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As we move closer to the beginning of a new century, instructional options for students
with disabilities are becoming more prevalent in classes frequented by their typical peers. Over
the past 10 years, reform in education has stimulated a commitment by many general and spe-
cial educators to teach learners with disabilities in natural educational environments. The com-
mitment to teach students entirely in general education classes is by no means universal, and
debates rage on concerning the appropriateness of such options for all learners with special
needs (Cipani, 1995). The willingness, however, to determine if total inclusion is a viable op-
tion for students is now more prevalent than ever before.

From the inception of PL 94-142 in the mid 1970s to the current reauthorization of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the concept of least restrictive environment
(LRE) has been the cornerstone for understanding the current move toward more inclusive en-
vironments for students with special needs. In the past, parents and professionals occasionally
misinterpreted the philosophy of the LRE. Basically, living and learning in the least restrictive
environment means that individuals with disabilities have the right to participate in environ-
ments as close to normal as possible. Each situation is determined by a student’s strengths and
weaknesses. Originally, the principle of least restrictive environment was developed to offset
the practice of placing learners in self-contained settings when their needs did not dictate place-
ment in those environments (Langone, 1990). In addition, the principle of LRE held that indi-
viduals in residential settings should have educational goals designed to assist them in moving
to less restrictive settings as soon as possible.

The principle of least restrictive environment applies to all learners. For example, students
with mild cognitive disabilities who have the skills to participate in general classes with support
from special educators should be placed there fulltime. Similarly, learners with severe disabili-
ties should not be placed in residential programs if they can benefit from being in public school
classes. As a philosophy, least restrictive environment has emphasized the fluid nature of spe-
cial education programs, and this philosophy can be considered the prelude to the current in-
clusive movement.

For many reasons, inclusive environments have become increasingly popular in school
systems across the United States. Some of these reasons are supported by research, and others
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are supported by a deep sense of “what is right.” Not all par-
ents and professionals support full inclusion, and their rea-
sons also are supported by research and a deep sense of
“what is right.” In any case, over the next decade, more spe-
cial educators will participate in programs that offer either
full inclusion for students with special needs or provide in-
clusion in general education at least part of the time (Car-
tledge & Johnson, 1996). To get a better sense of what is re-
quired of teachers in inclusive programs, the following is a
brief overview of certain events that have led to an increase
of inclusionary practices.

INCLUSIVE PROGRAM OPTIONS

Students with special needs are still placed in many different
program options ranging from less restrictive to more restric-
tive. Less restrictive models have a variety of names. More fre-
quently, schools are using the term inclusion to describe plac-
ing students with special needs in classes with their typical
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peers for either most or part of the school day. In practice, in-
clusion is defined differently depending on the school district.
Some schools refer to inclusion in a broad sense, allowing all
persons with disabilities the right to participate with their gen-
eral-education peers to the maximum extent possible (full in-
clusion). Other programs view inclusion as more restricted,
placing students with disabilities in general education only part
of the day (two or three periods or segments a day).

As the field of special education moves toward the end of
this century, a renewed interest in closely inspecting the cur-
riculum, particularly regarding inclusive settings (Rekkas,
1997). Professionals such as Polloway and Smith (1983) have
called for a move away from the “narrow focus on academic
and remedial concerns” (p. 157). This call is as critical today as
when the authors first published their ideas. The alternative,
then, is to develop a curriculum that is “community-valid.”
Community-valid skills are those that allow students to learn
and practice skills applicable to community life. For example, a
student assigned to a U. S. government class might be taught to
call the local office of the senator representing the district to re-
quest assistance in obtaining information about changes in So-
cial Security benefits.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS LEADING TO
INCLUSION

One reason that has led many to call for more inclusive op-
tions for students with special needs is the past effects of edu-
cational options—or what has been called the continuum of
services—for those learners. Educational options for stu-
dents in special education historically have been static, and
to some extent this situation still exists in some school sys-
tems. Once a learner is placed, there generally is little
change from one placement option to another. Because
movement across placement options within special educa-
tion also can be difficult, rigidity in placement options is
found within special education programs as well. For in-
stance, learners who have been classified as having moder-
ate intellectual disabilities may have little chance of being
exposed to program options for students with mild intellec-
tual disabilities, even if these options are demonstrated to be
appropriate.

The principle of least restrictive environment highlights that
student and family needs are continually changing, and with
those changes comes the need to modify program options (Mc-
Nulty, Connolly, Wilson, & Brewer, 1996). Program goals

“should be designed to move learners on a continuum toward

less restrictive environments. In reality, this has not been the
case for many students with special needs and their families.



An important component of the least restrictive environment
is the principle of individualization. Individualization means
that programs are based upon analysis of a learner’s unique
needs. As these principles become more commonplace, the
emphasis should shift from the categorical label of students
to their individual strengths and weaknesses. At present, the
tendency is still to place learners according to the category
of disability (e.g., LD, BD, MH).

The regular education initiative (REI) was a movement
within the field of special education that preceded the inclusion
movement, proposing that regular and special education be
merged into one delivery system (Davis, 1989; Marozas &
May, 1988). The various options that REI supporters presented
can be placed on a continuum ranging from fairly drastic mea-
sures of abolishing special education (Stainback & Stainback,
1984) to more moderate measures of developing an equal part-
nership between regular (general) and special education
(Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1987). Proponents of the REI
included students with mild handicaps (e.g., MIMH, LD, and
BD) and learners who were not targeted for special education
but who had received some type of service (e.g., Chapter I read-
ing programs).

In 1986, Madaline Will, the Secretary of Education, outlined
what she saw as the limitation of special, remedial, and com-
pensatory programs that pulled students out of regular class-
rooms to provide them with services designed to help them suc-
ceed in the so-called mainstream of the school system. She
believed, as did other proponents of the REI, that special pro-
grams had failed in helping learners achieve their potential
(Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, 1982; Reynolds et al., 1987).
Inconsistencies of labeling and classification systems were seen
as reasons why these students were segregated and would ulti-
mately become the outcasts of school systems. These profes-
sionals also supported the notion that all students with learning
problems require the same type of help. They believed that the
forced dichotomy of special and regular education created an
unnecessary rivalry that hindered delivery of the best instruc-
tion to the very students who needed it most.

