November 30, 2017

SENT VIA EMAIL ONLY
phillip.mccarthy@legisalture.maine. gov

Task Force to Identify Special Education Cost Drivers
and Innovative Approaches to Services

c/o Phil McCarthy, Senior Legislative Analyst

Office of Policy & Legal Analysis

13 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0013

Re: Additional information for the Task Force regarding inclusive education

Dear Task Force Members:

At a recent Task Force meeting, we understand there was a presentation by Dr. Kathryn Hawes,
with subsequent discussion by the Task Force, regarding costs believed to be associated with
inclusive educational practices. We are concerned that the Task Force may have incomplete
information, especially with regard to the benefits of inclusive educational practices. And to the
extent that the Task Force was led to believe that inclusive education is not supported by
research, this was not accurate. As highlighted below, most research on inclusion demonstrates
that there are positive academic and social benefits for students across disability categories.

Research on Inclusion, Employment, Important Outcomes

Research has shown that, compared 1o their counterparts in segregated special education settings,
students with disabilities who are included in the general education classroom make greater
academic gains overall and increase their academic performance related to standards based
curriculum. Studies have found that when individuals with significant disabilities participate in
inclusive programs they demonstrate improved academic achievement overall and learn
increased communication, social, and employment skills. Research has also shown that
inclusion in general education significantly correlates with improved post-school outcomes for
students with significant disabilities in the areas of education, employment, and independent
living. And generally, rescarch has found when students are educated together all students, with
and without disabilities, make greater academic and social gains.! We would encourage the task
force to consider recommendations the require districts to collect and report outcomes data,

! For more information, see: Inclusive Education Research & Practice, Maryland Coalition for Inclusive
Education (2010) available at: hitp://www.mcie.org/usermedia/application/6/inclusion works final pdf.
We have included a copy of this document with this letter. In addition, we are working to create a
document outlining the impact of inclusive educational practices that will be released in February 2018.
Much of this paragraph was taken from the initial work completed on that project. A working Hst of
authorities that will be cited in that paper is also included with this letter.
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especially critical post-school outcomes data like participation in competitive integrated
employment.

If the Task Force would like additional information on the research related to inclusive
educational practices or about innovative approaches to service delivery, please let us know. One
resource 1o consider is SWIFT Schools, which is a national K-8 technical assistance center that
helps education systems build capacity to provide academic and behavioral instruction and
support for all students, including students with disabilities and those with the most extensive
needs.? It appears that key components of the SWIFT Schools approach are in line with the
recommendations made by Nathan Levenson, (such as increased integration of special education
and general education resources and more strategic deployment of staff resources) who we
understand will be presenting to the Task Force at its next meeting.

1:1 Aides

We also understand that there were concerns expressed to the Task Force about the use of 1:1
educational technicians to support inclusion, and specifically that there was discussion that the
use of paraprofessionals to facilitate inclusion in the general education classroom might represent
a more restrictive intervention than education in a segregated setting. While, as discussed below,
there are significant concerns with the overuse of 1:1 paraprofessionals and educational
technicians to support inclusion, it is not at all accurate to say that this is more restrictive than
keeping a student segregated from their peers. The research supports close scrutiny of the use of
paraprofessionals, but neither the law nor the research would support segregation of students as
an appropriate alternative.

Researchers and practitioners have raised many concerns about the overreliance on 1:1
paraprofessional support to facilitate inclusion. These concerns include: the least qualified staff
members have primary responsibility for meeting the needs of the most complex students;
insufficient training for paraprofessionals and for teachers in the supervision of those
paraprofessionals; excessive proximity may lead to dependence, impact peer relationships,
increase stigmatization, and actually provoke the behaviors it is designed to prevent; and reduced
teacher involvement with students with disabilities.” Several alternatives have been presented,
including: reallocating resources to teaching staff; building the capacity of general education

2 Information about this resource is included with this letter and can also be found at:
http://www.swiftschools.org/ .

¥ See: Giangreco, Michael, Halvorsen, Ann; Doyle, Mary Beth; and Broer, Stephen, “Alternatives to
Overreliance on Paraprofessionals in Inclusive Schools™ Journal of Special Education leadership 17(2)
(October 2004). This is available at: http://fwww.uvin.edu/~cdei/evolve/JSEL0417%282%2982-90,pdf
and a copy is included with this letter.
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staff; using paraprofessionals for clerical tasks and paperwork; lowering the caseloads for special
educators; and using peer support models.*

If the Task Force would like additional information on the research related to the use of
paraprofessionals or about innovative approaches to service delivery, please let us know. Dr.
Giangreco, a professor at the University of Vermont, has done a lot of work related to this topic

and would be an excellent resource for the Task Force or for any follow up work recommended
by the Task Force.’

Least Restrictive Environment

Finally, as the Task Force completes its work and develops recommendations, it is important to
keep in mind that there is a legal presumption for inclusive educational practices. The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act requires education in the least restrictive
environment.® This means that, to the maximum extent appropriate, students with disabilities
must be educated with non-disabled students in regular classrooms. Removal from the regular
classroom should only occur “when education in regular classes with the use of supplementary
aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.”” This requirement is consistent with the
obligation of schools under the Americans with Disabilities Act to serve students in the “most
integrated setting” appropriate to their needs.® In addition, other state and federal laws that
prohibit discrimination on the basis of disability, such as Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
and the Maime Human Rights Act, also apply to ensure that students are given accommodations,
related services and other supports to ensure they can access their education in the most
integrated settings appropriate to their needs.

We have heard some members of the task force and some testimony express concerns with some
aspects of Maine’s existing school funding formula. We would add that we are concerned that
the existing funding formula incentivizes school districts to place students in regional public
placements that may be more restrictive than a student needs.” While we understand that the state
would like districts to consider efficiencies that could be gained from regionalized resources, we
would suggest that the task force consider recommendations about how the funding formula

*Id. See also: Giangreco, Michael; Hoza, Betsy, “Are Paraprofessional Supports Helpful” Aftention
{August 2013), available at: http:/www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/Attention 2013 20(4) 22-
25.pdf and a copy is included with this letter.

° His contact information is available here: http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/

620 U.8.C. § 1412)(5)(A).

7 1d. (emphasis added)

828 CFR. § 35.130(d); See also: Ofmstead v. L.C., 527 11.S. 581 (1999),

¥ 20-A MLR.S. 15681-A(2)(E) was recently amended to provide extra subsidy when cost for a student in
regional public placement exceeds 2 times EPS, even as it provides extra subsidy for a student in his or
her own home school only when cost exceeds 3 times EPS,
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could incentivize districts to use regional resources (such as professional development,
equipment rental, behavioral consultants, and itinerant providers of special services) without
incentivizing the use of regional out-of-district placements.

As Dr. Hawes made clear in her presentation materials, the idea of inclusive education has its
roots in the civil rights era. And equal access to public education for students with disabilities
remains an important civil rights issue today. We thank the Task Force for allowing us to
provide some additional information as you address these important issues.

Respectfully,

Alan Cobo-Lewis, Ph.D.

Director, Center for Community Inclusion and Disability Studies
Associate Professor of Psychology

University of Maine

Alan Kurtz, Ph.D,
Coordinator of Education and Autism
Center for Community Inclusion and Disability Studies

Kate MacLeod
Instructor of Special Education
University of Maine - Farmington

Atlee Reilly
Managing Attorney
Disability Rights Maine

Encl.
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Inclusion Works! INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

Over 20 years of research has consistently demonstrated that the inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education classrooms results in favorable outcomes. Positive outcomes
have been shown for both students with high incidence disabiiities {(learning disabilities and
other “mild” disabilities) and those with low incidence disabilities (intellectual, multiple, and
“severe” disabilities). This body of research includes quantitative studies where the standard is
replication as well as qualitative studies that aim for complete, detailed descriptions in order to
answer ‘how’ questions.

Placement Matters: Studies investigating the
effects of placement in general education
classrooms reveal positive outcomes in the areas
of IEP quality, time of engagement, and
individualized supports. Significant increases in
IEP quality on measures of age-appropriateness,
functionality, and generalization were found
when students moved into general education
classes from special education settings even
though the special educator remained the same
(Hunt & Farron-Davis, 1992). Within the general education classroom, there was an increase in
the amount of instruction on functional activities as well as basic academic skills such as literacy
for students with severe disabilities (Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis, & Goetz, 1994). in
addition, students were observed to be less engaged and often more alone in self-contained
classrooms.

Similar student engagement outcomes were reported in a study involving nine elementary
students with severe disabilities who were observed in both special and general education
settings. General education classrooms delivered more instruction, provided a comparable
amount of 1:1 instruction time, addressed content more, and used non-disabled peers more
and adults less (Helmstetter, Curry, Brennan, & Sampson-Saul, 1998). Furthermore,
comparisons of the two settings revealed a significant difference in non-instructional time. In
self-contained classes, 58% of the time was classified as non-instructional versus 35% of the
time in general education classes.

To answer the question of individualizing supports, McDonnell and colleagues compared the
instructional contexts of students with low incidence disabilities and their typical peers in
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general education settings. The students with severe disabilities were 13 times more likely than
their peers without disabilities to receive instruction directed exclusively toward them during
whole class activities, and were 23 times more likely to receive 1:1 instruction {McDonnell,
Thorson, & McQuivey, 2000}. This challenges the prevalent notion that students with
disabilities cannot receive individualized supports in general education classrooms.

Outcomes for Students with Disabilities: Most research studies examining educational
outcomes have found positive effects for inclusion. Baker and colleagues reviewed three meta-
analyses that addressed the issue of the most effective setting for the education of students
with disabilities. A small-to-moderate positive effect for inclusive placement was found in all
three meta-analyses (Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1994). More recently, Waldron, Cole, and Majd
(2001) investigated the effects of inclusive programs for students with high incidence
disabilities and their typical peers. This two-year study found that 41.7% of students with
learning disabilities made progress in math in general education classes compared to 34% in
traditional special education settings, without the presence of nondisabled peers. Gains in
reading were comparablie in both settings. When comparing progress with their typical peers,
43.3% of students with disabilities made
comparable or greater progress in math
in inclusive settings versus 35.9% in
traditional settings. Similar academic
gains were reported in a study
examining the use of class-wide peer
tutoring on the achievement of students
with high incidence disabilities in
inclusive classrooms. Significant increases in spelling, social studies and other academic
indicators were observed (Pomerantz, Windell, & Smith, 1994).

