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Neither general nor special education alone has either the capacity or the vision to challenge and
change the deep-rooted assumptions that separate and track children and youths according to pre-
sumptions about ability, achievement, and eventual social contribution. Meaningful change will
require nothing less than a joint effort to reinvent schools to be more accommodating to all dimen-
sions of human diversity. (Ferguson, 1995, p. 285)

As the number of students who are struggling in schools grows, the need for general
and special education to come together to create the vision and capacity to educate all stu-
dents becomes more and more pronounced. Collaboration by teachers is called for in the
schools; likewise, it is called for in teacher education. General and special education teach-
ers’ traditional isolation from each other can be, and has been, a barrier to working col-
laboratively to reconceptualize schooling for all learners. This isolation can be seen as
beginning with and perpetuated by parallel, noncollaborative teacher education programs.
Collaboration between general and special education in teacher education programs—the
dialogues, the examination of what should be taught, the rethinking of practicum experi-
ences for teachers, the sharing of knowledge and expertise, the faculty modeling—all have
high potential to support teachers’ ability to work together for meaningful change.

In this article, we first explore the call for collaboration in schools—challenges to
practices traditionally associated with separate general and special education, and the
major current response to these difficulties—inclusive schools and classrooms. Second, we
explore the larger educational context in which these collaborations are situated. In the dis-
cussion of the context of collaboration in the schools and in higher education alike, we
consider the role of reform, changes in standards and accountability, and expanded views
of teaching and learning. Finally, we consider the challenges teacher educators face as they
work together to develop and implement collaborative teacher education programs.
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THE CALL FOR COLLABORATION IN SCHOOLS

Teacher education programs must prepare teachers for
their roles in schools while at the same time working with
schools to understand and define these roles to best facilitate
the success of diverse learners. In so doing, teacher educa-
tion needs to be responsive to the challenges that teachers
face in the increasingly complex context of schools as well
as the ways in which these challenges are beginning to be
addressed. At all grade levels, the range of student perfor-
mance is widening. Teachers are challenged to provide
appropriate instruction for students who are working at
many different levels and who are often from many different
cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Additionally, teachers
are challenged by the large numbers of students who are
failing and dropping out of schools before graduation. This
challenge is exacerbated by the pressure from the commu-
nity for instruction that results in higher standardized test
scores.

Coupled with the complexities of a changing student
population is the increasing numbers of students being
labeled for special education (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, 1995). Overrepresentation of students of color in
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special education (Artiles & Trent, 1993; Grossman, 1995;
Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, 1982; Pugach, 1995) is still
another contributing factor to this complex school context.!
Overrepresentation raises issues about the lack of attention
given to developing appropriate learning experiences for a
wide range of students within general education. Likewise,
misclassification of students, a particular problem in urban
schools (Gottlieb, Alter, Gottlieb, & Wishner, 1993), can
result in students being unnecessarily stigmatized and per-
petuates blaming students, rather than searching for, and
supporting, instructional changes within general education
programs.

Educators are called upon to question why more students
are not experiencing success in general education class-
rooms and to work together to make changes in these class-
rooms so that they will. Both special and general educators
are part of the school context and, thereby, contribute to how
successful or unsuccessful school practices will be. Both
special and general educators contribute to the current prob-
lems of misclassification and overrepresentation of students
of color in special education, as both participate in the refer-
ral and assessment processes. Similarly, both special and
general educators must address the challenges that these
problems have begun to create. Many of these challenges are
germane to collaboration and, very simply, general and spe-
cial education teachers need to work together. To do this, all
teachers need common frameworks for viewing and accom-
modating differences and this is where teacher preparation
must play a central role.

