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The Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act (EHA) was designed to improve
the quality of education received by children and youth with exceptionalities, including pro-- X
visions for ap-appropriate education in the least restrictive environmeni. Thus, EHA ;
requirements stipulate that ‘students be removed from general education programs only il
when the natfire or severity of their exceptionality is such that education in regular class-
“roonis, even with the use of supplementary aids or services, cannot be conducted satisfacto-
rily (Office of the Federal Register, 1987). For many children and youth with mild disabili-
ties, this rcqulremenl has been translated to mean education. in resource room and other -
pull-out progrdms(l/J;S Department of Education, 1987). ' .
Critics argue that service provision outside the regular classroom has léd to dmommu—
ity in instruction (Wang, Reynolds & Walberg, 1986), reduction of curricular options for stu-
dents with cxccpnonalmes (Stainback & Stainback, 1984), and education with a limited
scope. As-a result, children and youth with disabilities are prevented from gaining skills that
would facilitate their full- time reerftry into regular classrooms (Dunn, 1968). Alleged
byproduc[s of pull-out and other segregated programs include lower self-concept and self-
esteem for students with disabilities than for nonhandicapped peers (Rogers & Saklofske,
+~ 1985); less than adequate social skills (Madden & Slavin; 1983): and lack of preparation for 4
adulthood, n;amfested by a hlgh Tate of unemployment dmong people wnh cxcepuondhucx ‘
(Will, 1984).
"~ The present educational system also has provz.n inadequate for students without .
labeled exceptionalities (Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1987). Specifically, at least’ "0% of -
nonlabeled children and youth experience difficulty in regular classrooms. “These children o
‘are commonly described as slow learners, students who exhibit social, conduct, and behav- r
ior difficulties; possess low self-esteem; or haye problems in undcrslandmg or using language
- (Will, 1986, p. 413).
Prompted. by these issues, educators, policy makers, researchers, and lhwnsts have -
called for a variety of educational reforms, all designed to serve more effectively and effi-
ciently mildly handicapped and at-risk students in gegeral education programs. Although

4
. Richard Simpson and Brenda Smith Myles are with the Department of Special E‘(lm'mi.nn. University of Kansas. .

© Love I’ubl'ixhing Company, 1990.




2 n 'FOCUS ON EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN |

DECEMBER 1990

|
{

’ P

specific methodologies vary, reform procedures consistently
identify general and special education collaboration and

" shared fdecision making as essential ingredients for success.

Yet, in 'spne of general acceptance of a need for greater coop-
eration and involvement between regular and special educa-
tion; few models for achicving such collaboration have been
presented. In particular, conceptual and procedural models
that offer a broad perspective (i.e., focus on educational prac-
tices, environmental factors, and personnel considerations)
are needed. In response, we offer the General Education Col-

Jlaboration Model, designed to support general educators

through collaboration with special educators.

GENERAL EDUCATION
COLLABORATION MODEL

The General Education Collaboration Model, illustrated in
Figure 1, is designed to support general educators working
with exceptional children by means of collaboration with
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special c.ducalors or havipg special educators in the class-
room. Based on shared input, shared responsibility, and

“shared decision making (AASA/NAESP/NAASP School-

Based Management Task “orce, 1988; Bauwens, Hourcade,
& Friend, 1989; Crisci & Tutela, 1990), the model facilitates
integration of students with mild-to-moderate learning and
behavior difficulties into general classrooms; at the same
time; it-provides assistance that allows students to be suc-
cessful. The model emphasizes both instructional variables
and learner behaviors, based on the rationale that instruction-
al variables and learner behaviors cannot be separated from
instructional settings (Salend, 1990). :

The following four ma or assumptions underlie the Gcner-
al Education Collaboration Model:

e The general educator assumes primary responsibility
for teaching: the special educator’s role is to provide
support and resources to enhance student success.

« Social and academic interactions in the general educa-
tion classroom are beneficial for all students, -including -
those with disabilities. .

* Students, parents, and school personnel prefer educa-
tion in the general education classroom to pull-out and

~ other segregated programs.

« Contingent upon u'ﬁprop[iéle support and resources,

" most general educa‘ion teachers and administrators are
willing and capable to serve students with mild-to-mod-
erate disabilities in general classrooms.