Positive educational outcomes are not in the area of academics alone. The National
Longitudinal Transition Study examined the outcomes of 11,000 students with a range of
disabilities and found that more time spent in a general education classroom was positively
correlated with:

a) fewer absences from school,

b} fewer referrals for disruptive behavior, and

¢} better outcomes after high school in the areas of employment and independent

living {(Wagner, Newman, Cameto, & Levine, 2006).

Meta-analyses and comparative studies examining the educational outcomes of students with
low incidence disabilities in inclusive versus segregated classrooms have found either no
difference in outcomes or positive effects for inclusion {Hunt & Goetz, 1997). There is a body of
empirical evidence that shows students with severe disabilities are able to acquire skills in a
range of areas within inclusive classrooms. McGregor and Vogelsberg (1998) report that
students demonstrate higher levels of social interaction with typical peers, social competence
and communication skills improve (e.g., Hunt, Alwell, Farron-Davis & Goetz, 1996), and
academic gains are made {McDonnell, Thorson, McQuivey, & Kiefer-0'Donnell, 1997). In
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addition, Kliewer and Biklen {2001) found that

inclusive learning environments facilitated the

acquisition of literacy and adaptive skills as well

as enhancing students’ social relationships. in

this domain of social outcomes, Fisher and Meyer

{2002} conducted a two-year fongitudinal study _
to examine social competence for 40 students =
with severe disabilities in inclusive and self-

contained classrooms. Students in the inclusive

settings had significantly higher mean scores on

the ASC {Assessment of Social Competence) after a two-year period, and although students in

self-contained classrooms made gains, they were not statistically significant. Falvey (2004)

notes that “no studies conducted since the late 1970’s have shown an academic advantage for

students with intellectual and other developmental disabilities educated in separate settings.”

Effect on typical peers: Concerns are often raised about the impact that students with
disabilities, especially those with challenging behavior, have on the learning of typical students.
Hollowood and colleagues investigated the degree to which the presence of students with
severe disabilities affected the time allocated for instruction, the actual time used for
instruction, and students’ engaged time. Results indicated no differences across the three
domains when comparing classrooms that included students with severe disabilities and
classrooms without students with severe disabilities {Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, &
Palombaro, 1995). The finding that
engaged time for typical learners is
not negatively impacted by the
presence of students with severe
disabilities was also replicated in
other studies {Peltier, 1997; Staub
& Peck, 1995).

In the area of academic progress,
Waldron, Cole, and Majd (2001)
report that more students without
disabilities made comparable or greater gains in math and reading when taught in inclusive
settings versus traditional classrooms where no students with disabilities are included. This
suggests that inclusive classrooms provide greater access to the general education curriculum
that benefits all students. Further evidence for the positive effects of inclusion on students
without disabilities is reported by McGregor and Vogelsberg (1998). They found:
o inclusion does not compromise general education students’ outcomes,
o typical peers benefit from involvement and relationships with students who have
disabilities in inclusive settings, and
o the presence of students with disabilities in general education classrooms leads to new
learning opportunities for typical students.
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Making Inclusion Work

Recognition that inciusion benefits both students with and without disabilities has led to
research that seeks to define the necessary contexts, instructional practices, and curricuiar
efforts that result in improved learner outcomes. Some of this research, especially for students
with high incidence disabilities, is well documented and its effectiveness clearly established.
For students with low incidence disabilities, the body of empirical evidence is smaller but favors
inclusive settings with its use of strategies such as varied instructional arrangements and peer
supports.

Peer Mediated Instruction & Intervention: The use of peer mediated instruction and
intervention is often cited in the literature as one of the most effective strategies for inclusive
classrooms. In several studies focused on students with mild disabilities, the use of peer-
mediated strategies results in improved academic outcomes for alf students including those
considered at-risk academically (Sailor, 2002). in a review of the literature, Fisher, Shumaker,
and Deshler (1995} reported significant increases in reading, spelling, math, social studies, and
other academic indicators for studies
investigating the use of class-wide peer
tutoring models (CWPT) where students
serve as tutors and tutees in acquiring basic
academic skills and factual knowledge.
Positive outcomes are accrued when training
for tutors is emphasized and in some cases,
results in large effect on student outcomes
(Stenhoff & Lignugaris/Kraft, 2007).
Increases for both elementary and high
school aged students were noted.

Specifically for students with moderate to severe disabilities, CWPT has also shown to result in
increased levels of engagement and academic responses as well as academic gains. Dawson
and colleagues investigated the effects of CWPT for students with intellectual disabilities and
their typical peers in general education classrooms. Results showed increases in spelling
accuracy as well as greater levels of engagement with typical peers and a decrease in
competing behaviors when compared to teacher-led instruction (Dawson, Delguadri,
Greenwood, Hamilton, Ledford, Mortweet, Reddy, Utley, & Walker, 1999). Similar outcomes
were reported by McDonnell and colleagues in a study that focused on the use of CWPT aiong
with a multi-element curriculum and accommodations for students with severe disabilities
(McDonnell, Mathot-Buckner, Thorson, & Fister, 2001},

More recent studies modeled after CWPT investigated the use of Peer-Assisted Learning

Strategies {PALS) as a method for improving academic outcomes for students with high
incidence disabilities and struggling typical peers. Features of PALS include reciprocal tutoring
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roles, opportunities to respond and experience success, structured activities, and supplemental
practice of skills taught in the core curriculum. Fifteen years of pilot studies, component
analyses, and large-scale experiments have shown improvement in the reading achievement of
low, average, and high achieving students including those with high incidence disabilities
{McMaster, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2007). In the large-scale field studies involving second through
sixth grade classrooms, effect sizes of .22 to .56 were reported when compared to classrooms
using a traditional teacher led approach to reading. Furthermore, Fuchs and his colleagues
report greater social acceptance for students with learning disabilities in classrooms using PALS
presumably due to the greater level of reciprocal engagement of those settings (Fuchs, Fuchs,
Mathes & Martinez, 2002).

In addition to the structured use of tutoring arrangements, the successful use of peers as
supports in inclusive ¢classrooms has also been documented for students with low incidence
disabilities. In a study investigating the effects of peer delivered self-monitoring strategies on
middle school students with significant disabilities, results showed an increase in percentages
of occurrence across eleven identified academic survival skills for all students (Gilberts, Agran,
Hughes & Wehmeyer, 2001). The role of peer training is a critical feature in the effective use of
peer-mediated instruction. Two studies investigated the issue of contribution of peers to the
generalization of social behaviors for elementary students with autism. In both studies,
increases in social interaction with typical peers were noted with greater generalization of skills
observed from groups with trained peers and less from groups with untrained or stranger peers
(Kamps, Royer, Dugan, Kravits, Gonzalez-Lopez, Garcia, Carnazzo, Morrison, & Garrison Kane,
2002).

Peer support interventions are also
emerging as an effective alternative
to traditional paraprofessional
support models for students with
low incidence disabilities (Carter,
Cushing, Clark & Kennedy, 2005).
Several descriptive studies have
documented the disengagement of
teachers when a ohe-on-one
paraprofessional service delivery is
used {Giangreco, Broer & Edelman 2001). Since the level of engagement and sense of
ownership that general educators have with students with disabilities is a critical factor to
success in inclusive classrooms, other support strategies must be explored. Cushing and
Kennedy (1997) trained typical peers to adapt class activities, provide frequent feedback, and
promote communication among other support strategies for three students with severe
disabilities in general education classrooms. Results indicated that serving as a peer support
resulted in higher levels of engagement for students without disabilities which is consistent
with previous studies employing peer-mediated techniques. This challenges the assumption
that having a typical peer support a student with a disability takes away from their participation
in the classroom. In looking for optimal configurations, Carter and colleagues studied the effect
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of using two peers in a support role for students with severe disabifities. Data from the
investigation showed an increase in social interaction as well as an increase in the amount of
time students with disabilities were engaged in activities aligned with the general curriculum
(Carter, Cushing, Clark & Kennedy, 2005}. In these peer support arrangements, the
paraprofessional’s role is broadened and shifts to providing guidance and support to the
students serving as a peer support (Carter, Cushing & Kennedy, 2008).

Instructional & Curriculum Adaptations: \nstructional and curriculum adaptations can be
conceptualized in two categories. Routine adaptations include the use of varied grouping
arrangements, materials, and goals while specialized adaptations are those made above and
beyond routine ones that are in direct response to specific challenges faced by students {(Fuchs
& Fuchs, 1998). Weymer and colleagues use the term curriculum augmentations to refer to
efforts to augment or expand the general education curriculum to provide additional skills or
strategies that help students succeed (Wehmeyer, Lance, & Bashinski, 2002). Research on
curriculum and instructional adaptations that support students with disabilities in general
education classrooms is varied.

For students with learning disabilities, many studies describe instructional methods that extend
the typical adaptations and help to promote progress in the core content areas for all students
(including those without disabilities). These include graphic or advanced organizers, self-
regulation strategies, semantic maps, mnemonics, chunking, questioning, and visualizing
strategies (Baker, Gersten, & Scanlon,
2002}, Swanson and Hoskyn (2001) also
confirmed the use of advanced organizers
as an effective strategy for positively
influencing student performance. The use
of content enhancement routines, a type
of advanced organizer, was shown to have
dramatic results for students with learning
disabilities in general education classrooms
where the average unit quiz grade
increased by ten percentage points {Lenz,
Schumaker, Deshler, Boudzah, Vance,
Kissam, Bulgren, & Roth, 1993).

In addition to these, strategy instruction (teaching students how to learn) has been shown to
improve academic achievement across grade ievels for both students with and without
disabilities (Fisher, Shumaker, & Deshler, 1995). Other technigues that have resulted in
improved learner outcomes in inclusive classrooms include the use of materials other than
grade level textbooks in the area of social studies (Gersten, Baker, Smith-Johnson, Dimino, &
Peterson, 2006) and employing an inquiry-based approach to science with a focus on varied
ways of communicating learning (Pulincsar, Magnusson, Collins, & Cutter, 2001).
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In contrast to the vast array of evidence for the effects of adaptations for students with learning
disabilities, research has recently begun to emerge related to the implementation of curriculum
accommodations and modifications for students with significant disabilities (Fisher & Frey,
2001). For example, there are few studies examining the use of strategies such as graphic
organizers for students with severe disabilities in inclusive classrooms. in a review of the
literature, Lee and colleagues found no studies applying technigues such as chunking and
mnemonics while many studies examined self-directed learning strategies such as choice
making. However, very few of those studies were conducted in academic content areas (Lee,
Amos, Gragoudas, Lee, Shogren, & Theoharis, 2006).

