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I. Introduction

The history of intellectual disability as an idea contains an incredibly diverse set of ideologies and collective action. Within a hundred years, institutions of education have transitioned from a segregated, relatively unfunded environment for the intellectually disabled to the active promotion of what is labeled “inclusive policy.” Most notably, access to Post-secondary Education has become a part of the history of intellectual disability. Compared to past treatment, this seems significant. Understanding intellectual disability as a phenomena of interaction and not an essentialist ‘attribute’ of the individual is a key feature of sociological analysis, pointing to the difficulties of defining intellectual disability as a medical disorder. Frequent changes in educational policy for intellectual disability highlight a fluidity of terms, constructs and understanding related to a broader distribution of wealth and resources. Social constructs related to the ‘educability’ of those with intellectual disabilities have altered and changed as federal involvement in disability policy and a continued growth of litigation drive the allocation of resources for institutional education - including postsecondary education.


Both the modern medical model as well as sociological theory provide a theoretical understanding of intellectual disability. The second section of this paper contextualizes these two perspectives. The third extends these theoretical perspectives to education as a social institution, relevant to the construction of intellectual disability. Emile Durkheim’s theory of institutions and social constraint is applied to a brief review of educational history & intellectual disability in the 20th century. The fourth section is a review of culminating federal policy, financial assistance, and twenty first century educational policy that has aimed to increase access to higher education for students labeled as intellectually disabled. The fifth section is a review of the “think college” program, which actively promotes greater access to higher education for students labeled as intellectually disabled. The last section is a conclusion and discussion for the prospects of institutional education impacting the way that intellectual disability is socially produced & negotiated. 

II. Theoretical Approaches to Intellectual Disability
a. Intellectual Disability & the Medical Model


Diagnosis in medicine is a process of matching certain patterns to a set of correspondence rules that create a hypothetical construct; the term symptom is roughly synonymous with the medical term ‘sign’, or ‘source indicator’ (Rapley 2004: 41, 42). Alfred Strauss, an influential figure in the development of learning disability theory, elaborated a model in a 1942 paper which implied that abnormality of thought was due to faulty perception caused by neurological disorder (Carrier 1983: 957, 952). The medical model places a focus on the roles of organicity, pathology and heredity (Shalock et. al. 2007: 119). The mental hygiene movement in the 1930s elevated the role of psychologists in treatment and prevention of ‘mental illness’ and created the need for treatment and diagnostic facilities (Winzer 2009: 143). This particular medical model has been applied to educational settings and interactions, employed in order to frame disability as a ‘condition of individual deficit and defect’ synonymous with bodily disability (Danforth 2008: 46). This deficit, in turn, is connected to the concept of ‘competence’: the psychologized view of defective intelligence confers a type of ‘incompetence’ (Rapley 2004: 48). Psychometric validity and reliability is informed by an essentialist assumption about the location of competence within an individual (2004: 50). 


There is an array of criticism of the medical model’s underlying assumptions related to intellectual disability. Carrier (1983) argues that the model of learning disability put forth by Alfred Strauss fails to recognize social influences by locating disability in pre-social neuropsychiatric status. Rapley argues that the science imbued in the medical model provides no more meaning for the term ‘intellectual disability’ than a translation of term ‘imbecility’ used in the 1800s (2004: 206). Schalock et. al (2007: 116) note that the term ‘intellectual disability’ is meant to cover the same population of individuals who were previously diagnosed with ‘mental retardation’; during the late 1960s parents found the term ‘learning disabled’ more appealing that ‘mild mental retardation’ in order to describe children from middle-class backgrounds who were failing in school but had no discernible mental or physical anomalies (Winzer 2009: 181). The current medical model of intellectual disability imposes a moral, or membership category on the individual. These categories are used to establish accountability and blame rather than display an individual’s thought processes (Rapley 2004: 58, 71). While the diagnosis of diabetes or the flu is neither insulting nor flattering, the same is not true for the term ‘retard’, which is commonly seen as a denigrating epithet (2004). These sorts of inconsistencies point to the difficulty of essentialist arguments, and the medical model’s usefulness in constructing a more true understanding of intellectual disability. 