Teachers need common frameworks for addressing the
needs of students who are struggling—students who often
are pulled out of the general education classroom for
instruction in resource rooms. Concerns have been raised
about pull-out programs, even for students who are labeled
correctly as having special education needs. The concerns
center on lack of connectedness with classroom instruction,
emphasis on low-level skills, lack of focused instruction,
and stigmatization of students (Allington & McGill-
Franzen, 1989; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; McGill-Franzen &
Allington, 1991). Within a reliance on pull-out programs,
students who most need continuity are those whose pro-
grams are highly fragmented. For example, students who are
pulled out may be receiving instruction in the classroom
based on one conception of reading, and instruction in the

! Although the proportion of minority students in special education dif-

fers from state to state, Hispanic and Native American students gen-
erally tend to be overrepresented in learning disability programs,
Asian American students tend to be overrepresented in programs for
speech impairments, and African American students are overrepre-
sented in several disability areas especially mild developmental dis-
abilities (Grossman, 1995).



resource room based on a competing conception. Instruction
in special education settings too often lacks attention to stu-
dents’ developing strategic approaches to their work, an area
of particular concern for students who are experiencing dif-
ficulties (Paris & Oka, 1986).

These concerns about the character and quality of
instruction also have been raised about instruction in general
education, particularly the instruction provided for students
who are low achievers. Classroom observation studies have
shown that practices such as time spent in actual reading, the
predominance of teacher questions rather than student dis-
cussion, and the lack of attention to instruction for strategic
learning are issues in both fields (Blanton & Blanton, 1994;
Goodlad, 1990; McGill-Franzen & Allington, 1991). Over-
all, there is concern that curriculum and instruction for stu-
dents who are struggling, in both special and general educa-
tion classes, are focused too heavily on basic skills and too
little on providing opportunities for reasoning and critical
thinking.

General education has begun to implement changes in
curriculum and instruction that make classrooms more
accommodating for students who historically have been
unable to succeed. Approaches based in social constructivist
theory such as whole language, instruction for strategic
learning, and cooperative learning emphasize the develop-
ment of learners who are self-directed, able to identify prob-
lems and approach them in goal-directed ways, and profit
from collaborating with others. Some special educators have
shown interest in, and success with, these approaches with
students labeled as having special needs (e.g., Englert,
Raphael, Anderson, Anthony, & Stevens, 1991; Lyons &
Beaver, 1995; Palincsar & Klenk, 1992; Slavin, 1996; Stires,
1991). Students with identified special needs, as well as
other students who are struggling, have been found to bene-
fit, as seen in their achievement and interest in learning (e.g.,
Allington & Wamsley, 1995). Overall, many of the changes
in curriculum and instruction, and the manner in which they
are carried out (e.g., student choice, explicitness about how
to learn, small-group work, assessment based in the curricu-
lum), allow for success for a wider range of students than do
practices associated with more traditional general education
curriculum and instruction.

Students who are struggling may need more explicit and
guided instruction than other students; however, this kind of
adaptation can be linked directly to accommodating general
education curriculum and instruction rather than being sep-
arate from them. Even within this context, however, some
students with special learning needs require more intensive
instruction (Pugach, 1995). These students may be those
with low-incidence disabilities, and those with more preva-
lent disabilities. Increasingly, new intensive instructional
approaches are being developed and implemented with

success (e.g. Clay, 1993; Hiebert, 1994; Taylor, Strait, &
Medo, 1994).

Similar to classroom-wide approaches such as coopera-
tive learning, intensive approaches are found to be effective
with students who are labeled as having special needs or
who are being considered for referral, in some cases elimi-
nating the need for special services (e.g., Hiebert, 1994;
Lyons & Beaver, 1995; see review by Slavin, 1996). If inten-
sive instruction is considered “not as a last resort, but as a
naturally occurring component of a healthy classroom com-
munity”” (Pugach & Seidl, 1996), more students can truly be
a part of such communities rather than fragmented from
their peers. Conceptualizing intensive instruction as a part of
classroom communities, linking it to more general instruc-
tion, and implementing classroom-wide curriculum and
instruction that is more accommodating to a wide range of
students requires special and general education teachers to
develop a common framework from which to view curricu-
lum and instruction in the first place—a framework that
must be set in teacher education programs.

