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ABSTRACT 

This study involved a sample of 66 regular classroom 

teachers, grades K through 5, from a local school district. 

Subjects were given a measure of preference for two types of 

cooperative interventions designed to meet the needs of 

mildly handicapped students in the regular classroom 

(collaborative and consultative interventions). The results 

indicate that the teachers had no preferences of one type of 

intervention over the other and that the two variables 

measured were positively correlated. These results seem to 

indicate that those teachers who are willing to cooperate 

with special education personnel were flexible in the 

approach used, while others did not support either type of 

intervention. Respondents comments reflect a strong concern 

for large class size and fairness to non-handicapped 

students. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

For the past few years there has been a movement for 

special and regular education to work more closely to service 

the special needs of students with mild learning and behavior 

problems in the regular classroom (Johnson & Pugach, 1991, 

Anderegg & Vergason, 1988 & Robinson, 1990). The basis for 

this movement lies in an initiative handed down by the 

Assistant Secretary, Madeleine Will, of The Office of Special 

Education and Rehabilitative Services. As stated in the 

Assistant Secretary's November, 1986, report to the Secretary 

of Education: 

"The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative 
Services is committed to increasing the educational 
success of children with learning problems. OSERS 
challenges States to renew their commitment to serve 
these children effectively. The heart of this commitment 
is to search for ways to serve as many of these children 
as possible in the regular classroom by encouraging 
special education and other special programs to form a 
partnership with regular education. The objective of the 
partnership for special education and the other special 
programs is to use their knowledge and expertise to 
support regular education in educating children with 
learning problems.(p.20)" 
(Heller & Schilit, 1987 & Robinson, 1990) 

Students with a variety of learning problems compose the 

target population of the Regular Education Initiative. 

However, the students of this target population are assumed 

to be able to benefit from the developmental curriculum used 
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in the regular classroom. Developmental curriculum 

"...provides a sequence of lessons focusing on reading, 

writing and arithmetic designed so that students who attain 

the learning objectives will eventually reach a point of 

adult proficiency or competence." (Jenkins et. al, 1990) 

Learning problems encompassed by the initiative include: 

-mild speech or language impairment 
-mild specific learning disability 
-mild mental retardation 
-mild behavior disorder or emotional disturbance 
-sensory impairment 
-physical impairment 
-disadvantaged or migrant socioeconomic status 
-limited English proficiency 
-need for remediation in one or more subject or skill 
areas. (Heller & Schilit, 1987; Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990) 

A variety of theories and suggestions have been proposed 

regarding the rationale for and the adoption of the Regular 

Education Initiative. However, the problem is that there is 

a definite lack of information from the individuals who would 

actually be implementing the changes--regular educators. The 

purpose of this study is to gather specific information that 

is needed to effectively and efficiently implement the 

Regular Education Initiative in general education classrooms. 

proponents of the Regular Education Initiative cite 

three main problems with our current special education 

delivery system. One claim they express is that the current 

special education delivery system is one of the most rigid 

tracks in education today, and that once a student is 
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identified he or she rarely escapes (Robinson, 1990, Gersten 

& Woodward, 1990). This notion is supported by a study done 

by George, Morvant, Gersten, and Woodward (1990), which 

studied special education services in 3 urban schools and 

found only 4% of the students served in these programs exited 

in a given school year. Another area of dissatisfaction with 

the current system is that special education is simply a 

dumping ground for students who are difficult to teach, with 

an increasing number of these students being minorities 

(Will, 1986, Gersten & Woodward, 1990) . This view is 

substantiated by the fact that there has been a significant 

rise in students classified as Learning Disabled in recent 

years (Gersten & Woodward, 1990). Finally, another avenue of 

criticism is that our current special education delivery 

system does not meet the needs of all students who are 

experiencing difficulty. Students may be performing poorly 

academically but do not meet the eligibility requirements for 

special education support, because of the absence of an 

aptitude-achievement discrepancy (Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 

1987). As stated by Will (1986), "In other words, special 

programming can work against a coherent strategy for the 

provision of services to all students who need individual 

assistance." (Will, 1986). Based on the above problems and 

the initiative given by Assistant Secretary Will, 

professionals in the area of regular and special education 
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have been attempting to interpret and operationalize a 

workable mainstreaming model. 

There are a broad range of interpretations of the 

Regular Education Initiative. At one extreme is the complete 

elimination of the special education system, with all 

handicapped students being served in the regular classroom 

(Lieberman, 1990) . A more conservative interpretation calls 

for the formation of a partnership between regular and 

special educators with the goal of serving mildly handicapped 

students in the regular classroom, with more severely 

handicapped students served in self-contained classes (Heller 

& Schilit, 1987). The latter interpretation is most closely 

related to the 1986 report given by Assistant Secretary Will, 

suggesting a supportive partnership between regular and 

special educators to serve mildly handicapped students in the., 

regular classroom. 

