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The movement toward more inclusive school programs has resulted in increasing num-
bers of students with mild disabilities (learning disabilities, mild mental retardation, and be-
havior disorders) who are educated in general education classroom settings (Espin & Foe-
gen, 1996; Guterman, 1995; Scanlon, Deshler, & Schumaker, 1996; Smith, Polloway,
Patton, & Dowdy, 1995). Although the effectiveness of inclusive school programs has re-
mained controversial (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994; McLeskey & Waldron, 1995; Zigmond et al.,
1995), the movement toward these programs seems to be continuing unabated.

Until recently, much of the emphasis in the professional literature regarding inclusion
focused on programs in elementary schools. Many of the efficacy studies that have been
used to support inclusion have been conducted in elementary schools, and the model pro-
grams that have been described have primarily been elementary programs (Affleck, Madge,
Adams, & Lowenbraun, 1988; Banerji & Dailey, 1995; Bear & Proctor, 1990; Zigmond, et
al., 1995). Indeed, it seems likely that many more inclusion programs have been developed
in elementary schools, and secondary schools have been much slower in moving toward de-
veloping and implementing these programs.

BARRIERS TO DEVELOPMENT OF
SECONDARY INCLUSIVE SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Many possible reasons exist as to why inclusive programs have developed more slowly at
the secondary level when compared to elementary schools. These barriers to program devel-
opment likely have contributed to the perceived resistance toward inclusive programs on the
part of teachers and administrators in secondary schools. These barriers include the following:

1. At the secondary level, teachers emphasize complex curricular material; at the ele-
mentary level they teach basic academic and social skills.

2. There is a larger gap between the skill level of students and classroom demands at
the secondary level. Students with disabilities at the secondary level lack the basic
academic skills, as well as learning skills/strategies necessary for success (Rieth &
Polsgrove, 1994; Schumaker & Deshler, 1988; Zigmond, 1990).

3. The secondary level has a much broader range of curricular content than the ele-
mentary level does. Not only are secondary schools responsible for curricular con-
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tent such as mathematics across a range of skill lev-
els, but they also must provide instruction related to
careers/vocations, functional living skills, survival
skills, transition from high school to a variety of set-
tings, and so forth.

4. Secondary classrooms tend to be teacher-centered, in

which instruction is most often didactic, directed to

large groups, and infrequently differentiated for vary-
ing student needs. This results in teachers spending
small amounts of time with large numbers of stu-
dents each day, and limited contact with any single
student (Schumaker & Deshler, 1988).

5. Teachers at the secondary level are trained as content
specialists. Some cannot or are not inclined to make

adaptations for students with disabilities who do not

master the curricular content. In addition, teachers
may be frustrated by the limited, slow progress that
students with disabilities make in their classes
(Smith, Polloway, Patton, & Dowdy, 1995).
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6. Students are going through a complex, sometimes frus-
trating personal transition through adolescence, which
affects their emotional, social, sexual, physical, and
academic development (Mercer & Mercer, 1993).
Even under the best of circumstances, academics tend
not to be the primary interest of many of these students.

7. The pressure from outside agencies is greater in sec-
ondary schools. Accountability on the secondary
school for providing students with certain skills and
knowledge is demanded from businesses, state gov-
ernments, colleges and universities, and the general
public.

8. Secondary teachers tend to have significant auton-
omy as they develop their course offerings. This
makes coordinating knowledge and skills across
courses difficult (Schumaker & Deshler, 1988).

Given these barriers, it is not surprising that inclusive
school programs have been slow to develop at the secondary
level. This dearth of program alternatives has led to some
controversy regarding just what inclusive programs at this
level should entail. Most seem to agree that the programs
should differ from elementary programs (Schumaker &
Deshler, 1988) and that students should not necessarily spend
100% of the school day in general education classroom set-
tings; some students, for example, should spend time in com-
munity or work settings or settings in which intensive support
services may be provided (Kauffman, Lloyd, Baker, &
Riedel, 1995; York & Reynolds, 1996).

In addition, considering the high rate at which students
with disabilities are unsuccessful (or fail) in general educa-
tion classrooms (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996; Rieth & Pols-
grove, 1994; Schumaker & Deshler, 1988), it seems apparent
that if students with mild disabilities are to be educated suc-
cessfully in general education classrooms in secondary
schools, these classrooms must be transformed so the organi-
zation, curriculum, and instruction provided is designed to
meet the needs of a diverse group of students (Deshler &
Schumaker, 1988). In spite of the general consensus regard-
ing these issues, there is much less agreement regarding the
emphasis that should be placed on various curricular content
areas, the location in which this material should be presented,
and who should present this information.

SECONDARY CURRICULAR CONTENT NEEDS
FOR STUDENTS WITH MILD DISABILITIES

Decisions regarding which curricular content areas to em-
phasize are especially difficult because secondary teachers of



students with disabilities have an acute shortage of time to ad-
dress the many educational needs of secondary-level students
(Deshler, Schumaker, Lenz, & Ellis, 1984). Curricular areas
for which secondary-level teachers of students with disabilities
may have partial or full responsibility include the following:

1. Basic academic skills. These skills involve instruc-
tion in basic skills such as reading, writing, and
mathematics that are deficient for students with dis-
abilities. Even among students with learning disabil-
ities, basic reading, writing, and math skills are lack-
ing when they enter adolescence (Espin & Foegen,
1996; Schumaker & Deshler, 1988; Zigmond, 1990).
For example, Schumaker, Deshler, Alley, and
Warner (1983) found that as these students enter the
10th grade, they tend to have basic skills that
plateaued at the fourth or fifth grade level. Instruction
in basic academic skills often is provided outside of
the general education classroom, in a separate special
education classroom by a teacher of students with
disabilities (Zigmond, 1990).

2. Tutorial programs (Deshler, Schumaker, Lenz, & El-
lis, 1984). This approach emphasizes tutorial support
of students in general education content classes (e.g.,
English, mathematics, social studies, science). Tuto-
rial support typically is provided in separate resource
classrooms by the teacher of students with disabilities.