Problems with current practices, and the successful
efforts to address the problems, indicate that improving stu-
dents’ school experiences occur best through partnerships
between special and general education at all levels, includ-
ing teacher education. These partnerships are needed partic-
ularly as we work to improve school experiences of students
through inclusion of students with special needs in general
education classrooms and schools.

Inclusion

Inclusion of students with special needs in general edu-
cation classes and schools is becoming more prevalent (e.g.,
Educational Leadership, Nov/Dec, 1994). In more and more
schools, the entire school faculty is accepting responsibility
for all students. Although there is disagreement about the
proper extent of inclusion (e.g., see Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994;
Roberts & Mather, 1995; Stainback, Stainback, & Ayres,
1996), especially regarding issues such as retention of a con-
tinuum of placement settings, greater numbers of students
with special needs are in fact being served in general educa-
tion classrooms (U.S. Department of Education, 1995).

Inclusion demands many changes in schools. One of
these involves changes in teachers’ roles. Although teachers’
roles in inclusive schools and classrooms are still evolving
(Gable, McLaughlin, Sindelar, & Kilgore, 1993) and will
vary in terms of specific settings and student populations,
job descriptions for special and general education teachers
already look very different from those of 20 or even 10 years
ago. For example, teachers are more often co-planning and
co-teaching, working together to directly instruct students
with and without disabilities, and assessing their learning in
multiple ways. Working in inclusive classrooms does not
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necessarily mean all teachers will have the same roles;
teams are enriched by members having different strengths
and duties (Ford, personal communication, November 20,
1995). It does mean, however, that links must be closer than
in the past, links that are forged in a common understanding
of students, of teaching and learning, and of the work of all
team members.

Along with changing roles, inclusive classrooms and
schools require changes in curriculum and instruction. As
has been noted (e.g., Keogh, 1988), “business as usual” in
general education classes is not likely to benefit students
with disabilities. Advocates of inclusion have been adamant
that success demands changes in, rather than adaptation of,
traditional curriculum and instruction (Ferguson, 1995;
Pugach & Warger, 1996; National Association of State
Boards of Education, Study Group of Special Education,
1992). Best practices have been defined as:

* being grounded in an understanding of child develop-
ment, subject matter knowledge, and developmentally
appropriate approaches

» fostering students’ pursuing and demonstrating
knowledge in a variety of ways and at a variety of lev-
els

* attending to and building on the social nature of learn-
ing providing opportunities for more intensive instruc-
tion for students who need it—students both with and
without disabilities (Pugach & Seidl, 1995; Zemel-
man, Daniels, & Hyde, 1993).

One of the major challenges regarding inclusion is the need
for general and special education to work together to
develop curriculum and instruction based on the characteris-
tics of best practices and which, by their nature, are more
accommodating to the needs of diverse learners, including
those with special needs, than programs traditionally associ-
ated with either general or with special education.

While general education traditionally has focused on cur-
riculum development and implementation with limited
attention to instruction based on individual differences, spe-
cial education, especially for students with mild disabilities,
has focused on instructional adaptations without a rich
understanding of curriculum (Pugach & Warger, 1995). To
develop and implement curriculum and instruction based on
best practices, along with appropriate instructional adapta-
tions—adaptations that some students will still need—all
teachers need grounding in curriculum and instruction for
individual differences, as well as an understanding of the
interconnectedness between the two. With this understand-
ing, teachers will be able to develop supports for students
who need them, rooted in, and clearly related to—rather
than fragmented from—the classroom curriculum.