!
COMPONENTS OF THE MODEL

The General Education Collaboration Model is based on
five essential elements:

1. Flexible departmentalization (Jones, Gottlieb, Guskin,

& Yoshida, 1978; I.awrence & Lorsch, 1967; Margolis

& McGettigan, 19€€).

Program ownership (Roubinek, 1978).

Identification arld development of supportive attitudes

(Heller & Sch(lil. 1287; Hersh & Walker, 1983).

4. Student assessmen' as a measyfe of program effective-
ness (Jones et al., 1978; Rogen& Saklofske, 1985).

5. Classroom modifications that support mainstreaming
(Myles & Simpson, 1989, 1990; Simpson & Myles,
1989).

w9

Although each model component is presented as a discrete
item, in actuality components are interwoven; each compo-
: a

-

-




P

nent significantly affects the others and cannot-operate effec-
tively in isolation. In fact, for school reform and mainstream-
ing to be effective, all components of the model must be in
place.

(lassroom Modifications
Supportive of
Mainstreaming

Identification and
Development of |
Supportive Attitudes'

Student Assessment
as a Measure of Program
Effectiveness

FIGURE 1
Essential Elements of
General Education Collaboration Model

L

Flexible Departmentalization

Departmentalization recognizes that individuals within a
school organization each have unique job functions. In fact.

their roles often are designed such that educators are able to

function- independently. To provide an optimal education for
all students, however, departmentalization must allow for
coordination, communication, and control.

|Coordination here refers ta the orchestration of defined
roles for service delivery personnel. In recognition of this
need, Judy Schrag (1990), Director of the U.S. Office of Spe-
cial Education Programs, observed that:

Special education program enhancements include better coordi-
nation across special programs and general education, increased
roles of the building principals, continued exploration of the
* circumstances under which students with special needs can be
educated in the regular classrooms and exploration of refine-
ments in our assessment and classification. procedures. (p. 7)

‘Coordination of special and general education programs
requires that individuals be aware of their own responsibili-
ties, as well as the responsibilities of others. Thus, much of

4

the teacher discontent concerning mainstreaming programs
stems from a lack of orchestration (e.g.. role duplication or
conflict) of school personnel responsibilities (McCoy & *
Prehm, 1987). i '

As it relates to departmentalization, communication serves
as the basis for developing a collaborative relationship.
Hence the need to involve all school organization members,
including administrators, parents, teachers, support personhel
and students. Communication ensures that involved persons
are working toward the same purposé and that each individu-
al provides program implementation feedback. Improved
communication is the sine qua non of effective general-spe-
cial education collaboration, '

The need for shared decision making and participatory
management has been recognized for some time. In his book.
Eupsychian Management: A Journal."Maslow (1962) pre-
sented a management theory based on humanistic psycholo-
gy and-the premise that optimal involvement of all partici-
pants in decision making results in (a) the well-being of all
invalved. and (b) an efficient organization that meets the
needs of the individual. As in society in general. schools are
not operating under Maslow's ideal: moreover. they likely
never will. Yet, the advantages of involving a variety of par-
ticipants (e.g.. teachers, administrators. parents, students,
members of the community) in decision making and in creat-
ing a supportive environment are increasingly being recog-
nized (Clune & White, 1988; Mertens & Yarger. 1988: Sick-
ler. 1988: Walberg & Lane, 1989: White. 1989).

I} the context of departmentalization, adoption and imple-
mentation of an effective control svstem is another critical
issue. The control system should address the following ques-
tions: How long will the alternative service delivery model
(e.g.. mainstreaming, support services) be in plﬁcc before
efficacy issues are addressed? Who holds responsibility for
those issues? Are there assurances for shared decision mak-
ing? What criteria will be used in the decision-making
process (Jones et al.. 1978)?

Program Ownership

Historically. issues related to mainstreaming have been the
domain of special education (McIntosh, 1979). Thus, special
educators have assumed responsibility for determining if and
when special needs students can be served appropriately in’
general education settings, which general cducation pro-
grams and instructors will best meet mainstreamed students’
needs, and how mainstreaming may best be accomplished.