Proponents of the REI believe that too many students are be-
ing identified for special programs when they could be served
adequately in general education classes with in-class support
(Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988). Proponents point to ev-
idence they believe supports new models of instruction for stu-
dents with learning problems in general education classrooms
(Hallahan, Keller, McKinney, Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988; Wang &
Walberg, 1988).

Reynolds and his colleagues, suggested a heterogeneous
grouping approach that would include curriculum-based iden-
tification systems and the Adaptive Learning Environments

Model (ALEM) (Wang, 1980). The ALEM model sets forth
five strategies designed to adapt instruction to any student:

1. A hierarchically organized curriculum emphasizing the
instruction of basic skills

2. Flexible learning environments

3. Classroom management programs that allow for a blend
of diagnostic/prescriptive and exploratory activities

4. Cross-age programs that group learners’ movement be-
tween teams of teachers based on their progress

5. Extensive family participation

Adoption of the ALEM program would restructure the entire
school curriculum by arranging basic skills into hierarchical
units. When students master one unit, they move on to the next
higher one. The school essentially becomes ungraded, and stu-
dents move through the system at their own speed. There
would be no labeling. Students with significant learning prob-
lems would receive help based on their level of functioning in
the units of instruction, not according to a categorical label.

ALEM seems to be a logical, commonsense approach with
several points of merit. During the early part of this decade, it
was popular among some educators who rallied around it as a
viable alternative to the separation of special and general edu-
cation. Some professionals, however, have urged caution in
adopting the REI too quickly because of the lack of empirical
evidence that it is as successful as its developers claim (Fuchs
& Fuchs, 1988a, 1988b).

With the call for eliminating existing special education pro-
grams in the late 1980s came a barrage of literature that ques-
tioned the validity of the REI (e.g., Braaten et al., 1988; Bryan,
Bay, & Donahue, 1988; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988a, 1988b; Halla-
han et al., 1988; Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988; Keogh,
1988). For example, Kauffman and colleagues (1988) argued
that two of the assumptions of the REI—the overidentification
of students and the failure of the schools to meet their needs—
are untrue. They demonstrated that since 1986 the percentage
of the student population receiving special education services
has declined. According to these researchers, blaming teachers
for the failure of all students is too simplistic and does not ade-
quately explain the complex interaction between teachers and
students with significant learning problems.

Hallahan and his colleagues (1988) looked at the REI from a
research perspective and found its basis weak. They argued that
the efficacy studies used by the REI proponents to prove the in-
effectiveness of special education are flawed methodologically
and have yielded mixed results. The results of these studies
have provided little evidence that more intensive placements
such as special education classes should be abolished. In an in-
tensive critique of the ALEM research literature, Fuchs and



4 FOCUS ON EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

APRIL 1998

Fuchs (1988) found enough methodological and analytical
flaws to question whether this instructional approach has
met its basic goals. Keogh (1988) raised an interesting set of
concerns regarding the claims that the REI is a logical and
commonsense approach. She questioned whether it is logi-
cal to assume that general educators can take over the pro-
gram of students they already have failed to teach. In addi-
tion, she found that few, if any, of the proponents of the REI
are general educators.

From the REI movement grew a reform effort that called for
elimination of special education and full inclusion for all stu-
dents with disabilities in general education classes. Most pro-
fessionals and parents agree that, though increasing integration
of individuals with disabilities in the general population is im-
portant, full inclusion into general education for all students
with disabilities may be counterproductive (e.g., Jenkins, Pious,
& Jewell,1990; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). As with many of the
great debates in education, neither side of the REI/inclusion de-
bate is right or wrong, and both sides have merit. Reynolds
(1988), a proponent of the REI, has admitted to the need for
“very careful reflections” concerning reforms of special educa-
tion (p. 355). The field should not remain stagnant, because this
will do little good for the students who need the best services.
Taking an all-or-nothing stance either for or against REI/inclu-
sion will not help students with special needs (Rock, Rosen-
berg, & Carran, 1995; Zigmond & Baker, 1996). Instead, spe-
cial and general educators should focus on two main issues:
identifying the best methods to teach learners based on their
abilities and determining the best methods for working together
as professionals to best meet the needs of all learners.

MANAGING INCLUSIVE SETTINGS

The most basic ingredient required for successful inclusion
programs is the need for general and special educators to work
together as equal partners in teams that solve problems, develop
innovative program options and curriculum, and implement in-
struction to both students with and without disabilities
(Williams & Fox, 1996).

Successful Collaboration and Quality Inclusion

As we move into the next century, the roles of teachers will
shift dramatically. Teachers will have to “wear a number of
hats” to be successful in helping students gain the skills neces-
sary for becoming independent and productive members of so-
ciety. At the present, teachers from general and special educa-
tion perform many duties. Completing the number and variety
of these tasks places a burden of time on teachers that may

cause some to lose sight of the existing continuum of serv-
ices available from preschool to postsecondary and the need
to make transitions across this range. When this happens,
learners may lose out because they may not be properly pre-
pared to meet the challenges presented in new situations. For
example, learners with special needs entering a secondary
program having not received instruction in career awareness
and basic prevocational skills at the elementary and middle
school levels may be disadvantaged in a program designed
to instruct them in independent living, vocational skills, and
general academics. Teacher teams (both from general and
special education) need to be in continuous contact across
grade levels (Cook & Friend, 1996).

Initially, teacher teams should become thoroughly ac-
quainted with professionals from all other grade levels where
students will come from or move toward. For example, ele-
mentary teachers working as teams in inclusive environments
should visit the classrooms of both preschool and secondary
programs in their catchment area. Visiting those classes allow
teachers to observe teaching techniques and materials and have
the opportunity to coordinate program objectives in a scope-
and-sequence fashion across different levels. This allows pro-
fessionals team-teaching in inclusive programs to know what
skills the students are working on at the various points in their
programs (Eichinger & Woltman, 1993). This strategy becomes
important for special educators because these professionals may
not have the extensive training in academic subject areas that is
afforded to their general education team members. Also, in-
creased teacher contact can lead to more coordinated assess-
ment methods. When teachers across grade levels have been
communicating regularly, learners entering a new program
should not arrive without adequate support data.