3. Compensatory programs and support in general edu-
cation classes (Deshler, Schumaker, Lenz, & Ellis,
1984). This approach is designed to facilitate the
adaptation of general education classrooms so stu-
dents with disabilities can succeed in these settings.
Typically the general education and special educa-
tion teachers work together to adapt classroom orga-
nization, curriculum, and instruction to meet the
needs of all students in the setting. This approach
may be used with content or vocational classes.

4. Learning strategies programs (Deshler, Schumaker,
Lenz, & Ellis, 1984; Ellis, 1993). This approach is not
designed to teach specific content but, rather, focuses
on teaching students skills related to “how to learn.”
Much evidence indicates that students with disabili-
ties lack these skills, which are critical for learning,
solving problems, and completing tasks indepen-
dently in general education classrooms. These skills
may be taught in a separate setting by a teacher of stu-
dents with disabilities or, as Ellis (1993) has pro-
posed, as part of an Integrated Strategy Model that
combines classroom content and general strategy in-

struction. In the latter model, the general and special
education teachers teach these skills collaboratively.

S. Instruction in survival skills (Zigmond, 1990) and life
skills (Polloway, Patton, Epstein, & Smith, 1993). Zig-
mond (1990) has proposed that secondary teachers of
students with LD should teach these students skills
they need to survive in school, including behavior con-
trol, teacher-pleasing behaviors, and study skills/test-
taking strategies. Polloway et al. (1993) have proposed
that students with disabilities at the secondary level
would benefit from a life skills curriculum, which
would teach them skills to support successful adjust-
ment after they complete school. A teacher of students
with disabilities teaches survival skills and life skills in
a separate, special education classroom.

6. Vocational training. Vocational training is provided
for students with disabilities as they prepare to make
the transition from school to a work setting. This in-
struction frequently is provided by specialists in vo-
cational education, assisted by teachers of students
with disabilities in adapting for the needs of students
with disabilities. Vocational instruction also is pro-
vided in work settings through work-study and sup-
ported employment programs.

7. Transition planning. Often included as part of voca-
tional training, transition planning also may include
a life skills curriculum, in which students are taught
functional skills they need on the job and in other
community settings (Polloway, Patton, Epstein, &
Smith, 1993). The life skills curriculum is taught
most often by a teacher of students with disabilities
in a separate setting.

As the above list illustrates, secondary-level teachers of stu-
dents with disabilities face a broad range of demands on their
time to address these curricular areas. Clearly, priorities must
be developed regarding which curricular areas should be em-
phasized, and teachers of students with disabilities must orga-
nize and use their time to maximize their efficiency and effec-
tiveness. We readily admit that there are no easy answers
regarding what inclusive school programs in secondary
schools should entail, how they should be organized, what
should be taught, where instruction should occur, and so forth.
Indeed, from our perspective, each secondary program should
be tailored to the specific needs of a given setting, thus pre-
cluding the possibility of a “one-size fits all”” model program.

With these caveats in mind, the following section describes
an inclusive school program currently in operation in a high
school in a small midwestern city. This high school began de-
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veloping an inclusive program eight years ago. The program
subsequently achieved a high level of success and has been
recognized as a model program for delivering inclusive
school services (CEC, 1995).

DEVELOPING A SECONDARY-LEVEL
INCLUSIVE SCHOOL PROGRAM

Eleanor Roosevelt High School is located in a midwestern
city with a population of approximately 50,000. A large state
university is located nearby. A rich blend of small urban, sub-
urban, and rural communities feeds into Roosevelt High
School. The diversity of the community is illustrated by the
fact that a major university is located in the same county that
closed the last two-room school house in the state in 1965.

Eleanor Roosevelt High School has a student population of
1,350 students, 93% of whom are caucasian, 2% African-
American, 4.5% Asian, and a small number of international
students from more than 35 countries. Of the students at Roo-
sevelt, 34% live in rural settings, 30% in suburban settings,
and 36% in urban settings. Ten percent of the students at
Roosevelt qualify for free or reduced lunches. Roosevelt em-
ploys approximately 80 full- and part-time professionals.

Implementation of the inclusive school program at Roo-
sevelt High School began in the 1990-91 school year. Dis-
cussion regarding changes in the program, however, began
two years prior to implementation, when members of the spe-
cial education department began to assess and critically ana-
lyze special education services and student success. Roo-
sevelt had a highly successful program for students with
substantial needs; these students were being served in an age-
appropriate building, attended general education classes with
their peers, were provided vocational skills through a work
study/supported employment program, and often left high
school with paid employment.

Several faculty members in special education began to
question the services provided for students with mild disabil-
ities and believed this program was much less successful than
the program for students with substantial needs. Even though
students with mild disabilities most often left school with a
diploma, they were not always able to secure paid employ-
ment and often had few skills that would enable them to be-
come contributing members of the community. Overall, aca-
demic expectations for these students were extremely low.
Based on these observations, several faculty members in spe-
cial education thought they should begin to look at doing
something different. '

At about the same time, members of the special education
department were becoming cognizant of the movement to-

ward inclusion and the literature supporting the integration of
students with disabilities into the general education class-
room (Will, 1986). Discussions took place initially at staff
meetings and in informal conversations. From these discus-
sions, a team of teachers was convened to begin to plan seri-
ously for teachers in general and special education to collab-
orate in teaching core content areas. This group drafted a
written proposal and presented it to Roosevelt’s Curriculum
Council in October 1989. The rationale for changes that were
proposed rested on five major points.

1. The English department was moving toward a more
heterogeneous grouping of students. This provided
an opportunity to include students with disabilities in
these classes and to involve teachers of students with
disabilities in the discussion, planning, and imple-
mentation of this new instructional arrangement.

2. Similar types of curricula were being used in the gen-
eral math class and the special education math class.
Both of these math classes were addressing basic
arithmetic, and teachers from both courses believed
the courses should be restructured totally to make
them more applicable to the students’ needs.

3. Both teachers of students with disabilities who would
be involved initially in teaming with general educa-
tors had dual licensing in special education and the
content area in which they would teach. This was im-
portant practically speaking because it satisfied the
state’s licensing requirements and eliminated the
need for a waiver.

4. Collaborative efforts would result in growth experi-
ences for students and teachers alike.

5. Teachers thought the wider diversity in student char-
acteristics at Roosevelt would require all teachers to
learn from each other and to share their expertise.