b. Sociological Perspectives: Negotiating & Producing Intellectual Disability

The appropriation of government aid for those considered intellectually disabled was, in part, contingent on constructing intellectual disability as a real medical condition. In 1969, Executive Secretary of the Council for Exceptional Children William Geer discussed legislation that would soon be Children with Learning Disabilities Act: “the proposed legislation will provide, first, a recognition on the part of the federal government that learning disabled children exist” (Carrier 1983: 947). Ways of knowing develop political legitimacy; the public and political leaders must believe that the profession of psychiatry and scientific knowledge is superior to commonsense and religious conviction (Danforth 2002, Rapley 2004).  However, even in 1922, American author and philosopher Walter Whitman (Danforth 2008) challenged what he described as “aristocratic tradition which tends to rationalize inequities of our social order by appealing to innate and unalterable psychological strata,”  in response to George Cutten’s intelligence tests (2008: 47, 48). Similarly, educational scholar John Dewey perceived the goal of intelligence testing as displaying the intense variety and richness of human individual intelligence (2008: 48). 


In Erving Goffman’s seminal work, Stigma (1967), he argues that individual attributes can stigmatize one type of possessor while confirming usualness for another. Stigma, a discrepancy between who an individual is and who an individual is expected to be, Goffman writes, must be understood in ‘a language of relationships’ between attribute and stereotype (1967: 4). Goffman’s theory compliments what Mark Rapley (2004) identifies as Discursive Psychology: “discourse” is a process that is situated within interaction which orients the pattern of language but does not determine it, and communication not only describes our reality but actively constructs its meaning. Applied to intellectual disability, theory on the social construction of intellectual disability is anti-essentialist, rejects the reification of intelligence, and argues that knowledge is actively constructed based on people’s experiences and interaction (Anyon 2009). 


Both Rapley and Goffman’s framework for understanding the phenomenon of intellectual disability fold into the social model approach to disability theory, which constructs disability as an interpretation of human difference within social and political structures (Danforth 2008).  Sociological research on physical disability has led to a “social model” used by advocates and activists, with less attention given to learning disabilities (Anyon 2009). From the perspective that intellectual disability is a phenomena and production of social interaction, we can garner sociological insights that highlight the relevant role of institutions - particularly education - in this production process. Most importantly, these institutions can serve as a corner stone for what is identified as a change in our pattern of understanding and collective practice related to the construction of intellectual disability. Instead of characterizing students as disabled, an sociologically institutional approach identifies the existence of mismatches between the curriculum, instructional strategies and a student’s interest or learning styles (Anyon 2009). 

III. Education as an institution for the intellectually disabled

a. Applying Durkheim’s description of social constraint


Emile Durkheim, French Sociologist and leading figure in the founding of sociological science, describes institutions as “all the beliefs and modes of conduct instituted by the collectivity” (1891: 71). Institutions become real in so far as they assert themselves on the individual and must be taken into account. Durkheim argues that a type of social constraint occurs through conforming to these types of beliefs and modes of conduct. Durkheim’s description of an institution’s fundamental characteristics can be applied, in a broad sense, to education as a social institution. 


Collective beliefs do not remain static in any society for an extended period of time; they change and develop constantly. In conjunction with Discursive Psychology and the work of Erving Goffman, which recognize that intellectual disability exists as a social phenomenon, Durkheim’s sociological theory provides a framework for understanding the fundamental role that changing educational institutions play in the construction of intellectual disability. The social constraints of educational institutions assert conditions for the production of intellectual disability because they can be a major determinant of an individual’s future economic participation. Sociologist Carol Bankston (2010) emphasizes the role of state-controlled educational institutions for broader economic planning on the part of government, in which education is the means of national work-force training. 

b. Educational Institutions & Intellectual Disability before 1975


The assumptions that compulsory public schooling is justified, reasonable, and beneficial in the opportunity it creates for all Americans (Anyon 2009) were asserted by the progressive moment & the goal of schooling as a form of positive socialization. The federal government’s first involvement with post-secondary education occurred after the civil war through the Land Grant Act (Bankston 2010). By the end of World War I, public education was considered both universal and legally compulsory (2010). The American economy underwent a process of rationalization, urbanization and industrialization (Winzer 2009) congruent to the development of universal and compulsory education during the mid-19th century. In 1854 Congress passed a bill to authorize state land grants to finance residential treatment institutions for persons with mental disabilities, but it was subsequently vetoed by then President Franklin Pierce (Braddock 2007). Between the 1870s and 1890s American census statistics revealed an increase in numbers of those considered to be defective, dependent and delinquent (author? 2009), and Winzer (2009) argues that although the terms ‘feeblemindedness’ and ‘degeneracy’ had no adequate definition, they were a part of common discourse in the 19th century and the result of ‘the fallout of emerging capitalist technological expansion (2009: 129).


