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Introduction
One of the topics frequently appearing near the top of lists of concerns of local Special education
administrators is the interaction that does, should, or might occur between special educators and
general educators at the Service delivery or decision making levels. There are several clearly
identifiable arenas in which meaningful general and special_educator interaction uccurS, or is
indicated, in state-of-the=art educational programs and servic2s for all students, whether or not
they are identified as handicapped.

in the public education system, Special education and general education structures began as
conceptually and administratiVely sparate entities. Over time, however, these parallel syStems
have converged and become interdependent. Retent literature on special education addreSSeS
the viability of toying a single, unified SyStem for managing educational resources on behalf ofall student&

There sh:suld be little doubt about the increasing need for general and special educators-7-whether
service providers_or decision maker--o Share educational responsibilities. Particularly at the
building level, the design of prereferral Strategies on behalf of students and the emergence of
building teams for both student and teacher support are promising practices. In recent years,
development of programs and serviceS for handicapped students has had significant impact on
changing the traditional roles of both Special and general education personnel. The once
narrowly focused role of special educatorS in sparate classrooms or center settings is now often
a multifocused role requiring knowledge and skill Sharing through consultation with general
education colleagues. Gencral educators who once expected to direct instruction to the level of
the majority of students in the classroom are now made aware of the wide range of student
abilities and limitations and are charged to provide instruction appropriate for each child along
the continuum. Decision makers in both general and Special education are increasingly aware of
the interdependence of resources and service& and programs and products are subject to public
scrutiny that has never been greater.

It is apparent that, to the public, greater fiScal resources are not an acceptable solution to
educational problems. Rather, leaders in education are expected to meet to plan responses that
make use of available resources in the best intereSts of all studentsan expectation that hag
particular implications for local special education administrators. Therefore, this review of someof the issues, practices, and possibilities in the interface between special and general educatorSis directed to them.

Development of Public Educational Systems
Historical Context
Public schouls for the maSSeS were not common in the United States until the firSt half of the
19th century, when StateS enacted legislation to establish community day schoolS (Dunn, 1963).
Although community day SchoolS were supported by tax dollars, there were no mandatory
attendance laws. StudentS incapable of adapting to the schools' academic curriculum weredenied instruction. As a result, many Students chose not to attend.

States began to accept reSponSibility for the education of handicapped persons late in the
19th century (Reynolds & Birch, 1977), providing educational services primarily in segregated,
residential_programs for children Who were blind, deaf, or mentally_retarded. By the early 20th
century, some cities began providing local services in special schools and classes. Effortt of
organized parent groups during the mic1=1900's led to expansion of local school district Special
class services for handicapped students.

From the late 19th century until the mid-20th century, public systems for educational ServiceS
for handicapped pupulations developed separately from those for nonhandicapped students.



Often community-bawd educational services for handicapped ShidentS were designed for those
rejected from general education programs. Special SchoelS and Self--contained special classes
Were both the expectation and the rule; Early special education progtafris were designed to serve

students whose exceptional conditions were obvious and whose needs kr extraordinary
instructional approaches and/or phygical lities Were Undeniable. Given such client character-
istics, the programs tended to encourage organiZational Structitret separate and distinct from the
main-Stream of public education . ; ; ; the assumptieta regarding placement, curriculum, and
instrUctional methodS tended to promote a separate; parallel organizational structure for the
special schools; classes, and perSennol proVided. (Buirello & Sage, 1979, p. 13)

Placement in special education programs of students with less apparent exceptionalities and
relatively less severe degree§ of deviance from normalcy contributed to the seftening of the
demarcation between general edtiCation and special education structures within lecal education
agencies (Burrello & sAge-,_ 1979). Although policy makers had openly questioned the ap-
propriateness of separate educational SerVices for all handicapped children for_nearly a quarter
centuty, it was not until paStage of PUbliC Law 94-142; the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975, that A Wide deVeleprrient of alternative; integrated instructional arrange7
ments was mandated. Refletting On the ACt at the promulgation of regulations; Martin (1976)
stated that

the new policy does seem to rule out blarket judgments Oh the part Of School offiCials that all
children with a particular kind of handicapping condition ; ; ; shall be educated in self=
contained classrooms or that all handicapped youngsters should be placed in special schools;
Instead; separate judgments must be made for Oath ehilci, and these judgments must be based
on art analysis of that child's individual needs ; ; ; earlier. . . . I COmmented on the negative
impact of Segregated institutions and their consequent c 'feet of strraigthenin& the MOVement to
provide handicapped children With an education in association with their nonhandicapped pEers. . the fact that mainstreaming is now publit policy Will Make its implementation no less
diffictilt. (p. 13)

The least restrictive environment provision of P.L. 94=142 directs that; to the maximum extent
appropriate; handicapped children will be edUcated With age-appropriate; nonhandicapped
peers. As Martin predicted, that stipulation Of the Act has been one of the most controversial
over time; as well as one of the most difficult tO iiiiplement across localities.

Present Status: Resource ROOth MOdei

Among the most Widely implemented alternatives to segregated, self-contained SpeCial education
classes have been reSource rooms and teacher consultant services. Friend and MeNiitt (1984)
reported that the literature on resource room programs reflects their variety hi organization
across states arid localities. They surveyed state education agencies (SEA's) to akertain the
nature of guidelineS fer resource program operation provided to lacal special ethitatiOn planning
units. Actording to Friend and McNutt; the resource room model

is the most widely used alternative to the regular education classroom setting. Typically; teachers
are required to be certified in the area(s) of exceptiOnality te be SerVed, and these programs are
meSt often categorical or multicategorical in nature-. The prosrams uktally have recommended
time _parametert for Student? attendance; although the time varies from a minimum of three
'tours per weak to a general Makimum Of up to, but not more than; half of the school day; While
the amount of time is suggested; the teen Or et:Omitted planning the student's individual
education program must make the decision concerning the actual amount Of 4inte spent in a
resource room . . . . ordinarily it iS used to serve the mildly-to-moderately handicappal;
(p. 154)

Consideration of Where handicapped children are placed when they are not in the reseurce
room for instructional Support fs as Critical to this discussion as a description of the model of
service delivery. That placetrient often is in a classroom provided for general education.



The additional time required to serve them has often been a general education argument
against the reintegration of handicapped students. Ivarie, Hogue, and Brulle (1984) inveStigated
the differences tcetween general education teacher time spent with learning disabled Students
and with nonhandicapped StudentS in one secondary setting and_one elementary setting. While
general education teacherS in the two settings studied did not spend significantly More time
assisting their learning diabled Students than their nonlabeled students, the resulta may be
subject to various interpretationt. AS the authors pointed out, their studies involved only in=class
teacher and student contacts; hence, teacher preparation time was not considered. One of thefrequently mentioned mainstreaming concerns of general education teachers pertains to time
required to adapt instructional materialS and/or approaches to the learning styles and deficita of
their handicapped students. Even with appropriate support systems through which generaleducation teachers are provided technical aSSistance in instructional adaptation, the adapted
strategies must be developed and planned outaide the classroom for implementation within it.