Beyond a specific call for partnership between regular 

and special educators for increased mainstreaming, the 

Regular Education Initiative is without definition (Jenkins 

et. al 1990). Never-the-less, various states have begun to 

define and implement practical applications derived from 

recommendations of the Regular Education Initiative. Iowa is 

conducting extensive research with pilot programs that are 

working toward the goal of successful mainstreaming by 

focusing on cooperation between special and regular 

education. Research data is gathered on factors crucial to 
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refining cooperation, such as: number and quality of 

classroom interventions, intervention outcomes, reports of 

regular classroom teachers about the support they received 

and their satisfaction with it, and reports from the special 

educators as to how often and in what way they assisted the 

classroom teachers (Robinson, 1990). Another example is seen 

in Vermont, in 1990, it became the first state to legislate 

"Success in Regular Classrooms." This comprehensive plan has 

aimed at successfully serving all students in the regular 

classroom as much as possible (Robinson, 1990). This plan 

includes parent involvement, extensive support for regular 

classroom teachers by special education personnel, as well as 

screening and evaluation procedures. What the above 

applications of the Regular Education Initiative have in 

common is that "...they are experiments in educating children 

with mild to severe disabilities and children without 

disabilities together, in regular classrooms, with support 

for the classroom teacher in the form of consultation with a 

special educator, or team-teaching, or a range of other 

collaborative activities." (Robinson, 1990) 

As demonstrated above, when considering the practical 

application of the Regular Education Initiative a key 

assumption is that regular and special educators work 

cooperatively to form a partnership, so that the needs of 

mildly handicapped students will be met in the regular 

classroom (Heller & Schilit, 1987, Greenburg, 1987). 
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However, the nature of this cooperation is poorly defined 

(Jenkins et. al, 1990). Gersten and Woodward stated that 

research on effective teaching must be translated into a 

manageable set of strategies concerned with details of day-

to-day instruction if teachers are to change their teaching 

styles (Gersten & Woodward, 1990). Similarly, the Regular 

Education Initiative must be distilled into clear, concise 

cooperative interventions based on specific needs teachers 

express as necessary conditions to serve mildly handicapped 

students in the regular classroom. Various models for 

cooperation have been presented in the Regular Education 

Initiative literature. Cooperative models range from 

collaborative to consultative in nature. 

The collaborative model of cooperation is invasive by 

nature, because with most of the interventions the special 

educator is in the regular classroom and may do direct 

teaching, whether with the entire class or with small groups 

of students (Jenkins et. al, 1990 & Adamson et. al, 1990). 

Collaborative techniques include: 

-Working with individual students in the regular 
classroom 

-Monitoring the progress of all students 
-Pulling groups within the regular classroom 
for initial or remedial teaching 

-Co-teaching groups or the entire class 
-Teaching specific units 
-Sharing in planning all assignments 

Successful cooperation under a collaborative model can 

substantially improve the student:teacher ratio in the 
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regular classroom, as well as provide regular and special 

educators with more opportunities to communicate and learn 

from each other, thereby providing more specialized 

assistance (Byrnes, 1990). 

The consultative model is more focused on the special 

educator providing indirect services to the students by 

empowering the general educator to meet their individual 

needs (Jenkins et. al, 1990; Adamson et. al, 1990 and Cosden, 

1990) . Consultative models are much less invasive by nature 

since the contact primarily occurs outside the classroom. 

The special educator provides the regular educator with 

assistance and external resources primarily during planning 

periods, before and after school (Cosden, 1990). Cooperative 

interventions include: 

-Assistance on adapting curriculum 
-Providing resources for use in the regular 
classroom 

-Developing materials for lower level students 
-Developing units for use by the regular 
educator 

-Assisting the regular educator in selecting appropriate 
techniques for instruction and behavior management 

-Assisting the regular educator by modeling special 
instructional and behavior management techniques 

Successful cooperation under a consultative model can 

substantially improve the regular educators ability to deal 

with the diversity of individual students, as well as, allow 

the special educator to serve, indirectly, more students 

(Huefner, 1988 & Jenkins et. al, 1990). 
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The OSERS has suggested that special education and other 

special service programs use their knowledge to help the 

regular educators serve the special needs students in the 

general education setting. This suggestion infers that 

collaborative or consultative teaching models should be 

adopted. The strength of these cooperative types of models 

is the idea of the special and regular educators working 

together and sharing the responsibility for planning and 

instructional outcomes (Donaldson & Christiansen, 1990; 

Huefner, 1988). However, the collaborative and consultative 

models are not without their drawbacks. In a study conducted 

by Semmel, et al, teachers seemed to be less supportive of 

changes that had an impact on their current role in the 

classroom, their instructional time or general classroom 

practices. Without careful implementation of such models the 

regular educator may feel the consulting teacher is simply a 

tutor, an intruder, or a external resource rather than an 

inside source (Huefner, 1988). 

With the range of cooperative models available it is 

necessary to determine which type of model (collaborative or 

consultative) regular classroom teachers feel would be 

necessary to make a mainstreaming model feasible in their 

classrooms. Information such as this would facilitate the 

implementation of mainstreaming programs by more closely 

matching teachers wants with needs. ' Therefore opportunity 

for further research of one key issue is apparent: What type 
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of intervention is deemed necessary by the regular educator 

from the special educator to successfully implement the 

Regular Education Initiative (collaborative vs. 

consultative)? 

Based on the information discussed above the following 

hypothesis for this study was formed: 

• There will be a significant difference in the type of 

cooperative interventions teachers desire (between 

collaborative and consultative) in order to enable them 

to effectively serve mildly handicapped students in 

their classrooms. 