Intellectual disability received institutional little attention until the turn of the 20th century and the beginning of the American Eugenics project (Carey 2009). “An odd assortment of bed fellows united under the umbrella of the eugenics movement” (Carey 2009: 52) argued for the institutional segregation of the ‘feebleminded’ in order to prevent the deteriorating moral and racial order. From 1904 to 1910, the institutionalized population increased by 44.5 percent, by 1930 thirty states had passed sterilization laws and forty one had laws restricting marriage based on intellectual disability (2009b: 59). Like Margret Winzer (2009a), Sociologist Allison Carey (2009b) also explicitly rejects the essentialism of a eugenic explanation for the growth of feeblemindedness and degeneracy. The turn of the 20th century was “a time of great social dislocation, disparity in wealth, and influx of competing labor from immigration creating disorder and anxiety among people of all classes” (2009b: 53). By the 1930s, the eugenic notions of hereditary degeneracy faded and a common view emerged that “delinquencies were learned” (Winzer2009a: 142). Winzer (2009a) argues that during the first half of the 20th century, compulsory education functioned to further institutionalize children initially targeted by the eugenics project. Little attention was paid to intellectual disability (2009a: 142). 


During the era of racial integration, the federal government’s involvement in state and local educational institutions was seen as a way of reforming society by removing the legal barriers of segregation (Bankson 2010). In 1954, the United States Supreme Court decided the the Fourteenth amendment of the United States Constitution guaranteed school children equal treatment in the school district they are required to attend, regardless of race or color. Federal involvement in and funding for disability policy started to accelerate dramatically during the same period of time. While there was no major federal law which specifically protected the civil or constitutional rights of Americans with disabilities before the 1970s, (Aaron and Loprest 2012), John F. Kennedy’s 1962 Presidential Panel on Mental Retardation and Lyndon Johnson’s 1964-68 Great Society Legislation were among the “catalytic events” which led to “the rise of the federal governments leadership” in disability policy (Braddock 2007). Congressional passage of Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act marked the beginning of federal protection against discrimination on the basis of disability for higher education programs receiving federal financial assistance (Rothstein 2000). 

c. Educational Institutions & Intellectual Disability after 1975


Historian and Disability Policy Analyst Robert Gettings (2011) notes that the basic planks of federal disability policy were in place by 1975, the same year the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was passed in order to guarantee “a free, appropriate, public education in the least restrictive environment” (Aaron & Loprest 2012: 99). Federal education assistance programs came at a critical juncture and challenged the claim that disabled children “were not educable” (Gettings 2011). The financial philosophical justification for local school districts for segregated class rooms on the basis of disability began to disappear (Gettings 2011, 6).  Psychiatrist David Braddock (2007) notes that momentum for federal funding of disability policy shifted from legislation to litigation as “persons with intellectual disabilities became “the new clients” (2007: 172). Historic advances for persons with disabilities have followed amendments or passage of federal policy (Stodden and Whelley 2004). In the 1980s, students previously categorized as mildly mental retarded were placed in the criteria of learning disabled. This enlarged the number of students under the category of learning disabled, the number of professionals working in the field, and research work around intellectual disability (Winzer 2009). The combination of better prepared college students and a greater awareness of disability policy resulted in the development of substantial litigation to address disability policy (Rothstein 2000). In a culminating point, the 1991 passage of the American Disabilities Act ‘opened a floodgate of complains’ and litigation around federal disability policy for the courts and the Department of Education (2000, 224). The  1999 Supreme Court Olmstead v. L.C. decision challenged all levels of government to develop more opportunities for individuals with disabilities (Johnson 2004); Stodden and Whelley (2004) suggest that Olmstead reflects the fact that more people are moving out of institutions and there has been a general increase in community capacity to provide personal care. Aaron and Loprest (2012, 98) comment that there is an important “dual” nature for disability policy as it relates to educational institutions: “it both defines civil rights for a class of protected persons, and establishes a funding stream for programs and services to support these persons.” Ultimately, total financial support for persons with intellectual disabilities quadrupled from $13.5 billion to $58.0 billion nationally from 1970 to 1995; one half of the $44.5 billion increase came from Federal Programs (Braddock 2007, 173). 

