disturbed and the trainable mentally retarded and on and on ad infinitum.  By affording credence to the presumed positive properties of the logic of homogeneity within educational systems, educators have systematically, although inadvertently, impeded many handicapped and nonhandicapped students from acquiring the skills, values and attitudes necessary to function in heterogeneous multifaceted and interpersonally complex adult environments.

Many persons concerned with providing developmental services to mildly handicapped students have rejected, or are now in the process of rejecting, the basic tenets of the logic homogeneity.  Those persons concerned with providing the best possible educational services to severely handicapped students should do the same.  However, it should be noted and emphasized that certain kinds of homogeneous groupings in selected settings for selected purposes may be educationally, medically and socially tenable.  That is, to reject the logic of homogeneity completely is probably as irrational as to absorb it completely.  The point is that the logic of homogeneity as it relates to the provision of educational services for severely handicapped students is generally negative.  Homogeneity must be scrutinized carefully and rejected in favor of heterogeneity whenever possible.

The Logic of Heterogeneity

The logic of heterogeneity leads to the position that persons of differences or dissimilarities in almost all aspects of existence should interact.  Most postschool community based domestic, vocational and recreational environments are fundamentally heterogeneous in nature.  If severely handicapped students are to be expected to function effectively in heterogeneous community environments, as many preceding developmental experiences as possible should represent that heterogeneity.  Every time educators make a decision affecting the longitudinal development of a severely handicapped student, they must seek manifestations of the logic of heterogeneity.

If educators had ascribed to the logic of heterogeneity in the past, they would not now be confronted with ways in which to dismantle “state schools”, self contained public schools and other forms of segregated instructional settings.  At this time it appears that one of the most realistic manifestations of the logic of heterogeneity would be to encourage comprehensive and longitudinal involvement with nonhandicapped persons in a diversity of constantly changing community environments.

Degrees of Instructional Inference

Most teachers assume varying degrees of instructional inference when relating to students, regardless of their functioning levels.  Generally, the less handicapped the student, the higher the degree of inference regarding the performance of that student.  For example, teachers of nonhandicapped students often teach the rational counting of wooden pegs.  After a student has performed at criterion on this task, it is usually inferred that the student can also rationally count eating utensils, money and completed work units.  This, of course, represents a relatively high degree of instructional inference.  Implicit in relatively high degrees of instructional inference is the assumption that from specific training on circumscribed or core tasks, students will abstract the critical factors, strategies, rules and concepts from the training environment and apply them in new and varied environments.

At this stage in the evolution of instructional technology, critical factor strategies can be afforded little educational credence.  That is, to our knowledge, it has not been empirically demonstrated that the teaching of a few critical skills has resulted in substantial increases in the general developmental functioning levels of many severely handicapped students.  Thus, teachers of severely handicapped students can rarely, if ever, infer that because a student performs a particular skill in an artificial setting, he or she can also perform that skill in other more natural settings.

Unfortunately, it may be necessary to teach severely handicapped students all the skills, concepts, actions and responses required for adaptive performance in all the postschool environments to which they will be exposed.  Such an instructional possibility is referred to here as a zero degree inference strategy.  That is, no inferences are made that training to a criterion on any task in one situation will result in criterion performance in similar but different situations requiring similar or slightly different actions.  Each time a situation  changes for a severely handicapped student, it will be necessary to empirically verify that he or she can perform the skills required by that new situation.

Occasionally it has been demonstrated that severely handicapped students can acquire relatively complex skills.  However, rarely have severely handicapped students, taught to perform complex skills in artificial instructional settings, been able to perform relevant versions of those skills in natural community settings.  Thus, until such time that critical factor strategies are demonstrated empirically effective in developing the skills necessary for severely handicapped students to perform a variety of skills, in a variety of community settings, with a variety of persons, language cues and materials, it appears that approximations of zero degree inference strategies offer higher probabilities that those students will be able to perform acceptably in less restrictive environments as adults.

Educational Service Characteristics

As large numbers of severely handicapped students enter into less restrictive community environments, the current performance differences between them and their nonhandicapped age peers will be quite dramatic.  Initially, such dramatic differences will engender fear, frustration, rejection and hopelessness in many sincere and well meaning individuals both in and out of the human services movement.  In time, the initial negative emotional reactions will abate and the collective consciousness and energies of the community will be redirected toward providing the best possible developmental services.