There is no way to predict the amount of additional time (if any) required on the part of a
general education teacher when a handicapped Student is enrolled in his or her class. However,
the following significant variables should be considered:
1. The sensitivity of the general education teacher to the student's special learning needS.
2. The willingness of the general education teacher to address students' special learning needsin the claSsroom.
3. The general education teacher'S repertoire of alternative instructional strategies.
4. The availability of adequate support systems to assist the general education teacher in

developing and implementing additional alternative instructional strategies.
5. The sensitivity and respontiveneSS of the education agency to_ documenting and reporting

requirements imposed on gen6ral education teachers serving students identified aS handi-
caPPed.

Considerable need exists, then, for coordinating efforts between the resource roomteacher and the general education teacher. Two particular complications frequently arise in this
areatime constrainta of biz:4h teachers, who have full instructional responsibilitieS, and the need
for development of sortie Special education expertise by the general education claSSroom teacher.
Often, the interruptiona to the general education classroom by removal of the child, even on aregular, predictable khedule, are as problematic as the coordination demandS. While mostteachers in general education classrooms have adapted to the frequent interruptions and have
developed some underStanding of the resource room concept and program, Significant excep-tions remain. In many inStances, the responsibility falls to the handicapped child to becomeinformed of mis.fed assignmenta and to complete classroom work mis..ced while Special education
services for the learning difficulty were provided in the resource room.

Present Status: Teacher Consultant Model
The special education teacher consultant services delivery option was developed to address the
learning difficulties of handicapped children through support and consultation provided to
general classroom teachers. This option is somewhat less widely used than the resource room.
Haight (1984) suggested that the role of a special education teacher consultant is a particularly
complex one, requiring "specific knowledge, skills in analysis, and problem-solving strategies,as well as an aptitude for human relations, communication, and skill development" (p. 507).
Haight referred particularly to the work of Lilly_and Givens-Olge (1981) in demonstrating the
need for special education teacher consultant models with the advent of P.L. 94-442 and the
subequently increasing numbers of handicapped children 'encountering standard school
curricula" (p. 508). She concluded that there are a number of problems SFiecific to the teacher
consultation model, including

(a) insufficient role definition of the nature of the services to be deliverea; (b) current changeS
in special education resulting in increaed needS of mainstream teachers, increased attention to
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noncategorical services-, and reevaluation of traditional assessment tools and techniques; (c) a
lack of consideration of the multiple consultant responsibilities in determining_ caseload and
service duties; and (d)) inadequate appreVal criteria and lack of professional preparation in the
multiple skills of teacher consultation-. (p. 514)

Particularly noteworthy in Haight's (1984) description of the teacher consultant role And
problems specific to implementing the Model is the combination of the necessity for communica;
tion; good human relations, and problem-Selicing skills coupled with the pauciqr of appropriate
training for special educators in those afrea. The Obvious dilemma is that special educators whe
are charged with the most direct reSponSibility for Assistance to general classroom personnel may
be limited in their_repertoire of techniqUeS, regardless of the value of the information and
assistance they have to offer. The Sittiatiein becomes particularly critical if a general education
classroom teacher is an unwilling participant in the whole process. This; too; is fuel for general
education's concerns about the special edtication System's ability to provide sufficient support
when students once thought unable RI perforth in the general education class setting are returnedto that setting.

Is System Unification POSSible?

Beth the resource room model and the teacher consultant incidel have emerged as means of
providing services to handicapped children whose placement is primarily in general education;
To some extent, those models have bridged the parallel special education and general education
systems. Arnotig those who have noted inherent weaknesses in the parallel education systems
is Madeleine Will, U.S. Department of Education Assistant Secretary for the Office Of Special
Education and Rehabilitation SerVices (1984); who suggested that confusion exiStS concerning the
goals and interrelationship Of general and special education; She noted the evolution Of general
and special education into separate and compartmentalized service delivery systems. MS. Will(1986) later cited the parallel sySterns as obstructive to accomplishing the overall goal Of P.L.
94-142 and called for collective contribUtions of general and special education skills and resourceSin addressing student services-.

While noting some of the tea=son§ SI*cial education systems developed within and parallel
to general education systems, Biirt6llei and Sage (1979) also proposed a possible future for special
education as a support system for All Students within the broader general education syStent.They suggested that special educAtibh Sheirld be organized along three "design strategies [which
include] . . . lateral relations, . . . slf---contained tasks; . . . and . . . vertical information
systems" (p. 152);

The concept of lateral relations prOvideS for a general education and special education dual
authority relationship between central Office and birilding levels concerning "(1) estimating the
need for supportive and alternative prOgratinS Arid services; (2) allocating resources; (3) evaluating
the building administrator's utilization Of theSe resources efficiently and effectively; arid (4)
judging the effectiveness of the supportive 0k:scrams and services on teacher or student
performance" çp. 153)-. The concept nf Self=contained tasks responds to the need for district-wide
special education initiatives such as consultation, demonstration; itinerant; and_training services
provided to administrators, teachers, Shidents, and/or parents. Finally; the concept of vertical
information systems is meant to "inerease the inferthation processing capacity of the organization
and its units" (p. 157); Information critical to5 deciSicin Making is shared in a timely fashion at all
levels of the organization to increase the freqtrency And Appropriateness with which decisions
are made at the service delivery (school building) level.

Stainback and Stainback (1984) subrnitted that "there are not two distinct types of stu-dentsspecial and regular ; . . regardleSS of any deSignated cutoffs; all students still differ to
varying degrees from one another alOng the Wind centinuums of differences" _(p. 102). They
suggested that what could exit is a single, Unified SyStem of education in which general and
special education expertise and resources are merged to provide for individual differences among
all students and to conserve the litithah and fiStal resources required by dual (and often
duplicative) systems; Particularly gerinane te thiS discussion is their argument that the existence



of a dual education system has "fostered competition . . . rather than cooperation amcng
professionals . . . (and) has interfered with . . . cooperative efforts" (p. 104). They suggested
that the division has_ extended into the application of research findings, preservice preparation
of personnel, and direct service programs by creatingotherwise nonexistent barriers and dividing
"resources, personnel, and advocacy potential" (p. 105).

Among the implications noted by StainbAck and Stainback for an education systems mergerare the following:

1. A refOcut of the preparation and assignment of pemonnel by inStructional categories.
2. General heterogeneous grouping of students with homogeneous grouping by instructional

needs only for specific courses.
3. Support personnel attention to appropriate student program planning rather than to classifica-

tion eligibility.
4. School ftmding by program element rather than the categories of exceptionality.
5. VieWing a Specific individual difference as one of the student'S characteristics to be considered

rather than an educational disability around which planning Occurs.