The initial proposal identified two sections designated for
collaborative teaching: a ninth grade general math class and an
11th grade English class. The staff in special education was
paired with general education faculty in each class section. All
four individuals were voluntary participants. This core group
then identified the following objectives for students:

1. To integrate students from general and special edu-
cation.

2. To provide contact between same-age peers from
general and special education.

3. To expose students to a greater variety of teaching
strategies.



4. To develop in students appropriate skills in English
and math.

5. To provide and share peer reinforcement.

6. To be exposed to a greater number of peer role models.

In addition, the following objectives were developed for
faculty involved in the inclusive program:

1. To deliver services to a broader range of students.

2. To integrate faculty in general and special education.

3. To promote the use of effective educational practices
for all students.

4. To introduce collaborative teaching techniques.

5. To give the teaching staff the opportunity to share
expertise.

6. To encourage the use of a wide variety of teaching
strategies.

7. To develop guidelines and directions for faculty mem-
bers who may develop similar programs in the future.

8. To encourage teachers to view themselves as deci-
sion makers with respect to developing, presenting,
and assessing collaborative teaching techniques.

The program at Roosevelt High School is beginning its
seventh year of implementation. Self-contained special edu-
cation classes have been reduced from 21 sections in the first
year of the program to three at present. Collaborative teach-
ing partnerships now extend to all core curricular areas, and
teacher participation continues to be voluntary.

Decisions Regarding Curriculum

In developing an inclusive school program at Roosevelt
High School, clear decisions were made regarding which ar-
eas of the curriculum would be emphasized and how teachers
of students with disabilities would spend their time. These de-
cisions were difficult, they involved compromise, and they are
being adjusted continually to ensure a good fit with the student
population. The following provides a brief description regard-
ing these decisions and a rationale for making them.

The staff at Roosevelt High School decided not to offer
separate-class special education programs in basic academic
skill areas (reading and mathematics), for four basic reasons.
First, teachers believed that students with mild disabilities
had already had eight (or more) years of instruction in these
basic skill areas, and this instruction most often had resulted
in continuing poor performance in basic skills, as well as
much frustration on the part of students when they addressed
these topics in separate, special education classrooms. The
staff also was aware that previous pullout, basic skills in-
struction at Roosevelt had not been effective. As Zigmond

(1990) so aptly stated, students with learning disabilities tend
to enter high school three to five years behind actual grade
placement and “unfortunately . . . do not seem to recoup these
basic skill deficiencies during their years of attending sec-
ondary school resource programs . . . and, in fact, the gap be-
tween achievement scores and grade expectancy level actu-
ally seems to widen as students with learning disabilities
progress through high school” (p. 5).

Second, the faculty at Roosevelt realized that when stu-
dents were in basic skills classes, they were missing impor-
tant opportunities to be exposed to a rich curriculum, cooper-
ative learning experiences, and classroom discussions that
would provide beneficial learning experiences for them (see
Oakes (1985) for a discussion of curriculum inequality).

Third, the faculty made the decision to discontinue sepa-
rate classes in basic skill instruction because they believed
that the time of teachers of students with disabilities could be
better spent in other activities (which will be described sub-
sequently) that would provide more benefits for students with
disabilities.

Fourth, evidence indicated that literacy skills learned in
isolation (i.e., in separate reading classes) tended not to trans-
fer to other academic or vocational content areas (Mikulecky,
Albers, & Peers, 1994; Mikulecky & Lloyd, 1993). This find-
ing, as well as experiences of the faculty at Roosevelt that
supported this contention, led the faculty to decide that liter-
acy and numeracy skills could be taught best within the con-
text of content-area classes (i.e., English, science, vocational
classes, and so forth) rather than teaching reading and mathe-
matics as separate subject areas. Thus, the faculty did not
“give up” on teaching literacy and numeracy skills to students
with disabilities. For example, students would learn new vo-
cabulary in an auto mechanics or a social studies class, read
books in English classes, learn math skills in a practical math-
ematics class, and participate in a variety of other activities to
increase their literacy and numeracy skills.

Faculty members who participated in general education
partnerships realized the importance of tutorial services for
students with disabilities. These services helped students or-
ganize their work, complete homework, study for tests, learn
study skills related to content-area subjects, and so forth. The
faculty also recognized that many students who were not la-
beled as having disabilities needed these services. To address
the need for this type of support, a schoolwide program was
developed to provide tutoring to all students who needed
these services. The program involved administrators, teach-
ers, paraprofessionals, peer tutors, and volunteers.

Teachers believed that learning strategies, survival skills,
life skills, and transition planning were taught best within
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the context of ongoing classes that provided a natural set-
ting for teaching and applying these skills. Indeed, some of
the general education classes were transformed to offer
some aspects of these curricular areas to a wide range of
typical students as well as students with disabilities. Thus,
separate special education classes addressing these topics
were discontinued.

Vocational opportunities for students with mild disabilities
continued to be offered through an area vocational school lo-
cated on the campus of Roosevelt High School. The teachers
of students with disabilities worked collaboratively with vo-
cational staff and school counselors to develop programs to
meet student needs. One major change in the vocational edu-
cation program resulted from the success of the this program
for students with substantial needs. These students were gain-
ing important employment opportunities through a commu-
nity-based supported employment/work study program. The
faculty recognized that students with mild disabilities would
benefit substantially from similar experiences. Thus, the
community-based work study program was expanded to in-
clude students with mild disabilities, who were provided on-
the-job training and community access skills during the
school day.

PARTNERSHIPS AS THE FOUNDATION OF
SECONDARY INCLUSIVE PROGRAMS

The foundation for the program in special education at
Roosevelt High School was built on partnerships between
general education teachers and teachers of students with dis-
abilities, as they addressed the curricular area called “com-
pensatory programs and support in general education class-
rooms.” As the partnerships evolved, teachers changed their
perspectives significantly regarding what this type of pro-
gram should entail. Prior to development of the inclusive
school program, “compensatory and support” programs were
viewed primarily as support services provided by the teacher
of students with disabilities to allow students with mild dis-
abilities to succeed in the general education classroom. These
programs did not question the curriculum, instruction, or
classroom organization of the general education classroom.
Thus, “the problem” was perceived to reside within the stu-
dent, and the role of the teacher of students with disabilities
was viewed as making sure the student could fit into the gen-
eral education classroom. '

As partnerships developed, teachers concluded quickly that
this perspective had to change. They found that though students
with mild disabilities indeed lacked some of the skills mani-
fested by typical students, these deficits could be addressed

best by changing the general education classroom and assisting
students with disabilities within these settings to gain the skills
necessary to succeed. Thus, as part of these partnerships, teach-
ers worked to transform the general education classroom to
better meet the needs of all students. The partnerships often re-
sulted in significant changes in the curriculum of the general
education classroom, methods of delivering instruction, and
classroom organization. Classes also often became more stu-
dent-centered and less teacher- or content-centered.

