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ABSTRACT

This study was a disciplined itrquity, " conducted and reported in such a

way that the [description of the educational experience of mainstreamed

students, with special needs] could be painstakingly examined" (Cronbach &.

Suppes, 1969, p.l5). Five randomly chosen elementary students with special

needs (see Glossary) from a suburban Winnipeg School Division were observed

in regular classroom settings then interviewed using an open-ended, interview

format. The classroom teacher, two randomly chosen student peers and one

peer nominated by the teacher were interviewed for each student with special

needs. The observation will be a continuous record of the classroom actions and

interactions of the student with special needs, the classroom teacher and student

peers in close proximity.

The observational and interview data were then organized, reduced and

placed in matrices as well as analyzed using the Non-numerical Unstrucrured

Data" Indexing, Searching and Theorizing (NUDIST) computer software

program (Richards, Richards, Mc Galliard & Shanock,1992). The computer

progr¿rm and matrices were used to sort, code and reduce the data to identify

and explore emerging themes, consistencies and hypotheses. A picture of daily

classroom experiences emerged as the product of this study available for

rigorous scrutiny by researchers and teachers.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I appreciate the zupport, guidance and professional dialogue provided by my

thesis advisor, Dr. Richard Freeze, who together with Dr. Kelvin Seifert and Dr.

George Bednarczyk advised, directed and encouraged me during my research

study and thesis writing.

I am grateful to the teachers and students who welcomed me into their

classrooms and shared their daily educational experiences with me. I also wish

to acknowledge the advocacy and understanding of the Superintendents of

Seven Oaks School Division #10 who encouraged my professional growth and

supported my research. Sincere thanks as well to the Board of Trustees of

Seven Oaks School Division #10 who granted me educational leave time to

complete my research and ornriting.

I have many friends and colleagues and want to express my gratitude for

their caring, loyalty and support.

vl



DEDICATED MTHLOVE

TO MY

HUSBAND GERALD

AND MY SONS

GREGORY AND MICHAEL

WHO WITH TFIEIR LOVE,

ENCOURAGEMENT AND APPRECIATION

OF LEARNING

GAVE ME TIME TO GROW

vll



1.

)

J.

LIST OF TABLES

Early Efficacy Reviews ... 20

Reviews: lnstructional Factors .... . . . 28

PrimaryResearch: InstructionalFactors ..... 36

Instructional Factors: Effective Teaching Praøices/Behaviors ... 44

Reviews: Environmental Factors .... ........ 48

4.

5.

6.

7.

49Primary Research: Environmental Factors . ..

Features ofEffective Learning Environments . . . .

Mainstream Programs

Mainstream Program Evaluations ... .

Effective School and Classroom Practices

Regular Education Initiative Proponents

Regular Education Initiative Opponents

Classroom Factors Affecting the Struggle for Inclusion

54

6l8.

9.

10.

11.

l2

13.

62

68

7o

73

t26

vlrl



LIST OF FIGURES

Cascade of Services .. . . 18

AConstructivelyActiveEnvironment.. ......55

Indexing Systen¡ Typical Diagram of One Node - - - 98

Perceptions of Studentswith SpecialNeeds .... - - 100

Observations of Students with Special Needs . . . . 101

Teacher Interview Perceptions .... - - I02

Teacher Observations . '.... 103

Perceptions of Student Peers .. .. - - 104

ObservationsofstudentPeers .'-'.. 105

Sample Classroom Ecology Instrument . .. - 108

tx



CHAPTER T

INTRODUCTION

"No one should have to pass anyone's test or prove anything in a

research study to live and learn in the mainstream of school & community life"

(Stainbach & Stainbach, 1990, p. 7).

Purpose ofthe Study

The purpose of this study was the focused in depth investigation and

description of the educational experiences of students with special needs who

received their education while they were included in regular classrooms. This

investigation was a disciplined inquiry, "conducted and reported in such away

that the [description of the educational experience of mainstreamed, students

with special needs] could be painstakingly examined" (Cronbach, &, Suppes,

1969, p. 15). The students in this study were those "who are administratively

defined as being in need of special services because of learning problems, either

specific or general" (Madden & Slaviq 1983, p. 522). Each student had an

Individualized Educational Plan (ßP) and received funding grants from

Manitoba Education and Training at either Level II or Level Itr (see Appendix

K). The IEP outlined the student's special needs and educational goals. The

funding grants support the personnel necessary for the implementation of the



IEP. The students'learning problems resulted from physical and cognitive

challenges which will be detailed in the description of the subjects.

Thesis Organization

In the remainder of this chapter, the main threads of educational research

relevant to the topic are introduced and background information is provided.

The purpose ofthe study and the research questions are stated. This is

followed, in Chapter tr, by a detailed review of the literature on mainstreaming

in the context of the Regular Education Initiative (REÐ The REI literature is

critically examined with respect to: a) historical and legal background, b) the

REI process c) efficacy researc[ d) mainstream programs, and e) the REI

debate.

The literature review is followed by Chapter m, in which a detailed

description of the qualitative method used to explore the research questions is

described. This includes a description of the subjects and data collection

procedures, samples of instruments and the method of data analysis. The results

and detailed descriptions of daily educational experiences in mainstream

classrooms are reported in Chapter fV and the conclusions discussed in Chapter

V, as well as recommendations for teaching in inclusive classrooms and future

research.



Overviews of much of the literature reviewed are provided in tables and

figures. Definitions of terminology are provided in a detailed glossary following

the appendices.

Background Information

There has been a move, over the last twenty years, to educate students

with specialneeds in the mainstream of regular education. The inclusion of all

students in mainstream classrooms regardless of their physical or learning

characteristics has become an issue in contemporary education, referred to as the

REI debate.

"Camps of parents and professionals have developed differing positions

about what should comprise the education offered to children with disabilities"

(Smith & Bassett, 1991, p. 149). Proponents of the REI believe that all

students, without exception, can receive an appropriate public education in

regular mainstream classrooms that are carefully redesigned and supported to

enable inclusion of all students. Those who oppose the REI strongly support the

retention of separate special education classrooms and instructional programs

for some students with "a wide range of severe disabilities requiring extensive

modification of their educational programming" (Manitoba Education and

Training, 1989, p. 3). The societal, legal and educational changes discussed here



provide a context for the REI debate. This began with changes in American law.

"The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), originally titled

the Education for All Handicapped Children Act @MCA), fPublic Law 94-1421

guarantees all students with disabilities, a free appropriate public education"

(Osborne, 1992, p.488). In the early 1980's schools were attempting to make

the substantial changes necessitated by the implementation of this law. The

IDEA mandates "that all handicapped children have available to them ... a free,

appropriate pubtic education ... in the least restrictive environment compatible

with their handicap. This means, that if they can receive an effective program in

a regular setting they should not be placed in a special class" (Ki* & Gallagher,

1985, p. 25). ln Canada during the same period, the Provinces reviewed and/or

revised policies or Public Schools Acts to include legislative provisions for

exceptional children.

In Manitob4 the policies and procedural guidelines for the education of

students with special needs are designed to be "consistent with the Canadian

Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Section 15 and .... support the education of

students with special learning needs in regular classroom settings whenever this

is in the best interests of the students" (Manitoba Education & Training, 1989, p.

12). There is controversy in Manitoba schools about what constitutes the best



interests of the students. This controversy often centers on issues such as the

categorical labeling of students, special education funding and appropriate

placement.

These issues can be interpreted differently by educators and may result in

different student placements and programs across schools. The school division

in suburban Winnipeg, from which the students in this study were drawn has

policies in support of inclusive schooling for all students. Special education

students in the division were gladually being included in mainstream settings.

There has been considerable advocacy for inclusion by proponents of the REI

(e.g. Davis, 1989; Gartner & Lipsþ, 1987; Gersten & Woodward, 1990;

Miller, 1990; Reynolds, Wang & Walberg,1987; Sapon-Shevin, 1987; Stainback

& Stainbach 1984, 1990; Will, 1986) who propose the restructuring of general

and special education to a "unitary educational systenr, which if carefully

designed and implemented, would allow for a more effective and appropriate

education for all students" @avis, 1989, p. 440). A more cautious approach to

including all students in regular education classrooms has been expressed by

other educators, (Fuchs & Fuchs, l99l; Gerber, 1988; Hallahan, Kauffinaq

Lloyd, & McKinney, 1988; Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990; Kauffinan, Gerber,

& Semmel, 1988; Keogtr, 1988). These authors "support the preservation of the



cascade of services ... to all children with disabilities, which is the promise

made to their parents in [IDEA]" (Fuchs, & Fuchs, 1991, p.2a3). That is,

depending on the child's needs, some sep¿Ìrate instruction and./or special

education class placement may be necessary to fulfill the child's educational

needs. This debate in the educational literature around the REI is creating a

body of work examining the many iszues that have emerged as more students are

included in regular, mainstrear4 community based classrooms. There is also

related research in the area ofclassroom programs, practices and approaches,

and the efficacy of these in mainstream or inclusive classrooms and schools.

Research Questions

The literature ex¿rmining the REI debate, placement efficacy and

classroom environmental or instructional factors suggested a need for further

description and analysis of the educational experiences of students with special

needs. This study was designed to begin meeting this need.

The research questions are:

1) What are the daily educational experiences of students with

special needs who are included in the mainstream?

How are classroom teachers and student peers affected by the

inclusion of students with special needs?

2)



3)

4)

s)

What are the benefits and drawbacks of inclusion for students

with special needs, their teachers and peers?

Are students with special needs who a¡e included in regular

classrooms experiencing inclusion in the broader community?

Are the observed daily experiences of students with special needs

in mainstream classrooms congruent with the perceptions of

these experienæs as reported by teachers and str¡dent peers?

The research of these questions included individual open-ended

interviews and classroom observations by the researcher.



CEAPTER II

LIIERATURE REYIEW

This review examines and analyzes the mainstreaming literature that has

been an integral part of the educational movement from segregationist to more

inclusive educational practices. The literature is first reviewed and analyzed,

followed by a synthesis of the emerging themes related to this research study.

Because of the number, complexity and diversity of the research articles in the

area of mainstreaming (more than 1800 articles appear in an ERIC search using

the descriptors mainstreaming and elementary) selected exemplary reviews are

analyzed for particular subtopics followed by an examination of the primary

research following the reviews. Commentary before, and research following the

implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),

originally titled the Education for All Handicapped Children Act @HCA), are

discussed. The historical and legal issues framing the Regular Education

Initiative (REÐ are stated. The REI literature is examined in detail beginning

with the passage of IDEA. Subsequent efficacy and implementation research

and the ensuing polarization of educators supporting or opposing the Regular

Education Initiative are analyzed.

Much of the REI debate is opinions, pro and con. These opinions



provide a rich and varied literature that has called for and generated, field based

research. This debate and the ensuing research provided the foundation from

which this research proposal has been developed.

Data Collection

Research articles in the area of mainstreaming, inclusion and the REI

were sought and then examined in a critical manner. Abstracting services as well

as ERIC searches were employed. The bibliographies in the articles were

examined and further citations located using the ancestry and decendancy

approaches (Cooper, lgSZ). The most frequently used sources were.

l. Exceptional Children

2. Journal of Learning Disabilities

3. Remedial and Special Education

4. The Journal of Special Education

The resulting literature was then reduced to approximately 80 sources

cited in this review. The criteria for inclusion was: research articles reviewing or

examining issues relevant to mainstreaming in the context of the REI debate,

from the mid 1970's to the present. Sentinel articles published earlier were

selected to provide historical and legal background.



Historical and Legal Bacþround

Prior to the late 1960's and early 1970's many individuals with physical,

cognitive and/or emotional special needs lived and were educated in residential

facilities administered by provincial or state bureaucracies. Children in these

institutions did not learn the social nonns of the general population and because

they were hidden from public scrutiny were often abused and/or deprived both

physically and cognitively. As public attention was drawn to the adverse effeøs

of institutionaliz¿1¡sr (Wolfensberger,1972) and the inhumane conditions in

many institutions (e.g., Blatt, & Kaplan, 1966: River41972) the normalization

movement was launched. Handicapped children were placed in community

based facilities where their life experiences could more closely parallel "the

noffns and patterns of mainstream society" ffie, 1969, p. l8l). As these

children returned to home or community residences, court decisions and laws

began to ensure their educational rights. The American Rehabilitation Act,

Section 504 (1973), "guaranteed the rights of persons with handicaps in ...

educational institutions that receive federal moneys" (Stainbacþ Stainbach &

Bunch, 1989, p.9). The passage of IDEd spurred the passage of state laws

supporting and "subsidizing public school programs for students with disabilities.

In addition, several national associations for regular educators passed resolutions

l0



in support of mainstreaming; and many states began requiring regular class

teachers to take coursework to prepare them for mainstreaming" (p 9)

Parallel actions in Canadq contributing to legislation protecting the

rights of handicapped individuals can be "attributed to the patriation of the

Constitution, the parents of handicapped childrer¡ the handicapped themselves,

the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) and the United States Public Law

94-142'(Kirh & Gallagher, 1985, p.l7).

Advocacy for and lobbying by parents, the handicapped, and educators

resulted in Bill C-14l(1983), amending the Canadian Human Rights Act, to

ensh¡ine the rights of the handicapped in human rights legislation. Parents'

organzations like the United Cerebral Palsy fusociation and the Association for

Children with Disabilities obtained legislation in Canada providing for additional

programs, personnel and research to support handicapped students in the

mainstream. The Charter of Rights and Freedoms in the Canadian Constitution

of 1981, guaranteed equal protection and benefit of the law without

discrimination, implying the right to equal educational opportunity for all

childrer¡ including the disabled. Kirk and Gallagher (1985) noted that the

Canadian Committee of CEC "completed two nationwide surveys, set standards

for teacher training in special education and set out principles to guide the

ll



formulation of legislation" (p.18). The surveys of 1969 and 1970 confirmed that,

despite the lack of clear and unequivocal legislatior¡ all provinces had developed

special education programs for the more than one million exceptional Canadian

children. The report on the Standards for Educators of Exceptional Children in

Canada (SEECC, l97l), recommended that children's learning characteristics

should determine educational programming, qualified support (resource) staff

should be in every school and teacher education should include a compulsory

special education component.

This advocacy began with the first American challenge to segregation in

special education classes. In 1968 Dunn published the now classic indictment of

special class settings. He stated that:

a) no available evidence suggested that the academic progress of

mentally retarded children in special, separate classes was better than the

academic progress of mentally retarded children in regular classrooms,

b) labels accompanying special class placement were stigmatizing,

c) regular education was capable of providing effective individual

instruction to slow or mentally retarded pupils, and

d) selÊcontained classes for mentally retarded children also tend to

segregate black children from white children, as black children were

t2



disproportionately enrolled as a rezult of virtually complete reliance on

IQ testing for placement decisions (Dunn, 1968).

Following this period was an era "dominated more by directives against special

classes than by proposals of recommended alternatives" @olloway, 1984, p.23).

Hammonds (1972) in his review of education of the mildly retarded concluded:

"Special education must now be at a crossroads of conflicting courses of

action... where professionals must reckon with the forces of change, channeling

them into courses of action beneficial to the improvement of education for all

handicapped populations" (pp. 233 - 234). The passage of the IDEA required

the states to establish procedures to assure,

that to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped childre4 including

children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, ¿ue

educated with children who are not handicapped and that special classes,

separate schooling or other removal of handicapped children from the

regular education envi¡onment occurs only when the nafure or severity

of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of

supplementary aids cannot be achieved satisfaøorily (Section 612-5).

Legal precedents following the passage of the IDEA served to define the

parameters of educational programs for handicapped students. Lehr and

l3



Haubrick (1986) stated that:

The law itself does not provide any significant statements on the nature

or substantive aspects of what an appropriate education should be; rather

the law has established a set of processes through which parents and

professionals can begin to establish the substantive meaning of an

appropriate education. These processes include (a) the right of notice to

parents; (b) the right to an evaluation; (c) the development of an

individuali'ed education program (IEP); (d) parent approval for program

placement; (e) the recognition of a least restrictive environment (LRE)

concept related to placement of the child; and (f) the right of a parent to

appeal various aspects of the process described in the law þ.358).

The concept of "appropriate education" in the context of the IDEA was

defined in Board v. Rowley (1982), the Supreme Court's first special education

case. "That definition seeks to define appropriate education by a process that

looks fust to the child and second to the means by which an appropriate

education is to be provided "(Turnbull, 1986, p. 347). The criteria for

determining which related services were required under the IDEA were provided

by the U.S. Supreme Court in the next related case, Irving Independent School

District v. Tatro, 1984. "The Tatro decision affirms judicial review of the

l4



appropriateness of a handicapped child's IEP .... and broadens the related

services construct to include not only services to benefit from education but

obtain access to beneficial educational services" (Vitello, 1986, p. 355). In these

and similar cases up to the present the parameters of the IDEA "continue to be

defined and redefined as conflicts and challenges to the law continue to present

themselves.... But the legal process interacting with the complex needs of ...

handicapped students will continue the same way that teaching and

programming for these children evolves; into a dynamic state of change"

@.364).

In Canada most cases were settled out of court with agfeements by the

authorities to change policies and services for groups as well as the specific

individuals involved in the litigation. "From the 1950's through the 1970's

Canada did not develop the mandating of services through court decisions to the

same degree as did the United States" (Stainbacþ Stainback & Bunctr, p. 9).

Individual parents did, however, challenge local exclusionary clauses. For

example, in 1978 the Supreme Court of Alberta directed Lamont County to

provide for the education of Shelley Carriere, a multiply handicapped eleven

year old. By the late 1970's handicapped students were gradually moving from

special to regular education classrooms for at least partial integratio4 often in

l5



neighborhood schools. Special Needs classrooms were instituted at this time, in

the neighborhood schools of the local division serving the students of this study.