"This system, in combination with other ill-considered

‘.,
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mainstreaming activities, has retarded general educators’ programs can be xuuusﬁj only to the extent that they create

participation in and embracement of mainstreaming prac-
tices. Knoff (1985), for instance. reported that many general
educators feel imposed on by mainstreaming, consider them-
selves unprepared to teach studerits with disabilities. and are
put upon by mainstreaming practices.
Significant improvements in the mainstrcaming system
. can be expected only with the support of and close worKing
relationship between general and special educators (Rou-
binek, 1978). In this regard, the General Education Collabo-
ration Model stresses shared responsibility by general and
special educators for students with disabilities. Accordingly.
general educators must accept responsibility for main-
streamed students| placcd in regular educatien programs. In
return, general t.dl)calorx can expect full participation in the
decision-making processu associated with mainstreaming
along with approq‘riale support (e.g., training, consultation).
The importance oLsharcd ownership and ownership clarifi-
cation cannot be underestimated (Heller & Schilit, 1987:
Hersh & Walker, 1983).
‘ . ;
Identification anq Development of Supportive Attitudes

Th advanlag,e\. ‘of placing students with disabilities in
generdl education Flasscs have been well established. Thus,
pursuing what the National Association of Retarded Citizens
(1973) referred to s “an existence as close to normal as pos-
sible” (p. 72) for persons with disabilities, parents and pro-
fessionals have in¢reasingly endorsed both the lgast restric-
tivé’ environment concepi and mainstreaming. At one time
mainstreaming was considered radical. Today, however, it is

" estimated, that most students with disabilities receive part of
their education in regular class settings (U.S. Department of
Education, 1987). Moreover, many educators have accepted
the philosophy of |mainstreaming students with mild handi-
caps in regular classes, a recognition that bodes well for a
continuation of thi$ trend. Yet, in spite of this backing, limit-

. ed attention has been given to preparing general classroom
settings to accommjodate students with disabilities.

- In particular, selecting teachers, school staff, and students
who are aware and supportive of students with disabilities is
a basic réquiremem for successful mainstreaming (Hersh &

‘Walker, 1983). As Martin (1974)«cautioned, unless educators
-develop strategies [for creating an accepting environment for
students with disabilities, “we will be painfully naive, and I
fear we will subje¢t many children to a painful and frustrat-
ing educational experience in the name of progress™ (p. 150).
Reister and Besselte (1986) also contended that integration

. 1979). . Myles and Simpson (1989)

an educational anmnm £nt in which children and youth
with disabilities thrive, d* ;\ ¢clop. and experience acceptance.
Such a supportive enviror g‘x‘cm requires strategies that assure
not only that appropriate instructional materials and proce-
dures are used. but that sacial, emotional, and attitudinal con-
cerns receive proper atten'ion.

The overall atmosphe -2 wnhm a school delcrmmes the
extent to which the General Education Collaboratiom Model
or any alternative mains rcaming strategy will be accepted
and employed (Gersten & Woodward. 1990). Hence. atti-
tudes of administrators, t2achers, parents, and students must
be #ssessed 1o determine 1o what extent these essential peo-
ple are prepared and wil ing to accommodate students with
disubilim’m regular class settings.

With regard to admin'strator attitudes, O'Rourke (1980)
found a significant relationship between teaching personnel
and building principals’ attitudes toward students with
exceptionalities. Hence. principals’ positive attitudes, as well
as administrative support for working with all students
(including those with ex:eptionalities), must exist if main.
streamed students are to “eceive optimal educational benefits
(Heller & Schilit, 1987; M cIntosh,:1979). Indeed. we recom-
mend that administrative nersonnel should be selected. part-
ly. on the basis of their i cgration attitude and their willing-
ness to accommodate bo' " disabled and normally developing
students. Administrator attitudes toward students with dis-
abilities can be modifiec (Donaldson. 1980); however, it is
more efficient to select “or educational leadership positions
individuals who demons rate positive attitudes toward main-
streaming and students v ith special needs. and who are, thus,
able to establish a positiv ¢ school atmosphere.

Positive reacher attitudes are also essential determinants of
mainstreaming success. é:scarch on teacher attitudes toward
mainstreaming has shown that general education teachers
generally perceive themszlves to be ill equipped to deal with
students with disabilities Miller, 1990). Yet, they agree that
mainstreaming is a posi‘ive educational practice, contingent
on appropriate teacHer 1pp0rl and training (Knoff, 1985
Moore & Fine, 1978: Reynolds, Martin-Reynolds. & Mark,
1982; Stephens & Benjemin, 19811 Williams & Algozzine,
eported that 86% of gen-
eral educators surveyed were willing to accept an exceptional
child in their classrooms on a full-time basis, given appropri-
ate support and training. Without support and training less
than 33% of the respondents were willing to accept main-
streamed students in their general classrooms.