Through these partnerships, teachers work collaboratively
to transform the general education classroom (organization,
curriculum, and instruction) to better meet the needs of all
students in the classroom, including students with disabilities.
In the following section we describe how these partnerships
develop, followed by an example.

Examining Current Practice

As collaborative partnerships begin to form in high
schools, participants first must reflect on and understand the
assumptions and specific training that teachers from special
and general education bring to the classroom setting. In the
initial stages of an inclusion program, as partnerships are be-
ginning, teachers of students with disabilities typically enter
into a minefield of uncertainties and begin to question the
knowledge base and traditions that undergird their profes-
sional training. A critical examination and reappraisal of the
practice of special education is important as it affords teach-
ers an opportunity to address and challenge the basic as-
sumptions and traditions in which their day-to-day decision
making is grounded. It allows them to discuss options for stu-
dents and teachers, which ultimately changes the way they
view their profession.

To achieve this goal, special educators must ask them-
selves some difficult questions:

* What difference does it make for me and for my stu-
dents if I enter into this partnership and no longer
practice in a separate setting/system?

* What expertise do I have that is of value to the general
education classroom?

* What about the current practice of special education is
good and should be kept?

* What about the current practice of special education is
not good and should be discarded?

* What role should I have in a general education
classroom?

A critical examination and reappraisal of the practice of gen-
eral educators entails asking questions similar to those above:



» What difference does it make for me and for my stu-
dents if I enter into this partnership, and no longer
practice in a separate setting/system?

* What expertise do I have that is of value to students
with disabilities?

e What about my current instructional practices and
curriculum is good and should be kept?

* What about my current instructional practices and
curriculum is not good and should be discarded?

* What role should I have in a partnership with a
teacher of students with disabilities?

By looking at their profession and practice in new and dif-
ferent ways, these teachers are able to consider their actions,
intentions, and effects thoughtfully. They begin to plan for
change based on what they know about themselves, their
school, and their students.

Examining Contrasting Perspectives
on Teaching and Learning

In addition to examining their own beliefs, teachers who
are beginning partnerships must share this information and
also examine how their beliefs and values differ from those
of their partner. For example, in most instances the greatest
difference between secondary-level general education teach-
ers and teachers of students with disabilities relates to their
perspectives on students and instruction.

As Cuban (1984) noted, general education teachers at the
secondary level tend to be subject-focused and teacher-cen-
tered, whereas teachers of students with disabilities tend to
be more student-centered. The experience and training of
general education teachers has focused on ways to help stu-
dents learn a specific subject: how to understand algebra,
how to learn to write well, how to communicate, how to use
a calculator. In contrast, the training of teachers of students
with disabilities often centers on methods for ensuring stu-
dent success by adapting instruction, altering curriculum,
and so forth.

These different perspectives lead to differing practices in
the classroom that must be addressed before a partnership can
be successful. In a subject- or teacher-centered classroom, the
teacher tends to talk more than students (much lecture is used
to convey information efficiently), the classroom is organized
to support lectures (with rows of desks facing the front of the
room), and most instruction occurs with large groups. In con-
trast, in classes with student-centered instruction, students
talk more and receive less lecture, the teacher uses more
small-group and individual instruction is used, varied instruc-
tional materials and methods are more varied to address stu-

dent needs, and the classroom is arranged to reflect these dif-
ferences (to facilitate the use of cooperative groups).

Until teachers address and share these different perspec-
tives on instruction and learning, developing successful part-
nerships is difficult, if not impossible. This process helps
teachers to understand their partners' strengths, as well as
their own strengths that they bring to the teaching partnership.

Determining Teacher Strengths

Teachers entering into a partnership must discuss their per-
ception of their teaching strengths, as well as their shortcom-
ings. This discussion will help the partners gain a new per-
spective on and respect for the strengths of their partner, as
well as a better understanding of where their own strengths
lie. When these discussions take place, the general education
teacher’s firm grasp of the course content and strong skills re-
lated to organizing this material and conveying it to large
groups of students may become apparent. In contrast, teach-
ers of students with disabilities often have less knowledge of
the curriculum and more skills related to determining critical
elements of the curriculum and adapting instruction to con-
vey this information to small groups of students.

These complementary skills often form the foundation
upon which partnerships are built, as both teachers feel good
about the strengths they bring to the partnership and feel
confident that their combined expertise will improve instruc-
tion for all students in the classroom. This is reflected in the
following comment by a teacher of students with disabilities
at Roosevelt.!

You walk in and you see where a student is, emotion-
ally, socially, academically, behaviorally. I mean, you
start there. That’s the only place I feel you can be ef-
fective. I think I take what the general education
teacher sees in a general scope and make sure that it
fits the individual students, tailoring the language,
even the format of the worksheet, even the quantity of
the work required. I will tailor or trim it down to the
student who I just know is going to be mechanically
slow on this. They can do it, but they are not going to
do the quantity that somebody else will do.

Risk Taking and Partnerships

In developing partnerships, the partners also have to clearly
understand the risk involved for both participants. The part-
ners often discover that the perception of the risk involved in
moving into a collaborative teaching partnership varies
greatly. Upon reflection, this difference is understandable.

IAll quotes are taken from Cole (1995).
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Most frequently, general educators who become involved in
a collaborative teaching effort do not believe they are taking a
major risk. These teachers seem to understand that entering into
a partnership might mean a change in how they normally would
conduct one or two of their classes, but they do not feel at great
risk personally or professionally. They still have a classroom,
they still have the same number of (or a few additional) stu-
dents they would have had if they had taught alone, and they
feel confident about their expertise in the curricular area.