Other rewarchers, while seeing some promise in the Stainback and Stainback (1984)proposal, have warned of pitfalls in implementing a_single vstem. Mesinger (1985) suggestedthat only the position statements emerging from the special education community seem to assertthat it is time to evolve to a single system. He expressed a reluctance "to abandon special
education as a system until I see evidence of a drastic improvement in regular educational teacher
training and professional practice in the public schools" (p._ 512). Lieberman (1985), on the other
hand, commended Stainback and Stainback for presenting the concept; but he perceived the
nationwide initiatives of school effectiveness and excellence in education aS "upholding thenature of the system, standards, and grades above the nature of the individual. . ." (p. 516).He suggested that the purposes of special education can best be met through continuation of thedual system "with each party maintaining a Strong sense of individual identity, while creating
an ideal interface between the two" (p. 516). Given such divergence in thinking among leaders
in the special education community, there iS a clear need for the ideal interface between generaland special education that Lieberman suggested.

SnMmary and Implications

The development of special education oVer time has also been an evolutionary process wherebyprogams and services for handicapped students have become more claely aligned with
programs and services in general education. Most of the impetus for that etrOliition appears tobe rooted within the special education conimunity, with some specific movements prompted byinitiafives of parents of handicapped students and by federal legislative mandate. While the
resource room and teacher consultant mOdels have been instituted to facilitate the reintegration
of handicapped students into general educatiOn settings, there remains a need for extensive
reView of each option both as an emerging role for Special educators that requires special trainingand as a potential for interface between special and general education professionals. The questionhas bc^n raised as to whether or not this is the appropriate time for breaking down the remaining
dinceptual and programrnatic barriers between general and special education; It may best beanSivered within each locality or special education planning unit. Leadership and organizationalShifts within some localities suggest that the intrgOr iS hear or has almady occurred in thosesettings.

Athong the additional responsibilities of lOcal Special education administrators are thefollowing

1. lb COntinue negotiations with central office and buildingleVel Oneral education administrators
to deVelop opportunities for interaction between handicapped students and their nonhand-
itapped peers.
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2. To interact with colleagues responsible for the preparation of Service providers in the design
of appropriate pre- and inservice training.

3. To offer and/or to Seek local models through which effective and_productive merging of special
and general education reSources and programs have been and/or may be institutionalized.

The Concept of Shared Responsibility

Overview

A Viable Support system is one of the key components of a plan designed for the reintegration
Of handicapped Students (Mann; 1976); A reasonable support system would include the cadre
of SerVicea aVailable within the schools; all working together to fecUs Ort handicapped students
in either Special education or general education classroom: . Mann deScribed mainstreaming as
"an eVeliitionary concept of mutual responsibility" (p. 27). Mutual reStiOnSibility is critical to
sucteSaftil integration. For the decades prior to the discussion of reintegratiOn programs, special
edircatOtt dernenstrated a general willingness to assume total resgonsibility kir the education of
Children identified as handicapped; At the same time, the general education community
appeared willifig to relinquish all educational responsibility for those youngsters. To a consider-
able diciehi, one posture complemented the other; and both historically cOntributed to the
exclusion of handicapped students from general education programs.

As Movetherita surfaced_ prior to and were then supported by P.L. 9142 tO reintegrate
handicapped students into general education programs for at least part of the school day, it
became eSWirifial to review the responsibilities of both general and special education service
providers with the aiM Of fostering mutual responsibility; Mann (1976) aserted that "the most
cogent aspect Of Eritthial responsibility is the one that suggests that all teachers, regular arid
special, operating AS a tearti, must bring to the learning situation all the skills, competencies; and
attitudes that will enable a Shared responsibility to become a reality" (p; 32). Critical, then, is
cooperative planning and the SUbSequerit investment of ownership and interest in the handi-
capped student's success.

The matter of shared general education arid special education responsibility for all students,
handicapped and nonhandicapped alike, iS etren More critical given school enrollment develop-
ments of the past 10 to 15 yeark When an increase in numbers of students identified as
handicapped has been accompanied by a ConcUrrent decrease in the total number of students
enrolled in public schools. The latter haS iinpacted Schools and teachers by forcing reductions in
teaching staff and closing cht.fol buildings operated by local education agencieseach result
bringing_its own set of teacher, adthiniStittor, and Cornmunity anxieties;

Grant and Snyder (1983) wpott6d that tcital public school enrollments in the United States
declined modestly in the early 1970'S and at approidynately double that rate in the latter portion
of the decade; Projections are that there Will be a Might increase in total public school enrollment
in the latter 1980's; but by 1990 the total ehrollinent iS hot anticipated to exceed the 1980 fisme
greatly;_ More recent projectiOUS Of the U.S. ljetJartment of Education National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) (Gerald, 1985) haire SUOTiorted the earlier Grant and Snyder
projections; showing total public K through 12 enrallthentS iri 1970 at 49,909 million; in 1975 at
44,791 million; and in 1980 at 40,987 million (p. 44). Gerald projected 1985 enrollments at 38,997
million; 1990 at 39;869 million; and 1992 at 41,078 Million (p. 44). Another recent NU...S report
(Plisko & Stern; 1985) reflected on the relationship botWeeri Special education and total school
enrollments:

actWeet, the 19777 school year.. . . and 1983-84; the national total of handicapped children
sermd increased by about 606,CX)0 or 16 percent. Over the same time span, the total number of
all students enrolled in _public schools . . . declined by about 10 percent. Thus, the special
education participants; considered as a percentage of total public school enrollment, increased
from aVciiit 8 percent in 1976-77 to aboui 11 percent in 1983-84. Although the increase in the
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numl*r receiving special education continued through the early 1980's, the rate of increase from
year to you has declined. (p. 177)

During the period of declining total school enrollment, the rates of decline were not equitable
across the states. Seven states had increases and the remaining states had decreaSes ranging from
less than 5% to More than 20%. There is no reason to predict that the reversal trend will be moreeven.

Evidence abounds that there is concern at local, state, and federal levels about increases in
the numbers of handicapped students. Algozzine and Korinek (1985) cited the 1984 U.S.
Department of Education Report to Congress statement concerning significant increases in the
number of students identified as learning disabled. That report states:

Reasons for this rapid growth in the number of children Served as learning disabled . . . include
improved assessment procedures-, liberal eligibility criteria, tOcial acceptability for the learning
dis-abled clasSification, and a lack of general education alternatives for children Who experience
problems in regular classes. (p. 5)

Each of the reaSons stated has implications for general education and Special education interface,
but probably none more than the lack of general education alternativeS.

If greater numbers of students now than ever before are referred to Special education by
general educatorS unable to address their special learning needs, what might be the outcome of
certification of those students as handicapped and their subsequent reaSSignment to generaleducation settings? That question highlights the basic issue between general and special
education and the need for interface between them. Algozzine and Korinek suggested that
attention should be redirected from emphasis on eligibility discussionS to the realization "that
social, political, and economic factors create the problems [of rapidly expanding special educationenrollments]" (p. 393). They concluded that "the Mother Liberty mentality that established
America's first special class homes for the down-trodden and disabled may now lie an outdated
perspective that hag made Way's special classes overpopulated havenS for the hard-to-reach"(p. 394). Farticularly given the placement data available for learning disabled populations, it iseasy to conclude that many of the hard-to-reach may be identified aS handicapped and then
returned to general education classrooms for significant portions of the School daymost often
with general education expecting to receive special education support.