Mainstreaming success also hinges on the leadership and
involvement of parents; both those with exceptional and with
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normally developing children (Heller & éc_hilit. 1987).
Indeed, the activities and lobbying of parent groups led to the
largestspecial education system reform in history (i.e. Public
Law 94-142). .

Many parents of children with disabilities report that they
are willing to place their children in general classrooms, con-
tingent on appropriate support and individualization (Myles
& Simpson, 1990; Simpson & Myles, 1989). Of the parents
of children with learning disabilities surveyeéd-by Abramson,

~ Wilson, Yoshida, and Hagerty (1983), 72% responded that

éducating handicapped and nonhandicapped children togeth-
er would improve the handicapped children’s academic

. achievement. In a related study 79% of parents surveyed by
Abelson and Weiss (1984).aggeed that handicapped and non-
-handicapped children could learn in the same classroom, but

40% of the participating parents stated that hangicapped chil-
dren’s educational gains would come at the ¢gxpense of .the
quality of other students’ education: As notedy most parents
whose children have had mainstreaming experiences appear
-to support those programs, contingent on appropriate ser-
vices and attitudes.

Recognizing the importance of student attitudes, Simpson
(1987) observed that'a noteworthy factor in the success or
failure of mainstreaming is whether normally developing stu-
dents accept, understand, and interact with peers with exéep-
tionalities, Clearly, mainstreaming programs must include
methods and procedures that facilitate normally achieving
students” awareness and acceptance of exceptional students
in the miainstream (Sasso, Simpson, & Novak, 1985). In-the
absence of this component, students with exceptionalities
will fail to become fully integrated in mainstreamed settings.

- As we suggested, individuals,with whom children and
youth with disabilities will interact in general education set-
tings must be maximally supportive. Relative to the General
Education Collaboration Model, therefore, teachers, adminis-
tl’alor%, -and other adull staff members (e.g.. custodians, cafe-
teria workers) must receive information about individuals
with disabilities along with facts on the rationale and advan-
tages of integration and mainstreaming. As a part of this pro-
cess, adults need opportunities to-discuss their mainstream-
ing roles and their attitudes and feelings regarding main-

- streaming. Thus, a supportive general educational environ-
~Agent for students with disabilities is best developed by

combining information with discussion opportunities.
Procedures for positively modifying the artitudes and
behavior of normally developing children and youth*toward
their disabled.peers is also a basic element of the General
Education Collaboration Model. Nonhandicapped students

requiré information and experiences designed to (a) familiar- .

growth.

,:ize them with the characteristics and needs of children and

youth with disabilities. (b) foster more accepting attitudes
toward individuals with disabilities, and (¢)-promote better
interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped stu-
dents. Positive attitudes toward students with disabilities do.

~ not occur automatically; hence, this frequently overlooked :
_mamstreammg element must be planned.

Use of curzicula and procedures designed to facilitate bet-
ter understanding and sensitivity toward students with disabil-
ities has proven slgmﬁcanl in integration programs (Fiedler &
Simpson, 1987). Accordmgly. the time and resource invest-
ment required to work with classmates of children and youth
with disabilities appears to be cost-efficient and utilitarian.

Not all stidents are candidates for mainstreaminge Thus,
selection of students most acceptable for integration must be

* based on both objective and subjective criteria. Objective cri-

teria may include aptitude and achievement eligibility levels, -
Subjective criteria may include student motivation, social °
responsibility, and behavior. Although student mainstream-
ing criteria will vary from setting o setting, exceptional stu-
dents must be-assigned to general education classes to pos-

sess the basic skills necessary to allow them to be suocusiul

and acupud 5 ¥

Student Assessment as a Measure
Of Program Effectiveness

Assessment is a key component of any program serving
students with exceptionalities and acts as an ongoing part of
the instructional strategy (Carroll, 1974). In fact, evaluation is
a key component of PL 94-142. To facilitate successful main-
streaming, assessment mustbccomprchcnswc encompassing |
student achievement, \Lll-ConCLpl and social integration.