Investigation into special and regular educators' 

perceptions and opinions surrounding the regular education 

initiative was conducted by Semmel, et al., at the University 

of California, Santa Barbara, published in the September, 

1991, issue of Exceptional Children . Overall this study 

found that general educators suggested that they felt the 

regular education classroom was unsuitable for full-time 

placement of students with mild handicaps. This study's 

findings also included "...results that indicate that regular 

classroom teachers do not perceive themselves as having the 

necessary skills for adapting instruction." (Semmel et. al, 

1991) Thus Semmel et. al suggest the need for further 
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investigation into the perceptions and skills of teachers 

before any reform in current practice is implemented (Semmel 

et. al, 1991) . 

In addition to these findings a study of general 

classroom teachers' perspectives on making adaptation for 

mainstreamed students demonstrated: 

"Teachers are willing to include mainstreamed students 
within whole class activities and to provide 
encouragement and support for their academic success. 
They are less willing to make specific modification in 
their instruction, use of materials, or environment" 
(Schumm & Vaughn, 1991). 

This resistance may be due to a genuine lack of current 

knowledge to implement the adaptations such students would 

make necessary (Schumm & Vaughn, 1991). Alternatively it 

might be as Gersten and Woodward suggested in their May/June 

1990 article "...the initiative demands too much from an 

already overburdened classroom teacher and provides nothing 

in the way of resources, rewards or incentives". A study 

published in 1985 revealed that teachers who have had 

previous experience with handicapped people or have taken a 

course in special education are more accepting of 

mainstreaming (Harvey, 1985). Through the collaborative or 

consultative models regular educators may be more 

comfortable and willing to make adaptations in the regular 

classroom. However, it is still unclear what services can be 

provided to regular educators to make them more comfortable 



with the proposed system. Thus a second key issue is 

addressed in this study in the form of a research question 
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• What type of training or further education is seen as 

necessary by the regular educators to enable them to 

feel confident of their ability to successfully 

implement the Regular Education Initiative in their 

classrooms? 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subject 

The elementary schools in the Flowing Wells School 

District of Tucson, Arizona, were selected for this study. 

The Flowing Wells School District serves more than 5,800 

students. (Welcome.., 1991) The district is located on the 

northwest side of Tucson, and consists of five elementary 

schools, a junior high school, a senior high school and an 

alternative school. Approximately 43% of the teaching staff 

in this district have completed course work beyond a 

bachelors degree. (Welcome.., 1991) All of the 96 regular K-5 

classroom teachers were surveyed. The sample consisted of 66 

teachers who returned their survey. Table 1 represents the 

demographic characteristics of the sample. 

The five elementary schools in the Flowing Wells 

District contain a variety of K-5 special education programs. 

Each of the elementary schools have a cross-categorical 

resource room program with either one or two special 

education teachers and a speech therapy technician. Two of 

the schools have additional programs. One of the schools has 

a total of five special education classrooms: the cross-

categorical resource room, a classroom for severe and 

profoundly handicapped students, one classroom for hearing 

impaired students and two classrooms for emotionally mentally 
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TABLE 1 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE 

N= 66 
(Compared to entire school district, N=96) 

M e a n  Standard 
deviation 

District 
comparison 

Years of 
Experience 
Teaching 

9.8 6.5 10.0 

Grade Level 
Taught 3.3 1.6 2.7 

Class 
Size 27.6 3.4 28.0 

Number of 
Students 
with Mild 
Handicaps 

3.6 2.2 NA 

handicapped students. The other school has a classroom for 

students labeled as emotionally disturbed in addition to 

their resource program. There is no district policy on the 

mainstreaming of handicapped students. 

Instrumentat ion 

The study involved the measurement of the extent to 

which cooperative activities were desired by regular 

classroom teachers and whether these should be collaborative 

or consultative. 
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The questionnaire consisted of 26 cooperative activities 

collected by an extensive review of literature on cooperative 

models for regular and special educators. The cooperative 

activities were divided into two main types: collaborative 

interventions-13 items and consultative interventions-13 

items, (see Appendix A) 

Collaborative interventions were defined as those 

interventions in which the special educator is in the regular 

classroom and may do direct teaching, whether to the entire 

class or with small groups of students. The consultative 

interventions were defined as those interventions in which 

the special educator's role tends to be more focused at 

empowering the general educator to adapt for individual needs 

through advice and external resources. (Cosden, 1990; 

Maloney, 1990) 

The response format for all the cooperative activity 

items was a four-point Likert scale: Most Desired/Needed, 

Strongly Desired/Needed, Somewhat Desired/Needed, and Least 

Desired/Needed. Subjects were asked to report their 

desire/need for each of the cooperative activities in order 

to serve mildly handicapped students in their classrooms. A 

score was then calculated for each activity item. Items were 

scored so that the highest value was assigned to the Most 

Desired/Needed category, 4.00. Scores for each item 

represented the mean of the item responses and ranged from 
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4.00 (Most Desired/Needed) to 1.00 (Least Desired/Needed). 

(See Appendix B) 

In addition to the cooperative interventions 

questionnaire a short demographic questionnaire was added. 