Critical to taking on new roles and jointly developing and
implementing curriculum for inclusive schools and class-
rooms is the development of shared beliefs about students,
teaching, and learning by general and special educators.
Beliefs influence the goals of schooling, views of the teach-
ing and learning process, curriculum and instructional
choices, and ways in which teachers work together (e.g.,
Kagan, 1992). Effective collaboration that supports equi-
table opportunities for all students cannot occur if teachers
have different beliefs about children and learning and about
teachers’ responsibilities in relation to students in both gen-
eral and special education. Inclusion is supported when both
general and special education teachers share the same per-
spective, when they view students from a diversity rather
than a deficit perspective, hold high expectations for all stu-
dents rather than lowered ones for some, and commit to
shared rather than divided responsibility for students—all of
which challenge assumptions associated with inequitable
opportunities for some students. These shared beliefs form
the foundation for schools in which “all teachers would be
expected to teach children and to assist each other in meet-
ing the individual students’ needs” (Lilly, 1989, p. 147).

In the end, the movement toward inclusive schools and
classrooms is really a response to concerns that have been
raised by special and general educators alike about the value
and effectiveness of practices associated with separate spe-
cial education and traditional remedial programs, as well as
a response to concerns about the ways in which students
who are struggling are viewed. Increasingly, general and
special education teachers are working collaboratively—
assuming new roles, sharing and developing expertise in
providing curriculum and instruction that offers equitable
opportunities for a wide range of learners, and in doing so,
challenging long-held assumptions. Concurrently, long-held
assumptions underlying separate teacher education pro-
grams are being challenged, and faculty in both general and
special education are being called on to assume new roles
and share and develop new curriculum and instruction to
support and facilitate what is occurring in schools.

Like collaboration in the schools, collaboration in teacher
education is expanding. Twenty years ago, when Public Law
94-142 (The Education for All Handicapped Children Act)
was implemented, the integration of general and special
education garnered only marginal interest. In teacher edu-
cation, the Dean’s Grants projects were the one activity that
addressed collaboration at the teacher education level.
These projects achieved little success in integrating pro-
grams and, instead, attended mostly to appending special
education content to existing general teacher education cur-
ricula (Pugach, 1992). In the 15 years since these projects
ended, however, the context has changed as a result of
reform movements, standards, and new views of teaching



and learning. These changes have set the stage for a differ-
ent kind of collaboration in the schools and in teacher
education.

THE CONTEXT FOR COLLABORATION IN
TEACHER EDUCATION

The context is ripe for collaboration in teacher education.
We first consider school reform movements that have
brought forth new visions for schools, leading to changing
roles for teachers and subsequent reform in teacher educa-
tion. Second, we examine the setting of standards for cur-
riculum and assessment systems. Third, we review the ways
in which teaching and learning have expanded and changed
the course of research and practice in both arenas.

School Reform and Teacher Education Reform

General education school reform has been characterized
by a series of phases, often referred to as waves (Rowan,
1990). These waves in school improvement over the last two
decades have been based on the most current knowledge and
research about teaching. During this time the research liter-
ature has changed from a dominant view of teaching as rou-
tine and mechanistic, requiring reforms that control and
monitor, to views of teaching as nonroutine and complex
and requiring teacher judgment and expertise (Rowan,
1990). This latter view led to reforms that heightened teach-
ers’ involvement in decision making and placed more
emphasis on decentralized school structures. Currently, in
what some refer to as a third wave of reform, the “restruc-
turing” movement calls for changing the fundamental core
of schooling (Prestine & Bowen, 1993).

At the heart of this restructuring movement lie themes
and innovations such as (a) local autonomy, discretion, con-
trol, (b) collaborative communities, (c) site-based manage-
ment, and (d) teaming (Newmann, 1993). According to
Newmann, however, these innovations may not be sufficient
to improve education. Consequently, he calls for an agenda
that seeks a higher level of commitment and competence
from teachers and school administrators. For teachers, as an
example, “the most important new forms of commitment
and competence” (p. 6) are clustered in the following
themes: (a) depth of understanding and authentic learning,
(b) success for all students, (c) new roles for teachers, and
(d) schools as caring communities. Similarly, other writers
speak strongly to the need to look beyond what might be
called “superficial reforms” (e.g., simply engaging in the act
of moving from tracking to heterogeneous grouping) and
address basic tenets, principles, and contexts that underlie
reform and actually may lead to real school improvement
(e.g., Goodman, 1995; Tyack & Tobin, 1994).

