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Abstract: This article presents a study of the use of the Vermont Interdependent
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general educators), special educators, and
related service providers who work with the
students. The teams work to develop a
shared framework, in pait, by determining
the components of students’ IEPs, such as
goals. Unlike many educational programs
in which team members each develop a set
of goals that coincide with their respective

and contradictions in the recommendations;
and consider the educational relevance and

necessity of the proposed services. Using
VISTA, the taam datarmines what supnort
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services are needed, the mode and fre-
quency of the services, where the services
should be provided, and when their deci-
sions should be reevaluated. In doing so,
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they are based on the educational needs of
the students, rather than on specific areas
representing the orientations of members’
various disciplines. In the context of
VISTA, educational needs are operational-
Ii-A in an aducatinnal m-meree

ering natural supports (such as classroom
teacher, guidance counselor) before
assigning specialists to provide support.
PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Four studies pertaining to VISTA were
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In addition, a mo‘re methodologically  study extended those earlier investigations
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Table 1
Learning outcomes of students, by curriculum area (N = 35).

Curriculum area Number _ Fryamnian attan—io .
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TGS 4 Tracks, scans, differentiates, writes
Socialization 3 Engages in socially acceptable behavior
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In response to the query, “During the
1995-96 school year, our team imple-
mented the educational and support service
plans that were developed using VISTA (in
spring 1995),” the mean score was 6.52

tates our communication as a team and
keeps us all on the same page.”

In response to the query, “For each of the
school staff who were part of the student’s
educational team, please indicate the extent
to which you believe that the discipline was
responsible for positive changes in the stu-
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physical and occupational therapists in the
study were itinerant staff, the nurses were
school based, and the general educators
were classroom based. Even when the
scores for physical therapists, occupational
therapists, general educators, and school
nurses were in the positive range, 68 per-
cent of the responses were between 5.57
and 6.86 with fairly wide standard devia-
tions, suggesting a modest and varied
impact.

It is interesting that as a group, the gen-

.eral educators rated themselves lower (M =
4.86, SD = 3.44) than did the parents or spe-

cial educators. A team-by-team examina-
tion of the scores indicated that only two of
the seven teams rated the general educators’
contributions above 5.5. And only the mean
scores of the parents were in the positive
range for school administrators, hearing
specialists, and vision specialists (ranging
from 6.40 to 1.00), suggesting that these 3

from 7 to 1, with 73 percent of those scores
falling in the negative half of the 10-point
scale (below 5.5). In four of these five
cases, the use of VISTA was also raied
medium. In one case, the student’s progress
was rated low even though the use of
VISTA was rated high. As was stated ear-
lier, the participants stated that the student’s
low progress was due to equipment prob-
lems that interfered with access to commu-
nication.

Discussion

The findings of this study suggest that 1)
the use of VISTA was a positive con-
tributing factor in the educational progress
of some students in this study; 2) the greater
implementation of decisions made using
VISTA increased the likelihood of positive
student outcomes; 3) disciplines that were
perceived as having the most positive
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Table 2
Positive impact of various disciplines.

7

Parents

D|smpl|ne n M SD Discipline

Special educator 7 8.00 1.91 Instructional assistant

Physical therapist 6 7.50 0.84 Physical therapist

Instructional assistant 7 6.86 3.18 Occupational therapist

Occupational therapist 4 6.50 3.70 Hearing specialist

Vision specialist 5 6.40 2.70 General educator

School administrator 5 6.40 3.78 Speech-language therapist
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Special educators General educators
n M SD Discipline n M SD
5 8.20 1.30 O&M instructor 1 9.00 —
2 8.00 1.41 Special educator 6 6.83 2.64
7 7.29 2.29 Instructional assistant 7 6.57 2.76
6 7.00 2.19 Speech-language therapist 6 6.33 2.94
4 6.25 3.86 Deaf-biind specialist 5 6.20 2.95
2 6.00 0.00 School nurse 5 5.80 2.86
7 5.86 3.02 Physical therapist 7 5.43 2.37
7 5.71 2.36 Occupational therapist 4 5.25 1.71
6 5.67 2.50 General educator 7 4.86 3.44
5 480 = 342 School administrator 6 4.67 3.01
7 4.57 3.41 Vision specialist 4 3.75 3.40
4 4.00 1.83 Hearing specialist 2 1.00 0.00

Luiselli, 1997; Giangreco, Edelman,
Luiselli, & MacFarland, in press) even
though such an approach confuses quantity
with value (Giangreco, 1996). Second, that
the general educators rated only 6 of the 12
disciplines positively suggests a potential
area of conflict between parents and
teachers and the absence of a shared frame-

work. Third, the general educators’
?Qn‘rnn raflact o mandal that aall

consider the use of natural supports (such as
teachers and peers), those that would be
available even if the students did not have
disabilities.

In considering these data, the authors

. were prompted to shift their thinking from
~ “Who can help?” because this question can

lead to unnecessarily large teams, which,
according to general educators, are often
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on the provision of regular, ongoing support __are reallv needed for students to receive an
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