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ABSTRACT
It has been said that the diff erence between involvement and commitment islike aham
and egg breakfast — the chicken was invalved bu the pig was committed. To better
understand teacher commitment to inclusion, this study examined the perspedives and
experiences of 8 elementary teachers who hed included students with significant
disabiliti esin their general education classrooms. A questionraire was developed to
determine prior and current opinions abou inclusion and participants were assgned to
one of the foll owing categories: (a) those who were optimistic &out inclusion rior to
their experience of including a student with a significant disabili ty and who have
remained optimistic, (b) those who were optimistic éou inclusion grior to their
experience but who have become scepticd as aresult of their experience, (¢) those who
were initially scepticd about inclusion grior to their experience of including a student
with asignificant disabili ty but who have becme optimistic as aresult of their
experiencewith inclusion, and (d) those who wereinitialy sceptical about inclusionand
who remain scepticd. Interviews were anducted to explore the df ect their experiences
had ontheir opinions about inclusion and the fadors that fadlit ated or hindered teacher
engagement. Qualitative analysis of the data suggested that teaders who are aleto
include students with significant disabiliti es are more engaged, are generally satisfied
with their experiences and have become more optimistic ebou inclusion and more
committed to it. Impli cations for teater education and professonal development are

discussd.
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CHAPTER 1

Full inclusion, in which all students are full and equal members of their general
education clasgooms and schod communiti es, is arecgnized and increasingly common
educaional pradice AcrossCanada, most provinces and territories have adopted or are
adopting the term inclusive to describe their approac to providing services for students
with spedal needs (Friend, Bursuck, & Hutchinson, 1998. In Manitoba, arecently
pubished compil ation d existing palicies and procedures in student service (Manitoba
Educaion Training and Y outh, 200) refleds a phil osophy of inclusion and states
“students with spedal needs shoud experience schod as much as possble like their
peaswithou spedal needs’ (p. 3.

Interest in the pradiceof including studentsin general education clasgooms has
sparked agrea ded of discusson and research. Some of this research has focused onthe
attitudes and perceptions of general education teachers either prior to o after their
involvement in inclusion programs (Cook, Tankersley, & Landrum, 200Q Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 1996. Other studies have focused on the pradices used in general educdion
clasgooms implementing inclusive educaional programs (Fox & Y ssldyke, 1997
Janney & Snell, 1997, particularly in those schools where inclusive eff orts were
considered succesdul (Y ork-Barr, Schultz, Doyle, Kronkerg, & Cros<tt, 1996).

From this research, it has become goparent that classoom teaders fedings of
responsibili ty for and engagement with their students with dsabiliti es are aiticd
variables in the succesul inclusion and educaion of students with dsabili tiesin general

educaion clasgooms (Giangrem, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993 Hunt
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& Goetz, 1997 Kozleski & Jadkson, 1993 Olson, Chamers, & Hoover, 1997; Salisbury,
Palombaro, & Hollowood, 1993 York-Barr et a., 1996. The detrimental eff ects
asciated with teacher disengagement, namely student isolation, insular relationships
with paraeducaors, and stigmatization, have been identified (Giangrew, Broer, &
Edelman, 2002 and concerns have been raised regarding teaters abdicaing their
responrsibili ty for students with dsabiliti esto paraeducators. Brown, Farrington, Knight,
Ross and Ziegler (1999 expressed their concern that pladng the least trained, least
qualified personrel in the pasition d providing the majority of instruction and aher key
suppatsto students who present the most complex leaning chall enges jeopardizes their
right to recave an appropriate education.

In Manitoba, the provincial government is currently drafting regulations, policies,
and guideli nes to acaompany new legislation that is awaiti ng proclamation. Bill 13, An
Amendment to the Public Schods Act (Manitoba Education Citi zenship and Y outh,
2005 will ensurethat all studentsin Manitoba ae entitled to receve gpropriate
educational programming that fosters sudent participationin bah the acaemic and
socia life of the schod. The intent of thislegidationisto ensure dl students, particularly
those with spedal nedls, receve the gopropriate educaiona programs they require. With
the final assent of thislegislation, schods will need to examine their existing procedures
and pdicies regarding students with dverse needs. Therefore, this an opprtunetimeto
investigate teacher commitment to inclusion.

Whil e some might fed that “bad” inclusionis aways preferable to “good’
segregation, dhers have used ursuccessful examplesto question whether all teaders can

or shoud be expeded to acaommodate dl children with speda needs (Winzer, 1999 and
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to suggest that inclusion may not be the most appropriate dhoice for some students
(Smith & Smith, 2000 . There ae dso oljedionsto inclusion based on dher
considerations. For example, many in the Deaf community argue ded students shoud be
included orly in deaf communiti es where peers share their language (ASL) and dstinct
ded culture (Cohen, 194). In addition, some educators argue that some students with
disabiliti es that affed attention and concentration reed irregular clasgoom environments
that are lesscrowded, lessnaisy, lesscluttered, and more structured than the regular
clasgoom ever can or should be (Rempel, 1999. Findly, it has been argued that some
students, typicdly those with psychiatric and severe behavioural and emotional problems,
need therapeutic educational environments not suited to the needs of hedthy chil dren
(Kauffman, Lloyd, Baker, & Riedel, 1995. Nevertheless even if these three exceptional
popuations are exempted from consideration, as they are in this gudy, the inclusion d
the vast majority of students with dsabiliti es remains an important and controversial
issle,

Thisis particularly true for students with significant disabiliti es. Despite the
impad of the inclusive schoding movement, these students often are placed in separate
classes. Asthese students require amodified or individualized program, which makes
their inclusionin the regular classoom more dhallenging, they will be the focus of this
study.

Severa scholars (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998 Winzer, 1998 have noted the
importance of clarifying the meanings of terms such as sgnificant disabiliti es. What is
significantly disabled to ore person may not be so to ancther. For the purpose of this

study, students with significant disabiliti eswill be those who are digible for modified or
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individuali zed programming. In Manitoba, modification appliesto students who have
significant cogniti ve disabiliti es and require dterationto over 50 per cent of the leaning
outcomesin asubjed area. Individualized programming recognizes that some students
with significant cogniti ve disabiliti es will not benefit from provincia curricula (Manitoba
Educaion Training and Y outh, 200).

Students with significant cogniti ve disabiliti es have significantly below-average
genera intell ectual functioning with deficits in adaptive behaviour (Friend et a., 1998.
Many of these students may have other diagnastic labels such as autism, cerebral palsy,
Down syndrome, and fetal alcohd syndrome. However, na al students with these labels
have asignificant cognitive disability and nd all students with a cognitive disabili ty are
unable to med the aurriculum outcomes withou modificaion. Modified and
individualized programming is not intended for students withou significant cognitive
disabiliti es who may be considered as having special needls, including those who have
physicd disabiliti es, emotional or behavioural disorders, or learning disabiliti es, as well
asthose who are blind a have visua impairments, who are ded or hard of heaing, or for
whom English is a second language.

Students with significant disabiliti es can and are being included succesdully in
clasgooms every day (Hunt & Goetz, 1997. Succesdul inclusionists demonstrate a
commitment to inclusion through dread contact with students with dsabilities and adive
involvement in planning and implementing instruction along with ather educaional team
members (Giangrea & Doyle, 20@®). The question that begs to be asked is why do some

teaders beaome engaged with and take responsibility for their students with significant
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disabiliti es and, perhaps more importantly, what fadors facilit ate or hinder teader

responsibili ty and engagement?



Hamor Eggs? 6

CHAPTER 2

Review of the Literature

Four main bodes of work that suppat and inform the present study will be
discussed in thisreview of the literature. First, the role of teacher attitudes toward
inclusion and their effed on ateader’ s willi ngness to include students with dsabiliti es
will be examined. Seaond,the dfeds of experiencewith inclusion onteachers’ attitudes
and willi ngnessto include will be explored. Particular attention will be paid to thase who
have had experienceincluding a student with significant disabiliti es. The third focus of
this review will be onthe experiences of thase teachers who report that including a
student with significant disabiliti es lead to changes in their attitude or willi ngnessto
include students with dsabiliti es. Finally, research related to teacher responsibility and
engagement will be reviewed and passble influencing fadors will be identified.

Teacher Attitudes

It has generally been assumed that in order for inclusionto be dfective, general
clasgoom teaders must be receptive to its principles and demands (Garvar-Pinhas &
Schmelkin, 1989. Thisasuumptionis based onthe beli ef that teachers’ support for any
innowetion in which they are participating will i nfluencethe dfort they expendin its
implementation (Sarason, 1982. Since putting the concept of full i nclusioninto pradice
succesdully requires sgnificant changesin curricular planning and instructional pradices
(Giangreco & Putnam, 1991, aswell asin teacher roles and resporsibiliti es (Rainforth,
York, & Madonad, 1993, considerable dfort isrequired. Because of the assumed
importance of teachers' attitudes on the successof inclusion, teadier attitudinal studies

represent one of the largest bod es of research investigating inclusion.
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In general, studies of teacher attitudes appea contradictory and inconclusive.
Some research has characterized general education teaders as being resistant to
integration (Coates, 198; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991 while others have
shown them to be suppative (Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 1996 Y ork,
Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992. Coates reported that general
educators do nd agreewith the basic tenets of inclusive educaion, na are they oppased
to pulout programs. Similarly, Semmel et a. surveyed 381general and special educators
and concluded that teadersin elementary schods favour a pullout model of educaion
over an inclusive one. On the other hand, Vill a, et a. surveyed 680teachers and
administrators and found that responcdents favoured educating chil dren with disabiliti esin
regular classs.

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996 tried to make sense of these wntradictions by
using research synthesis procedures to summarize this literature. Altogether, they
examined 28survey reports covering 10, 560teachers and aher schod personrel from
the United States, Canada, and Australia published from 1958to 1995.They foundthat a
majority of teachers agreed with the general concepts of mainstreaming and inclusion,
and a glight majority were willi ng to implement mainstreaning or inclusion pradicesin
their own classes. Overall, suppat for inclusion and the willi ngnessto implement it
appeaed to covary with the severity of the students’ disabiliti es and the anourt of
additional teader responsibili ty required.

Although Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996 naoted that suppat for inclusion and
teader willi ngnessto include students with disabilities did na appea to covary with

other variables, such as geographical areaor year of puldicaion, orly one study included
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Canadian teachers and the magjority surveyed the attitudes of American teachers.
Differencesin the education systems, teader preparation programs, and general views
towards diversity, suggest that Canadian teaders may had dfferent views than their
American courterparts. Bunch, Lupart, & Brown (1997 surveyed 1,14 7teaders and
schod personrel and 34 pre-serviceteaders to determine their attitudes toward the
inclusion d students with chall enging needs aaossCanada. Pradising educaors were
drawn from traditionally structured schod systems having both regular and spedal
education classes, and inclusively structured systems having regular classes, bu few
spedal education classes. Interestingly, their results also foundthat those surveyed
generally believed that inclusionis soundeducaional pradice and similar concerns
regarding teacher workload were raised. More recent surveys of teachersin Nova Scotia
(Edmunds, 1999 and Newfoundand (Edmunds, 2003) yielded simil ar results.

These findings suggest that many teaders suppat the philosophy of inclusion
and are willi ng to implement inclusionin their clasgoom. However, this suppat is not
overwhelming, and some reservations exist, particularly with resped to willingness It is
important to nae that much of the dtitudinal research was condicted with teaders who
were not teaching in inclusive programs. This led Semmel et al. (1997) to conclude that
the negative perspedives of teadersin their survey could have been influenced by the
ladk of experiencethese professonals had with inclusion. In addition, most of the
research focused onstudents with mild disabili ties. Given that, generally, the more severe
the disabili ty, the more negative the atitudes of teachers toward inclusion (Wisniewski &
Alper, 1999, it would appea that not al experienceis equal. Therefore, reseach into the

role of teachers' experiences with students with significant disabiliti esis explored next.
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Inclusion Experience

Reseach into teacher change has foundthat while commitment is criticd to
implementation d innowetions (Fullan, 1991, teacher commitment often emerges at the
end d the implementation cycle, after the teachers have gained mastery of the
professona expertise needed to implement a new innovetion (McLaughlin, 199). In
other words, teachers negative or neutra attitudes at the beginning of an innovation,
such asinclusion, may change over time a afunction d experience and astheir expertise
devel ops through the processof implementation. A substantial amourt of the research
invalving educators experienced with inclusion has focused onthe implementation o
inclusive educaion and afew researchers have focused onthe dtitudes and beli ef s of
teaders who had experienceincluding students with significant disabiliti es.

Downing, Eichinger, and Willi ams (1997 conducted structured interviews with
nine general educators, nine spedal educators, and nine principals representing nine
different elementary schools concerning their perceptions of theinclusion o elementary
level students with severe disabiliti es. They were particularly interested in the impad that
professona role andlevel of integration hed ontheir perceptions. The respondents
worked in three diff erent types of educational programs: full i nclusion, partial
integration, and noinclusive educational experiences with elementary students with
severe disabiliti es. Fully inclusive sites were schools where students with severe
disabiliti es were full -time members of the dassthey would have beeninif not disabled
and hed individuali zed suppatsin acordance with their Individualized Educdion
Programs. Partial integration sites were & schods where students |abell ed severely

disabled were assgned to self-contained spedal educaionrooms, bu went to the age-
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appropriate genera education clasgooms for certain parts of the day with suppats
provided. Sites at which there was no implementation o inclusive pradices were schods
where students were educaed in self-contained rooms and dd na participate in general
education clasgooms.

Though resporses, in general, were relatively consistent despite role or level of
implementation, some diff erences were goparent. When asked their view on inclusion
(whether positive, negative, or neutral), amost all were uniformly positive, although
more people implementing full or partial inclusion were positive. In answer to the
guestion, "If all resources were avail able, would you suppart full i nclusion?* more
principals and spedal educators resporded affirmatively than dd general educators.
Threeof these general educaors said that it would depend on \arious fadors. As
expeded, more people doing full or partial inclusion said "yes" than dd those
implementing noinclusion.

A comparison d the perspedives of teachers who were aurrently teaching in
inclusive programs with teatders who were not teaching in such programs also was the
focus of an investigation by McLeskey, Waldron, So, Swanson, & Loveland (2001).
They surveyed 162general and speda educators from six schods. Teaders from three
of the schods were cmpleting the first year of implementation d an Inclusive Schod
Program that they had developed as part of a school-university partnership. Teaders
from the other threeschools had na worked in inclusive settings and these schod's used
traditional pullout spedal educaion programs. Results reveded that the inclusion
teaders had significantly more positi ve perspectives regarding inclusion than dd the

teaders who were not employed in inclusive programs. Although students with a variety
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of needs were invaved in the inclusive schods, the survey was limited to teader
perspedives oninclusion of students with mild dsabiliti es.

Villa d al. (1996 assessed the atitudes and keli efs of 690 general and special
educators and administrators who hed varying degrees of experience datempting to
educae dl students, regardlessof the nature or type of disability, in age-appropriate
general education clasgoomsin locd neighbouhood schods that were considered to be
inclusionary schods. They foundthat general and speda education professionals
favoured theinclusion d children with dsabiliti esand generally believed that educaing
students with disabiliti esin general education classroomsresultsin pasitive dangesin
educators’ attitudes. In particular, those who had experience working with chil dren with
severe or profound dsabiliti es were significantly more positive éou the appropriateness
of inclusionfor all students.

Overall, these findings suggest that the many surveys that have been condicted
with teaders regarding their perspectives toward inclusion, espedally thase surveys with
teaders who were nat teaching in inclusive programs, shoud be interpreted with caution.
At the very least, such surveys provide abiased picture of teachers’ views of inclusion,
and likely are amore accurate refledion d teacher concerns and caution regarding
change, rather than their oppasition to inclusion. Initial resistance shoud perhaps be
viewed as a natural part of the change processrather than as an indicaion that the change
will be impassble to acaomplish.

Whil e these findings suggest that teachers with experience of inclusion have more
paositive dtitudes toward it and believe that experienceresultsin pasitive cdhangesin

attitudes, their attitudes towards inclusion grior to their experiencewith it and their initial
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willi ngnessto include astudent are unknown. Furthermore, these studies have included
the perspectives of spedal educaors and administrators along with general educators.
Whil e the dtitudes of the whole schod are important, ultimately it isthe dassoom
teader whoisresporsible for including students with disabiliti es. Generally,
administrators and spedal educaors have had more paositive atitudes toward inclusion
(Winzer, 1998, which is suppated by the results of Downing et a. (1997). In their study,
eight of the nine administrators and six of the nine speda educators responced
affirmatively to the question, "If al resources were avail able, would you suppart full
inclusion?*, but only four of the nine general educators did.

Therefore, a doser ook at the dtitudes and initial willi ngnessof general
educaorsiswarranted, althouwgh a different research methoddogy may be neaded. All of
the studies discussed so far have used surveysto gather information regarding attitudes
andthe dfeds of experienceon attitudes. Whil e thisis an eff ective method for reaching a
large number of participants, sometimes the results generate more questions than they
answer. Qualit ative research methods, such as open-ended interviews, enable researchers
to probe into the reasons behind a particular response and allow for the exploration d
unanticipated issues.

Transformation

In-depth analysis of the milieu of inclusive schods and clasgooms and the
processof the development of inclusive pradices has shown that the atitude of the
general education staff has changed over time from “resistanceto cooperationto overt
suppat” (Salisbury et al., 1993. Other qualit ative studies have reported initial resistance

to inclusionfoll owed by generally widespread approval as teachers gained experience
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(Kozleski & Jackson, 1993. However, two studies pedficdly asked genera educators
whether the experienceof including students had lead to changes in attitude (Giangreco
et a., 1993 Snyder, Garriott, & Aylor, 20QL).

Asamajor comporent of an inclusion course, preservice and inservice teachers
interviewed 28teadchers who taught in inclusive settings to gather information abou their
perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and experiences relevant to inclusion (Snyder et al., 200).
Aninclusive dasgoom was described as a general education classroom in which students
with spedal needs receive instruction along with general educaion students. In respornse
to the question, hes teading in an inclusive setting changed your mind about students
with spedal needs, 11 d the 28 responcents dated that teading in an inclusive setting
had na changed their minds about students with spedal needs. Of these, eight indicaed
no attitudinal change because they said they had always had pasitive dtitudes about
including students with spedal needs and their perceptions have not changed as a resullt
of teading in an inclusive setting. The resporses of threeteachers who indicated no
attitudinal change suggested that they had reservations and remained largely negative
abou inclusion. In contrast, 15 d the responcents indicated that their experiences with
inclusion hed changed their attitudes in a positive diredion. Interestingly, two of the
responcents did na answer this question.

The authors were heatened by the finding that over half of the respondents
reported a positive change in their attitudes toward students with spedal needs.
Unfortunately, the special neeads of the students in these dassooms were never described,
so it isunknaown if these findings relate to changes in attitude toward all students with

disabiliti es or just a particular group. The fact that five of the teachersindicated that the
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term inclusion means including only students with learning disabiliti es or students who
are dose to grade level performance suggests that these changesin attitude may naot be dl
encompassng.

In examining the first hand experiences and perspedives of 19 general education
teaders who taught students with severe disabiliti es in their general education
clasgooms on afull-time basis, Giangreco et a. (1993 foundsimilar results. Semi-
structured interviews were the primary methodfor data alledion. Foll owing each
interview, each teacher was given atwo-page survey. In resporse to the statement, “My
attitudes abou educating students with significant disabiliti es in general educaion have
bemme more positive a aresult of teaching a child with significant disabiliti es,” the
teadersindicated strong agreement by respondng with amean score of 8.59 (SD = 2.46
onthe 10-paint scde. Fourteen o the teadersrated thisitem 8 o higher and 10teaders
gave it the highest agreement score. One teacher, who rated this item 1, widened the
standard deviation. In reference to the statement, “ Given appropriate suppats, | would
welcome astudent with significant disabiliti esin my classin the future,” the teaders also
indicated strong agreanent by respondng with a mean score of 8.74(SD = 1.39.

These findings are significant for a several reasons. All of the participants were
general educaionteaders, al of the students had similar significant disabilities, and
most of the teaders were initially reluctant to have the student placed in their class
Generally, their initial acceptance was with the understanding that the placement was not
necessarily permanent and with the condtionthat someone dse (i.e., aspedal educaor
or a paraeducaor) would have the primary or exclusive resporsibili ty for educating the

child. Nevertheless over the murse of the schod yea, 17 d the 19teachers gradually
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began making bath physicd and social contad with the student, leaned how to include
the student in classadivities, and developed a sense of resporsibili ty for the student.
Giangre et a. (1993 refer to this processas a transformation.

Snyder et al. (2007) suggested that their findings might indicate that when
teaders adually experienceteaching in an inclusive setting, their doults and feas are
replaced with pasitive dtitudes. Whil e thisisin ac@rdance with the previously noted
findings, it isimportant to nde that not all of the teaders reported a positive change in
attitude nor did all transform. Giangreco et a. (1993) adknowledged this and
recommended that future research shoud addressinternal and external fadors that may
influence an individual’ s resporse to educational innovations.

In an attempt to better understand the role of experiencein atering teachers
attitudes abou educaional change df orts designed to integrate students with moderate
and severe disabiliti esinto general educaion classes, Janney, Snell, Bea's, & Raynes
(1995 interviewed 53genera (n=26) and spedal educaion teachers (n = 12) and
administrators (n=15) in five schod districts where students with moderate and severe
disabiliti es recantly had been integrated into general education schods and classes. The
sample of schods comprised three éementary schods, threejunior high or middle
schods, and four high schods. The researchers’ intent was to examine teachers’ and
administrators' judgements abou the successof the integration efforts and to examine
their perceptions of factors that fadlit ated or hindered success They were particularly
interested in examining general educaionteadhers’ perspectives onfactors that had
reduced their initial resistanceto the change. General education teaders who initially had

been hesitant (22 d the 26) judged that their original fears and expedations were based



Hamor Eggs? 16

oninacarate precnceptions abou the integrated students' neads and abiliti es. They felt
that by getting to know the students with disabili ties on an individual basis, they had
gained bah knowledge of the students' unique &biliti es and a new perspedive on
disabiliti esin general. Furthermore, the teaders believed that the devel opment of this
student-teader relationship was due to their having an “open mind’ and was facilit ated
by special education teachers who provided pradicd information abou the students
abiliti esand leaning goals.

There ae some simil arities in the reported experiences of the teachersin the
studies condicted by Giangrea et al. (1993, Janney et al. (1995, and Snyder et al.
(2001). Although lessis known abou the experiences of the teachersin the study by
Snyder et al., those who reported a paositive diange in attitude noted that the students
were more capable than they had initially expeded. The teaderswho transformed in the
Giangre et a. study and the teaders in the Janney et al. study made similar comments.
These two groups noted that the growing reali zation that their initial expedations
regarding the student were based on ursubstantiated assumptions came aout as the result
of becoming invalved with the student and the subsequent development of the student-
teader relationship.