Unfortunately, no matter the good intentions or how much
teachers prepare the stress of working together as an inclusive
team can become great, resulting in premature burnout for gen-
eral and special educators alike (Frank & McKenzie, 1993). For
example, Farber (1991) discovered that both role conflict and
role ambiguity can cause teachers to exhibit behaviors consis-
tent with burnout. Role conflict occurs when teachers perceive
that the demands of the job are inappropiate and cannot be ac-
complished within the given time constraints (Villa, Thousand,
Meyers, & Nevin, 1996). Role ambiguity results when teachers’
rights, responsibilities, and status are unclear (Scruggs & Mas-
tropieri, 1996). Role conflict and ambiguity also can occur
when teachers are placed in teaming situations without proper
training in collaboration (Pugach & Johnson, 1995).

Experts have posited several suggestions for collaboration
techniques that should be incorporated in any inclusive team-
teaching situation (Fisher, Schumaker, & Deshler, 1996; Pu-



gach & Johnson, 1995; Voltz, Elliott, & Cobb, 1994). First,
school administrators need to assist teachers by providing them
with clear guidelines as to what is expected of them or actu-
ally lead them in developing a workable plan that spells out
the roles and responsibilities of each professional. Also,
choosing teachers carefully prior to placing them in cooper-
ative teams is an important variable that may reduce stress
and burnout. Teachers should not be chosen randomly, nor
should only new teachers be chosen for inclusive programs
(Voltz et al., 1994). Peer-support groups consisting of both
seasoned and newer teachers can be of great assistance to
the inclusive teams (Pugach & Johnson, 1995).

A truly collaborative team consists of two or more individu-
als who are equal in status and decision-making capabilities. In
the case of an inclusive team composed of a general educator
and a special educator, both professionals come to the class-
room with identifiable strengths and weaknesses; therefore,
both teachers can provide each other with useful strategies for
instructing learners (Nolet & Tindal, 1996). One way to accom-
plish this is to regularly schedule time to model instructional
techniques (for each other or for other teachers) targeted for use
with specific learners (e.g., the special educator’s demonstrat-
ing a behavior-management technique or the general educator’s
presenting a reading strategy.

Another strategy for inclusion teams is to start a school
newsletter for teachers. The newsletter can highlight successful
attempts and ideas the team develops. Also, the inclusion team
can make available an “idea box™ of instructional strategies that
others can use with students who may be exhibiting learning
problems.

One goal of an inclusive team is to develop innovative in-
structional techniques that can be used with students who have
disabilities while they are in the general classroom. Programs
that use peer tutors and volunteers are examples of how teach-
ers can increase the efficiency of instructional interventions.

Special and general educators alike must develop a plan de-
signed to increase and maintain quality contacts with each
other. Special educators can assist their colleagues in under-
standing the principles of curriculum modification—the need to
identify specific content that is appropriate for a given learner.
This model is significantly different from one in which teachers
assume that learners must be exposed to everything in, say, a
certain chapter in an earth science textbook. As a team, both
teachers work toward choosing only the curricular objectives
that are appropriate for the student.

The inclusive team can work to develop innovative program
strategies in several ways (Villa, Thousand, & Chapple, 1996).
For example, the team can develop and implement community-
based activities that complement the more traditional class-

room-based activities. The team might choose to teach earth
science material via lecture and slide presentation and then
complement this work by leading the students in a commu-
nity project to retard soil erosion.

Because general educators are often consumed with large
class loads and other responsibilities, special educators may
need to take the initiative to increase and maintain high-quality
contacts with general educators. Special educators should spend
considerable time assisting and forging networks with their gen-
eral education counterparts (Warger & Pugach, 1996). For ex-
ample, when beginning inclusion programs, special education
teachers might consider identifying three or four general educa-
tors per month as people to get to know, through afternoon cof-
fee sessions when they share ideas and talk about each others’
programs.

Physical Management of the Inclusive Setting

Inclusive instructional settings can be located anywhere
teachers decide learning is to take place. Most often, profes-
sional teaching occurs in classrooms. The concept of physical
management of the inclusive setting has expanded into recog-
nizing community locales as appropriate for teaching academic
and social skills (Langone, 1996).

Arranging the physical environment to facilitate learning is
important in developing successful inclusive programs. It goes
beyond moving desks and chairs. Other considerations for de-
signing an efficient learning environment include scheduling,
developing group and individual activities, utilizing equipment
and technology, and developing learning centers.

Arranging the Physical Environment

When arranging the physical environment of the classroom,
the inclusive team should develop an overall plan (including di-
agrams), enabling a maximum use of space while keeping ma-
terials centralized, thus minimizing teacher movement. This be-
comes critical when instructional teams share space (Stainback
& Stainback, 1996). Teachers waste valuable instructional time
when they have to stop lessons to retrieve materials in another
part of the room. This situation also affects the other member of
the inclusive team and the students they are teaching. Teachers
should arrange the classroom in relation to the room’s fixed fea-
tures (doors, windows, closets), functional relationships among
areas (study sections away from activities that produce higher
noise levels), and primary pathways (efficient planning of stu-
dent traffic routes).

The fixed features of a room become important when con-
sidering the requirements of specific activities. For example, an
area of the classroom designed for teaching reading and written
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language skills should be near a computer and projection de-
vice. Similarly, the section for teaching science or cooking
should be located in an area near a sink and water and cabinets
for storing materials.

Arranging centers in relation to their functional characteris-
tics is another important consideration. High rates of activity
(such as a group math lesson) versus low rates of activity (an
individual reading center) should be separated as far as possi-
ble. Centers that require sharing materials, such as a library
center and study carrels, should be located close together. Plan-
ning efficient traffic patterns can save the inclusive team and
the students valuable time and steps. For example, an activity
requiring students to leave the room at varying intervals to re-
trieve water from the hallway lavatories might be located near
the class entrance. This eliminates the need for students to
move through other activities to reach the door. Activities can
also be located so each inclusive team member in charge of a
number of duties can easily manage those areas without criss-
crossing the room and disturbing each other.

Various learning centers in the room should be located to
facilitate orderly movement. To maintain order, teachers
should not misinterpret this goal and structure classrooms in
traditional ways that discourage student movement. The trend
toward cooperative learning requires that students be allowed
to work together to solve problems and complete projects.
Classrooms, therefore, should be designed to teach and then
allow maximum freedom and responsibility on the part of the
students.