IV. Post Secondary Education & Intellectual Disability

a. 21st Century Policy


For families of students with intellectual disabilities, post-secondary education has seemed like a distant and lofty goal (Vanbergeijk and Cavanagh 2012). While Haeger (2011) notes that research on the American educational system has found an unequal access to college or the benefits of an advanced education, she also states that there have been significant changes in law dictating the education for people with disabilities over the past 40 years. Post-secondary enrollment for students with disabilities has been catalyzed (Rao 2004) by federal law: the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Act, and Section 504. Stodden and Wheeley (2004, 9) go so far as to describe “a new paradigm” for people with intellectual disabilities and higher education. The passage of the Higher Education Opportunities Act (HEOA) of 2008 allocates federal student financial aid for students with intellectually disability when enrolled in a “federally approved comprehensive transition and Postsecondary Program on a college campus” (Vanbergijk and Cavanagh 2012). HEOA defines students with intellectual disabilities as a student with “(a) mental retardation or cognitive impairment, characterized by significant limitations in - (i) intellectual and cognitive functioning; and (ii) adaptive behavior as expressed by conceptual, social, and practical adaptive skills; and (b) who is currently, or was formally, eligible for free appropriate public education under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act” (Hart et. al 2010). Hart et. al. (2010) note that a variety of opportunities for access to post-secondary education have expanded in the past ten years, referencing attention paid by mainstream media like the U.S. News and World Report article entitled “College is possible for Students with Intellectual Disabilities: New Support Programs and Federal Funds can Help Students with Intellectual Disabilities” (2010, 136). The National Summits for persons with disabilities in postsecondary education was created in the summer of 2000 at a National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Education meeting, and in September of 2003 the “Students with Intellectual disabilities and Postsecondary education Institute: Discussions of Developments in Practice and Policy” was held in Washington D.C. (Stodden and Whelley 2004: 8). In an analysis of a representative data set of students with disabilities from the National Longitudinal Transition study, Haeger (2011) finds that socio economic status can create extreme forms of stratified college attendance for students with learning. However, Haeger’s (2011) research also found that student’s “academic self concept, beliefs about disability, self advocacy, and orientation towards utilizing services” (2011, 88) are some of the strongest predictors of college attendance (2011, 62). 

b. Re-negotiating intellectual disability


Completing some form of postsecondary education, including vocational or technical training, can increase one’s opportunity for employment (Stodden and Whelley 2004). Comparing transition planning and goals after post-secondary education with employment outcomes for students with intellectual and other disabilities, Grigal et. al. (2011) found that the post-school goal of attending a 2 or 4 year college was the only factor associated with a greater likelihood of employment. They also find that expectations of students with intellectual disability matter, as with all students: higher expectations for academic and career success relate to higher post-secondary school attendance rates. Students with intellectual disability attained significant less positive education and employment outcomes, “demonstrating that transition goals related to employment reflect low expectations for students with ID” (2011, 13). Analysis of the National Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) database for the disabled found that the small number of individuals with ID supported by post-secondary education and vocational rehabilitation had more competitive employment outcomes than those who didn’t participate in post- secondary education (Hart et. al. 2010). Literature on post- secondary education for individuals with intellectual disabilities repeatedly discusses the benefits of access for students labeled intellectually disabled. Hart et. al. (2010) mention growth in self-advocacy and self-confidence as well as skill building and employment, along with the opportunity to participate in valued social roles. The Secondary Education, Transition and Employment panel found that issues of self-determination and self-advocacy, participation in an effective curriculum, service coordination, accountability for results and engagement of practitioners were critical for the improvement of secondary education for students with disabilities (Johnson 2004, 4) The United States Department of Education has funded projects with different models for post-secondary education settings for adults with intellectual disability (Stodden and Whelley 2004). These included integrated, mixed program models that incorporated both campus courses and separate “life skills” or transition programs which were housed on campus, individualized support model with specific accommodations and supports, and “substantially separate models” from campus curriculum (2004, 9). Professor of Education Faculty attitudes towards those labeled intellectually disabled are important variables for success in post-secondary education (Rao 2004). Shaila Rao (2004, 195) found gender to be a statistically significant determinant of faculty attitudes, and notes that six out of ten previous studies on faculty attitudes found that prior experience with students labeled intellectually disabled was a statistically significant factor in determining positive attitude towards students with intellectual disability. Scior (2011) notes that prior contact with someone with intellectual disabilities has been invariably linked to more positive attitudes about intellectual disability, and that contact experiences in educational environments between children and their peers with disabilities has been a commonly employed method for this. 