For the teachersin the Giangre et al. (1993 study, thisinvolvement with the
student lead to increased resporsibili ty for the student’s education program but this was
not the cae for the teachersin the Janney et a. (1995 study. Although all these teaders
deamed the integration effort successful, this evaluation was based onthe positive
benefits for the students and the limited eff ect on their workload. The reseachers had

hoped that more teachers would say integration dd require extrawork, bu was worth the
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eff ort; because thiswould indicate that a grea deal of change had occurred. Instead, all
but two general educaors reported that it had na required much additional work, because
significant curricular modificaions were not being made.

This difference may be due to the diff erent levels of inclusionin the two studies.
Whereas the students in the Giangreco et a. (198) study were described as being in their
general education classon afull-time basis, the percentage of the schod day for which
individual studentsin the Janney et al. (19%) study were integrated into general classes
and adiviti es ranged from 0% to 100%, with amedian of approximately 25%.
Unfortunately, the aithors make no mention d the eff ects of level of integration oneither
the increased suppat for integration a the development of the student-teacher
relationship.

Whil e increased involvement with the student may not always lead to increased
teader resporsibili ty and engagement, there is evidencethat involvement with the
student is necessary in order for teachersto detect any benefits of inclusion for the
student (Fox & Yssldyke, 1997 Wood, 1998York et d., 1993. Thisisimportant
becaise, dthowh individual teaders' criteriafor successvary and nd all experiences
deamed succesgul by teachers are necessarily examples of succesful inclusion,the
perception d some benefit appeasto be akey fador in ateaders evauation d the
succesdulnessof the experience. When teaders deam the experience to be successul,
they are more likely to recommend that inclusion eff orts continue or expand. In addition,
sinceteaders are more likely to believe their peers’ judgments of the worth of an
innowetion than thase of an administrator or outside mnsultant (Huberman & Mil es,

1984), these evaluations of successmay be apivotal fador in the willi ngnessof other



Hamor Eggs? 18

teadersto include studentswith significant disabiliti esin their classooms and,
ultimately, the widespread implementation o full i nclusion.

Whil e knowing that the perception d benefits is dependent uponteacher
involvement with the student emphasi ses the importance of teacher involvement, it
unfortunately does nat explain why some teachers come to be involved while others do
not. Although the level of inclusion may be an intervening fador, the fad that two of the
teadersin the Giangrew et a. (1993 study did na become involved with the student
despite their full-time placement, canna be overlooked. Furthermore, involvement with
the student does not always lea to teacher responsibili ty and engagement.

Teacher Resporsibility and Engagement

Reaognition d the importance of teacher resporsibili ty and engagement for the
succesdul inclusion and education d students with disabiliti esin general educaion
classes has arisen primarily from investigations into the development and charaderistics
of inclusive schods and clasgooms, rather than from spedfic reseach onteader
responsibili ty and engagement. Teader resporsibili ty and engagement has emerged
repeaedly as akey factor in the development of successul inclusive dasgooms (Janney
& Snell, 1997 Kozleski & Jadkson, 1993 Olsonet a., 1997 Sdisbury et a., 1993
York-Barr et a., 1996. At other times, teader resporsibili ty and engagement have been
conspicuous by their absence (Fox & Yssldyke, 1997 Giangrea, Edelman, Luisdlli, &
Madrarland, 1997 Marks, Schrader, & Levine, 1999), or have stood ou as naticedle
diff erences between teachers (Giangre et al., 2001; Giangreo et al., 193; Wood,

1998 York et al., 1999.
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Severa researchers have discovered that when teachers fail to develop a sense of
resporsibili ty for educaing students with dsabiliti es placel in their clasgooms,
paraeducaors have primary responrsibili ty for educaing the student (Giangre et al.,
200% Giangrem et a., 1997, Marks et al., 1999. Although some researchers (Giangrem
& Doyle, 20@®) have speculated that the presence of the paraeducators may have
interfered with the development of resporsibility by general educaors, it a'so has been
as®erted that paraeducaors may have assumed thisrole by default (Marks et a., 1999.
Regardlessof the suspeded cause, having paraeducators rve in the capadty of
“teater” is generaly believed to be inappropriate andinadvisable (Villa& Thousand,
2000. No strong conceptual basis can be dted for asggning the least qualified staff,
namely, paraeducators, to provide the bulk of instruction for students with the most
complex leaning charaderistics (Brown et al., 1999), na does aresearch base suggest
that students with dsabilities|ean more or better with paraeducator suppat (Giangreco,
Y uan, McKenzie, Cameron, & Fialka, 2005. Having paraeducators function as the
primary teachers for students with disabiliti es presents a doulde standard that would be
considered unacceptable if it was applied to students withou disabili ties (" The Education
Administration Act,” 2000)

As often occursin quelitative research, the theme of teader engagement has
emerged even though it was nat the focus of the investigation. Whil e studying how
paraeducaors are utili zed to suppat students with disabiliti esin general education
clasgooms, Giangrew et a. (2001 discovered substantially diff erent levels of general
education teacher engagement with students with disabiliti es. Believing it was deserving

of analysis, they reviewed their data from 56 semi-structured interviews and 51 hous of
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observationin four schools (grades K-12) acrossafull schod year and were able to
identify charaderistics of general education teacher engagement and dsengagement with
students with disabiliti es as well as phenomena associated with lower levels of teader
engagement with students with dsabiliti es.

Characteristics of teacher engagement. General educaion teaters who were
most engaged with students with disabiliti es expressed an attitude of responsibili ty for the
educaion d all studentsinthe dass They were highly knowledgeable aout the
functioning levels and learning outcomes of their students with dsabiliti es, and they
collaborated closely with paraeducators and speda educators based onclear roles.
Engaged teachers were more likely to plan lessons and adivities for paraeducaorsto
implement and to provide initial and orgoing on-the-job training, modeling, and
mentoring. They also faded ou paraeducaor suppats or dedined such services when
they thought they weren’t needed.

Within the dassoom, genera education teachers who were more engaged
interaded with their students with dsabiliti esin substantially the same ways as they did
with their students without disabiliti es. They spoke diredly to the students with
disabiliti es, interaded socially with them, and spent approximately as much time with
their students with disabiliti es as with those without disabiliti es. They also spent time
teading their students with dsabiliti es, espedally when it came to teaching new skill s.

Characteristics of teachers who are lessengaged. Conversely, lessengaged
general educaionteadhersindicaed that speda educaors and paraeducators bore the
primary resporsibility for educaing their students with dsabiliti es and they were less

knowledgeable aou their functioning levels. There wasllittl e cll aboration with
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paraeducaors and the general educaion teachers who were lessengaged were lessclea
abou the roles of paraeducaors and the bourdaries for utili zing their services.
Paraeducators played alarge role in planning instruction and designing accommodations.

Overall, the lessengaged general education teachers interaded with their students
with disabiliti esin substantively different ways than they did with their students withou
disabiliti es. They interacted infrequently with students with d sabiliti es and when they
did, theinteradion was brief and wsually noninstructional. They communicaed indirectly
with students with dsabiliti es, often speaking through or to the paraeducators abou their
students when the students were present. In addition, they spent substantially lesstime
with students with dsabiliti es than thase withou disabiliti es. Finally, lessengaged
general education teadhers delegated communications with the parents of their students
with disabiliti es to the paraeducators.

Impact of enagement. During a study of the academic engagement of five high
schod students with significant disabiliti es, Smith (1999 detected similar differencesin
teaders instructional interadions with the students and the way they talked about them.
Smith condwcted 52 olservationsin threeurban high schods over three semesters and
discovered that some teachers interaded with these five students in substantively the
same ways as they did with the students withou disabiliti es. Consistent with the
characteristics of engaged teaders, these teachers cdl ed onthe students with dsabiliti es
during class asked them questions, chedked their work, and insisted that the students
work in classusing the same tone they used with students withou disabili ties. In

addition, these teaders articulated academic goals for their students with disabiliti es and
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gave positi ve descriptions of them with acalemic references. Smith determined that these
teaders had a competence-oriented perspedive.

Smith (1999 foundthat other teaters exhibited behaviours characteristic of less
engaged teachers. They treaed the students with d sabiliti es as guests or welcome visitors
or as people there to learn social skill s. They did na trea them as gudents who could o
shoud benefit from or be interested in the instructional content. These teaders were
described as having a deficit-oriented perspedive. They described the students with
disabiliti esin deficit or nonacademicdly referenced terms and spoke of the students’
deficitsin their presence

Sincethe Smith (1999 study focused onacademic engagement, it isunknown
whether these teachers shared any other characteristics of engaged and dsengaged
teaders such astheir use of paraprofessonal support or their relationship with spedal
educators. Smith has asserted that this data validates previous findings that inacairate
preconceptions of included students' needs change when general education teadiers get
to know the students with dsabiliti es on an individual basis.

Phenomena asociated with teacher disengagement. Not surprisingly, in the
Giangre et a. (200]) study, lower levels of teacher engagement were associated with
detrimental effedsfor students with dsabiliti es; namely, isolation, insular relationships
with their paraeducators, and stigmatization. Students with disabiliti esin clasgooms with
lessengaged general educationteaders often were isolated with the paraeducator. They
spent most of their time doing different activiti es than the rest of classand they were

physicdly located at the “fringe” of the group, onthe side or at the back of the room,
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with the paraeducaor positioned neaby. These students foll owed a semi-independent
schedule, usually determined and adjusted at the discretion d the paraeducator.

Through their extended time together, paraeducaors often devel oped spedal
relationships with and a strong commitment to students with dsabiliti es. Although this
bondng may be valuable, it was perceived as problematic when the relationship becane
so insular that a student with disabiliti es gpent nealy al of his or her time with the
paraeducaor to the exclusion d the teader and classmates. When such arelationship
persisted over several years, the transition to a new student-paraeducator pairing was
espedaly difficult for both the paraeducaor and the student.

Being in close proximity to a paraeducator also was gigmatizing for some
students with disabiliti esin the Giangre et a (2001) study. Students felt embarrassed
by being singled ou and some students with d sabiliti es were observed to read
negatively to the unwanted proximity of the paraeducaors. Other students described
paraeducaors as “ spies’ who constantly watched them, waited for them to dosomething
wrong, and reported everything they did.

In addition, Smith (1999 foundthat the differencesin teaders' interactions
reflected the avail abili ty of oppatunities for students with dsabiliti esto participatein
class Teacherswho demonstrated and expressed competence-orientation creaed more
oppatunities for participation. On the other hand, teaders with a deficit-orientation
prevented or obscured participation a interest. Smith foundsimilar resultsin classes
based onledure and ondiscusson, asin classes with ahigher propation d small group

and hands-on activiti es.
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Given these findings, few could argue that teader attitudes of resporsibili ty for
their students who have disabiliti es and their engagement with them in the dasgoom are
most criticd variables that can aff ect the gopropriatenessand quality of a general
educaion dacement. Unfortunately, whil e the importance of teacher involvement,
responsibili ty, and engagement has been establi shed, nd enough is known abou the
internal and external fadors that may influence ateader’s willi ngnessto bemme
involved with a student with disabiliti es or the condtions that encourage engagement of
general educationteadhers with their students with dsabiliti es.

Influencing Factors

There is evidencethat a variety of fadors might influence general education
teaders willi ngnessto become invalved with a student with significant disabiliti es and
their level of engagement. These factorsinclude: () persona charaderistics of the
teader, (b) teacher attitudes toward inclusion, (c) teater perceptions of their
preparednessor abili ty to tead students with significant disabiliti es, (d) student
characteristics, (e) classload, (f) the form of paraeducator serviceddivery, (g) type and
level of suppat from specia educators, and (h) the level of integration.

Persond characteristics of the teacher. The suggestion that teader
characteristics are criticd to ateaters’ willi ngnessto become involved with a student
with adisabili ty has resulted from descriptions of teadersin the same school, with
similar professonal experiences who have extremely different experiences with the same
student (Giangreco et a. 1993 Smith, 1999.

Olsonet a. (1997 tried to identify the dtitudes and personal attributes of general

education teachers identified as effective inclusionists. The ten genera educaorsin the
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study described themselves as tolerant, reflective, and flexible and insisted that the
primary inclusionary practicethat contributed to their successwas showing warmth and
aaceptance to students with disabiliti es. The authors characterized these teachers as
having “humanistic atitudes’ towards individuals with disabiliti es and recommended the
seledion d prospective teader candidates who demonstrate such an attitude. Given this
criterion, it would seam that the teadersin the Giangrew et al. (1993 study would na
have been suitable teacher candidates even though by the end d the schod yea, their
attitudes were far more humanistic. Of course, this was their first timeincluding a student
with adisabili ty, whereas the teadersin the Olson et al. study seem to have had far more
experiencein thisarea. Their initial readionsto including students with disabiliti es are
not known and it is passble that these teachers were simply further alongin a
transformation process Interestingly, 9 d the 10teadersfelt that there were instances
where inclusion was inappropriate, particularly in the case of students with severe and
multi ple disabili ties — exadly the type of student included by the teachersin the
Giangre et a. (1993 study. This suggests that external fadors such as child
characteristics may influence ateachers willi ngnessto become involved.

Teacher attitudes toward inclusion. Those who are scepticd of the feasibili ty of
full inclusion have suggested that complete inclusion and acceptance of students with
disabiliti eswill only happen if there ae long-term changesin the dtitudes of educaiona
professonas (Winzer, 1998. Although more recent investigations have foundthat
teaders genera attitudes toward the concept of inclusion are quite positive and that
teaders are paositive aout having students with disabiliti es in their classes (Edmundk,

1999, 2003 these self-report surveys may not provide an accurate refledion of teaders
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attitudes. As Long (199) has noted, “ To be against inclusionis like being against God,
Courtry, Motherhood,and Elvis’ (p.14). Furthermore, it has not been demonstrated
empiricdly that teaders' attitudes toward the ancept of inclusion correspondwith
teader-student interactions (Cooket a., 200Q. Infad, while many of the teadersin the
Giangre et a. (1993 study voiced serious reservations abou the placanent of a student
with significant disabiliti esin their class this did na prevent them from becoming
involved with the student. However, these reservations may have been afactor for the
two teatierswho dd na beamme invaved with their students.

Teacher perceptions of preparednessand ablity to teach students with
disahiliti es. Even though their general attitudes toward inclusion may be positive,
general educationteadhers have repeaedly reported that they fed unprepared to
eff ectively implement inclusion (Bunch et al., 1997, Edmunds, 1999 Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 1996. Interestingly, teachers' claims of insufficient skill sand training has
not changed over the past two decales (Edmunds, 2003 Pudias, 2003, despite dhanges
to preservice preparation d teader candidates and the existence of numerous
professonal development oppatunities. Unfortunately, information onthe spedfic
training received by those surveyed usually has not been colleded, so it is difficult to
determine whether these teaders did nd receive training or if the training receved was
insufficient.

There is evidencethat training can be beneficia. Teaders with extensive and
spedali zed training are more gt to have positi ve beli efs concerning inclusive pradices
and fed better prepared to provide services for children with dverse disabilitiesin

inclusive settings (Stolber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). In addition, teaters’ beliefsin
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their abili ty to include students with spedal nealsin their classhave increased as result
of training (Bennett, Deluca & Bruns, 1997.

Reseach invalving teachers who have included students with dsabiliti esin their
classes has put lessemphasis on the issue of training. For example, although the
interview protocol in the Olson et al. (1997 study included spaceto record the highest
degreeobtained by the participants and their training in speda educdion, the aticle
presenting their study did na mention these fadors. Similarly, there has been littl e
discusson d the education a training of participantsin studies investigating the
experiences of teachers who have included students with disabiliti esin their class(Coats,
Bishop,& Grenaot-Scheyer, 1998 Janney & Snell, 1997 Snyder et al., 2001 York et a.,
1992. Severa researchers have suggested that training may be beneficial and some
experienced teadchers have recommended the provision d professonal devel opment
adivities (Janney et a., 1995.

It isalso passhblethat lack of preparednesscould be used as an excuse to mask
teaders unwilli ngnessto include students with dsabiliti esin their classooms. Teaders
may state that they are generaly in favour of inclusion bu play the “but | don't fed
prepared” card to defled attention orto the institutions resporsible for preservice
educaionand professonal development. On the other hand, the training currently
avail able may nat be sufficient to med the needs of general education teaders.

With resped to teader resporsibili ty and engagement, general educaion teaders
who perceive themselves as lesswell prepared and lesscapable of teaching students with
significant disabiliti es may be more likely to defer to athers. For example, if a

paraeducaor or resourceteader has more experiencewith students with a particular
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disabili ty, general education teaters may relinquish their role & teacdher to the
paraeducaor or spedal educaor.

Student characteristics. Certainly, type and severity of disabili ty have been shown
to have an effect onteachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and their willi ngressto include
studentsin their clasgooms (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996. However, itsimpad on
teader willi ngnessto become invalved with a student or the level of teader engagement
islessclea. All of the studentsin the Giangreco et a. (1993 and Smith (1999 studies
had significant disabiliti es but not al of the teaders took adionto becme involved with
them. On the other hand, al of the teadersin the Giangre et a. (2007) study who
exhibited low levels of teader engagement had students with low incidence disabiliti es
(e.g., autism, multi ple disabiliti es, and severe or moderate intell ectual disabiliti es) in their
classand the teachers who had higher levels of engagement had classes with students
with high incidence disabiliti es (e.g., learning disabiliti es and attention dficit
hyperadivity disorder).

Of course, type and severity of disability are only two aspeds of students' overall
characteristics. Personality attributes sich as pleasantness along with social and
interpersonal skill s, have been identified as important predictors of teader involvement
(York et a., 199) regardlessof type or severity of disability. In fact, researchers have
reported consistently that teader-student interactions meaningfully differed as afunction
of the general educators halding attitudes of attachment, concern, indifference, or
rejedion toward spedfic students (Brophy & Good, 1974 Good & Brophy, 1972
Silberman, 1969, 197)L Students who are percaved as being a pleasure to teat are

nominated by their teadersin the atitudinal category of attachment and receve more
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praise, lesscriticism, and more processquestions than their classnates (Good & Brophy,
1972 Silberman, 1969. Teaters interadions with students nominated in the
indiff erence category are typicdly brief, perfunctory, and infrequent (Good & Brophy,
1972 Silberman, 1969, 197)l Teachers beacome most intensely and personally involved
with students nominated in the mncern category because they feel that their concerted
eff orts were needed to make the difference between successand fail ure for these students
(Silberman, 197). Teachers semed to have “given ug’ on the students they nominatein
the rgjedion category, because of their behavioural, social, and attitudinal problems
(Brophy & Good, 1974 Silberman, 1969, 1971

In an investigation d 70 inclusive dasgoom teachers, Cook (2007) found
that students with either severe or obvious disabiliti es were over represented among
teaders nominationsin the indifference caegory. Whereas gudents without disabiliti es
were usually nominated in this caegory because of negative socia-personal attributes
that made it hard to know or naticethem, the teachers reported aladk of knowledge for
their indifferencetowards their students with dsabiliti es. Cook (persona communication,
May 17, 20@) has geculated that thisindifference towards gudents with significant
disabiliti es may adually be because teachers do nd fed resporsible for them. If thisis
true, then alack of teacher resporsibili ty rather than student charaderistics may be aroct
cause of indifference Nevertheless the known consequences of ateachers indifference
onastudents educational oppatuniti es provides added emphasis to the importance of
teader resporsibili ty and engagement.

Classload. Of course, students with disabiliti es are not in a dassby themselves.

Classload includes class $ze, the number of students with spedal needs, and the severity
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and range of needs. Smith and Smith (2000 reported that teaders, who perceived
themselves as successul with inclusion, generally had small er classes and fewer students
with spedal needs than did teaders who perceived themselves as unsuccessful. In
addition, there were dispariti es among the dasgooms in terms of the severity and range
of the needs of the students. Among the successul teaders, one had a dasswith a
student diagnosed with autism and ancther student with alanguage impairment whereas
among teachers who perceived themselves as unsuccessul, one teader’s classcontained
four students with behavioural disorders, one student who was diagnased with autism,
and two students who required speech services.

Given the dasscompasition, it isn't hard to imagine that the secondteacher might
have amore difficult time establi shing a relationship with the student with autism, despite
his or her best intentions. However, there is grea diversity within each dagnostic
caegory so more information onthe spedfic students would be needed in order to
determine the eff ect of classload onthisteader’s willi ngnessto become involved with a
student.

Classload may be dfeded by a variety of other variables auch as: (a) the
architedural accesshility of the schod, (b) divisional padlicies to concentrate students
with disabiliti esin “full service” schods while other schods are excused from educaing
students with disabiliti es from their neighbouhood, (¢) historicd fadors such asaprior
merger between a puldic schod and a private school for students with a particul ar
caegory of disabili ty, and (d) the socio-econamic characteristics of schod

neighbaurhoods that may be asociated with higher rates of some disabiliti es.
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Form of paraeducator servicedelivery. Thereis evidencethat the form of
paraeducaor service delivery can affed ateadier’ s willi ngnessto become invalved with
astudent with dsabiliti esand the level of teacher engagement. Several researchers have
reported that the essgnment of a paraeducator who functions one-on-one with a student
with adisabili ty can present both physicd and symbdlic barriers that interfere with
teaders getting diredly involved with the students with disabiliti esin their classes.
Giangre et a. (1997 reported that the assgnment of paraprofessonasin close
proximity to students with multi ple disabili ties interfered with general educators
developing a sense of resporsibili ty for educating these students. Marks et al. (1999
reported similar findings when paraprofessgonals, rather than general educationteaders,
bore the primary resporsibili ty for educating students with behavioura chall enges who
were placed in general education classes.

Others have noted the dfed of the assgnment of a paraeducator who functions
one-on-one with a student with a disabili ty on classroom teader engagement. Y ourg,
Simpson, Myles, and Kamps (1997 reported that teader initi ated interadions with three
students with autism were infrequent given the dose proximity of a paraeducator.
Similarly, Giangreco et a. (2001 noted more frequent exemplars of general teader
engagement with students who hed dsabiliti es when paraeducator suppat was program-
based in general educaion clasgooms. Conversely, lower levels of general educaion
teader engagement were observed and reported more frequently when paraeducaors
were assgned to students with disabiliti esin a one-on-one model of service delivery. On
the other hand, all of the students of the teaters who had a transforming experience

(Giangreco et a., 1993 had a one-to-one paraprofessonal.
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Spedal educator suppat. Therole that the special educaion teacher fulfill saso
may affed ateacher’s willi ngnessto becme involved with a student with significant
disabiliti es. Sometimes the spedal education teacher retains resporsibili ty for the
implementation and monitoring of |EP goals, thereby relieving the dassoom teader of
typicd duties such as ahomework assgnments, grades, discipline, and reinforcement
(Wood, 1998. This can be motivated by a sense of territoriality and a concern for role
distinction a it may be aschod division's padlicy. Either way, it interferes with the
clasgoom teader taking resporsibili ty for the student.