Prereferral as Shared Responsibility
As a result of the expansion of special education enrollments, leaders in public educationagencies have felt pressures to institute controls governing the number of students identified ashandicapped. Professionals involved with programs to assess students referred for possible
eligibility for special education or related services have noted the drain on agency human andfiscal resources resulting from assessment of students not found eligible. ThoSe factors, coupledwith concerns about the willingness or ability of general education classroom teacherS to provideinstruction for students with a wide range of abilities, have contributed to the initiation ofprereferral intervention programs. Such programs involve both general and special education
instructional and support personnel and provide both opportunities and dilemmas for interfacebetween them.

One of the better descriptions of a Model for prereferral intervention service was presented
by Graden, Casey, and Christenson (1985). They Stated 'The goal of the preferral interventionmodel is to implement systematically intervention strategies in the regular classroom and toevaluate the effectiveness of these strategies before a student is formally referred for considera-
tion for special education placement" (p. 378). ReSources are directed at_providing consultation
to the regular classroom teacher who indicateS a need for assistance in providing instruction fora particular student. The model includes consultation provided individually, then, if necessary,
by a consulting team. At each step, the consultant(S) and the classroom teacher work together
to define and document the nature of the inStructional difficulty. They then develop plans for
implementation and systerrotic evaluation of intervention strategies to alleviate the problem and
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reduce or negate the ne-ed for referring the student for further individual assessment. If the
intervention strategieS ar6 not successful, the option of referral is still available.

Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom (1985) have offered evidence of the likelihood of succeSs of
prereferral intervention programs in accomplishing anticipated outcomes as well as indications
of some of the factors that might work against the desired outcomes. The success of prereferral
intervention programs seems most likely when their implementation is faithful to all concepts
and components and when general educators can feel "ownership" and perceive the recom-
mended intervention strategies to be reasonable and potentially effective. For the purvose of this
discussion, the potential effectiveness of recommended intervention strategies should receive
particular attention.

It is critical that consultants working in programs demonstrate skills, experience, and a level
of expertise that includes awareness of the tenets of the general education classroom setting aSwell as a repertoire of instructional approaches that are implementable. Prereferral intervention
programs bear considerable potential for impacting general education through fostering skill
development in general education teachers. The opportunities for general and special education
interface at the service provider level are vastparticularly as opportunities are presented for
interaction concerning the environmental impact on instruction of students with learning
difficulties. However, there are also significant opportunities for dilemmas to arise when
Strategies proposed by special education consultant teachers are perceived by general education
teachers as unreasonable or lacking potential for success. Conversely, there is an equal likelihood
of conflict when general education teachers lack commitment to implementing instructional
Strategies suggested in prereferral intervention programs and do not contribute to the meaning-
ful assessment of their effectiveness.

leathitig as Shared Responsibility
While prereferral intervention programs represent one form of teaming general education and
special education efforts, there are other teaming strategies that also hold potential for both
opportunities and dilemmas in cooperation. Brown (1981) addressed the various conceptualiza-
tions of local building level teams when she statOd that they " . . . are designed to promote
Collaborative planning and a collaborative decision making process" (p; 2); She suwested that
Specific team programs vary considerably; yet there appear to be common goals among them,
including the following:

1; To provide inservice training activities for both general and special eclikation Service
providers.

2. To promote direct assistance to general education teachers who have handicapped studentsin their classrooms.
3; lb further support systems and alternative programs for stidents.
4. To provide and monitor efficient, multidisciplinary student assessments;
5; lb promote general education alternatives as first-line interventionS for Students with

susiNcted learning difficulties.
6. To assist general education staff in dealingwith curricular and behavior concerns for students.
7; To serve as a vehicle for student referrals;
8. To further communication among general educationi special education; administrative, and

other personnel;

Chalfant, Pysh, and Moultrie (1979) described a teacher assistance team -concept that
provides a building-level peer probleM-solving group for teachers. The purrfow of the team is
to generate more efficient and effective assistance to children by making classroom teaehdt- both
the referral agents and the responding support system; Implementation of this concept includes
components similar to those described for team consultation models. Meaning/11 interaction
among building personnel concerning difficulties encountered in teaching certain studeots and
possible instructional approaches to alleviate those difficulties is critical to the suctess of thig



process. Both general and special education _personnel at the building level are theMbers of the
teacher assistance team; and the process provides opportunity for all staff MeMbert te benefit
from the considerable knowledge and expertise of their colleagues.

Bushey and Baker (1980) discussed the implementation of a buildinglevel instructional
support team program designed "to build team spirit among staff members and to proVide
teachers an opportunity to work together in isolating problems and carrying Mit propcited
solutions in an attitude of mutual trust and understanding" (p; 72). ImplementatiOn of this mcidel
began with teacher and administrator selections of staff members to serve on the inStrUCtional
support team. The criteria for selection included status with the building faculty, dethonttrated
communication skills; arid tubject- and grade-level demography. The participatidn of the
building administrator as an equal member of the team is critical to the instructional suppOrt team
concept. In that capacity; the administrator is responsible for sharing the administrative
perspective on issues pretented; then participating in discussions as any other team member.
Team sessions are also open forums for the participation of other faculty; who may iXitorne
members of 0* instructional support team either during an issue-specific discussion or On A
more permanent 1:ASig. Each permanent team member is also responsible for maintaining direct,
face-to-face contact with a given number Of faculty to assure general awareness of team issues
and operation& Perhaps the most common application of the building team concept as
implemented in recent years has been the brganiiation of general and special education
personnel to consider student referral% diagnoitict; and remedial services (Grand Rapids Public
Schools; 1978; Minneapolis Public Sch NA& 1977).

Stokes and Pearson (1981) descriVed the Staff tupport team as

a schoolAmsed problem-solving group whose purpose is to provide a vdhiele fcir diScussion of
issues related to specific needs of teachers or students and to offer consultation and follow-up
assistance to staff. The team can respond to Shbrt=terin consultation; continuous support; or the
securing of information; resources; or training for thoe Who kequeSt itS Service. fiy providing
problem-specific support and assistance to individuals and groups, the team can help teachers
and other prok!Ssionals t5 become more skillful; gain confidence; and feel more efficatiOut in
their work with audents. (p. 3)

They also suggested that every school could benefit from a staff support team in kirne form; and
if a team exists or is contemplated; "careful attention needs to be given lb inittiite and sustain
it" (p. 1). Bailey (1984) also reflected concern about the need for attention to the Operations of
teams involving profetsionals from various disciplines; He suggested that probleitit May occur
without specific recognition of and careful attention to the realities that (a) team ftrnetiont are
developmentali (b) tearris COnsist of individual members; and (c) teams function aS a Unit.