In some school districts attempts will be made to maintain as much physical distance as possible between severely handicapped and nonhandicapped citizens:  Old school buildings will be opened or renovated and only severely handicapped students will be assigned to them; new school buildings will be constructed under the guise that the students of concern are in need of “special A, B, or C”.  However, as educators realized when they attempted to provide specialized services to mildly handicapped students, segregating procedures impede achievable approximations of human potential.

At least one major question should be addressed:  Over long periods of educational time, what are some of the fundamental characteristics of the most credible educational services based upon the best available information?  The position taken here is that in addition to the constant quest to realize the criterion of ultimate functioning and to manifest the logic of heterogeneity, there are at least three additional factors that must be considered basic characteristics of educational services for severely handicapped students.

First, specialized educational services should be provided as soon after birth as possible.  The reasons for early educational intervention as it relates to the involvement, acceptance and training of parents and longitudinal human development are obvious.  The point of emphasis here is that if any child is identified as, or is at risk of becoming, severely handicapped on Monday and a public school contact is not made until Wednesday, it is one day too late.

Second, educational services for severely handicapped students must be comprehensive and coordinated toward educational development.  Severely handicapped students manifest a variety of developmental delays and require at least the expertise of physical, occupational, language and medical therapists, persons capable of providing visual and auditory assessment and habilitation as well as the general resources of the educational community.  On the other hand, it is also obvious that, although the multidisciplinary team is a “sound good” phrase, such a concept rarely produces coordinated and empirically verified educational outcomes.  Indeed, a challenge educators must confront and meet is the design of systems to both articulate and harvest the contributions of varied persons and disciplines and filter the persons and/or disciplines that detract from the development of empirically tenable educational services.

Third, the services that are provided severely handicapped students must be longitudinal as opposed to episodic.  An episodic intervention refers to the brief involvement of a professional in the developmental life of an individual.  There are thousands of instances when episodic interventions are empirically tenable, particularly when nonhandicapped persons are the recipients.  For example, if an individual contracts an infection, he or she can spend a few minutes with a physician, receive an injection and the problem is solved.  If a muscle around an eye contracts, one can visit an optometrist and after a brief examination and a change of glasses, the problem is solved.  The availability and functional validity of episodic interventions are perhaps some of the most positive aspects of this society.

The general functional invalidity of episodic interventions is a critical source of frustration for parents and professionals who relate to severely handicapped students.  Parents can take their severely handicapped child for a vision examination, but in fact the professional may not be able to provide a valid diagnosis and an empirically verifiable prescription.  As a result, many severely handicapped students function with uncorrected visual problems.  A longitudinal approach to the problem, although requiring more time and money, obviously is warranted.  The sustained coordination and ingenuity of many persons will be required before the most effective visual prescription can be empirically determined.

A similar situation exists when parents take their severely handicapped children to the standard multidisciplinary team of experts.  About 2,000 professionals representing 1,400 disciplines at an enormous cost spend from 30 to 37 minutes each with a severely handicapped student.  After this series of episodic interventions, programmatic recommendations are then made to parents and teachers.  Generally, few followup efforts are attempted to ascertain the empirical value of the recommendations and/or to suggest changes in programming based on the progress of the child.  The educational outcomes are unfortunately predictable.

The Criterion of Ultimate Functioning

Large multifailure residential facilities and other segregated facilities for adult severely handicapped citizens will be replaced by complex, integrated and developmentally facilitative community models.  Thousands of severely handicapped citizens will attend church, shop, wait in the offices of physicians, ride public buses, wash dishes, attend movies, use restrooms, cross streets and cheer at football games with less handicapped and nonhandicapped citizens.  If severely handicapped adult citizens are to function effectively in heterogeneous community environments, both handicapped and nonhandicapped citizens will require longitudinal and comprehensive exposure to one another.  Such exposure will enhance the probability that the skills, attitudes and values so necessary for tolerance, understanding and absorption will be realized.