Leve of inclusion. A final influencing factor could be the anourt of timea
student with significant disabiliti es endsin the regular classroom. TheU. S.
Department of Educaion considers a student with disabiliti esto be included when he
spends more than 7% of atypical schod day in agenera education classoom (U.S.
Department of Educaion, 1998. Unfortunately, reseachers do nd use this same
criterionand what is considered “inclusion” varies widely. Students with dsabiliti eswho
spend aslittl e & one hour per day in the regular classoom have been described as “fully
included” (Mamlin, 199). Not only would it be difficult for ateader to develop any
kind d relationship with a student under those @nditions, it makes it difficult to compare
findings between studies.

It would appear that a variety of factors might influence the willi ngnessof
teadersto become invalved with students with significant disabiliti es and aff ect the
conditions that encourage the engagement of general education teaters with their
students who have disabiliti es. The eisting literature often offers confli cting evidence, so

it isdifficult to determine what, if any, impad these fadors may have. Furthermore, it
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seams unlikely that determination d the significance of these patentially influential
variables and clarification o passhble relationships between these factors will occur
withou spedfic study.

It has been said that the diff erence between invavement and commitment islike a
ham and egg bre&fast: the chicken wasinvaved bu the pig was committed. While no
oneisexpeding general educaion teachersto demonstrate the pig'slevel of
commitment, this analogy does help highlight the importance of commitment. Sincethe
commitment of teadiersto new innovations often emerges after they have gained mastery
of the professonal expertise nealed to implement them, teadiers who donot become
involved with students with significant disabiliti es or who exhibit low levels of
engagement with them, are unlikely to develop the necessary professonal expertise. So,
rather than developing a commitment to inclusion, they may continue to evaluate the
succesdulnessof inclusion ona cae-by-case basis, or rejed it altogether.

Unfortunately, unsuccessful evaluations may have a greaer impad onthe
widespread implementation d inclusion than successul evaluations. Just as a satisfied
customer will share his experiencewith ore or two ahers while adissatisfied customer
will tell eight to ten athers (Waller, 2009, inclusion “horror stories” from teachers with
unsuccesSul experiences may spread faster than the success sories. Not only might this
result in fewer teachers who are willi ng to try including a student with significant
disabiliti esin their class and therefore limit the number of students who will be included,
it might also be the reason for the often head comment, “Inclusionisn’t right for every

student.”
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Regardlessof whether you concur with this belief, it certainly can be said that
inclusionisn’t happening for every student. Despite the progressmade, full inclusionis
not the norm. Examination of the data by disabili ty category shows that, in the United
States, the overwhelming majority of students considered to have significant disabiliti es
(i.e., 63.206 of students with mental retardation, 77.9% of students with multiple
disabiliti es, and 76.36 of students classfied as deaf-blind) are educaed in spedal classes
or spedal schods (McLeskey, Henry, & Hodges, 1999. Although comparable Canadian
statistics are unavail able, Diane Richler, exeautive vice-president of the Canadian
Assciation for Community Living, recently noted that, although inclusion hes become
the padlicy in most Canadian provinces, chil dren with disabiliti es, particularly those with
developmental disabiliti es and kehaviour problems, continue to be shut out of the general
clasgoom (Picard, 20@M).

In the 2002-03 schod year, 4% of students receiving spedal education services
in Manitoba's most popuous <hod division were enroll ed in segregated programs (The
Winnipeg Schod Division, 2003. Whil e the diagnostic labels of students who were
enroll ed in integrated programs were nat provided, 90% of the students in segregated
placements could be cdegorized as having developmental disabiliti es or behaviour
problems. Surprisingly, this represents a 1% increase in students in segregated
placements over the previous year (The Winnipeg Schod Division, 2003. More
interestingly, of the 150 additional students receving spedal education servicesin 2003,
more than two-thirds of them (102 students) were in segregated placements. Contrary to
popuar belief, oy 30 d these placenents were in the “Behaviour” category. Concern

for the safety of other students could justify alternative placaments for students with
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serious behavioura problems but the fadors limiti ng the full inclusion d students with
significant disabiliti es are lessobvious.

No informationis provided in the Winnipeg School Divisionreport regarding
integrated programs and whil e the terms often are used interchangeebly, integration daes
not mean inclusion. Undouliedly, the most important fador that differentiates inclusion
from integrationis the mncept that students are full and equal members of their
clasgoom groups and schod communities. Asthis review of the literature hasiill ustrated,
thisisunlikely to occur unlessgeneral educationteaders are willi ng to become involved
with students with significant disabiliti es and exhibit high levels of teacher engagement.

Fortunately, this does happen. Some general education teaders are ammmitted to
inclusion and | have personally witnessed the high level of teacher engagement that is
crucial to the successul educdion d students with significant disabiliti esin inclusive
clasgooms. Some of these teadiers may have entered the professon with the beli ef that
they are resporsible for the education d all students and ahers may have aquired it.
Although some teachers may never adopt this belief, ultimately, schods canna function
effectively or med their puldic misgonif teaders retain the right to chocse the students
they will or will nat work with in their clasgooms. The @ndtions that encourage general
education teachers to become invalved with their students with significant disabiliti es and
that fadlit ate engagement need to be identified so that schods can increase their cgpacity
to provide an appropriate educationto al students and avoid the unintended detrimental

eff ects associated with teader indifference and lower levels of teader engagement.
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The Voice of Experience

A magjor criticism of the inclusion movement has been that most of the
informationin pubished literature has been from university special education personrel
(Davis, 1989. Interestingly, the aurrent critics who guestion the feasibility of inclusion
for al students also are profesors of spedal education (Kavale & Forness 200Q Winzer,
1998. In order to truly understand the fadors that encourage teacher involvement with a
student with significant disabiliti es and the condtions that fadlit ate teacher engagement,
it seems criti cd to explore the perspedives of the people onthe “front lines” — clasgoom
teaders.

There is agrowing body of research that has li stened to the voices of experience
Much of this research has focused onthe voices of those mnsidered to be uncommonly
succesdul at including students with disabiliti es (Olsonet a., 1997 York-Barr et al.,
1996. Whil e this has been beneficial, it hasn’t provided a dear view of the whole
picture. Glaser and Strauss(1967) have urged qualit ative reseachersto explore
phenomena from multi ple perspectives 9 that they can truly understand the phenomena
studied. For example, inthe Y ork-Barr et a. study, it would have been interesting to have
looked na only at the professonals "recognized as instrumental and/or highly effective
in theinclusive schoding initiative,” but also at thase who were perceved as nat so
eff ective or not very suppartive.

However, it may be necessary to focus our investigations on the perspedives of
peoplein particular settings. Gelzheiser, Meyers, Slesinski, Douglas and Lewis (1997)
found dfferencesin the integration practices between teachers at the dementary and

secndary levels and suggested that in future research andin dscussons of inclusionit is
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inacarate, even misleading, to treat all genera educaion teaders as the same. Given
that teaders at the dementary level usualy spend the mgjority of the school day with the
same group d students, there are more oppatuniti es for the teacher to become involved
with the students than there ae a the secondary level, which may influence engagement.
The Giangre et a. (2001) study included general educdion teachers from arange of
schod levels © dff erences between them may not have been readily apparent. By
narrowing the focus to one level, subtle diff erences may become evident.

Furthermore, many of these studies have been conducted with thase who have had
limited experiencewith inclusion. In a survey of 640 schod staff in Manitoba cmnducted
during the 1997-98 school year (Proactive Information Services Inc., 1998), close to 90%
believed that their schod operates “always’ or “most of the time” on a phil osophy of
inclusion. In addition, the overal percent of staff indicaing that integrationinto class
adivities “rarely/never happens’ was only 4%. This suggests that teachers in Manitoba
likely have much more experiencewith inclusion than those reported in the literature and
could provide afuller range of perspedives.

Examining the experiences and perspedives of genera educaion elementary
teaders who have taught students with significant disabiliti esin their classes may
provide insights into the internal and external fadors that encourage involvement and
engagement. Discovery of these factors may lead to the identificaion o teachers most
likely to become engaged and committed, which could increase the likeli hoodthat
students with significant disabiliti es are provided with a suitable placanent. It may also
yield recommendations for palicy changes aswell as suggestions for the seledion and

educaion d teacher candidates and the professonal development of in-serviceteachers.
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Purpose of the Sudy

The purpose of this gudy isto examine the first hand experiences of clasgoom
teaderswho haveincluded at least one student with significant disabiliti esin their
clasgoom. Spedfically | would liketo find ou:

« How doteaders characterize their inclusion experience?

« What effed does the experience of including a student with significant

disabiliti es have onteater’ s opinions abou inclusion?
« What fadlit ates teater invovement and/or engagement?

« What hinders teader involvement and/or engagement?
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CHAPTER 3
Methoddogy

In this chapter, | will provide an accourt of the methoddogical procedures that
were used in this gudy to examine the experiences of clasgoom teachers educaing
students with significant disabiliti esin their genera education classrooms. | chose
gualit ative research methods for this dudy because they all ow and encourage the
participants to expresstheir own urique perspedives and resporses.

Sance of the Researcher

The values and beli efs of the researcher are important variables and shoud be
considered when conducting, reporting, or reviewing qualitative research. Therefore, |
would like to briefly describe the past experiences that | bring to this gudy. | am an
elementary teacher by professon and the parent of a child with autism. | was initially
scepticd abou the feasibili ty of inclusion for al students with disabiliti es and was
concerned that my sonwould be “dumped” into the regular classoom. These wncerns
largely stemmed from some misunderstandings about inclusion as well as a previously
unguestioned belief that “spedal” students required “speda” teachers. The mursesin my
teader preparation program did na addressthe issue of teaching students with
disabiliti es because students with dsabiliti es were nat usually placed in regular
clasgooms at that time.

| returned to university to take graduate level coursesin speda educdion
primarily to learn more abou what the schod system had to off er my son. Although na
an instant convert, | became enough of a believer to seek aregular classplacement when

it was time to enrol him in schod. Over the past seven years, | have become committed
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toinclusionand particularly cognizant of the importance of ateader’ s willi ngnessto
bemme invalved and engaged with his or her students with significant disabiliti es. | have
come to believe that the level of responsibility and engagement demonstrated by my
son'steaders has been a criticd variable diff erentiating his siccessul and ursucces<ul
experiences, which has fuelled my interest in thistopic.
Reauitment of Participans

The participants in this gudy were genera education teaders who have had
students with significant disabiliti esin their elementary grade dassooms. Since more
students are integrated in the dementary grades (Proadive Information Services Inc.,
1998 The Winnipeg Schod Division, 2003, focusing on these grade levels made it more
likely to encounter teachers who have had more than ore student with significant
disabiliti esin the dasgoom. Using purposive sampling procedures for participant
seledion provided an gpportunity to gather information from a sample wnsidered likely
to yield the desired information (Gay, 1996.

| developed a questionraire to identify and select potentia participants. In this
sedion, | will describe the questionraire, explain haw the questionreire was distributed,
and describe the schods where teachers who compl eted the questionraire were
employed.
Teacher andInclusion Questionndre

The purpose of the questionraire was to identify teachers whose dtitude toward
inclusion hed o had na changed as aresult of teaching students with significant
disabiliti es and to gather information onthe teader’ s training and experience. The

questionraire (see Appendix A) was printed on bdh sides of ledger size paper and folded
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like anewsletter. The front page had questions designed to gather background
information abou the teachers, specificdly (a) gender, (b) years of full-time regular
education teaching experience, (¢) yearsincluding students with significant disabiliti es,
(d) current grade level taught, (€) number of undergraduate spedal education courses
completed, (f) number of graduate level spedal education courses completed, (g) number
of in-service housininclusive pradices, (h) certificationin spedal education,and (i)
personal experience with an individual with a disabili ty outside schod settings. The
content chosen for these questions was based onfadorsidentified in the literature review
that might relate to educators' attitudes toward inclusion.

The centre two pages of the questionraire antained questions relating to genera
attitudes toward inclusion, attitudes toward the feasibili ty of inclusion and confidencein
abili ty to implement inclusion. For each statement, teaders used a 7-paoint Likert (1932
rating scde format (1 = strongly disagreeto 7 = strongly agree) to indicae how they
would have resporded prior to having a student with significant disabiliti esin their
clasgoom and haw they would respond nav that they have experiencewith a student
with significant disabiliti esin their clasgoom. In addition, they were asked to list their
concerns abou having a student with significant disabiliti esin their classbefore and after
their experience

On the badk page, teachers were asked if they would be willi ng to participatein
voluntary, confidential interviews to share their experiences with teading students with
significant disabiliti es. If their resporse was “Y es,” they were asked to list days and
times that were convenient for them to be interviewed along with a preferred methodand

timeto be contaded (e.g., work phore, hame phane, e-mail).
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The questionraire padket was assembled that contained a wver letter (see
Appendix B), the questionraire, and a businessreply envelope dong with a padkage of
teaor coffeein appredation for taking the time to read and complete the material.
Accessto Teachers

As differing opinions about the feasibili ty of inclusionfor al students often are
foundwithin any group of teadiers, | thought that approacing the whole teaching staff
of aschod would likely yield paential participants with divergent opinions. | sent a
letter to the Superintendents (seeAppendix C) of 4 metropditan schod divisionsin
Manitoba requesting permissonto contad the principals of elementary schodsin the
division,to ask them to distribute questionraire packets to the general education teaders
at their schods. The letter included an explanation of the study and a copy of the
guestionnaire was enclosed. | received aresporse from threeof the Superintendents
however as the processfor distributing the questionraires was different for eat division,
| will describe them separately. The names of the schod divisions are pseudonyms.

Bison Schod Division's 33 schods are situated within several suburban
communities and serve dmost 14 500students in Kindergarten to Senior 4. The
superintendent of Bison Schod Division replied by email granting permission to contad
the principalsin the division. Letters were then sent to 22 elementary school principals
asking them to distribute questionraire packets to the general education teachersin their
schods (seeAppendix D). | received inquiries from seven principals who agreed to
approadc their staff about completing the questionnaire. Questionraire padets were

delivered to two schods and five cmpleted questionraires were returned.
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The 42 Kindergarten to Senior 4 schodsin Cleaview Schod Divisionserve a
community of 19 000students with diverse socio-econamic and cultural backgrounds.
The exrly years superintendent cdled me and dfered to copy the questionraire and raise
it as an agendaitem at the next ealy yeas administrator’s meding. Two administrators
contaded me dter they had dstributed the questionraire to their staff and | receved six
completed questionraires.

Vista Schod Division serves 9 000studentsin adiverse and culturally rich
community. Vistas' twenty schods are organized as ealy years, midde years,
kindergarten to grade eght and senior years shools. The asgstant superintendent —
curriculum provided me with the name of a school that was interested in participating in
the study. The principal of the schod informed me that the study had been discussed at a
staff meding and ane teacher was interested in compl eting the questionreire. A padket
was delivered to the school and the completed questionnaire was returned.

All of the divisions have similar speda education pdiciesto provide
programming for students with spedal neels, depending uponneeds, through special
instructional settings, specia teading strategies, suppat services, fadliti es and/or
equipment. They also recommend that the foll owing fadors be cnsidered in determining
placement: (a) consistency with the student’s chronologicd age, (b) proximity to the
regular program stream, (¢) accesshility to an appropriate peer group,and (d) possble
future integration.

Seledion d Participarts
The questionraire responses were analyzed to determine whether the teachers

prior and current opinions abou inclusion were optimistic or scepticd. To dothis| used



Hamor Eggs? 44

thefirst two statements on the questionnaire, which related to general opinions abou
inclusion and opnions abou the feasibili ty of inclusionfor al students. Strongly
agreang with the first statement and strongly disagreeng with the secondwould indicate
optimistic opinions therefore the second statement was reverse scored in order to oltain a
total score.

The highest possble total score was 14 and the lowest was 2 so total scores of 2-7
were ansidered scepticd and scores of 9-14 were considered optimistic. The prior and
current total scores were then compared and teachers were asggned to ane of the
foll owing categories: (a) those who were optimistic bou inclusion grior to their
experienceof including a student with significant disabiliti es and who have remained
optimistic, (b) thase who were optimistic abou inclusion grior to their experience but
who have become scepticd as aresult of their experience, (c) thase who were initialy
scepticd about inclusion frior to their experience of including a student with significant
disabiliti es but who have become optimistic as aresult of their experiencewith inclusion,
and (d) thase who were initially scepticd abou inclusion and who remain scepticd.

The questionraire information d ead teader willing to be interviewed was then
coded into a data display matrix (seeAppendix E), using the foll owing categories:
opinions abou inclusion, gender, years of experience, grade level taught, education and
training, and personal experience with an individual with a disabili ty outside schod
settings. Questionraires were distributed over athreemonth period so the first teader
willi ng to be interviewed was contaded and an interview was sheduled. The strategy of

theoreticd sampling was used as a guide to determine whether interviews would be
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condwcted with subsequent respondents. By consciously varying the type of teader
interviewed, | hoped to uncover abroad range of perspedives.

A total of 12 completed questionraires were returned. Two respordents were not
interested in being interviewed. Two held Spedal Education Certificates and were
general educaionteaders o they did na qualify for the study. The remaining eight
responcents were willi ng to be interviewed, represented a range of opinions about
inclusion, and hed had a variety of inclusionary experiences.

Description d the Participants

Severa participants were currently employed at the same schod. In the interests
of confidentiality, the participants’ prior and current opinions abou inclusion are nat
reported. In addition the schod settings are described generally and separately from the
descriptions of the participants. This was dore to preserve the anonymity of the teaders.
Pseudonyms have been used for al participants and schod divisions and any additional
information that would tend to identify the participants has been removed o atered
Settings

The eght participants were enployed at five schools. Threewere K-6 schooals,
onewas aK-5 schod and the other was a K-S1 schod. The K-S1 schod was the largest
with apopuation d approximately 630students. The other schods had between 250and
400students. Two schods were located in Bison Schod Division,two werein Cleaview
Schod Divisionand ore was part of Vista Schod Division.

All of the schodss provided an Engli sh language program and had two classes per
grade level. Two schods had self-contained specia education classrooms and two

schodswere ajuipped with “spedal neels fadliti es’ to accommodate students with
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various gedal needs. All of the schods had resourceteacdhers and paraeducaors on staff.
Threeschods also had a guidance @ursell or, two had enrichment fadlit ators, and ore
had a behaviour intervention teader athough noschod had al of these staff members.
Teacher Participans

Of the aght respondents who were seleded to participate in this gudy, two were
assgned to ead of the four opinion caegories. One was male and seven were female.
Half of the participants had been teaching for over 20 years and the remaining ranged
from 5 to 15years. The number of yearsincluding a student with significant disabiliti es
ranged from 5 to 18.The participants were teaching in grades 2 through 6 but all have
taught at several grade levelsincluding Kindergarten and grade 1.

Only two participants had taken an undergraduate level course in specia
education and they were bath in the same opinion category. No ore had taken any
graduate level coursesin spedal education althoughtwo perticipants were taking courses
for the administrator’s certificate. Half of the participants had between 1and 8 hous of
in-servicetraining, one had between 9and 16 hairs, ore had between 17and 24 hous
and two had completed over 25 hous. All had personal experiencewith an individual
with adisabili ty outside the schod setting.

Nora Crane had been teaching for 31 years and had spent the past 2 yearsin the
same schod. She wasteaching grade 6 and had previously taught in grades K to 6. Nora
estimated that she had about 20 students with significant disabiliti esin 15 d her years
teading.

Jesdcal.ogan had been teading for 24 years and hed spent the past 18 yeasin

the same schod. Jesgcahad a student with significant disabiliti es every year that she had
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been at this £hod and estimated that she had approximately 40 students with significant
disabiliti esin her classes. She was teaching grade 3 and hed previously taught in
Kindergarten and grade 6.

IrisMartin was in her 15" yea of teaching and hed spent the past 4 years at the
same schod. She was once anployed at a duster schod for students who are medicdly
fragile so Iris had more than 20students with significant disabiliti esin her classes. She
was teading grade 2 and had previously taught in gradesK to 3.

AlicePrice had been teaching for 28 years and hed spent the past 14 years at the
same schod. In 12 d those years e had a student with significant disabiliti esin her
class She wasteaching grade 3 and had previously taught in grades 1 to 3.

Ralph Rogerswas in his 26" year of teaching and hed spent the past 20 yeas at
the same schod. In five of thase years he had a student with significant disabiliti esin his
classfor atotal of 6 students. He was teaching grade 5 and had previously taught grades 3
to 6.

Tina Spencer wasin her 5" year of teaching, all at the same schod. Shewas
teading grade 5 and had previously taught in grades 4, 5and 6.Tinahad ore or two
students with significant disabiliti es every yea that she had been teaching.

Gwen Watson hed been teading for 10 years, al at the same schod. In eight of
those years e had a student with significant disabiliti esin her classfor atotal of 10to
16 students. She was teaching grade 4 and had previously taught Kindergarten.

Lucy Winterswasin her 9" year of teaching and had spent the past 8 yearsin the

same schod She had had 16 students with significant disabiliti esin her classes. Lucy was
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teading grade 6 and had previously taught in grades 4 and 5in this shod aswell as
grade 8 in another schod.
Data Colledion

The participants were interviewed individually about their experiences, practices,
and opnions abou inclusion. These interviews were semi-structured which gave the
teaders aforum to share their experiences and provided me the oppatunity to ask
clarifying and extending questions. | was the only person coll eding data. | have graduate
level coursework in qualitative research methoddogy and previous experience using
qualit ative methodks.

Interviews were cnduwcted between October 2004 and March 2005at a place ad
time cnvenient for the participants. Once an interview was sheduled, a consent form
(seeAppendix F) was snt to the teader. This consent form outli ned the purpose of the
study, the expedations of the participants, the procedures for maintaining participant
confidentiaity, and the oppartuniti es for feedbadk. Participants were dso informed that
all interviews would be audio taped and later transcribed. A copy of the consent form
was given to the participants for their reference and record.

Eadh interview began with areview of the purpose of the research and assurances
of confidentiality. Participants were dso reminded that they could dedineto answer any
guestion, end the interview, or withdraw from the study at any time with no
repercussons. Next, | reviewed and clarified information onthe teader’s preparation
and profesgonal development related to inclusion as well as his or her teaching history.
To insure coverage of topics, atopicd interview guide developed from current literature

pertaining to the inclusion d students with significant disabiliti esin general education
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clasgooms, was used flexibly as the basis for all i nterviews (see Appendix G). Initial
interviews ranged in length from 45 to 90minutes. Foll ow up interviews were held with
five of the participantsin order to clarify previous comments and to probe deeper into
spedfic isaues. These interviews lasted between 30 and 45minutes.