Historically, the focus of research on instructional strategies for students with severe disabilities
has been on “functional life skills” that were taught outside of the general education curriculum
(Soukup, Wehmeyer, Bashinski, & Bovaird, 2007}. Browder and Cooper-Duffy (2003) report
that less than 10% of studies with students with severe disabilities focused on academics, with
some research showing success in functional academics and access skills in general education
environments. Clearly, the use of curriculum adaptations such as content specific modifications
is necessary for the successful inclusion of students with severe disabilities. While there is
ample descriptive literature of methods and examples for making adaptations for these
students, there is limited empirical '
evidence to date (Fisher & Frey, 2001).

Some descriptive studies investigated
how students with severe disabilities
access the core curriculum in general
education classrooms. Salisbury and
colleagues found that medifying
curriculum based on students’ {EPs
resuited in successful physical, social,
and instructional inclusion of students
with mild to severe disabilities in
kindergarten through fourth grade
(Salisbury, Mangino, Petrigala, Rainforth,
Syryca, & Palombaro, 1994}. More
recently, Fisher and Frey {2001} describe the experience of three students (elementary, middle,
and high) with significant disabilities and the supports/services necessary for them to access
the core curriculum in general education classrooms. The prominent use of individualized,
content specific modifications and accommodations were noted for all students. Examples of
these individualized content specific modifications included reading picture books, having a
picture communication symbol version of a textbook chapter, and unit vocabulary added to a
student’s speech output device.

Soukup and colleagues (2007} also examined the use of adaptations for students with severe

disabilities in general education classrooms as well as the relationship between access to the
general education curriculum and classroom variables. Researchers found that students with
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severe disabilities worked on grade level standards in 60% of the intervals and worked on
standards linked to any grade for 20% of the intervals. Curriculum adaptations (changes to
content representation, presentation, or student engagement) were observed in 18% of the
intervals with no observations of curriculum augmentations {learning-to-learn strategies). In
terms of classroom variables, large and smail group instructional arrangements were predictive
of greater access to the general education curriculum. Soukup and her colleagues conclude
that students receiving instruction in general education were significantly more likely to be
working on activities linked to the general education standards, although they were doing so
without the types of adaptations that research suggests is critical for making progress (Soukup,
Wehmeyer, Bashinski, & Bovaird, 2007}. Following up on this work, Lee, Wehmeyer, Soukup,
and Palmer {2010} studied the impact of curriculum modifications on student and teacher
behaviors. Researchers observed 45 students with a range of disabilities and found that the
presence of curriculum modifications predicted increased student engagement and decreased
competing behaviors that would disrupt learning. In addition, the presence of modifications
also resulted in teachers engaging in fewer management behaviors.

Collaborative Practices: The inclusion of students with disabilities in general education
classrooms necessitates collaboration between administrators, general educators, special
educators, parents, and related service providers in order to deliver quality services to all
students. In a survey to experts in the field of severe disabilities, Jackson and coileagues
reported that collaboration was often cited as a foundation to the implementation of inclusive
education (Jackson, Ryndak, & Billingsley, 2000). in many schools, coliaboration takes the form
of co-teaching where a general and special educator work together to deliver instruction to
students with and without disabilities.

fn a meta-synthesis of 32 qualitative studies, Scruggs, Mastropieri, and McDuffie (2007) found
that teachers generally supported co-teaching but the instructional techniques employed did
not necessarily reflect prevailing best practices in the literature. The predominant model of co-
teaching was “one teach, one assist” even though this is not a highly recommended practice in
that the special educator often plays a
subordinate role. in addition, evidence-
based practices such as peer mediated and
strategy instruction were infrequently
observed. Some quantitative studies do
exist that document the efficacy of co-
teaching. Murawski and Swanson (2001}
conducted a meta-analysis of this research
and found only six studies worthy of the
report. Results from these studies indicated
an overall effect size of .40 on academic
achievement, social outcomes, attitudes,
absences, and referrals. Findings from both
the qualitative and quantitative
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investigations suggests that co-teaching currently falis short of realizing its potential for
delivering quality services to students in general education classrooms.

Collaboration among teachers and related service providers is also a critical factor in
implementing effective inclusive education. Soto and colleagues found that general educators
who have regular opportunities to collaborate and consult with professional peers show
evidence of increased instructional skills as well as decreased tendencies to make referrals to
special education {Soto, Mller, Hunt, & Goetz, 2001}. Two studies by Hunt and colleagues
further document the effectiveness of cotlaboration as a strategy for improving student
outcomes in inclusive settings. In both studies, researchers document the successful teaming
of teachers, related service providers, and parents in implementing support plans for students
with severe disabilities and typica! peers considered academically at-risk. Teams metona
monthly basis to delineate specific instructional adaptations and support strategies for
students. Consistent implementation of these plans resulted in increases in academic skills,
engagement in class activities, interactions with peers, and student-initiated interactions for all
students (Hunt, Doering, Hirose-hatae, Maier, & Goetz, 2001; Hunt, Soto, Maier, & Doering,
2003).

Room to Grow

Reframing Inclusion: As the language of inclusive education has evolved from
mainstreaming to integration to inclusion, so too has the practice. Mainstreaming operated on
the notion of readiness for general education while integration focused on the enhancement of
students’ social development. From a legislative, moral, and efficacy standpoint, the general
education classroom is now the placement of choice for students with disabilities. These earlier
descriptors of inclusion clearly framed it as a special education issue. In other words, it was
about the separateness of special education versus belongingness with general education
(Sailor, 2002).

Researchers and advocates of inclusion have placed a considerable amount of focus on meeting
students’ needs through individualized
instruction and adaptations of the general
education curriculum for students with
disabilities (Spooner, Baker, Harris,
Ahlgrim-Delzell, & Browder, 2007). Thus,
special educators are typically responsible
for retrofitting lessons {e.g., modifying the
curriculum, providing intervention,
teaching remedial skills) that have been
designed by the general education teacher. So while general and special education may have a
shared agenda, to a certain extent, the “separateness of special education” still exists.
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Reframing the issue of inclusion by using the larger rubric of “universal desigh” may indeed
move the practice so that it “belongs to general education.”

The universal design concept assumes high standards for all students and serves as a “blueprint
for creating flexible goals, methods, materials, and assessments that accommodate learner
differences” (Rose, 2001). The underlying premise of universal design is that teachers should
plan instructional supports during the beginning of lesson planning instead of modifying
materials as an afterthought (Hitchcock, 2001). In applying this concept, the burden shifts from
the individual to the curriculum and curriculum design. Reframing the issue of inclusion in this
way takes a sustainable approach to instruction where diversity is considered the norm and
should be anticipated in all aspects of instruction and iearning.

Shaping Attitudes: “Inclusion is a philosophy that urges schools, neighborhoods, and
communities to welcome and value everyone, regardless of differences. Central to the
philesophy of inclusion are the beliefs that everyone belongs, diversity is valued, and we can all
learn from each other" (Renzaglia, Karvonen, Drasgow & Stoxen, 2003). Holding such an
attitude can greatly impact the participation of students with disabilities in inclusive
classrooms. According to a study conducted by Robertson, Chamberlain, and Kasari (2003},
when teachers have positive perceptions of their relationship with students with disabilities,
the students’ behavior problems were reported to be lower, and the students were more
socially inciuded with peers. Prater (2003) also identified teacher attitudes as onhe of several
elements that are critical in promoting the success of students with disabilities in general
education settings.

In addition to the role that teacher attitudes
play in the success of inclusive classrooms,
it is widely acknowledged that an inclusive
school culture begins with the committed
leadership of principals. Praisner (2003}
examined principals’ attitudes toward
inclusion including their placement
perceptions. Out of 408 principals
surveyed, only one in five held positive
attitudes toward inclusion. Factors that
were associated with positive attitudes included experiences with students with disabilities and
exposure to special education concepts. Furthermore, principals who had positive attitudes
were more likely to place students in less restrictive settings. Clearly, teacher and
administrator attitudes are critical factors that shape the experiences of students with
disabilities. These findings hold particular implications for personnel supporting and providing
technical assistance to teachers and staff. Efforts aimed at providing teachers and
administrators with meaningful contact with people with disabilities as well as information on
special education concepts makes a difference in the quality of students’ educational
programming,
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s+ Though the utilization of special education paraprofessionals has increased, contemporary literature and
research highlight a series of concerns about the field’s continuing reliance on this approach.

« This article presents a three-component administrative model for effective utilization of paraprofessionals

Alternatives to Overreliance
on Paraprofessionals in

Inclusive Schools

key challenge facing both principals and special

education administrators is designing and imple-
menting special education service delivery models
that meet the educational needs of students with a
full range of disabilities within the context of general
education classrooms. Nationally, as more students
with low incidence disabilities (e.g., autism, severe be-
havior disorders, intellectual impairments, multiple
disabilities) receive their education in general edu-
cation classrooms, one of the most common service
delivery responses has been to hire and assign more
paraprofessionals. This has contributed to the bur-
geoning numbers of paraprofessionals in American
schools and corresponding costs. Simultaneously,
the wisdom of proliferating a service delivery model
that is highly dependent on paraprofessionals for the
successful inclusion of students with disabilities has
been questioned conceptually (Brown, Farrington,
Ziegler, Knight, & Ross, 1999; Giangreco & Broer,
2003b; Mueller 2002) and a variety of concerns have
been illustrated in the research literature (Downing,

that includes paraprofessional supports, decision-making, and alternatives.

+ The bulk of the article provides composite descriptions about seven alternatives to overreliance on para-
professionals based on reports from school personnel who have implemented these alternatives.

+ School leaders are encouraged to explore alternatives to overreliance on paraprofessionals as a way to
improve their special education service delivery to meet the educational needs of students with a full range
] of disabilities within the context of general education classrooms.

Ryndak, & Clark, 2000; Giangreco, Broer, & Edelman,
2001; Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, & MacFarland,
1997; Hemmingsson, Borell, & Gustavsson, 2003;
Marks, Shrader & Levine, 1999; Wallace, Shin, Bar-
tholomay & Stahl, 2001). These concerns include:

» The least qualified group of staff members,
paraprofessionals, sometimes have primary or
extensive responsibilities for teaching students
with the most complex learning characteristics.