This questionnaire was used to collect such data as years of 

experience in the regular classroom, grade level taught, 

class size, number of mildly handicapped students serviced, 

any experience teaching in special education and desired 

growth opportunities for further education in the Regular 

Classroom Initiative. (See Appendix C) 

Procedure 

The questionnaires were distributed to the regular 

classroom teachers during a regularly scheduled staff meeting 

by the investigator. Standardized instructions in the form 

of a cover letter were given with the questionnaires in order 

to maximize uniformity between subjects.(see Appendix D) The 

subjects were allowed to complete the surveys at their 

convenience and return them to their school principals, who 

then returned them to the investigator. Sixty-six out of the 

ninety-six teachers surveyed responded to the questionnaire 

resulting in a return rate of 69%. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Table 2 represents the mean scores and standard 

deviations for each of the 13 collaborative items. The 

total standard deviation of 0.41 reflects a moderate amount 

of variation, with the standard error being 0.11. 

TABLE 2 

Mean Responses and Standard Deviations 
for Collaborative Items 

Item Number M SD 

1 3.42 0.75 

2 3 .02 0.87 

3 3.06 0 .74 

4 2.82 0.86 

5 3 .32 0.96 

6 2.41 1.20 

7 2 .85 1.04 

8 3.09 0.99 

9 2 .79 1.07 

10 2 .77 0.96 

11 2 .12 1.13 

12 2.26 1.01 

13 2,29 0 .94 
Total 2.79 SD 0.41 

SE 0.11 

Table 3 represents the mean scores and standard 

deviations for each of the 13 consultative items. The total 
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standard deviation of 0.33 reflects a moderate amount of 

variation, with a standard error of 0.09. 

TABLE 3 

Mean Responses and Standard Deviations 
for Consultative Items 

Iteia Number M SD 

1 3.02 0.85 

2 3.48 0.73 

3 3 .06 0.87 

4 2.89 1.01 

5 2.71 0.96 

6 2.74 1.00 

7 2.29 1.00 

8 2 .59 0.93 

9 2 .59 0.94 

10 3 .06 0.96 

11 3.05 0.95 

12 2.58 0.84 

13 2,35 0.98 
Total 2.80 SD 0.33 

SE 0.09 

Table 4 represents the mean score, standard deviation and 

standard error for the two variables, collaborative and 

consultative interventions. 
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TABLE 4 

Mean Responses and Standard Deviations for 
Types of Cooperation 

Types of Cooperation M SD SE 

Collaborative Activities 2.79 .41 .11 

Consultative Activities 2.80 .33 .09 

The demographic data obtained can be used to divide the 

respondents into groups whose mean scores on the same groups 

of items can be compared. The subjects were divided into 

pairs of groups based on each of the following criteria: 

1. Whether or not they had experience working in special 
education. 

2. Whether or not they had taken any courses in special 
education beyond those required for certification. 

3. Whether or not they had BOTH special education work 
experience AND additional coursework (as above). 

4. Whether or not they had greater than or equal to ten 
years of teaching experience. 

The mean scores of each of these pairs of groups were 

compared, looking at the collaborative scores, the 

consultative scores and the total (combined cooperative) 

scores. Table 5 shows these results. 
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TABLE 5 

Scores Based on Demographics 

Collaborative Consultative Total 

36.28 s=7.09 36.74 s=7.61 72.96 s=13.52 

35.42 s=5.37 33.83 s=5.87 69.25 s=8.73 

No Spec Ed 
Exper (n=54) 

Yes Spec Ed 
Exper (n=12) 

No Coursework 3 6.44 s=7.31 
(n=43) 

Yes Coursework 35.52 s=5.75 
(n=23) 

Without BOTH 
coursework & 36.05 s=7.16 
Sp Ed Exp (59) 

With BOTH (7) 36.20 s=7.70 

Without 10 
yrs exper (37) 35.97 s=6.50 

With >10 yrs 36.31 s=7.22 
exper (n=29) 

35.44 s=7.53 71.81 s=13.56 

37.65 s=7.00 73.17 s=11.48 

36.20 s=7.70 71.57 s=9.00 

36.29 s=4.03 72.37 s=13.24 

34.78 s=6.62 70.70 s=11.90 

37.45 s=7.61 73.76 s=13.60 

The data in table 5 was examined using a one-tailed, case II 

t-test, with an alpha of 0.05, for the presence of a 

significant difference between any of the above group pairs. 

There were no significant differences in the scoring of 

collaborative items, consultative items or in the total 

cooperative scores based on experience and/or coursework in 

special education or based on having at least 10 years of 

teaching experience. 
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The above four issues were also examined to see whether 

there was a significant correlation between any of them and 

either mean collaborative score, mean consultative score or 

mean total (combined cooperative) score. Table 6 presents 

these correlations: 

TABLE 6 

Correlations Based on Demographics 

Correlation between work experience in special education and: 
mean collaborative score = -0.05 
mean consultative score = -0.15 
mean total (cooperative) score= -0.11 

Correlation between special education coursework and: 
mean collaborative score = -0.07 
mean consultative score = 0.14 
mean total (cooperative) score= 0.05 

Correlation between BOTH work experience with coursework and: 
mean collaborative score = -0.03 
mean consultative score = 0.004 
mean total (cooperative) score= -0.02 

Correlation between at least 10 yrs teaching experience and: 
mean collaborative score = 0.03 
mean consultative score = 0.18 
mean total (cooperative) score= 0.12 

The data in table 6 indicate that there was no significant 

correlation between any of the four categories and either the 

collaborative, consultative or total scores. 