Decisions pertaining to student achievement.include types -
of assessment measures (or specific, instruments) as well as
the frequeficy with which. they are.used. Because norm-refer-
enced $tandardizéd tests may: be unacceptable for students
with exceptionalities, many educators prefer curriculum-
based assessment methods. As noted by Marston, Fuchs, and
Deno (1986), curriculum-based assessment measures allow
for (a) reliability, (b) curricula compatibility, (c) validity with
respect to criterion achievement méasures, (d) ease and repe-
tition of administration, and (e) sensitivity to student growth?
Thus, cumculum based assessment methods allow for con-
sistent validation of mslrucnonal clfccuvcnexs and student

Self-concept is a construct that correlales wuh school

,achlcvemcm and social adjuslmcnl, Thus this vangble must

Y
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be monitored and, |if necessary, addressed through social
skills instruction and other intervention programs. Results of
investigations of the self-concept of students with mild

exceptionalities have been conflicting; some report that the -

self-concept of students with mild handicaps does not dif-
fer from that of ngnhandicapped peers (Coleman, 1984;
_ Stone, 1984; Yauman, 1983); others note a marked dis-
" crepancy between the self—concepts of handicapped and
- nonhandicapped st udents (Ribner, 1978). At least in part,
researchers attribute these equivocal research results to
servicg delivery model differences. That is, resource room
students who use normally achieving peers as a reference
group appear to have lower self-concepts than resource
room students who compare themselves with exceptional
| peers. But students with learning disabilities who use
| exceptional peers ds a reference group appear to have self-
concepts commensurate with those of nonhandicapped stu-
dents (Coleman, 1984; Yauman, 1983). Preliminar)" studies
of self-concept of Students served in an alternative service
delivery model reyealed no differences between the self-
concept .of normally achieving and exceptional students
(Hudson & Myles,| 1989; Wang & Birch, 1984)./To be con-
clusive, however; lhese results must be submitted to fur-
ther investigatjon.

Social mte_g%anqn refers to the relationships between stu-
dents.’ With respect to mainstreaming, social integration
involves relationships between students with exceptionalities
and normally achieving peers in terms of physical proximity,
interactive behavior, assimilation, and acceptance (Kaufman,
Gottlieb, Agard, & Kukic, 1975). Positive and accepting

relauonshxps belwefn children with disabilities and their nor- -
mally achlevmg peers are crucial to successful mainstream-

. ing to the extent tl}at exceptional students’ réjection by or
isolation from nonhandicapped peers could doom for failure
an otherwise successful mamstreammg program (Reister &
Bessette 1986). - (

As suggested earlier, general education students must be
made aware of the beeds and characteristics of their excep-

tional classmates. 'ITradmonally, little has been done to pre-

pare general education students to interact with exceptional
peers. Thus, significant change can and must occur via spe-
cific curricula and teaching strategies that facilitate normally
developing students’ interactions with persons with excep-
tionalities (Newman & Simpson, 1983).

Recognizing the importance. of mainstreamed student suc-
© cess, we contend that ongoing assessment in a variety of
areas is crucial to_the success of the General Education Col-

lz{boratiqn Model. Such assessment should be multifaceted,
taking into account the “whole™ child in terms of both self-
concept and social integration.

v

Classfoom Modifications Su[;pomve of Mainstreaming

~ Researchers have demonstrated interest in classroom mod- '

ifications that influence the educational process. In addition,

- the National Education Association (NEA) has taken a lead-

ership Tole in this area. Harris ( 1974), NEA president, chal-
lenged schools to.initiate reform to foster educational
improvement, recommending, for example, that'schools
reduce class size and obtain the services of more specialists.
A myriad of other modifications designed to enhance main-
streaming has also been sugaested (Hersh & Walker, 1983).

Class Slze

In his call to‘improve'schoo]s, Harris (1974) indicated that- :

the educational system could improve if the average class

size were reduced to 10 students. Harris’s recommendation
was supported by the results of an NEA survey (Teacher
Opinion Poll, 1975a). ‘When asked to state-the importance of
class size to (a) academic achievement, (b) social and per-
sonal development of pupils, and (c) teacher job satisfaction,
80% of teachers surveyed responded that small class size is
extremely important. In.a related study, 78% of general edu-
cators surveyed stated that class size is an important issue in
mainstreaming. This group of teachers indicated that a maxi-
mum class size of 15 to 19 students is required to’accept and
accommodate one mainstreamed exceptional student (Myles
& Slmpson 1989).