Data Analysis

In qualitative research, it is difficult to separate the processof gathering and
anayzing data (Gay, 196). Most qudlit ative researchers emphasi ze the importance of
ongoing analysis during the processof data wlledion. An interviewer’sjourna was used
to record impressons, readions, and aher significant events that occurred duing the data
colledion plese. In addition, analytic memos were written throughou the study. These
memos simmarized emerging themes and helped identify points needing clarificaionin
follow-upinterviews. | purposefully sought out themes pertaining to the two primary
interests that had served as the impetus for the study: (a) the effect that including students
with significant disabiliti es has onteachers' opinions abou inclusion, and (b) the factors
that fadlit ate or hinder teacher engagement.

The interview data, journal notes, and anal ytic memos were analyzed inductively
using caegorical coding (Taylor & Bogdan, 199§. Transcripts and ndes were read and
marked by hand wsing 21 category codes that included words descriptive of the energing
themes, concepts, and propasitions (e.g., paraeducator autonamy, teamwork, coping
strategies, etc.). The coded data was assembled according to each category by cutting up
an eledronic copy and pasting data relating to each coding category in separate word
processng fil es. Categories were revised, resorted, refined and clarified using the

constant-comparative method (Glaser & Strauss 1967) to ensure the themes fit the data.
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Member Checks

Lincoln and Guba (1985) explain the importance of testing the anstructions of
researchers for fadual and interpretive accuracy to establi sh evidence of credibili ty and
conformabili ty. Several approaches were used to ensure the aedibility and
trustworthinessof the interview methoddogy and analysis of the data. First, a copy of the
interview transcript was ent to ead respedive interviewee for validation. They were
asked to read the transcript, chedk for accuracy, and return it within 2weeks if there were
errors. A letter accompanying the transcript explained that if the transcript were not
returned, the assumption would be made that no errors or changes are needed. One
teader took this oppatunity to clarify previous resporses.

In addition, all participants were invited to agroup discussonto bah validate and
reflect onthe findings and to discussimpli cations of the research findings for pradice,
research and pre-service or professona development. Half of the participants attended
this meding during which themes that emerged during data analysis were shared. The
teaders corrobaated all of the themes that were reviewed and valuable insights were
provided regarding implications of the findings.

Thethird level of validation and werification accurred after the groupmeding. A
report including the description d the study’ s participants and the results of the analysis
was ent to al eight teachers. They were asked to real the report and answer the
foll owing questions:

« Areyou satisfied that your anonymity was maintained so you are not

personally identified?

« Doyoufindthe ontent of the report acairate?
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« Werequaes you gave in your interviews, if used, used acarately and
appropriately?
« Do thethemes represented in the report include the information you gavein
your interviews?
A spacewas also avail able for the teadchers to make alditional comments that
might help me more fully understand their perspective. Teaders returned their formsin a
self-addressed stamped envelope. Teachers who did nad return their forms within 2weeks
were @mntaded by phane to respond \erbally. All eight teachers responded to the
guestions. Recommendations were limited to minor errors regarding teachers
characteristics (e.g., years of experience). All teachers resporded affirmatively to the
substantive aspeds of Questions 1 — 4.Teader resporses were used to adjust the final
presentation d the study.
The themes presented in the next chapter are based onthe modal resporses and
perspedives reveal ed by the participants. Where there are distinctions among groups, or
if any individual’s responses clealy contradicted the modal resporse, these distinctions
are discussd. All i ndented material and material within qudation marks are direct quaes
from the interviews however the varying terms used to describe the uncertified staff hired
to suppat students have been changed to paraeducator and all names used are
pseudanyms. Quotations were dhosen based ontheir clarity and representativeness na

ontheir uniqueness
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CHAPTER 4
Findings
The purpose of this dudy was to examine the first hand experiences of classroom
teaderswho haveincluded at least one student with significant disabiliti esin their
clasgoom. Of particular interest was the dfed this experience may have had ontheir
opinions abou inclusion and the factors that facilit ate or hinder teader engagement. |
hoped that examining these experiences and perspedives would provide insight into the
fadorsthat aff ect teacher commitment to inclusion. The findings that emerged from the
analysis of the olleded data ae presented in this chapter.
Opinions and Engagement
The purpose of the questionreire was to oltain information onteader’s opinions
abou inclusion bdh before and after they had included a student with significant
disabiliti esin the dasgoom and to gather data on variables that could paentially
influence ateader’s opinion abou inclusion. The interview questions were designed to
illi cit descriptions of experiences and examples of pradicesin arder to gain an
understanding of how the teaders' opinions were impaded by their experiences as well
asto gaininsight into their level of invalvement and engagement with their students with
significant disabiliti es, which would hogefully lead to the identificaion d the fadors that
fadlit ate or hinder teacher engagement. By analyzing the themes that emerged from the
data | discovered arelationship between opnions abou inclusion and teader
engagement that lead to the development of aframework for understanding teacher

commitment to inclusion.
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In the foll owing sedions | will first share the findings from the questionraire data
and describe how | determined the teaders' level of engagement. Next | will i dentify the
fadorsthat did na affed engagement. Finally | will show how the fadors that did aff ect
teader engagement andteaders opinions are related and haw thisimpads teader
commitment to inclusion.

Questionndre Data

Six of the aght teachers reported changes in their opinions abou inclusion after
they had a student with significant disabiliti esincluded in their clasgooms. Since
participants were specifically chosen to represent a variety of perspedives, it's not
surprising that a mmparison d the badkground ditawith the teaders’ questionraire
resporses reveded no dscernable diff erence between those whase opinions were initially
optimistic and thase who were initially more scepticd. Similarly, notrends were evident
that could acmourt for the changes in the teachers opinions.

Only two commonaliti es were identified and badh were related to education and
training: () the two teachers who wereinitially optimistic and reported that they became
more optimistic as aresult of their experience, reported having over 25 haurs of in-
servicetraining in inclusive pradices, and (b) the two teaters whoinitially reported that
they were optimistic aout inclusion bu had become scepticd as aresult of their
experience, had taken an undergraduate coursein spedal education. In bah
circumstances the teachers were unmatched onany of the other characteristics (e.g., years
of teating experience, number of students with significant disabiliti s).

There was a greder range of initial opinions about whether inclusion represented

apositive change in ou education system (scores ranged from 2 — 7) than there was
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regarding whether teachers thought that meding the needs of every child with disabiliti es
in general education classrooms was feasible (scores ranged from 2 — 5. In generdl, the
teaderswereinitialy scepticd abou the feasibili ty of inclusionfor all students (average
score =3.1). However, those who were initialy optimistic overall were dightly less
scepticd in this area (average score =3.5) than those who were initially scepticd overall
(average score =2.75.

Oncethe teadchers had experienced including a student with significant
disabiliti es, their opinions abou whether inclusion represented a paositi ve change became
generally more optimistic (average score =5.1) whereas their opinions concerning the
feasibili ty of inclusionfor al students were more palarized and refleded their overall
opinions. Thetotal changein opgnionwas also greater with resped to whether inclusion
was feasible for all.

The third statement on the questionraire related to confidence in abili ty to
implement inclusion. Again, there was no clear relationship between confidence and
opinion. Six of the teaders agreed with the statement, “Before | had a student with
significant disabiliti esin my clasgoom, | thought | would need training before | could
even begin to succesgully include astudent with significant disabiliti esin my
clasgoom,” four were initially optimistic and two were scepticd. Of the two teaders
who dsagreal, cmewas initially optimistic and ane was cepticd. Interestingly, there was
littl e relationship between the teaders' level of training and education and their
perceptions of preparednessand abili ty to teadh students with dsabiliti es. Both of the

teaders who had taken an uncergraduate wurse in spedal education agreed with the
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statement yet those who dsagread had na taken any undergraduate coursesin spedal
educdion.

Overall, the teachers reported lessneed for training after they had a student with
significant disabiliti esin their class Only the teachers who were initially optimistic and
becane more optimistic indicated no reed for training. However, they both had over 25
hours of in-service training in inclusive pradices. Of those who wereinitially optimistic
and kecame sceptical, one reported lessneed for training and ane reported a greder need.

| did na complete any statisticd analyses of these data, so these differences may
or may not be significant. Statisticd analysis might show trends or differences that are
not readily apparent through simple wmparison, havever the sample size was too small
to yield any firm conclusions.

The questionraire dso asked teadersto identify their main concerns before they
had experience with a student with significant disabiliti es and after they had experience
with astudent with significant disabiliti es. The identified concerns were generally more
spedfic after the teachers had experienceincluding a student with significant disabiliti es,
but there were no ndable diff erences between the types of concernsidentified by thase
whowereinitialy optimistic and those whereinitially sceptica or between thase whose
opinions becane more optimistic and those whase opinions becane more scepticd.

Although the questionreire data confirmed my suspicions that the experience of
including a student with significant disabiliti es could have ather a pasitive or a negative
eff ect onateadcher’ sopinions abou inclusion, it did na provide any insight into what

influenced these changes or why some opinions did na change.



Hamor Eggs? 56

Levd of Teacher Engagement

A comparison d the participants descriptions of their experiences and practices
with the identified characteristics of teater engagement provided a general guideline for
inferring each teacher’s level of engagement. | quickly redized that it was important to
keep the definition d teacher engagement in mind, asit seemsthat is possblefor a
teader to demonstrate anumber of the identified characteristics of teacher engagement
yet not have “dired contad with students with dsabiliti es and an adive involvement in
planning and implementing instruction in the dassroom” (Giangre et al., 200).

All of the teaters expressed fedings of resporsibility for the educaion o
students with significant disabiliti es. When asked, “What do you see your role with these
students as being” most teadersreplied, “I’m their teader.” All of the teachers also were
knowledgeable aou the functioning levels and learning outcomes of the students with
significant disabiliti es. Thisislikely dueto the fact that they were dl adively involved in
planning instruction. However, there is evidencethat some teaders were more likely to
plan instruction for paraeducators to implement. Several teachers commented, “We're
ultimately resporsible but we're not the ones who are interading hour by hour with
them.” Ancther teacher was more explicit:

In many cases the paraeducators, uncer the direction d the teader, bu they run

much of the program because they can seewhen a student can accderate, they

dorit have to come bad to the teader in the midd e of classand say ‘he's dore
that’. Mr. Danielsin my classisjust amazing. | don't know what | would do
withou him. Heis 9 skilled that he's doing everything: the academics, the
behaviour modificaion, and the coursdlling.

Not surprisingly, these teachers also seamed to have limited instructional interadions

with the students with significant disabiliti es.
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Conversdly, other teachers made littl e or no mention d paraeducators
implementing instruction and nded that the students “weren’t always sngled ou with the
paraeducaor.” These teachers described using peers to suppat students with significant
disabiliti es and referred to themselves and the paraeducator “working together as team
with thewhole dass” In addition, these teaders seamed to have more substantial
instructional interadions with the students. Therefore whil e dl teachers had dired contact
with students with significant disabiliti es, some teaders had an adive involvement in
planning and implementing instruction and aher teaders had an adive involvement in
planning instruction but limited involvement in implementing instruction.

As| did na conduct any dired observations of the teaders, it was not posshbleto
compare them to all of theidentified charaderistics of teater engagement. For example,
verificaion that teachers interaded with their students with significant disabiliti esin
substantially the same ways as they did with their students withou disabilities or that
they spent approximately the same time with students with and without significant
disabiliti es would require ongoing observation. Nevertheless there was sufficient
evidenceto clealy infer that some teaders were more engaged than athers.

It isimportant to nae that although four of the teachers appeaed to be less
engaged than the other four, nore of the teachers exhibited the identified charaderistics
of lessengaged teaders. In this dudy, “lessengaged” teachers could be described as
being in the middle and would be more gopropriately characterized as mewhat
engaged. It is possble that ateacher’slevel of engagement might vary from classto class

and from student to student, howvever this was not apparent in the data @l ected.
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Factors That Didn't Influence Levd of Engagement

A variety of fadorsthat possbly could have influenced the teaders’ levels of
engagement were ansidered to determineif any could acourt for the differencesin the
participants’ levels of engagement. These factors included: personal charaderistics of the
teader, teacher attitudes toward inclusion, teader perceptions of their preparednessor
abili ty to tead students with significant disabiliti es, student charaderistics, classload,
paraeducaor service delivery, type andlevel of suppat from spedal educaors, and level
of integration. Surprisingy, nore of these fadors seaned to have an effect onthe
participant’s level of engagement. There were no dff erences between the participants for
the half of the fadors and whil e there were differences for the other fadors, there was no
clea relationship with level of engagement.

Comnonditi es

In comparing the teachers' level of engagement with the fadors that could
possbly influence ateacher’s level of engagement, it becane dear that, in this gudy,
several fadors were cmmonto al of the participants and therefore not defining
influences. These included student characteristics, classload, level of inclusion, and form
of paraeducator service delivery.

Naturally, al of the participants had students with significant disabiliti esin their
clasgooms. Many of these students had ather diagnostic labels such as autism, Fetal
Alcohd Syndrome, Down syndrome, and global leaning delay. Although the
participants did na describe every student with significant disabiliti esthey’d had in their
classes, al referred to several students during their interview. These descriptions reveded

arange of characteristics — some students were verbal, others were not; some were
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ambulatory, others used whedchairs; some were medicdly fragile and some had
chall enging behaviours. All of the teaders had experienceincluding students with a
variety of characteristics and athough some had more varied experiences than athers,
there was no obvous correlation between student characteristics and level of
engagement.

Another factor that was commonto all participants was classload. Classload
includes class $ze, number of students with spedal needs, and the severity and range of
needs of students. None of the teaders reported having areduced class $ze when a
student with significant disabiliti eswas included in their classand al of the teaters
noted that other students with spedal needs were also in the dass In addition, most of the
teaders have had more than ore student with significant disabiliti esin their classat the
same time. The following description d a dasswas common, “ There were two ADHD
kidsin the dasgoom that year that took upalot of time and energy and | had a cupe of
FAS students plus that girl, so five out of the thirty needed major support.”

All of the teaters reported that their students with significant disabiliti es gent
the magjority of the school day in the regular classoom and paraeducaors were dways
assgned to studentsin a one-to-one mode of servicedelivery. This suppat was not
always avail able for the entire schod day nor were all students with significant
disabiliti es provided with paraeducaor support so al of the teaders had experienced
times when nosuppat was avail able. Regardlessof level of engagement, when
paraeducaor support was avail able, teachers described using the paraeducator in ways
characteristic of a program-based model. As one teader explained:

A full-time paraeducaor can help you with the other kids because the special
needs child doesn’'t need the paraeducaor every minute, so if you' ve got that



Hamor Eggs? 60

personin your room al the time she can be helping with some of the other kids
whoyou dar't always get to.

It is reasonable to assume that fadors sich as dudent charaderistics, class load,
level of inclusion, and form of paraeducator servicedelivery could affed ateader’slevel
of engagement, however in this gudy, differences were gparent in the participants' level
of engagement despite the simil arities in these fadors.

Different But No Difference

There were diff erences between the participants for the remaining fadors:
personality charaderistics of the teadter, teacher perception d preparednessand abili ty
to teadh students with disabiliti es, type andlevel of spedal educaion support, and teader
attitudes toward inclusion. These factors may have had some aff ect on engagement levels
but the relationships are nat clea.

Not surprisingly, the personal charaderistics of the eght teaders varied. Y et,
there was no obvous relationship between personality and level of engagement. Most of
the teaters foundit difficult to describe their personality and tended to describe their
teading styleinstead. Certainly, descriptors like accepting of difference caring, and
flexible culd be used to describe many of the teachers who were more engaged bu these
terms also described some of the lessengaged teachers as well. Teasing out the more
subtle differencesin persondity would likely require lengthier interadions with the
participantsin avariety of settings over alonger period d time.

As described ealier, there was a difference in the teaders’ perceptions of their
preparednessand abili ty to teat students with dsabiliti es acording to their respornses on
the questionraire. Most of the teaders agreed with the statement, “Before | had a student

with significant disabiliti esin my classroom, | thought | would need training before |
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could even begin to succesgully include astudent with significant disabiliti esin my
clasgoom,” suggesting that they did na fed prepared. This sntiment also was refleced
in their stated concerns. Although the two teachers who dsagreed with this datement
displayed higher levels of engagement, two o the teaders who agreed with the statement
also dsplayed higher levels of engagement. However, bah o these teachers had littl e
teading experience prior to having a student with significant disabiliti esin their
clasgoom so it is possble that their response reflected a more general uncertainty abou
their teating abili ty. Therefore, whil e feding prepared might facilit ate teacher
engagement, feding unprepared doesn’'t necessarily hinder engagement.

Theteaders' initia and current opinions abou inclusion also dffered and while
there was sme agreement between initial opinion and level of engagement, this was not
evident for al the teachers. Threeof the four teachers who were initialy optimistic were
more engaged and threeof the four teachers who were initially scepticd were less
engaged havever, oneinitialy optimistic participant was lessengaged and one who was
initially scepticd was more engaged.

Furthermore, whil e there was arelationship between thase whose opinions did na
change andlevel of engagement, this wasn’t the case for those whase opinions did
change. Thase who were initially scepticd and stayed scepticd were lessengaged bu
bath teaters who wereinitially optimistic and kecame more optimistic were more
engaged. In addition, ore of the teaders who was initialy optimistic and becane
scepticd was more engaged and the other was less engaged and one of the teaders who
was initially sceptical but becane optimistic was more engaged and the other was less

engaged.
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Finally, there were differencesin the type and level of spedal educaion suppart
the participants received. There were no situations were the resource teacher retained
responsibili ty for implementing and monitoring |EP goals but some teachers recaved
consultative suppat and ahers received coll aborative suppat. By consultative suppat |
mean that the teachers primarily considered the resourceteacdher to be the case manager.
They were resporsible for coordinating the development of the IEP and writing it, they
monitored the implementation d the |EP through regular meetings where concerns were
discussed, and they would often oltain materials uponrequest. These resourceteaders
provided littl e dired suppat to the student except through the occasiona pull out for
testing and some teaching, they did na contribute to daily planning and they did na work
with the teader in the dassoom. Resourceteaders providing coll aborative suppat
performed the same cae management resporsibiliti es but were more adively involved
with planning and instruction through co-teading (e.g., ore tead/one support and
aternate teaching) (Friend et al., 199§. Although the two teaders who received
collaborative suppat were more engaged and all of the lessengaged teachers received
consultative suppat, two of the more engaged teachers also received consultative
suppat. This suggests that while mllaborative suppat might facilit ate teacher
engagement, consultative suppat doesn’t necessarily hinder it.

In general it appears that teader perception d preparednessand abili ty to teat
students with disabiliti es, coll aborative special educaion suppat, and ogimistic teader
attitudes toward inclusion might fadlit ate engagement but their presence does nat
guarantee engagement and their absence does not always hinder engagement. While this

discusson hes focused on these factors individually, there is no combination d fadors
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that acourts for the differences in the participant’s level of engagement. Further analysis
of the data did reved one diff erence between the participants that appears to be the key
fador in their level of engagement.
The KeyFactor

In this gudy, determination d level engagement was primarily based onthe
teader’ s abili ty to include the student with disabiliti esin clasgoom instruction. Theless
engaged teachers were more likely to plan lessons and adivities for the paraeducators to
implement, whereas the more engaged teachers were more likely to plan lesons and
adivities in which students of different abili ty levels could participate together. In
esence the more engaged teaders included their students with significant disabiliti es
more often than the lessengaged teadchers. The lessthe teaders were aleto include a
student with significant disabiliti es, the more they would plan adivities for the
paraeducaor to implement resulting in fewer instructional interadions with the student
and lessengagement. Therefore, the key factor influencing the teaders' level of
engagement was their ability to include the student with significant disabiliti esin
clasgoom instruction. These differences in abili ty will be examined in this sdion.
Types of Accomnodaions

Variationsin the teachers' abili ty to include were refleded in the range and types
of acoommodations they described for their students with significant disabiliti es. All of
the teaders were aleto provide accommodations to al ow students to gain accessto or
demonstrate mastery of the airriculum in alternative ways. Practices sich as providing

books ontape, a scribe for written work, accessto computers and calculators, oral testing,
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and pee help were frequently given as examples of acomommodations the teaters had
implemented.

These types of acammodations often are referred to as adaptations. All of the
teaders semed cgpable of providing adaptations aaoss sibjed areas as this more
innoetive alaptationill ustrates:

He ould domath aslong as | colour-coded the columns for him. He had been

doing simple adition and subtradion bu when he had two columns, he got

confused - what do | dofirst? So | colour-coded: the green was the right side
where he started and then | went yell ow for the next one so he wuld go to three
digits. So | went green to start, yellow, and then red so that the red ore was his
last column. We olour-coded all of his math pages when he was doing addition
and subtradion.

Many teachers also described modifying learning goals by changing the difficulty
of adivities. As one teacher noted:

| awaystry to keep them in the room as much as possble and dang as much the

same athe other kidsas | can. Even if we're doing a poetry activity and the level

of it isfar too advanced for them, I'll try and find away that they can doexadly

the same thing in asimplified version.
Descriptions of modificaions for Language Arts and Math adiviti es were provided most
often. Instructional pradices sich as areading workshop,where students sleded to
booksto real at their own level of challenge and individuali zed spelli ng li sts commonly
were used in Language Arts. In Math, the aurriculum has the same four strands in every
grade level so teaders were ale to modify the difficulty by using activities from lower
grade levels. “For example if we're doing measurement, they still work on measurement,
but they’ re not working at a grade five level, they’ re working at a grade threelevel.”

Teaders who seemed to utili ze adive goproachesto teating (e.g., group

projeds, adivity based learning) were more likely to describe students with significant

disabiliti es participating in Science and Socia Studies. “We do alot of hands-on kinds of
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adivitiesin Sciencewhich are grea for those particular kids. For most of them, they have
to seehow something works rather than you telli ng them.” Mixed-abili ty groupng was
ancther instructional format that was used to include students with significant disabiliti es
in clasgoom adivities. “I spedficdly place them with ather students who are stronger so
those students can help them along.” Sometimes these groupngs were created
spontaneously when an oppartunity was identified. As one teader explained:

When I’ m working with groups of kids - just regular kids in the dasgoom —and |

can seethat ancther student in the dasscould dothe same type of work with a

cdculator or something else, then boam, you just bring them in and make them

part of the group.

Overall the teadchers described awide variety of accommodations designed to
include students with significant disabiliti esin clasgoom instruction. Individual teaters
use of these accommodations represented a cntinuum from mostly adaptations and afew
modifications to adaptations and a variety of modificaions. Teacherswhorarely
mentioned modificaions described aternative gproadesto managing diversity in their
clasgooms, which were not mentioned by teachers implementing a wide range of
modificaions. These and other diff erences between these two groups of teachers will be
explored next.