Classrooms should be set up to help the inclusive team
scan the class with maximum efficiency. Teachers must have
an unobstructed view of all areas of the room at any given
time and be able to see each other so they can send visual
cues that coordinate smooth transitions between activities.
The ability to scan the classroom also helps facilitate behav-
ior management. For example, teachers can help students
learn to react to eye contact as a reminder to return to a task.
Among the reasons for maintaining close visual contact with
students, the most important is safety. Managing the instruc-
tional space by using visual scanning becomes critical as
more inclusive programs move to a cooperative learning
model wherein students work in instructional teams.

Scheduling

Developing an efficient activity schedule is a valuable skill
for teachers. Downtime in the classroom can be a chief contrib-
utor to poorly managed inclusive programs. (Downtime refers
to times of little or no instruction, students do not know what to
do or what comes next). Teachers working in an inclusion
model must consider the length of lessons, times of day more

appropriate for teaching specific skills, and time blocks for
individualized instruction as well as group instruction.

Time schedules can be used as learning tools as well as orga-
nizational aids. For example, the team may begin by scheduling
daily activities consistently so students with and without dis-
abilities can both benefit from the support of a structured envi-
ronment. Activities do not always come in neatly arranged time
blocks though. As students become more comfortable in work-
ing within cooperative learning groups in inclusive classrooms,
teachers should plan deliberate changes in the schedule, thereby
promoting flexibility in the students. If schedules are disorga-
nized, students are in a continual state of confusion. Through
carefully planned change, students can learn to deal appropri-
ately with sudden alterations in schedules.

Cooperative Learning Groups

Grouping learners is an important part of scheduling
(Vaughn, Bos, & Schumm, 1997). The first step in grouping re-
quires physically managing a given number of students. Teach-
ers can divide the number of students in the class during a ses-
sion by the total number of instructional personnel (teachers,
paraprofessionals, peer tutors). This calculation gives the teacher
the ratio of students to instructors. For example, if a classroom
has 15 general education students and six students with disabili-
ties from 10 a.m. until 11 a.m. with the inclusive team (two
teachers) plus one paraprofessional, the ratio is 7 to 1.

By viewing class sizes and composition in this manner, the
inclusive team can better schedule activities in cooperative
learning groups that are more easily managed with the addition
of students who have special needs. In the scenario above, the
six students with disabilities can be divided equally across three
groups. Each teacher (general educator, special educator, and
paraprofessional) will have a group of seven students (five gen-
eral education and with special needs). Of course, the group
numbers do not have to be equal at all times, but using this sim-
ple formula helps keep groups managable and allows for the de-
velopment of innovative cooperative learning activities.

Programming for the individual does not eliminate group in-
struction (Stainback, Stainback, & Stefanich, 1996). To develop
true cooperative learning groups in which students with special
needs become valued members, teachers should consider mov-
ing beyond grouping by ability and consider grouping accord-
ing to the complementary skills of the learners. Small-group in-
struction can be implemented in one of two ways, depending on
the activity. First, an activity may require that each group mem-
ber complete a task that contributes to a total group product. For
example, a group of students with special needs along with their
typical peers can work together to complete a community-based
cost-comparison activity in local retail establishments. Each



student is assigned to identify the prices of certain items that the
group will collate and analyze.

The second method of grouping involves meeting the needs
of individual students within the confines of a group, where
what the learners share in common are the subject and phys-
ical proximity (Stainback & Stainback, 1992). For example,
a group of four students may be working with the teacher on
computation objectives. The learners may be at varying lev-
els, requiring the teacher to spend small amounts of time in-
dividually directing each student. The primary concern is
that the teacher arrange the physical space for delivering
prompts/cues and reinforcers. This arrangement may be ad-
vantageous because the teacher can instruct and direct more
learners simultaneously while allowing them to work at their
own levels. Members of inclusive teams are encouraged to
seek out helpful resources (e.g., Falvey, 1995; Stainback &
Stainback, 1992, 1996).

Commercially produced materials can also be helpful in de-
ciding on how to group learners. A reading program that al-
lows the teacher to work with a diverse group of students may
be efficient because the teacher can increase the size of the
group. Students with special needs generally have several
deficit areas relating to academic skills, and high-quality com-
mercially produced programs can be invaluable for teaching
groups of students who need to learn similar, but not exactly
the same, sets of skills.

Individualized instruction for students with special needs and
for others in the class will still be needed for small portions of
the day. Both members of the inclusive team should share these
times equally to avoid the perception that the special educator
works only with the students who have special needs.

Inclusive Learning Centers

Audiovisual equipment, microcomputers, and other instruc-
tional aids can be highly effective with all learners in the inclu-
sive classroom. Commercial catalogs are one source for identi-
fying these resources. Exhibits at professional conventions are
another resource. Learners with special needs who are included
in general education classes have a variety of instructional
needs, and matching the appropriate equipment to those needs
is important. Learning centers are often built around individual
themes that can become the focal point for developing cooper-
ative learning groups that include students with and without dis-
abilities. A classroom may be equipped with centers dealing
with subjects such as career education, science, prevoca-
tional skills, mathematics, reading, and self-care skills.
These centers can be the focal point for presenting student
groups with problems to solve under the guidance of one of
the instructors from the inclusive team. For example, in an

ongoing activity a group of fourth-grade students that in-
cludes students with and without disabilities might be track-
ing the fuel usage of the buses that service their school.
Their daily tasks for the group are to check the buses when
they arrive each morning, log the mileage, check the bus log
for fuel used, and calculate the gas mileage of the bus. The
learning center in which they work focuses on the functional
applications of arithmetic skills.

Inclusive Learning in the Community

The psychological construct of situated cognition continues
to receive considerable attention in the literature. For example,
Brown, Collins, & Duguid (1989) and Lave (1988) argue that
learning should take place in realistic settings and under the
guidance of “experts” who can provide learners with the
knowledge to solve problems. In addition, these experts can
provide the cultural indoctrination necessary to be successful in
certain environments. These professionals view situated cogni-
tion as the application of knowledge and ideas to problems en-
countered in realistic environments and faced by people in their
everyday life. Situated cognition contrasts the more typical
method of teaching, in which learners acquire knowledge and
meaning through abstract activities, memorized for later re-
trieval (Brown, Collins, & Duquid, 1989; Young, 1993).