‘Although challenged (Robmson, 1990), a body of empiri-
cal data supports reduced class size. According to McKenna
and Olson (1975), for example, a class size of 25 or fewer
students would lead/to: (a) wider variety of instructional
methods, (b) better/classroom management and fewer disci-
pline problemé, (¢) improved teacher attitudes, and (d)
improved student attitudes. Smith g‘" d Glass (1980) reported
similar findings when class size was reduced to fewer than
15 to 20 students. . ®

‘Thus, small class size seems to contribute to the aca-
demic achievement of mainstreamed students as well as to
positive teacher and studént attitudes. Therefore, the Gen-
eral Education Collaboration Model suggests that classes
be small enough to allow teachers to meet the individudl
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needs of students and to provide successful mamstreammg
expénences -

Consultation

According to Idol and West (1987), school consultation in
special education has flourished. At least 26 states currently
have policies that mandate consultation (West & Brown,
1987). In addition, consultation appears to have general edu-
cator support. Approximately half of educators surveyed by
Myles and Kasselman (1990) reported that they used collab-
orative consultation, although a formalized consultation pro-
gram was not in place in their schools. Further, 95% stated
that they would use collaborative consultation for exception-
al and at-risk students if it were available in their schools.
When asked to select modifications, needed to‘(ln
exceptiomal student, 65% of the 100 teacRers polled by

: Myles and Simpson (1989) selected consultation.

In a data-based analysis of consultation, Miller and Sabati-
no (1978) compared student academic performance in a
resource room with performance in a consultation model.

‘Results showed that student academic performance gains
were equivalent for both models. According to Miller and

Sabatino:

~ One could argue that the consultation model was surprisingly
effective, since academic gains were on par with the direct ser-
vice approach. That is, regular teachers seemingly became as
“effactive in deljvering instruction to special children within
their classes as resource teachers were in intensive, ‘out of
mainstream’ classes.” (p. 89) ;

Concurring with the position taken by Miller and Sabati-
no, we contend that consultation between general and special
educators is necessary to the success of the General Educa-
fion Collaboration Model. This vehicle provides general edu-
cation with information and support regarding the characler~
istics and needs of 'students wuh exceptionalities..

Inservice Programs

Inservice has been.viewed as contributing to program

change.¢ Although the efficacy of traditional ‘inservice pro--
grams has been challenged (Fullan, 1985), it appears that -

effective inservice may assist teachers in mainstreaming stu-
dents with exceptionalities. In 1975 nationwide NEA survey,
teachers were asked which classroom modifications would

result in improved education (Teacher Opinion Poll, 1975b, .

ainstream an °

\

p- 14). Opinions were diverse, totaling more than ].6‘diffétem )
suggestions, including additional inservice programming.
According to a number of studies, teacher inservices may

- be desirable in implementing mainstreaming programs. For

example, Myles and Simpson (1989, 1990) and Simpson and
Myles (in press) found that parents of exceptional children, ~
support service staff, and general educators favor inservice
programs as a vehicle to enhance mainstreaming of students
with mild handicaps. Approximately half of those surveyed

* selected this mainstreaming option.

The General Education Collaboration Model suppom
continued inservice programs as a. means of enhancing the -
knowledge base of general educators through both group and
individual training. Group inservice is well suited for provid-

1
ing a general body of information regarding student charac-
teristics and needs, and individual training can give general -
educators specnﬁc information and feedback opportunities.

4
Paraprofessionals

Paraprofessionals play an important role in special educa-
tion, as evidenced by the large number of people-employed
in this role. As of 1980, more than 80,000 paraprofessionals
worked in special education public schools (Pickett, 1980).
Research suggests that specml educatorsare aware of the .
contributions that aides make in the classroom. Paraprofes-
sionals are far less widespread in general education pro-
grams, though, suggesting that they are perceived Jo play a
minor role in supporting mainstreamed students.

Regardless of the current use of paraprofessionals in'gen-
eral education programs, the General Education Collabora-
tion Model is based on the premise that paraprofessionals are .
needed, to varying degrees, to support the mainstreamed stu-

‘dents. Karagianis and Nesbit (1983) agreed with this assess-

ment, noting that teachers’ aides are “‘a necessary adjunct to"
the regular classroom where the teacher has a defined
responsibility for handicapped children” (p. 19). General
educators appear to concur; 65% of those surveyed by Myles
and Simpson (1989) saw parapro{esslonals as nc:cessary
facilitators of mainstreaming e

* Paraprofessionals should be availble to gencral education
teachers who serve children and }oulh with disabilities.
Specxﬁcally paraprofessionals may assist teachers with a
vangty of tasks, including (a) reinforcing previously instruct-
ed concepts, (b)-documenting student progress, and (c)
assisting with daily planning. Paraprofessionals also can per=
form time-consuming tasks such as toilet training and modi-
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fying writtén matenals (Karglams & Nesbit, 1983; McKen-

zie & Houk, 1986).