These were non-catagorical placements in which students with a variety of

special needs (e.g. educable mentally handicapped (EMIÐ, behavior disordered

(BD), language impaired) could receive a half day segregated and a half day

integrated instruction This allowed for education of students in neighborhood

schools and began the inclusion process with partial mainstreaming.

The Regular Education Initiative

The many questions relating to the education of pupils with special needs

continued to be raised following the passage of the IDEA. "Perhaps one of the

most important events in the raising of such questions \ryas a meeting held at

Wingspread ... in September of 1981" (Lloyd & Gambatese, p. 5). At this

conference, proponents of what would later become known as the Regular

Education Initiative identified issues of concern for special educators. These

were the "indefensible labeling of students, inappropriate funding systems,

development of miniature bureaucracies serving each of the various categories of

students, adaptations of regular education learning environments, [and]

extension of services to children who were not officially identified as

handicapped" (p. 5).

t6



Other academics and researchers @iklerL 1985; Gartner & Lipsþ, 1987;

Stainback & Stainbac( 198a;W*g, Rubenstein, & Reynolds, 1985) affirmed

these concerns and were supported by Madeline C. Wü, then Assistant

Secretary of Education in the United States. She asserted at a second

Wingspread conference in 1985 that "special programs and regular education

programs must be allowed to collectively contribute skills and resources to carry

out individualized education plans based on individuahzed education needs"

(Will, 1986, p. 413). She referred to the language of nseparation, of

fragmentatior¡ of removal .... the eligibility requirements and screening

procedures which can exclude many ofthese students .... the tendency to equate

poor perforrnance with a handicap .... land the reality that] special programs

frequently address failure rather than prevention" þ. 412).

These concerns have become issues of debate ¿rmong both proponents

and opponents of the REI, and have led to research examining the efficary of

special education placements as compared to inclusive, regular classroom

placements.

Review and Analvsis of EfÏÏcacv Studies

Of the many questions and issues framing the REI debate "none throws

offheat like the question of whether to eliminate or preserve the continuum of

t7



Figure I

Cascade of Services

Enrolled in regular class with minor program modifications

Regular program with modiñcations made in consultation with the

educational te¿m

Regular classroom

plus zupplementary

instnrcti onal servicÊs

withdrawal for special work

Itinerant teachers

Resor.¡rce teacher

Pa¡t-time integration / special class

Full-tìme special class or school

Special residential facility

Homebound instruction

Hospital

Insfuction

Source: Adapted from Deno (1970) and Special Education in Manitoba (1989).
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services and, implicitly the notion of the least restrictive environment" (Fuchs &

Fuchs, 1991, p. 24I). The least restrictive or most enabling environment

attempts to bring the student with special needs into an educational setting that

is as close as possible to a regUlar mainstream classroom. To retain, replace

and/or restructure the cascade of services (see Figure 1) is described by Fuchs &

Fuchs (1991) as a pivotal question that "creates a meaningful divide ¿rmong

many of the major players in the REI debate: abolitionists, who argue for

elimination or dramatic diminuation ... and conservationists, who wish to

preserve special education's current structure as well as the least restrictive

environment principle' @. 241).

The usefulness and structure of special education progr¿ì.ms has been

questioned since the 1930's. During the 1970's and 1980's a body of literature

was produced which is often called efficacy researc[ "sh¡dies of the

effectiveness of different systems for delivering educational services to pupils

with handicaps" (Lloyd & Gambatese, 1991, p. 5). The differing interpretations

of these studies by proponents (abotitionists) and opponents (conservationists)

of the REI has helped frame the commentary of the REI debate. In the

following section, selected, exemplary reviews of efficacy research up to 1984

are discussed and primary source efficacy research from the mid 1980's to the
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Table I

Earlv Eflicacv Reviews

Authors

Carlberg, & Kavale, 1980 Is the mainstreaming
movement justified?

b,Jo Iæinhardt, & Pallay, 1982 Does the type of setting
influence academic growth?

Review Questions or Issues Studies Reviewed

Madden, & Slavin, 1983 Carefrrl examination of the
effects of mainstreaming or
not mainstreaming students
with mild academic
handicaps

Meta-analyses of 50 primary research
studies ofspecial versus regular class
placements

Reviewed studies of the effects of full
time special education, part-time
regular education and full time regular
classes

150 studies cited

Conclusions

Special classes found to be

significantly inferior to regular class
placements for students with below
average IQ's and zuperior to regular
classes for ED/BD, & LD children

Setting itself is not the primary
variable affecting performance. Othe
intervening variables are: class size,
content, instruction, time, teacher,
management, self esteem, and
handicapping condition

The research favors placement of
mildly handicapped students in
regular classes using individualized
instruction with resource support.
Special classes are more appropriate
for low IQ students.



present are analyzú.

Earlv Eflicacv Reviews

Teams of educators (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Leinha¡dt &. Pallay,

1982;Madden & Slavia 1983) reviewed the early efficacy literature. Primary

sources of these reviews have been examined. The review syntheses are

analyzed because this literature is extensive and the reviews are exemplary.

Carlberg & Kavale (1980) reviewed primary research that compared special

versus regular class placements for students with below average IQ's, behavioral

disorders, emotional disturbances and learning disabilities. Leinhardt & Pollay

(1982) reviewed "The educational and emotional impact of restrictive (isolated)

educational settings on children who were in the lowest quartete of

achievement" (p. 557). Madden & Slavin (1983) reviewed research on the

effects of placing students with mild academic handicaps in full-time special

education classes, part-time regular classes with resource support, and full-time

regular classes. [They also reviewed] research on the effects of programs

designed to improve the achievement, social-emotional adjustment, and social

acceptance of academically handicapped students (p. 519).

The conclusions (see Table l) show the inconsistent and equivocal

nature of the research. Mainsreaming was shown to be effective for some
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students with special needs (mildly academically handicapped, low IQ students,

educable mentally handicapped, learning disabled) but not others (learning

disabled, low IQ students and emotionally/behaviorally disturbed); with

Leinhardt &.Pallay (1982) finding that setting wÍrs not the primary variable

affecting performance. These reviews raised more questions than they

answered. If setting was not the primary variable affecting performance, why

are students segregated in special classes? How can segregated and inclusive

settings be advantageous for both learning disabled (LD) and low IQ students?

Who are the populations of students categonzedby the many labels for

handicapping conditions? What are the prima¡y variables affecting performance

of handicapped students and how do these variables interact with the

instructional setting? What is the educational experience of mainstreamed

students? These questions as well as others were pursued in the efficacy research

after 1983.

Wang and Baker (1985) in their meta - analysis of eleven empirical

studies "that focused on the student outcome effects of mainstreaming" (p. 505)

pubtished from 1975 to 1984 began an examination of some of these

fundamental questions. They reported that mainstream students consistently

outperformed non-mainstreamed students with comparable special education
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classifications. They also identified some of the programming characteristics,

congruent with the effective teaching literature, associated with positive

mainstreaming outcomes. These were: "the use of continuous assessment,

alternative routes and a variety of curriculum materials, individualized progress

plans, student self-management, peer assistance, instructional teaming, and

consulting teachers" (p. 518).

The teams of researchers, (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Leinhardt &.Pallay,

1982;Madden & Slavin, 1983; Wang & Baker, 1985) raised questions about

design problems and the validity of the research reviewed. Carlberg & Kavale

(1980) concluded that "the conflicting and equivocal findings of efficacy studies

can be attributed to reasons of lack of treatment effect, power, and validity" (p.

304). Comparative analysis of studies was confounded by labeling inconsistency

and unclear definitions of comparable handicaps. When'matched'samples of

students were compared between regular and special placements these studies

shared a characteristic bias. "There are always systemic reasons (e.g.

achievement level, IQ, behavior problems) that one student is put in full - time

special education while another is mainstreamed" (Madden & Slavin, 1983, p.

522). Many of the studies reported limited outcome data" used indirect

measures of student outcomes and non-random sampling from a limited pool of
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disabled students (Wang & Baker, 1985).

Eflicacv Research: Instructional Factors

The efficacy research that followed these reviews focused on specific

instructional factors in mainstream classrooms and examined specific

instructional interventions. The interventions discussed here (simil¿¡ to those

identified in Wang & Baker, 1985) are: cooperative learning, peer mediated

instructior¡ consultatiorL individuali'ed or direct instruction and prereferral

interventions. Four reviews of the literature in this area were examined and then

followed by analyses of primary researclL studying these classroom instructional

factors.

Reviews: Instructional Factors.

Reviews of the primary efficacy research in the area of classroom

instruction were completed during the 1980's and early 1990's, ( Ault, Wolery,

Doyle & Gast, 1989; Lloyd, Crowley, Kohler, & Straiq 1988; Madden &

Slaviq 1983; Tateyama - Sniezeþ 1990). These reviewers showed some

congruence in their analyses of the efficacy of selected instructional interventions

(see Table 2). Madden & Slavin (1983) reviewed more than three dozen

methodologically adequate experiments of cooperative learning methods,

conducted over periods ranging from 2 weeks to 2 years. They found positive
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outcomes in achievement and selÊesteem using cooperative learning strategies

with academically handicapped students. They did however, stress the need for

longer term follow - up studies. Lloyd et al. (1988) and Tateyama - Sniezeck

(1990) in subsequent reviews supported Madden & Slavin (1983) in the area of

social-emotional gains but found equivocal results in the area of academic gains.

Tateyama - Sniezek (1990), reviewed studies of cooperative learning in

elementary schools "that included a) special education students in the sample; b)

achievement as a dependent variable, and; c) cooperative learning methods as an

independent variable" (p.427). Six of twelve studies reviewed 'reported

significant effects favoring cooperative learning" (p. 434). Ten of the twelve

studies did not use control groups, or were confounded by problems of

generalizability, subject seleøion, external validity, collateral effects, or short

term intervention. The details and interaction of task and incentive structures

also required investigation. Lloyd et al. (1988) reviewed 8 articles published in

the mid 1980's that reported the outcomes of cooperative learning research in

elementary schools, using non handicapped (15 to 474 subjects) and

handicapped/disabled populations (15 to 1 l7 subjects).

The research indicated the value of cooperative learning in alleviating

problems of social rejection.... However, the evidence does not show
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that achievement under cooperative learning in regular education settings

is greater than, equal to, or less than, achievement is under desi¡able

instructional conditions in general, resouræ... or special education

settings (p.44).

Further well designed, longer term research comparing cooperative learning

between groups and across settings was suggested.

Equivocal results have also been reported in the area of consultation by

Lloyd et al. (1988) and Madden & Slavin (1983). Lloyd et al. (1988) briefly

commented on l0 recent studies of consultation processes in elementary

schools. They found that "most of the evidence about consultation efficacy

currently available comes from studies of programs implemented by school

psychologists" (Lloyd, et al., 1988, p. 47). It is not known if these findings can

be generalized to consulting resource teachers or identify the specific effects of

consultation for students with special needs in mainstream classrooms. The

studies reviewed used inadequate comparisons, non-random assignment, sfudied

unevenly implemented programs and/or lacked control of intervening variables.

Three studies of elementary school consultation models designed to assist

regular class teachers meet the needs of mildly handicapped mainstreamed

students were reviewed by Madden & Slavin (1983). They reported
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inconclusive findings and suggested further research to examine consultative

competencies, roles, expectations and outcomes for mainstreamed students.

Another area of research has been pre-referral systems.

Pre-referral systems are designed to access school support services

instead of making immediate referral for a special education assessment and./or

placement. In reviewing three studies of pre-referral systems in urban

elementary and secondary schools, these systems were found effective in

reducing the number of referrals to special education (Lloyd et al., 1988). Many

questions do remain about the role definitions, parameters of team members'

responsibilities and efficacy of pre-referral teams. If fewer students were

referred to special education, were their educational needs met in the

mainstream? What were the true goals of pre-referral intervention? Were these

appropriate programming for students, the reduction in special education

placements or were other goals apparent? How can the educational experiences

of those referred and not referred be described? "What are the long term

prospects for students who are not referred and placed in special education

programs" (p. 46)?

Peer mediated learning is another instructional approach frequently used

in mainstream classrooms with handicapped and nonhandicapped students.
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Table 2

Reviews: fnstructional Factors

Ault, Wolery, Doyle,
& Gast" 1989

N
æ

Research Questions

analysis ofresearch 3l studies reviewed
comparing 2 or more
instructional
strategies

Subjects Method

identiñed articles
were coded in terms
ofage, diagnosis of
zubjects, target tasks,
trial sequences,

procedural va¡iables
& effects

Results

all strategies
investigated were
effective in at least
some of the studies

Limitations

secondary source

insufficient number
of comparative &/or
replication
investigations

insufficient # of
zubjects

heterogeneity of
subjects

lack of identification
and control of
intervening variables



Authors

Lloyd, Crowley,
Kohler & St¡ain,
1988

Research Questions

l.J\o

reyiew of efficacy
research on
cooperative learning,
prereferral teåms,
conzulting teachers,
peer tutoring

Subjects Method

metâ-analysis of
recent studies

Results

cooperative learning
can allwiate
problems of social
rejection

prereferral systems

can reduce special
education referrals

consr¡Itation found to
be effective with
school psychologists
but equivocal with
resource teachers

pcer mediation is
generally successftrl

Limitations

no comparison of
achievement in
cooperative learning
across settings

no data about
collateral effects

no study included a

control gIoup

most research is in
the area of
psychology

diversity of mediators
and str¡dents

confound comparison



Authors

Madden & Slavin, reviews resea¡ch on
1983 the effects of

progrÍrm design

Research Questions

t¿)o

Subjects

studies in the areas of integrative review
conrultation,
cooperative learning,
individualized
inst¡uction

Method Results

consultation models

at an early stage with
equivocal results

cooperative learning
had positive effects
on student
achievement, time on
task & selfesteem

individualized
instruction produces
positive social &
academic outcomes

Limitations

problems of
generalizability

no long term
follow-ups

concerns for external
validity of in class
observations



Authors

Tateyama - Sniezek,
1990

Research Questions

t¡|)

review waluating 12 studies
cooperative learning
to promote academic
competence of
handicapped students

Subjects Method

meta-analyses of
studies

Results

equivocal

oppornrnity for
students to study
together does not
guarantee gains in
academic
achievement

cooperative learning
can improve the
interactions and
relationships between
mainst¡eamed and
non-handicapped
students

Limitations

short time periods for
most studies

only 2 studies used a
control condition



Lloyd et al. (1988) reviewed seventeen studies of peer mediated interventions

with mildly handicapped elementary students. The research suggests that peers,

can serve as intervention agents by sharing reinforcement, by managing, tutoring

or modeling academic or social behaviors for targeted handicapped students.

Lloyd et al. (1988) provided description but not analysis of the seventeen studies

of peer mediated learning. The questions raised by the researchers were similar

to those developing from the cooperative learning research. What were the

benefits for all students involved in peer mediation? What were the most

efficacious procedures, real cost and time savings, for students and teachers over

time? Future research should examine these questions and the recurring theme;

What is the educational experience of students with special needs?

Ault et at. (1989) and Madden & Slavin (1983) reviewed efficacy

research of direct instruction. Ault et al. (1989) examined thirty-one studies that

directly compared two or more di¡ect instruction strategies with "students who

display moderate to severe handicaps" G. 346). They identified thirteen

effective direct instructional strategies that include variations of, a) error

manipulatioq b) response prompting, c) naturalistic teaching, and d) stimulus

modification (see Glossary). They concluded that "of the strategies investigated,

all were effective in teaching students new behaviors [academic and social] in at
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least some of the studies" (1,.352). Madden and Slavin (1983) examined four

studies measuring the "outcomes of individualizsd and whole class instruction on

achievement and social acceptance of mildly academically handicapped

elementary students in regular classes" (p. 552). They reported that

handicapped students "in carefully constructed individualized [direct] instruction

programs gained markedly in social acceptance .... [made] dramatic

improvements in behavior.... land had] significantly greater achievement .... than

for those in traditional group - paced programs" (p. 554). Questions of which

strategies produced which effects with which category of students with special

needs remained to be explored. Replication of these kinds of investigations using

well controlled, exemplary methodology like random selectio4 compariso4

interaction of strategies, and./or control of intervening variables was suggested.

The question arises whether the complexity of learning interactions can be

examined discretely and controlled entirely? "Education is social. We learn'in

context'with people. People may not learn what we think we are'teaching', but

they do learn" (Stainbact¡ Stainbacb & Forest, 1989, p. 250).

In summary, the instructional efficacy research reviewed (Ault et al.,

1989; Carlberg& Kavale, 1980: Leinhardt & Pallay, 1982;Lloyd et al., 1988;

Madden & Slavin, 1983; Tateyama - Sniezeþ 1990) suggested that placement
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may or may not be the primary variable affeøing the social and academic

performance or outcome of elementary students with special needs. The

findings were equivocal and dependent upon peers'and students'learning

characteristics, type of students' special needs, instructional techniques and

¿urangements, class size, content, context, and teaching practices.

Many questions have been raised by the reviewers discussed here.

These include a desire for better description of the populations and programs for

students with special needs. Who are these students? What and how do they

learn in differential educational settings? What are the most effective

instructional strategies across settings and over time? The reviews cited

challenge previous examinations of different instructional techniques and

arrangements. Questions synthesize around the recurring themes of identifying

"best teaching practices" and describing the experiences of students'with special

needs in mainstream/ inclusive classrooms. How do these appear and evolve in

every day teaching and learning?