Clearly, the restructuring discourse highlights key ele-
ments needing consideration in the transformation of
schools. Many of these same key elements have been the
focus of reports and dialogue on teacher education improve-
ment (Sikula, 1990). Calls for changes in teacher education
programs have been stimulated by a growing knowledge base
about learning, teaching, and teacher education. In addition,
the authority of accrediting and licensing bodies, and of state
legislatures and state boards of education, has been a force to
which teacher education has responded. The resulting
changes in teacher education programs have included:

* incorporating the new knowledge of teaching and
learning in curricula for preservice teachers

e providing opportunities for preservice teachers to
work in diverse settings

* working in partnerships with schools to establish pro-
fessional development schools (Darling-Hammond &
Cobb, 1996).

In Tomorrow’s Schools of Education, the most recent
report of the Holmes Group (1995), the authors place pro-
fessional development schools at the very center of teacher
education reform. According to this group, only through
these partnerships will reform take place simultaneously in
teacher education and in the nation’s schools. Other reform
models also support the importance of professional develop-
ment schools in teacher education reform (Darling-Ham-
mond & Cobb, 1996).

In the 1980s, when much of the major reform effort was
under way in general education, special education was expe-
riencing its own reform movement. Because special educa-
tion had evolved into a separate, parallel system in schools,
reform in special education also evolved as a separate activ-
ity, with issues and concerns that differed from those in gen-
eral education reform (Miller, 1990; Sailor, 1991). In recent
years, however, the emphasis of general education reform on
how to better serve a diverse, changing school population
has brought the concerns of the two groups closer together.
In the words of Sailor (1991), “This shift in emphasis in
general education reform presents a window of opportunity
for the emergence of a shared educational agenda” (p. 8).

Standard Setting and Accountability

Following on the heels of school and teacher education
reform reports in the 1980s (e.g., A Nation at Risk, The
National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)
came a greater emphasis on standards and accountability. As
summarized by Shriner, Ysseldyke, and Thurlow (1994),
standards come in several forms and can be grouped in three
frequently used categories: (a) content standards, (b) perfor-
mance standards, and (c) delivery standards.
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Content Standards

Content standards establish a core of knowledge within a
discipline (e.g., math) that is incorporated in and set up as
the standard for curricula and programs. These standards,
developed by experts and professional groups in specialty
fields, then serve as the basis for state, and potentially
national, curricula. In reference to identified students with
disabilities in schools, the instructional needs of these stu-
dents are more commonly being linked to a system’s cur-
riculum goals or outcomes (McLaughlin, 1995). This link
places more emphasis on what students with disabilities are
being taught and, by inference, increases the need for col-
laboration between special and general education teachers.

In teacher education, content standards most often are
referred to as the body of knowledge and skills (knowledge
base) expected of those who plan to practice in the teaching
profession. Although many colleges and schools of educa-
tion have a history of articulating their knowledge bases, the
stakes became greater when the national accreditation body,
the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE), redesigned its standards to require a written doc-
ument (Wise, 1994). In addition, NCATE has specified some
elements of a knowledge base that are expected to be present
in all teacher preparation programs seeking its accreditation.
One requirement is that novice teachers will acquire knowl-
edge and skills to enable them to work with diverse popula-
tions (including exceptionality). This expectation set the
stage and, especially, the need for collaboration between
general and special educators.