The criterion of ultimate functioning refers to the ever changing, expanding, localized and personalized cluster of factors that each person must possess in order to function as productively and independently as possible in socially, vocationally and domestically integrated adult community environments.  Since severely handicapped citizens will ultimately function in settings which contain less handicapped and nonhandicapped citizens, the majority of the developmental environments to which most severely handicapped citizens are now exposed will require substantial changes.  Longitudinal segregation, whether manifested in residential institutions or self contained schools, homes or classes will not culminate in the realization of the criterion of ultimate functioning.

The position taken here is that the requirements of the criterion of ultimate functioning should be the standards by which educational activities are judged as they relate to severely handicapped students.  Any activity, however episodic or apparently inconsequential, must be related to the criterion of ultimate functioning, or that activity should be terminated.  Thus, prior to the initiation of any interaction with severely handicapped students, we must at least ask the following questions:


1.	Why should we engage in this activity?
2.	Is this activity necessary to prepare students to ultimately function in complex heterogeneous community settings?
3.	Could students function as adults if they did not acquire this skill?
4.	Is there a different activity that will allow students to approximate realization of the criterion of ultimate functioning more quickly and more efficiently?
5.	Will this activity impede, restrict or reduce the probability that students will ultimately function in community settings?
6.	Are the skills, materials, tasks and criteria of concern similar to those encountered in adult life?

In the following pages attempts will be made to communicate the idea that many educational assumptions and practices currently in operation or in proposal, although appearing educationally sound and expedient, actually interfere with the realization of the criterion of ultimate functioning.


Part II

Instructional Practices

For the past several years we have made attempts to develop instructional programs for severely handicapped students in community based public school zero exclusion educational settings.  In addition, we have had the opportunity to visit many similar educational programs around the nation in an attempt to both provide and receive technical assistance.  As a result of our experiences we have modified many of our attitudes, techniques, assumptions and instructional practices as they relate to educational strategies that are typically used or advocated for use with severely handicapped students.

As we tried to relate many of our instructional practices to the standards of the criterion of ultimate functioning, many inadequacies and failures surfaced.  In this section we will describe some of the instructional practices we formerly recommended for general use, some of the difficulties we have encountered with those practices and some of the adaptations we are currently entertaining.

The Relative Value of One-to-One Instructional Arrangements

It has often been proposed that severely handicapped students need one to one instruction.  Undoubtedly, one to one instruction has educational validity.  In fact, all children, whether or not they are handicapped, are probably in need of, and should receive, the undivided attention of an adult during some proportion of their school day. The salient issue here is related to the proportion of the school day that should be consumed with one to one instructional interactions as opposed to larger ratio interactions.

It is generally assumed that the more one to one instruction a student receives, the more educational advancement can be expected in the long run.  However, after a considerable number of failure experiences over a long period of time, we have rejected that assumption.  It now seems reasonable to provide fewer one to one instructional arrangements and more arrangements that involve (a) group instruction, (b) clustered individualized instruction in which one teacher engages in individualized interactions with a cluster of three, four or five students, and (c) instruction that generates adaptive interstudent interactions in the absence of the direct involvement of persons in authority.

Obviously, one to one instruction is enormously expensive in terms of personnel, time and money.  If the only issue was expense and not educational development, educators would be morally bound to provide such instruction.  However, in addition to expense there are other more significant educational reasons for the minimization of one to one instructional arrangements.

First, one to one instructional arrangements typically include a teacher providing a cue to which a student is required to respond.  When the criterion of ultimate functioning is considered, extensive longitudinal use of teacher cue/student response paradigms prevents or interferes with the acquisition of self initiation skills.  Educators have inadvertently developed students who will perform well if a specific teacher provides certain cues, but who fail to perform in other settings with other cues or other persons.  Thus, one potentially negative outgrowth of the extensive use of one to one instruction is that students become too stimulus bound to the cues provided by their teachers.  Instruction utilizing additional arrangements may function to prevent such problems and thus assist students prepare to function in a variety of adult environments.

Second, one to one instruction where teachers provide cues to students and where students become bound to those cues impedes the development of adaptive interstudent interactions.  Time and time again situations are reported in which students play a game effectively with a particular teacher, parent or university student in training, but cannot or will not play with an age or developmental peer.  This, of course, is a developmentally unsound outcome in that the student is supposedly preparing to ultimately function in an environment where a substantial amount of his life will be spent relating to, enjoying and learning from a variety of age and developmental peers.