Priinan Research: Instructional Factors

Recent primary efficacy resea¡ch examined instructional faøors to

determine which teacher practices and instructional arrangements rezulted in

positive social behavior and academic achievement for students with special
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needs (see Table 3). The research discussed here was structured to identi$

successful, essential, and/or exemplary teaching practices @aker &. Zigmond,

1990; Cannoq Idol & West, 1992; Cttansreco, Edelman & Dennis, 1991;

Jenkins & Leicester,1992; Johnson & Pugactq l99l;Nowaceþ McKinney &

Hallahaq 1990).

Jenkins & Leicester (1992), "sought to characterize how classroom

teachers in one elementary school planned for, tailored, and executed specialized

instruction for individual students in their classrooms who were experiencing

reading difficulties" (p. 560). They used curriculum based measures to

determine the success of particular teaching interventions like, motivatioq and

how or what was taught, to measure changes in academic performance of

elementary students mainstreamed in an urban school. They found that

"teachers were moderately confident about their ability to design effective

interventions and then diagnose a student's reading problenl select an

interventioq and implement it" (p. 555). They did not however find large

changes in students'reading achievement when special teaching procedures were

introduced. Johnson & Pugach (1991) examined the effects of teacher peer

collaboration as a means of assisting classroom teachers in developing and

implementing alternative teaching interventions. They studied 44 elementary
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Table 3

Primary Research: Instructional Factors

Authors

Baker & Zigmond,
1990

t¿)
o\

Resea¡ch Questions

to obtain data for
understanding of
daily practices in
traditional regular
education settings
and resources and
supports nec.essary

for full time
mainstreaming

what are the essential
teaching practices
needed by regular &
special educators in
general classrooms

Cannor¡ ldol, &
rWest 1992

Subjects

urban elementary
school of 266 black
students withz2LD
students preparing to
mainstream

Method

case study design
using observation,
interview of teachers
& questionnaires for
teachers, sfudents &
parents

Rezults

description of school
& institutional
proglams

fundamental changes
in instruction must
occur if the REI is to
succeed

Delphi panel survey
with 2 rounds of
fesponses

analyzed using
descriptive statistics

Limitations

I school

homogeneous
population

only LD boy
mainstreamed

of the 93 statements
73 were essential for
general & 82 for
spocial educators

differences in ratings
were reflec{ed in
differing role
assignments

misconstrued
statements on the
survcy

ceiling effects



Authors

Canon con't.

Research Questions

(¿)\¡

are different
practices required of
eåch to effectively
educate mildly
handicapped students
in general classrooms

do ratings of
teaching practices

differ with rater's
university or field
base and discipline

description of the
prwalence of swen
practices beliwed to
interfere with
delivery of services
for mildly
handicapped students

special needs

students

Subjects

Giangreco, Edelman,
& Dennis, l99l

Method

teaching practices

rated above 3.5 on
the 4 point Likert
Scale & achieved
aboveTSYo consensus

were judged essential

585 respondents
from 17 states

including parents,

teachers,
administ¡ators &
support personnel

Results Limitations

15 item
questionnaire, T tests
& I way ANOVA

960lo response

common professional
practices related to
support services may
be ofquestionable
value

more collaborative
alternatives for
service delivery are
desirable

some respondents
commented on
desirability of
practices instead of
frequency of
occüïence

non-random
participant selection



Authors

Giangreco con't.

Resea¡ch Questions

(,
æ Jenkins, & læicester,

1992

Subjects

analysis of teacher's

approach to and
success with indivi-
dualized instmction

Method

12 elementary
classroom teachers

10 target students
and l0 control
students

Results

reading proficiency
scores using
classroom texts

teachers rated
confidence in
designing specialized
instruction

3 questions on a 5
point Likert scale

Limiøtions

potentially
idiosyncratic
interpretations

unknown reliabilþ
between reporting &
actual behavior

target students
selected þ teachers

small number of
zubjects

short term 5 weeks

interaction of
different
interventions and
tatget student

differences

no significant change
in confidence ratings
and relation be¡veen
diagnosis &
instructions

no significant change
in reading
performance of
students



Authors

Jenkins & Iæicester,
con't

(,
\o

Research Questions

Johnson & Pugach, identi$ ways in
l99l which teachers

describe classroom
problems

examining changes
in description after
peer collaboration

examine how the
process afued
teacher tolerance for
ranges of student
performance

Subjects Method

data colleøed on
teachers'diagnoses of
problems, selection
of interventions &
implementation

8 week data

collection

training ofteachers
in peer collaboration

data collection
included
questionnaires,
descriptions of
problem students &
the Teachable Pupil
Survey

recording of peer

collaboration
sessions

intervention &
comparison groups of
48 &. 44 teachers

Results Limitations

validity of teacher
diagnoses and
classification of
interventions is
unknown

shifts in expectations
of intervention

teachers were
significant with
improval of problems

participants
volunteers



Authors

Johnson & Pugach, three split-pilot
con't. ANOVAS

Ào

Nowaceh McKinney,
&,Ilallalur¡ 1990

Resea¡ch Questions

frequency ofteacher
behaviors in regular
& special education

identiS behaviors
that produce high
on-task & low
off-task performance
ofstudents

Subjecs

matched samples of
begrnning teachers

60 general

60 special ed
elementary

37 general

37 special ed
secondary

Method

observational using
Classroom
Performance Record
(CPR) & Teacher
Interaction Scale

crs)

Results

(TBS) Special ed
teachers used more
praise & monitoring
& less negative
regard for students

Limitations

reliability & validity
ofobservations

lack ofcont¡ol for
intervening variables
effecting
teacher/student
interactions



teachers in southeastern Wisconsin and central lllinois. The researchers found

positive student outcomes that they attributed to the strategic thinking and

problem solving that is associated with teacher collaboration.

Cannon etal. (1992) surveyed rwo hundred educational "experts" to

identify essential teaching practices. These experts were professionals who had

national reputations through publication and/or researctq participation in a

national teacher consultation network or supervised preservice teachers at

selected universities. Of ninety-three statements of teaching practices included

in the survey seventy-three were identified as essential for general educators and

eighty-five for special educators. Gangreco et al. (1991) surveyed 585

educators, parents and related services personnel from across the United States

to determine the prevalence of related service practices that were believed to

interfere with the provision of educationally related services to students with

special needs in public schools. Baker æd Zigmond (1990) conducted a case

study in an urban elementary school (K - 5) oî 266 black students. This

descriptive study of a full time mainstream proglam identified instructional

factors related to school climate, order and atmosphere in the classroonr,

organzation of instruction" and accommodation of differences, in apparently

inclusive classrooms. The results of the study suggested that "fundamental
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changes in mainstream instruction must occur if the REI is to work in this

school" (1,. 526). Nowacek et al. (1990) used Teacher Behavior and Interaction

Scales \¡/ith 1083 beginning teachers h \Iogtiq to determine the frequency of

occurrence of specific teaching behaviors of effective teachers across grade

levels (K - 6, 7 - 12) and types of classrooms (regular and special education).

The exemplary instructional factors that were repeatedly identified by these

resea¡chers @aker &.Zigmond, 1990; Cannon et al., l99l; Gangreco et al.,

1991; Nowacelq 1990) are presented in Table 4.

In both concise and exhaustive listings, the teams of resea¡chers were

attempting to identify and describe those instructional practices necessary for

inclusive teaching (see Table 4). This resea¡ch departed from that of the efficary

reviews in both design and focus. The more recent primary research cited here,

identified and described positive teaching practices rather than attempting to

determine their efficacy by isolating, controlling and comparing approaches. A

rich and complex literature is developing that uses more subjective language like

atmosphere, climate, order, accommodation @aker &.Zigmond, 1990). The

methodology was survey based or qualitative using description and/or,

observation (Baker &.Zigmon{ 1990; Jenkins & Leicester, 1992; Johnson &

Fugactr, l99l; Nowacek et al., 1990). This research was also limited by desþ
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constraints. Survey questions and directions can be misinterpreted @aker &

Zigmond,l990; Gangreco et al., l99l; Cannon et al., 1992). Subjects were

often inadequately described, drawn from a homogeneous populatiorL were

gender biased in sampling only boys, used non-random assignment, or volunteers

@aker &.Zigmond,1990; Gangreco et al., 1991; Jenkins & Leicester,1992;

Johnson & Pugactr, l99l). Observations were limited or used questionable

instruments and/or reported perception from secondary sources, rather than

direct observation @aker &, Zigmond, 1990; Johnson & PugactL l99l).

Further research \¡/¿rs suggested to determine the criteria and effects of

teacher collaboratioq (Johnson & Pugact¡ l99l), and identi$ which classroom

practices inhibit or facilitate the REI. Baker &. Zigmond (1990) and Gangreco

et al. (1991) suggested future qualitative interviews and observations to "shed

light on how and why professionals engage in various behaviors that they believe

facilitate or interfere with the integrated delivery of [zupport] services" (p. 23).

In summary, similar teaching practices/behaviors were identified in four of the

studies (see Table a). The National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities

(1991) affirmed some of these practices and made suggestions for more system

wide adaptations. The report recommended that education agencies should:

I establish system-wide and school based plans ...
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Table 4

Instru ctional Factors : Effective Teaching Practices/Behaviors

Assessment descriptive & analytical for the purpose of program adaptation

identifies strengths and weaknesses

provides appropriate placement in curricula

Instruction active learning

direct instruction with feedback

clearly stated objectives and expectations

skill development

questioning, practice, redirection

modified instruction and expectations

well structured and organized

maximizes success

encourages critical thinking and student accountability

Behavior uses praise, and positive regard

enlists student cooperation
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focus on student responsibility

immediately responds to inappropriate behavior

uses positive, redirective interactions

Management positive, interactive communication and climate

orderly

organrzed

expectations articulated

accepting and accommodating differences

Sources: Baker &, Zigmond (1990); Cannon et al. (1992); Gangreco et al.

(l 991); Nowacek (l 990).
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o establish mechanisms for the development of collaborative partnerships

. establish instructional conditions and environments that allow teachers

to capitalize on the strengths and ... compensate for the weaknesses of

students...

o ensure the availability of [support] services ...

. provide time and support for planning ...

o ensure the involvement and participation of the regular classroom

teacher [in IEP development] ...

o establish a system wide plan for [student] ... transitions ...

o conduct district and school building level program evaluations ...

o require inservice progr¿tnts for all school personnel . (pp 331,332).

Instructional factors or practices occur within a specific context, the learning

environment. An examination of the interaction of the instruction in context is

necessary for understanding of their mutual influence.

Eflicacv Research: Environmental Factors

A description of students'learning experiences must account for

interaction with the environment.

Instruction is complex, and instructional outcolhes are dependent on a

complex interaction of many factors, only some ofwhich are student
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characteristics or specific to instructional tasks. Recognition of this fact

led to efforts to assess the qualitative nature of students'instructional

environments (Ysseldyke & Christenson, 1987, p. 18).

Both instructional and environmental factors interact with student characteristics

to frame the child's learning experiences. Researchers and reviewers (see Tables

5 & 6) have examined the learning environment and developed comprehensive

lists of environmental factors that influence the educational experiences of

students with special needs (Christensor¡ Ysseldyke & Thurlow, 1989; Cooper

& Speece, 1990; Truesdell, 1988; W*9, 1987; Yorh Vandercook McDonald,

Heise-Neff& Caughey,1992). While these lists were indicators of positive

environmental factors they were nnot very helpful unless ... orgarnzed into

something that can be implemented by the educator" (Christenson et al., 1989, p.

21). The relationships between learning environments and student outcomes

were examined by Christenson et al. (1989) and Wang (1987). Christenson et

al. (1989) made an extensive review of the literature on effective instruction to

integrate with their own research on the "quantity and quality of instruction for

different categories of mildly handicapped students" (p. 21). They identified 10

factors important for student achievement. Wang (1987) discussed the

"implications of findings from the past decade of educational resea¡ch aimed at
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Table 5

Reviews: Dnvironmental Factors

Authors

Christenson,
Ysseldyke, &
Thurlow, 1989

À
æ

Research Questions

Wang, 1987

integrative review on
effective i nstruclion and
implications for
i nstructi ng handicapped
students

literature review of
resea¡ch aimed at
improving the quality of
schooli ng particularly for
students with special
educational needs

presentation of
recommendations of
types of data required by
schools seeking
improvement and
inclusion

Subjects Method

identified 10 factors
important for student
achiwement & reviewed
the literatu¡e investigating
each factor

examination of the design
and implementation of
school learning
environments

Results

hallmark of an effective
learning environment for
mildly handicapped is
degree to which it is
constructively active

identifi ed specifi c features
of adaptive inst¡uction
and kinds ofclassroom
processes & outcomes

Limitations

secondary
soufce



Table 6

Primarv Research: Environmental Factors

Authors

Cooper, & Speece,

1990

à\o

Research Questions

to present a

longitudinal
perspective on school
placement outcomes

to analyze whether
specific instructional
arrangements modiS
the risk of
experiencing school
failure

Subjects

103 Grade I students
identified at risk by
Te¿cher Assistance
Team

comparison group of
87 Grade I students

Method

school placement
data collected at end
of each of 4 years by
questionaire

observations using
code for Instructional
and Student
Academic Response

hiera¡chical cluster
analyses of
observational data

Results

majority of special
placements in 2nd
yeaf

results for specific
ecological
arrangements with
respect to placement
were not signiñcant
except for
independent work

opportunities for
assistance &
corrective feedback
are NB

results suggestive but
not conclusive

Limitations

correlational design

not a matched
comparison

limited observation
of2-30minute
occasions

small sample sizes



Authors

Truesdell, 1988

Resea¡ch Questions

Ltro

how do schools
maintain their
primary task while
providing for thc
individual needs of
students in special
education

Subjects

I school with a
mainstreaming team
& 30 special

education students in
the mainstream

Method

participant
observation

interviews with staff,
parents & students

analyses & coding of
field notes,

documents &
questionaaires

Results

described
mainstreaming
supports of funding,
administrative
support & baniers of
class size

concern for order,
grouping patterns &
scheduling

mainstreaming
provided acceptance
through contact
between regular &
special students

mainstreaming
inaccessible,
inappropriately
scheduled, d/or
arbitrary

Limitations

specific to one u¡ban
school



Authors

York, Vandercook,
lvfacDonald,
Heise-Neff, &
Coughey, 1992.

Resea¡ch Questions

Uì

to obtain information
ftom general

educators, special
educators &
classmates without
disabilities about the
inclusion of middle
school shrdents with
severe disabilities

Subjects

2 suburban schools

l1 general educators

7 special educators

181 students without
disabilities

Method

survey and interview

Results

data indicated that
integration was
positive for teachers
& students & they
recommended that it
continue

Limitations

teachers selected not
sampled for positive
attitudes to
integration

2 schools only

subjective
interpretation of
information



improving the quality of schooling ... especially for those who are hardest to

teach" @.26). The research reviewed included 49 empirical studies of adaptive

instruction and the effects of instructional interventions for mainstreaming

students with special needs in regular elementary classes. Each review listed in

detail (see Table 7) key features that determine "the degree to which the

environment is constructively active" (Christenson et al., 1989, p. 28) (see

Figure 2). The reviewers both suggested the necessity to gather further

"information on the specific features of school learning environments that are

effective in maximizing all students'chances for schooling success" (Wang,

1987, p. 3l). Well designed research examining the previously mentioned or

newly determined environmental factors that can be effective "in creating

learning environments that not only foster basic skill development but also

prepare students to make educational, occupational and professional choices" (p.

32), could make a significant contribution in enabling teachers to modi$ or

maintain an appropriate classroom ecology for inclusion.

Primary research has also examined the environmental factors of

mainstream classrooms. Truesdell (1988) examined the effects of school

organization and climate on the mainstreaming experience of middle school

students over a period of 3 years. The school was a large magnet middle school
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(Grades 4 - 8) in a large city in the american northeast. About 30 special

education students were mainstreamed, each year, of the 3 year study. This

reduced the school's special education population by about 90 students after 3

years. As a participant observer the researcher found "increased frequenry of

mainstreaming ... contributed to greater acæptance of special education among

regular educators. tAnd] in most mainstream classrooms, the students had equal

status and pursued common goals" (p. 54). Open-ended interviewing was used

by York et al. (1992) to study the educational environment and experiences of

teachers and student peers of handicapped students in two middle schools (1200

- 1500 students) in suburban Twin Cities, lvfinnesota. The study was conducted

at the end of the first year of integration of t8 and 24 students with severe

disabilities. These researchers received positive feedback from regular

classroom teachers and special education teachers as well as the students'peers.

It was perceived that the handicapped students had positive academic and social

outcomes including learning more appropriate social behaviors and acquiring

more desirable interpersonal characteristics. Their peers "indicated learning that

[students] with disabilities were more alike than different &om themselves"

G,.253). In both studies (Truesdell, 1988; York et al. 1992) barriers to

integration were present. "Institutional barriers embedded in the school's belief
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Table 7

Features of Effective Learning Environments

o { sense of "positiveness" i.n the school environment

o Common language, purpose and commitment from the staff

r Teaching and learning goals are clearly stated and understood by all

students

o Instructional content is well organized, and essential to further learning

as well as effective school functioning

o Learning experiences provide ample time, instructional support, active

monitoring of progress and understanding

. Student responses are high and performance leads to accomplishment of

articulated goals and tasks

o Collaboration of teachers and students encourages help and enables

students to obtain assistance

Source. Adapted from Christenson et al- (1989) and Wang (1987).
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Figure 2

A Constructivelv Active Environment

Source: Adapted from Christenson et al. (1989) p. 28 and Wang (1987) p. 31.

L Student attends to wo¡k

and is motivaled by

appropriate leåming

goals.