As a component of the demographic survey the regular 

classroom teachers were asked to choose which of the four 

types of training opportunities presented would they see as 

necessary if the Regular Education Initiative were to be 
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implemented in their public schools. Their preferencesare 

listed in table 7: 

TABLE 7 

PREFERRED TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES 
(the categories were not exclusive) 

TYPE OF TRAINING NUMBER PERCENT (of 66) 

Inservice 54 78% 

Mentor Programs 33 48% 

Reading Material 27 39% 

College Credit Classes 22 32% 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

A fundamental feature of the Regular Education 

Initiative is that regular classroom teachers are willing and 

able to make classroom adaptations to meet the individual 

needs of mildly handicapped students. The purpose of this 

study was to gather specific information from regular 

classroom teachers which would be helpful to effectively and 

efficiently implement the regular education initiative in 

general education classrooms. K-5 regular classroom teachers 

from a local school district were surveyed to see which of 2 6 

interventions presented they saw as necessary to make a 

mainstreaming model feasible in their classrooms. The 

interventions were equally divided into two types, 

collaborative and consultative. It was hypothesized that 

there would be a significant difference in the type of 

cooperative interventions teachers desired in order to enable 

them to effectively serve mildly handicapped students in 

their classrooms. 

The mean score for collaborative interventions (2.79 ± 

0.41) was essentially the same as the mean consultative score 

(2.80 ± 0.33). However, the study design unfortunately does 

not allow a proper statistical compairson of these scores for 
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the purpose of proving the presence or absence of a 

preferrence for a certain type of cooperative intervention by 

the group as a whole. A problem exists in that the 

collaborative and consultative interventions were scored 

separately by a single study group. A direct comparison 

could have been made if each survey question had presented a 

continuum from collaborative to consultative from which the 

respondents would choose. 

Nevertheless, correlation can be properly assessed and 

the independent variables (collaborative and consultative 

interventions) were significantly correlated, r=.64. Regular 

classroom teachers tended to respond the same way about one 

type of cooperative intervention as they did the other. This 

result seems to indicate that those teachers who were willing 

to cooperate with special education personnel were flexible 

in the approach used, while others did not support either 

type of cooperative intervention. 

These results indicate that it may not be as much an 

issue of which interventions teachers desire as it is, their 

overall willingness to cooperate with special education 

personnel and serve mildly handicapped students in their 

classrooms. The teachers who favored either type of 

intervention certainly seem more willing to cooperate with 

special educators and serve mildly handicapped students in 

their classrooms. Those teachers who did not favor either 

type of cooperative intervention seem to be demonstrating an 
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unwillingness to cooperate with special education personnel 

or an unwillingness to make the necessary adaptations for 

mainstreamed students with mild handicaps or both. 

A few variables which may contribute to this 

unwillingness are the time involved with the interventions, 

the invasiveness of the interventions and/or a lack of 

knowledge and experience with the interventions and/or 

handicapped students. 

Time is certainly an important issue with teachers. A 

study conducted by Winnery, et. al, 1991, found that in 

general teachers prefer less time-consuming strategies. 

Simply providing for the educational needs of 20-30 average 

classroom students is a formidable task. Along with this 

there is increasing pressure on classroom teachers to 

increase student achievement scores (Garvar-Pinhas & 

Schmelkin, 1989) . These factors, combined with the proposed 

mainstreaming of mildly handicapped students certainly 

provide for a significant investment of time on the part of 

classroom teachers. In addition mildly handicapped students 

require more attention from their teachers than do non 

handicapped students (Truesdell & Abramson, 1992). In a 

study comparing the attitudes of "regular educators, special 

educators and administrators about students academic 

achievement with mainstreaming, classroom teachers rated 

mainstreaming the least favorably of the group (Garvar-Pinhas 

& Schmelkin, 1989). This finding highlights the concerns 



that classroom teachers have about the demands that would be 

placed on them by such mainstreaming. 

The invasiveness of cooperative interventions may also 

be an issue to teachers who seem unwilling to cooperate to 

serve mildly handicapped students in their classrooms. 

Perhaps regular educators feel the presence of a special 

educator in their classroom during instruction would encroach 

upon their autonomy. However, if the variable of 

invasiveness was a significant factor one would have expected 

the classroom teachers to prefer consultative interventions. 

Consultative interventions are much less invasive by nature 

than collaborative interventions. The special educator would 

not be required to be in the classroom during instruction 

nearly as much. Yet, this distinction was not made in this 

study. Though the consultative items were less invasive by 

nature the teachers surveyed did not differentiate between 

the two types of interventions. Perhaps even the 

consultative interventions, such as working with the special 

educator to adapt curriculum and classroom management 

techniques, are themselves too invasive when compared to our 

traditional educational methods. Some classroom educators 

may feel the extensive partnership required to meet the 

mainstreamed students' needs may some how compromise their 

professional identity or self-reliance. 

Finally, perhaps a genuine lack of knowledge about the 

suggested cooperative interventions interferes with classroom 
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teachers' willingness to implement these cooperative 

strategies. A 1991 study of special education requirements 

necessary for a general education teaching certificate found 

that, on average, education students were required to take 

only one introductory course on special education (Reiff et. 

al, 1991). One course, which on average is only worth three 

semester hours of credit, cannot adequately prepare regular 

educators for the extensive mainstreaming proposed by the 

Regular Education Initiative. Not only do teachers need 

instruction and training on handicapped students and their 

characteristics, basic special education legislation and 

effective interventions for serving handicapped students in 

the classroom, they also need opportunities for practice. 