» Special education paraprofessionals remain
untrained or under-trained for their roles, which
at times are questionable (e.g., making curricular
decisions, planning lessons, designing adapta-
tions, serving as a liaison with families).

* Similarly, many teachers and special educators
remain untrained or under-trained to direct and
supervise paraprofessionals; some remain hesi-
tant to undertake this role.

* Inappropriate utilization or excessive proximity of
paraprofessionals has been linked to inadvertent
detrimental effects (e.g., dependence, interference
with peer interactions, insular relationships, stig-
matization, provocation of behavior problems}.

¢ Assignment of individual paraprofessionals
has been linked to lower levels of teacher
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involvement with students who have disabili-

ties, a key factor for successful inclusion in

general education classrooms.

* Shifting responsibilities to paraprofessionals may
temporarily relieve certain types of pressures on
general and special educators that delay attention
to needed changes in schools such as: (a) improv-
ing classroom teacher ownership of students
with disabilities; (b} addressing special educator
working conditions (e.g., caseload, paperwork);
or {c) building capacity within general educa-
tion to design curriculum and instruction for
mixed-ability groups that include students with
disabilities.

Administrators are faced with addressing these
points of concern while simultaneously: (a) acknowl-
edging the valuable work of paraprofessionals as
respected members of the school community,

(b} utilizing existing paraprofessional resources ef-
fectively, (c) ensuring that future decisions about the
use of paraprofessionals are appropriate and judi-
cious, and (d) exploring alternatives so that schools
are not limited to relying on paraprofessionals as

the exclusive or primary mechanism for supporting
the educational needs of students with disabilities in
general education classes. This article addresses these
chalienges by first briefly presenting a three-compo-
nent model for the effective utilization of paraprofes-
sionals to assist in providing special education under
the direction of qualified professionals. Second, the
focus of the text is on one of the three components of
the model, alternatives to overreliance on paraprofes-
sionals, because it has been afforded minima?l atten-
tion in the professional literature and is uniquely
important to administrators who are in a position to
effect systemic change.

Three-Component Administrative Model
for Effective Utilization of Paraprofessionals

As depicted in Figure 1, paraprofessional supports
represent one of three interrelated components that
form a sound administrative foundation for ensuring
the appropriate utilization of paraprofessionals

in inclusive schools. Though important, supports
designed fo clarify and strengthen the work of
paraprofessionals (e.g., role clarification, hiring,
orientation, training, supervision) are not the focus of
this article because a large volume of contemporary

Figure 1: Three-component administrative model for effective
utilization of paraprofessionals.

Reprinted with permission, 2003 © Michael F. Giangreco

literature and research is presently available on this
topic (Doyle, 2002; French, 2003; Gerlach, 2001; Ghere,
York-Barr, & Sommerness, 2002; Giangreco & Doyle,
2002; Giangreco, Edelman, & Broer, 2003; Giangreco,
Edelman, Broer, & Doyle, 2001; Minondo, Meyer,

& Xin, 2001; Morgan & Ashbaker, 2001; Pickett &
Gerlach, 2003; Riggs & Mueller, 2001; Wallace, Shin,
Bartholomay, & Stahl, 2001).

A second component, decision making, refers to
making decisions about the need for paraprofes-
sional supports. Professional literature pertaining to
decision-making guidelines and processes about the
utilization of paraprofessionals is scant. It consists
of a small set of conceptual articles (Freshi, 1999;
Giangreco, Broer & Edelman, 1999), one program-
matic description of a school-based decision-making
process (Mueller & Murphy, 2001), and no research
data. Though this topic is in dire need of attention,
more process options along with an initial set of
descriptive and evaluation research studies are
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required prior to making generalizations that extend
beyond the existing published literature.

The third component, alternatives, refers to a
variety of actions school leaders can encourage
to involve paraprofessionals, general and special
educators, parents, and students with and without
disabilities, in ways that reduce unnecessary utiliza-
tion and potential overuse of paraprofessionals.
These actions are designed to reduce the problematic,
though unintended, effects of excessive or unneces-
sary paraprofessional utilization. It is our contention
that students with disabilities are best served
when schools attend to all three components, by:
(a) providing appropriate supports for their existing
paraprofessionals (e.g,, respect, role clarification,
orientation, training, supervision); (b) establishing
logical and equitable decision-making practices for
the assignment and utilization of paraprofessionals;
and (c) selecting individually appropriate alfernatives
designed to increase student access to instruction
from qualified teachers and special educators, facili-
tate development of peer interactions, and promote
self-determination in inclusive classrooms.

Selected Alternatives

The following descriptions of seven alternatives to
overreliance on paraprofessionals are composites
based primarily on the self-reports of individuals in
inclusive schools across the country. They include a
subset of possibilities we consider among those most
readily able to be implemented in schools. Additional
possibilities (e.g., co-teaching, creative use of dual-
certified general/special educators, differentiated
teacher roles/positions) also hold promise as alterna-
tives, though likely require more extensive planning
to enact than the suggestions presented in this article.
The professional literature offers virtually no
student outcome or related data on the impact of
these or other alternatives to overreliance on parapro-
fessionals. Given the paucity of available information,
having descriptions based on first-hand experiences
of school-based professionals and parents is an
appropriate starting point for administrators to
consider as this important area of study emerges.
The reader is cautioned that applicability of the ideas
presented in this document will vary based on local
factors (e.g., collective bargaining agreements, state
regulations, policies, special education funding).

Alternative #1: Resource Reallocation—
Trading Paraprofessional Positions
for Special Educators

Designed as a cost-neutral reallocation of resources,
some schools have chosen to shift existing funds
from the hiring of paraprofessionals to the hiring of
special educators. The number of paraprofessional
positions that equal one special educator will, of
course, vary depending on a variety of compensation
factors; typically three to four paraprofessional
positions equals one special educator position. For
sake of example, if it costs $50,000 for salary and
fringe benefits to hire one special educator, it might
require the resources currently directed toward four
paraprofessional positions at $12,500 per year, based
on 30 hours per week at $9.00/hour with some ben-
efits. The number of paraprofessional positions might
be closer to three if the paraprofessionals are paid
more, or if early career teachers are hired.

_....'!-_I--..lII..I'....l'...‘.......'...".'...

‘Designed as a cost-neutral reallocation of resources,

s'o:'m'é._éé'hoois have chosen to shift existing funds
from the hiring of paraprofessionals to the hiring of
special educators.

Schools that reallocated resources in this manner
increased the number of highly qualified faculty
without increasing costs and improved working
conditions for special educators by reducing their
caseload size. Lower caseload size can have a series
of positive ripple effects, such as: (a) correspondingly
less paperwork; {b) fewer paraprofessionals to super-
vise; (c) more instructional contact time between
special educators and students with disabilities;

{d) more opportunities for special educators and
teachers to collaborate within the classroom; and (e)
opportunities to narrow the range of grade levels spe-
cial educators are asked to support (e.g,, assigned to
one or two grade levels). Such effects can contribute
to job satisfaction and retention of faculty. Retention
of faculty also saves time and money spent on hiring
and orientation.

A potential challenge of this alternative can be an
insufficient supply of certified and qualified special
educators, especially in regions with acute shortages.
Additionally, some paraprofessionals report anxiety
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when resource reallocation is considered, fearing

job losses. Job loss can be avoided in cases where

the extent of proposed resource reallocation is less
than the projected turnover rate for paraprofession-
als—though remaining paraprofessionals may be
reassigned to different schools or classrooms, or
have their roles redefined (e.g, assigned as classroom
paraprofessional rather than individual). Classroom
teachers may be concerned that common scenarios
{e.g, behavioral incidents) will disrupt special educa-
tors” scheduled times to work in the classroom. Since
such unexpected scenarios will undoubtedly occur,
relying on other alternatives, in combination, can
reduce this concern.

Alternative #2: Increasing Ownership
of General Educators and Building
Their Capacity

In order for students with disabilities to be success-
fully included in general education classes, it is vital
that the classroom teacher play a substantive role.
In part, this means establishing teacher attitudes
that are welcoming toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities and building professional capacity
to support the educational needs of mixed-ability
groups, which include students with disabilities,

“In order for students with disabilities to be success-
“fully included in general education classes, it is vital
that the classroom teacher play a substantive role.

In schools committed to greater levels of owner-
ship and teacher capacity, leadership teams of general
and special education administrators began by
establishing an expectation that classroom teachers
should be directly involved in teaching students with
disabilities in their classes. It wasn't enough to be a
“host” and have the paraprofessional function as the
primary teacher. This notion was embedded in hiring
practices, staff development, and supervision until it
became part of the culture. Teachers weren't expected
to go it alone; collaborative teams were formed with
other teachers, special educators, related services pro-
viders, and families to encourage mutual support and
learning. In addition, the teachers were provided with
ongoing staff development in critical areas (e.g,, lit-

eracy, positive behavior supports, inclusive education).
Ore of the most common areas of staff development
focused on teachers” abilities to differentiate curricu-
lum and instruction for mixed-ability groups.
Increased ownership and capacity-building are
designed to: (a) increase the amount and quality of
instructional time students with disabilities receive
from classroom teachers; (b) encourage more inte-
grated delivery of special education services;
(c) decrease reliance on paraprofessionalis; (d) encour-
age utilization of classroom paraprofessionals to
support all students; and (e} facilitate membership of
students with disabilities in the classroom. Though
it is not unusual for schools to establish collabora-
tive teams or pursue ongoing staff development,
what was unique in these examples was that the
administrative leadership teams specifically initi-
ated capacity-building for the general education
teachers, at least in part, to address the burgeoning
numbers of paraprofessionals in their school system.
More broadly, the effort was made to ensure that the
general education systemn had sufficient capacity so
that students would avoid unnecessary referrals for
special education. Some schools reported a decrease
in the percent of students labeled “disabled,” which
they attributed, in part, to bolstering their schoolwide
educational support system for all students.