2. Routines with

s¡bst¿¡tial &

substarf.ive student

te¿cher i¡teraction &

fe€dbsck

Student Attention
and

Outcomes

5. Studenl understâ¡diry

and success ñame

fuûre instruction and

interection.

Mastery ofsrbject

content atrd

acquisition ofskill

diversity-

Develo,pment of

positive self

percçtiom &

attin¡des to learning
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system and its practices related to orderliness, funding homogeneous grouping

and the need for students to'fit' ... limited access to mainstreaming" (p 53)

Positive environmental factors like administrative support, staffcommitment and

high levels of communication between regular and special educators as well as

differential instructional groupings and arrangements appeared to mitigate some

of the barriers. These studies were limited to descriptions of specific learning

environments but the tentative, positive outcomes for botb despite

environmental barriers may indicate some agreement between the two.

Cooper & Speece, (1990) studied "the individual characteristics and

classroom environments of children considered to be at risk for school failure"

ûr. I l7). The study was conducted with 103 first grade children considered to

be at risk for school failure in two, large, Washingfon D.C. public school

systems. The children had not repeated First Grade and were not referred for

special education services. The researchers attempted to determine the role of

classroom environments, interacting with student characteristics, in modifying

school failure. It was found that students "without opporh¡nities for corrective

feedback during their independent reading-related practice tasks" þ. 125) were

more significantly at risk for failure than those who received consistent

corrective feedback through peer and/or adult tutoring. The practical problems

56



in allocation of instructional resouræs were acknowledged without suggestions

for improvement. The effects of academic "down time" were not unequivocally

determined in this study but possible harmful effects of a classroom envi¡onment

that promotes "down-time" was suggested. The study was limited by small

sample size (103) and the short observation time of two, thirfy minute occasions.

It differs from Truesdell (1988) and York et al. (1992) in methodology, using a

correlational design which raises questions about the reliability of the

conclusions.

This primary research (Cooper & Speece, 1990; Truesdell, 1988; York

et al., 1992) began to explore the complexity of the interactions between the

student, the instruction and the environment. While it was limited by desigrr,

limited comparisons and observational time as well as applications specific to

single school environments, descriptions of teachers' and students' experiences in

mainstream classrooms were emerging. Further research is necessary to

determine the environmental variables critical for successful inclusiorL and

strategies effective in developing appropriate behaviors and attitudes in

mainstream students, their peers and the adults around them.

In summary, the efficacy of instructional and environmental factors in

mainstream classrooms has been associated with differential student achievement
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and social behavioral outcomes. The quality and quantity of instruction and

degfee to which an environment is constructively active can substantially

influence the educational experience of students with special needs.

The more global questions arising from this research include:

a) Which student outcomes can be expected from which school and

classroom learning environments?

b) How can exemplary learning programs and environments for students

with special needs be described?

c) How can students' ability to function as active learners be improved in

differential environments?

d) How can schools become more effective in creating learning

envi¡onments that not only foster basic skills development but prepare

students to think critically and make choices?

e) How can the positive interdependence of st¡¡dents with special needs

and students who are not disabled be facilitated in mainstream

classrooms and beyond?

f) How can the systemic and structural barriers to full inclusion be

modified or mitigated?

58



g) How can the daily learning, teaching, and sh¡dent/teacher/peer

interactions in regular mainstream classrooms be described and

understood?

These questions remain to be pursued in classrooms over the next years

as greater numbers of students with special needs are integrated into the

mainstream. School and./or province (state) wide programs are being developed

to facilitate mainstreaming and provide a context in which to examine different

mainstream environments.

Mainstream Programs

A number of mainstream programs (see Tables I & 9) have been

developed and evaluated during the 1980's and early 1990's (Aflecþ Madge,

Adams & Lowenbrauq 1988;Borich & Nance, 1987; Deno, Maruyama" Espin

& Cohen, 1990; McDonnell, McDonnell, Hardman & McCune, l99l; Slavin,

Stevens & Madder¡ 1988; Villa & Thousand, 1990; W*9, Peverþ & Randolpb,

1984; Zigmond & Baker, 1990). Each research team described a different yet

similar mainstreaming program. The evaluation methods included formal and

informal measures of teacher attitudes and attributes as well as student

achievement and behavior. Descriptive, @eno et al., 1990; Wang et al., 1984)
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comparative, (Affleck et al., 1988; Deno et al., 1990; McDonnell et al., 1991;

Slavin et al., 1988;Zigmond & Baker, 1990) or case study (Villa & Thousand,

1990) designs were used, some witi random sampling within volunteer groups

or schools chosen for their willingness to implement a particular program (see

Table 9).

The results of these program evaluations were s\¡ieepingly positive,

generally indicating that "handicapped students can be effectively integrated ... if

the regular classroom program is designed to accommodate student differences"

(Slavin et al., 1988, p. 64). The accommodation generally suggested is the

program evaluated in each study. Lists and definitions of school and classroom

practices that support integration of handicapped students (see Table l0) were

provided @eno et al., 1990; McDonnell et al., l99l; Villa and Thousand, 1990).

These progrÍrms will not be individually described because all have similar

elements that include, i) an adaptive learning environment that provides equal

access to instructional resources and opportunities to succeed ü) individualized

instruction varying in time and amounts to meet all students' diversity üi)

instructional provisions for special learning needs by regular and support staffiv)

diverse adaptive instruction v) integration of services and responsibilities for all

staff.
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Table 8

Mainstream Programs

1. Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM)

Z. Cooperative Integrated Reading & Composition (CIRC)

3. Homecoming Model Project

4. Integrated Classroom Model (ICM)

5. Mainstream Experiences for Learning Disabled Students (MELD)

6. Minnesota School Effectiveness Project

7. Utah Elementary Integration Model (tlEÐ
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Table 9

Mainstream Proer¡m Evaluations

Author

Affleclq Madge,
Adams &
Lowenbraun, 1988

o\
l\)

Research Questions
& Program

effrcacy ofan
Integrated Classroom
Model (ICM) as

compared to a
resource room
prog¡am for MH
students

cost effectiveness of
both programs

Borich & Nance, literature review of
1987 program waluation,

concepts &
approaches

Subjects Method

non equivalent
control group design
wer 3 years

Results

no significant
differences between
groups

ICM more cost
effective

Limitations

no zubject
description

limited description
and explanation of
best practices

not generalizable

dweloped an
integrated evaluation
plan for special
education based on
regular pro$am
evaluaton methods



Authors

Deno, Mar¡ryama,
Espin, & Cohen,
1990

Research Questions
& Program

o\
(¿)

Evaluation of
Minnesota School
Effectiveness Project.
Examined whether

reforms in general

education are
associated with
increases in cognitive
& affective
dwelopment of MH
students

monitor of main-
streaming in regular
education classes

Subjects

32 Minnesota
Elementary Schools,
urban suburban &
rural

7 t'tafget" main-
streaming schools

3 studies of up to
2604 students & 756
staff

Method

descriptive &
comparative design

random sample of 6

studentVclassroom

Results

staffperception of
school effectiveness
was not a strong
predictor of student

achievement

staff of schools
integrating students
rated their schools
higher

integrated MH
students did better in
integrated progams
& social behavior
viewed positively

Limitations

not an experimental
study

limited cont¡ol of

variables

validity & reliability

instruments of
concern



Authors

McDonnell,
McDonnell,
Hardman, &
McCune, 1991

Research Questions
& Program

o\
.N

Utah Elementary
Integration Model

CIEÐ

Subjecls

teachers n : 6

students n= 27
in UEI model sites
urban elementary
schools

Method

measures of model
implementation,
student adaptive
behavior, lervel of
integration and
teacher satisfaction

Results

95% implementation

significant gains in
adaptive behaviors

increased
opportunities for
student participation
in general education
classes & peer

contact

teachers showed
strong support for the
model

Limitations

no formal reliability
checks

no description of UEI
slåfftraining

small sample size

maturation may have

contributed to gains

schools selected for
willingness to
comply with model

asscsscd quantity not
quality of
interactions



Authors

Slavin, Stwens &
Madden, 1988

Research Questions
& Program

o\(rt

Evaluation of the
Cooperative
Integrated Reading &
Composition (CIRC)
program in
mainstream
classrooms

Description of the
"Homecoming Model
Project", a model for
education of students
with severe

handicaps in their
home schools

Villa, & Thousand,
1990

Subjects

#l 461- 3&4 Grade
students matched in
l l experimental and
l0 control suburban
classrooms

Method

California
Achiwement Test
(CAT) pre & post
test and Informal
Reading Inventory

77 students aged 5 - case study
17 yrs. with severe description of the
handicaps project

Results

overall positive
effects cited with
CIRC

special shrdents
gaining significantly
more on subtests

of58 students
transferred from
special placements

all avoided
re-referral to out of
school placements

19 students at risk
for placement were
retained in home
schools

Limitations

small sample

reliability & validity
issues

interviewing
variables

the quality of
individual school
experiences are not
described



Authors

Wang, Pwerly, &
Randolph, 1984

Research Questions
& Program

o\o\

The degree of
implementation of 12

ALEM, critical
program dimensions
will increase over
time

improvements in
implementation will
lead to changes in
classroom processes

and reduction of
differences between
p(rcesses for general

and special education
students

qualitative changes
in classroom
processes will lead to
expected levels of
math & reading
achievement,
heightened sense of
control and a more
positive attitude

Subjects

26 mainstream
classrooms

5 urban public
schools

schools selected by
researchers with
administrators

69 students & 26
teachers

students LD, EMR or
SED classification

Methods

measures of degree of more than 85%
progam implementation
implementation, across criteria þ
classroom process spring
outcomes & student
academic &
attitudinal outcomes

Results

significant changes
at .001 p for most
classroom process

variables

special students gain
1.08 in math & 1.04
in reading (GE test
scores), significant at
p<.01

Limitations

no random
assignment of
schools

teachers volunteered
or were selected by
administrators

no description of
student & teacher
zubjects

Stanford Math a
diagnostic not an
achievement test

reliability & validity
of instnrments

no description ofdata
collection process

conelational shrdy

used GE for
achiwement
comparisons



Authors

Zigmond & Baker,
1990

Rese¿rch Questions
& Program

Ot\¡

Mainstream urban elementary
Experiences for school
Learning Disabled
Students (MELD) 13 LD students

I I boys

I I black students

Subjects Method

measures of
classroom behavior,
school adjustment &
achievement (CAÐ

baseline measures:
lst year compared
with 2nd year

classroom
observation

Results

more reading time
and less workbook
time in mainstream
classrooms

final grades lower
overall in 2nd year

Limitations

small population

selected schools

LD students ability to
write tests of
achiwement

school adjustment
meazured only
suspensions and
attendance

no definition of LD

used IQ and reading
scores to describe
students



Table l0

Effective School and Classroom Practices Sugsested for Integration of

Students with Snecial Needs

School Practices

l. School climate and structure support inclusive purpose.

2. Supportive divisional and school level leadership.

3. Collaborative planning.

4. Staffdevelopment.

5. Curriculum planning and articulation.

6. Parent involvement.

Classroom Practices

l. Staffunderstanding and commitment to inclusive practices.

2. Individualizedteachermediatedinstruction.

3. Support services in classrooms.

4. Flexible and cooperative learning ¿urangements.

5. Transition planning.

Source: Adapted from Deno et al., (1990); Vrlla & Thousand, (1990).
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The results of these evaluations were suspect because of possible

research design flaws, questionable reliability and/or validity of evaluation and

achievement instruments, incongruence of teacher perceptions and student

achievement outcomes, sampling from volunteer groups and limited descriptions

of subjects, sampling or dat¿ collection procedures. When authors evaluate their

o\¡n programs they may be pre-desposed to report positive outcomes. These

positive outcomes should be supported by studies conducted by independent

researchers. The identification and description of crucial progr¿rm componants

that support positive student learning could validate these very positive results.

The Reqular Education Initiative Debate

The debate between proponants (see Table I l) and opponants (see Table

12) of the REI has had a significant influence on the research agenda examining

the inclusion of students with special needs in the mainstream of regular

education. These researchers, on both sides ofthe debate, raised issues of

concern with the policy revolution that followed the passage of IDEA and called

for research to define and describe the educational experiences ofstudents in

mainstream classrooms.

The REI debate parallels the earlier mainstreaming debate in at least three

ways. First, in both cases, the ethics and efficacy of special education

69



Table 11

Reeular Education Initiative Prononents

Authors

Davis, 1989

\¡o Gafner & Lipsþ, 1987

considers critical factors that

have not been given sufficient
consideration þ
debaters

review of mainstream literâture
to examine changes in the place

of persons with disabilities in
American society

special education focuses on
identification and placement to
gamer reimbu¡sement rather
than an educational outcome of
interventions

presents two mainstream
perspectives from which to view
REI

Issues

McGill-Franzen, &
Allington, 1990

Miller, 1990

Fuhre Rese¿rch

examination of students' attitudes,
feelings & opinions of their
education processes

examine alternative delivery systems

on educational outcomes of
interventions

to establish what is education's
responsibility to students who deviate
or differ from the established norm

Comments

suggests more collaborative action for
regular and special education teachers
to support change in schools



Authors

Reynolds, 1988

Slavir¡ 1990

\¡

challenges the system for
classification and special
education placement of mildly
handicapped children

description of Success for All
Program and discussion of
classroom inst¡uction changes to
make REI a reålity

to provide a rationale for the
merger of special & regular
education

examining REI for its potential
effects on school improvement
issues and educational excellence
for students with special needs

Stainbach & Stainbach,
1984

Issues

Teacher Education
Division, Council for
Exceptional Children,
1986

careful reflection and examination of
the system of categorization and
removal of students from the
mainstream to special placements

progrâm & intervention effectiveness

Future Research

examine the capabilities of regular
school environments to meet the
needs ofall students

experimental trials on:
a) prwention strategies in regular
classrooms

b) cuniculum based assessment

c) regular classes with individualized
progÌams

Comments



Authors

Trent, 1989

\¡
l.J

response to opponents

inegularities between school
buildings re: LD population

Issues

how are MH students placed in the
mainstream

how appropriate is the instruction of
mainstreamed MH students

extent to which students are seryed
in pull out programs & affects of
administration

do general educators desire to work
with students who experience
learning & behavioral problems

Future Research Comments



Table 12

Reeular Education Initiative Opnonents

Authors

Bryan, Bay,& definitions of LD complexity of teacher student
Donahue, 1988 interactions with LD students

\¡
UJ

Fuchs, & Fuchs, 1991

Gersten, & Woodward,
1990

Issues

define the issues and "players" in
the REI debate

outlines factors leading to REI

criticism of REI

dwelop a model for
reconceptualizing the REI as a set
of policies, procedures &
activities to support classroom
teachers with difficult to teach
students

Future Research

disputes REI argument that all
child¡en will respond to effective
teaching behaviors, particularly for
students whose mastery of prereading
skills cannot be aszumed

is regular education willing and able
to implement the REI

Comments



Authors

Hallahan, Keller,
McKinney, Lloyd, &
Bryan, 1988

\¡è

research base of REI: efficacy
studies and ALEM studies

lssues

efficacy research as presently
constituted will probably not yield
much useful info

emphasis on physical placement
should change to emphasis on what
happens in the placement

examine the characteristics &
interactions that differentiate general
education classrooms from special
education settings

examine the relationship of the
characteristics of different learning
environments with methods found
effective for MH students

how are specialists services used in
regular classrooms?

how does and ALEM classroom
differ in daily classroom
implementation?

Futue Research

believe the efficacy & ALEM resea¡ch
base ofproponents does not support
REI

propose that a variety of services be
available for students

Comments



Authors

Jenkins, Pious, &
Jewell, 1990

\¡
(,l

identi$ a set of 5 assumptions
underlying REI

examine implications of these

assumptions for the target
population and the partnership
between regular and special
education

keeping the iszue of the place of
education in proper perspective,
choosing idea over image and
avoiding fanaticism

Kauftnan, 1993

Issues

Kauftnan, Gerber, & aszumptions underþing REI
Semmell, 1988

identifi cation of specially designed
instruction in mainst¡eam
classrooms

should remedial & special education
retain separate stâtus within general
education

reliable quantitative and qualitative
resea¡ch to judge the extent to which
special education is having its
intended results

evaluating the education of disabled
students through experimentation
with new progÍams, stmtegies and
policies

how can teaching be designed to
maximize shdent learning in a
context of broad individual
differences?

Future Research Comments



Keogh, 1988

Authors

Lloy{ Crowley, Kohler,
& Strain, 1988

\¡
o\

improving service for problem
leamers

examine the evidence on
cooperative learning, prereferral
interventions, teacher
consultation and peer- mediation
in regard to their effectiveness
with pupils with high- incidence
handicaps (LD, SED, EMR) in
general education settings

Issues

resea¡ch on individual differences

research on programs

do mainstream, high incident
handicapped students fair better
academically and socially than non-
mainstreamed peers when provided
cooperative learning experiences?

explore the funding, administ¡ative
support for policies, and roles of
team members of prerefenal teams

does prerefemal system influence
student achiwement and/or
behavior?

role ofthe teacher consultant relative
to academic instruction?

Future Research Comments



Authors

Lloyd et al. con't

\¡{

Semmel & Gerber,
1990

Issues

will the REI result in a universal
accommodation of individual
differences or if some students
still don't zucceed will we
recreåte segregated facilities?

Further Research

effect of conzultation on handicapped
students?

effects of peer mediation over time
for mildly handicapped and
non-handicapped students?

what happens to those who don't
succeed?