Implementing any new instructional or management technique 

requires systematic practice and feedback. 

As a component of the demographic survey the issue of 

teacher training was addressed. Regular classroom teachers 

were asked to choose which of the four types of training 

opportunities presented they would see as necessary if the 

Regular Education Initiative were to be implemented in their 

public schools. A large majority (78%) of teachers favored 

the inservice training option with less than half favoring 

mentor programs (48%), reading material (39%) and college 

credit courses (32%). 

Also included on the demographic survey was a section 

for comments. 20% of those surveyed responded. (See Appendix 



E for complete listing of comments.) A strong need to lower 

class size was expressed by many of these respondents. They 

communicated strong doubt as to the feasibility of serving 

mildly handicapped students in the regular classroom unless 

the average class size was smaller. A further concern for 

the "regular" or "average" student in the regular classroom 

was also expressed. Teachers felt that the needs of these 

students would be neglected in order to provide the extra 

attention needed by the special needs students. Teachers 

also expressed concern regarding the mainstreaming of 

behavior problem students and students with emotional 

handicaps. The teachers were specifically concerned with the 

teachability of these students. 

The issues of class size and the "average" student are 

certainly important ones that require careful attention. 

Classroom teachers have practical experience with the effects 

class size has on individual learning. Consideration of 

their concerns is necessary for successful mainstreaming of 

mildly handicapped students. Indeed the issues of larger 

class size including increasingly needy children and the 

increased specialty knowledge required of teachers may be 

significant enough to impede the successful implementation of 

the Regular Education Initiative nationwide. However, these 

issues may be simplified after the teacher becomes acquainted 

with cooperative teaching models and intervention strategies 



usable with the mildly handicapped students in their 

classrooms. 

The teachers' concerns regarding the mainstreaming of 

students with behavioral and emotional problems may be 

addressed through education. Many teachers' concerns with 

these students' disabilities may be the result of 

insufficient training or misinformation. These concerns may 

partially be alleviated by educating the teachers on the 

specific handicapping conditions and appropriate management 

strategies that are needed to enable these children to 

function in the regular classroom. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overall, the basic finding of this study is that regular 

classroom teachers tend to feel the same about the two main 

types of cooperative interventions, collaborative or 

consultative, used to service mildly handicapped students in 

the regular classroom. Teachers who felt positively about 

one type of intervention would tend to feel the same about 

the other. Statistical preference for either type of 

intervention could not be properly assessed with the study 

design used, although the mean scores for each type were 

essentially equal. Survey respondents' comments communicated 

concern with regard to a strong need to lower class size, for 

the "regular" or "average" student in the regular classroom 

and regarding the mainstreaming of behavior problem students 

and students with emotional handicaps. 

An obvious direction to be taken by districts planning 

to implement a mainstreaming model is one of teacher 

education. Districts need to provide growth opportunities 

for their teachers and a safe environment for them to 

practice their skills. Teachers overwhelmingly preferred an 

inservice training format as opposed to reading material, 

mentor programs or college credit course. Areas of focus for 

educating teachers include: 
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1. Models of teacher cooperation (consultation and 
collaboration) for regular and special education 
personnel with opportunities for practice and 
feedback. 

2. Information regarding the mildly handicapped 
students specified for mainstreaming under the 
Regular Education Initiative. 

3. Information on special education legislation and how 
it affects them, their responsibilities and duties. 

By educating teachers and providing opportunities for 

practice and implementation of cooperative skills, the 

teachers may feel more comfortable with their abilities to 

adequately educate mildly handicapped students in the regular 

classroom. Teacher education must be carefully planned to 

provide both information, opportunity for practice and 

follow-up support for teachers. 

Special consideration for the teachers1 concerns 

regarding class size, fairness to all students and 

characteristics of handicapping conditions needs to be an 

integral part of any mainstreaming program. The teachers 

provide the voice of experience; without serious 

consideration of their concerns successful mainstreaming may 

not be possible. 

The results from this study must be interpreted 

cautiously. The data was not collected from a random sample, 

therefore generalization to schools other than the one 

sampled may not be appropriate. In addition to this, the 
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size of the sample was a limiting factor, possibly resulting 

in erroneous findings regarding this population. The survey 

instrument used in this investigation was developed by the 

investigator and reliability and validity studies have not 

been conducted. The study design did not allow statistical 

comparison of cooperative and consultative mean scores, since 

the survey questions about each type of intervention 

essentially existed as two separate instruments. This study 

provides information for further investigations, but can not 

provide any conclusive evidence about the preferred methods 

of cooperative interventions desired by all regular classroom 

teachers. Additional areas of future research: 

1. Teachers 1 concerns about mainstreaming models. 

2. Teachers 1 concerns about their autonomy under 
a mainstreaming model. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES 

COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITIES 

1. participating in parent conferences for all shared 
students. 

2. Incorporating regular classroom input into the 
development of the IEP. 

3. Working with individual students using alternative 
techniques.(Oral Response, Multisensory, Directive and 
Mastery Learning Techniques) 

4.. Assisting in instruction by monitoring individual 
progress of all students. 