Alternative #3: Transitional
Paraprofessional Pool

One strategy with potential for dealing with both
anticipated and unanticipated events that require
short-term paraprofessional support is to establish a
pool of trained paraprofessionals that can be centrally
deployed by a principal or special education admin-
istrator as floaters. This group of paraprofessionals
would be recruited, hired, assigned, and trained
under the direction of a qualified professional (e.g,,
special educator, teacher, related services provider)
for time-limited roles supporting students and class-
rooms with specific needs where paraprofessional
support has been determined to be appropriate and
necessary by the [EP team. For example, a student
transitioning to high school might receive support in
getting from class to class following a schedule. This
support would be systematically faded and replaced
by an individualized combination of newly learned
student skills and natural supports (e.g, walking
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between classes with peers). Similarly, the introduc-
tion of a new augmentative communication system

or a positive behavioral support plan might require
consistent, intensive, initial support on a time-limited
basis as determined by individual student progress.
Pooled paraprofessional resources provide adminis-
trative flexibility, encourage student independence,
and establish an expectation among professionals and
families that the assignment of a paraprofessional
doesn’t mean it is, or should be, permanent.

The school or district size, characteristics and
needs of the student population, and requests for
paraprofessional support will help determine the
number of paraprofessionals in the pool. Establish-
ing a protocol and procedures for requesting pooled
paraprofessional resources is essential for judicious
use. Any such procedures will more likely be effec-
tive if a cross-stakeholder group (e.g., principals,
general and special educators, paraprofessionals,
parents) assists in their development.

Additionally, pooled paraprofessionals can be uti-
lized as substitutes for absent paraprofessionals and
be called upon to fill in when a special educator is
pulled away to deal with unusual situations or other
unanticipated problems (e.g., behavior incident). The
variety and breadth of activities of pooled paraprofes-
sionals may mean that this group needs to include
some of the most skilled paraprofessionals whose
personal characteristics allow them to quickly adjust
and contribute in new situations. During periods
of lower demand, pooled paraprofessionals can be
utilized to free up other paraprofessionals for train-
ing or be utilized for other valued-added purposes
(e.g., assisting with special proiects).

Alternative #4: Clerical/Paperwork
Paraprofessional

In an effort to alleviate some of the paperwork bur-
den on special educators, an existing paraprofessional
position can be re-conceptualized from working
with students to doing logistical and clerical tasks
that were being done by special educators. Examples
include: (a) sending nofifications to families;

(b) scheduling IEP and team meetings; (c} making
scheduling contacts with related services providers;
{(d) maintaining student databases; (¢} maintaining
student files; (g) tracking important dates {e.g,, trien-
nial reviews, IEP dates); and (h) general clerical work

(e.g., photocopying, laminating, ordering supplies).
The paperwork paraprofessional can also be available
to help out in classes if the position is defined in that
way. Like any of the listed alternatives, the extent of
implementation varies; in one school the paperwork
paraprofessional is a full-time position, whereas in
another 10 hours a week is sufficient.

."........I.....lll..‘.'..l...l..Il‘..‘.‘.......

r ffort to alleviate some of the paperwork
'bﬂ.'rdén."on special educators, an existing parapro-
fessional position can be re-conceptualized from
working with students to doing logistical and clerical
tasks that were being done by special educators.

Shifting appropriate clerical and paperwork
responsibilities from special educators to parapro-
fessionals may be part of a package of alternatives
to re-establish the role of the special educator as a
professional who works directly with students who
have disabilities. It can improve working condi-
tions for special educators and raise their morale by
reallocating their paperwork responsibilities and
creating more time for teaching. In some school
districts, the role of the special educator has become
almost exclusively that of case manager and supervi-
sor of paraprofessionals. Many speciai educators
express dissatisfaction with this role because their
professional passion is to work with students, not
push paper. Administratively, having a paperwork
paraprofessional can save time by centralizing the
organization of required paperwork and contributing
to state and federal compliance.

Alternative #5: Lowering Caseloads

of Special Educators

In an era when general education is concerned
about reducing clags size, it is ironic that many
special educators have caseloads of students with
disabilities that nearly match and sometimes exceed
the number of students without disabilities that
classroom teachers are expected fo teach. Special edu-
cators often work across a range of grade levels and
subject matter that typically would not be expected
of general educators. In addition to students on IEPs,
many special educators have an additional caseload
of students on 504 Plans or those considered “at risk.”
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When we take into account the increased numbers of
adults a special educator collaborates with to address
student needs, is it any wonder that so many special
educators are leaving the field?

The main component of this alternative is simple
and straightforward: to limit the caseload size of
special educators so they can actually work with
students and colleagues. In the schools that reported
this alternative they purposely limited the caseloads
of special educators to 10 or under and attempted to
minimize the number of grade levels and individual
teachers with whom the special educator interacted.
Lowering caseloads was designed to: (a) increase
instructional time between special educators and
students with disabilities; (b} increase time for col-
laboration with teachers, related services providers,
and families; (c) increase time available to provide
sufficient training and supervision to paraprofes-
sionals; and (d) increase the likelihood of special
educators remaining in the field.

Alternative #6: Peer Support Strategies

Peer supports have a solid record in the literature
and include of variety of examples (Snell & Janney,
2000), though few existing peer support models have
been developed specifically to address overreliance
on paraprofessionals. Schools can start by examining
roles that paraprofessionals currently play that might
be appropriately carried out by peers, keeping in
mind that some of the same problems that exist with
paraprofessionals can exist with peers (e.g., over-
dependence); so merely changing one set of people
for another is not sufficient. Plans must be made to
ensure the quality of natural supports; here are two.
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Schools can start by examining rofes that

'b’&.lffé'pi‘:bfessionais currently play that might be

appropriately carried out by peers, keeping in

mind that some of the same problems that exist

with paraprofessionals can exist with peers...

An approach used in one high school as an
alternative to traditional study hall, was a “Learning
Lab.” It was offered as a schoolwide support where
any student, with or without disabilities, who needs
extra support can get individual or group tutoring

from an adult or peer. Although this approach was
not initiated to address paraprofessional issues, it is
presented because if can. The Lab, which is general
education staffed and funded, is centrally located
and equipped with current technology in an effort fo
make it a desirable and valued place for students and
faculty. Students attend during study halls, before
and after school, or at other agreed-upon times.

An important aspect of the Lab is that it supports
the academic success of students across a range of
abilities. For example, the Lab can support a student
having difficulty with basic literacy or computation,
as well as a group of advanced calculus students
working through a particularly challenging problem,
or others preparing for SAT exams. By ensuring
service to a heterogeneous group of students, it can
offer some students constructive models of academic
behavior by peers while avoiding a common problem
of “Learning Labs,” namely stigmatization associated
with serving only students at risk or with disabilities.
Additionally, the Lab can serve as an important sup-
port for early career teachers.

Running this type of Learning Lab is not without
its challenges. It can be difficult keeping up with the
demand for the services. There are logistical and
managerial challenges associated with scheduling
peer tutors. Senior privileges (e.g, permission to be
off campus when not in class) decrease the availabil-
ity of tutors. Some peers can be overly helpful, create
dependencies, or be “too bossy,” so ongoing adult
supervision is necessary. Peers can be underused or
find it challenging to deal with situations where para-
professionals are unwilling to relinquish a sufficient
level of involvement or control.

A second alternative is a peer-to-peer support
system that pairs a student with a disability with a
classmate who does not have a disability. In some
secondary programs, peers are eligible to receive
course or community service credit. For example, in
one school this was an elective course for seventh- and
eighth-grade students. Often paired peers are the
same age; sometimes they are cross-age (e.g., high
school students assisting middle school students). In
another case, the use of peer supports in combination
with the rotating use of paraprofessionals was utilized
explicitly to address overreliance on paraprofessionals.

Support peers receive systematic orientation and
ongoing adult monitoring and support. They assist
their classmates who have disabilities in social and
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academic ways. This approach is designed to provide
reciprocal benefits to students with disabilities and
their peers without disabilities. Students with dis-
abilities benefit from peer modeling, relationship
building, and academic support as well as expanded
opportunities to socialize, communicate, and demon-
strate learning competencies. Peer supports can assist
students with disabilities to feel accepted and build
confidence. Peer support programs can also create
and extend “hidden safety supports” in the schools.
They can be a positive force to counteract bullying
and, in general, encourage students to look out for
each other. Peers without disabilities benefit in the
areas of empathy, respect for diversity, responsibil-
ity, leadership, communication, and development

of valued relationships with students who previ-
ously may have been outside their circle of friends.
Through tutoring, students without disabilities often
deepen or extend their own academic development
because the act of teaching requires them to function
on different and higher levels of understanding with
the subject matter.
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empathy, respect for diversity, responsibility,
leadership, communication, and development of
valued relationships with students who previously

may have been outside their circle of friends.

Other benefits of peer supports are well known.
Peers tend to be less intrusive and stigmatizing in
general education settings. Some general education
teachers find it easier and are more comfortable
directing the activities of students rather than those
of another adult (e.g., paraprofessional). Having peer,
rather than paraprofessional, support can increase
teacher involvement with students who have dis-
abilities. Sometimes students with disabilities will
do things with peers that they won't do for an adult.
Peers are a good source of information on “what’s
cool” and what's not; they also often come up with
creative and useful ideas.

Alternative #7: Involving Students
With Disabilities in Making Decisions
About Their Own Supports

Though self-determination is well established in the
professional literature as a vital practice, we have not
identified any real life examples where schools have
systematically included students with disabilities in
contributing to decisions about their own supports,
specifically whether they need or want paraprofes-
sional supports, when, how, or from whom. Our
experiences, particularly with teenagers and young
adults who have had paraprofessional supports,

lead us to believe that there are a variety of factors
and issues important to at least some students with
disabilities, that simply are not adequately taken into
account when consumers are not integrally involved
in the decision-making. Some of these considerations
include the impact of age, gender, proximity,
chronological age-appropriateness, choice-making,
and levels of control/freedom. Though presently

we have little of practical significance to offer under
this alternative, we have included it because we
hope it will spur school personnel to explore ways to
include their students in decision-making about their
paraprofessional supports.

Conclusion

It is unlikely that any single alternative will be suffi-
cient to affect substantial change. Therefore, consider
enacting an individually determined package of
alternatives, in combination with attention to the two
other major components (i.e, supports, decision mak-
ing) of the three-component administrative model
for effective utilization of paraprofessionals. A school
self-assessment and planning process, currently
undergoing field-testing in 26 schools in six states
(Giangreco & Broer, 2003a), can assist your selections.
When considering whether to act on the
information in this article, keep in mind that some
people perceive local factors mentioned eatlier in
this article (e.g., collective bargaining agreements,
state regulations, policies, special education fund-
ing), as insurmountable barriers to innovation and
quality education. It is likely that school personnel
will encounter elements of these factors or other
barriers that seemingly make it more difficult for
schools to pursue sound educational practices. The
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good news is that all attitudes, practices, collective
bargaining agreements, regulations, policies, funding
approaches, or other perceived barriers are subject to
change.