Coping

One dternative practicethat was mentioned by all of the teaders who described a
limited range of accommodations was planning aternative activities for the paraeducaor
to implement or for the student to doindependently if paraeducator support was nat
avail able. As one teader explained:

| have to besically look at what are we doing in socia studies, nov how can | plan

for her to have something that she can work onindependently, if thereisno
paraeducaor, or with the paraeducaor because if | just had her plunked down in
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class $i€' sjust going to day dream because she doesn’t attend if she doesn’t
understand and in many cases $e doesn’t understand.

This pradicewas particularly evident when paraeducaor suppat was not avail able.
Anocther teacher noted:

You knaw the part of the day that she didn't have aparaeducator - that was tough.

It was tough for her cause sometimes $re would haveto sit at the bad and day

when | was giving aleson a she'd be sitting there in alesn that she didn’t

have aclue what was going on. So that’s nat right but you have to dosomething.
Other teachers commented, “1n alot of cases you have to give that child busy work just to
kind d keep them quiet.” It was also common for these teadersto describe situations
where students were not involved in lesons: “He sat there and you' d try to refocus him
but you could tell he was glazed.”

Another aternative practicethat was frequently described or recommended was
the removal of the student with significant disabiliti es from the dasgoom for instruction
in life skill s. Cooking or baking adiviti es fadlit ated by the paraeducator were usually
mentioned and whil e these adiviti es were seen as useful for the student, their primary
purpose seamsto beto provide “respite for the teacher.” One teacher noted, “ The
paraeducaor takes her shoppng as part of her math program. They plan ou what they’re
going to bake andit’s part of her math to go and do the shoppng. So that helpsandit’sa
goodexperiencefor her too.”

Thisgroup d teaders aso naed that the students with significant disabiliti es
often required a disproportionate anount of their time and vadced concern abou the
impad that this might have on the other studentsin the dasgoom. Teachers made

comments such as;

Someone nedls their diaper changed or someone’ s having a meltdown, al those
interruptions too and | think sometimes we forget abou the other studentsin the
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class— haw they're feding — cause they have aright to an educaiontoo. | think
sometimes they kind d get forgotten.

My littl e guy this year, he' s nat taking alot of my time avay from the other kids

but I've had ather years when it was sgnificant. And that’s nat fair to anybody.

It'snot fair to the special needs child. It's not fair to the other kids who are losing

OUL.

Perhaps nat surprisingly, these teaders ssmetimes questioned the placanent of students
with significant disabiliti es in the regular classoom. As one teader said, “If them being
thereisn’t helping them and it’s certainly nat helping anybody else, like what’s the
point.” Other teachers reiterated this nation by saying, “It waskind d awaste of his
time” and “What are they doing in the dassoom? Are they learning? Are the other
children learning?’

The unanimous lution to these difficulties was: “ Give us more suppat so that
the other children dan't have to suffer and so that classoom teaders are not burning
out.” Suppat was usually described as providing a paraeducator for the whole day. As
several teachers noted, “ They don't all of sudden become high level when the
paraeducaor leaves the room.”

| fed it’simportant to note that these dternative pradices did na seem to be used
with al students with significant disabiliti es or al the time. Rather, their use varied and
was roughly propartional to the variety of accommodations that were implemented.
Furthermore, teachers did na use these dternative pradicesin arder to reducetheir
workload. In fad, they noted that planning alternate adiviti es “adds to your workload, a

lot, because you have to find materials and activities that they can da” Nor did they

necessarily believe that was what they were supposed do. These teadhers often
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adknowledged that these dternative pradices were not necessarily the best for the student
but it was the best they could do undr the drcumstances.
Swceeeding

Teaders who implemented a variety of accommodations rarely mentioned
planning lessons and adiviti es for the paraeducator to implement. Of course, two of these
teadersrarely had full-time paraeducator suppat becaise “unlessyou have astudent
whois acalemically weak and an extreme behaviour problem, then they don’t get
fundng,” so there were fewer opportunities for them to plan adivities for the
paraeducaor to implement. Nevertheless they did na plan alternative activities for the
student to doindependently when paraeducaor suppat was not avail able rather their
instruction was designed so that students of very diff erent abiliti es could lean together
and they implemented a variety of accommodations as needed. As one teacher
commented, “I just find that it’s easier to adapt it to their strengths and weaknesses than
to give them a completely different program.”

The other two teachers, who wsually had full -time paraeducator suppat, used
similar instructional approaches (e.g., cooperative groups, adivity based instruction),
which seemed to reduce the need for planning lessons for the paraeducaors to
implement. These two teachers also seemed adept at seeéng oppatuniti es to embed
individual learning outcomes within the existing clasgoom adivities and routines. One
teader commented:

Socia and communication goas are worked onall day —saying “Hi” whenever

you meet someone, ateacher or anather student; waiting for your turn at the water

fourtain or when working in groups or they could be pradicing using their
communicaion cevicein that group —whenever it can happen.
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When talking abou how |EP meetings used to be conducted, the other teacher made
these comments:
It used to be thought that the dassoom teacher doesn’t need to hear the physio
pieceor the OT piece. Well, they most certainly do. Pradicdly every asped of
what a child doesin the clasgoom would fit into physio or OT. If it'sa
communicaiongoa or if it’sasocia goal, well, when we line up for recess |
could be encouraging that very thing and it could happen six times aday. Or
maybe when we' re sitting on the capet for story time, this could happen. So the
thought to include teachers in every asped of thase goals — it makes total sense.
These teachers viewed themsel ves and the paraeducaors as a team working with
al of the studentsin the dass “ The paraeducator is not assgned to that student in
isolation.” Whil e the teaders who hed limited paraeducator suppat expressed adesire to
have full-time suppat, they spoke &ou classroom suppat rather than one-to-one
suppat for the student: “Our room would benefit from an extra personin the room in
generd, al day.” In addition, this group d teachers preferred to work with the same
paraeducaor for severa yeas rather than having the paraeducator foll ow the student.
One teacher noted:
| think every year when you throw threeor four new people together, trying to get
to know ead ather, trying to figure out what their skill s are, you take avay from
the aility to really get to know individual students and that’s energy lost.
Another teacher summed up the benefits by noting:
| think in most cases, if you buld atean of people who are working like awell -
oiled madhine within a particular clasgoom, they can hande any students that
come dong with any challengesin any given year. And they’ re happy about it and
challenged by it.
Overall, these teathers coped with the diversity in their classoomsin
substantially different ways than the other teachers. Thefirst group d teadhers utili zed

more of a mainstreaning approach —including students with significant disabiliti es when

it was possble and re-creating the eguivalent of segregated spedal education within the
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clasgoom when they were nat able to include the student. On the other hand, the seaond
groupof teachers foundit was usually possble to include students with significant
disabiliti es because they designed their instruction for diverse leaners. In other words,
rather than trying to fit the student into the mould, they changed the mould to fit the
students.

Therefore, regardlessof gender, grade level taught, number of years experience,
teader personality, teacher attitudes toward inclusion, perceptions of preparednessor
abili ty to tead students with significant disabiliti es, student charaderistics, classload,
form of paraeducator service delivery, type of support from spedal educaors, or level of
inclusion, the participants' level of engagement was primarily influenced by their abili ty
to include students with significant disabiliti es. In faa, for every student with significant
disabiliti eswho was nat included, there was a comparable student in ancther classoom
who was and athough there was not an obvious relationship between level of
engagement and opnions abou inclusion, there was a acnrection which will be explored
in the next sedion.

Evolving Opinions

During the interviews, | got the sense that many of the teaders' current opinions
abou inclusion were more of a snapshat of their views at one paint in time rather than a
static redity and that they would have responcded dff erently to the questionnaire
depending on when they completed it. One teacher confirmed thisimpresson by stating,
“My opinion abou inclusion hes evolved and it changes aswell.” Thisreali zation hel ped

to make sense of the seeming contradictions between some of the teaders descriptions
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of their experiences and their stated opinion as well as the fad that teachers who hed
seamingly similar experiences had dff erent opinions abou inclusion.

In esence, the teachers’ current opinions are arefledion o their overall | evel of
personal satisfaction with their inclusion experiencesto date. Naturally, determination o
personal satisfactionis, well, personal, so it is understandable that two teachers
undergoing simil ar experiences may have different fedings abou the experience. In
addition, the teaders’ initial expedations also aff ected their current opinions. In this
sedion | will present aframework that aids in urderstanding ateacher’s determination o
personal satisfactionand | will explain how personal satisfadion and expedations can
acourn for the teacher’s current opinions abou inclusion.

Persond Sdisfaction Framework
A hunded years from now
it will not matter what my bank account was,
the sort of house |l lived in, a thekind d car | drove. . .
but the world may be different
because | wasimportant in the life of a dild.

These few lines of inspiration are asurprisingly accurate refledion d the rediti es
of teating. There ae few rewardsin terms of money, power, or prestige and thereisno
guarantee that there will be any long term benefits either. Even if there are, it isunlikely
that we will li ve to seethem. Of course the posshili ty exists that you could change the
world and whil e this |ofty ideal might be an impetus for entering the profession, it will
not be sufficient reason for returning to the dassroom day after day, year after year.
Rather, importancein the lives of children becomes our motivation and ou reward.

Therefore, teachers grive to make adifference and the sense of accompli shment that

comes from feding that you have reached a student is often cited as one of the joys of
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teading (Jadkson, 1990 Lortie, 197). Conwversely, a diminished sense of
acomplishment and fedings of meaninglessess espedally asthis appliesto ore's

abili ty to successfully reach students, contribute to teader burnou (Wood & McCarthy,
2002.

Our level of persond satisfadionisasummary of our evalution d the overall
teading experience. A central part of this evaluation is consideration d the balance
between the amourt of investment and the anourt of return. For teadhers, investment is
their time and energy and return is their sense of accomplishment. In ather words, those
fedings of accompli shment may be sufficient compensation for the hous gent in front
of the chalkboard and behind the desk or they may pale in comparison to the anourt of
time and energy that was required.

This determination d whether the balance between the amourt of investment and
the anourt of return isor is not satisfadory is apersonal one, so two teachers with
similar experiences may have differing levels of personal satisfaction. Our expedations
also will i nfluencethis evaluation. Teaders at risk for burnout seetheir work as
inconsistent with the ideds or goals they had set as beginning teachers (Wood &
McCarthy, 2002. Considering that ateacher’ s working condti ons change yealy,
fluctuationsin ou level of persona satisfadion can be expeded and the expedations
developed from previous years of experience ae also an influence Given the highly
subjedive nature of this evaluation, it would beimpossbleto predict ateacher’slevel of
personal satisfaction. However, an understanding of the dements aff ecting personal
satisfadion can provide an insight into why ateacher is feding satisfied or why he or she

isnat and can aid in identifying circumstances that are likely to be satisfying or
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unsatisfying. For example, if an extraordinary amourt of time and energy was invested
but only avery minimal sense of accompli shment was reali zed, the experienceislikely to
be judged as unsatisfactory by the majority of teachers. Other scenarios which would
likely be deemed ursatisfadory can be imagined: when additional investment doesn’t
produce an additional return, when previously sufficient amourts of investment don't
result in similar amourts of return, o when an increased amourt of investment doesn’t
even result in the usual amourt of return.

Thisisnot to suggest that teaders are unwilli ng to invest their time and energy.
Teaders are willi ng if students will benefit (Doyle & Ponder, 1977%78) and thereis
ample evidence that teachers will devote extratime to students when they fed that their
concerted efforts will make the diff erence between these students' successes and fail ures
(Silberman, 1971. In these situations, teaders are betting that the sense of
acomplishment felt when the student succeeds will be sufficient compensation for the
extra df ort and whil e this gamble does nat always pay off, the thrill of witnessng
dramatic change in a student helps diminish the overal impad of unsatisfactory
experiences. Of course, teaters often work for protraded periods withou sure
knowledge that they’ re having any paositive dfeds on students. Therefore student
enthusiasm and involvement are the yardstick teachers use to measure their day-to-day
progresswhich provides areturn ontheir daily investments.

What | have described so far is areflection d the general societal belief that
rewards shoud standin relation to the anournt of personal effort people put into their
work. Consequently, when teaders put in an effort, they exped areturn and na

recaving one will li kely affect their level of personal satisfadion. It also stands to reason
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that it isunlikely that teachers would fed much sense of accompli shment if they had na
put in any effort. For example, student achievement that is not the result of the teader’s
effortsis unlikely to generate fedings of accompli shment sincethe teacher hasn't redly
acomplished anything. He or she may fed pleased that the student has progressed but a
sense of accomplishment is the result of the teacher feding that he or she reached the
student. If thereis no effort, there is noinvestment, so the lad of return would na have a
negative impad on ateacher’s level of persona satisfadion. Whil e this may seem
obvious, it isusually not a ansideration sinceteachers are typicdly the ones putting in
the dfort. But teachers aren’t always the ones who are putting in the dfort and some
investment may still be required. Therefore, if teachers plan bu do nd implement
instruction it seems reasonable that they would fed a diminished sense of
acomplishment which would affect their level of personal satisfaction.

This considerationis pivotal to uncerstanding the experiences of teachers who
have included students with significant disabiliti es. If the time spent planning for a
student with significant disabiliti esis not balanced with a mmmensurate sense of
acomplishment, the anount of investment automaticdly outweighs the anourt of return.
Whether thisimbalanceis sufficient to affed the teaders' level of personal satisfadionis
dependent on avariety of fadors including whether they were expeding to fed a sense of
acomplishment and their individual acceptable ratio between amourt of investment and
amourt of return. Additionally, this gudent isnat in a dasgoom of one, so this
imbalancewill be mnsidered within the total teaching experience. As noted ealier, this
variation d factors and the personal nature of the evaluation make prediction d the

teaders level of personal satisfadion an impossbletask but it is possble to identify
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situations that are likely to be more or lesssatisfying, which could explain the reasons for
ateader’slevel of persona satisfadion.
Applying the Persond Sdisfaction Framework

As described ealier, the teatersin this gudy coped with the diversity in their
clasgoomsin substantialy different ways. | will use the personal satisfadion framework
to ill ustrate how eadt approach could affed teacher satisfaction andto clarify the
differences in the teachers adions and recommendations.

One group d teacdhers primarily planned instruction for the paraeducator to
implement or for the student to doindependently, which can upset the balance between
amourt of investment and amourt of return. Given that ateader’ stime and energy are
limited resources, “there’sonly 24 housin aday,” time spent planning for one student
naturally means that there will be lesstime avail able to plan for the remaining studentsin
the dass Thisreductionin planning time might be perceived by the teacher as
jeopardizing the progress of the other students resulting in feding that students “lost out
that year,” affeding the expeded sense of accompli shment. Time spent at “a lot of
medings’” with “different spedalists, the psychad ogist, the physiotherapist, OT, speed
therapist or whoever else, before schod, recess lunch, after schod or sometimesif it can
be aranged, duing classtime” impinged on“the other students need for time to spend
with the teader” and required “a lot of energy.” With such alarge discrepancy between
amourt of investment and amourt of return, teacher dissatisfadionis highly likely.
Feding that the other students benefited in nonacademic ways, “the other students
develop empathy and understanding and acceptance, myself included,” may nat be

enough to off set thisimbalance and it would make sense for the teader to try toregain a
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satisfadory balance by reducing the anourt of investment, “Inclusionis wonderful but
sometimes for some dildren it doesn’t work.”

The other group of teachers were ale to include the student with significant
disabiliti es within the planned clasgoom activities. This does not change the anourt of
investment and maintains the mwnredion between effort and reward so the balance
between amount of investment and amourt of return are not adversely affected. Since
planning timeis nat reduced, the alditional time demands of extramedings would na
gredly add to the anourt of investment. Furthermore, the progressof other studentsis
not jeopardized and the expeded sense of accomplishment is possble. Feding that the
other students benefited in nonacalemic ways would add to the teader’ s sense of
acomplishment increasing the likelihoodthat the teader will find the experience
satisfying.

Naturally, neither of these outcomes is guaranteed. Given the number of factors
involved, avariety of scenarios are passble. Trying to figure out how to include the
student may increase planning time; the teader may naot fed that she reached the student
with significant disabiliti es or may not feel that the progressof the other students was
impeded. Nevertheless the personal satisfadion framework does provide a means for
understanding these experiences and the teachers’ subsequent level of personal
satisfadion.

For most of the participantsin this gudy, these two scenarios seem to accurately
explain their experiences. Both groups of teachers had some satisfying and some
unsatisfying experiences but their current level of personal satisfaction seemed to take

into consideration their entire experienceto date. The majority of the teachers who were
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able to include students with significant disabiliti es amed satisfied and the majority of
the teaders who were unabl e to include students with significant disabiliti es aned less
satisfied. There were two notable exceptions that clealy ill ustrate how prior experience
can influence persond satisfadion and hav ateacher’s level of persona satisfadionis
not a static redity.

The first teacher was unable to include students with significant disabiliti es but
seamed satisfied with the experience Prior to having a student with significant
disabiliti esin the dasgoom, this teader’ s main concern was “how am | going to have
enough energy to continue the dassand still program and ded with chil dren who have
significant delays?’ Previous experiencewith students with spedal needs was the source
of these mncerns. “Because when it began there wasn’t the suppat, so it meant your
workload went way up.” Asit turned ou, the workload ddn't substantially increased,
“Generally | would say that with the suppat it’s not a situation where you fed like
you've got all this extrawork to do?” Although no benefits of inclusion were mentioned,
the provision d “paraeducaors who are skill ed to work with thase particular kinds of
kids and who are there enough o the time” ensured that the amourt of investment
remained relatively stable. Therefore including a student with significant disabiliti es has
not aff ected this teader’ s level of personal satisfaction. However, this could change:

For the children that I’ ve had, aslong as you have the suppat then it’s going to be

okay. If you dont have the suppat, goodluck, because there aren’'t enough hous

in the day to get all the things dore that you have to dowith the other kids and

then still try and interact with a child who's like Chris for instance | don't know

what we'd doif we didn't have aparaeducator with Chris.

Thisteader’s prior experiences had resulted in areductionin the level of

personal satisfaction creaing the expedation that thiswould or could happen again. This



Hamor Eggs? 78

was not the cae for the secondteacher, who despite being able to include students with
significant disabiliti es was naot satisfied with the experience. This teader had students
with significant disabiliti es in the dasgoom sincethe first year of teaching and there was
littl e referenceto increased workload (of course, in thefirst ten yeas the workload is
always high) or concern that the other students were losing out. Actually the source of
disstisfadion dd na even seem be the student with significant disabiliti es, “Its just
some years are tougher than athers and | got redly spailed so the last two have been a
littl e bit of a dhallenge.” Considering the aurrent class stuation, challenge might be an
understatement:
| have 25 students in my room. On the whole they’re wee academicdly. | have
two students who have modified programs and threeothers who are onindividual
plans because they’ re operating at least two grade levels below but they’re not
considered M designations. | have five students who are operating really well at
grade level, ou of 25. Andtherest are ather struggling to mee grade level
outcomes or are nat meding grade level outcomes. . . We have alot of behaviour
problems and that takes up alot of time. So we're further behind than I’ ve ever
been at this point in the yea.
In addition, thisteader did na receve alot of paraeducator suppat, “Graceisin my
room, onaverage, an haur aday, bu it depends on the day. Some days e’ sonly in there
for 20 minutes at the end d the day.” Not surprisingly, thisteader felt that inclusionis
“not as succesdul asit could be” but “if there was more time given to teachers for
planning” it might be better. For this teacher it seems the only way to try to regain the
previous amourt of return isto increase the investment. “1 dor't hesitate to say that | do
my best to plan asmuch as| can bu there’sonly 24 housinaday and | haveto leaveit

behind at some point.” Had this teader been interviewed two years earlier, adifferent the

level of persona satisfadion seamslikely.
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These two examples nat only ill ustrate the eff ect prior experience has onlevel of
personal satisfactionand haw levels of personal satisfadion vary, they also highlight the
fad that ateadher’slevel of persona satisfadionisnaot always an indicaion of
eff ectiveness Thefirst teacher is stisfied, but isthe student? The paraeducator might be
skill ed from years of experience but he still i sn’t a cetified teacher. The secondteader,
whois dill relatively new to the professon, is alrealy thinking about leaving the
clasgoom, “I'd like to go bad and domy courselling.” If the aurrent level of personal
satisfadionis maintained, the first teader islikely to continue on urtil retirement even
though the adility to includeisladking but we are d risk of losing the second teader who
has the abili ty to include students with significant disabiliti es unlessthere are significant
changesin the level of personal satisfadion.

Prior experiences crede expedations regarding ateader’slevel of personal
satisfadion that can affect how the aurrent experienceisinterpreted. Initial expedations
abou inclusion can aso influencehow the experienceis evaluated.

Expedations and Realiti es

Analyzing and comparing the themes that emerged from the data revealed
differences that acmurted for the variations in the teaders' initia opinions that were not
apparent in the questionnaire data. The teachers with the highest initial total scores
entered the teating professon with ogtimistic opinions abou inclusion. One teater
noted, “1 was very committed to the ideathat these kids shoud al be integrated when |
was in unversity and ayourg teacher before | ever had any special needskids.” These
teaders aso were the only ones to mention grior knowledge of the benefits of inclusion

or the negative dfeds of segregation duing the interviews, even thowgh al of the
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participants indicated that they had persona experiencewith an individual with a
disabili ty outside the schod setting. “I had a brother with Down syndrome and hewasin
spedal ed hiswhadelife and he picked upalot of bad habits from other kids cause that’s
all he had for role models.”

On the other hand, the teachers who wereinitially scepticd seem to lad this prior
knowledge andtheir initial opinions refleded their uncertainty abou theimpad on their
work and its benefits for students. As one teader explained, “| guessl was littl e bit afraid
becaise | hadn't had kids with difficulties and | wondered haw | was going to adapt my
clasgoom to make it work for thase kids.” For these teaders, including a student with
significant disabiliti es was a dhange and given that teaders generally view propased
change with scepticism (Lortie, 197), thisfinding is nat unusual. However, it is afurther
reminder that scepticism shoud na be viewed as oppasition since nore of these teaders
were oppased to including a student with significant disabiliti es, just “concerned abou
the unknowns.”

A comparison d the teachers perceived owerall | evels of personal satisfadion
with their experiences and their initial expedations provide an explanation for their
current opinions regarding inclusion. When ateacher’s overal | evel of personal
satisfadion with the experiences matched expedations, opnions remained the same. The
teaders who remained scepticd were initially undedded onwhether inclusion represents
apositive change in ou education system and they were uncertain if inclusionwas
feasible for al students. They’ ve discovered there are more benefits than they had
imagined, “ Sometimes | think it’s amazing and wonderful because it makes you more

sensitive. And just the way, espedally the way the other students will accept them.” But
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there dso was alot more work than imagined, “It’s ahuge demand in terms of time. |
dorit think | redized what it requires of the dasgoom teader.” So they’'re still

undedded if inclusion represents a paositive diange and till unsure if inclusionisfeasible
for all students.