5. Pulling out groups within the regular classroom 
whenever needed for initial teaching. 

6. Pulling out groups within the regular classroom whenever 
needed for re-teaching. 

7. Co-teaching the low-performing groups. 

8. Providing guided practice in a concept that has been 
previously taught by the classroom teacher but has not 
been mastered by the students. 

9. Teaching units on study skills. 

10. Monitoring students application of study skills in 
regular classroom. 

11. Dividing the class into two groups with the special 
educator teaching one group and the regular educator 
teaching the other. 

12. Alternating with general educator in presenting content 
materials. 

13. Sharing in all planning of assignments. 
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CONSULTATIVE ACTIVITIES 

1. Consultation on adapting curriculum materials. 

2. Assisting the regular classroom teacher in obtaining, 
instructional materials appropriate for students with 
additional needs. 

3. Monitoring students with learning disabilities in any-
specific class.(Observing their use of study skills, 
on task time and pulling in the regular or resource 
classrooms for remediation.) 

4. Serving as a consultant to a specific class, (sharing 
materials and expertise in programming for lower 
functioning students) 

5. Helping the regular classroom teacher select from a menu 
of techniques to effect a change in academic skills. 
(Multisensory Techniques, Language Experience, Directive 
and self-paced instruction) 

6. Helping the regular classroom teacher select from a 
menu of techniques to effect a change in behavior 
management.(Behavior Modification, Contingency 
Contracting, Shaping and Reinforcement Schedules) 

7. Modeling techniques chosen by regular teacher in the 
regular classroom with students. 

8. Assisting regular classroom teachers in the use of 
techniques chosen. 

9. Coordinating a follow-up procedure to determine the 
effectiveness of the techniques chosen. 

10. Helping the teacher develop a new program of 
intervention if the results have not been effective. 

11. Developing materials for lower level regular education 
students who have additional needs. 

12. Demonstrating strategies in the regular classroom for 
regular education students who have additional 
needs.(Students with written expression or attentional 
problems.) 
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Developing units to be used by the regular classroom 
teacher.(Social Skills, Reasoning/Problem-Solving Skills 
or other study skills.) 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

RATE THE FOLLOWING INTERVENTIONS THAT YOU FEEL WOULD BE 
NECESSARY TO MAKE THE REGULAR EDUCATION INITIATIVE FEASIBLE 
IN YOUR CLASSROOM. THE INTERVENTIONS WOULD BE DONE BY 
SPECIAL EDUCATION OR SPECIAL PROGRAM PERSONNEL. CIRCLE ONE 
SET OF LETTERS FOR EACH STATEMENT: 

MO HOST DESIRED/NEEDED 
ST STRONGLY DESIRED/NEEDED 
SO SOMEWHAT DESIRED/NEEDED 
LE LEAST DESIRED/NEEDED. 

MO ST so LE Sharing in all planning of assignments. 

MO ST so LE Consultation on adapting curriculum 
materials. 

MO ST so LE Alternating with general educator in 
presenting content materials. 

MO ST so LE Assisting the regular classroom teacher in 
obtaining instructional materials appropriate 
for students with additional needs. 

MO ST so LE Dividing the class into two groups with the 
special educator teaching one group and the 
regular educator teaching the other. 

MO ST SO LE Monitoring students with learning disabilities 
in any specific class. (Observing their use of 
study skills, on task time and pulling from 
the regular classroom for remediation.) 

MO ST SO LE Monitoring students application of study 
skills in the regular classroom. 

MO ST SO LE Serving as a consultant to a specific class. 
(sharing materials and expertise in 
programming for lower functioning students) 

MO ST SO LE Teaching units on study skills. 



Helping the regular classroom teacher select 
from a menu of techniques to effect a change 
in academic skills. (Multisensory Techniques, 
Language Experience, Directive and self-paced 
instruction) 

Helping the regular classroom teacher select 
from a menu of techniques to effect a change 
in behavior management. (Behavior 
Modification, Contingency Contracting, Shaping 
and Reinforcement Schedules) 

Modeling techniques for students in the 
regular classroom, as chosen by the regular 
teacher. 

Assisting regular classroom teacher in the use 
of techniques chosen. 

Coordinating a follow-up procedure to 
determine the effectiveness of the techniques 
chosen. 

Helping the teacher develop a new program of 
intervention if the results have not been 
effective. 

Providing guided practice in a concept that 
has been previously taught by the regular 
teacher but not mastered by the students. 

Co-teaching the low-performing groups. 

Developing materials for lower level regular 
education students who have additional needs. 

Pulling out groups within the regular 
classroom whenever needed for re-teaching. 

Pulling out groups within the regular 
classroom whenever needed for initial 
teaching. 

Demonstrating strategies in the regular 
education classroom for regular education 
students who have additional needs.(Students 
with written expression, or attentional 
problems.) 
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Assisting in instruction by monitoring 
individual progress and remediating when 
necessary. 

Working with individual students using 
alternative Techniques.(Oral Response, 
Multisensory, Directive and Mastery Learning) 

Developing units to be used by the regular 
classroom teacher.(Social Skills, 
Reasoning/Problem-Solving Skills or other 
study skills.) 

participating in parent conferences for all 
shared students. 

Incorporating regular classroom input into the 
development of the IEP. 



4 5  

APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE 
APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. 