Comments



practices are cnticized and a new approach is proposed ... The second

parallel is that both debates take place during a period of apparent

reform in public education, the character of which is seen as consistent

with the proposed special education reform ... The third parallel ... [is]

naive pragmatisnq a mode of analysis and problem resolution that is

premised on an unreflective acceptance of the assumptions that lie behind

social practices ... The problem with the mainstreaming, REI debates is

that their criticism stops at the level of special education practices

(Skrtic, 1991, pp. 149, 150).

Skrtic (1991) applies critical pragmatism to special education practices and their

grounding assumptions and challenges educators to examine notions of the

pathology of mild disabilities, the usefulness of diagnoses, the rationality of

special education, who to integrate and what to merge. Fuchs & Fuchs (1991)

frame the REI debate by identifying the proponents and opponents and defining

thei¡ common ground, "especially regarding an identification of certain problems

associated with special education ... [such as] the infrequenry with which

mainstreaming occurs ... too much testing for too little payofffor instruction ...

labeling practices ... [and] accountability for student outcomes" (f,.244). Where

the two differ is in the "children and adults in whom the two groups have
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professional interest ... [proponents] work with persons with severe mental

retardation ... [and opponents] typically do not work with mentally challenged

individuals" (p.2M). The opponents work with individuals who represent a

wider range of disabilities and generally advocate the retention of a cascade of

support services (see Figure l).

How has this debate framed the present and future research agendas?

The efficacy research suggests the need for a detailed qualitative and

quantitative description of teacher behaviors and practices, student behaviors,

experiences and outcomes in mainstream classrooms. The REI debaters ask

fundamental questions about how to structure and/or restructure schools and

classrooms to effectively meet the academic and social needs of all students.

These are the two main pillars underlying the research questions that will be

pursued in this study.

In the educational literature, the qualitative descriptions of teachers' and

students'experiences in mainstream classrooms were limited. Of all the studies

reviewed only four contained elements of observation and/or interview @aker &

Zigmond,1990; Cooper & Speece, 1990; Truesdell, 1988; York et al.,1992)

and none of these four combined an observation and interview method. The

REI debaters argue for or against the retention of the cascade of services. A
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description of the experiences of mainstreamed students with special needs may

clarify the need for abolition, retention and/or modification of these services. An

exploration and disciplined, detailed examination of these experiences is the

purpose of this study.
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CHAPTERItr

METHOD

Source of Data: Seven Oaks School Division #10

Seven Oaks School Division is a suburban division in Winnipeg,

Manitoba, an urban center of approximately 600,000. The division serves about

9000 students in 23 schools. There are 15 elementary schools-

The division includes a diverse population. Residents vary across all

socioeconomic groups. There is a rich cultural mix with more than 45 different

ethnic backgrounds identified within the population. French Immersion,

Ukrainian and Hebrew Bilingual Programs as well as after school Heritage

Language Programs are offered in the division. No child is excluded from these

programs, or a cotnmunity school, if parents request full inclusion in the

neighborhood school. The division does offer clustered or partial mainstream

settings for multiply-handicapped students. These settings are in schools

equipped with the most recent technical and physical building adaptations to

ensure a safe, accommodating and potentially inclusive learning environment.

The Population

The subjects for this study were drawn from teachers and students who

were in elementary classrooms, Grades I to 6, in the division. The subjects were

8l



randomly selected from those individuals who receive Level II or Level III

funding (see appendix K) from Manitoba Education and Training. The normal

population ratio of Level tr and Level III students in the division was reflected in

a random choice of 3 Level II subjects and2 Level Itr subjects. Students who

were funded solely for behavioral challenges or who spend more than 40Yo of

thei¡ school day in a clustered or segregated setting were excluded.

The study of students whose only special need was serious emotional

and/or behavioral disturbances was beyond the scope of this study. The

behaviorally disordered have been the focus of a separate body of literature that

is not part of the mainstreaming, REI research that forms the basis for this study

of inclusion. "Behaviorally disordered @D) students'behavioral characteristics

make delivery of speciahzed intervention services within regular classrooms

higltly problematic. The social ecologies of regular classrooms and playground

settings are often hostile environments for students with behavior disorders from

both teacher and peer perspective" (Walker & Bullis, 1991, p. 84). Many

students with cognitive or physical special needs may also have needs in the area

of behavior. These students with multiple needs including behavior, were

included because they are characteristic of the populations considered in the REI

debate. AIso by definitioq mainstreaming is the inclusion of students in regular
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settings for most of the school day. Students who receive Level tr or Level Itr

funding, but spend more than 4QYo of thetr day in a segregated setting do not

meet the criteria of inclusion in the mainstrearn" and thus are not appropriate for

this study.

Five students with special needs were randomly drawn from this

identified population. Their learning experiences were observed by the

researcher, and they were interviewed (see Appendices C & D).

Their classroom teachers, two randomly selected peers and one teacher

nominated peer were also interviewed (see Appendices A & B).

Insfruments

"There are many times when we wish to know not how many or how

well, but simply how" (Jaeger, 1988, p. 7). The instruments for this study were

designed to respond to this question. The purpose was to observe the

environment and examine the educational perceptions and experiences of

students with special needs in mainstream classrooms, as well as those of their

teachers and peers.

Observation Instruments

A comprehensive search of the mainstreaming literature yielded no

observational instruments suitable to the purposes of this study. The
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observations were included to determine congruence between secondary source,

interview data and primary souræ, classroom observation. This relates

specifically to research question #5.

The purpose of observational data is to describe the setting that was

observed, the activities that took place in that setting the people who

participated in those activities, and the meanings of what was observed

from the perspective ofthose observed @attor¡ 1990, p.202).

A continuous observation record was made by the researcher (see

Appendix D). The researcher attempted to continuously note the behaviors of

students with special needs, their teachers, peers in close proximity and other

support personnel, as they occur during the observation period. This formed a

chronicle of the classroom experiences of students with special needs in

classrooms over 4 - 30 minute time intervals. The 30 minute intervals were

assigned for each student in consultation with the classroom teacher and equally

distributed during mornings and afternoons over several weeks of observations

(see Appendix E). Accommodations were made for schedule changes at the

school. The researcher continuously noted the following, in brief descriptive,

non-evaluative terms:

behavior/activity of student with special needs

84



o behavior/activity of student peers

. teacher behaviorlactivrty

Four observational periods over different days and times was used to

minimize the effects of a "goodn or a "bad" day. Observations of several natural

classroom periods were used to show patterns of consistency and/or

inconsistency in particular behaviors, actions or interactions. A habituation

period of 30 minutes preceded the first observation.

Interview Instruments

The interview questions were adapted from soutces in the literature

(Gangreco et al., 1993;McDonnell et al., 1990; Truesdell, 1988; York et al.,

lg92), and modified or expanded to meet the purposes of this study. A

standardized open ended interview format was used. The subjects were

interviewed after observations were made to reduce the possibility of the

interview questions and/or proæss predisposing the zubjects to alter their

behavior during observation. Each person was asked the same questions \¡/ith

probing questions placed during the interview to allow for clarification or

elaboration. Interviewing after observation also allowed the researcher the

opportunity to pose questions about the observed instruction and./or

environment. "The basic purpose of [this interview format] is to minimize
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interviewer effects by asking the same questions of each respondent" @attor¡

1990, p. 285). Interview instruments are Appendices A B and C.

Each subject was interviewed in a private area of the school designated

by the administrator. All subjects and their parents or guardians (for students)

signed letters of permission (see Appendices F, G, & tf) releasing the researcher

to observe, interview, and tape record. The identities of all participants in the

study remained confidential to the researcher. Results and conclusions of the

study were written in a manner to protect the confidentiality and anonymity of

all data sources. Descriptive details that could identify subjects were not

included. All participants were mailed a summary of the study upon its

completion.

Analysis of Data

All data from interviews, observations, audio tapes and miscellaneous

field notes was analyzed using organizational matrices and the Non-numerical

Unstructured Data, Indexing, Searching and Theorizing (NUDIST) computer

software program (see Figures 3 to 9).

Its operations can be classified into three systems:

The document system provides for processing and maintenance of the

on-line and oÊline textual or other documents which form the basic data
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of the qualitative research project.

A hierarchical indexing system for the documents, which includes a

database of indexing data (references to text units in documents), and

facilities to create, modify and inspect that database.

The analysis system, the most significant part of the NUDIST, is a set

of facilities for manipulating the indexing database in various ways in

processes ofcategory creation designed to help the researcher define and

explore research ideas, find text relevant to complex ideas, pursue wild

hunches in atl directions, keep the fruitful ones, and formulate and test

hypotheses. Because the program's operations all revolve around

manipulation of the indexing system (which represents concepts), we

coined the term concept based analysis for this new approach @ichards

& Richards, 1991, p. 308).

All interview transcripts were entered into the N{.JDIST program. Each

line of transcript was coded with a particular descriptor (e.g. support for

inclusiorq change of routine). The data was then organized, reduced, and with

the observational dat4 combined on matrices to identify and explore emerging

themes, consistencies and hypotheses. A picture of the daily experiences of

students and teachers in mainstream classrooms was formed from this data. A
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more detailed description of the data reduction and analysis is provided in the

results chapter.

Threats to Validity

"The most simplistic definition of validity is that it is the degree to which

a test measures what it is supposed to measure' (Gay, 1987, p. 128). In this

research study there was no "test" to which threats to validity could be applied,

but there was observation and interviewing.

The validity and reliability of qualitative data depend to a great degree on

the methodological skill, sensitivity and integnty of the researcher.

Systematic and rigorous observation involves far more than just being

present and looking around. Skillful interviewing involves much more

than just asking questions. Content analysis requires considerably more

than just reading to see what's there @atton, 1990, p. I l).

In this research study every attempt was made to pursue the research

questions in a disciplined, diligent, rigorous as well as sensitive manner to

assure, that as much as possible, the observations and interviews were a valid

chroni cle of mainstreanL inclu sive cl assro om experiences.
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Internal Validity

Historv & Maturation

The observations took place over three months to reduce the probability

of changes in the environment or participants. Obvious changes were noted and

become part of the qualitative record.

Testine

The participants were observed before interviewing to reduce the

possibility of altered behavior during observation times.

Instrumentation

A continuous observational record ofsubject, teacher and peer (in close

proximity) behaviors was kept by the researcher during observations. Some

actions, interactions, language or behaviors may have been missed during

transcription.

Selection & Statistical Resression

Random selection was used to limit selection bias. Selection was of

more limited concern to this study because there was no comparison of groups

or individuals. The participants \¡/ere described, not compared. No statistical

analyses were applied.
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Mortali8

No subjects withdrew from the study.

External Validity

Reactive or Interactive Effects

There was no pretest to sensitize subjects and interviews occurred after

observation (see Testing).

Reactive Effects of Arrangements

Since the observations occurred in the participants' natural seftings there

may be direct application and generalizability to real [ife. The interviews

occurred in a less natural setting but were used to validate and expand

observational data.

Multiple Treatment Effects

Four observations were necessary to obtain rich and diverse descriptive

data and allow for some habituation. There w¿ls one, not multiple interviews,

thus mitigating a possible cumulative effect.

Reliability

The reliability of observational instruments has one problem not common

to other .... methods, that is, rater reliability .... [This] concerns the

consistency of observers in recording behavior .... If each observer
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records behavior similarly, then the observers are recording consistently

and rater reliability is said to be achieved (Mason & Bramble, 1978,

p.zez).

The reliability of the researcher/observer was subject to an inter-rater

reliability check. An independent observer observed with the researcher for the

first two, thirty minute periods. An inter-rater reliability of 95Yo was achieved.
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CHAPTER TV

RESTILTS AND DISCUSSION

"No child has been'cured'of a disability but in one small part of the world,

people are recovering from the ills of separation and being restored to the

good health of togetherness"

(Väq Thousand, Stainbac( & Stainback,1992, p. 16a).

The purpose of this study was to describe the daily educational

experiences of students with special needs who spend most of their day (at least

60 %) in a regular mainstream classroom. In particular, the school and

classroom structures and praøices that either inhibit or facilitate the inclusion of

students with special needs were examined. The results of classroom

observations and open ended interviews with teachers and students with special

needs and their peers are presented in this chapter. The subjects are described

and given letter designations for identification. The processes of data reduction

and organization are discussed, followed by a description of the observational

instruments. The results and discussion are presented in three sections, (i) for

Teachers, (ü) for Students with Special Needs and (üi) Student Peers. The

teacher data is summa¡ized in two broad categories, (i) When Teachers Struggle

with Inclusion and (ü) When Teachers Achieve Inclusion. Within these two
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categories the data were organized and discussed using ¡sadings (e.g. Daily

Educational Experiences, Personal Iszues) that identify themes and iszues that

emerged as the dat¿ were repeatedly read, organized and reduced' A picture

emerges of each teachers' struggle with, as well as achievement ol inclusion on

different occasions in the classrooms. The data for students with special needs

and student peers is broadly øtegonzed and presented as Q) Observations and

(ü) Interview Perceptions with subheadings when necessary for the areas related

to the broad categories. A picnre of their daily life in these classrooms is drawn

from their words and actions-

Reflective data collected using the Classroom Ecolory Instrument (see

Appendix Ð was categorized and is reported as teaching actions and interactions

that show (i) Personal Caring and (ü) Pedagogical Caring (see Glossary). Also

included a¡e summaries ofteachers'(i) Preparation for lnclusioq (ü) Supports

for and Barriers to Inclusion and (üi) Recommendations for teachers who may

be developing an inclusive classroom for all sn¡dents. These summa¡ies are

followed by Chapter V, Conclusions and Discussion

Subjects

The subjects for this study were five Early Yea¡s Classroom Teachers, d

B, C, D, and E (see Glossary);five students with special needs 4 b, c, d, e; and
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their classroom peers ap, bp, GP, dP, ep. Student with special needs a was

taught by Teacher A with classroom peers ap. The same designations were used

for teachers, students with speciat needs and their peers B, b bp through E, e,

ep The teachers, students and school sizes and locations were representative of

the division's diversþ. There were large (450 students), medium sized

(250-300 students) and small schools (180 students) representing all three

geographical areas ofthe division a¡d the program diversity of single and dual

track schools. The students with special needs reflected the natural distribution

of students reviewing Level tr and l,evel Itr funding. Th¡ee of the students were

severely challengd receiving Iævel II zupport and fwo required the intensive

Level Itr zupport to achieve inclusion.

Descriptions A. a. ap

Teacher A was a teacher in an Early Years classroom with 16 years of

teaching experience. The class was in a larger school (approximately 450

students) with a heterogeneous mix of students, runy ofwhom were challenged

by socioeconomic needs. Student a received Level tr funding for both learning

and behavioral challenges. There were l8 students in the class and a

paraprofessional was assigned to the class for about lt/zto 2 hours daily. The

paraprofessional provided clerical zupport and worked with individuals and small
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groups of sn¡dents under the direction ofthe teacher.

Descriotions B. b. bo

Teacher B had 6 years of experience. The classroom was located in a

dual trach medium sized elementary school (280 students), in an urban area on

the fringe ofthe inner city. Student b was in the English program track and

received Level tr funding for epilepsy and very serious behavioral needs related

to preschool emotional trauma. A very high percentage (about 50%) of

classroom peers had their own behavioral and learning challenges. There were

25 students in the classroom as well as a full time paraprofessional. The

paraprofessional was most often directly involved in zupporting focusing or

redirecting Student b in the classroom and on the playground.

Descriptions C. c. co

Teacher C had l0 years ofteaching experience. The classroom of

approximat e$ 25 students was in a smaller school (180 sh¡dents) in an urban

are4 on the &inge of the inner city. Student c received Level tr funding support

for physical and learning challenges associated with spina bifida The student

peers were a heterogeneous mix" including a child who received Level II funding

support for serious behavioral needs. A paraprofessional was assigned to the

classroom for support of Student c for about lYzto 2 hours daily.
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Descriotions D. d. do

Teacher D was an exchange teacher from Britain teaching in the English

program in a medium sized (approximately 300 students), dual track suburban

school in a class of about 25 sn¡dents. Student d rec¿ived Level Itr funding

zupport to enable inclusions because of learning and communication challenges

associated with autism. Tbe classroom ecolory was affected by conflicts among

peers and the inclusion of several students with behavioral and academic

challenges. The interview process included oral questions and simplified written

questions to accorffnodate ds communication needs. The full time

paraprofessional who worked closely with 4 identified as d par4 also

contributed information and provided encouragement to d during the interview.

Descriptions E. e. eo

Teacher E had 20 years of experience. The classroom of2l students

was in a medium sized school (approximately 250 srudents) with a mixed urban

and suburban population and higb incidence of students with special needs.

Student e received Level Itr firnding zupport for multiple, physical and learning

challenges. Student e communicated with gestures, noises and facial

expressions, and spent most of the day in a wheelchair. The classroom peers

were a heterogeneous group, that included another child with serious challenges
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associated with Downs Syndrome. The interview data was provided by the

paraprofessional, e par4 who worked full time in the classroon¡ most closely

with e.

These students with special needs and their teachers were drawn from

large, medium and small schools, from the three different geographical areas of

the divisioq and from single and dual track schools. They also reflected the

cultural and socioeconomic diversity of the division.

Data Organization and Reduction

The interview and observational data were organized and reduced so that

salient information, key issues, themes, consistencies and inconsistencies could

be examined. The data were read repeatedly in a search for " 'recurring

regularities'. These regularities represent patterns that [were] sorted into

categories" @attoq 1990, p. 403). These categories were then judged by the

two criteria of internal homogeneity and external heterogeneity. "The first

criterion concerns the extent to which the data that belong in a certain category

hold together or'dovetail'in a meaningful way. The second criterion concerns

the extent to which differences ¿rmong categories are bold and clear" (p. 403).