Situated learning describes the application of the situated
cognition theory wherein students solve problems in everyday
settings and in realistic contexts. The students learn by interact-
ing with the environment under the guidance of teachers who
facilitate learning (Griffin, 1995). Instructional strategies of sit-
uated learning rely on the use of experienced individuals who
help students gain meaning about what they learn. These strate-
gies are directly opposed to the instructional method of having
learners memorize information for later retrieval.

Professionals who recommend situated cognition and learn-
ing rely heavily on Whitehead’s (1929) discussion of inert
knowledge as their basis of support (Cognition and Technology
Group at Vanderbilt [CTGV], 1990; CTGV, 1993; Hedberg &
Alexander, 1994). Whitehead’s use of the term inert knowledge
focused on the learner’s ability to store knowledge and recall it
upon demand and also focused on their inability to use the
knowledge to solve complex problems faced in everyday life
(CTGV, 1990). Cognitive theorists believe that our current ap-
proach to education presents information to learners that, at
best, proliferates the spread of inert knowledge (Brown,
Collins, & Duquid, 1989; Tripp, 1993).

Community-based instruction has long been regarded as
an effective means for teaching students with disabilities the
skills they need to make successful transitions in all aspects
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of life (Langone, 1990; McDonnell, Hardman, Hightower,
Keifer-O’ Donnell, & Drew, 1993; Snell & Browder, 1986).
Community-based instructional programs are more devel-
oped for learners who have moderate intellectual disabili-
ties and have, over the past five years, gained popularity for
use with students who have more severe impairments
(Hughes & Agran, 1993; Wolfe, 1994). For students with
mild intellectual disabilities, however, practitioners have
not widely embraced the move to a curriculum that is com-
munity-referenced (Shriner, 1994). This trend in program-
ming may be one variable that has resulted in less than suc-
cessful transitions for these learners (Danielson & Malouf,
1994; Edgar, 1987).

Community-based instruction can be considered situated
learning and, therefore, the practical application of situated cog-
nition. These activities can be beneficial in helping students
with special needs acquire and use academic, vocational, and
social skills. Learning these skills in community environments
along with their peers from general education can enhance their
understanding and generalization of these skills to everyday
life. In the future inclusive teams may have more opportunities
to develop and implement innovative situated learning activities
in community environments.

As with classroom activities, when designing community-
based activities, teachers should consider the need for efficient
scheduling and grouping of students. Scheduling problems
can be worked out in conjunction with the administration. One
solution would be to have one member of the inclusive team
take a mixed group of students to a community site while the
other team member conducts classroom-based activities with
the remainder of the class. A well designed schedule is vital.
Team members should set the schedules so the two have equal
time in community environments (general educator one trip,
special educator the next, and so on). Teachers need to be able
to schedule frequent trips to the community with small groups
while scheduling the remainder of the class in school-based
activities (Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995).

Scheduling the assistance of more able learners to assist
the less able ones can also provide valuable help. Having
teams of students work on problems or practice learned
skills involves careful planning and matching of group
members. As mentioned, carefully arranging the teaching
environment (classroom, community work sites, and so on)
increases the probability that students will learn. All space
in the classroom should be used efficiently, and traffic pat-
terns should be considered that allow freedom of movement
to all areas. In addition, equipment and furniture should be
arranged to allow observation of students from any point in
the room.

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES FOR THE
INCLUSIVE SETTING

When teachers from different disciplines gather for cross-
training workshops, special educators at times have difficulty
describing their specialty areas to others. General education
teachers usually find this easier because most specialize in one
or two content areas, such as reading, arithmetic, and science.
Special educators are not always specialists in subject areas, and
their skills and competencies are much more ambiguous.

Many special education teachers are proficient in three broad
competency areas: (a) assessment and diagnosis, (b) curriculum
development and modification, and (c) applied behavior analy-
sis. Special educators should be able to use a variety of assess-
ment tools to pinpoint students’ strengths and weaknesses. Spe-
cial educators also should be proficient in skills related to
designing instruction based on student need. They should be ca-
pable of breaking down instruction into component parts, and
also be expert in monitoring students’ progress.

Finally, teachers should develop competencies involving
behaviorally oriented instructional programs. This system al-
lows teachers to define target behaviors precisely, conduct
frequent and accurate measurements of defined behaviors,
apply instructional procedures or materials designed to
change students’ behavior, measure change, and revise the
program when necessary.

The ability to describe these competencies to other teachers
is a good starting point for establishing cooperative relation-
ships. For example, a general educator teaching a student with
learning disabilities may need help in identifying the learner’s
academic strengths and weaknesses and matching a reading
curriculum to those needs. The general educator provides the
content expertise while the special educator provides the com-
petencies of curriculum-based assessment and curriculum
modification.

Another teacher competency that seems to be vital to the suc-
cess of an inclusive program is the ability to use and schedule
paraprofessionals and volunteers. With the additional duties in-
herent in combining students with and without special needs,
the need for additional hands becomes critical. Before teachers
can bring skills and knowledge to a team effort, they must first
have a strong grasp of what they can and cannot do.

Managing Instructional Personnel in the
Inclusive Setting

A problem that inclusive teams face is the need for additional
classroom personnel. Often, funds for hiring additional staff are
not available; therefore, more efficient use of existing personnel



may be the best long-term solution. Using instructional support
personnel efficiently requires clearly stated objectives for what
the assistants are to accomplish. This management strategy be-
gins with a written plan, developed by both members of the in-
clusive team, for each individual providing instruction for
learners. This plan should be developed in a combined effort
between the inclusive team and the assistants, allowing the in-
structional assistants an opportunity to provide input into the
objectives.

The inclusion team sometimes provides assistants with only
verbal instructions, assuming that they can follow through
with the task. In some cases, however, the team may have
more success using techniques such as modeling and prompts
to demonstrate what they want the assistants to do. Observing
instructional assistants can provide information for helping
them to improve their skills.

Teachers may choose additional techniques such as self-
charting and public posting for managing the effectiveness of
other instructional personnel. Various schedules of reinforce-
ment are other important considerations for managing instruc-
tional assistants. The inclusive team may have more success at
improving the effectiveness of their assistants if they provide
them with frequent reinforcement and feedback concerning the
quality of their work.