There are various approaches to the development and functions of teams di' Whet group
processes for dealing vVith instructional issues. Aside from the stated purpoe or goals for team
establishment or the intended outcome of team efforts; successful models suggett that the
appropriate planning and iMplementation level is the local school building, with general aid
special educators as equal participants. Teaming and other group proces5es precent viable
opporttinities for general and ipecial education interface and problem solvingpartictilarly at
the building or other service delivery level.

Summary and Implications

The concept of general and special education shared responsibility for services to all students
(handicapped and nonhandicapped) embraces the notion of combining resources and expertise
for investment in the education of each student served by the schools and allocating resources
to each on the b-asis of need and learning characterittics. Efficiency is addressed by eliminating
duplicadve programs that permeate the current parallel general and special education systems.
The need for combining resources and effortt on behalf of all students is, in part, prompted by
the conflicting planning for increased enrollment by special educators and for decreased
enrollment by general educators that hat been in evidence for more thana decade.
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As special education enrollments appear to stabilize and general education enrollments
reverse to an upward trend, it seems an ideal time for reconceptualization of the manner in which
educational systems respond to each student's needs. Two particular initiatives point up the
possibilities of Shared responsibilities for students' benefit. Teaming building-level general and
special education practitioners provides opportunity for effective personnel development, peer
problem Solving, and cooperative decision making. VaTious models of prereferral intervention
encourage making full use of general education resources before considering the necessity for
special education services. Both teaming and prereferral models also serve to expand among
general education classroom personnel the expertise they need to serve students with an
ever-bmadening range of learning abilities and difficulties.

Responsibilities of local special education administrators in developing a shared responsibil-
ity for services to all students include the following:

1. To orchestrate opportunities for special educators and general educators in the design of
programs and services for all students.

2. To institute procedures that assure optimal development and use of general education
resourcessupplemented by special education expertise and methodology where indi;
catedto provide for the education of students with a wide range of abilities (using selective
referral for more specialized support).

3. lb support the participation of building-based and itinerant specialized staff in school-
building-level faculty team effortS, student and teacher assistance, and personnel develop-
ment.

Personnel Rale Changes

Overview of Role Changes
Programs and services for students identified as handicapped have historically been provided
in substantially separate settings from those provided for nonhandicapped students. A similar
separation has existed between programs for the preparation of general and special educators.
With the advent of mainstreaming initiatives, those responsible for training programs had to
reassess both the emerging roles of general and special educators and the preparation needs of
personnel to respond appropriately to the demands of those roles. Kokaska suggested a decade
ago that "mainstreaming will change the roles of both the specialist and the regularclass teacher
and require different skills' (1976, p. 77). Maher and Bennett (1984) cited the initiative for serving
numbers of handicapped students in general education programs and the subsequent role shifts
for both general and special educators as the major event contributing to the increased need for
thoughtful, responsive personnel development opportunities.

There are several components that arc important to the success or failure of personnel
development efforts. Primary among the contributors to success are adequate needs assessment
provisions and attention to personnel development systems as opposed to personnel develop-
ment artivitks. Adequate personnel development needs assessment requires prior involvement
in planning by individuals who represent the potential recipients of training. Through various
input_ strategies, they provide perspectives concerning the content and format of training.
Interface between general and special education concerning personnel development needs
assessment and planning should determine the training content as well as contribute to a
perception by the participants of 'ownership" of the topics selected.

Most educators have probably participated at one time or another in inservice events that
were organized seemingly without regard to previous or subSequent training sessions or topics.
An important provision in the personnel development mandate of P.L. 94-142 is that education
agencies design comprehensive systems of personnel development. The concept of a system
suggests planning and coordination of personnel development events that represent more than
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disconnected inservice training SeSSiOns; hence, training themes; involvement of all potential
audiences; and training wssibri follOW-up are all indicated. Further; the evaluated impatt of
training during one period of time iS dipected to suggest the content and nature of training
during a subsequent pericki of time.

Wang; Vaughan, and Dytman (1985) have suggested that
effectively designed and iMplemented staff development programs lead to the increased ability
of general and special educators to_ work together in mainstreaming settings to improve
educational services for general and special education students alike. With ongOing, inservice
training Siipricirt, school staff can successfully adapt curricula to individual student needS, While
also pmmoting students' s-elf-managethent skills. The outcomes of these efforts include positive
classroom processes; achievement gains, and increaSed selVesteem in students, as well as
positive attitudes and increased efficacy in program implementation for teacherS. (p. 119)

Certainly thoSe highly desirable outcomes support the argument for perSonnel deVelopment
initiatives and demonstrate the potential impact of those ventures on general and special
education interface and cooperation.

Role Change and Preparation Needs: Special Educators
"We know that there iS a Variability of skills among those teachers preently ASSigned to the
various categOrie5 Of Special claws, but the great majority of those teathett Want te be with those
children" (KOkaSka, 1976, p. 77). The reference to the emergence of rekiutte teachOi and
consultant teather peiSitiOns mentioned earlier noted that the most frequently seen tele Changes
are for personS preVieUsly employed in special education classrooms. Kokaska's suggestion
concerning special elaSS teachers is not sustantially different from the Eisenberg& and Ked Ugh
(1974) comment conterniog general education teachers' anxieties about distriet reSpbrisS to
declining school populations that tole changes "represent disruption to the comfortable and the
known" (p;_ 12);

Particularly in the early deVelopmental years of resource and consulting teacher prOgraink
there was considerable shifting Of Special education personnel as they attempted tb Make
transitions from special classtcotri teacher positions. Those who were as committed tO direct
student contact as Kokaska suggegted, initially were more attracted to the resource poSitiOnS,
expecting to continue with student tentact as their major activity. A nutn,.:: of studieS bf
resource programs have indicated, hoWeVer, that considerable portions of a resource teather'S
time have been required for recordkeeping,_paperwork, and teacher consultant responsibilitieS
(Brown, Kiraly; & McKinnon, 1979; Evans, 1980; McGlothlin, 1981; McLoughlin & Kelly, 1982;
Miller & Sabatino, 1978); It appears that there is less difference than originally thought between
the special education resource teacher and consultant teacher roles; the former is not clearly
limited to student contact and the latter iS not clearly limited to assisting general classro-om
teachers in instructional adaptation. Sort* toitibination of those roles must be coupled with
diagnostic skills (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978; YS..elclyke & Algozzine, 1979); problem identification
(Mecl Way & Foreman, 1980); and curriculum development (Sabatino, 1972)-

Cherniss (1985) noted the situation of a special education service provider experiencing the
impact of a role shift from special class teacher to teacher consultant concerned with the
reintegration of handicapped students into general edueation classrooms:

According to this individual; she once was Vie Wed by the regular education staff with admiration
and appreciation. But when her role changed and she_became responsible for moving
handkapped StUdent5 back into the regular classroom; many teachers believed that She was
trying to get them to do her work. And they resented her for increasing the level of conflict and
difficulty in their classes. This; in turn; led to more work-related stress and less social support
far the teaCher-consultant. (p. 50)

Role Change and Preparation Needs: General Educators
Teacher role changETs resulting from service delivenr emphases concerning handicapped students
clearly have not been limited in their impact to special education service providers. There have