Third, it is often hypothesized that a particular student is “not ready for group instruction” due to a variety of medical, behavioral and educational deficiencies.  Thus, teachers often enter into one to one instructional arrangements assuming that the skills the student develops in one to one settings are necessary for, and will culminate in, adaptive performance in group settings.  In a large number of situations this has proved to be a false assumption.  Indeed, just as teachers learn to function in one to one instructional settings and malfunction in group instructional settings, so do students.  The strategies that we are attempting to develop currently require that all students, no matter what their level of functioning, receive some instruction in group instructional arrangements.

There seem to be at least two additional difficulties that might arise from the overuse of misuse of one to one instructional arrangements.  First, teachers who develop one to one instructional skills often do so at the expense of developing group instructional skills.  In the past, when attempting to train teachers to work with severely handicapped students, we would begin the training sequence by placing university students in one to one situations on the wards of a residential institution.  Often this was an ineffective training experience, even though many trainees became quite effective teaching one child to perform one skill.  However, many of the teaching skills necessary to do so were incompatible with the clustered individualized teaching of groups of 3, 4 or 5 students in public school classrooms who manifested varying degrees of behavior management problems and who required different instructional materials, interaction styles and response consequences.

Second, in many educational settings in which one to one instruction is emphasized, the situation ultimately arises in which (a) there are more students than teachers and (b) the students do not have appropriate self regulated play, work or social skills.  Thus, an unfortunately typical scene is to witness a teacher, an aide, a parent and a practice teacher working in one to one instructional arrangements with four students on one side of the room, while the remaining students are restrained to chairs, roll on floors, self stimulate or self mutilate in other parts of the room or “watch TV”.

Obviously there are a substantial number of technical problems related to larger ratio instructional arrangements.  However, it appears more developmentally tenable to attempt to generate instructional procedures that solve the problems that accrue from larger ratio arrangements than to revert to an inordinate use of one to one instruction.

Group instruction, as the term is used here, refers to a teacher attempting to teach more than one student at a given time in the same manner using the same words, materials and so on.  In our experience, group instructional arrangements are often inefficient in that (a) teachers tend to teach to the more responsive students in the group, (b) it is extremely difficult to evaluate individual progress in that it is quite cumbersome to verify that each student is performing the skills of concern, and (c) it is the rare group of severely handicapped students who progress through educational curricula at the same pace.  On the other hand, the limited and carefully selected use of group instructional arrangements has enormous longitudinal practical value.  Sustained attempts must be made to insure that students acquire the skills necessary to secure information from group arrangements.

In summary, the criterion of ultimate functioning requires that individuals perform in complex community settings which demand multiple person cooperative and interactive skills.  Extensive use of one to one instructional arrangements over long periods of time results in few of these skills. Thus, where we once recommended the extensive use of one to one instruction, we are now recommending that students also receive a substantial amount of instruction in group and clustered individualized arrangements and in arrangements that allow them to teach and learn from each other. The amounts of time allocated per day to each arrangement, of course, should be determined empirically.


The Use of Repeated Practice Strategies

Repeated practice strategies are teaching strategies that generate large numbers of direct instructional trials in relatively short periods of time.  As severely handicapped students typically require relatively large numbers of direct instructional trials in relatively short periods of time in order to attain criterion performance on many tasks, repeated practice strategies are of enormous practical value and their proliferate use is understandable.

There are probably thousands of tasks that have been taught through repeated practice strategies to handicapped and nonhandicapped students.  Solving simple mathematical equations, rote counting, differentiating colors, recognizing polar opposites and verbally labeling flash cards are but a few examples.  Repeated practice strategies might be most useful when it is important for a particular skill to be taught, but there is an insufficient amount of naturally occurring instructional trials during the school day.  For example, assume that a teacher intends to teach a student to put on and remove cold weather gloves.  Under natural instructional conditions, the teacher may be able to provide the child with three or four teaching trials per day.  However, under artificial training conditions the teacher might arrange for 20 or 30 repeated practice teaching trials per day until the child reaches criterion in the task in the repeated practice arrangement.  Subsequently, the student can be taught to perform the skill under natural life conditions.  In this situation, and in many similar situations, there are relatively few differences between the actions taught under repeated practice arrangements and the actions required in the natural environment.