Scheduling frequent staff discussions is important in manag-
ing other classroom personnel. A 15-minute daily meeting after
school to review the day’s occurrences is often all the time that
is needed to review and improve instruction. Handling prob-
lems is often easier when they are addressed as quickly as pos-
sible. Instead of blaming the instructional assistant for problems
when they occur, the more productive strategy for the inclusive
team teachers is to analyze what they can do to help the instruc-
tional assistants improve their work.

Teacher Aides and Paraprofessionals

Many teachers of learners with special needs have an aide of
some type, ranging from a full-time assistant to varying levels
of part-time help. Paraprofessionals—who may have degrees
from community colleges or technical schools—can accom-
plish a variety of tasks that support the special educator, includ-
ing managing students, providing basic instruction, and acting
as members of the educational team. Paraprofessionals and
teacher aides can be invaluable, and the inclusion team should
guard them from being underused or inappropriately assigned
tasks that lessen their effectiveness and efficiency. Both teach-
ers of the inclusion team can avoid problems by precisely defin-
ing the roles of instructional assistants.

An important factor in establishing a good working relation-
ship with instructional assistants is the ability to establish rap-

port on a personal level and to feel comfortable with the indi-
vidual. The inclusion team should participate in choosing an
aide, and the teachers should establish a good working rapport
on the first meeting day. The inclusion team should establish
that the instructional assistants are a significant part of the edu-
cational team, with the stipulation that they must not take inde-
pendent action and make decisions without the teachers’ knowl-
edge.

Instructional assistants can become effective instructors
when the inclusion team trains them in appropriate classroom
procedures. Brief training programs and periodic review ses-
sions can assist other classroom personnel in learning the skills
needed to observe student behavior consistently. The team
might consider developing a training manual that explains how
to deal with specific behaviors and implement specific class-
room procedures. This technique can save lengthy discussions
while providing the assistant with a guide for times when the
team is unavailable for help. The manual can be more useful to
assistants by including snapshots or drawings that depict the
teaching technique being explained.

Assistants may be more willing to implement programs if
they are included in the planning (Hart, 1981). Short daily meet-
ings between the inclusion team and assistants provide a forum
for correcting problems and sharing ideas. These meetings
should foster dialogue between the team and the assistants and
not be a one-sided conversation presenting all of the teachers’
ideas. In addition, the inclusion team should develop daily
schedules for the assistants and post them where the assistants
can refer to their responsibilities frequently.

Volunteers are an often overlooked source of classroom as-
sistance that can provide an inclusion team with a wealth of in-
structional talent. Volunteers will become more valuable as ad-
ditional inclusion options emerge. Developing a good volunteer
program involves careful planning and scheduling. One exam-
ple of the effectiveness of volunteers becomes evident when the
inclusion team wishes to implement a behavior analysis pro-
gram. When the teachers and instructional assistants are busy
with groups of learners, volunteers can be used as independent
observers to record the on-task behaviors of students complet-
ing independent assignments. In this example, a volunteer par-
ent might assist teachers by monitoring the behavior of target
learners. This short-term program may last only 2 or 3 weeks,
allowing the teacher time to evaluate a number of interventions
for increasing more productive independent work.

Parents and other volunteers also can be of immense help in
performing a wide variety of tasks that will become common-
place in inclusion programs. Helping students chart data for
self-management programs and escorting learners on commu-
nity instruction trips are additional roles for volunteers. When
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the inclusion team uses parents as classroom assistants, the ben-
efits are evident. Communication between the school and the
home is likely to improve when parents feel they are part of
the process. Also, parents may learn by observing teachers’
preferred teaching practices that can be applied at home. Ul-
timately, parents may become comfortable with the inclu-
sion team and provide valuable input into the program.

Many other volunteer resources are available in communities
as classroom support. Members of church groups, service orga-
nizations, and specific community members known to the
teachers can act as instructional assistants. Volunteers can pro-
vide services aside from classroom assistance—such as local
retailers’” allowing learners to practice consumer skills in their
store. Other examples of persons who can provide valuable
services are salespersons, personnel managers, and bus drivers.
Help is available to institute a number of innovative program
options if teachers are willing to seek it out and provide the nec-
essary leadership and coordination skills.

University and College Instructional Assistants

For inclusion teams that have access to student teachers and
practicum students, these people can be a great asset by becom-
ing an “extra pair of hands,” providing support to students that
might otherwise be unavailable. Scheduling a student teacher’s
duties should reflect a gradual increase in responsibility, mov-
ing from small groups to eventually doing programming for the
entire class.

Initially, teachers should make a list of the skills they would
like the student teachers to gain during the internship. Likewise,
the inclusion team should have the student teachers list the skills
they would like to attain during their internship. Together the
teachers and interns can translate both lists into behavioral ob-
Jectives to be completed by the end of the quarter or semester.
As with other assistants and volunteers, the inclusion team
should schedule short daily sessions with the student teachers to
discuss problems or concerns, as well as allow the intems to con-
tribute ideas to program development.

Additional Management Strategies

Effectiveness as a team is not restricted to performing skills
geared to instructional intervention. It also involves learning
skills needed to become better managers. The inclusion team
will be called upon to interact with many individuals. Two areas
in which they generally need to improve their skills are time
management and assertiveness.

Time Management

With the reauthorization of IDEA, regulations from the fed-
eral and state governments may increase and add to teachers’

paperwork. Extra duties that are part of teachers’ jobs, such
as bus and lunch duty, also have a way of interrupting in-
structional time (Nelson, 1995). Time management can im-
prove the instructional program in an inclusive classroom,
given some basic planning techniques.

Teachers who are going to be part of an inclusion team
should seek out resources for learning about time management.
Woodhull (1997), Nelson (1995), Lakein (1973), and Apple-
gate (1980) are excellent choices. Teachers in inclusion pro-
grams can employ a variety of strategies to improve their effec-
tiveness in using time more productively. These strategies can
also be used to teach cooperative learning teams of students.

For example, teachers working in inclusive teams should sort
out their professional and personal goals by making team lists.
First, the team should list what is to be accomplished during the
school year, prioritizing the items from most to least important.
Second, the team should develop a daily list of what needs to be
accomplished, also by priority.