1. How many years of experience do you have in the regular 
classroom? 

1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16 or more 

2. What grade level do you teach? 

K-l 2-3 4-5 

3. What is your class size? 

15-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36 or more 

4. How many students in your class are identified as having 
a mild disability? 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

5. Have you ever worked in special education? YES NO 

Have you ever taken special education courses beyond 
those that were required for your certification? 

YES NO 

If yes, how many? 1 2-3 4 or more 

6. Circle following training opportunities you would see 
as necessary if such a system as the Regular Education 
Initiative were to be implemented in our public schools? 

-Inservice 
-college credit classes 
-mentor programs 
-reading material 
-other 

Comments: 
(Items compiled from the following sources: Adamson, Matthews & Schuller,1990; 

Huefner, 1988; Maloney, 1990; and Wiedmeyer & Lehman, 1991,-Cosden, 1990; Kauffman & 

Wallace, 1986.) 
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APPENDIX D 

COVER LETTER 

REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS: 

Hi, my name is Lisa Barr. I am a Special Education Resource teacher at 
Homer Davis Elementary. I am currently completing my master's degree in 
Educational Psychology at the University of Arizona. As a requirement of my 
program I am conducting a study of the type of cooperative interventions seen 
as necessary by regular classroom teachers under a mainstreaming model. I 
have been granted permission by the district office to administer my master's 
thesis questionnaire to elementary regular classroom teachers in our district. 
In return, at the conclusion of my study I will be sharing my research results 
with Dr. Corkill. 

Please read the following Background summary, complete the attached 
questionnaire and give it to your school secretary. I sincerely appreciate 
your time and consideration in this matter. As thanks I have left some 
cookies in your teachers' lounge. 

Thanks again!! 

BACKGROUND: 

A variety of theories and suggestions have been proposed regarding the 

rationale for and the adoption of the Regular Education Initiative. 

However, there is a definite lack of information from the 

individuals who would actually be implementing the changes--

regular educators. The Regular Education Initiative is an initiative 

handed down by The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. 

As stated in Assistant Secretary's November, 1986, Report to the Secretary of 

Education: 

"The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services is committed to 

increasing the educational success of children with learning problems. The OSERS 

challenges States to renew their commitment to serve these children effectively. The 

heart of this commitment is to search for ways to serve as many of these children as 

possible in the regular classroom by encouraging special education and other special 

programs to form a partnership with regular education. The objective of the 

partnership for special education and the other special programs is to use their 

knowledge and expertise to support regular education in educating children with 

learning problems.(p.20)" (Heller & Schilit,1987) 
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Students with a variety of learning problems compose the target population of 

the Regular Education Initiative. Learning problems encompassed by the 

initiative includes 

-mild speech or language impairment 
-mild specific learning disability 
-mild mental retardation 
-mild behavior disorder or emotional disturbance 
-sensory impairment 
-physical impairment 
-disadvantaged or migrant socioeconomic status 
-limited English proficiency 
-need for remediation in one or more subject or skill areas. (Heller & 
Schilit,1987; Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990) 
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APPENDIX E 

COMMENTS 

20% of the respondents added comments to their 
surveys. 

•"Having someone demonstrate successful teaching techniques 
within the classroom would be very helpful. Time seems to be 
a major factor in getting a variety of activities developed 
for each individual students, so activities demonstrated 
would help build a background." 

•"Many of the ideas mentioned here could provide the extra 
attention that 'special needs' implies. Even regular 
classroom teachers can't give them the attention they need 
for success in the large group setting unassisted. The extra 
follow-up and planning required is enough to cause 
frustration for regular class teachers who focus most of 
their efforts at the large group, and the extension needed by 
their top students. The special needs child is often left 
behind as teachers consider who will benefit most from their 
efforts." 

•"We need to let students go out of classroom for special 
needs and extra help or mandate smaller classes of no more 
than 20 in a class." 

•"I feel a more cooperative environment needs to be fostered-
Very little assistance is offered unless it's part of the 
child's IEP. But if a child is in 4th grade, reading at a 
2nd year, level, how on earth do we not get help with our 
math, social studies & science programs?" 

•"Is the mentor program for teacher to teacher or student to 
student?" 

•"It would be critical and necessary to lower class size 
should we mainstream. Otherwise no one's needs would be well 
met, particularly the 'average' or 'normal' student." 

•"Future curriculum and class size should be considered in 
any planning." 

•"There are no classes to my knowledge that could have 
assisted me for my present situation." 
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•"I still believe that mainstreaming all kids is good. They 
should be 'pulled' for special instruction." 

•"I think many of these children could get a lot more help if 
the class sizes were smaller! The teachers would have more 
time and energy to work one on one with the slower kids." 

•"Education needs to take a close look at class size if 
mainstreaming all resource students into the regular 
classroom. I'm all for the handicapped child to have an 
equal opportunity for the best education that is possible for 
this child." 

•"Anything that would help!" 

•"Mainstreaming is not beneficial to normal children. Is 
there a study for that-I wonder. I really don't believe in 
mainstreaming behavior students." 

•"The concern is-given all the things kids have to learn at 
school, having to be responsible for additioral children's 
learning, those children may need more time, attention, etc. 
How do you teach them with emotional problems or behavior 
problems. What about the 'regular' kids time keeps being 
taken away from them?" 
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