When ateader’ s overall level of personal satisfadionwith the experiences didn't
match their expedations, opnions changed. The diredion d this change depended on
whether the teacher’ s overall | evel of personal satisfadionwith the experience excealed
or fell short of their expedations. For some teachers the experiencedidn’t live up to their
expedation resulting in a more sceptical viewpoint. The teaders who kecame scepticd
were initially fairly certain that inclusion represents a pasitive dnangein ou educdion
change and that it was feasible for al students. They are now unsureif inclusion
represents a positive change and are certain that it isnot feasible for al students. “In
some caesinclusion daes nat work. | mean it just does not work.” These teachers were
clealy disappanted that their experiences had been less stisfying than expeded. “I think
| was more idedi stic before | actually had them. | thought that this would be wonderful
and it was more difficult than | thought it would be.” This disappadntment was especially
evident when the teacher had a particular goal that was not met:

| asotry to get them friends. Cause that’s a big thing for most of these kids is that

they don't have friends and that’ s atough one. That’s probably the hardest isto

help them get some friends — some red friends. There' slots of littl e girlswho are
very happy to mother these kids but they’ re nat real friends — ouside of schod
friends, that kind o thing. I’vetried dfferent things and | would say that’s the
thing | fed least successwith, is helping develop friends.

For other participants, the experience exceealed their expedationsresultingin a

more optimistic opinion. These teachers had initial opinions that ranged from being fairly

cetain that inclusion daesn’t represent a positive change in ou educaion system and
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isn't feasible for all studentsto being fairly certain inclusion daes represent a positive
change andisfeasible for al students. They also had dff erent experiences and athough
some have transformed it did na happen owernight and nd al have become rabid
inclusionists. Nevertheless their experiences were better than ead of them had expeded.

| think it scared me & first. But after | had them, | think it was agred addition for

the other kids. You knav, we leaned as much from them as they learned from us.

And | did too. It was always a learning experience.
The Search for a Reason

Before | explain how al of thisrelates to teacher commitment to inclusion, |
would like to share an unexpeded finding. Early on in the study | foundtwo emerging
themes disturbing. The first was that teaders were quite willi ng to exclude students if
they thought the student couldn’t be included. This was often in reference to students
with chall enging behaviours and certain disabiliti es but it was also evident with certain
ability levels, particularly students whowould be digible for individuali zed
programming. | cdled thistheme “dl doesn’t mean everyone.” The secndreaurring
theme was “blame the parents’ because parents were often cited as one of the reasons
why inclusion wasn’t working, which was perplexing since parents are not usually in the
clasgoom. These themes continued to emerge throughou the interview process(athough
not in every interview) but did na seem to conned with the focus of the study. No douli
they continued to be troublesome because my sonis astudent whois eligible for
individuali zed programming and obvously, I'm a parent.

In developing the Personal Satisfadion Framework, the conredion kecame clea.
The balancing of the amount of investment and the amourt of return is not an owvertly

conscious dedsion. Teachers do nd sit down with a paper and pencil to cdculate their
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investment in terms of hours worked and energy spent. Nor do they quantify their sense
of acaompli shment and compare it to their investment to establish alevel of personal
satisfadion a rate of return. These are fedings, so determination o one’s level of
personal satisfactionisintuitive. However, teachers are aware of whether they fed
satisfied and will seach for areason when they’re nat. In dang so it appears that they
compare experiences that were satisfying with the ones that are nat to find the diff erence
—arather logicd approach. When they find adifference be it the type of student, level of
parent suppat, or presence of a paraeducator, then that becomes the reason.

So if the teader was stisfied with including students with ore type of disabili ty
but not anather, the type of disabili ty became the reason, as can be seen in thisteader’s
comments:

The FAS kids, sometimes they’ re just so impulsive that | didn't really fed that |

ever got aredly good handle on some of them because they were just so erratic.

Something that | thought was going to set them off | would adapt for and then it

would be something else that particular day that set them off instea.
Thisteader had been able to include other students and seaned very satisfied with those
experiences D it’s not surprising that the type of disabili ty would be the reason when
another experiencewas not so satisfying. Of course the solution: “sometimes | think we
dothem adisservicein our division becaise we don't have aclasgoom for them.”

When there was a differencein the level of personal satisfadion from one yea to
the next, parents were an easy scgpegoat: “ So the big difference between those kids and
thekids | have this yea, absolutely comes down to parents. The parents of thase kids |
had in grade 4 were involved in their kid's education.” Thisteader’s definition d

involvement was quite interesting: “The year | taught grade 4 | had nine parent volunteeas

andthisyear | have zero. So to go from nineto zero, | mean it shows youright there - the
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parents just aren’t involved.” When asked why this diff erence might have occurred, there
was no consideration that parents might not have timeto vduntee or that volunteeaing
had na been encouraged in ealier grades, rather the explanation was, “Unfortunately |
findin this £hod we donit have the suppat of parents, in most cases.” Also interesting
sincethe parents who vdunteered were from the same schod.

Thisteader had minimal paraeducator support but did na seem to redi ze that
those parent volunteers had supgied the needed suppat, “Four came once aweek, every
single week. So there was only one day aweek where | didn't have aparent voluntee, all
day. They were here all day!” So whilethered problem was alad of paraeducaor
suppat, the parents were blamed. Neverthelessthis teader did have seemingly
unredistic expedations that parents would be available during the day to volunteer
espedally sincethisteacher is a parent and would be unable to vduntee during the day.

Unredistic expedations of what parents are ale to doseansto be ancther reason
that parents were singled ou as the caise of dissatisfadion: “Even with the suppat of all
these wonderful people, in some dasgooms dill, inclusion kre&ks down. And it bregks
down becaise you dorit have the parent suppat; they don’t foll ow-up at home with what
the schod is asking them to do” Of course, the question that needsto be posed is
whether what the schod is asking the parents to do is passhble and reasonable. Not all
parents are aleto help with hanework or therapy nor do all parents have thetime. An
understanding of the family system seemsto be lacking among schod personrel.

Parents can also be dli es but that can be adoulde-edged sword for parents, asthis
teader explained:

“1 cdl them powerful parents, which isagoodthing. If you have aspecia needs
child, if you dornit fight for your child —I mean we can fight but we don’t have the
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power - it’s the parents. If parents are willi ng to be vocd and nd care who they
tic off, they get the help. So that makes a big difference Cause there’ saboy in
our schod whowould not have full time fundng but his mom fought and she got
it. Andthat’s good Good for her!”

So redly we have anather unredistic expedationthat al parents of children with speaal
neeals nedal to be “fighters’ but of course not al parents are. “It wasn't in their nature.”

Y et even with thisredli zation, the expedation remained and parents become the reason
students aren’t getting the suppat they need. Unfortunately it begins to seem like ano-
win situation for parents: if the student needs support but doesn’t get it, it’s the parent’s
fault; if the diild has support but is not succeeling, it’s the parents fault; andif the
parents don't come to schod to provide the needed suppat, it’s becaise they don’t care.

The qux of the problem, asteaders eit, isthat all students with spedal needs,
espedally those with significant disabiliti es, need full -time paraeducaor suppat. “You
know the joke s, are they only Down syndrome for half a day? What happens to them the
other half aday?’ Again this determination seemed to be based onthe fad that the
experience was more satisfying when the student had full -time suppat, “It’s very easy to
work with aLevel 3 child who hes a paraeducaor al day long.” It'snat just that it’s
eaier for the teadher, it’s better for the student as well, “Level 3 children are very, very
fortunate in ou schod division and in most because they have one-on-one suppat and
they can grow by legps and boundg.”

On the other hand, it’s not so great for the teader when full -time suppat isn't
provided as thisteader explained: “Right now, we have threeLevel 2 kids with severe
behavioura chall enges and we' re suppating those dassoom teachersfor 2 %2 hous a
day. I'm sorry. It’s not working. In three ¢assooms in this building it’s not working.”

Andit’sno ketter for the student, espedally when they receive no fundng.
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Sometimes they’re nat able to get a paraeducator but they’ re delayed in certain
areas. Reading is usually one that they really suffer in and Math. So there’'salot
of suppat that’s needed bu they dorit qualify for paraeducaor time. And
espedally sincethey’ ve dhanged the way paraeducators are dl ocated, those kids
sort of fall through the crads cause they don't get the time.”

Generally, these teachers wanted to seethe students benefit and wanted inclusion
to work and they knew it could work because they were satisfied before, if only there was
enough fundng:

If the Department doesn’t give you enough money and if the schod district

doesn’t give you enough help and suppat and extrafundng and al the way down

theling, it filters badk to the dasgoom. That’s the diff erence of making inclusion
be successful or unsuccessul andit can be adisaster.
More fundng is often seen as the ultimate solution. If there was more funding avail able
then parents wouldn't have to fight for it, students would get the support they need,
teaderswouldn't burnout, and no o would have to try to beg for more.

We caana get anymore fundng because to oltain Level 3 fundng you haveto

have a24-hour plan, which means that the parents need to be on baard which

means that they have to have CFSinvaolved, you know, there'sjust so much
involved and there’ s no pant applying because the Department of Education will
just throw it out. If youdon't haveit forget it.

However, most teaders redi zed that more fundng was unlikely to be available
any time soon, so the next best solution was to set up separate programs. “ Sometimes,
some children just don't fit and in some schod districts they have resources to ded with
that. They have programs, we don't.” It was here that contradictions were most evident.
The same teachers who pined for the segregated programs avail able in ather divisions,
chastised them for segregating students they had been succesgul with:

They shoud redly and come and visit our schods, ou clasgooms and see how

children whoin Kindergarten come in screaming, kicking, dang everything that

they can and nd being able to bein the dassoom, where thase chil dren are today
in grade 6, they wouldn't believeit.
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Thereali zation that these teaters were atempting to maintain an acceptable
overal level of persona satisfadion helped take the edge off their comments. One caanat
redly blame teachers for engaging in alittl e self- preservation. We spend alot of time
wondering if we're doing agoodjob. Papers are handed in and you wonder what you’'ve
dore dl wekk, it appeas that you ve taught them nothing. Y ouwonder if it’s your fault
that the student is not succealing — you shoud be aleto find some way to apped to him
and make him want to do it. You rever redly know what students are thinking or how
your teaching aff ects them now or in the future. And every now and then a frightening
paosshility cregosinto your thoughts — maybe you'r e having no dscernible dfect onyour
students — maybe you're not important in the life of a child! But then you have some
students who doget it and you begin to think that you are doing a goodjob, that you are a
goodteadher, that you are making a difference Andthen youredize, well, it can’t be all
my fault.

Whil e this may be beneficial for the teadher, it’s not always best for the students.
Successwith some may reinforce the nation that we don't need to improve and reduce
our motivationfor aaquiring new skill s. If I’'m good enough for most, it’s alot easier to
remove the students I’'m not successul with than it isto acquire the skill s needed to be
succesgul with them. Besides, by thetime | aaquire those skill s, if there even are any, the
student will li kely have moved onto the next grade. If the students can’t be removed,
then at least | shoud have aparaeducator to help ou. Unfortunately, the addition o
paraeducaor can adually increase the likelihoodthat ateacher will be unsatisfied with

the experience Of course, if that happens, | can always blame the parents.
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Commitment to Inclusion

Just what does cause ateadher to be cmmmitted to inclusion? That was the central
purpose of this gudy. | knew that some teachers are cmmitted, in theory and pradice
and | knew that some ae committed in theory only. The commitment to pradicing
inclusionin the dasgoom everyday isthe red difference between the “chickens’ and the
“pigs’. Someteadhers areinvalved in inclusion, they have students with significant
disabiliti esin their classoom and they beli eve that inclusionisthe right thing to do, bu
they aren’t including the students. Other teaders are. They believe it isthe right thing to
doandthey aredaing it.

| hoped that by talking to teaders abou their experiences, | would gain an
understanding of their beliefs and their pradices. Inquiring abou teachers opinions
abou inclusion gave me an insight into their philosophicd commitment and examining
their level of engagement provided cluesto their pradicd commitment. By analyzing
these opinions and experiences, I’ ve discovered possble reasonsfor their level of
engagement, for their initial opinions, and for why their opinions have or have not
changed as aresult of their experiences. In the end it appeasthat the difference between
those who pradice what they preach and those who just pread is abili ty. Some teaters
are aleto include students with significant disabiliti es and some ae nat. In this sdion, |
will show how the aili ty to include astudent with significant disabiliti es can make the
diff erence between whether ateacher isa“chicken” or a “pig”.
Ability to Include

When teaders are ale to include astudent with significant disabiliti esin their

clasgooms, they have both dred contad with the student and adive invovement in
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planning and implementing instruction - they are engaged. Because they are engaged,
they are likely to fed a sense of accomplishment for the student’s progress, which
increases the likelihoodthat the teaders will find the experience satisfying. If thislevel
of personal satisfadionisequivalent to what they were expeding, their opinion abou
inclussonwon't change. If it was better than expeded, their opinion will become more
optimistic. In either case, they arelikely to be willing to doit again.

Over time, if the experiences continue to be satisfying, the teachers' belief that
thisisthe right thing to do andit can be done will strengthen thereby deepening their
commitment to inclusion. When teaders are ommitted, they are more willi ng to invest
extratime and energy to make it work which na only benefits the student, it also
increases the dhancethat the teader will be successful, fed satisfied, and want to keep
doingit. Even if there are some lessthan satisfadory experiences aong the way, the
successul experiences will be greater in number or intensity and help maintain an
aaceptable overall | evel of personal satisfadion. In the end, these teadchers beaome “pigs’.

If thislevel of persona satisfadion daes not med their expedations, their opinion
abou inclusionwill become lessoptimistic and they will li kely begin to look for areason
for this disappantment. Possble reasons include unredi stic expedations, lack of
training, limited parental or paraeducator suppat or the dharaderistics of the student.
None of these ae fixed in stone — expedations can become more readlistic, training can be
taken, more paraeducaor suppat can be provided, and students and their parents change
every year. For teadhers, hope springs eternal that next yea will be different.

The longterm outlook for this groupis the most unpredictable asit largely

depends ontheir skill | evel and their expedations, both of which could vary widely and
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could change. If they are aleto improvetheir level of personal satisfadion or lower their
expedations o they med, they will li kely move in the same direction as the previous
group. If their experiences continue to be unsatisfactory, they are more likely to foll ow
the same path as the next group.

When teaders are unable to include astudent with significant disabiliti es, they
are lessengaged. The teachers have to plan alternative adivities for the student,
increasing their workload; these adiviti es are implemented by the paraeducator,
deaeasing the teachers' sense of accompli shment even if the student makes progress
Thisincreases the likelihoodthat the teader will findthe experience unsatisfying. If this
level of persona satisfadionis equivalent to what they were expeding, their opinion
abou inclusionwon't change. If it was better than expeded, their opinions will become
less septicd. If it was|essthan was expeded, their opinionwill beame more sceptical.
In any case, they are likely to be uncertain abou doing it again.

However, they usualy have no choice So the teachers begin to look for ways to
make the experience more satisfying. If they try to reducetheir planning time by having
the student participate in clasgoom lesons but are unable to include the student, the
student’sladk of interest, enthusiasm and progress will not provide any sense of
acomplishment and the experienceislikely to remain ursatisfadory for both the teader
and the student. Bored, uninvalved students can creae management problems thereby
increasing the teachers' dissatisfadion. They may also look for reasons and hope the
situationimproves. Overtime, if the experiences continue to be unsatisfying, these

teaderswill cometo believe that thisis probably the right thing to do bu it can’'t always
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be dore & least nat for all students. These teaders remain involved bu not committed
andin the end, they become “chickens”.

Alternatively, if the teacherstry to reducetheir planning time by giving more
autonamy to the paraeducaor, their level of satisfadion may increase but the student is
denied the benefit of an appropriate educaion. However, since the experienceis better
than it used to be, their opinions abou inclusion may become more optimistic and they
appea to be more committed to inclusion yet really they’ ve become chickensin pigs
clothing.

If these teachers were fairly scepticd to begin with, their unsatisfying experiences
may lead them to become oppased to inclusion. Not many teachers would be willi ng to
admit this however, since not only isit considered pditi cdly incorred, it might also
arouse suspicion that they are nat capable. Whil e nore of the participants reported that
they have erer had a choice @ou whether a student would be placed in their clasgoom,
most mentioned that teacher personality and teading style were wnsidered when
placements were made. They noted that some teachers were thought to be better at
teading some students and adknowledged that these teachers received more than their
fair share of challenging students. So “naot being goodat including some types of kids’
could be away for teachers to improve their level of personal satisfadion withou openly
oppasing inclusion. Thase who mentioned this stuation appeaed to view it as aploy,
which seamed to create resentment.

Naturally real lifeis nat nea andtidy which is acknowledged by the @ntinual use
of theword likely in describing these paths. However, al of the teachersin this gudy

appea to have foll owed ore of them. Thase who were ale to include students with
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significant disabiliti es were engaged, were generally satisfied with their experiences and
became more optimistic abou inclusion and more committed to it. As noted ealier there
was one teacher who was able to include students and was engaged bu whose arrent
level of persona satisfadion dedined from previous years. This teacher was optimistic
abou inclusion uponentering the teaching profession bu foundthat the realiti es fell
short of expedations. Although thisteader’ s opinion about inclusion became more
scepticd, it was not quite as bad as it seamned onpaper: “So I'm all for inclusion bu |
redized that it’snat as sSmple a it sounds and there' s not enough suppat for thase kids
whoredly need it.” It seemsthat thisteader isin that volatile midde group and could
bemme committed or might just be invalved. This teater has acknowledged the need for
more training and if training in inclusive practices is receved and appropriate suppat
provided, there is a good chance this teader will become a“pig”.

Participants who were unabl e to include students with significant disabiliti es were
lessengaged, were generally less stisfied with their experiences and remained scepticd
or becane more scepticd about inclusion. One teacher took the fork in the road, gave the
paraeducaor more aitonomy for some students and becane more optimistic ebou
inclusion.

There were variations in the strength of the teachers' commitment along both
paths. This ansto be diredly related to their current overall | evel of satisfadionwith
their experiencesto date. Given the range of experiences within this group d teaders,
thisis understandable. Some have had many experiences within afew years, others have
had fewer experiences over anumber of years; some have had awide variety of

experiences, others have nat. Whil e these teadiers may be & different pointsin their
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journey it seemslikely that if they continue ontheir current paths, they will arrive & the
outlined destinations.

Thisisnat to say that these teadiers must continue on their current path, asit is
possble to change paths. Whil e they start out at diff erent paints, the two paths converge
when teachers determine their level of personal satisfadion. At this point teaders can
continue doing what they’re doing or do something differently. Those who are satisfied
will li kely choose to basicdly continue what they’ re doing (if it ain’t broke, why fix it).
Thaose who are unsatisfied might continue doing what they’ re doing and hope that the
situation will im prove or they could abdicae responsibili ty to the paraeducator. They
might also try including the student but, uniessthey have developed the skill s, it is
unlikely that thiswill be successul. Unfortunately, the inabili ty to include students with
significant disabiliti es was nat given as the reason for unsatisfadory experiences.
Certainly, several expressed a concern about being able to med student’s neads but this
was more in the cntext that it may not be possble to med these dhildren’s needs within
the regular clasgoom rather than an admisgon that the teader was unable to doit. It
seams that these teachers dorit know it’s broke, so why would they fix it. As one teater
who was able to include students commented:

| redly doni't think people know what it might look like. It'snat amirade and

sometimes it doesn’t even look like exemplary teaching. All it isis people doing

things together. It’s not a new leson dan for everybody in your clasgoom.

Given the cmplexities of the dasgoom and the seamingly increasing demands
being placed uponteachers, it’s nat redly surprising that the teachers weren't aware of
the red source of their dissatisfadion. As one teacher noted: “We're being asked to do

more and more with lessand lessand so sometimes you dorit see the forest for the trees.”
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Even if these teadchers were avare that the source of their disstisfadionisthe
ladk of a sense of acamplishment that is associated with being lessengaged it doesn’t
necessarily mean that they would be aleto fix it. It does not appear that these teachers
have skill s that they are choasing not to use but rather they dor't have the skill sto use.
The variations and simil ariti es in the participants’ experiences provide some insight into
the reasons for the differences in their abili ty to include students with significant
disabiliti es.

Reasons for Differencesin Ability

Asnoted ealier, there wasl littl e relationship between the teachers' level of
training and education and their perceptions of preparednessand abili ty to tead students
with significant disabiliti es nor between their perceptions of preparednessand abili ty to
tead students with significant disabiliti es and their levels of engagement. There was also
littl e relationship between their level of educaion andtraining and their actual abili ty to
include students with significant disabiliti es. Although ore of the teachers who had taken
an uncergraduate murse in spedal education was able to include students, the other was
not and threeof the four teaders who were aleto include students had na taken any
undergraduate special education courses. Thereis a dearer relationship between the
teaders overal levels of persona satisfadion and current perceptions of preparedness
and abili ty to teach students with significant disabiliti es than between the number of in-
servicehousininclusive pradices and perceptions of preparednessand ability.
However, na al of the in-servicetraining taken has been in inclusive pradices. Only the
teaders with more than 25hous of training mentioned inclusive pradices, the others

referred to dsabili ty specific training. In any case, most of the in-servicetraining was
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recaved after the teachers first started including students with dsabiliti es and some of
the teaders with the least number of in-service training hours (1-8) were ale to include
students. There seemsto be a ombination d fadorsinvaved bu educaion andtraining
arenat two of them. Perception d roles and responsibiliti es, teading style, level of
spedal education suppat, and prior experience are fadors, and | will show how these
aff ect ateacher’s abili ty to include students and their feelings of satisfadion with the
experience by comparing dfferent situations.

The four teachers who were ale to include students with significant disabiliti es
“asaumed that it was my role to adapt the materials and adapt instruction so that everyone
could participate in some meaningful way.” The assumption was based ontheir
understanding of the role of the teader. “I think part of it isthat you re ateacher and that
asaprofessona your resporsibility isto tead al kidsin your room.” In fact one teacher
felt quite indignant when others assumed atherwise:

| felt the role of the spedal ed personin my room wasto walk in and say, “How

can | help you?’ because | was arealy, you knawv, there sort of was resentment

that someone would think | was waiting for them before even dang any
instruction a adualy including students in my room.
All of these teachers described using instructional pradices (hands-on adivities,
cooperative groups) that would have made it easier for them to accommodate arange of
leaners.