Another vital aspect of time management for teachers work-
ing in inclusive teams is for the team members to organize the
schedule, keeping in mind both the classroom and the school in
general. Because schools have activities that must be done in
preset times, teachers can organize their time around these ac-
tivities and identify times for uninterrupted work. Also, plan-
ning can allow for shortened lessons preceding pep rallies and
other school events. Teachers should be flexible when unfore-
seen interruptions occur, as interruptions are inevitable in
schools no matter how good the planning. Before returning to a
task, teachers can ask themselves if they should move on to a
new task and reschedule the interrupted one.

By identifying the time of the day when the students are most
productive, teachers can schedule high-priority tasks for these
peak times. One strategy that helps the teachers and the students
alike is to keep the schedule fairly constant. The routine of per-
forming a task at roughly the same time each day cuts down on
indecision. Once a schedule is set, to cross out the activity upon
completion is reinforcing. In addition, a set schedule keeps
things moving in the class and reduces procrastination.

Teachers can also battle procrastination through reinforce-
ment. Many people use the Premack principle in reverse, doing
something enjoyable first, then working on a less preferred task.
Unfortunately, this usually results in procrastination. The goal
should be to work first and then get a reward. Also, teachers can
task-analyze the activity into smaller chunks, reinforcing them-
selves after completing each component of the task.

Teaching in inclusive settings can be stressful, and certainly
the demands for increased collaboration and coordination be-
tween teachers can be tiring. The inclusion team should build
into their schedules frequent, short periods when they have
nothing to do. Daydreaming can be an effective reinforcer when
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it is controlled. For example, 2 minutes of daydreaming after
completing an activity can be an effective impetus for begin-
ning the next task. When teachers sit down to plan an activ-
ity, they should set goals that require a specific time or a spe-
cific amount of work that must be completed before leaving.

Assertiveness

When entering into inclusive team arrangements, the need
for teachers to develop positive interpersonal skills becomes
paramount. The ability to be assertive, rather than aggressive,
requires a positive approach in dealing with others. An edu-
cator should not be placed in a lower power position than that
of the inclusive team member. Nor should inclusive team
members be willing to accept the judgments of administra-
tors, psychologists, physicians, or parents that are not based
on reciprocity.

How teachers react to attempts at control can result in self-
denying (nonassertive), assertive, or aggressive behaviors. If
teachers resort to either self-denying or aggressive behaviors,
this can cause others to ignore their good ideas. Several authors,
such as Fensterheim and Baer (1975) and Woodhull (1997),
have distinguished between assertive and aggressive behavior
by defining assertiveness as those traits that allow people to
stand up for themselves and make their own choices. Con-
versely, aggressiveness is an attempt to enhance one’s own po-
sition at the expense of someone else’s rights. In contrast to ei-
ther of these approaches, nonassertive people allow others to
make their decisions and guide their actions, usually at the ex-
pense of their own self-esteem (Alberti & Emmons, 1974;
Dyer, 1979). A great deal of stress can be placed on individuals
who either continually allow others to dictate to them or alien-
ate colleagues through aggressive actions.

Being assertive allows one to state a point of view or request
something in a positive, plain, and strong manner. The key is to
make affirmations clearly, based on a well-thought-out set of
logical statements. For example, an administrator may inform
the inclusive team that five students with disabilities are being
introduced into their class without additional support. Accept-
ing this change without question or vehemently arguing against
the placement will probably not bring about a satisfactory con-
clusion. Instead, the team can practice assertive techniques and
can calmly but firmly convey to the administrator agreement or
disagreement with the finding. The presentation should be sup-
ported by data gathered in the classroom.

At times teachers should be assertive and say no. Teachers
can’t please everyone, so they should be selective of tasks they
accept. Administrators, other teachers, and paraprofessionals
sometimes transfer their burdens onto the shoulders of others.
Instead of agreeing to this, teachers can refer the problem back
to these people by saying, “What are you going to do?” or

“What do you think about it?”” The skill of delegating au-
thority. Teachers in inclusive programs would do well to de-
velop in situations where additional tasks cannot be refuted,
the effective use of paraprofessionals, volunteers, and peer
tutors becomes a necessity.

An assertive approach emphasizes on how a person delivers
a message to others. Alberti and Emmons (1974) suggested
several methods for delivering messages in a positive, yet, as-
sertive manner. For example, using appropriate eye contact
(looking directly at people when you are speaking to them) is
an effective way of declaring your sincerity about your mes-
sage. Another suggestion by Alberti and Emmons stresses body
posture. They believe that people will take messages more seri-
ously when the message sender faces the person who is to re-
ceive the message.

Gestures can accentuate a message if they are appropriate
and nonthreatening. Facial expressions also can lead to effective
assertions if the expression agrees with the message.

Alberti and Emmons (1974) and more recently, Woodhull
(1997) agree that voice tone can be a powerful communicative
tool. They provide examples of how level, well modulated, con-
versational statements are convincing without intimidating or
setting off the defenses of another person.

Conflict Resolution and Negotiation

As the movement toward community-based instruction be-
comes more popular, the inclusive team will maintain close
contact with individuals from many different walks of life. In-
evitably, conflict will arise over issues requiring careful negoti-
ation before the program can move forward and benefit the stu-
dents. When conflicts arise over class placement, for example,
arguing differences of opinion can be productive when each
side uses facts and does not introduce emotional statements.

Inclusive teams should keep in mind two major points when
conflicts arise either with people outside the team or between
members of the team:

1. Achieve the team’s goals
2. Maintain a good relationship with the other persons in-
volved in the negotiation.

Adhering to these rules should ensure that the appropriate ap-
proach is taken in an effort to resolve the conflict to everyone’s
satisfaction.

When managing interpersonal conflicts, teachers should rec-
ognize that conflicts can be settled rationally (Gamble & Gam-
ble, 1982). Pretending that the conflict does not exist, with-
drawing from the conversation, or finding fault or blaming will
not facilitate a productive end to the dispute.

The conflict should be defined. Each participant should ask
three questions:
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1. Why are we in conflict?
2. What is the nature of the conflict?
3. How can each of us feel as though we have won?