In the process of data organization and reduction both the data and classification

systems were explored back and forth "to verify the meaningfulness and
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Figure 3
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accuracy of the categories and the placement of data in the categories"

(p.403).

Codine and Indexine

The interviews r¡/ere transcribed and entered into the NUDIST computer

program (described in Methods section). The transcripts were then number

coded line by line, with reference to an indexing system of nodes, that evolved

during this process (see Appendix L). The data were then reorganized by

collecting and printing the lines that were coded with nodes of the same number.

That is, the data from all of the interviews was recombined and printed under

specific headings like, (i) Daily Educational Experiences of Students with

Special Needs or; (ü) Barriers to Inclusion.

The processes of coding and indexing enabled the development of

complex mãps of ideas and concepts that was the first step in constructing

meaning as it emerged from the interview data (see Figure 3).

Matrices

The indexing process stimulated thinking about the meaning of the data

and enabled the identification of emergent themes. These themes were used to

ûame several matrices that were used as tools to again reorganize the data into

categories, and related factors for teachers, students with special needs and
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
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Figure t
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Figure 9
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student peers. While working through the interview and observational data,

specific iszues and themes were identified and placed in the va¡ious categories of

the matrices (see Figures 4 - 9 ). This process differed from the coding and

indexing in fwo specific \¡/ays: (i) The dæa remained separate for teachers,

students with special needs and student peers. The coded data was combined

for all subjects, and; (ü) The interview and observational data were both

included. Only interviews were coded.

This approach was used so that both separate and combined interview

data could be analyzed. The observational data was used to confinn or show

differences between perceptions as stated in the interviews and the observations

made in the classrooms. The observations occu¡red before the interviews.

Classroo m Ecoloeu lnttrulqcEjl

A Classroom Ecolory Instrument (CEÐ was developed as a synthesis of

Tables 4,7 and l0 as well as Figure 2. These Tables and Figure list the

attributes, factors and practices that were identified in prior research as affecting

the inclusion of all students in the teaching learning process in the regUlar

classroom. These relate to both instruction and classroom environment (see

Appendix J ). This instrument was completed for each teacher at the conclusion

of the final observation. The instrument served a reflective purpose, enabling
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the observer to make brief anecdotal comments for each of 28 factors listed.

These data became par-t of the field notes for each classroom (see Figure l0).

AII five were then collated and combined for each factor or category. This

resulted in a synthesis of all the factors so that consistencies and differences

could be identified, reported and analyzed.

Results

The rezults of the observations and interviews are reported and described

in three sections, for teachers, students with special needs and sn¡dent peers.

The data and descriptions of experiences are reported colleøively to protect the

identities of all of the participants in the study, as much as possible. The

Classroom Ecolory Instrument data (CEI) are discussed separately in relation to

the observation and interview dat¿.

Teacherc

The qualitative information collected from te¿chers included five,

one-half hour classroom observations during which detailed running records of

observations were kept (see Appendix D). The observations were followed by

an interview using an open ended format (see Appendix A) The focus of both

the observations and interviews was the collection of descriptive information and

perceptions so that the day to day school experiences of students with special
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Figure 10

Sample Classroom Ecolow Instrument

CLASSROOM ECOLOGY INSTRT]MENT

Teacher Name-Student Name Date

1. sense of positiveness/climate
¡ firm but caring voice
¡ students engaged and smiling

2. clearly stated learning goals
o yes - do this for that

3. organization of instructional
content
¡ teach send
¡ re-teach send
r work with group at round table

4. time allowed
o lots oftime with back up activities for
faster workers
o homework support by parent

5. instructional support
r for student with behavioral needs as

well as physicatly challenged students

6. monitoring by teacher
o close, almost constant
. do 2 or 3 questions, then check with
classroom teacher

7. monitoring by other(s)
t only observed monitoring by
;lassroom teacher

8. down time
o none observed
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9. routines established
r obvious that snrdents knew what to
Co and when
¡ schedule and reminders on the board

10. te¿cher feedback
o continuous with different sfudents
o walking around the room constantly
interacting with snldents

I 1. student self-esteem
t high - students were polite and

generally respectful

12. understanding of instn¡ction
o repeated until understood

13. students' attention
n high
r looked at teacher during instn¡ction
r knew what to do

14. active teaching
o one to one at the øble
o with individuals when walking
around the room
o large, mediun¡ small group and
individuals

15. direct instruction
t with individuals at the round table

16. clearþ stated objectives
o not observed

17. questioning
r used to direct the learning and

rctivities

1t. practice
o teach
o practice
o reteach
o focus, etc.
o students provided with adequate
practice
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19. redirection
r used for behavior

20. modific¿tion of instmction
r ¡¡sdifiç¿fion of expectations more
than instruction

21. structure
I lots of movement by teacher around

fhe room attending to students'needs
t highly structured
I teacher well prepared

'whole and small goup teaching

22. or¿anízation
t highly organznd
r tidy
o students followed routines

23. critical thinking
¡ not observed

24. student accountability
o observed in questioning
o accountable for listening learning
finishing practice

25. praise/positive regard
I verbal praise
r smiling
I hugged students
I touched on shoulder
I quiet talk aside with student

26. student responsibility
o given jobs
¡ student with special needs helped to
do for herself

27. responses to inaPProPriate
behavior
¡ firm NO
¡ redirection
I quiet firm talk

2t. accepting of dilferences
r shown through classroom teacher

and student's helping in a matter of
åct, non-condescending manner
o doing with, not for
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needs and their teachers could be "painstakingly examined" (Cronbach &

Suppes, 1969, p. l5).

The informæion from teachers was orga¡ized in matrices (see Figures

6eT. The data from each category on the matrices for occassions when

teachers were struggling with inclusion and achieving inclusion will be reported

followed by a synthesis of the key factors found in the data. AII five teachers

struggled with and achieved inclusion at va¡ious times in their classroom. All of

the observational and interview data were úaly?Å and then dichotomized as a

behavior, practice or interaction tbat indicated the teachers'struggles to include,

that may not be completely zuccessful and those that indicated successful

inclusion in the classroom. This was completed for the various faøors (e.g..

Daily Educational Experiences, Student Behaviors) for both the interview and

observation matrices. Teachers also provided pertinent information regarding:

(i) their preparation for students with special needs in their classrooms; (ü) roles

of support personnel; (üi) baniers to fi¡ll inclusion and; (iv) recommendations for

other teachers who a¡e working to include students with special needs in the

mainstream. These data were synthesized in the coding and indexing process

and will be reported following the data from the matrices.
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\ilhen Teachers Struqgled with Inclusion

The general observations and perceptions of teachers were categonzÅ

as Daily Educational Experiences, Time Issues and Personal Issues. There were

a number of indicators of the struggle for inclusion that were used to categorize

the data. These were either reported or observed. Teachers reported funding

cutbacks that have lead to a reduction in paraprofessional support (Level tr

students previously received half time and now receive one third

paraprofessionaltime in the classroom). They reported this reduction as

atrecting the time they could spend with individual students. Teachers showed

and reported more indications of stress or frustration when the classrooms were:

Q) larger (more tharl,22) oç G) when the classroom included more than one

sn¡dent with special needs oq (üi) when the classroom included other students

with behavioral challenges. The indicators of stress included the teachers'

reporting of feeling tired, or not having enough time for the students or

worrying about meeting all students'needs. Some were also observed struggling

to remain calm during episodes of sh¡dents'challenging behaviors or when many

students simultaneously competed for the teache/s attention Particr¡lar

insta¡ces are reported in the following descriptions.
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Dailv Educational Erneriences. In the struggle to achieve inclusion

teachers reported personal frustrations. Te¿cher B said ....

'It's frustrating it's tiring and it seems to be going nowhere sometimes.

You think I have 18 or 19 or 20 more childreg what about them?'

The Êustration was evident in this teache/s facial e.lcpression of exasperation and

tense body language, her rigid shoulders and closed hands. Her voice was an

exercise in controlled calnL but the inability to proceed with instruction

obviously fiustrated and concerned her. She continud

"I felt very out of control some times \¡¡ith him and at a loss for what to

do. All the time not really feeling any bad feelings towards him or

blaming or nThis is your fault,'or whatever. But feeling that in another

situation he might be a lot easier to handle.'

There were also concerns for the frustrations experienced by the students with

special needs. TeacherB stated,

'He doesnt understa¡d that when they're plaFng a game, soccer or

something and he doesn't get the balt that that sometimes just happens.

He gets really fürstrated running after them and just chasi¡g.n

The same teacher said ....

nwhen he is in distress and there isnt somebody to help him immediately
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he will refuse to do worþ he will say I dont bave to do it, hell tip pages

out of work he's completed and he will wander. He will basically say,

Make me'."

There were also concerns for the Êustrations of the student peers and the

students with special needs. Teacher B reported ...

"There's times too when if he's in a mood and we dont worry about it,

then the other [students] say TIow come he doesnt have to and I do?' "

These Êustrations were specific to Student b, with significant behavioral needs

complicating a medical condition While the attentional needs were identified by

all five teachers, they were uzually qualified by a statement of each child's

significant progfess in the regular classroom. Teacher C noted

"Well when we started offat the beginning ofthe year,I felt at times that

it was like a ninety percent output on my part and a ten percent output

on her part so it was a lot of work .... So she does need lots of

monitoring not as much as she did in September when she had to be

followed and constantly monitored. "

When there were a number of students with special needs in one room or the

classroom ecology was complicated by behavioral or social needs, teachers

expressed reservations, about the effects of inclusion or their ability to include.
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Teacher C was concerned for all of the shrdents, stating

"There is a high ratio in here. It concenu me that fm not meeting

everybody's needs, even Im not challenging the higher lwelkids and I

havent enough help for the children who are really having diflficulty, and

that's my concern.n

Teacher B shared these concerns,

"When the chitd goes over to relæ< away from the academic demands,

then there's social demands that he's not capable of handling."

She was referring to Student b's difficulties in interacting appropriately with

peers, even during non-work times. ffis interactions often included teasing

whining or hurting.

Teacher C continued,

'I think not so much having her mainstreamed, but having three [students

with special needs] in one classroom has been really ditrcult. If you

could either limit class size, if you're going to have a lot of mainstreamed

children in a classroorn, or definiteþ have more supports, that would be

helpfirl and not just because of the three children .... These th¡ee are so

different in terms of planning with a þaraprofessional] it's really difficult.

Teachers also worry about meeting every chïd's academic needs ...
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nI know that some of them could have gone further academically than

they did with him in the class, but social skills are so extremely important

to us as we grow older a¡ld to them they will be. Im not sure, Im really

not sure.n

Teacher E zupported this concern,

nln the whole classroom the most difficult asp€st is meeting the needs of

every individual child. In this classroom I have some very needy needy

kids."

As did Teacher B,

'I tried groupings at different times but I found that I was just running

from group to group settling social problems. No instruction was taking

place.n

Some noted they had to extend themselves significantly to ensure that all needs

were met ...

oYou hate to say that [other students loose out] because you try so ha¡d

to make sure that they dont. Like if an¡hingI get more determined to

make sure that everyone else gets my time. But I think it just makes it

ha¡d for everyone sometimes. To be honest, it's scary too; because,

considering the trend, weVe gone from half time to now a third time for
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Level tr fu¡ding. And what's gonna h¡ppen next year or the year after?n

The observations were generally congruent with teachers' perceptions.

The child who seemed to have the most significant attentional needs from the

teacher, presented a very serious challenge as Teacher B struggJed to include

him. Student b was observed intemrpting group instn¡øion almost

continuously. He would call to the teacher, make noises or throw objects like

pencils. He moved almost continuously, touching or distracting other students.

The teacher remained calnL ignored much ofthe catling out, and immediately

gave him praise and attention when his hand was raised. When he exploded in

distress, she patiently t¿lked v/ith him or assisted the paraprofessional as he was

temporarily removed. The attention seeking behavion and emotional distress

appeared to affect the other sfudents. They appeared either excited or distressed

by his emotional outbursts. Wben he was removed the teacher had a real

challenge in reassuring and refocusing the remainder of the class. She spoke

quietly yet firmly, refocusing where she had left her lesson. This took time away

from academic instruction. This classroom envi¡onment was also complicated

by a high number of students with affective and/or cognitive needs (nvelve of

twenty-five students). The inclusion struggle for a child with behavioral needs

was less for Teacher A with a smaller class and fewer challenging students.
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Teacher A stated that,

"The class is zuch a very good class. They are so emotionally mature for

their age and very tolerant ... So I tied to put him with children,

especially at the beginning who would be patient and tolerant of him s¡

those that he knew rather well .... I remember at one point sitting there

restraining hþ and Im going on with my lesson and the class

completely ignoring the fact that Im ¡sst¡aining this very upset little bo¡

and going on with their lessons and asking their questions. It was just

amazing but to me that was quite an effect on the environment.n

In summary, as teachers struggled with inclusion, their daily educational

experiences included frustrations with sn¡dents'behavioral demands, concerns

about meeting the academic and social needs of all str¡dentE particularly in large

classes of those with higher numbers of students with challenges or special

needs. They all worried about diminishing paraprofessional zupports and

showed evidence ofvery ha¡d work and commitment to mitigate the effects of

student numbers and reduced supports. AII of these factors influenced teachers'

abilities to include. Too many peers or students with special needs with higb

affentional or behavioral demands rezulted in a struggle to include rather than

successful inclusion.
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Time Issues. Other factors influenced the struggle for inclusion.

Teachers worried about providing enougb time for each student. They made

comments like ...

"Time for each student is at a premium. [t would be easier] in a

classroom where there werent other distractions that were going on. I

felt I didn't have the time to deal properly'uiith what was happening with

him.n

and...

"I'd like to spend more time with her but obviously, with the class, you

don't get that time."

Teacher A said,

'I feel that he takes a lot of time away from other child¡en. Not now so

muclq as at the beginning of the year.n

Teacher B saw student peers beginning to model the inappropriate behaviors of

the student with special needs. I asked

nDo you think there have been effects on classmates'learning?"

The teacher responded,

"Yes. For getting offtrack on lessons and losing time. There are some

children who have taken the opporhrnity to pick up some of these
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[inappropriate] behaviors and try them out. This then adds another

dimension for calming down and settling."

During each observation in this particular classrooq \ilith Teacher B and

Student b, there was at least one occasion when a student peer would watch

Student b, look at the teacher to see if the behavior achieved the attention goals,

and would then engage in the same behavior. This included calling out, making

a "brrrn sound and leaving hisfter desk to stand beside the teacher and tap her

ann.

Their previously stated comment captured the essence of teachers'

concerns with time. They all felt and strongly stated that they did not have

enough time to devote to the student with special needs and worried about

providing quality time for all students in the classrooms. During the

observations, teachers used various gfoupings to mitigate some of these time

pressures. They used whole or small g.oup teaching and all moved constantly

a¡ound the classrooms, interacting with students or the paraprofessionals. They

were often observed intemrpting their teaching to give direction or feedback to

individuals or the paraprofessionals. Teachers B, C, D and E struggled most

significantly with time issues because these classrooms were all either larger or

had several students with special needs or behavioral challenges.
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Personal Issues. The struggle for inclusion also raised personal issues

for teachers. Teachers fully zupported, and achieved inclusion for students with

very serious physical challenges, but had reservations about including students

with serious behavioral challenges. They shared comments like ...

'There's no doubt in my mind that children like her [Student c] should be

mainstreamed. I just think mainstreaming t¿kes on a negative

connotation when we thi¡k of the children who are just totally draining

us. It's the same, but it's different in a lot ofways.'

Paraprofessional zupport to enable the class to learn despite the intemrption of a

child in distress was reported as a necessity by one te¿cher. She said ....

"I had a Level Itr, really violent kid, in a five/six class. A full time

þaraprofessional] was assigned to work with him. So as difficult as this

child was, there was one [paraprofessional] assigned to hirn, and we

really could continue teaching and work with him and do as much as we

could."

Another teacher felt that she was able to restrain a younger child and eventually

enable a positive behavioral outcome but also at a personal cost. She was asked

about the emotional toll" and responded ....

"Physical exertion always does [take an emotional toil]. So in that way it
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did. Otherwise it didnt because it always helped and I didnï have to do

it that often, three times maybe and then he realize{ 'Oh this is gonna

happen every time. So lll stop.' And he did."

The zuggestion of a smaller separate setting was made by some teachers as an

alternative to the struggle for inclusion. When asked about the regular

classroom as the ¡qst sffiling environment for the child Teacber B replied ....

"He is fine now but he needs and thrives on a lot of attention He does

best when he can receive a lot of attention. I think he would do best in a

smaller classroom with lots of structure and direction and also with

opportunities to go offand do something by himself for awhile and then

come back."

During observation Student b was observed to have a wide rânge of attention

seeking behaviors like calling ou! whining or moving a¡ound the room. These

behaviors generalized across teaching and working situations. Several other

students modeled these behaviors or showed thei¡ own attentional needs. This

comment underlines both the teachefs, student's and the classroom's needs for

respite from unremitting behavioral demands but also afñrms the child's need and

rigbt to be included in the classroom. The regular classroom has the models for

prosocial behavior and friendship oppornrnities that had been zuccessful in
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including Student a. F[s classroom was smaller (18 students) and did not have

other students with obvious behavioral challenges.

The struggle for inclusion seemed to be in balancing academic and social needs.

Teacher E note4

'I thinh in a segregated setting if you're looking at the academics, the

children actually go a little further, because you get to spend a little more

time with them and it's almost like a one on one. Say I had a setting with

five kids, two þaraprofessionals] and a teacher. It's a very close knit

setting. If I was to compare it to the classroon¡ I think there are more

[academic] gains that way. But now looking at 
^ 

regular classroom with

her integrated into it there a¡e a lot more social benefits. She really does

enjoy being with the other kids.... I think there's great benefits, not just

for her but for the other kids as well.