Repeated practice strategies have been and will continue to be used to teach many valuable skills to severely handicapped students.  However, although there is little that is inherently questionable about repeated practice strategies, the proliferate use and subsequent teacher reliance upon such strategies tends to foster the use of artificial instructional materials, tasks, and settings and the formulation of questionable educationable objectives and performance criteria.

In an attempt to minimize or avoid the potentially deleterious effects associated with the sustained overuse of repeated practice strategies, at least three alternatives seem reasonable.  First, teachers can include a substantial number of functional, as opposed to artificial, tasks in the curriculum.  Second, teachers initially can utilize artificial tasks and criteria and then teach students to perform the developed skills in natural settings.  For example, touching polar opposites as they are presented via a teaching machine can be considered tenable only if criterion performance on that artificial task is followed by empirical demonstrations of the functional use of polar opposites in natural settings.  Third, teachers can increase the number of single person and multiple person peer game skills.  Games are crucial educational vehicles in that they are generally more intrinsically interesting than two dimensional two choice discrimination tasks requiring responses.  They can be used to develop and maintain valuable interstudent language, reading, math and social skills.  Finally, they can enhance the probability of performance across places, persons and materials in that students can readily engage in games in settings away from school.  Again, the point here is that criterion performance of a skill as a result of a repeated practice strategy in an artificial setting does not often result in the acceptable performance of that skill in natural environments.

Consistent Inconsistency or Systematic Variation

Teachers have often been confronted with a student who does well interacting with one adult, but does not interact with others.  For example, Johnny may perform for Ms. Jones, but not for anyone else.  It might be argued that since it is crucial for Johnny to perform, Ms. Jones should be encouraged to work with him until some time in the future.  However, when this strategy is referenced against the standards of the criterion of ultimate functioning, the potential deleterious effects become readily apparent.  In heterogeneous adult environments, citizens are required to respond to, and in the presence of, a wide variety of persons.  By arranging such circumscribed actions and reactions, a teacher is systematically impeding the development of the skills necessary for independent survival in heterogeneous adult communities.  In an attempt to minimize the development of such circumscribed interactions, many strategies are no doubt possible.  However, there are several strategies that seem to offer reasonable promise.

Each time a student is taught a functional skill or game, it might be required that the skill be performed (a) in reaction to, or in the presence of, at least three different persons, (b) in at least three different natural settings, (c) in response to at least three different sets of instructional materials, and (d) to at least three different appropriate language cues.  To illustrate, assume that a student is taught to play a game with a ball in a classroom.  The teacher then must either teach the student to, or empirically verify that the student can, play ball (a) at the playground, (b) at home with a peer, a parent, and a sibling, (c) in response to such verbal language cues as “throw it”, “hit me”, “zip it over here”, and (d) with basketballs, baseballs and colored plastic balls.

The verbal language cue component of any strategy is particularly crucial in that teachers often inform parents that a student reached criterion on a specific task.  Parents often attempt to induce the performance of that skill at home, but fail.  Further analysis often reveals that the teacher use one verbal language cue (e.g. “Go find your”) and the parents used another (e.g. “Get me”).  Attempts to standardize the verbal language cues so that both the teacher and the parents use exactly the same words are longitudinally questionable in that in heterogeneous adult community environments different people use many verbal language cues that require the same response.  The standardization of variation, on the other hand, may enhance performance across verbal language cues.  Thus, when a student is taught to perform specific skills in response to a particular verbal language cue, the task should not be considered mastered until the student performs the task in response to the other verbal language cues in his natural environments that require the same response.

It seems that teachers have several available options to insure that students perform accurately and consistently to varying cues.  For example, assume that four verbal language cues are used in the natural environment in relation to a particular skill.  A teacher could use a consecutive strategy and teach appropriate responding to the first, second, third and fourth verbal language cues respectively until the students respond appropriately to all four cues when they are presented randomly.  A teacher could use a concurrent strategy in which students receive training on all four cues at the same time until they respond appropriately to all four cues when they are presented randomly.  A teacher could use a combined or a different strategy.  Regardless of the particular strategy, students must be prepared to perform in complex natural environments that are constantly varying and evolving.  Thus, rather than support the orientation that the instructional environments of severely handicapped students should be standardized, we are suggesting that their instructional environments should be “consistently inconsistent” or systematically varied.