Performance Standards

Performance standards, as defined by Shriner et al.
(1994), refer to the performance expected of students as a
result of the application of content standards. One prime
example of performance standards is statewide public
school student assessment. A few states have begun to
include students with disabilities in these outcome-based
assessment systems (McLaughlin, 1995), which, again, sug-
gests the need for general and special education collabora-
tion. In teacher education, changes are occurring in teacher
assessments in which the aim is to go beyond the traditional
format of multiple-choice questions and include essay com-
ponents, portfolios, and classroom observations. An exam-
ple of such a change is the Educational Testing Service’s
new testing series for teachers, the Praxis (Darling-Ham-
mond & Cobb, 1996).

Delivery Standards

Delivery standards are standards that assure that the con-
ditions are set for teaching and learning to occur. Two exam-
ples are state licensure for teachers and advanced certifica-
tion for accomplished teachers. State licensure, which is

often orchestrated by local and state politicians, is influ-
enced currently by a consortium created by the Council of
Chief State School Officers. This consortium of 28 states,
the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Con-
sortium (INTASC), is working together with teachers and
teacher educators to make licensing standards a reality.
These licensing standards were developed from, and are
compatible with, those of the National Board for Profes-
sional Teaching Standards, a group that has taken the lead in
developing advanced certification for highly accomplished
teachers (Darling-Hammond & Cobb, 1996).

Both of these—licensing and advanced certification—are
mechanisms for assuring quality control in the profession.
The changes and trends in each of them also influence
teacher preparation. As one example, the standards devel-
oped by INTASC were incorporated recently by NCATE as
one way of strengthening the expectation that teacher edu-
cation programs rely on a defined knowledge base and spe-
cific student outcomes (Darling-Hammond & Cobb, 1996;
Wise, 1994). These new NCATE accreditation standards
require teacher education students to actually demonstrate
specific skills such as “adapt instruction for culturally
diverse and exceptional populations” (Wise, 1994, p. 9).

Another example of the influence of licensing and
advanced certification bodies on teacher education is that
these groups are drawing on the most current research on
teaching and learning and are using this research to drive
changes in both areas. For example, these groups have
adopted the conception of “teachers as thinkers” (Darling-
Hammond & Cobb, 1996). Certainly, standard setting,
through accreditation, licensure, and advanced certification,
is a potent force in the changes currently under way in
teacher education. These major forms of quality control
have established a context that strongly supports the need
for general and special teacher educators to communicate
about implementation of these standards.

Expanded Views of Teaching and Learning

Teaching and learning research has expanded greatly
and, in some cases, taken significant turns in the last two
decades. Cognitive psychology took the lead and influenced
a large and growing body of research providing strong sup-
port for constructivist conceptions of learning (Prawat &
Floden, 1994; Shuell, 1986), which in turn drives many of
the recent curricular and instructional changes in general
education. Inquiry has shifted from a research tradition
strongly influenced by behaviorism (e.g., process-product
research) to research that focuses on the complexities of
teaching (e.g., classroom ecology) (Shulman 1986). Much
of this recent inquiry in teaching and learning relies heavily
on qualitative research methodology, with lines of inquiry
directed toward classroom contexts and teacher thinking



