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like 1t takes the better part of the year to get
things running smoothly, and just when it’s
going well, the school year is over. As the
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The data were based on a total of 384
individuals (26 parents and 358 profes-
sional staff) who served as the educational
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feel like we are starting all over again from
square one.”
The authors explored this concern by
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the educational team? To what extent does
team membership change from year to
year? and What is the nature of that
change? By answering these basic ques-
tions, they hoped to ascertain the extent to
which parents’ concerns were accurate. The
findings highlight some important, if not
surprising, information and suggest impli-
cations for practice and future research.
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four school years from 1994-95 to
1997-98. The teams ranged from 5 to 15

members, and the average team size was
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selected on the basis of their participation in
a federally funded research project to study
educational supports for students with deaf-
blindness in general education classes.
Most of the data (93%; n = 67 “student

school years”) was based on the students’

placement in general education classes, and
the remamning 7% (n = 5 student school
years) was based on their placement in spe-
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by-item analysis for each child to determine ~ Table I ,
. Team members, by role (N = 384).
the percentage and nature of the change in -
. ole _ n
teamn membership annually from fall to fall General education Teachers =
(1994-95 to 1995-96, 1995-96 to 1996-97, Paraprofessionals " 80
and 1996-97 to 1997-98), over a two-year = Special educators 39
period (1994-95 to 1996-97), and over a (such as speegh-language therapists) 38
- i _ _ Physical therapists 28
thrga year Penod (1994-95 to 19?7 98). Peiants o
This analysis was done by comparing two Occupational therapists 23
different years of Team Membership forms  Vision specialists 19
) Administrators 18
for a student and recording a plus (+) for  peaf-biind specialists 14
each person who was listed for both years  Nurses o 13
) ' Hearing specialists B
and a minus (=) for each person who was School-family-community specialists 8 t
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dents with disabilities, their families, and
service providers?

Possibly the most compelling and
obvious finding is that the only constant
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member? Does team membership mean that
all team members are involved in all deci-
sion making .and implementation? Does
every member need to be at every meeting?

parents. This simple and undeniable reality
should serve to remind professionals that
although they are interchangeable, in most
cases, family members remain constant and
will be there for the students when profes-
sionals are not. Despite efforts to be more
family centered, the authors believe that

- professionals in the field have not used a
. sufficient level of family-centered and

family-supportive approaches.
To improve education for students with

the size of teams is limited, how can the
necessary expertise be ensured?

One approach to addressing these ques-
tions is for people who are involved in the
education of a student to be designated core
team members, extended team meinbers, or
situational resources (Giangreco, 1996a,
1996b). Core team members would include
a small set of people who are frequently
involved in the student’s educational pro-
gram (such as the classroom teacher, spe-
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in- their efforts to understand the context

paraprofessional). Thev would make all the






related service providers. Job descriptions tion and contribute to students’ learning and
that clarify roles, various modes of service ~ development.

) provision, and team members’ responsibili- Future research should focus on the
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educanonallv necessary from traditional membership and how they facilitate or
health services that may be beyond the interfere with the provision of appropriate
scope of school services. With ]Ob expecta-  education for individual students. In the
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