As schools or districts identify alternatives that
they believe would be beneficial, we encourage them
to move forward. Avoid the temptation to say too
quickly, “We can't do that because it's against the regula-
tions” or “We can't do that because it won't be reimbursed
as a special education cost by our state.” By their very
nature, laws like the IDEA have a great deal of flex-
ibility built into them. Similarly, JEP teams formed to
address the needs of students with disabilities can be
very influential in affecting change, especially when
you consider that states and school districts are not
allowed to make policies or rules that interfere with
the IEP team’s individual decision-making author-
ity. Administrative, principle-based leadership can
assist professionals and families working together to
make the best use of whatever flexibility currently is
available within our systems. By deferring judgment,
sticking to ethical principles, adhering to the guiding
values embedded in our laws, and doing what we
think is appropriate for students, each of us has the
potential to affect some real change in our schools
and communities. If we don’t do it, who will?
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by Michael F. Giangreco, PhD
and Betsy Hoza, PhD

IN SHEL SILVERSTEIN'S WHIMSICAL COLLECTION, Where the Sidewalk Ends, the final stanza
of his poem Helping reminds us, “Some kind of help is the kind of help that helpings all about,
and some kind of help is the kind of help we all can do without.” When students with ADHD are
placed in regular classrooms a common question that arises is whether a paraprofessional should
be assigned. Yet less frequently do we ask whether paraprofessional supports actually help.

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE?

REPRIMTED WATH THE PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT HOLDER, MICHAEL GIANGRECC, FROM GIAMGRECO, M, F, (2007). ABSURDITIES
ANE REALITIES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION: THE COMPLETE DIGITAL SET [SEARCHABLE COL TROUSAND OAKS, CA: CORWIN. HTTP
WIWWLCORWIN.COM/BOOKSPRODDESC NAVIPRODID=BOOK2326484&
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Undoubtedly, when paraprofessional support is
offered it is with benevolent intentions. Many of us
know of hardworking paraprofessionals whom we
consider worth their weight in gold, and conven-
tional wisdom suggests providing more individual
adult support should be a positive action, Yet research
documents that providing such support, especially
the assignment of a one-to-one paraprofessional, is
fraught with a host of inadvertent detrimental effects,
several of which are outlined in Table 1. Although
current research on the use and imipact of paraprofes-
sionals includes some students with ADHD, existing
studies are not focused exclusively on this group; so
the information included here crosses special-needs
categories.

"Teacher versus paraprofessional instruction

Despite good intentions, the assignment of a parapro-
fessional may represent a mismatch between student
need and the nature of the support. The professional
literature on paraprofessional utilization has not of-
fered a logical, conceptial, or theoretical argument
for assigning the least qualified personnel, namely
paraprofessionals, to provide a substantial amount of
academic or social support to students with the most
complex learning profiles; yet nationally we continue
to do so with increasing frequency. For example, if
a student with ADHD is having difficulty in math,
it doesn't make sense to provide extra support from
a paraprofessional who may not be skilled in math.
Rather, additional instruction with a highly qualified



Separation from
classmates

A student with a disabifity and paraprofessional are seated in the back or side of the room, physically
separated from the class.

‘Unnecessary.
'dependence__ g

Interference with peer
interaction

Paraprofessionals can create physical or symbolic barriers interfering with interactions between a
student with disabilities and classmates

- Insular refationship

-.A_student wrth 3 éls: bli ty and parapr 'fessmd f do rno t everythmg togethe" to the exclusmn of i
| others (e.g. peers).. : L Rieg e

Feelings of
stégmatization

A student with a disability expresses embarrassment /discomfort about having a paraprofessional
because it makes ham/her standout in negative ways

- L m:ted access to -
'3_competent mstructlon_

they support |n an effort to keep up; thls'ls a sngrz;that mstructton has not been adequately adapted

Interference with
teacher engagement

Teachers tend to be less invoived when a student with a disabiiity has a one-to-one paraprefessionai

because individual attention is alreacly available to the student

Loss of personal :
-control S

'When paraprofessmnals do too: much forthe studen ' w_ h dlSablhtlES they ma j not exercsse cho'. a
.thataretypu:alofotherstudents e L : FonTElen

Feelings of persecution

Some students report that because they are constantly being watched by adults, their behavior is
scrutinized differently; minor infractions that might not be noticed or addressed when done by cther
students result in consequences for them

u'ndes;rab!e behawors (e £, ﬂmnsn_ away, foul-ianguage, aggressmn) _

Risk of being bullied

Some students are teased or bullied because they are assigned a paraprofessional.

ADAPTED FROM: GIANGRECD, M, F, YUAR, 5, MUKENZIE, B, CAMEROM, P, & FIALKA, L. (2005}, "BE CAREEUL WHAT YOU WISH FOR..."

PARAPROFESSIONALS, TEACHING EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN, 37(5), 28-34.

teacher, special educator, or math specialist may better match the need.

Researchers from the Institute of Education at the University of
London recently reported on a large-scale, longitudinal study called
the ISS Project (Deployment and Impact of Support Staff), Much
1o their surprise, they found primarily negative relationships between
the assignment of paraprofessionals and the academic achievemnent
of students, including those with special needs, in math, English, and
science. In other words, students who received additional academic
support from paraprofessionals generally performed worse than those
who did not, even when students’ special needs were accounted for in
their analyses.

Based on recording and analyzing the behaviors of teachers and
paraprofessionals instructing students, the researchers were able to
provide an explanation for their sumewhat counterintuitive findings,
They noted substantial quality differences between instruction
provided by teachers versus paraprofessionals.

Teachers’ interactions with students were more likely to promote
linguistic and cognitive engagement because they linked current tasks
to students’ prior kaowledge, spent more time explaining concepts,
and provided appropriate feedback. Conversely, paraprofessional
interactions with students tended to be more focused on task
completion, often without ensuring that learning and understanding
had occurred, Paraprofessional interactions with students were further

* FIVE REASONS TO BE COMCERNED ABOQUT THE ASSHGNMENT OF INDIVIDUAL

compromised because they were more likely to offer inaccurate or
confusing explanations, unnecessarily prompt students, and supply
answers, In other words, paraprofessionals should not be expected to
function interchangeably as if they were teachers or special educators.

These UK researchers also replicated a variety of findings consistent
with US-based research:

& Paraprofessionals were asked to undertake roles for which they were
undergualified or inadequately prepared.

® When paraprofessionals were assigned to students who have special
educational needs, classroom teachers tended to be less engaged
with those students,

e Teachers were inadequately prepared to supervise paraprofessionals,

# Planning time between teachers and paraprofessionals was inadequate,

@ Paraprofessionals inappropriately became the primary instructors
of some students with disabilities.

A small amount of research indicates that paraprofessionals can be
trained to implement academic and social interventions under specific
conditions,

@ Instruction provided by paraprofessionals should be supplemental,
not primary or exclusive,

@ Paraprofessionals should work from plans developed by teachers or
special educators based on evidence-based approaches. This ensures
that paraprofessionals are not put in the inappropriate position of
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ARE PARAPROFESSIONAL SUPPORTS HELPFUL?

AFTER
SUCH A BRIEF
TRAINING, AM

| REALLY

READY?

NO WORRIES, YOU'VE
JUST COMPLETED
OUR BASIC PARAPRO
TRAINING - YOU'RE
GOOD TO GO!

BEWARE OF THE “TRAINING TRAP”
YOU COULD BE EATEN ALIVE!
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making curricular or instructional decisions,

@ Paraprofessionals should be trained to properly implement these
teacher-developed plans,

© Paraprofessionals should be trained to constructively manage and
respond to challenging student behaviors that might arise during
instructios,

& Paraprofessionals should receive ongoing monitoring and supervi-
sion from qualified professionals—not be left to fend for themselves
(as they too often are).

The problem is that these logical conditions for the successful use
of paraprofessionals are not the rule, more typically they are the ex-
ception. For decades the US Hierature has repeatedly reported three
persistent problems related to paraprofessional utilization: lack of role
clarity, inadequate training, and insufficient supervision. Standard.ap-

Attention

proaches to these problerns have not always yielded desired outcomes.

Role dlarification efforts have sometimes resuited in paraprofes-
sionals being inappropriately assigned tasks that are more properly
the responsibility of teachers and special educators (for example, plan-
ning, adapting, primary instruction, communication with families),
Contemyporary role clarification efforts acknowledge that schools
can consider appropriate roles for paraprofessionals only after the
roles of teachers and special educators have first been appropriately
established.

Others have fallen prey to the training trap, This occurs when
paraprofessionals receive virtually any, even a scant, amount or fevel
of training, and then professionals unadvisedly relinquish ever more
instructional responsibility for students with disabilities to them based
on the questionable reasoning, “Now they are trained!”



Trading in paraprofessional positions to hire additional special education teachers provides increased

"'occurrmg number of students s ecia
three of four classes. s

access to more highly qualified personnel.

eeds it: may be necessary to share a spec:al educator'acros '

Building Capacity of

Teacher capacity can be built in a variety of areas {e.g., expectations of teacher engagement with
students with disabilities, differentiated instruction, universat design, response to instruction, positive

Cenditions for Speciat
Educators and
Classroom Teachers

Teachers behavior supports, assistive technology, information about current evidence-based practlces)
';'_Paperwork | Paraprofess;onals_ may be ass:gned clencai’paperwork dutles':"hat free time for spe U
; F’araprofessm ) oHaborate witl teachers and work dxrectEy w;th students -

Improving Working Special educator conditions can be improved by reducing caseload size, the grade range covered, and

the number teachers with whom special educators interact, Explore changes in class size, increase
availability of special educator and related supports, schedule coordinated meeting times, and
provide access to adapted materials, to improve condltlons for teachers.

Peer Subports.

B 'Encourage peer-_s pport strategues th_at provrde naturai ways: to support studen’cs:

with disabilities and

Self-Determination . - .
in determlnmg their own supports.

Teach self-determination skills and provide opporiunities for students with disabilities to have a voice

Develcping a plan to fade paraprofessiona§ support as much as possiﬁle can lead to greater student

Fading Plans independence and more natural supports.
| Dually Cerhﬁed o . Hire teachers who are certified !h-both_-genef_éji_ah:d'é ecial education to provide enhanced personriel .
5 Teachers .._ICapauty for alI students " S i el TR

PARAPROFESSIONALS. TEACHING EXCEPTIOMAL CHILDREN, 37{5), 28-34.