V. “Think College” Program

a. Think College Coordinating Center in Boston


“Think College” started as an initiative at of the Institute for Community Inclusion at University of Massachusetts, Boston. Their website states that the three primary areas of focus are research, training and technical assistance, and dissemination of information for post-secondary education opportunities for students with intellectual disabilities. The thinkcollege website defines intellectual disability as a disability “characterized by significant limitations both in intellectual functioning and in adaptive behavior as expressed in conceptual, social, and practical adaptive skills,” and that it is the preferred name to the disability formally known as mental retardation. $10.9 million dollars has been awarded for 28 grants at various two and four year institutions of higher education under “the model comprehensive transition and programs for students with intellectual disabilities,” or TPSID (http://www.thinkcollege.net). The institute for Community Inclusion awarded a separate grant of $330,000 to serve as a coordinating center to support these activities. The “Think College” program is a collaborative effort in a network of programs which support post-sSecondary education opportunities for disabled students, not just those considered intellectually disabled. This includes The Association of University Centers on Disabilities, whose vision statement “envisions a future in which everyone, including people living with developmental disabilities, are fully integrated, participating members of their communities,” and have  the mission of “advancing policy and practice for and with people with developmental and other disabilities” (http://www.aucd.org/).
b. “Think College” at the University of Vermont


The University of Vermont was one of the two and four year University’s awarded a five year grant from the Department of Education in order to “provide academic, social, living and employment options for students with intellectual disabilities at UVM as well as Johnson state college” (Think College website resources).  Between August 2011 and May 2012, five students with intellectual disabilities were enrolled at UVM coursework and internship (Spring “Think College” Newsletter at the University of Vermont). Key components of the program include “individualized student-centered college plans, enrollment in courses through UVM’s continuing education, a customized certificate program, peer mentor support,” and a variety of other social aspects involved in post-secondary education participation. The Think College Website at the University of Vermont states that existing programs show students with I.D. involved in postsecondary education are 26% more likely to get a job and earn a 73% higher weekly income. 

VI. Conclusion 


A strong sociological criticism of the medical model is its “essentialist” nature in defining and understanding intellectual disability. Sociological theory suggests that intellectual disability can be understood as the product of particular social relations, promoted or sanctioned by our prevailing institutions and the collective modes of conduct and behavior they represent. The sociological perspective has been a part of disability advocacy, and it’s illustrated in the protection granted by the American with Disabilities Act for individuals with “perceived disability.” However, the medical model has also provided a set of definitions for federal policy that has been directly related to the allocation of economic resources for those considered both disabled and intellectually disabled. 

    
In a broad sense, the racial integration movement in the 1950s-60s, the 19th and 20th century progressive movement, and 20th century disability advocacy have held similar goals. The existence of inequality, social malaise, or general lack of opportunity has swelled up support for a broader change or restructure of society through political control of various institutions. Compulsory institutional education can provide forms of positive social interaction with stigmatized and non-stigmatized individuals, and change the relationship between “attribute” and “stereotype”. Literature suggests that as expectations for students with intellectual disabilities increase and grow with the appropriate educational programs and opportunities, so will success. Sociological evidence finds that educational obtainment is directly related to job participation and economic activity, with even marginal increases in access to education having a positive effect. If we understand intellectual disability as the product of social relations and not an essentialist attribute of individuals, then changing the social constraints of institutional education will alter this process beyond the classroom or an educational setting. One could conjecture that “complete integration” would remove the need for categorizing intellectual disability: while some sort of physiological attribute may exist, the existence of a collective stereotype will dissipate. 


The focus of this research paper was the development of changing social constraints for the production of intellectual disability in educational institutions. ‘Dual mandate’ federal law after 1970, the outgrowth of litigation at all levels of government over disability policy, and a subsequent growth in the allocation of economic resources for educational institutions to integrate students with intellectual disability demarcate these developments. Access to post-secondary education, once a bastion of the elite and wealthly, is increasing. This seems to represent a very important culmination of federal law and allocation of economic resources for those considered intellectually disabled.  However, this process would not be possible without the collective effort of social networks promoting the further inclusion of individuals with intellectual disabilities. Evidence suggests that collective beliefs and attitudes change before our socially instituted modes of conduct do.

VII. Bibliography

Aaron, Lauden and Loprest, Pamela. 2012. “Disability and the Education System.” The Future of Children 22 (1): 97-122.



Anyon, Yolanda. 2009. “Sociological Theories of Learning Disabilities: Understanding Racial Disproportionality in Special Education.” Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment 19: 44-57. 