There were differences in type of speda education suppat and grior experience
that seamed to make the diff erence between how satisfied they felt abou the experience
Two of the teachers seaned to have ahigh level of personal satisfaction. One had been

teading for six years before including students with significant disabiliti es and whil e the

other had orly one year of prior teaching experience, this teader had worked for twelve
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yeas as a paraeducaor in inclusive dasgooms. Both receved coll aborative suppat from
the resource teacher, which seaned to provide the assstance needed to compensate for a
ladk of teaching or inclusion experience They have been including students for a number
of years and their confidencein their abili ty has grown. These teachers described the
widest variety of acoommodations and were ale to include students with an extensive
range of abiliti es. Whil e they have some ancerns guch as how to doit better and the
increasing number of students with mental hedth isaues, they were more interested in
talking abou the benefits of inclusion. As one of them commented when asked if their
experiences had changed their opinion:

I’m going to say right now, | have seen children in the dassoom becme more

acacepting of other people, more tolerant of other people. | have alittl e one right

now who has sosme significant chall enges and some very disruptive behaviours
and the kids have learned to become patient, they’ ve leaned to ignore, they’ve
leaned to know when a situation could become explosive or they know when to
try to redired. | think it’s just remarkable. It’s been such a pasitive experience
even when you have some chall enging situations and you see these kids just rise.

Andit’severybody in the clasgoom. It's even ather kids that have some speaal

needs of some sort, they adually seesomebody el se having a struggling moment

or two and they seethat we're dl kind d the same. They see me having
struggling moments. Y ou just seethis warmth and generosity spreading out. Kids
wanting to help kids put shoes on a wipe drod or get someone because they
know something’'s going to happen soon. They’re just so more perceptive and
receptive.

Of the other two teachersin this group, ore had a moderate level of personal
satisfadion and ore, as | have mentioned previously, had alow level of personal
satisfadion. The first teacher had a number of years teating experience prior to
including students with significant disabiliti es; the secondteacher did na. Both recaved
consultative suppat from the resource teacher. Thefirst teader was able to draw on her

yeas of experienceto compensate for alad of assistancewith planning and

implementing instruction, “1 just saw it as a new challenge but | see every child that way
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cause every child leans alittl e bit differently and so you try to teach dfferently for
different kids.” Most of the experiences had been satisfying and confidence in abili ty
grew, “But onthe whale, it was a good|eaning experiencefor everybody in the
clasgoom. And probably because | did the adaptations for them, | foundthat | would try
the same alaptation with some other kid who hedn’t been able to get it oneway.” Y et
thisteader believed the ealy experiences could have been better. “1 spent so much time
trying to figure it out on my own that there were times that | wished | had more help, bu
it wasn't there so.”

The secondteadher did not have thase years of experienceto draw on. Support in
those first years of including students with significant disabiliti es as a beginning teacher
may have raised this teacher’ s confidence. However this teater was somewhat reluctant
to ask for help and nd quite sureif it would be avail able:

| think if | asked for help | would certainly, you know probably find that | would

get the help. Unfortunately | fed that she's overloaded andif | haveto goto a

meding or if | need to leave the buil ding for some reasonthen I'll use her for that

suppat.

Of course aking for help isnat easy, as some of the more experienced teachers
pointed ou: “I don’'t know, took me decales to say, actually. Or can you help me?”’
Because there are risks: “| know when | was a younger teacher, | thought it would make
me look unpofessonal or it would make me looklike | wasn’'t doing my job or | wasn’'t
handling things.” So while the other teachers had prior experience or resource suppat to
help them initially include students with significant disabiliti es, thisteader had neither
andit shows:

| think that inclusionisawonderful thing for al invaved bu | think often—in

every case I’ ve ever encountered —there’ s nat enough suppat to make it
succesgul or as siccessul asit could be.



Hamor Eggs? 98

The four teachers who were unable to include students with significant disabiliti es
had a different understanding of their own and ahers’ roles and resporsibilities. These
teaters thouwght the paraeducator’ srole was “to implement what | have planned for the
student to be working on.” They did na assume that they shoud be alapting the
clasgoom instruction so the student could participate. Whil e these teaters had a varying
number of years teaching experience prior to including a student with significant
disabiliti es, they all seemed to have more traditional teading styles (e.g., lecture and
drill, abili ty groupng), which would make it more difficult to include students with
significant disabiliti es. All recaved consultative suppat from the resourceteader but
were looking for diff erent types of suppat. Some just wanted help with writing IEP's,
some hoped the resource teater would “help me find materials and activitiesif | needed
them,” and ahers also wanted feedbadk:

She'll dso pul him out occasionally to seehow he’'s doing and assesshim and to

give extrafeadbadk to me. Then she'll also meet with the paraeducaor and the

threeof usjust kind d work through how it’s al going and ched in al thetime
to make sureit’ s working.

Currently, these teachers foundthe level of suppat acceptable but “it varies,
depending onwho you ¢et. We have avery good ore right now.” The resourceteadhers
sometimes, “do a bit of dired work with them.” It's nat clea if these teacherswould like
this to happen more but redized it was unlikely since ‘they just don't have time becaise
they have such hig caseloads’ or if they acually would prefer more dired service These
teaders had an average amourt of paraeducaor suppat. Most mentioned “we're lucky

in this shod, we have good @raeducaors for the most part” and some referred to them

as “highly skilled” but they were generally nat aware of hiring requirements for
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paraeducaors, “1I’m surprised they don't have to have any training when you consider the
teader hasfive yeas at a minimum and then someone dse has nore.”

All of theteadersin thisgroup dd adapt instruction and most provided some
modifications. They only seaned to pan lesons and adiviti es for the paraeducaor to
implement when these means were insufficient to enable the student’ s participation.
Whether they were more restricted by their teading style or their limited knowledge of
inclusive pradicesis not apparent buit it is clear that the suppat neaded to change ether
was not avail able. | also susped that teadersin both groups had some misconceptions
abou inclusion.

GoodInclusion?

It is often considered a sign that “goodinclusion” is happening if avisitor is not
ableto “pick out” the students with spedal needsin the dassoom. Theidea being that it
would be eay to ndiceif the students with spedal neads are doing different thingsin
different places from other students, and if they are, then it’s naot likely that they are being
included. Similarly, if avisitor can tell that a paraeducaor or resource teacher is there for
spedfic students, it’ s likely there’s a problem. Unfortunately, some of the participants
sean to haveinterpreted this to mean that inclusion is siccessul when the student
doesn’t stand ou as being different as this teader noted:

When you see an autistic child in Kindergarten who canna function and then you

seethe dild in agrade 6 clasgoom and youwalk in and you can't tell that that

child isthere, that that child is any different than any of the other kidsin the
room. When he walks down the hallway with the rest of the dass he doesn’t have

his paraeducator beside him; he' s walking down the hallway with the rest of the
class



Hamor Eggs? 100

These might be signs that a student’s behaviour has improved bu some dildren with
autism will flap their hands and engage in ather noticedl e mannerisms as another teacher
explained to her class

But | was very honest with my kids that sometimes these particular students are

going to dothings that are going to seem very different from you —like the

flapping and onthe toes—and it’s diff erent becauseiit’s part of theill nessthat

they have. It'snat different in that they’retrying to attrad your attention a

they’retrying to be different than you.

So bending inisgoodbut if you dorit blendin, it's not becaise you're trying to
be diff erent - interesting messages to send to students. One teacher seamed quite
confused abou the ‘its okay/its nat okay to be different’ dilemma when explaining why
some students with significant disabiliti es sroud be in aspedal program. “They don't al
fit in thislittle box that we'r e trying to make them fit into urfortunately or fortunately,
becaise we are dl different. We shoud be diff erent, so why make them?”

Other teacherstried to ensure that the student didn't fed too dfferent. One
teader explained why some adiviti es were modified: “So that theirs looks like
everybody else’s. That's important to me that they have asense that they’ re the same &
the other kids in some ways.” Other teaders provided a posshble reason for this concern.

| think they’ re starting to redi ze, “Hey, | am different “and they start to become

aware and then they start to fed kind o bad and the self-estean goes down and
the behaviour starts happening.
Not al of the participants shared these ammments and some adually cdebrated dversity

but the fad that many seemed to have difficulty with the mncept of difference suggests

that afundamental understanding of inclusion may be missng.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discusson

When you just naturally want inclusionto happen, youlookfor places where it

can happen smoothly and easily and when you seeit nat happening, you just kind

of jump in there.

With resped to theinclusion d students with significant disabiliti es, | used to
beli eve that when there’ sawill, there’s away. By examining the first hand experiences
of clasgoom teachers who have included at least one student with significant disabiliti es
| have cme to realize that will i s not always enough. In fad, it appeas that when there's
awill but noskill, there’s noway. In this chapter, | will consider the findings of this
study in light of existing research, comment briefly onthe limitations of this gudy, and
conclude with a summary of the implicaions for pradice and for future reseach.

Experience and Expedations Effead Opinion

Teaders opinions abou inclusion may or may not change depending on how the
experienceof including a student with significant disabiliti es compared to their initial
expedations. When their experience matched their expedations, there was no change in
their opinion and when their experiences excealded o fell short of their expedations there
was a ommensurate changein their opinions. Although most reseach has focused on
changesin opinion, Snyder et al. (2001) also found that teaders who reported no
atitudinal change indicated that their experience had confirmed their initial expedations.
In al studies where teaders reported a positive change in ognion (Giangreco et al.,
1993 Janney et a., 19%; Snyder et a., 200) there dso was clea evidencethat the

experience exceeded their expedations.
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There ae noreports of teachers who wereinitialy optimistic aout inclusion
bemming scepticd as aresult of their experience, hovever only afew qualitative studies
have spedficdly asked genera educaors whether the experience of including students
had lead to changesin attitude. The participants who kecane more sceptical had entered
the teading professon with ogimistic opinions about inclusion bu no experience and it
appeasthat they are following the same beli ef stages that Brantlinger (1996) observed in
teader candidates during their field experiences. Thefirst stage was characterized by the
idedistic beli ef that inclusion would happen easily becaise the teacher candidates wanted
it to happen. In the second stage, the teacher candidates reali zed that goodintentions and
eff orts are not enough and conveyed that individuali stic instruction in separate settings
might be better. Whil e some teader candidates remained at this gage, those who hed
goodexperiences with inclusion duing their student teading came to re-emphasize their
goals for inclusion and began to recognize that making inclusionwork isan uphll battle.
Thethird participant who entered the teading professon with ogtimistic opinions had
prior experience with inclusion so these opinions were based onredity rather than ideds,
which could explain why this teader becane more optimistic rather than more sceptical.
Due to the limited research in this areg this proposition remains geaulative and
underscores the importance of providing teacher candidates with multiple field
experiences with teachers who are successully including students with disabiliti es.

Sdisfaction

Whileredistic expedations may be an important consideration for teachers

entering the profesgon, the teaders overall | evel of persona satisfadionwith their

experiences was paramourt regardlessof their initial opinion a when it was acquired. In
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determining their level of personal satisfaction, teachers considered the balance between
the anourt of investment in terms of their time and energy and the anourt of return in
terms of a sense of accomplishment. The extant reseach provides suppat for this
suppasition bah for teachersin general (Jadkson, 1990 Lortie, 1979 and with resped to
teaders experiences with inclusion (Fox & Yssldyke, 1997 Giangreco et a., 1993
Janney et al., 1995 Smith & Smith, 2000).

Smith and Smith (2000 foundthat teaters who rated themselves as unsuccessul
with inclusion hed a greater investment of teacher time and energy due to larger class
loads and less sippat than teaders who considered themselves successul. In addition,
the teaders who felt unsuccessul were more likely to plan aternative activities for
students whereas the teachers who felt successul either had the paraeducator plan for the
student or were &le to accommodate the student easily, further adding to the disparity
between the teaters. Janney and Snell (1997) also foundthat teaders were more likely
to plan alternative activities for the paraeducator to implement when they unable to
acommodate the student within the planned adivity. In addition, Stodd sky (2000 found
that when teachers were unable to adapt to new students, they were frustrated that their
previously successul instructional approach appeared lesseffective.

Both Fox and Y sseldyke (1997 and Janney et a. (1995 foundthat teachers were
willi ng to continue with inclusion initi atives and in some cases considered them
successul because their workload had na increased. An increased amourt of investment
was not required because the teaders were not making significant curricular
modifications, however these teachers did find it personally and professonally rewarding

to work with the students, which enhanced the anourt of return. Janney et al. speaulated
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that it was the teater’ s involvement with the students that enabled them to deted student
progress This clearly did happen with the teachers who Giangreco et al. (1993) described
astransformed. Not only did their involvement result in olservation d student progress
the teaders definitely felt a sense of accomplishment. Sincethey were ale to
acommodate the students easily, the anourt of investment did na substantially increase
and ouweigh the return.

Together, these studies suggest that the participants’ experiences were not unique
and provide suppart for the Personal Satisfadion Framework. When teachers are aleto
include students with significant disabiliti es within clasgoom instruction their level of
involvement and engagement enhances the probabili ty that they will fed a sense of
acomplishment, bu does not add substantially to their investment of time and energy
thereby increasing the likelihoodthat they will find the experience satisfying. When they
are unable to include the student, teaters plan alternative activities for the paraeducator
to implement, which adds to their workload and limits their involvement and engagement
with the student reducing the probabili ty that they will fed a sense of accompli shment
thereby increasing the likelihoodthat they will find the experience unsatisfying.

Inclusive Practices

Alternative explanations for these differences in experience have been suggested
and include teacher attitudes toward inclusion, teacher perceptions of their preparedness
or abili ty to teach students with significant disabiliti es, student characteristics, classload,
the form of paraeducator servicedelivery, type and level of spedal education suppat,
andthelevel of integration athough these ae not suppated by the findings of this gudy.

This may be due to the diff erences in the anount of experience While nat all of these
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studies reported the anourt of experiencethe teachers had with inclusion, the most was
threeyears whereas the least the participants in this gudy had was $x years. This
increases the likelihoodthat teaders will have had similar experiences and reduces the
number of possble dternative explanations.

When teader difficulty with designing and implementing inclusive pradices has
been found,it istypicaly attributed to ore of the alternative explanations noted above or
difficulties with collaboration (Janney & Snell, 1997 Janney et a., 1995 Smith & Smith,
200Q Wood, 1998. Collaboration between general and spedal educators has been
recognized as a aiticd feature for successul implementation d inclusion (Villa&
Thousand, 2000 and every textbook oninclusionincludes a dhapter on collaboration
(Friend et a., 1998. Teachers dorequire suppat from others when including students
and although the participants attributed aladk of coll aboration to the resourceteacher’s
heavy caseloads, much of theliterature and reseach isbased onthe asumption that
genera educationteadhers and spedal education teachers have speciali zed knowledge
dueto their different training and experience. General education teachers are expeded to
have knowledge of group instructional processes and curriculum and special education
teaders have expertise in adapting instruction and intervention strategies (Wood, 1998.
Whil e this may be true in the United States where separate undergraduate teacher
preparation programs for general and spedal education exist (Brantlinger, 1999, that is
not the cae in Manitoba & a degreein general educaionisaprerequisite for spedal
education certificaion. However, cetificationin speda educdionisnot arequirement
for employment as a special educaion a resource teader and the pdlicy of most schod

divisionsisto hire personnel who have spedal educdion cetificates insofar as possble.
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Therefore, many resource and spedal education teaters have no additional training and
do nd bring expertise in adapting instruction and intervention strategies to their
collaborations with clasgoom teaders. If the resourceteacher is unable to provide new
idess, this could explain why some teaders ssem to have alimited repertoire of
strategies despite many yeas of experience. Sincethe onusto provide thisinformationis
onthe spedal educaionteaders, this may also explain why other studies have not
considered ateacher’s abili ty to include students as a possble reason for their ladk of
satisfadion

The obvious implicaionisto change the department of education pdicy to
require that special education and resource teachers be catified in spedal educaion so
that schod division's can only hiretrained personnel. Of course, some teachers who
obtain employment as resource or spedal educaionteadiers do have awealth of
knowledge from their prior learning and experience and perhaps the university programs
offering course work in spedal educaion shoud consider implementing Prior Leaning
and Assesgnent Reaognition (Knapp, 1977. PLAR isaprocessin which learning that
has been acquired through work experience, informal leaning such as seminars,
workshops, onthe-job-training or formal learning that canna be easily credited through
transfer of credit processes (i.e. foreign credentials) can be assessed for University credit.
In 2002,The University of Manitoba started its three'year PLAR Project in the
Certificae in Adult and Continuing Educaion Program and the todls and best pradice
models developed will allow PLAR to beintegrated into ather programs and faaulti es at
the U of M. The Socia Work and Nursing Programs have drealy indicated interest in

developing "Recognition d Leaning" processes within their degree and professonal
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programs. Research into whether thisis afeasible option for the Post-Baccalaureae
Diplomain Educaion may be necessary however implementation d this processmay
enable experienced teachers and resource teachers to aaquire the knowledge they need
while a&nowledging what they have aqjuired.

Udvari-Solner (199%) found that aladk of collaborative planning impacted onthe
abili ty of teachersto effectively include students with disabiliti es which had adverse
eff ects on the participation of students with dsabiliti esin general education clasgooms.
Detrimental consequences included: (a) continued use of traditional methods of leson
design and instruction withou considering a student’ s need for alternative approades,
(b) overuse of dternative adivities for students with disabiliti es rather than establishing a
true vision d the student’s participation, (c) reliance on paraeducators or spedali ststo
provide one-on-one agstance or to adapt “on-the-spat” for the student with disabiliti es,
and (d) dependenceonone individua to bea the weight of modificaion design and
implementation. Without suppat from spedal educaors, teacherstendto pan the
content and tasks for the general education students first and then plan how to
acommodate the student with disabiliti es (Janney & Snell, 1997 Smith & Smith, 2000
Udvari-Solner, 1996 which is difficult to accomplish for students with significant
disabiliti es, espedally when traditional instructional approaches are used. Teaders
frequently report using social participation strategies and aternative adivities when there
isaladk of planning time or alad of staff coverage sinceboth are easier to creae and
implement than acalemic adaptations (Janney et a., 1995 Smith & Smith, 200Q. This
can result in students being included bu not educated (Coots et al., 199§. In additionto

the detrimental consequences for students, this can also leal to reduced levels of personal
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satisfadion for the teacher. Unfortunately this approach to accommodating exceptional
studentsin the general education clasgoom is often recommended in urdergraduate
textbooks (Friend et a., 1998 and withou trained resource teachers who are ale to
introduce dternative methods, teaders are unlikely to change.

Instructional approaches guch as cooperative learning and adivity-based |essons
with multi-level instruction enable teachers to dfferentiate learning experiences withou
isolating learners from one anather (Hunt & Goetz, 1997 Salisbury et al., 1993 and
aternative gproadesto leson design such as designing for diversity (Peterson & Hittie,
2003 have been developed. Instructionin inclusive pedagogy (Kluth, 2003 for teacher
candidates and practicing teaders would enhancetheir abili ty to med the needs of all
learnersin dverse dassooms.

Clasgoom and resourceteadiers a'so need a dea understanding of a
paraeducaor’ s roles and resporsihiliti es. Misconceptions regarding the roles and
resporsibiliti es of paraeducators and their appropriate use have received considerable
attention (Giangreco & Doyle, 2002 Giangreco et al., 1997 Marks et a., 1999 Yourg et
al., 1997 and while recommendations for better training of paraeducators are common,
thismay adually result in an increase in their use a the primary instructor for students
with significant disabiliti es (Downing, Ryndak, & Clark, 200Q. Whil e the proper training
and supervision d paraeducaorsisrequired, school teans shoud utilize deasion-making
processes (Mudller & Murphy, 20QL) for determining when paraeducator suppats are
warranted and appropriate however thiswill require that the department of educaion

provide darificaion onthe gpropriate uses of spedal needs fundng.



Hamor Eggs? 109

In additionto instructionin the “how’s” of inclusion, teater candidates and
pradicing teachers need to have an urderstanding of the “why’s’” of inclusionin order to
prevent taking an assmil ationist approac to dversity which has been found when
teaders believe inclusion requires downplaying the diff erences between students with
disabiliti es and their classnates (Janney & Snell, 1997. This may prove difficult since
teaders and teacher candidates often read quite negatively to anything resembling
theory. Kincheloe (1991 propases apaossble reason for ageneral disregard of theoretical
nations that shoud na be overlooked. He states, “ Theory, in the eyes of many teaders,
represents their disenfranchisement in the educational workplace, it signifies power to the
researchers to define what courts as valid knavledge” (p. 82. This may explain why
teaders generally consider other teachers as a more trustworthy, useable, and accessble
sourceof information than university coursework, professonal journals (Landrum, Cook,
Tankersley, & Fitzgerald, 2002 or workshops and in-service presentations where an
imported expert delivers words of wisdom abou atopic to an audience and then departs
(Smith & Smith, 2000.

Trump and Hange (1996 foundthat the most valuable in-service training focused
onteaders observing in successul inclusion classrooms and participants in the present
study echoed this ntiment. Resourceteacdhers could reauit classoom teachersin their
schodswho are successful and willi ng to have others observe in their classrooms and
they could provide cverage to enable other teachersto go and Misit. Student services
administrators could maintain a aurrent list of these “mentor” teaders within the division
so that teaders would be able to seled an observation site that is congruent with

perceptions of their own situation and ensure that a few mentors are not overburdened by



Hamor Eggs? 110

numerous visitors. These lists could be used to identify possble student teaching
placements. Successul inclusionists who may nat be interested in opening their
clasgoomsto ather teachers could be recruited to provide professonal development or
aacessd by teacher educators to provide to teader candidates with the voice of
experience
Teacher Engagement

In their 1993study, Giangre et a. foundthat general education teachers were
more engaged with their students with disabiliti es when the paraeducaors suppating
those students were program/classoom based and that general educdion teachers tended
to be lessengaged when the paraeducaors were assgned ore-on-one to a student with a
disabili ty. The authors cautioned that the diff erences in teader engagement were not
necessarily the result of the paraeducator service models aone, which is confirmed by the
findings of this gudy. Differencesin the participants' level of engagement were noted
despite simil arities in the form of paraeducaor suppart. The aurrent study further
contributes to the understanding of teater engagement by identifying teacher abili ty to
include students with significant disabiliti es as a potential fador influencing ateader’s
level of engagement and by highlighting the importance of teacher engagement in a
teader’' s evaluation d the experience

In addition, this gudy has uncovered a potential differencein the charaderistics
of teather engagement with resped to students with significant disabiliti es. The more
engaged teachersin the Giangre et a. study taught students with high incidence
disabiliti esthereforeit islikely that the lesons and adiviti es they planned for

paraeducaors to implement were for reinforcement and review of previously taught skill s
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rather than alternative adiviti es as was charaderistic of the lessengaged teachersin this
study. Therefore, the type of lesson teachers plan for paraeducators to implement may be
an important consideration in determining ateader’s level of engagement. Additional
research is needed to confirm these findings.