Providing appropriate supports

Many busy teachers and special educators report finding paraprofes-
sionals helpful; what remains questionable is whether paraprofession-
als are the most appropriate support to help students. In too many
schools paraprofessionals have become the primary mechanism for
supporting students with disabilities in the classroom, rather than
one ameng an array of potential supports that are more deliberately
matched to meet students’ needs.

By shifting some of the responsibility for students from teachers to
paraprofessionals, schools may experience a faise sense of accomplish-
ment that a service delivery challenge has been solved. Even though
some pressure on teachers may have been relieved, inadvertently this
relief too often delays attention to addressing the real root problems
in regular and special education service delivery. Project EVOLVE and
Project EVOLVE Plus at the University of Vermont’s Center on Dis-
ability & Community Inchusion have been addressing these issues by
exploring alternatives to overreliance on paraprofessionals (see Table
2} and researching practices designed to develop coherent models of
inclusive special education service delivery.

So, as an educational tearn member considering potential supports
for students with a variety of special educational needs, be careful not
to jump too quickly to adding a paraprofessional as a solution. Yes,
clarify their roles, train them better, and provide adeguate supervi-
sion-—but don’t expect these steps to solve the problems—for they

ADAPTED FROM: GIANGRECD, M. F, YUAN, 5, MCKEMZIE, B, CAMERON, P, & FIALKA, J (2005). “BE CAREFUL WHAT YOU WISH FOR...
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are necessary but not sufficient.

‘While assigning a paraprofessional might provide temporary re-
lief, more often than not the perceived need for a paraprofessional is
merely a symptom of mere foundational issues in how general and
special education services are provided. The team needs to examine
its school and classroom level practices and consider alternatives to
overreliance on paraprofessionals that are individually suited to each
school, classroom, and student.

Be wary of decision-making models that promise to help your team
decide if paraprofessional support is needed. Often these tools focus
too extensively, often exclusively, on the characteristics and behaviors
of the student who has special needs and less so, sometimes not at all,
on the characteristics of the school, dassroom, curriculum, instruc-
tion, and home-school collaboration. It is often adjustments in these
aspects of schooling that can help students with ADHD, and a wider
range of students with special educational needs, succeed in regular
classes. Ultimately educational teams need to make sure they have
waorked together to provide the kind of help that helping is all about! ©

Michael F. Giangreco, PhD, is a professor in the Department of Education

at the University of Vermont, He specializes in various aspects of inclusive
education for students with disabilities. Betsy Hoza, PhD, is o professor in the
Department of Psychology at the University Vermont. Her work focuses on
sotial, behavieral and academic interventions and outcomes for children with
Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).
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What is SWIFT?

SWIFT is a naticnal K-8 technical assistance center that heips whole
education systems build capacity to provide academic and behavioral
instruction and support for all students, including students with disabilities
and those with the most extensive needs,

SWIFT Mission

SWIFT’s mission is to transform fragmented systems into fully integrated
organizations that deliver effective academic and behavioral instruction
and extra-curricular activities to all students in the school community.
SWIFT is committed to equity-based inclusion, where every child is valued
and given the supports he or she needs to succeed.

SWIFT Framework

Domains and features are the building blocks of the SWIFT framework.
Research shows it takes administrative leadership, a multi-tiered system
of support, family and community partrnerships, an integrated educaticnal
framework, and inclusive pclicies and practices to effectively meet the
needs of ALL students.

DOMAIiINS & FEATURES

Administrative Multi-tiered Integrated Family & Community fnclusive Policy
Leadership System of Support Educaticnal Framework Engagement Structure & Practice
A4 ki ¥ v A
Inclusive Fully Integrated| Trusting Family | Strong LEA/
Academic Organizational Partnerships School
instruction Structure Relationship
A\ A A4 A ¥
Inclusive Strong & Trusting LEA Policy
Behavior Positive School Community Framework
Instruction Culture Partnerships
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Administrative Leadership
Strong and actively engaged
administrative laadership invoives a
commitment to improving teaching
and learning and a system that
empowers educators and school
personnel. The two features of this
domain are;

Strong and Engacged Site
Leadership

Strong and Engaged Site Leadership
is the foundation for implementing,
transforming, and sustaining
systems throughout a school. The
principal and leadership team
empower egucators and families to
contribute to core school decisions
to improve teaching and learning.

Strong Educator Support System

A Strong Educator Support System
provides the structures that enable
educators to constantly improve
their practices. Instructional
supports may include professicnal
learning, instructional coaching and
supportive, useful evaluation with
a focus on building knowledge and
skills.

Multi-Tiered System of Support
A multi-tiered system of support
is a continuum of research-based,
system-wide practices of data-
based decision making used to meet
the academic and behavior needs
of all students. The two features of
this domain are:

inciusive Academic instruction
Inclusive  Academic  Instruction
utilizes schoolwide approaches to
promote student learning and high
achievement for all students. Schools
use multi-tiered instructional
strategies, differentiation, Universal
Design for Learning, and flexible
grouping to support of instruction
all students, including those with
the most extensive support needs.
Academic and behavior supports
are integrated within one multi-
tiered system of support,

inclusive Behavior Instruction

Inclusive Behavior instruction is
a proactive approach to teaching
socialand behaviorskills. Schoolwide

(IR

interventions identify instructional
priorities using multipie sources of
data, prevent behavior challenges,
and provide social and behavior
supports. Academic and behavior
supports are integrated within one
multi-tiered system of support.

Integrated Educational

Framework
An integrated educational
framework encompasses

all  students, personnel, and
stakeholders within a positive school
culture and ensures full access for all
students to participate in all schooi-
related activities. The twc features
of this domain are;

Fuily integrated Organizational
Structure

A Fully Integrated Grganizational
Structure means full participation
in the general education curriculum
for all students. Al students
participate in the general education
curriculum instruction and activities
of their grade level peers, and
schools embrace ways to redefine
roles of paraeducators and
teaching assistants to support all
students.,

Strong and Positive

School Culture

A Strong and Positive School
Culture creates an atmosphere
in which everyone feels that they
belong. Particularly, students have
equal access to extracurricular
learning activities with appropriate
supports, and school personnel
share responsibilities to educate all
students.

Family & Community

Engagement

Families, community members, and
schools form a partnership in which
each benefits from and supports
the others. The two features of this
domain are;

Trusting Family Partnerships

Trusting Family Partnerships
contribute to positive student
outcomes when family members and
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school staff have respectful, mutually
beneficial relationships with shared
responsibility for student learning;
family members have options for
meaningful involvement in  their
children’s education and in the life of
the school; and the schoot responds
to family interests and involvement
in a culturally responsive manner.

Trusting Comwnunity Partnerships
Trusting Community Partnerships

contribute to positive student
outcomes when schools work
collaboratively  with  community

members, agencies, organizations,
businesses, and industries around
common  goals. Comrunity
representatives directly participate
in school leadership, and schools
enhance community resources.

Inclusive Policy
Structure & Practice

Inclusive policy structure and
practice includes a supportive,
reciprocai  partnership between

the school and its district or local

educational agency. The two

features of this domain are:

strong LEA/School Relationship

A local educationhal agency (LEA)
partners with the school to promote
a shared vision and foster inclusive
teaching and learning. Strong LEA
/ Schooti Relationships use policy
to formally organize and integrate
initiatives and programs, address
and remove barriers to success, and
address ways to more effectively
use resources.

LEA Policy Framework

The LEA Policy Framework means
that the district or local educational
agency (LEA) has a formal structure
to continually evaluate and rewrite
policy in  support of quality
practices. The LEA uses information
from schools to support and ensure
staff members receive training on
relevant research and/or research-
based practices.
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Benefits of Inclusive Education

SWIFT Center provides technical assistance to schools, districts, and
states to implement and sustain an inclusive educational framework that
enables all students to receive maximum educational benefits. The point
of public education is giving students a foundation of learning that will
help them build a career later in life. Thirty vears of research shows us
that when all students are learning together (including those with the most
extensive needs) AND are given the appropriate instruction and suppotrts,
ALL students can participate, learn, and excel within grade-level general
education curriculum, build meaningful social relationships, achieve positive
behavioral outcomes, and graduate from high school, college and beyond.

Here are the findings from several research studies that demonstrate

benefits of inclusive education.

Students without disabilities made
significantly oreater progress in
reading and math when served in
inclusive settings (Cole, Waldron, &
Maijd, 2004).

Students who provided peer
supports for  students with
disabilities in general education
classrooms demonstrated positive
academic outcomes, such as
increased academic achievement,
assignment completion, and
classroom participation (Cushing &
Kennedy, 1997).

No significant difference was found
in  the academic achievement
of students without disabilities
when served in classrooms with or
without inclusion (Ruijs, Van der
Veen, & Peetsma, 2010; Sermier
Dessemontet & Bless, 2013).

in a meta-analysis of research,
Kalambouka, Farrell, and Dyson
(2007) found 81% of the cutcomes
reported showed that including
students with disabilities in general
education resulted in either positive
or neutral effects for students
without disabilities.

Time spent engaged in the general
education curriculum is strongly and
positively correlated with math and
reading achievement for students

with disabilities {Cosier, Causton-
Theoharis, & Theoharis, 2013; Cole
et al,, 2004).

Students with intellectual disabilities
that were fully included in general
education classroocms made more
progress in literacy skills when
compared to students served in
special schools (Dassemontet,
Bless, & Morin, 2012).

Students with autism in inclusive
settings scored significantly higher
on academic achievement tests
when compared to students with
autismm in self-contained settings
(Kurth & Mastergeorge, 2010),

Research Support of SWIFT
Domains and Fealures

The specific features that are
common to successful inclusive
education can be summarized
as. administrative leadership, a
multi-tiered  system of support,
integrated educational framework,
family and community partnerships,
and inclusive policy structure and
practices. Here are findings from
some of the studies that support
these individual features of inclusive
education.
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Administrative Leadership:

Strong and Engaged &ite
Leadership

Strong and engaged site leadership
is a key component for developing
and sustaining inclusive school
practices {Ainscow & Sandhill, 2010;
Waldron & McLeskey, 2010).