(Barnes, 1989; Erickson, 1986; Shulman, 1986). Interest-
ingly, these more recent forms of inquiry, used in both teach-
ing and learning research, have been a significant departure
from traditional thinking and research in special education.
Research and practice in special education have been
dominated by behaviorist orientations, leading to mechanis-
tic and procedural learner applications such as diagnostic-
prescriptive teaching and token economies (Colarusso,
1987). In like manner, the findings of process-product teach-
ing research have remained dominant in special education
literature (Blanton, 1992). Although we see evidence in this
literature of the influence of more recent conceptions of
teaching and learning, these changing paradigms seem to be
slow to take hold in special education. General teacher
preparation programs throughout the country have begun to
consider and incorporate the newer lines of research on
teaching and learning into the delivery of their curricula
(e.g., Feiman-Nemser & Featherstone, 1992; Tabachnick &
Zeichner, 1991). Similar changes may not be occurring as
frequently in special education. Many programs are still
dominated by a competency-based approach to teacher edu-
cation (Blanton, 1992; Sindelar, Pugach, Griffin, & Seidl,
1995). Competency-based teacher education has remained a
mainstay of special education teacher education long after
the approach peaked in the 1970s and long after it took a
back seat to other movements in teacher education (Carter &
Anders, 1996). The emphasis on teachers’ thinking and deci-
sion making in general education teacher education presents
a significant challenge for many in special education teacher
education. If special education is to engage in any type of
collaborative activity with general teacher educators, the
two fields will have to communicate about and understand
the different conceptions each area holds about teaching and
learning. Further, both fields must communicate about the
influence of these conceptions on teacher education.

COLLABORATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The growth of inclusive schools and classrooms has the
potential to increase the opportunities for success for a
wider range of students within general education class-
rooms, to increase the opportunities for all students to
engage in authentic and meaningful work, and to decrease
unnecessary referrals to special education. General and spe-
cial education teachers alike need to be prepared to work
together to meet the needs of diverse learners, especially
those who are struggling. To do this, teachers need to share
beliefs about students, teaching and learning; to have a rich
knowledge base about curriculum and instruction; and to
know how to collaborate. To support teachers who can facil-
itate students’ success in inclusive schools and classrooms,
collaboration between general and special education in

teacher preparation is necessary. This collaboration involves
faculties in higher education sharing expertise, modeling
collaboration and at the same time deepening their under-
standing of it and openly discussing beliefs and values. Col-
laboration in higher education, though it is becoming more
prevalent, often faces barriers within the university and col-
lege culture.

Barriers to Collaboration in Teacher Education

The culture in universities and colleges may work against
the very activity (i.e., collaboration) needed most to deliver
quality programs to students with disabilities and other stu-
dents whose needs are not being met. Settings develop a cul-
ture that dictates thinking and actions of those in it, and col-
leges and schools of education reveal artifacts of a culture
that are similar from one university or college to another. We
often see the same names for departments and programs, the
same governance structures, and many of the same activities
performed by faculty (teaching, research, and service) across
institutions. These similarities are an outgrowth of the struc-
tures put into place in institutions of higher education (IHE).
Like other organizations, IHEs develop structures to accom-
plish the work of the organization (Heller, 1996). In consid-
ering these structures (e.g., departments), a number of factors
emerge as barriers to integration of teacher education pro-
grams in general and special education.

Earlier we noted the basic differences between general
and special teacher educators in their perspectives about
teaching and learning. If we consider this in relation to the
departmentalized structure of most colleges and schools of
education, we can see how this segregated structure supports
the professional isolation and identities of different groups.
In these separate departments, the faculty works in small
program groups to develop and deliver curricula for its stu-
dents. In most cases, decision making about program devel-
opment and other issues relating to the preparation of stu-
dents is not terribly difficult because the faculty speaks a
common language based on similar backgrounds and expe-
riences of faculty members. Only occasionally do many of
these individuals venture beyond these boundaries for pro-
gram development purposes. When they do, they might meet
more conflict because the philosophical orientations of fac-
ulty from various disciplines may differ and create commu-
nication barriers. In addition, as Lilly (1989) pointed out,
professional inertia can play a role and is often manifested
in common clichés such as “we’ve always done it this way”
(p. 154). .

Reward structures for faculty on university campuses
usually are not set up to provide incentives for the kind of
program development required for collaboration. In many
institutions, particularly in research institutions, research
may weigh far greater than the teaching and service areas for
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tenure and promotion (Goodlad, 1990). Even in institutions
where teaching is the primary focus, rewards seem based
primarily on one’s individual accomplishments. Added to
the emphasis on individual accomplishments is the control
that faculty members have over their professional lives. Fac-
ulty in IHEs often exercise a great deal of control over
schedule, course content, and grading (Heller, 1996). With
this control, the faculty is in a position to refuse to follow an
agenda set forth by colleagues, a department head, or a dean.