This te¿cher acknowledged that school is much more than an institution in which

students learn academic content and skills. It is the place where students learn

to live as human beings connected to and responsible for each other.

The personal issues identified by teachers struggling to include students

with special needs lryere, the emotional toll and negative feelings of some

individuals regarding the inclusion of students with behavioral challenges. They
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also questioned whether reduced class size or segregated settings were more

beneficial for the academic growth of students with special needs. These

questions were always qualified by the dilemma of the positive social gains of all

students in inclusive classrooms.

When Teachers Achieved Inclusion

While there were issues and concerns either perceived or observed in the

struggle for inclusion, there were significantly more data of teachers achieving

inclusion. There were data in the a¡eas of Daily Educational Experiences,

Student Behaviors, Classroom InstructionalÆnvironmental Factors and Personal

Issues. These fudings often overlapped but because of the large amount of data

in each area they 5hall þs reported separately.

Dailv Educ¿tÍonal Exoeriences Daily Educational Experiences were

the day to day happenings that were reported or observed in classrooms and the

perceived effects of inclusion for all students. Teachers perceived gains for

students with special needs and their peers. When asked if the inclusion of a

student with special needs atrected the other students'learning this reply, from

Teacher D was tJ?ical,

1.Io. Not at all. I can't think of a way it has because it's not as if I tailor

lessons to meet her needs. I tailor the lessons to meet the needs ofthe
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class and she then has them modified ... to what she can do. So I don't

think it's atrected anyone at all. Id like to think it's affected their social

skills and that if they're conÊonted with another person with special

needs they wont be bothered by it all .... The new kids at fifst were a bit

wary of her so Id like to think these children going anywhere else and

meeting other child¡en with special needs will be able to handle it as if it

was an everyday occurrenc€.n

When asked about effects on the classroom environment, Teacher C stated ....

"Well it's definitely not a negative effect. But it probably does positive

because they're all wanting to help out, to be her peer buddy..- and help

her out as much as possible. And one of my other special needs students

who has more of a behavior problem is aøually the one who ends up

þelpingl her most of the time when we're going for walks and things like

that.n

The child with special needs has a more normal educational experience in

the regular class and gains emotionally from peer contact. One teacher

said ....

She really does enjoy being with the other kids. You can see that by the

smile on her face when she's in a group setting. Because she's not a verbal
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Table 13

Classroom Factors Affecting the Strugele for Inclusion

o paraprofessionaltime

r numbers of students in the classroom

o numbers of students with special needs in the classroom

o student, peer interactions and behaviors

¡ teacher collegial zupport

. behavioral needs
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child it's ha¡d to ¿¡ssess that a lot of the time. Her smile is the only way

to assess it. I think there's gteat benefits, not just for her but for the

other kids as well.n

Teachers remarked that student peers gained selÊesteem and learned the

responsibility of giving and caring. They made comments like ....

"They help her get ready after gym. They help her on and offthe bus.

They help her at recess time. They play with her at recess. They help

her at lunch time. They talk to her. They often, at times, ask if they can

go and work with her and play computer gams5 with her. I mea¡\ most

of them don't go out of their way, because she used to ignore them a lot,

so they don't make a big deal of it; but now tlat she is responding more,

they are going to her more and talking to her more. But there are several

kids in the class that always did a lot for her and with her, and some of

the older kids do as well.

Peers'learning of acceptance and tolerance was also sha¡ed ....

"At the beginning of the year when she screamed - I have two new kids -

and when she screamed, they were the only ones who reacted- They

were like looking around seeing what was going oq and for everyone

else it was like they didnt hea¡ it.
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They spoke of the physical needs of students with special needs being met in a

matter of fact mânner.

nlt's just juggting. It's not as neat and tidy as it looks on paper where she

gets a third þaraprofessionall time. But she does need the [toileting]

time and other things more for physical concerns.n

Even peer students'parents were reported to be understanding and supportive.

Teacher B's comment was t)?ical ....

"I am always surprised that there isn't more of a response from parents of

other children. In fact I hear parents say things like Tt must be very

difficult'. The comments I get are more understanding. Not What is that

kid doing in my kid's classroom?'n.

This was shared by Teacher B who included despite the serious behavioral needs

of her particular studen! and several others in the class.

The daily acceptance, tolerance and patience of teachers and student

peers u/as observed in every classroom. They ignored and/or redirected

behaviors, lived with noises or space constraints of special apparatus. Teacher E

said ....

"I think the only negative part of that, is her noises. She gets too loud or

the type of apparatus she's working at will be really noisy, and some of
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the kids canï concentrate. That's one of the biggest complaints lve had

this year."

Students who had diffcult concentrating worked in another part of the

classroonl in the hall or the library. This accommodation was made naturally

without negative comment to, or about, the student with special needs. Space

or seating aûangements were made based on the needs of the students, not on

teacher preference. Teachers shared their differing approaches to space and

grouping needs ....

oMost of the year lve tried groups and then returned back to rows

because the structure seems to work best for the kids.'

Another stated ....

nI also always seat him so that he has lots of space a¡ound hinn, because

he doesn't do well when he is surrounded by other children."

In summary, the daily educational experiences of teacbers achieving

inclusion in regular classrooms were observed and reported to include positive

social and academic experiences for all students. The students learned from and

about each other through this daily contact. Teaching was planned for the

classroom to include instruction and experiences suited to a broad spectrum of

student needs. Students were naturally helpful, accepting and tolerant, and
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parents were reported to be understanding. These daily experiences included the

complex yet natural behaviors of students.

Student Behavion. Student behaviors were certainly part of classroom

experiences. Those reported here were specific inst¿nces in which teachers

reported, or there were observed behaviors, that enabled inclusion Teacher E

and others actively taught appropriate interactions with the student with special

needs. She said ....

"We discuss with the regular students what to expect from her or any

other special needs student. We do this without the special needs

student in the classroor4 and we also talk about how to react to the

behaviors. We do this about three times each year. You have to

reinforce or come back to ïs this a good way to respond to her?' If she

starts making very loud noises, what weVe done, is we have asked the

children working with her to say No'. If she continues, then they

immediately remove her from the grouping or if she is at a different

statior¡ she'll leave for a very short period of time. Then when she's

quiet the/T bring her back in. That's how weVe adjusted to her

behaviors.n

Note that the class adjusted to her behaviors knowing her physical
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challenges. Students were daily observed showing kindness and patience,

holdi"g the door, laughing and chatting with students with special needs and

including them in g¿rmes. One memorable example was during a g¡m class when

several student peers, gave the ball to Student c so she could be included in the

game. There was no teacher prompting to encourage this behavior. The

students appeared to do it naturally, and laughed and encouraged their classmate

to participate. Another noteworthy observation occu¡red with Student d during

a novel reading period. Student d was included as the students read to each

other in a small goup. Her peers encouraged her and took no notice of the

paraprofessional's assistance while she read. All the students in the goup

appeared to find the reading challenging but all were included equally.

Teachers identified thei¡ classroom as an enabling environment for

inclusion by discussing these student behaviors for both students with special

needs and peers. Teacher E's comment was

"I think [the regular classroom] enables them to do all that they can do,

with the help we have. Having the other child¡en in the classroonr, I

think that makes the setting a little easier .... ru just give you an example.

At lunch time she will look around at the other students especially if they

have junk food. She wants to be eating the same kinds of lunches as the
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other kids. And I think just being around other children is very helpfirl

for her.'

They saw positive effects for all the sn¡dents, with behavior, understanding and

empathy. For example ....

"I think it works both ways. I think that there a¡e a lot of students who

definitely have gained respect for her. They like to have responsibilities

in helping her. They see her as a student in the classroom rather than

somebody who isnt able to do what other people can do. They like the

responsibility of helping. "

Teachers also saw changes in peers'academic progress as the child with special

needs progressed. For peers of Student a ....

"I think they have been able to go ahead faster in their academic progtess

since he has started behaving better. It hasnT been so punctuated with

outbursts and things like that. I think they are able to treat him more

equally, so behaviorally they a¡e able to be more relaxed around hir4

since he's better. They like him better since he's calmed down.n

Teachers also reported significant progress for the students with special needs.

They shared this information. Teacher D saw ....

nHuge differences .... I mean she still doesnt talk very much but she will
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answer questions. When you ask her questions she will answer them.

Before it was almost as if she was completely ignoring you. It wasnt.

It's just that she's dweloped more now, a¡d she will ask to be taken to

the bathroom now. Whereas at the beginning ofthe year she used to

have to be taken at a regular time just in case .... Her motor skills have

developed a great deal. She now plays with Zacks and Lego and things

like that. At the beginning of the year that was totally out of the

question. She's come a long way in her printing and that's been a big

battle; to get her just to use a peq or a pend and her printing, and her

coloring. She doesnt actually print words but can trace over dotted lines

now; lines and circles and that kind of thing which is a huge step. Like,

she's almost within the lines now when she colors and at the beginning of

the year just to get ber to hold a pencil or a crayon v,,as a big challenge.

So there's a lot ofimprovement in a lot of ways, and socially she plays

with other kids at rec€ss now. Not all the time. But sometimes she

actually initiates relationships in the playground, which is quite a big step

for her.'

Teacher B noted ....

"He will complete work and he feels good about completing work. He
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says Tve done well havent I?'".

And Teacher C said that ....

"Weïe seen an incredible çhange just in attitude to math for instance.

Math for a lot of children with spina bifida is very very diffcglt to do,

and she just hated it. In September it was just a stnrggle even to get her

notebook out and her book open. I feel like weVe really gotten

somewhere;you know, like v,'e're still using lots of manipulatives, and

just neat little techniques to help her get the answers. But the point is,

she is doing them on her owq a¡d often she'll just say to me Tm OK I

can do this.' So it's nice to se€ that gfowth. It's a lot of worh and it

takes a lot of time to g€t to that point, and a lot ofreinforcing and there

are days, when I can just see that she isn't up for the task. She'll do a

few questions and then lll just give her something else to do.n

Many positive social behaviors were observed and reported by teachers. They

said that ....

"More and more children will now go and work with her and she will

respond to them. Whereas, at the beginning of the year it would have

seemed that she was ignoring them completely. She doesnt do that any

more .... Most of them have been with her since kindergarten and they're
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very good with her, they make a lot of allowances for her and it's quite

amaring."

and ....

"He has some children that he gets along very well with. When he is not

distressed he is a very polite, loving caring child. And as long as he is

calm and feeling good about himsef all these qualities come out. It's not

just from medsling other childrer¡ that's really the way he is.n

as well as ....

"She needs some mediation at times but all children do that.'

Student behaviors when inclusion was achieved included very positive

academic and social gains. As previously statd students were naturally helpful

and included without prompting. The students with special needs made gains in

understanding content, motor development and prosocial interactions. Student

peers learned how to respond well to students with special needs and appeared

to enjoy and lea¡n from the helping working together process. No unkind or

excluding behaviors were observed or reported.

Classroom Instructional and Environmental Facton. Most of the

reported and observed data seemed to relate to the instruction and envi¡onment

in the classroom. This included teacher behaviors, practices and how these
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interact v/ith and mediate students'learning. None of this cån occur in isolation

The physical set up, nuances of communication, çlimate or atmosphere can all

affæi., and interact wit[ students' educational experience.

Teachers used many different physical arrangements in their classrooms

and changed those readily to accommodate particular situations and students.

Four teachers use groupings of student desks and one used rows. The students'

learning arrangements often changed between observations. Teachers

commented about physical arrangements ....

"At first when we started out in the classroom, the arrangement was

totally different than it is now. I had rows and she was included in one

of those rows. And then it was suggested to me that I try grouping. So

I did, and it's working out much much nicer.'

And about grouping students ....

nFor a time we split into groups. \{hen we fi¡st moved into the

classroo6, I had centets set up, so there would be diferent areas for

reading writing puzzles and games;but this worked more for a

structured fiee time or activity time rather than a center concept. In the

classroom either everybody's receiving instruction or everybody is

receiving some free time. I tried groupings at different times but I found
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that I was just running from group to group settling social problems.n

Programs were adapted and modified to include the student with special

needs in regular learning situations. The teacher spoke of this process for

Student e ....

"She is included with a small group doing relatively simple work but

pulling out any kind of adaptive programs from the subject area whether

it be coloring a picture in Social Studies while the other kids are doing a

project or having her do texture or tactile things in Health while the

other children are actually doing atactile activity.'

and for Student d ....

"What lve done is lve tried to adapt a program ... so that it enables her

to be with the rest of the other kids doing relatively the same thing as the

other kids are."

Program development was an ongoing priority that teachers discussed ....

"To begin the year we set up a program for her. It takes about two or

three weeks to observe her behaviors, to suggest different ways of

handling her situation. We try speaking in firm voices, speaking in soft

voices. We try va¡ious different types of music. We try just about any

technique that will satisfy her or create smiles or happiness or enjoyment.
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We also are very strict and regimented in routines. If she is doing

computer work and is not ñrndioning where we think she should, we're

just persistent and just keep working with either hand over hand, verbal

instructiorl constant encouragement saying 'Good job". It's just a very

repetitive thing.'

Repetitior¡ structure and direct teaching were observed and reported. Teachers

commented about their importance ....

'I guess just in terms of the structure, but that's always been there, I

haven't made any changes reallY.n

Difect teaching with continuous feedback was described by Teacher C as a ....

"hands on approach. I just ræLtzÅ how important it is for some children

that that's available to them. Ive always taught that way but I just

tæfi2¡Å how important it is to really do that because there are many

other children who learn better tluough that approach-'

Precise language and repetition were stressed ....

"I tend to ask questions that require a verbal response rather than a

yeVno answer. I raise a question with a choice. 'Are you going to finish

your work at your desk or at the table?'rather than'fue you going to

finish your work?' So I pbrase things so that the child will be able to
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answer what I would like him to answer and do .... So it's that kind of

language with choices requiring a definile response. Repetition, saymg

the same thing. nI need you to sit down." repeated and repeated so it's a

broken record kind of thing."

¿rs w¿rs fum directive instruction ....

"I guess I became more like a dictator. Telling children what to do now.

Like "This is what you do.' It was like a strong direct instructionn

Helping students develop positive coping strategies was often reported. Teacher

C reported that ....

"She's constantly loosing things so we really had to develop strategies

like, "You use yow pencil and then you put it in your pink box so it will

be there when you want to use it again." Or otherwise, there's that

constant nf can't find things." Or she was loosing things. So she does

need lots of monitoring not as much as she did in September when she

had to be followed and constantly monitored.'

Accommodation of different learning needs and physical challenges occurred

naturally. Teachers spoke of this accommodation during teaching ....

"The strategies I use for him affect the other children There is longer

wait time between question and discussion perhaps in a dictation or in an
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oral interaction of any kind there is always more wait time. He needs a

lot more l:me to think things througb to even listen"

and as part of the daily experiences in the classroom ....

"She does require more breaks and I can uzually tell when she's done five

or six questions that she needs to get up and get a drink of water or have

that sort ofbreak time.n

and outside....

"In the winter we use a sleigh. She's fine with that. The alternative

would be th¿t she would have to be busse4 but she prefers to be with

the kids."

The classroom teachers'instruction lryÍ$ zupported by student peers,

paraprofessionals, parents and school support personnel. Students were always

available and especially belpful. Teacher D said that ....

"At the beginning of the year she was not stimulated by having other

students around but now she is. Having the other kids really does

stimulate her. If someone comes to the computer with her she becomes

more animated.n

Teacher A identified the conscious planning and structuring of peer zupport.

She said ....
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"That's one place that I really planned at the beginning. I made sure

about a few of the other children and what they were like and then made

sure that he was sitting in a group that was close to me, and in fact

grouping them the way I did was because of hi¡n, and I thought that

perhaps peers migbt have some influence on him .... So I tried to put him

with cbildrer¡ especially at the beginning who would be patient and

tolerant of hþ or those that he knew rather well.n

The dynamic of the individuals in the classroom was also a factor in the inclusion

process.

"The specific class he is with has been extremely s¡abling for him.

p¡¿þling him to do well. And I think the class he is iq is enabling for

hirn, because they have been so patient with him. They are very willing

to work in a peer situation with hin They are able to ignore his

behaviors. When he does it for attention, they are able to ignore it. A

little thing that we used at the beginning of the year w¿ts, I would make a

signal and that would let them know, 'Ignore this." and they would just

nod and look down and work away. It's just like he's with a group that is

very enabling."

Students enabled inclusior¡ providing natural assistance, as one teacher said ....
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"Often if she's not on the front carpet when the other kids are, someone

will say to her, Front carpet'. They kind of take ownership for making

sure she's where she's zupposed to be which I think is kind of funny."

Paraprofessionals played a pivotal role in the classroorq working with either

groups of students or individuals, under the teachef's guidance. One teacher

described this in detail saying ....

'Agaitr I think it's because she is a þaraprofessional] who has been

trained. She has lots of ideas and ca¡ use her own initiative. I very

rarely say, I want you to do this or that'. What I do say is Would it be

possible for her to do this?' .... Really it's her training and her own

initiative as a paraprofessional that enables Student d to take part.

When she's joining in with the rest of the class, the paraprofessional is

actually talking to her. Like, Ill be talking to the rest of the class, and

the paraprofessional is relaying the question to her.n

Planning for and communicating with the paraprofessional was identified as

crucial by teachers. One teache¡'s comment \¡/as t)?ical ....