In contrast, teachers of students with disabilities entering
into teaching partnerships often feel at great risk professionally
and personally. These teachers often are required to change
their entire professional identity as they enter into partnerships
with general educators. Teachers of students with disabilities
perceive that they must give up more than their partner does,
including the loss of much of their identity as specialists, loss
of their students and their classrooms, and loss of much of their
autonomy as a teacher. In addition, these teachers often fear
they lack the expertise to function effectively in a general edu-
cation classroom, as they have little experience in this setting,
are unfamiliar with the curriculum of the classroom, and are
unaccustomed to teaching large groups of students.

Thus, as a partnership begins, a teacher of students with
disabilities is attempting to define her role, learn the curricu-
lar content, and deal with 30 or more students in a classroom.
In addition, these teachers may be in the process of develop-
ing partnerships with two, three, or more teachers. Under
these circumstances, no wonder they often fear that entering
into a teaching partnership will lower their professional sta-
tus and that they may end up serving as a paraprofessional in
the general education classroom.

Developing Trust and Respect

Trust and respect are necessary in co-teaching and collab-
oration. This takes several forms: trust and respect for teach-
ing partners, for other colleagues involved in the program,
and for administrators. Sharing responsibility and account-
ability takes time and depends in part on development of the
partnership. Even though respect for a teaching partner may
be present from the beginning, the trust of their partners as in-
dividuals takes some time.

Hartgraves (1993) proposes two dimensions to trust—pre-
dictability and common goals—and suggests that trust mani-
fests itself as confidence instilled in persons or process. By
responding to personal and professional concerns and by not
bailing out at the first moment of stress, teachers begin to
trust their partners. As this trust grows, the participants are
better able to express their individual views, concerns, and

ideas; they are able to be more vocal about the things that are
important to them.

Trusting each other to make key decisions after years of be-
ing the sole decision maker in the classroom is a major change
for teachers. As a math teacher at Roosevelt commented:

I'think the other thing is the decision-making process.
You are so used to doing it yourself that if you are go-
ing to get something done the way you want it done,
you do it yourself. And even though you know the per-
son you are with is very competent and can do it all, it
is easier to do it yourself than to ask them to do it.
Now I feel comfortable saying, “Hey, here is what I
would like to do. What do you think?” and my partner
will say “Okay, I’ll make the test out and make sure
we cover this,” and there is no conversation about
what should be on it, because I feel like the marriage
has really settled in and we have become one.

Voluntary Participation

Along with trust and respect, involvement in co-teaching
should be voluntary, not forced. Participants often liken it to
a marriage; the interpersonal relationships necessary for co-
teaching cannot be mandated. Giving educators this choice
and allowing them to seek information and ask critical ques-
tions about the choice offers more ownership in the effort.
Likewise, providing teachers with a choice gives them a
sense that they have the support of their administration.

Administrative Support

Administrators play a major role in developing positive
teaching partnerships. Teachers need to know that their ad-
ministration will provide the necessary support. This may in-
clude having administrators cover teachers’ classrooms so
they can have time to meet to reflect on the program. It may
mean that administrators facilitate staff development needs
and ensure that schedules for students and staff are appropri-
ate. Administrators need to provide the emotional support nec-
essary when times got tough, and provide a “safety net” for
teachers by communicating that they will not have the “limb
chopped off™ if they step out and try new and different things.

Communication

Communication is critical to the collaborative teaching ef-
fort. The necessary communication requires being able to
speak as well as listen, sharing information and developing
shared meaning, and being willing to provide and accept in-
terpersonal feedback. Teachers have to “place the issues on
the table,” to talk about problems, both big and small. This
communication has to be ongoing and may take place in a



formal, structured fashion (as in a workshop or staff meeting)
and in an informal way (in the hall, at lunch, in the parking
lot, or at a social gathering.)

Communication might be both professional and personal
in nature, addressing student and classroom needs as well as
the personal needs of a teaching partner. Reflection and ac-
tion must occur with respect to the students in the class as
well as the relationship of the individual teachers as they
work to form a teaching partnership. Rather than relying on
standard responses to instructional problems, teachers should
generate new thoughts and ideas to guide their actions in the
classroom.

Problems are attendant to this type of interdependency.
Working closely with another professional presents a new
set of human relations issues. The conflicts that arise have to
be dealt with both personally and professionally. Control is-
sues, a lack of privacy, and sharing ownership of a class are
concerns that have not been faced in a loosely coupled sys-
tem wherein teachers have taught alone. Now they have to
learn to communicate in new and different ways, to make
time for each other, and to become more flexible. Talking
about their practice in a critical, reflective way is something
that teachers must learn over time.

Achieving Parity

Although some time is required for teachers in some part-
nerships to reach parity, there must be a clear notion that
when presenting themselves to students, the teachers are co-
teachers, not the special education teacher and the math
teacher. As a math teacher said:

We are co-teachers from the word go, from the ground
up. He’s not determining curriculum, I'm not deter-
mining curriculum. It’s two heads are better than one.
We tell students, “We are your teachers.” We put the
names up on the board, they stay up there all year long,
and we go right into what the class is about and what
they are going to experience this year, and we don’t say
another word about the roles we might play. We don’t
even explain it. I can’t recall anybody asking, “Why are
there two teachers in here?” They just kind of sit in
here, and there are two teachers!

A teacher of students with disabilities further commented
on this same partnership:

From minute one we had to present ourselves as co-
teachers. The minute the students get wind of “Oh, I
see, you're just kind of a helper”, as teachers we all
know what is going to happen to your perception by
those students. If you are seen as only helping certain
students and not others, you’ll be limited in your effect
with all the students in that classroom. There are very

concrete ways to present ourselves as co-teachers. It is
always “we,” “our policy, our restroom policy is, our
feeling about textbooks is, today this is what we are
going to do,” as opposed to presenting only one
teacher’s viewpoint. We have found that has done
wonders to start students right from the beginning as
seeing us as co-teachers.

The classroom is a place to start sharing. The room that
once belonged to one teacher now is home for two. Each
teacher should have ownership of the room, whether it be
sharing a desk or having two desks in the room. This not only
makes a difference to the partner, but the students will bene-
fit as well and not be confused with “who’s the boss?”” The
students need to see the team in harmony to produce good re-
sults, and two teachers sharing a common goal of students’
success is a good example for the student.