The leadership in Colleges and Schools of Education
(e.g., deans, department heads) may attempt to initiate
change in the organization only to face opposition from fac-
ulty. As noted, the faculty exercises a great deal of control in
IHEs, in which faculty governance is often the rule. In con-
trast, individuals in leadership roles may not always under-
stand and support the need for faculty collaboration in
developing alternative curricula for preservice teachers. This
is an important consideration if we heed the research on
effective schools, which shows how important leadership is
to achieving instructional goals (Lezotte, 1989).

The issue of resource allocation also can be a barrier to
the integration of general and special education teacher edu-
cation programs. Resources (e.g., faculty positions) usually
are based on how many student credit hours a program or a
department generates. Recruitment of students and accom-
panying resources allocated to programs often are divided
along department lines. This sort of division leads naturally
to competition for students and resources. In addition, peo-
ple in the bureaucratic structures on many campuses are
reluctant to respond to different models for allocating
resources. .

Despite these barriers, collaboration in teacher educa-
tion is taking place, challenging norms and practices cre-
ated by the structures and cultures of IHEs. As efforts such
as those described in this article and elsewhere become
known, we can learn about changes that are needed to sup-
port the time, commitment, and risks that collaboration in
higher education entails. This knowledge, in turn, can chal-
lenge the barriers to collaboration.

Learning to Collaborate

One of the greatest benefits of collaboration in teacher
education is that it can provide much needed professional
development by teacher education faculty. Alone, faculty in
separate departments rarely have the breadth of knowledge
about curriculum and instruction on the one hand, and about
individual differences on the other, needed to prepare teach-
ers for inclusive classrooms. In addition, faculty members
are likely to have limited experience with collaboration
themselves, and thus limited understanding of the chal-
lenges involved. Finally, their existence within separate pro-
grams may perpetuate a lack of examination of their own

assumptions and beliefs. Collaboration in teacher education,
by its nature, challenges faculty members to address and
enrich their own grounding. Articulation and examination of
beliefs and assumptions—both those of individual faculty
and those that will anchor programs—is required.

Faculty members are also challenged to assume new
roles and responsibilities—joint planning of programs and
courses, team teaching, sharing responsibility for a wider
group of students—that in many ways parallel the roles of
teachers in K—12 schools. Through collaboration, faculty
members can model and at the same time come to under-
stand the realities, benefits, and challenges of the kinds of
collaboration for which they are preparing teachers. Work-
ing together at the teacher education level also can help fac-
ulty members expand their own knowledge about curricu-
lum and individual differences and, in turn, understand and
model how those with differing levels of knowledge in these
areas can collaborate.

The need for collaboration in teacher education between
special and general education clearly is driven by what is—
and is not—occurring in the schools. The challenge to
rethink practices often associated with separate teacher
education programs, and—to work together in inclusive
settings where diversity is valued and accommodated,
requires that teachers” knowledge base be expanded and,
most important, that they come to share beliefs that ground
their work. If we are to make changes in teacher education,
we must ask ourselves if we are prepared to go beyond one
perspective to guide teaching and learning, a history of tra-
ditional teacher preparation, and a history of unchanging
departmental and college structures. This can happen—and
it is happening in programs nationwide.

Rethinking traditional practices will continue as we
increase our collaboration. As new teacher education pro-
grams develop, second generation issues inevitably will sur-
face, and the expanding knowledge about collaborative
teacher education programs will uncover yet other factors
that will affect future collaborations. We will continue to
learn from each other, as well as from our partners in
schools, as we take on the critical task of developing teacher
education programs that prepare teachers to provide equi-
table learning experiences for today’s and tomorrow’s
diverse learners.
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