5



1Yeen variout pressures brought to bear on the general education community for role changes
among classroom personnel. The Ivarie, Hogue, and Bru Ile (1984) study of increased general
education teacher time required for instructional services to students identified as handicapped
hat already been mentioned. Those authors cited a Williams and Algozzine (1979) study
indicating that

teachers who were unwilling to participate in mainstreaming efforts had two major concerns.
Fust, they felt that they did not have the technical abilitieS noitcaStary to work with students who
were handicapped. Second, they were concerned that thesa students would take too much time
hum their responsibility to provide educational services to the students who were not
handicapped. (p. 143)

As noted before, the evidence pertaining to the time issue is subject to inteApretation, and
hence is not necessarily conclusive. However, it is true that general education classroom
personnel have heen encouraged via legislative mandate andpublic policy to concern themselves
with changes in roles that require the use of often new and expanded instructional Strategies.
The issue of technical abilities suggests that there is a need for general educators to develop skills
that may or may not be necessary for successful teaching of nonhandicapped learnert. In thit
regard, it could be argued that the development of additional skills necessary for teaching
handicapped students can, in the long run, strengthen the general education procett.

Ganschow, Weber, and Davis (1984) have documented that some state education agency
attention has been focused on general education pretervice training to better prepare teachers
to provide instruction to handicapped students. In addition, the National Council for Accredita-
tion of Teacher Education (1982) has implemented a standard requiring teacher training
institutions to demonstrate that graduates in all accredited programs are prepared to _provide
instruction for handicapped students. Such initiativet may reduce the role change pressures on
future general educators but, of course, they do not terve teachers already in general education
classrooms. In the meantime, those teachers mutt serve handicapped students while responding
to their own and others' expectations concerning the quality of inttruction providedwith or
Without adequate on-site support.

One personnel development outcome aggested by Wang, Vaughan, and Dytman (1985)
concerns positive teacher attitudes about program implementation. They supported the uSe of
the fiaaptive Learning Environment Model (ALEM), a "systematic staff development approach
. . . designed to support the programming and role changes required for greater accommodation
of special needs students, as well as their general education peers . . . (p. 114). Johnson and
Cartwright (1979) investigated general education teacher knowledge about attitudes toward
handicapped students as impacted by (a) information about handicapped children, (b) classroom
experiences with handicapped children, or (c) both inforrnation about and classroom experiences
with handicapped children. While the study results did not confirm that their combined specific
experimental interventions were significantly more productive in positively affecting teacher
knowledge_or attitudes concerning mainstreamin& the researchers concluded that "information
and experience in &ome form will make teachers more aware of the possible effectiveness of
mainstreaming and more knowledseable about the capabilities of handicapped children in-
tegrated in their regular classrooms" (p. 460).

In the reintegration of handicapped students, Warger and Trippe (1982) suggested that
classroom teachers tend to object less to the reintegration of some typet of handicapped students
than to others, citing evidence that "students with emotional impairmentt teem to give teachers
particular difficulty' (p. 247). They also suggested that one major goal in pretervice training is
overcoming negative attitudes toward mainstreamed students. Attitude shiftt Are not likely to
occur through information only. Preservice information complemented by SuppOrted classroom
experiences with handicapped students appears to be one promising approach to impacting
future general education teacher attitudes.

While the attitudes of general education instructional and administrative personnel are of
obvious importance to the success of efforts to educate handicapped students in regular classes,
it is also a joint responsibility of general and special education professionals to cooperate in
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addrsting the attitudes of nonhandicapped students about their handicappbd peers. Kilburn
(1984) pointed out that "attitudes of the nonhandicapped population toward persons with
diSabilities play a deciding role in the ultimate success or failure of endeavors to integrate
handicapp-ed persons more fully into society" (p. 124); If the endeavors to integrate handicapped
gersoris in society are tO succeed at an early level; general and special educators must address
their own attitudes toward handicapped students as well as the attitudes of nonhandicapped
students and others significant in the instruction of all students;

alend (1984) has emphasized the extent to which efforts to educate handicapped students
with their nonhandicapped peers are affected by the skills and attitudes of general education
classroom teachers, suggesting that personnel development programs should address those
skills and attitudes to further the possibility of success in mainstreaming efforts. With the
possible exception of building staff teams, ptobablk no other area holds greater potential for
effective general and special education interface than the area of personnel development.
Throush planning, content development, follow-up-, and evaluation processes; staff can gain
considerable appreciation for the experienct% eXpertise, and situations of others; At the building
level; they can also expond their own foundations and repertoires through consultation with
colleagues who are immediately available for inforrrial follow-up consultation or assistance.

Maher and Bennett (1984) have obterVed that

in addition to necessitating routine inservice mlucation for Special educatorS, the changing
nattite of special education has one other dramatic effect of direct conwquence for p-ersonnel
development; Federal_and state legislation, hi particular P.L. 94-142, has partially shiftml the
responsibility for educating the handicappved froni the ShbulderS of special educators to those
of populations relatively unfamiliar with exceptional children. Regular edhcation teachers,
sthcial _principals, parents, and paraprofessionals, among others; all now share in thiS educa-
tional enterprise; Thew populations also nted te be trained if they are to effectively carry out
new roles and responsibilities; (p; 148)

Various states and localities have invetted considerable human and financial resources for
training general and special education practitioners responsible for the direct delivery of
instructional and support services to handicapped students. As noted previously, the p-otential
audiences for such training are almost limitless.

Role Change and Preparation Needs.: Administratois
Pressures for role and responsibility changel resulting from implementation of the concept of
serving handicapped students with nonhandicapped students have not been restricted to
classroom personnel. Attention has alto been focused on the sharing and division of responsibil-
ities of general and special education administrative personnel. Prior to the legislative mandate
and wide implementation of the concept of least restrictive environment, Sage (1968) analyzed
the functions of special education administrators and elementary school principals. He found
that special education administrators were perceived as not getting far away from the specialized
skills normally associated with direct service i:ersonnel. Sage stated, "As compared to the general
education administrator, the special education administrator seems to be focusing more on the
technical details of providing new and improved tervices" (p. 68).

Robson (1981) surveyed directors of special education, principals, superintendents, general
education teachers, and special education teachert in one state concerning the respective role
behaviors of directors and principals. He found that directors of special education were expected
to provide minimal direct service in pupil functiont or in personnel administration, where
respondents perceived no mapr line relationOlip. They were expected to play a major role in
outreach efforts to parents and community agenciet. Principals, on the other hand, were
expected to take major responsibility in direct service to pupils and in all supervisory and
evaluative aspects of personnel administration.

Although there clearly were differences in the nature of tWse two studies, some conclusions
may be drawn regarding a shift in special education adminittrator roles. The later Robson study
indicated a somewhat broader focus for the special education administrator than did the earlier
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age Study. At the same time, the Robson study results seemed to more dearly imply a more
direct principal's role in service delivery to students and in personnel administration across both
general and Special education than was implied in the director of special_education role. If such
conclusions are accurate, they may reflect certain changes in the lines along_which general and
special education adminittrative responsibilities are drawn from programmatic to organizational.