Strong Educator Support System
The principal plays an essentiai role
in developing inclusive programs
at schools. When conducting a
case study of a principal at an
effective inclusive school, Hoppey
and Mcleskey (2010) identified
the following characteristics of
the principal's role: caring for and
investing in teachers, providing
opportunities for distributed
leadership, and protecting teachers
from the pressures of high-stakes
account-ability.

Multi-Tiered System of Support
(MTSS):

Incluslve Academic nstruction

An MTSS framework should be used
to guide instruction, by using effec-
tive general education strategies
with ali students and increasing the
level of support for some students
based on needs identified through
screening and progress monitoring
(Copeland & Cosbey, 2008; Sailor,
2009a, 2009b).

Inclusive Behavior Instruction
Implementing School-wide Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Sup-
ports resulted in decreases in office
discipline referrals, suspensions, and
disruptive behaviors and increases
in pro-social behavicr (Bradshaw,
Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010; Sailor, Wolf,
Choi, & Roger, 2009; Sailor, Zuna,
Choi et al., 2006).

Integrated Educational
Frameworl:

Fully Integrated Grganizational
Structure

Fully integrated organizational
structures allow all students who
need additional supports to ben-
efit from resources that otherwise
would be available only to segregat-
ed populations of students (Sailor,
2009a).

Strong and Paositive School Culwe

i

“Schoecls have cultures, and re-
search from educaticnal anthropoi-
ogists (i.e, Ogbu, 1982, 1985) has
shown repeatedly that the culture of
schools is a strong influence on aca-
demic achievement” (Sailoy, 2009a,
0. 250).

Family & Community
Engagement:

Trusting Family Partnerships
Student  achieverment in  the
elementary grades (Goddard,
Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001),
middle school grades (Sweetland &
Hoy, 2000}, and high schooil grades
{Hoy & Tarter, 1997) is likely to be
higher in schools in which trusting
partnerships exist than in schools in
which partnerships and trust do not
abound.

Trusting Community Partnerships

“Research indicates that when a
collective group of school, family,
and community stakeholders
work together, achievement gaps
decrease” (Bryan & Henry, 2012, p.
408).

Inclusive Policy Structure
and Practice:

Stroeng LEA/School Relationship

A strong and supportive relationship
between individual schools and their
districts is critical for sustainable
school reform. (MclLaughlin &
Talbert, 2003).

LEA Policy Framewaork

A policy framework must exist
at the school, district, state, and
federal levels that is fully aligned
with inclusive reform initiatives
and removes barriers to successful
implementation (Kozleski & Smith,
2009).
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Technical Assistance Process

SWIFT's role is to provide
differentiated technical assistance
{TA) to partner states and their
participating districts and schools.
SWIFT TA uses a set of six evidence-
based practices for building
inclusive education; but every
district and school partnering with
SWIFT has its own starting point
and travels its own path for creating
and sustaining fully inclusive and
equitable schools. Therefore, TA
providers and TA recipients work
collaboratively in teams to identify
the actions and resources needed
tc achieve desired outcomes.
SWIFT TA Teams include school
fransformation teams,  district
implementation teams, and state
leadership and implementation
teams. These teams work together
to support transformation across
the whole education system,

The six TA practices are Visioning,
DataSnapshots, PricrityandPractice
Planning, Resource Mapping and
Matching, Transformation Teaming,
and Coaching and Facilitation.
Visioning

What is our community’s shared
vision of excellence and equity for
all students?

SWIFT TA acknowledges and
builds on already existing school,
district and community strengths.
Through the Visioning practice,
each community is engaged to
understand and acknowiedge
that they have resources from
which to draw, and that they are
resilient, resourceful, and seek out
opporiunities to learn (Pulla, 2012;
Shaked, 2014). SWIFT TA Visioning
begins with partner conversations
about current  priorities  and
exploration of future direction.

Jointly moving toward a shared
vision of a highly effective school for
all students offers each community
an opportunity o parther with
SWIFT in a way that is deeply
relevant and culturally responsive.
This shared vision creates a shared
ownership and clear direction for
the transformation process.

Data Snapshots

What is vight, useful, successfut,
vnicusly good or alive that we can
build upon to achieve our vision?
SWIFT emphasizes the
use of data to help schools
and districts identify their
priorities for change and
make decisions about the

TA support that is needed.
Data Snapshots craw
together multiple sources
of data to inform decisions
about the  differentiated
nature and content of the TA
to be provided. At a school,
these sourcesinclude: student
outcome data, student
placement data, SWIFT-
Fidelity of Implementation
Tool, SWIFT-Feature Integrity
Assessment, and Drivers of
Implementation Best Practice
Assessment. The School Data
Snapshot practice prompts
meaningful conversation
about the current state of the
school and leads to decisions
about targets for change in
relation toc each school's vision
of its own implementation
of the SWIFT Domains and
Features.

District and state
implementation teams also
engage in Data Snapshots
to inform decisions about
their roles in transforming
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schools as well as the nature and
content of SWIFT TA support.
The data sources at these levels
include summaries of School Data
Snapshots from all SWIFT schools in
a district, and or all SWIFT districts
in a state. Further, District and State
Capacity Assessments help these
partners identify their strengths
and opportunities to implement
innovations and interventions that
are systemic, can be sustained
over time, and scaled up to
additional schools and districts.
District and State Data Snapshots
support analysis and discussion
about the content and process
of transformation, and mapping
priorities to available resources.

Priority And Practice Planning

How will we harness our will and
capacily to carry oul our vision?
Implementation of new systems,
structures, and practices oc-
curs over time and in stages that
overlap and are revisited as nec-
essary (AiHub, 2013). The State
iImplementation & Scaling-up of
Evidence-based Practices (SISEP)
Center states that readiness to en-
gage in evidence-based practices
and systems change is critical to
overall implementation success and
sustainability (Fixsen, Blase, Horn-
er, Sims, & Sugai, 2013b; Fixsen,
Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace,
2005). To achieve readiness, SWIFT
TA initially engages partners in a
foundation setting stage, the first of
several active implementation stag-
es. Visioning and Data Snapshots
practices contribute this stage as
schoois and districts work through
a Priority and Practice Planning
process, Each partners’ exploration
and self-assessment in relation to
each SWIFT Feature continues unti
data from a number of scurces indi-
cate their readiness to move ahead
to another stage of the work.

Resource Mapping And
Matching

How can we amplify

what already works?

Consistent with strengths-and da-
{a-based evidences is the notion
of resource leveraging, that is, the
practice of applying current re-
sources in new ways to achieve
better outcomes. As a capacity-en-
hancing approach, SWIFT and their
partner schools, districts, and
states move through a process of
"mapping” and "matching” avaifable
resources to achieve their visions for
excellent and equitable education
for all students. Existing in-district,
in-state and national resources are
identified and mapped to SWIFT
features. Then these resources
are matched to specific school/
district priorities. Next, the process
invelves leccating and  applying
additional layers of resources where
needed to deepen knowledge or fill
existing gaps. This practice allows
for schools/districts to re-think the
traditional approach of “seek and
pay TA”

Transformation Teaming

How will we engage with each
other and the whole system to
move our schools and districts
through transformation?

As ameans of building capacity with
a wider reach than a single teacher,
classroom, or school, SWIFT TA
expects districts to share the on-site
responsibility for implementation
that in other TA models would be
filled solely by an external “expert.”
Thus, rather early a TA partnership,
SWIFT asks its parthers to
establish Transformation Teaming
structures, A school team includes
the Principal, a school “Coach”,
and representatives of general and
specialized educators, support
staff, family, and community
members. A scheol Coach refers
to a school staff member who,
along with the Principal, assumes
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a role of providing site-based
support for SWIFT implementation.
Districts and state educational
agencies form Implementation
Teams that represent stakeholders
and systems that support school
transformation. As a part of the
district and state commitment to
SWIFT, staff are designated as
Coordinators who are the primary
interfaces with the SWIFT TA
providers, who are referred to as
Facilitators. Districts and states
also form Leadership Teams that
provide leadership and support
for their tmplementation Teams.
These various transformation teams
carry out the previcusly described
Visicning, Data Snapshots, Priority
and Practice Planning and Resource
Mapping and Matching.

Coaching And Facilitation

How will we expand our capaciiy
te lead transformation? How will
we prepare the nexi generation of
transformation leaders?

The Coaching and Facilitation
practice deveiops organizational
andpersonnelcapacity viasustained
and purposeful contact among
SWIFT TA Facilitators and partner
Coordinators as well as district and
state teams, As district and state
Coordinators and principals learn
and build up their capacity to lead
transformation, SWIFT Facilitators
move into coaching roles, cbserving
and providing feedback. Eventually,
this coaching model builds capacity
within the system to implement
and adapt without reliance on an
external TA provider.
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SWIFT Frequently Asked Questions

What can educators do to move forward inclusive education?

SWIFT Field Guide is a resource vou can use with your school staff to
support inclusive practices. Try using the Discussion Guides, Introductory

Presentations, and Steps to Get You Started as thinking prempts for your
leadership team or faculty meetings. Guide.swiftschools.org

What can families do to help thelr neighborhood schools to embrace
inclusion?

Check out our Families and Community link and Join the Conversation
on our website. We have several ideas and would love to hear about your
experiences. www.swiftschools.org

What does SWIFT in action look like?
SWIFT-In-60 videos are a great way to see inclusion in action,
Check out our partner school and district websites.

Review the newsletter archives and read about partner school inclusive
education activities.

“tike” SWIFT Schools on Facebook and Twitter and access daily reports of
inclusive education in action.

Can SWIFT advise us sbout our current plan to make our school more
inclusive?

SWIFT-FIA is a free, downloadable resource you can use to self-assess
your school’s inclusive educational practices and consider action steps for
change and the SWIFT Field Guide provides Discussion Guides, Introductory
Presentations, and Steps to Get You Started along with links to helpful
resources.

How can my school or district become a SWIFT partner?

SWIFT Center currently works with whole educational systems, which
includes state, district, and school leaders, along with family and community
members, in five selected states. Write to leaders in your district and state
to let them know about your interest in SWIFT for your neighborhood school.

SWIFT Contact

Have a guestion or want 1o get involved?
Drop us & line and let us know how we can work together.

Email; swift@ku.edu
Oniine: www.swiftschools.org
Phone: 785.864.6844
Address: 1315 Wakarusa Lawrence, KS 66045

-F /SwiftSchools
@/SwiftSchools
wr @SWIFTSchools
/theswiftcenter
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