“Planning Time

Additional planniﬁg time was another frequently selected

‘modification among gerieral educators in the 1975 NEA poll

(Teacher Opinion Poll, 1975b). Respondents selecting this

‘modification suggested that increased planning time would
“improve teacher efficacy. With regard to mainstreaming,

planning time takes on even greater importance. According

to approximately half of general edutators and ancillary staff
surveyed, additional planning would be required-if one stu-

dent with an exceptionality were to be placed fulltime in a

‘mainstreamed setting. The majority of respondents indicated

that they would prefer one hour daily planning time (Myles
& Simpson, 1989; Simpson & Myles, in press). Parents did
not view this mainstreaming option to be as important as

* school personnel,did-(only one-quarter indicated that one

hour of daily planning’was a necessary mamstrearmng modi-
fication) (Myles & Slmpson 1990).

Teachers need adequate planning to be able to individual-
ize academlc tasks and plan optional or additional activities
that can enhance the performance of students with exception-
alities. This time also is needed to dHow general education
personnel to consult with other"educatipn personnel or work
with a paraprofessional. Hence, the General Education Col-

laboration Model incorporates adequate planning time as’

essential for general education teachers assigned to work
with exceptional students. Additionally, the school day
should be organized such that general and special educators
share common blocks of time for planning. e

S;4ppon Services

Availability of subpoﬁ service parsonnel has been seen to-

facilitate mainstreaming. Thus, the majority of general edu-
cators surveyed by Hudson,.Graham, and Warner (1979)

reported that although support service personnel were not.
generally available, they were needed to prov:de main-

streaming assistance.

Results similar to those of .Hudson et al. (1979) were
reached by Larrivee and Cook (1979), Moore and Fine
(1978), ‘and Knoff (1984). Those authors found that the
availability of support services impacted teacher attitudes
positively. Specifically, teacher attitudes toward mainstream-
ing seemed more positivé when support services were avail-
able. In fact, in. one study general educators indicated that,
without assistance ‘from resource personnel, they would not
generally support full-ume mainstreaming for students with

“and decision maki

learning disabilities or mental retardation (Knbff 1984).

Further, both parents and support service personnel agree

that support services play an important role in mainstream-

ing. Over half of the parents surveyed (Myles & Simpson,

1990) and three-fourths of ancillary staff surveyed (Simpson

& Myles, in press) responded that support staff availability

was necessary to mainstreaming. Based on these findings,
teachers are generally accepting of mainstreaming arfd hav-

- ing special students in their classes if they can rely on per-

sonnel for necessary support (Larrivee & Cook, 1979). Thus,
based on sound professional practice, the General Education

Collaboration Model maintains that these resources are -
essential for successful maintenance of students with dmabll- '

ities in regular classrooms.

CONCLUSIONS

The mynad needs of s‘hlldren youth and their families;
and the ever-changing neéds of society demand new ways of
providing an appropriat? education to children and-youth
with behavior and learning problems. Schrag (1990) remind-
ed us that “the students ‘¢ serve in special education today
are not the students that v served five years ago. There is an
increase in the number of students with learning and behav-
ior problems because of poverty, child abuse,-ethnic and lan-
guage diversity, teen pregnancy, and drug dependence? (p.
2). Hence, legislators, ed &cators and the general pubhc are
mcreasmgly demanding ;,hange observmg that education
‘will either need to evolve § pr dissolve.

Students with special, nieeds will contmue to pose a special
challenge to schools. Thuis, educational chdnge must include

"a methodology for more effectively serving these children
* . and youth. The increasing reliance on-general educators to

assume responsibility for high-risk and disabled students
demands an efficacigus support system. A multifacéted sys-
tem that takes intoﬁcgonsjderation shared input, responsibility,

between geneal and special educators
is needed to ensure an approprizg education for all. The
General Education Collaboration Model, with its emphasis
on meeting student, parent, teacher, and administrator needs,

.is a valuable contribution to this undertaking.
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