Mingo and Burrelo (1979) viewed a linkage between the special education administrator and
the building adminiStrator bated on the following assumptions:

(1) that role responsibilities and authority are dynamic concepts in a state of flux, expecially in
regard to Special education leadership roles; (2) that building administrators are the key
leadership in the deliveg of gferViceS at the building level; (3) that building administrators must
increasingly assume responsibility for all children in their buildingt if placement of handicapped
children in the least restrictive environment is to be a reality; (4) that special education leadership
personnel (both generaliSt and Specialist types) must increasingly provide support to building
administrators, regular and special education Staff through consultation, demonstratiom and
inservice trainin& and (5) that a clear specification of role responsibilitieS and authority be
deriVed to govern the relationship between building and special education administrators. (p.

The authort suggested that "the special education administrator must accept the challenges
Within the role of a change agent . . . . which is an addition to, rather than a replacement for,
other functions" (p. 22). This supports the idea that the sharing and divition of administrative
responsibilitiei represents an area for general education and special education interface.

Burrello and Sage (1979) reported that the concept of educating handicapped children with
their nonhandicapped peers affected both special education and general education program
development. With the variety of new concepts regarding provision of services for handicapped
children, eMerging models commanded attention and promoted investigation of newly designed
bak4 for_Service delivery. Advocacy for handicapped persons assumed new dimensions for the
Special edtkation ministrator, regardless of whether it was the adminiStrator'S own advocacy
role Within the ecational system or the advocacy postures of thoe outside the Vstem who
challenged and impacted traditional policies and practices. Lamb and Burrello (1979) described
the Special education administrator's role shift as an abrupt one from developer and programmer
to monitor and defender of service delivery systems for handicapped children. "nig new role,"
they suggetted, 'dearly places the [special education] administrator in a defensive and reactive
role. It is uncomfortable, unfamiliar, and unrewarding" (p. 48).

There are clear implications for special education administrators to accept Sand promote
changes in their own rolet that include both the broader interaction and responsibility and
resource exchanget with colleagues in general education. Sage and Burrello (1986) have
proposed, "that the tpecial education leadership role initially become a linking role between
sp*cial education and other central office services" (p. 156), emphasizing that

this repositioning invc.lveS a commitment to be responsive and to share th c. responsibility and
the resourcm needed to implement Such a (mainstreaming] program. It also involves a
commitment to support quality special education teaching pertonnd in their sharing of our
field'S accumulated knowledge and skills in the education of exceptional learnert. (p. 157)

Impact of the Effective Schools Movement
The recent emphasis on effective whools and excellence in education has affected expectations
for personnel performance. Considerable attention is focued on ttudent achievement, particu-
larly as governed by the classroom variables that are within teacher control (Goodman, 1985;
Jewell, 1985; Peterson, Albert, Foxworth, Cox, & Tilley, 1985). Student test results have become
a primary public tool for measuring teacher/whool effectivenett. Goodman (1985) has suggested
that

this essential characteristic of effective schools (monitoring and dOcumenting student progress(
has long been a hallmark of special education practice . . . . One might speculate that special
educators have helped to Seniitize the iarger educational community to the need for the
monitoring of student performance. (p. 103)
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If this is true, one might also speculate about the service delivery caveat in that sensitization.
Although teacher performance asSeSSment may not directly include student gain in most
situations, student change data are clearly considered by the community in evaluating itS
schools---and the simple fact iS that students with learning difficulties do not often contribute
positively to overall student change data. The issue may be more acute in group standardized
achievement testing programS than in individual minimum competency testing programS.. The
former is mare often ued for compiled and reported statistics than the latter, while accornmoda=
tion for handicapping conditions in teSt administration is more frequent in the latter than in the
former. As Goodman commented, however, there is likely more similarity than difference
between the effective 5chools movement and historical special educator program emphasis, that
is, interest in academic engaged time, direct instruction, coirunon curricular objectives and teSt
content, supportive school climate, and recognized importance of school leadership.

The impact of general educators' views of the relationship between students with learning
difficulties_ and movements focusing on "Back-to-aasics" and Sch6ol improvement were dis-
cuSSed by liecutt, Cox, and Pelosi (1984) in their study of issues regarding the identification and
placement of high-incidence handicapped students. From visits to representative school districts,
they concluded that "the Back-to-Basics movement and the concern for school improvement in
regular education is impacting upon handicapped students, particularly at the secondary level,
by increasing graduation requirements and establishing ability grouping in regular classes" (p.26). The basics movement has renewed the practice of ability grouping in some school districts,
and students identified as handicapped (usually learning disabled or mentally handicapped) tend
to be placed in lower functioning groups for the mainstream portions of their school day. In
some cases, strengthening the curriculum in general education classes has resulted in increased
difficulty for handicapped students in making the transition to thoSe programs from Imre
restrictive Settings. Finally, increased requirements have served to discourage handicapped
studentt from entering diploma-granting programs and have placed them in a tenuous position
in competing for now more selective assignments to vocational programs. Adding to the
complexity, the authors also found that the "intensity of programming with special education
and related srvices has decreased because of funding problemS" (p. 28).

There are, then, both poSitive and negative aspects to the relationship betWeen mainstream-
ing efforts and movementS commonly referred to as "Backto-Basics," "Excellence in Education,"
or "Effective ScheolS." ThiS points up yet another critical area for general and Special education
interface and cooperation.

Critical in the sharing and diviSion of general and special education administrative reSponSi=
bilities is provision for adequate Supervision_ and evaluation of general education, Special
education, and other direct Service personnel. Zadnik (1984) linked personnel suivrvision and
evaluation practices with reearch on teacher effectiveness, stating that

the impact of teacher effectiveness research on supervision practices has been ineffectual. This
is true in tfoth regular and special education . . . . Instruments used to monitor and evaluate
the performance of special education personnel have been found to be identical to those uted
in regular education. The result of not operating from any firm research base has contributerl to
supervisors utilizing fundamentally unsound critoia to observe, monitor, and evaluate instruc-
tional pinvonnel. (p. 6)

As can be seen in part from the discussion of administrative roles, one reaSon both general
education and special education personnel are evaluated in like manner and by like criteria maybe that the taSk moSt frequently falls to a building-level general education adminiStrator. In such
instances, then, it iS the Special education administrator's responsibility to aggiSt the building
adminishator in deVeloping a supervision and evaluation plan appropriate to the roles of the
respective suberdinate perSonnel. The importance of differential supervision and evaluation
plans for general and Special education personnel is increased as special education roleS reflect
resource or conSultant models more often than special classroom models. There it continuing
need to vary superviSion and evaluation components between special class situationS and general
class situations as well.
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Stmtmary and Implications

The interface occurring between general and Special educators has been punctuated by certain
significant changes in the roles of serVice proViders arid adininistrators, most prompted by shifts
and interdependent responsibilities iti serVice to Students. Many general education classroom
personnel need to become more informed in inttriretional methodology that was formerly viewed
as within only the special educator's purview. Many former special education classroom
personnel have to become more knowledgeable about the general education classroom and about
communicating their instructional expertise in cOnStiltant fashion to content specialists in
edUcation. Leaders in both seneral and special education are faced with a more pressing need
to respond to an emerging shared resivnsibility for the education of all students by pooling and
jointly allocating commitments; knowledge, skills,:and resources.