The parity issue must reach beyond sharing teaching re-
sponsibilities. Teachers, especially special education teach-
ers, believe the little things are just as important to share.
This includes physical space issues such as a desk, a chair, a
place to put their things, and a file cabinet. Trivial as it may
seem, issues such as this become important as the teams
work toward being equal partners. As a teacher of students
with disabilities stated:

The fact that I have a desk is important. It is a table
that I have in both of the classrooms that I go into, but
that is my area, so I can say to a student who is sup-
posed to turn in a book: “put your papers . .. your
journals on my desk,” and they know that. They see
my partner and me as co-equals within that classroom.
It becomes just one more tangible way of setting up
the fact that we have equal responsibility and that kids
can go to either one for help or answers to questions.

Developing trust, being committed to open communica-
tion, and clearly defining roles bring the individual teachers
in each partnership to the co-equal relationship they often had
envisioned from the beginning. Special educators may spend
the beginning stages of a partnership defining their roles and
establishing their contribution to co-teaching. Partnerships
mature at different rates, but eventually each partnership
should be able to develop a strong professional relationship,
both within and outside of the classroom, and be able to share
responsibility and accountability for all students in the class-
room. The special educator cannot be viewed as a classroom
assistant but must be seen as an equal partner.

Often in the beginning, individual teachers speak of “their”
classroom or “their” lesson. Clearly, they have not yet merged
as a teaching unit. Use of the word I, however, slowly be-
comes we as the partnerships grow and as parity is achieved.
Parity is never completely resolved, though, as partnerships
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continue to grow and change over the years, and teacher roles,
as well as related parity issues, must continue to be addressed.

Staff Development

Staff development is an important component in develop-
ing collaborative relationships. Formal training in conflict
resolution and collaboration skills is helpful in the initial
stages. What often proves to be most valuable for the partici-
pants as a whole, however, is the time afforded them to plan
together and to reflect as a large group and as a partnership.

Classroom Make-Up

The classroom make-up in a high school program must be
diverse and heterogeneous. Collaborative teaching programs
are not intended to replicate the old special education class-
room or track. Courses should not be overloaded with stu-
dents who have disabilities. Generally, a classroom of 30
should have no more than 10 students with disabilities. In
addition, the less “tracked” the course is, the better the class
will be as a whole. While believing in the concept of hetero-
geneity in a classroom, teachers acknowledge the difficulties
and challenges these classroom arrangements bring. As an
English teacher stated:

The downside of it is that when you have that range,
you obviously have some upper-end kids who really
need to be challenged. You can’t rely on them all the
time to be the teacher. You have to allow them opportu-
nities to expand their own knowledge and skills. And
while they are achieving a lot in terms of self-esteem
and true understanding of the concepts through teaching
others—it is clarified for them and they are getting the
benefits of that—the pace is one that is not really good
for them. They can get bored with it, they feel like they
are belaboring it when you do a review. So I think it is
important to be able to provide opportunities for them to
expand, to grow, and we work really hard at that.

Time

Time is a frequently mentioned concern of teachers. Time
is important on two levels:

1. Time on a daily basis to talk and plan with the teach-
ing partner;.

2. Time built into the school calendar to talk and make
connections with others involved in this change ini-
tiative.

The time needed should not be added to the end of a busy
day but, rather, built into the teachers’ work day and year.
Possibly, teachers value time more than any other factor be-

cause in the day-to-day life of teaching, teachers have little if
any control over their time. Their days often are routine in
terms of schedule, with little flexibility and limited power to
change or adjust for extenuating circumstances. Teachers’
time with students is improved as a result of their time with
colleagues. Providing time for teachers to share must become
a priority if ongoing reflection, renewal, and growth is to take
place. Teachers consistently mention time as a key to the de-
velopment of partnerships and professional growth.

Evolution of Teaching Partnerships

Participants in collaboration and co-teaching programs ac-
knowledge that their involvement in the program makes them
better teachers and better people. This does not happen im-
mediately. Each teacher has to work out differences in teach-
ing styles. Each teacher has to formulate ways to make public
the ideas, concepts, and hunches that make up his or her
teaching process, which are silent or unexamined when
teaching alone. In addition, each special educator moves from
a relatively secure environment (the resource classroom or a
self-contained classroom) to an unknown environment.
Defining new roles and dealing with interpersonal interests
are two major issues that partnerships have to face.

Typically, teachers experience an evolutionary change over
the course of the first year of a program. At first their concerns
as participants are procedural or “how to” in nature: how to
grade students, how to pace a lesson, how to deal with certain
behaviors. It is as though the participants are seeking a recipe,
something to grab onto to ensure that they are doing it right.

Once they acknowledge that there is not a recipe and that
“doing it right”” means different things for different partnerships,
procedural concerns give way to reflections on teaching and
learning. With time, the special education teachers define their
roles further and begin to feel more confident as teachers. They
begin to realize that they are having an impact on a larger num-
ber of students than they did in the past and that all students are
accepting them as a teacher. This turns out to be a great ego
builder. As a teacher of students with disabilities noted:

It is wonderful to walk down the hall and be able to say
"hi" to that number of kids and know you have had an
impact on them. As a special ed person, I never had that
before. There was my own little separate group, and that
was it. That for me makes it really great.

Benefits of Partnerships

Teachers who have been involved in partnerships at Roo-
sevelt High School agree that many benefits accrue from these
programs. These benefits can be summarized as follows:
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1. Administrative duties (e.g., attendance taking, grad-
ing, copy machine duties, parent phone calls) are
shared.

2. Having two teachers in the classroom allows them to
give more attention to problem behaviors and crisis
situations without disrupting the entire class.

3. More time is available to give students individual at-
tention and get to know them better.

4. Evaluation and feedback from a colleague allows
teachers to fine-tune lessons on a daily basis.

5. Daily contact with a colleague provides opportunities
for problem solving, bouncing ideas off one another,
risk taking, and being creative regarding challenging
student behaviors.

6. Renewal and reinforcement come from watching
good teaching and working together.

7. Teachers model collaboration and cooperation for
students.

8. Each teacher is able to use his or her strengths to ad-
dress student needs. For example, if one teacher has
difficulty addressing a challenging student behavior,
the other teacher can step in and provide support.