Participants in the conflict should check their perceptions,
suggest possible solutions, assess the solutions, decide on
the best one, and finally try out the solution, then evaluate its
effectiveness.

The key to any successful negotiation is not to approach the
discussion with a “must win” attitude (Maddux, 1988). This
approach usually results in a no-win situation for all con-
cerned. Teachers who work in inclusion teams should enter
conflict situations with a win/win attitude, interested in the
needs of others and flexible in their approach to the negotia-
tions at hand.

Technology Solutions and Managing Inclusive
Environments

A variety of technology solutions can help teachers who
work in inclusive programs to become more effective in man-
aging the instructional environment (Howell, 1996). For ex-
ample, computer-managed instruction (CMI) helps teachers
become more efficient in handling the daily paperwork and
record keeping inherent in their roles. In addition, CMI can as-
sist teachers in developing IEPs and monitoring student
progress, as well as diagnosing and assessing students’
strengths and weaknesses.

Computer-based word-processing programs can be helpful in
a number of ways.

* They can facilitate a teacher’s communications with par-
ents and other professionals.

* They can provide an efficient mechanism for storing, fil-
ing, and retrieving data.

 Teachers can generate letters and forms that require fre-
quent changes (dates, places) with little effort.

* Teachers can quickly enter information such as class lists
and schedules and easily edit them when necessary.

* Word-processing programs can be of tremendous help in
collating and storing data obtained for assessment. Infor-
mation relevant to all curricular domains can easily be
entered and stored.

 Teachers can use these programs to list instructional ob-
jectives by curriculum area for retrieval during the de-
velopment of IEPs.

One way for the inclusion team to optimize planning time is
to use one of the computer-generated IEP programs available
commercially. These programs allow teachers to pull objectives
from a list and transfer them to a template form of the IEP.

These objectives are often keyed to a specific standardized or
criterion-referenced assessment device. When teachers enter the
student’s data, the program will retrieve precoded objectives
based on the student’s assessment profile. When used correctly,
computer-generated IEPs can be efficient and effective tools
that can improve the overall quality of IEPs.

Data-based instruction has long been the goal of special ed-
ucators. With the advancement of computer-based monitoring
programs, this task becomes much easier. Computer-based
monitoring programs allow teachers to store, graph, and ana-
lyze academic, social/emotional, and other behaviors of stu-
dents (Hasselbring & Goin, 1989; Stephens, Blackhurst, &
Magliocca, 1988).

Hasselbring and Hamlett (1984) developed a computer-
based monitoring program called AIMSTAR. This program al-
lows teachers to develop student data files that include infor-
mation about the instructional program and store performance
data relating to a student’s program. For example, an inclusion
team could store a student’ s performance data on the number
of correct cost-comparison shopping problems he or she
solved. The teachers could include in the data file the amount
of time the student took to complete the task. When needed,
the program would generate a graphic representation of
progress, depicting it in rate or movements per minute. The
AIMSTAR program assists teachers by recommending
changes in the program when appropriate.

In addition to their use in monitoring student progress, com-
puters can be used earlier in program development to assist
professionals in diagnosing and assessing students’ strengths
and weaknesses (Lick & Little , 1987). Computer programs are
now available to assist in the scoring and analysis of many
standardized tests. In addition, some programs allow students
to take the test directly on the computer with little assistance
from professionals. These programs offer the potential of min-
imizing some of the time-consuming tasks required of special
educators and allowing them to spend more time in teaching
and instructional development.

Computer-assisted management can help teachers working
in inclusive teams improve their service to all students. CAM
programs can be of great assistance in the accountability re-
quirements of federal, state, and local agencies (Levy &
Lahm, 1985; McClellan, 1985). These programs provide the
means to store, organize, and use large quantities of data for
decision-making purposes in a highly cost-effective manner
(Marozas & May, 1988). For example, some software pro-
grams assist in scheduling, grading, managing grants and
projects, establishing student tracking systems, writing bud-
gets and financial reports, and a host of other effective and ef-
ficient management approaches.
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CONCLUSION

The growth of inclusive instructional settings requires teach-
ers to meet new organizational demands while still fulfilling
more traditional duties. Inclusionary programs have to be devel-
oped and implemented with the input of all team members. This
requires cooperative planning and team-based organization, as
well as the individual strengths and expertise of each team
member. Components such as the physical arrangement of the
room, scheduling, responsibilities of each adult, and use of tech-
nology must be considered for each activity. Fortunately, as in-
clusionary classrooms become more common, research and
sources of information for support and methods for teachers who
work as inclusive teams will become more widely available.
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National Association of School Psychologists

April 14-18, 1998
Annual Conference
Orlando, FL

Contact: National Association of School Psychologists
4340 East West Highway
Suite 402
Bethesda, MD 20814

Council for Exceptional Children

April 15-19, 1998
Annual Conference
Minneapolis, MN

Contact: Council for Exceptional Children
1920 Association Drive
Reston, VA 22091

with Disabilities.”

1 December 1998.

contact:

Reminder: Deadline coming soon

Call for Proposals for the IASE
Sixth Biennial International Conference

The International Association of Special Education will hold their
6th Biennial Conference at the University of Sydney, in New
South Wales, Australia 19-23 July 1999. The theme is
“Overcoming Great Barriers: Meeting the Needs of Individuals

Topics areas include, Classroom Instruction, Curriculum,
Assessment Procedures, Vocational, Funding/Grant Writing,
Inclusionary Best Practices, Multicultural Perspectives, Staff
Development, Early Childhood, Technology, Program
Development, Art/Music/Physical Education, Service Delivery
Systems, and Policies and Politics.

Proposals must be received by 15 October 1998, and must be
submitted in English. Evaluation by an international review team
will be based on clarity and organization, content relevant to
educational and cultural practices, systems of service delivery
and the future development of these practices at national and
international levels. Applicants will be notified of acceptance by

For more information regarding submitting a proposal, write:
Dr. Susan Butler, IASE Conference,
Univ. of Sydney Faculty of Education, Bldg A-35
Sydney, NSW 2006 Australia

To be placed on the mailing list for more information concerning
the conference and pre- and post-conference study/travel tours

IASE, Post Office Box 291
Marysville, MI 48040-0291 USA
Tel/fax 810: 364-45558