Toward Naturalized Curricula and Schools with Small Permeable Walls

The instructional materials, tasks, consequences, objectives and criteria to which severely handicapped students are exposed in educational settings should resemble those they will encounter and need in community, domestic, social, leisure and vocational settings.  However cumbersome, time consuming, inconvenient or expensive it may be to do so, the pegs, felt squares, pictures of money, tokens, pictures, edible consequences and many, if not all, of the commercially available kits and irrelevant paper and pencil tasks should be faded out.  Real money, real streets and cars, real people, real stores, real sounds and smells, real tools and objects, real group homes, real world settings, real appliances and utensils, real motor skills and real ridicule, rejection and disappointment must replace them.  An empirically verifiable naturalized life space curriculum designed to teach the skills required in heterogeneous community environments is the order of the day.

There are at least three major reasons why curricula for severely handicapped students should be naturalized.  First, artificial materials and settings seldom provide students with the information needed to solve practical problems in natural settings.  Because a severely handicapped student can solve the problem “2+ __ = 4” on a commercial worksheet in a classroom, it does not necessarily follow that he will be able to respond correctly to the problem in which four people will be eating dinner and there are only two chairs at the table.  Crucial information contained in the latter functional task is not present in the former artificial paper and pencil task.

Second, the actions and criteria required by many of the most popular artificial tasks and materials are often not the crucial actions required in more functional environments.  Artificial tasks and materials often require touching, marking and verbally labeling actions.  Functional tasks, materials and criteria, on the other hand, require picking up, getting, showing, assembling, distributing and responding motorically to printed stimuli at community accepted rates, latencies and durations.  Certainly there are situations in which it is feasible to start with rudimentary movements, isolated instructional sequences and artificial materials, but education should never stop there.  It should not stop until the teacher has demonstrated empirically that these students can function as independently as possible in the most open, positive and actualizing environments imaginable.

Third, since we are preparing students to function in heterogeneous adult environments, most of the necessary training experiences should be conducted in extra-school building environments.  The school as manifested by a building may be necessary, but it is not sufficient as the major or only facility needed to prepare severely handicapped students to reach the criterion of ultimate functioning.  These students need schools with small permeable walls.  Instead of bringing sheltered workshop tasks into a school workshop, instructors should disband the school workshop and teach the students the required skills at real workshops.  Instead of using a “home economics room” in a public school, teachers should used real natural homes, foster homes and group homes as the locations for the development of crucial self help, grooming, social and domestic maintenance skills.  Similarly, other vocational, shopping, service procurements and leisure skills should be taught during and after traditional school hours at real bowling alleys, theatres, stores, restaurants, swimming pools, office buildings, laundries and motels.

Perhaps it is appropriate here to relate to the relative merits of simulated training experiences.  There is no doubt that criterion performance on simulated tasks can be a valuable adjunct to the development of many crucial developmental skills.  In fact, under certain circumstances it may be construed as almost mandatory that simulated experiences be utilized (bus riding and street crossing seem reasonable examples).  However, severely handicapped students do not allow the degree of inference necessary to assume that criterion performance on a simulated task guarantees criterion performance in the environment in which the skill will ultimately be required.  There can be no substitute for empirical verification of the performance of a skill in the natural environments in which it is required.

If we now had available to use the most tolerant of all possible communities, an unlimited budget, the collective use of the best professionals in existence, all necessary enabling legislation, the most advanced service delivery models, ideal parents and excellent medical care, we still would not be able to provide severely handicapped students all needed services.  The skills of our students are limited by information we have within our grasp.  The information we have within our grasp is tragically meager.  If substantial improvements in services to severely handicapped students are to accrue, new information must be generated.  As educators we must realize that we are infants in this area, that most if not all of our pet theories must be revised, and that we need to expose our ideas and practices to the scrutiny of all.  We must now confront our weaknesses, failures and insecurities and set about the long hard task of demonstrating, rather than inferring, the best possible services for a most deserving group of citizens.Dunn, L.M.  Special education for the mildly retarded—Is much of it justifiable?  Exceptional Children, 1968, 35, 5-22.