General education teachers, too, frequently comment on
how the skills they gain while teaching with a partner gener-
alize to other classes. One teacher addressed the changes
made in a class where he works with a partner by stating:

Now that Gary and I have worked together for two
years, I find myself thinking about [these changes] an
awful lot in every class, not just in the general math
class [where the partnership occurred]. I don’t know
that I can prove it, but my guess is that calculus in-
struction is better, in a measurable way, than in the
past as a result of the partnership.

An Example of a Partnership at Work

The greatest benefits from partnerships relate to the trans-
formations in general education classrooms. The following
example illustrates the outcome of a partnership between a
high school math instructor (also head of the mathematics de-
partment) and a teacher of students with disabilities. These
teachers developed a partnership to teach a general math
class. As with all partnerships at Roosevelt High School, stu-
dents with disabilities in this class formerly had been taught
in a separate, special education classroom. In large part, this
example is described in the words of the two teachers who
formed the partnership. The quotes are taken from interviews
by the first author of this article, conducted as part of her dis-
sertation research (Cole, 1995).

Background—General Math

As the partnership began, both teachers had strong reserva-
tions regarding the extent to which the general math class was
meeting the needs of typical students, or the extent to which
the class would meet the needs of newly enrolled students
with disabilities. The math teacher put this well in stating:

To give you a little background about the general math
course we teach, general math has been around since
the rocks cooled off, and I don’t think that ever during
that time it has been completely satisfactory for the vast
majority of kids in the class. I felt free to experiment
with general math because it has been so unsuccessful
for decades, not just at this school, but everywhere.

This teacher went on to describe the basic content of the
course, as it had been taught for many years.

The prevailing idea of general math was, “Let’s make
one more effort at teaching arithmetic.” The skills that
were being practiced were nothing new. It is built
around two components: There were these problems
where you get fifty whole-number division problems
... and verbal problems. It had grown up historically
around a lot of drill work.

An experience common to both teachers early in the first
year of their partnership served to solidify their perspectives on
the types of changes that had to occur in the general math class.

(We) had an experience that also contributed to the
mix. The local Chamber of Commerce had started what
it called a Partners in Education Program. This was a
collaborative effort on the part of educators and busi-
ness leaders. As a part of that program, the teachers in-
volved spent a week in local industries. I spent a week
at Westinghouse, and Gary at RCA. In that shared ex-
perience, he and I brought together some notes about
what we had seen at those factories, and it was plain as
day to us that the kinds of situations our kids are going
to be leaving high school and entering are nothing like
the general math class was preparing them for.

This realization led Gary and Adam to begin examining
the curriculum of the general math class, as well as what stu-
dents were learning from that curriculum:

I’ve got kids who knew that September was whole-
number division month, and it was going to be fol-
lowed by whole-numbers tracking week, and they
were going to be followed by whole-number multipli-
cation month, and so forth. It dawned on me that they
are not solving problems. You give them a verbal
problem and they weren’t very successful at story
problems. Why? Because they see a problem, they
pick out the numbers, they know it is whole-number
addition week, so they add the whole numbers to-
gether, and zip, they go right on. When we presented
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situations where they had to determine whether those
numbers should be added or subtracted, it was a whole
new ballgame. I was real impatient to do something
about general math in a major way.

that we hand out and go through them in class and they
fill in blanks. There is a table of contents at the begin-
ning that they have kept up-to-date. We check this pe-
riodically for a grade.

As Gary and Adam described the purpose of the Math
Manual, this manual clearly reflects a significant change in
teaching philosophy for both teachers.

Altering Curriculum and Instruction

Gary and Adam then began exploring alternatives for the
general math curriculum. They questioned initially whether
they could build the curriculum around a textbook. The fol-
lowing comments illustrate the evolution of their thinking on
this matter.

This is a big change for most teachers. A major part of
the course is devoted to using the manual. The only
way to pass tests is to have that manual available, be-
cause some of the questions say, “Do not answer the
question; just tell us what page you would look at to

€ te: i | i el 3 .
e texthooks are written well, friore or less. There 13 8 help you answer the question.” That is a reference skill.

great variety in those, but there aren’t very many that

can really help a kid learn. They elaborate regarding how the Math Manual is used in

Textbooks need to cut out the superfluous language their class.

and put the info into a clear and concise language that

students can use.
We made a decision to take the textbook and throw it
away.

We both thought the textbook was too unwieldy for
not just the students with special needs but also for the
math student period. So our goal was to basically

That manual—and this is the key—is used all the
time—for tests, quizzes, projects, homework, and so
forth. That manual is an integral part of what they do.
... A major portion of the course is devoted to using
the manual. Change we did—and essentially we have
written our own curriculum.

rewrite the textbook in a language that would be con-
crete, understandable, readable, clear, and still be
workable to use the math in their world. We didn’t

This change in curricular focus also emphasized lessening
student dependence on teachers and helping them discover
that they could solve problems independently.

want it to be so simplistic that it was unusable in the
real world.

The alternative that Gary and Adam decided upon for the
general math class was to “run the entire class on the basis of
the Math Manual.” The format and content for the Math
Manual was designed by the teachers, modeled after some of
their experiences in observing workplaces.

What we decided was to build the course around the
concept of an operator’s manual—a manual of proce-
dures for the job, the tasks the job is composed of. The
Math Manual ends up looking like a folder. Because
what we saw in those workplaces was a collection of
people whose jobs are so complex that they can’t keep
it all in their heads at once—the way we ask kids to
memorize multiplication tables, know the area of tri-
angles, and so forth. In fact, what we have provided
our students is a set of reference materials.

Thus, these teachers moved from having students memo-
rize facts (such as multiplication tables) to helping students
solve problems and understand the process used to solve
problems. The Math Manual was developed by students.

Students have compiled this folder through several
means. They have taken notes off the board, and we
have taught note taking by doing that. We have done
some pages and handed them out and used them in
class. And we have a hybrid of the two—some pages

I have held their hands for too long. I've tried to get
away from that and point out that it is okay to get stuck.
The important thing is to know what you do when you
get stuck. How do you behave at that point? Do you
throw up your hands in disgust? Or do you go back to
the point where you understood things last and go over
that territory again, or maybe with someone else?