Association of University Centers on Disabilities. 
“AUCD: Association of University Centers on Disabilities.” AUCD. Accessed November 18th, 2012. http://www.aucd.org/template/index.cfm

Bankston, Carol. 2010. “Federal Control of Public Schools and the Decline of Community.” Modern Age: A quarterly Review 184-197.


Braddock, David. 2007. “Washington Rises: Public Financial Support for Intellectual Disability in the United States, 1955-2004.” Mental retardation and developmental disabilities Research Reviews 13: 169-177.

 
Cary, Allison. 2010 On the Margins of Citizenship: Intellectual Disability and Civil rights in Twentheith-Century America.  Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.


Carrier, James. 1983. “Masking the Social in Educational Knowledge: The Case of Learning Disability Theory.” American Journal of Sociology. 88 (5): 948-974.


Danforth, Scott. 2008. “John Dewey’s Contributions to an Educational Philosophy of Intellectual Disability.” Educational Theory 58 (1): 45-62.


Durkheim, Emile. 1895. “Methods of explanation and analysis.”  Pp 69-77 in Emile Durkheim: Selected Writings, edited by Anthony Giddens. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
Grigal, Meg, Hart, Debra, Migliore, Alberto. 2011. “Comparing the Transition Planning, Postsecondary Education, and Employment Outcomes and Students with Intellectual and Other Disabilities.” Hammill Institute on Disabilities 34 (1): 4-17.


Gettings, Robert. 2011. Forging A Federal-State Partnership: A History Of Federal Developmental Disabilities Policy. Alexandria, VA: American Association on Intellectual and Develpmental Disabilities. 


Goffman, Irving. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity. Prentice-Hall, Inc. Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 

Haeger, Heather. 2011. “At the Intersections of Class and Disability: The impact of Forms of Capital on College Access and Success for Students with Learning Disabilities.” Ph.D dissertation, Department of Higher Education, University of Arizona. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations & theses Database, 3454539.


Hart, Debra et al. 2010. “Expanding the Paradigm: Postsecondary Education Options for Individuals with Autism Spectrum Disorder and Intellectual Disabilities.” Focus on Autism and other Developmental Disabilities 25 (134): 135-150.


Johnson, David. 2004. “Current Challenges Facing the Future of Secondary Education and Transition Services for Youth with Disabilities in the United States.” National Center on Secondary Education and Transition. Pp. 1 - 23. Accessed September 24th, 2012. http://www.ncset.org/publications/discussionpaper/NCSET_Discussion_Paper.pdf

Rao, Shaila. 2004. “Faculty Attitudes and Students with Disabilities in Higher Education: a literature review.” College Student Journal 38 (2): 191-198. 

Rapley, Mark. 2004. “The Social Construction of Intellectual Disability.” Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 


Rothstein, F. Laura. 2000. “Education and the Future of Disability Policy.” Alabama Law Review 51 (1): 241-270.


Schalock, Robert et. al. 2007. “The Renaming of Mental Retardation: Understanding the Change to the Term Intellectual Disability.” Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities 45 (2): 116-124.


Schmidt, Peter. 2005. “From Special Ed to Higher Ed.” The Chronicle of Higher Education. Accessed November 11th, 2012. http://chronicle.com/article/From-Special-Ed-to-Higher-Ed/21991

Scior, Katrina. 2011. “Public awareness, attitudes & beliefs regarding intellectual disability: A systematic Review.” Research in Developmental Disabilities 32: 2163-2182. 


Stodden, Robert and Whelley, Teresa. 2004. “Postsecondary Education & Persons with Intellectual Disabilities: An Introduction.” Education and Training in Developmental Disabilities 39 (1): 6-15.

Taylor, Steven. 2011. “New Directions for Higher Education.” Disability Studies in Higher Education 154: 93-98.

ThinkCollege.net. “Think College: College Options for people with Disabilities.” Think College. Accessed October 22nd, 2012. http://www.thinkcollege.net/
 University of Vermont. College of Education, Center on Disability and Community inclusion. Think College. Accessed Sunday, September 16th 2012. http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/thinkcollege/
VanBergeijk, Ernst and Cavanagh, Paul. 2012. “Brief Report: New Legislation Supports Students with Intellectual Disabilities in Post-Secondary Funding.” Journal of Autism and Development Disorders 42: 2471-2475. 


Winzer, Margret A. 2009. From Integration to Inclusion: A History of Special Education in the 20th Century. Washington DC: Gallaudet University Press.

 