While nore of the teadersin this dudy were employed in “cluster” schods,
amost all reported having had classes where 20% or more of the students had spedal
needs. It seansthat these variationsin dversity were mostly due to neturally occurring
differences in student enrolment but in some caes sudents were dustered in ore
clasgoom in order to accessparaeducaor suppat. Despite percaved administrative
benefits, overloading one classoom with a disproportionate number of students with
spedal neals can mean fewer opportunities for students to model learning thus creding
overburdened, and highly stressed teachers (Blanksby, 1999. Further study of teachers
who are aleto include students with significant disabiliti esin clasgoom instruction may
provide insight into the impad of classload onteachers’ willi ngnessto become involved
and engaged. Interestingly, there was littl e mention d clinicd suppats (e.g., therapists,
psychadlogists, etc.) or ancill ary supports (e.g., counsell ors, social workers, etc.) other
than participants noting that they had worked with these suppat personnel. Whether
these suppats and their avail abili ty play aroleis ancther arearequiring further
investigation.

Limitations

There ae several limitationsto this gudy. Oneisthat the experiences of these

teaders may not be reflective of other teachers working in inclusive settings particularly

with resped to the length and range of their experiences. Methoddogically, the study has
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limitations due to my reliance on interview data only. Observations were not condwcted
which may have provided a better understanding of teader engagement and the issues
revolving aroundthe implementation d inclusionfor students with significant

disabiliti es. In addition, dfferencesin resporses between the questionraire and the
interview may have been due to the interview process The interadion between
interviewer and intervieweeis diff erent from the interadion ketween the interviewee and
the paper questionreirein that the interviewer can ask bath clarifying and extending
guestions. Moreover, teachers may be lesslikely to expressoppasition to what may be
seen as a social norm during ataped interview than they would be with awritten
guestionraire.

Severa of the schod divisions where some of the teaders are enployed are
currently reviewing their spedal education pdicies. Sincethe questionraire was
distributed by the principal some of the participants may have suspected that this research
was related to these reviews and used the interview as a “soapbax” to air their concerns
regarding the diredion they thought the division was healing. Therefore they have
presented amore or lessrosy picture than actually exists. Finally, findings of this gudy
need to be viewed cautiously due to the limited number of participants. That said, the
concerns expressed by the participants echo the “concerns abou inclusion” themes that
emerged from interviews with hundeds of teachers from threeCanadian provinces
(Bunch et a., 1997 namely professona adequacy, student progress workload, and fear
of insufficient suppat which suggests that these participants may not be that unique dter

all.
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Impli cations

Severa implicaions for pradice have drealy been identified: (a) teacher
candidates houd have field experiences with teachers who are successully including
students, (b) the education d teader candidates and the professonal development of in-
serviceteachers srodd provide information oninclusive pradices including the roles and
resporsibiliti es of paraeducaors and the reasons for inclusion, (c) teachers who are
succesdully including students with disabiliti es shoud be recruited by resourceteachers
to enable other teachers to observe in their classooms andto provide professonal
development, and (d) Manitoba Education, Citi zenship and Y outh shoud provide
clarification regarding the gpropriate use of spedal needs fundng and require spedal
education certificaion for employment as aresourceor specia educaionteacher. Further
research is recommended into: (@) the evolution d teader beliefs abou inclusion from
pre-service onwards, (b) the feasibili ty of developing PLAR processes within the Post-
Baccdaureate Diplomain Educaion grogram, and (c) the fadorsinfluencing ateader’s
level of engagement and passble variations in the dharacteristics of engagement.

In addition, research into inclusion abili ty skill s— how teaters come to have
them, what they are, how they might best be taught (e.g., pre-service or in-service
workshop o courses or on-the-job training; individually or teams or schod wide;
consultative or coll aborative mading/mentoring; etc.) is needed.

Finally, research into the implementation d the following pradicesisaso
recommended. These practices addressthe perennial concerns expressed by teadhers

regarding the inclusion d students with disabiliti es and are based oncomments and
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suggestions made by teachers participating in this dudy. These practices are aljusting
schod schedules, loopng, andthe aedion d teacher-paraeducator teams.

Adjusting schod schedules. Finding timeto plan and coll aborate isa ancern
frequently voiced by teachers particularly when they are including students with
significant disabiliti esin their clasgoom. Effedive inclusive schods have devel oped
strategies that all ow teachers time for coll aboration and danning (Agnew, Van Cled,
Camblin, & Shaffer, 194). Some schods shedule “spedals’ (art, music, gym) at the
same time so that teams of teadiers can med together or block speciasfor all primary
elementary teachersin the morning, intermediate teadersin the dternoonto allow for
collaborative planning time.

Other schods have redesigned the schod schedule in order to creae adaily block
of “sacred time” during which there ae @solutely no interruptions. During sacred time
the grade-level classrooms have 100 percent of their students for 100 pgercent of the time.
No music, art, physica educaion, a computer classes are scheduled. Sacred time isfor
grade-level teaching teamsto go full speed ahead in teading the cre subjed material
withou interruption. Due to the aedion d the block schedule, eat grade-level tean has
ninety minutes of planning time each week, in addition to the designated amourt of
preparationtime eab teacher receives as ecified in his or her teading contrad.

Loopng. Theterm loopng refersto ateacher’s moving from one grade to ancther
along with his or her students. In ather words, athird grade teater whoisloopng with
her students will continueto be their teacher in the fourth grade. The following year she
will drop badk to third grade and start the processwith another group d students. The

effect of loopng isthat, asin multi-age dasses, ateader spends two or more years with
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the same group d students. This all ows the teader to buld a strong relationship with
students and parents and to start off each new year more seamlesdy. Students and
teaders dike findthis pradice enotionally supportive @ well as beneficial to leaning
(Gaustad, 199§. It provides the benefits of multi-age teaching withou the stressof
juggling leaning outcomes from multi ple grades.

Teacher-paraeducator teams. The implementation d loopng would likely result
in the development of teacher-paraeducator teams although this suggestion could be
implemented even if looping was nat. Matching paraeducaors with teachers rather than
with students as is more @mmon and creating teams that remain together for several
yeaswould increase the likelihoodthat both would share resporsibili ty for all students
within the dass In addition, this may reducethe inadvertent detrimental effeds that
result when paraeducators are frequently in close proximity to the student and develop an
insular relationship with the student (Giangreco et a., 1997 Yourg et a., 1997).

All of these suggested pradices are aurrently used in schodsimplementing
inclusion and although reports of their use are primarily from schods in the United
States, there does not appea to be any reason why they could na be implemented
elsewhere. It would be interesting to seeif these pradices could be implemented in
Manitoba within existing palicies andto find ou if their implementation would all eviate
the ancerns of teachers and enhancethe education o students with significant
disabiliti es.

Conclusions
The levels of professonal functioning described by Purkey and Stanley (1991)

can be adapted to the findings of this gudy to categorize teaters based on their inclusive
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teading. There are four types: intentionally uninclusive, unintentionally uninclusive,
unintentionally inclusive, and intentionally inclusive.

Intentionally uninclusive teaders are unwilli ng to have students with significant
disabiliti esin their class They do nd understand why the students shoud beincluded o
how to include them. They will abdicae resporsibili ty to the paraeducaor or spedal
educationteacher if posgble. The experience will not be satisfying for the teader or the
students. Although nore of the teadersin this gudy fit this category, these teaders were
described and doexist.

Unintentionally uninclusive teaders are open to having students with significant
disabiliti esin their classbut are scepticd. Whil e they are pretty certain that inclusion
represents a positive change in our education system, they arelesscertain that it is
feasible for al students. They know how to include the students ssmetimes but often plan
lessons and adivities for the paraeducator to implement or for the student to do
independently so they have alower level of engagement. Although they see some
benefits to inclusion, the experienceis not always stisfying and they come to the
conclusion that some students would be better off in a separate program.

Unintentionally inclusive teaters are willi ng to have students with significant
disabiliti esin their classbecaise they believe that inclusionis the right thing to doand
they suspect it isfeasible for all students. They are able to include the students alot of the
time but not always 0 their level of engagement varies. They don’t understand why they
aren’'t aways satisfied with the experience and look for aternative reasons. Although
their optimism dedi nes, they believe inclusion could work if the source of the problem

was ameli orated so they remain invaolved.
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Intentionally inclusive teachers wel come students with significant disabiliti esinto
their class They redize that there may be some dhall enges but in the end it will be worth
it. They understand why the students shoud be included and they know how to include
them but they continue to look for ways to doit better. They are engaged and so are the
students. They value the students’ presencein their classand believe that inclusion
benefits everyone. They become committed to inclusion.

Although student outcomes were nat addressed in this gudy, the likelihoodthat a
student with significant disabiliti eswill recave an appropriate education seems far
greder with an intentionally inclusive teacher. If nathing changes, it is likely that we will
continue to have pockets of greanessand some students will suffer. Some teaders will
continue to become disill usioned and the demands for additional fundng will continue.
This could lead to a pulic badklash against inclusion and an increase in segregated
programs may be seen as the solution. And in the end, students will suffer.

Changeis passhble though and the fact that all of these teachers are alapting
instruction and many are dso implementing modificaionsis encouraging. While it may
be difficult to tead an dd dag new tricks, it can be dore, so it may also be possbleto

turn “chickens” into “pigs’.
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Appendix A
Teachers and Inclusion Questionreire

The purpose of this questionnaireis to see how the opinions of e ementary teachers

128

toward the inclusion movement change & aresult of experience and to gather information about
the types of training and experience that teachers have. There ae no right or wrong answers so

please addressthe questions to the best of your knowledge.

Sudents with significant disahiliti es are thase who are digible for modified or

individudized programning. In Manitoba, modifi cation appi es to students who have
significant cognitive disabiliti esandrequire alterationto over 50% of the learning

outcomesin asubjed area. Individudized programming reagnzes that some students
with significant cognitive disahiliti es will not benefit from provincial curricula. Sudents
with significant cognitive disahiliti es have signifi cant bel ow-average general intell edual

functioning with deficitsin adayive behaviour.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkk

SECTION I- Training and Experience

1. Gender: Male Female

2. How many yeas have you keen teaching?
0 1-6 7-12 1318 19 a more

3. How many of thase yeas have you hed a student with significant disabilitiesin your class?

0 1-6 7-12 1318 19 a more

4. Atwhat grade level doyou currently teach?

5. How many under graduate specia education courses have you completed?

0 1 2 3 4 o more

6. How many graduate level special educdion courses have you completed?
0 1-2 34 56 7 a more

7. Approximately how many hours of inservice training in inclusive practices have you had?
0 1-8 9-16 17-24 25 a more

8. Doyou have aSpedal Education Teacher Certificate? No Yes

9. Do you have personal experiencewith (an) individual (s) with adisability outside the schoal

setting, i.e. family member, friend, etc.?

No Yes

If yes, please indicate relationship to you.
Sdf Immediate family member
Extended family member Friend Neighbor

Other:
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SECTION I1- Opinions About Inclusion

THINKING BACK TO BEFORE you had a student with significant disabiliti esin

your classoom, how would you have responded to the foll owing statements?

Before | had a student with significant disabiliti esin my clasgoom, | thought Inclusion
represented a positive change in ou educaion system.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Before | had a student with significant disabiliti esin my clasgoom, | thought meeing the
needs of every child with disabiliti esin general educaion clasgooms often was not
feasible.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Before | had a student with significant disabiliti esin my classoom, | thought | needed
training before | could even begin to successfully include astudent with significant
disabiliti esin my classroom.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Befor e you had experiencewith a student with significant disabiliti esin your class what
were your main concerns?
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NOW that you have had a student with significant disabiliti esin your clasgoom, how

would you respondto these statements?

Now that | have had a student with significant disabiliti esin my classroom, | think
inclusion represents a positive change in ou education system.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Now that | have had a student with significant disabiliti esin my classroom, | think
meding the needs of every child with disabiliti esin general educaion clasgoomsis often
not feasible.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Now that | have had a student with significant disabiliti esin my classroom, | think | need
training before | can even begin to successully include astudent with significant
disabiliti esin my classroom.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Now that you have had experiencewith a student with significant disabiliti esin your
class what are your main concerns?
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SECTION I11- Futurelnterest

Would you be willi ng to participate in ore or two, voluntary, confidential interviewsto
share your experiences with teating students with significant disabiliti es?

These interviews will t ake approximately one hour andwill be arranged for a time and
location convenient to you. If you areinterviewed, youwill beinvited to paticipatein a
group dscussonwith ather interviewees to validate andreflea on the findings of the
study and areport including a description d the study’ s participans andresults of the

andysiswill be sent to youto determine its validity andto confirm that your anorymity
was maintained.

No Yes

If yes, please list the days and times that are most convenient for you:

How would you prefer to be contaded?

Work phore number

Home phore number

Email address

Thark you for taking the time to arswer all of the questionsonthis
survey. | appreaate your asgstancewith this gudy!
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Appendix B

Cover Letter

Dea Teade:

My nameis Mary-Ann Updike, and | am aMaster’s dudent in the Faaulty of
Educaion at the University of Manitoba. For my thesis, | would like to study the first
hand experiences of classroom teadiers who have included at least one student with a
significant disability in their clasgooms. | am particularly interested in how this
experience aff ects ateadher’ s opinions abou inclusion.

Enclosed in ashort questionraire for you to complete. The purpose of the
guestionraire is to seehow the opinions of elementary teaders toward the inclusion
movement change & aresult of experience and to gather information about the types of
training and experience that teaders have.

There is also space on the questionraire to indicae your interest in participating
in confidential interviews to share your experiences with teading students with
significant disabiliti es. Interviews will be aranged at atime and locaion convenient to
you.

This dgudy will provide an oppatunity for your voiceto be heard and | encourage
you to consider participating. Please complete the questionraire and return it in the
enclosed envelope by date.

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions or would like more
information, dease do ot hesitate to contad me. In addition, you may contad my faalty
advisor, Dr. Rick Freeze & 474-6904.

Sincedy,

Mary-AnnUpdke
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Appendix C

Superintendent’s L etter

Dea Superintendent:

My name is Mary-Ann Updike, and | am a Master’s gudent in the Faculty of
Educaion at the University of Manitoba. For my thesis, | would like to study the first
hand experiences of classroom teaders who have included at least one student with a
significant disability in their clasgsooms. | am particularly interested in how this
experience aff ects ateadher’ s opinions abou inclusion.

| would like permisson to contad the principals of elementary schods in your
division that include students with significant disabiliti es in the regular classoom, to ask
them to dstribute questionnaire padkets to the general educaion teadhers at their schods.
The padkets contain a @ver letter, a questionraire, and a businessreply envelope dong
with a padkage of teain appredation for taking the time to read and complete the
material. The purpose of the questionraire is to identify those teachers whose dtitude
toward inclusion hes or has not changed as a result of teading students with significant
disabiliti es and to gather information onthe teader’s training and experience There is
space on the questionreire for teaders to indicae whether they would be willing to
participate in vduntary, confidential interviews to share their experiences with teading
students with significant disabiliti es. A copy of the questionraire is enclosed.

Teaders who are willi ng to be interviewed will be asked to participate in ore or
two, ore-hour interviews to be conducted at alocation and time they find convenient. All
interviews will be audio taped and a apy of the transcript will be sent to eat respective
intervieweefor validation. All participants will be invited to agroup dscussonto review
the research findings and a report including a description d the study’s participants and
results of the analysis will be sent to ead participant to confirm that their anonymity was
maintained.

The Educaion/Nursing Reseach Ethics Board has approved this research. If you
have any questions or would like more information, dease do nat hesitate to contad me.
In addition, you may contad my faaulty advisor, Dr. Rick Freeze & 474-6904.

Thank you for your time. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincady,

Mary-AnnUpdke
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Appendix D

Principal’s Letter

Dea Principd:

My name is Mary-Ann Updike, and | am a Master’s gudent in the Faculty of
Educaion at the University of Manitoba. For my thesis, | would like to study the first
hand experiences of classroom teaders who have included at least one student with a
significant disability in their elementary grade-level classrooms. | am particularly
interested in haw this experience dfeds ateader’s opinions abou inclusion.

Superintendent has given me permisson to contad you, to ask if you would be
willing to dstribute questionraire padkets to the general educaion teaders at your
schod. The packets contain a cver letter, a questionraire, and a businessreply envelope
along with a padkage of teain appredation for taking the time to read and complete the
material. The purpose of the questionreire is to identify those teachers whose atitude
toward inclusion hes or has nat changed as a result of teading students with significant
disabiliti es and to gather information onthe teater’s training and experience There is
gpace on the questionreire for teaders to indicae whether they would be willing to
participate in vduntary, confidential interviews to share their experiences with teading
students with significant disabiliti es. A copy of the questionraire is enclosed.

Teaders who are willi ng to be interviewed will be asked to participate in ore or
two, ore-hour interviews to be conducted at alocation and time they find convenient. All
interviews will be audio taped and a apy of the transcript will be sent to ead respective
intervieweefor validation. All participants will be invited to agroup dscussonto review
the research findings and a report including a description d the study’s participants and
results of the analysis will be sent to ead participant to confirm that their anonymity was
maintained.

The Educaion/Nursing Research Ethics Board has approved this research. If you
have any questions or would like more information, dease do nd hesitate to contad me.
In addition, you may contad my faaulty advisor, Dr. Rick Freeze & 474-6904.

Thank you for your time. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincady,

Mary-Ann Updike
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Data Matrix
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O0->0

O->S

S->0

S->S

Gender

Yeasteacing

Y eas of inclusion

Grade level taught

Number of undergrad
courses

Number of grad courses

In-service hous

Spedal ed certificate

Personal experience
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Appendix F

Consent Form

Reseach Projed Title: Teadier Commitment to Inclusion

Reseacher: Mary-Ann Updike

This consent form, a copy of which will be left with you for your records and reference,
isonly part of the processof informed consent. It shoud give you the basic ideaof what
the research is abou and what your participationwill i nvalve. If youwould like more
detail about something mentioned here, or information nd included here, you shoud fed
freeto ask. Please take the time to read this carefully and to understand any

acmmpanying information.

The purpose of this gudy isto examine the first hand experiences of classoom teaters
who have included at least one student with a significant disabili ty in their clasgoom.
Participating in this gudy will provide youan gpportunity to share your experiences,
opinions and concerns. Examination d these experiences and perspedives may provide
insightsinto the fadors that affed teacher commitment to inclusion. Discovery of these
faaors may yield recommendations for palicy changes as well as suggestions for the
seledion and education of teater candidates and the professonal development of in-

serviceteaders.

Youwill be asked to participate in a one-hour interview at atime and locaion convenient
to you. A secondfollow-up interview, lasting approximately one hour, may be required in
order to clarify the information. If you participate in the first interview, you are not
obligated to participate in the seaond. Interviews will be tape recorded, and all audiotapes
andinterview notes will be kept in aseaure location. All audio recrdings will be

destroyed uponsuccessul defence of my thesis.

To ensure your confidentiality, youwill be asdgned a pseudanym that will be used in all
written dacuments. The names of schod divisions or schods that you have taught in,

names of fell ow teachers or other staff members, and rames of students will also be given
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pseudanyms. Any additional information that would tend to identify youwill be removed
or atered.

A copy of theinterview transcript will be sent to you and youwill be asked to real the
transcript, check for accuracy, and return it within 2weeks if there are errors. Y ou will
also beinvited to perticipate in agroup dscusson with the other intervieweesto bah
validate and refled onthe findings of the study and to dscussimplications of the
research findings for practice, reseach, and pre-serviceor professona development.
During this meding, themes that have anerged from the data analysis will be shared. In
addition, areport including adescription d the study’s participants and results of the
analysiswill be sent to youto determineits validity and clarity and to confirm that your
anonymity was maintained.

Y our signature onthis form indicaes that you have understoodto your satisfadion the
information regarding participation in the research projed and agree to participate & a
subjed. In noway does thiswaive your legal rights nor release the researchers, sporsors,
or invalved ingtitutions from their legal and professional resporsibiliti es. You are freeto
withdraw from the study at any time, and/or refrain from answering any question you
prefer to omit, withou prejudice or consequence. Y our continued participation shoud be
asinformed as your initial consent, so you shoud fed freeto ask for clarification a new

information throughou your participation.

Mary-AnnUpdike  Reseacher 5100953 maupdke@shaw.ca

Dr. Rick Freeze Faaulty Advisor 4746904 rfreeze@ms.umanitoba.ca
Thisresearch has been approved by the Educatior’Nursing Research Ethics Board. If you
have any concerns or complaints abou this projed you may contad any of the dove-
named persons or the Human Ethics Seaetariat at 474-7122.A copy of this consent form

has been given to you to keep for your records and reference.

Participant’s Signature Date

Reseacher’s Signature Date
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Appendix G
Interview Guideline
BackgroundInformation

Name Age Gender

Current paosition (grade level)
Total yearsteaching
Yeasin current pasition

Previous positions (grade level/years in eadh)

Y eas including students with significant disabiliti es

Total number of students with significant disabiliti es

Describe astudent with significant disabiliti es who has been in your clasgoom.
How much of the day has the student typicdly spent in your classoom?

Typical class $ze/composition

Type of paraeducator support

Degrees held

Training in specia education

1. How did astudent with significant disabiliti es get initialy placed in your clasgoom?
= How did youfed abou this placanent?
=  What were your concerns?

2. What do you seeyour role with these students as being?
=  What goals and expedations do you have for them?
=  What information doyou get abou the student (from whom and where; when)?
= Hasthisinformation been useful ?

3. With whom have youworked (e.g., speda educationteader, therapist, paraeducator,
parents, others)?

4. How have youworked with suppat staff ?
= Do you attend medings abou the students?
= How often doyou meet?
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= How have goals and oljectives been seleaded?
=  How has information about the students been shared and coordinated?
= Whoisonthetean?

. Have you dore anything spedal to accommodate these students (e.g., organize the
classdifferently, adapt or modify instruction)?

. What methods do you wse for eva uating and monitoring the students’ progress?
= How often doyou evaluate progress?
= How doyou judge your success?

. What methods/techniques have you foundsuccessful with students with significant
disabiliti es?
= For establi shing a relationship with these students?

. Hastheinclusion d astudent with significant disabiliti esin your clasgoom changed
your opinions abou inclusion?
= How have they changed?

. Why do you think this change did/did na occur?
=  What/who encouraged your eff orts?

=  What/who hindered your eff orts?

=  Why have you continued your eff orts?

10.What advicewould you dfer to athers who are @tempting to include students with

significant disabiliti esin genera education clasgooms?

11.Isthere aything else that you want to tell me that would increase my understanding

abou your experiences including a student with significant disabiliti es?
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