What we have found was students coming to us with
this attitude: “I don’t know how to do this, and I'm not
going to do it. I don’t know how to reduce a fraction,
so I’m not going to reduce a fraction. I'll go on to the
next question.” That is in direct conflict to what we
saw in the workplace. That attitude is incompatible
with success in the workplace. You don’t say, “I don’t
know how to make the Big Mac; therefore I’'m not go-
ing to make a Big Mac for this customer.” Yet, we
found our students internalizing that kind of learning
philosophy, so what we have done is add a qualifier to
the statement, “I don’t know how to do this, so 'm go-
ing to go find a place where I can find out how to do
this.” That seems to parallel the workplace, in an as-
sembly line, a retail place, a restaurant, or just about
anything you do outside of school.

One of the teachers synopsized this perspective when he
stated:

They don’t remember how to add fractions, and
frankly I don’t care. That’s something they could
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find out if they had to. They know it is written down
someplace, and if they need that kind of information,
they can do it.

In some ways, the general math class borrowed from per-
spectives of many general educators, as instruction took on a
more “constructivist” or process learning model of instruc-
tion (Heshusius, 1995). The teachers also adopted methods
used widely in special education. The criterion they used for
selecting instructional approaches was, “Does it work with
our students?” For example, with some of the course content,
they emphasized breaking down tasks into incremental steps
for instruction:

The incrementals, the tiny step-by-step is the sort of
thing we all probably should be doing. Textbooks,
standard published materials, probably don’t do it.
They make huge assumptions about how far a kid can
go within the space on one problem. Try someday to sit
down and figure out how you know how to read a ruler.
I haven’t found a textbook yet that describes that.

We’ve spent a lot of time thinking over the tiny little
details that someone needs to go though to learn how
to do something that most of us take for granted.
Drawing a line with a ruler—we took two days just
talking about the technique, how to hold it, how to use
it. Then we did some exercises that resulted in some
really nice designs.

There was also much more emphasis on hands-on activi-
ties in this class rather than lecturing, drill, and practice.

We have gone to a lot of hands-on types of activities.
One of the things that bothered me as a parent, for my
own kids, was that they could read about measure-
ment, but they never actually did any measuring. In
our class, kids measure tire pressure, they measure
lumber, and we find out that those things are valuable.
We have concentrated on a lot of hands-on things.

Changes in Expectations and Student Evaluation

Both teachers recognized that in the past they had expected
far too little of their students.

We are both pleasantly surprised at the capability of
these students. When we raised our expectations of
them, we found that we can go higher, faster; we can
go into things that we never even ventured into last
year. It’s like the more we try, the more we find these
students are capable of doing.

At least part of this success is attributed to the emphasis on
modeling the classroom after the workplace.

There are a number of things we want students to do,
and we’re asking them to do a better job of what

they’re doing and holding them to a higher standard by
maintaining this workplace analogy as much as we can.

Today kids are making drawings with a ruler. They are
actually doing what would pass for mechanical draw-
ing, from a thumbnail sketch of a house. They are
measuring; they are looking; they are trying to figure
stuff out. We gave them a sloppy sketch of a house
with dimensions all over it and they had to come up
with a nice drawing that was accurate. And that’s an
important skill for kids to have when they leave this
school, to have at least encountered. And it was not
part of the general math curriculum. It’s not in a text-
book anywhere.

Evaluating Student Progress

These altered expectations, as well as changes in curricu-
lum and instruction, were reflected in altered methods of
evaluating student progress. Putting together the Math Man-
ual constitutes a major part of each student’s grade. Further,
tests often focus on use of the Math Manual to solve prob-
lems or to find information that will aid the student in solv-
ing problems. These changes were a new experience for
most, if not all, of the students, and it took some time for the
students to adjust.

Initially students balked. [One of the first tests] just
threw them for a loop. They thought we were kidding.
[They said], “What do you mean we don’t answer
these?” This was an entire math test, and it took about
50 minutes of simply going through their Math Man-
ual and finding the page number where they would get
the answers to those questions. That was really foreign
to those students because they come in with a mental-
ity of, “Look, all we have to do is get this done.” Now
they are so used to this that it is real comfortable for
them to do these kinds of process exercises. We have
some students [looking through] each page. You will
see others getting the gist of what the question is and
going to the table of contents.

To reflect further the emphasis on the workplace, the
teachers also included group activities on some tests.

On some tests a component of the test was group
work. The test that you would see isn’t a test in the tra-
ditional sense. We begin by emphasizing the resources
they have available: They have their group that they
can call on; they have notes they’ve made on the ge-
ometry unit; they have a textbook they can use as a re-
source rather than the central focus of the class. They
have their calculators that we not only hand to them
but teach them how to use. [Calculators] become an
object of instruction as well.

The test consisted of several tasks they were to per-
form together as group—supporting one another, and
we go around supporting the group interaction. We are
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kind of coaching them: Can you learn from one an-
other? Here’s someone who knows what’s happening.
Help that person explain to other members in the group.

CONCLUSION

The experience of Roosevelt High School is one example
of how inclusion can work effectively. The indispensable as-
pect of this program is the collaborative partnerships used to
transform classrooms into settings in which the needs of a
broad range of students can be met. These partnerships re-
quire significantly different roles for teachers of students
with disabilities, as well as for content-area teachers. They
also require that teachers become equal partners in the edu-
cation of all students. Periodically integrating teachers of
students with disabilities into the general education class-
room on an “as needed” basis was not possible or sufficient
to achieve these goals.

At Roosevelt, only through the teamwork of the teaching
partnerships were classes transformed. Indeed, the curricu-
lum and instruction were “reinvented” to better meet the
needs of all students. Through these transformations classes
became more learner-centered rather than remaining tradi-
tional, content-centered classes, teachers shared their exper-
tise and learned to adapt instruction to the needs of a broad
range of students, and assessment and evaluation were altered
to better reflect student needs.

Considering the complexity of secondary schools and
classrooms, we must recognize that effective inclusive pro-
grams cannot be developed short of collaborative partner-
ships of teachers who bring a range of expertise to these en-
deavors. There is no “one-size-fits-all” approach for
secondary level inclusive programs. Only through sharing the
best ideas available in a given secondary setting can effective
programs, tailored to the individual needs of a given school,
be developed.
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