Local special education administrators may wcupy the most influential positions in determin-
hig the likelihood of success of joint efforts; They 'vat the following primary responsibilities:
I. To_promote and support the appropriate preparation of all service delivery personnel to meet

the _professional and pemorial derriands of responding to the educational needs of ha-nth=
capped students in general education settings.

2. lb initiate and Stipport the sharing of resources and responsibilities between general and
special education leaders and decision makers with the goal of barrier-free planning and
program implementation on behalf of all students.

3. lb generate meaningful program evaluation and other initiatives designed to publicly
deinonstrate a concern about excellence in services for all students.

Fiscal Concerns

Stant Qtio
To this point there has been little discussion in thiS book concerning the impact of fiscal demands
and constraints on the interface b-etweeit pieta] and special education. Nevertheless; financial
COnsiderations have; in part, governed progratri development in both general education and
special education; and they also provide another forum for productive interface; One of the
findings of a Hocutt; Cox; and Pelosi (1984) study Of local education agency placement practices
was that placement practices were affected by diStrict special education funding constraints.
They reported that

the ViSited LEAS art finding themselves in the position of serving roughly the same prop:I-onions
of all handicapped studentS With eSSentially fewer dollars due to inflation; higher mlaries, etc.
One way they have dealt with this problem is to emphasize initial placement or movement
toward those placements less expensive for fpecial Cdbcation, such as regular classes with
conSidtative sbrVitbs. Additionally; they have reduced the number of classes offered that haVe
low student-te.vher raticiS and increaSed those that have higher student-teacher ratios; the latter
classes are also less restrictive optionS. (p. 25)

(In addition3 in some of the visited LEAs; studentS Were placed on waiting lists for services
arid/or Splcific placemems; in the lattcr case; they were_placed in a setting less restrietive than
the me needed Until a filet in the appropriate placement opened; In otherq, school persbnnel
stated that students received the Service5 and placements that they neede- n received them
less frequently or less intensively. ; ; than they needed. These problems caused by lack
Of stifficient funds. (p. 28)

There can be no doubt that; in the sites visited, Spodel education fiscal constr. ts have impacted
the delivery of services to handicapped childreh ahd that the nature of that impact has been to
place greater demands on general education.
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In aribther Study, Pyecha, Kuligowski; and Wiegerink (1984) found that
administrators in several districts . . . reported using mainstreaming to control expenditUres for
special I:du-cation by shifting a portion of [the special education] program costs to the regular
education program; For example, when special education placements were limited; the amount
of time special education students spent in regular Claaidi WAS frequently increased; and
consequently the time in special classes reduced, allowing diStrictS to place more students in
Spiicial education programs without increasing the special edutation staff. (p. 21)

These researchers also noted a dramatic increase in the use of the consultative model, which
promoted special education service delivery through general education teachers. Three Of the
important tOnthiSions from this study are as follows:

1. "Federal and state funding approaches and formulae (for general and Special education) and
Spt=4;:fal education policies affect the numbers of students identified aS handicapped, as well
aS their elaSSifications and placements" (p. 34).

2. "SucceSs in competing for local funds, which in turn is a function of local priorities and local
attitudes toward special education, is an important factor in determining the number of
students identified as being in need of special education and related serviceS, and the type of
&ervices provided"(p. 35).

3. "Special education, compensatory education, other categorical problems, and regular educa-
tion programs are interdependent" (p. 38).

Wang and Reynolds descrilk.d "the case of a successful merger of special and general
education services in regular classes that was discontinued because of funding disincentives"
due to current special education policieS and funding practices (1985, p. 498). In their example,
the successful merger of general education and special education services resulted in a profitable
education for handicapped studentt and more individualization of education for nonhand=
icapped students within the general education program. Since some of the students were not
identified as handicapped and those identified as handicapped were receiving all services
through general education, they did not generate the additional necessary dollars needed to
support increased program costs and program continuation.

Kakalik, Fury, Thomas, and Carney (1981) reported findings of a national study of local
education agency special education and general education r.*r=pupil costs. Because data werecollected during the 1977-1978 school year, the specific figurs may not be as important now as
the relative differences among_ them. Kakalik, et al. noted that the local costs for service to
handicapped students totally within general education (With or without consultation) were
nearly one-half the costs of service in general education With itinerant or part-time special
education provided. While the costs for itinerant or part=time Special education placements were
near those for full-time special education class placements, a Significant portion of the itinlrani
and pArt4ime costs were for necessary general education instructional Services. The findings of
Kakalik et al., then, seemed to lend support to the extent to which it may be 15oSsible to conserve
Special education fiscal resources by diverting certain expenditureS to the general education
budget. However, they were careful to note that mainstreaming iS not intended primarily as a
Way to reduce costs; rather, a child should be reintegrated when it is the most appropriate
placement.

The current education finance dilemma, of course, is that both general education dollars and
svecial education dollars are in short supply. Because of this, there may be greater need today
than there haS been in the past for general education and special education interface and
cooperative planning to limit duplication of effort and most efficiently provide for appropriate
programs and services for all students. Given the variety of systems for funding general and
special education programs, it is more difficult to orchestrate collaborative education finance
lobbying effort; in some states than in others. Cooperative efforts seem most succeSSful in those
states Where the funding formub for special education programs is based on the Same foundation
as general education funding. fioth groups of constituents, then, can press for increases in the
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foundation amounts, which increase program allocations accordingly. In those situations, gTeater
attention can be focused on local allocation practices.

Summary and Implications
It is not diffitUlt to dectithent the extent to which general and special education financeS are
linked or the extent tb Which a chronic dollar shortage in one area affects the Other. T_WciSion
makers in both general and sp-ecial education in many localities are faced With continuing fiscal
constraints and either threats of or painfully real reductions in fiscal resoureet. Neither Special
nor general edUcatOrS cthi afford competition with each other for available fikal Siipport to
education; rather, the financial arena may be the most critical for linkageS and COOperation.
Moreover, neither can afford to lose interest in attempting to impact the methods by Which local,
state, province, or federal &Matt fer education are generated;

4gain, there are hinplications unique to the local special education admiriiStrater. Following
are some of their respOnSibilities:

1. lb Maintain particular awareness about the fiScal condition of the total education ageng andalkiiit the potential fiscal impact on both Special and general education resources of special
echication proposals.

2; To seek out and promote opportunities through which special education and general
education efforts can be COMbined to reduce duplication and conserve the fiscal reScitirceS Of
boil i;

3. To purStie, Where appropriate; impact on the development of educatiOn funding mechanisms
and formulae that encourage cooperative; unified lobbying by special and general educators
for the briefit of bkith.
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