"We work together on a lot of things and discuss them beforehand. We

talk about what we are going to do with certain zubjects before the day

starts and often lll go through it with the paraprofessional and say'\ile're
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going to do this that and the other today, and Id like her to do this. Or it

doesnt mattef if she doesn't take part in that.' But this isnt every day.

This is only if we are going to do something different. Or, it's something

I really want her to do, or something I dont think she should be trying."

School resourc€ teachers appeared to be in regular communication with

classroom teachers. Their role was supportive, collaborating with teachers to

develop appropriate prograrns. When asked how often tlere was

communication with the resource teacher, one teacher replied .-.-

"Pretty well daily, and when there's concefns. If the resource people

have something interesting they'd like to try, we'll discuss it, and

whether we think it's helpful. The speech therapist is involved as well.n

In some schools everyone was involved in the process of inclusion. Teacher C

believed that the ....

"willingness of everyone to help out really does include the whole staff

Everyone will help out, and she does feel like she really does belong in

this school. Even in games or activities that the children play, they are

willing to say, 'OK we know that the rules are not all the same.' But they

make allowances, for the fact, that she cant get there as fast as other

kids and, Ve're not going to make her out every time.' I think it's a real
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willingness to include her.n

Teachers also expeøed and welcomed parent support and involvement in thei¡

child's learning. These were typical comments about parent involvement ....

nHer reading has come a long way, but any kind of writing or organizing

of ideas or putting thoughts onto Paper is really difficult. And lve had

help from her Mom on that and lve sent work home that says "You

brainstorm with her on this topic and write out the words for her." She1l

dictate and we'll do a lot ofthe writing for her. Just in terms of thought

processing she'll sta¡t offwith a¡ idea but by the time she actually gets it

onto paper it's gone and she's onto something else. So she just needs

that little extra help.'

and ....

'Fñs mother is involved, as far as taking some of the parenting courses,

and we contact [the parents] regularly, about once a month.n

Teachers also make accommodation, when assessing their students with special

needs. Anecdotal reporting was favored by most. This was descnted as ....

' ob serving occasionally, by communicating with my p araprofes sional.

The paraprofessional will often bring concerns to me, and well talk

about it. In the end it is a written assessment-n
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and ....

'I kept more notes on behavior on him and details about certain things

that he did. Generally I assess each child from where they are. Whether

he was capable of doing what child X was doing wasnt an iszue.n

One teacher described the benefits of descriptive reporting ....

"Actually what I began doing with her and rwo of my other special needs

students is anecdotal reporting. I just found it really difficult to report on

them using the traditional report cards and I found that the parents had a

better idea ofwhat exactly we \¡/ere working on in school as opposed to

a Needs lmprovement in everything. And that's not really fair for the

child anyrvay so I have done anecdotal reporting for those three children.

Arid I could see how it could be valid for all.n

The observational dat¿ certainly supported and expanded these

instructional and environmental factors. Teachers lryere obsen¡ed actively

teaching interpersonal problem solving, using the language of mediation and

encouraging student responsibility. "What did each of you do? How can you

behave differently next time?n They constantly adjusted expectations and

instruction. During an art class students glued wood pieces in a pattern. The

paraprofessional assisted the student with special needs in gluing her wood
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pieces, while constantly verbalizing and describing her actions. For a spelling

dictation, the paraprofessional quietly and slowly diaated the same words that

the teacher dictated to the larger goup. In another instance a smaller group did

a science experiment with the paraprofessienal, while ttre teacher did the same

experiment with the rest of the class.

Instructions for students with special needs were slower, and their

expectations for achievement were modified. Their reading assignments were

often shorter, the number of math questiotts fewer or simpler, the routines

structured, organized and habituat. The teachers actively t¿ught students with

special needs, how to organizetheir world in the classroom, to facilitate their

learning to always put the pencil back in the case; to always put the notebooks

in this spot, and to always sit close to the teacher during instruøion.

Feedback to the students w¿ts ¿rs often and as immediate as possible. The

child's hand was noticed, the response \¡/as praised simply, and then repeated for

emphasis. One or two completed work questions or sentences, were given

feedback and reaszurance by the teacher. Instruction times were short as well.

Students did not have to listen for long before working to complete assignments.

Discussions involved all students taking turns \ryith allowance for students who

chose not to ParticiPate, or Pass.
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Every teacher provided zufficient work for all students and had a variety

of additional worh or activities for students who finished quickly. This was

done either through student centers, manipulative learning games, or lists of

additional work on the chalkboard. All the teachers used both oral and vizual

cr¡es when teaching. They said; they wrote, they demonstrated; they rephrased.

They used cooperative groupings, pails, small and large grouping depenrling on

the aAivity. They constantly moved a¡ound the room during both teaching and

learning times, responding to student needs. Their voices were generally quiet'

firm and calm. Affection was evident in the eye contact, gentle touch to a

shoulder or hug of a small child.

Responsibility was encouraged by gving classroom jobs to students with

special needs as well as peers. It was obvious in the classrooms, that teachers

had taken time to help peers learn appropriate responses to their peers with

special needs. Many students were observed firmly saymg "No." to an

inappropriate touch or gesture or encouraging a student who struggled. Peers

often were observed praising a conect response, or behavior of a sn¡dent with

special needs, as well as their Peers. The personal competence and caring shown

by the teachers was evident dailY.

In summary, there was a broad range of environmental and instructional
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factors that were observed and reported by teachers. The complexity of the

classroom interactions cannot easily be captured in descriptions but the most

obvious were: (i) flexible, dynamic groupings and physical arangements; (ü)

significantly modified, yet inclusive progf¿Lms and expectations; (üi) direct'

structured, repetitive instruction, with monitoring of learning and feedback; (Ð

very high teacher student contact and interaction; (v) precise, directive language

with encouragement of student responsibility; (vi) effective questioning; (vü)

obvious affection and natural accommodation and acceptance of differences;

(viii) supports by peers, professional and paraprofessional personnel and parents;

(ix) observational assessment and anecdotal reporting; (x) varied tasks uiith

alternatives for individuat learning. Each of these factors whether separately or

in combination were effective in enabling the inclusion of students with special

needs.

Personal Issues. The teachers saw may personal understandings and

rewards in teaching students with special needs. Teacher C's affection was

obvious when she said ....

"It's so neat to actually see her laugh and enjoying school I mean at the

beginning of the year she was quite withdrawn and she would say home a

lot because she wanted to go home .... And now she has lunch and
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whatever lesson comes after lunch then recess, the DEA& then home.

So it's like she's going through in her mind all the things she's looking

forwa¡d to before she goes home. When we go swimming; she just loves

swimming. You should come and see her swimming, she doesnt actually

swiÍt, the whole time she just loves it. Just to see the pleasure she gets

out of things really makes me happy. when she's happy and she's

enjoying herself she lets you know.n

They cared deeply for their students. Teacher A nchose" the student with

special needs sayng ....

"When I knew he was coming to our class I thought that out of the few

special needs

kids ... (we divide up the special needs kids in our school) I would

choose him in contrast to some of the others because I thought that his

and my personality would match a bit better .... I faced some real

challenges in the past, but they havent been as likable as he is. So you

know, to see all this in one little bundle of enerry, you know the likable

and the challenging I suppose that is one thing a learning aspect, a

positive aspect."

In this school students with special needs were placed in classrooms as a rezult
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of a consultation process between teachers and the administrators' The

educators worked to provide a positive match when possible between the

teaching and the students'challenges. This kind of matching is not possible in

the smaller schools where there was one classroom pef grade or were the two

classrooms per grade were different language progrcms'

The teachers were wi[ing to try many difFerent strategies to include, regardless

ofthe challenge. Teacher E spoke ofthis process ""

',Well it just shows me that no matter what the ditrarlty is, whether it's a

regular child or a special needs child there are always some positives to

pull out of them I think you can try anything. I dont think there is a

cert¿in way to do anyhing. You just try anything and everything to

include these kids in the program-n

They recognized their uniqueness, individuality and similarity to the other

students. This was captured in Teacher C's realization that ""

"she is a child fust and the disability is sort of second. Foremost she is a

child. She is specialbut all the other children are special too. So I think

you just need to see her as a child. And that's something that I learned

this year too. She gets frustrated like other children, she is just like any

other child and there are times when she is lazy arrd needs to be pushed
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and she can be srubborn. You know she's just another kid."

She applauded the stnrggles that the students with special needs endure ....

"I also find that she is a really courageous little girl. Like the problems

she's had to overcome .... When you think how it can get frustrating

sometimes, 'Oh you can't find you pencil again! Pat did you put it in the

pink box? Where's your book?u uOh I left it at home and I don't know

where it is." A¡d sometimes you just need to step back and say "Whoa!

She's really had a lot to contend with and she's really doing OK'" You

sometimes get caught up on wanting to move on and get things done but

then I think about what she's had to go through."

And another teacher ræ,ogmzeÅthe child's complexity ....

"It's nic€ to s€e him along with the other childrer¡ because he is doing a

lot beuer than some of the other ones are. Seeing the different parts of

him come out at different times; also to reassure myself that it's not me

doing this to hirn, and it's not him doing this to me. And just realizing

that this is just a little boy who needs a lot of help."

They do not always acknowledge their skill in enabling student inclusion. They

made modest statements like ....

' I think his improvement has come about maybe a little bit because of
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me. I think a lot because he has grown up a year. But I hear lots of

compliments about how Ive been with him. I âm not zure I believe them

but I do believe people mean them sincerely'"

but they do acknowledge their own learning in this process. One teacher had

4....

"feeling of selÊconfidence. He's unique in being extremely likable at the

same time as being so potentially awful. So I learned. Well I guess it's

been a real learning exPerience.n

Another teacher reahzed ....

"that children don't do this to you. This is who they are and this is how

they are behaving and although you get upset and impatient and

frustrated, they are not doing this to you. The positive thing I guess, is

that I have learned something.n

Understanding this aspect of the teacher and student interaction enabled this

teacher to keep her feetings about the child's behavior separate from her feelings

for the child and her responsibility to include and enable learning. This

separation is crucial to inclusion of students with special needs.

In each of these classrooms teachers framed the environment and shaped

the instruction. Students responded to, interacted and learned.
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Students with Soecial Needs

Observational and interview d¿ta were collected from srudents with

special needs to develop a description and understanding of their experiences in

regular classrooms. These dat¿ were organzed in nvo matrices, one for the

observations (see Figure 5) and another for the interviews (see Figure 4). Each

matrix will be discussed followed by a synthesis of the main features of the data.

Observations

All of the observational data and field notes were categorized by Daily

Educational Experiences and Peer Interactions. The students with special needs

were observed receiving and showing affection to their teachers. Their physical

and academic needs were met as teachers tried different strategies to create

inclusion. Their peers v/ere never excluding but included variably depending on

the degree of the challenges facing the sfudents with special needs. The more

verbal Students, a, b and c, interacted more with peers than Students d and e

who were less verbal. All were included by peers but variabþ, depending on the

activity, and the abilities and behaviors of the students with special needs'

Teachers were deeply and personally affected by the students with

special needs. They showed deep affection and concern for their learning,

pedagogicat caring and the human caring of one person for another. They were
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willing to literally try any stratery to create inclusion and grudgingly

acknowledged their role in this. They applauded students' courage through

many physical and emotional struggles and continued to st¡ive to lea¡n from

these experiences. Each teacher shared the very positive outcomes of their

experiences teaching students with special needs'

The observations of the experiences or behaviors of students with special

needs showed either nonacceptance or drawbacks in the struggle for inclusio4

or demonstrated acceptance by peers or benefits as inctusion was achieved. In

this manner there was a parallel to teachers' struggle for, or achievement of

inclusion.

The non-accepting observations of daily experiences occurred primaiily

for the two Students, a and b, with significant behavioral special needs

complicating their other challenges. During gfoup discussions at the front of the

class, with the teacheç each of these students were observed sitting at the edge

or slightly removed from the goup. Student a appeared to be disengaged from

the teaching/learning process as he watched his own hand movements and

adjusted books on the shelf against which he was leaning. He did not make eye

contact with the teacher or the other students. This continued even after the
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te¿cher noticed this behavior and asked for his attentioa In a similar situatior\

Student b continuously moved around the perimeter of the discussion SouP,

touching others, rocking and calling to the teacher. He also seemed focused on

his own needs rather than attending to the group or the teacher.

Other behaviors were observed that appeared to be drawbacks to

inclusion. Student b was alternately seeking attention either from the teacher or

his peers. This interfered with teaching and learning. He was observed

wandering the classroom on several occasions using a whining or loud voice or

inappropriate touch- He was distracted by, and would attend to, teacher or

student movement or interactions in the classroom. Neither the teacher nor the

paraprofessionat could provide the total one to one attention th; he appeared to

seek. fu his attention seeking behavior escalated so did the noise and aaivity

level i¡ the classroom. Other students lost focus and began to either watch his

actions or joined him in the behaviors. These included rocking jumping

ttrowing paper or pencils, taPping, making pencil guns and shooting noises or

hauing a sword figbt with pencils. The unremitting nature of these behaviors

appeared to impede the teachinlearning Process for all the students as the

teacher and paraprofessional worked very calrnly and diligently to focus and

refocus him and the class.
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These were the daily educational experiences that were observed as

drawbacks to inclusion and they all related to the inappropriate behaviors of

students with special needs. Much other data relating to daily experiences

showed acceptance or benefits of inclusion for students with special needs.

Student c was always fully included. During a Math Olympics activity in

the gym she was jumping measuring throwing and participating fully in every

asped of the lesson. Her jumps or th¡ows may have been less than those of her

peers, but no one commented on this, and many peers encouraged and praised

her. During teaching discussioq and working times she was given a great deal

of fèedback and direction from the teacher. She often worked with her teacher

and other peers at a central table, while other more independent students worked

at their desks. She also worked at her desk once she clearly understood

expectations, freeing the teacher to focus on other students.

Student a also required and received regular feedback from his teacher.

F[s desk was close to hers, ¿rs w¿rs Student c's. Both worked diligently and

responded with smiles and a return to task when the teacher provided feedback

and simple praise. They both showed the benefits of structured routines. Their

working tools and books were in order and they knew where to place

assignments or books, and knew what to do when work was completed.
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Student b h¿d certainly received repeated instruction for routines, and patterns

of behavior, but did not appear to have been able to tra¡slate them into actions.

He was two to three years younger than Students a and c. When he was close

to an adult a¡d had some or all of their attention he could focr¡s on his work.

Students d and e worked less independently because of physical

challenges. They required the almost constant attention of a paraprofessional in

their daily educational experiences. Despite the significant challenges they each

faced their learning paralteled that of thei¡ peers and was modified to zuit their

needs. Student e was observed doing art with the class. The paraprofessional

did the cutting or gluing but she could color or draw when a crayon was held in

her hand by a special apparatus. During a Social Studies mapping lesson she

colored a fnap. During LangUage Arts she used ear phones to hear music or a

story. Her work was always an appropriate adaptation of the other students'

Iearning experiences. She was grouped at a desk with tkee other students who

often talked with her, eliciting smiles and noises of pleazure. When she became

ti¡ed she slept at the side of the class in a bean bag chair. Students did not pay

special attention to her special activities but included her naturally in their

gfoups.

Student d also worked at parallel activities with the paraprofessional but
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was able to walk more, and sometimes communicated and tatked with her

classmates. She was fully included in Spelling Reading and Math doing most

of her work th¡ough a computer. Her fine motor skills were just adequate for

keyboarding with one finger. When the teacher spoke, the paraprofessional

wrote simplified versions for her on the computer or a paper. Written

communication was her primary learning mode. She read and then typed or

gave single word replies. She read anovelwith a group of peers and had also

le¿rned some social behaviors. She could dress herse[ stay in line with the

other students and play outside on the climbing structures. Inappropriate

behaviors were certainly evident, but these were redirecfed by the

paraprofessional. They were not commented upon or really noticed by the other

students. Her peers appear to accept and encourage her. Students asked to

work with her at the comPuter.

For each of these five students, their learning experiences paralleled

those of their classmates as closely as each individual could manage' If the

activity was identical" the expectations were modified. None of the five students

was a bystander in, or observer of , the classroom experiences. They were

included and accepted as a natural member of the class'

Peer Interactions. Peer interactions were enmeshed in the daily

r58



experiences but in some instances could be identified as an interaction that

clearly showed nonacceptance or acceptance.

The distraction of student peers by the student with special needs was

observed as the primary drawback to inclusion. When Student b engaged the

attention of his peers they reacted either with Êustratior¡ asking him to leave, or

encouragement, joining him in the distracting behavior. Both responses

interfered with students'learning by diverting attention from their work. In

Student e's classroom the noise of her appa¡atus or vocahzations distracted some

students. These students intemrpted their aaivity to move to a quieter location.

Other peer interactions showed acceptanc€ of students with special needs

or benefits for their learning. Student c asked her peers for help on several

occasions and received thei¡ assistance. Both showed satisfaction by smiling at

the positive results. One gained information, the other le¿rned to give help.

Student a was so much a part of the class that a casual observer would not

identify his special needs. He was paired with another sh¡dent for spelling as

was the rest of the class. They chatted, encouraged each other, dictated their

words and generally collaborated to practice some words. Their words were

easier but neither they nor their peers seemed aware of,, or concerned with this

difference. The activity was the same and learning was apparent. They both
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scored well on their respective diøations.

Student d and a peer wrote a story at the computer together,

contributing alternate sentences. This occurred while other students wrote

stories alone or in pairs. Their communication was comfortable and natural.

They smiled and appeared satisfied with the printed results.

These peer interactions, like writing a story together, or simply holding a

heavy door for anotåer were continuously evident in the observations in these

classrooms.

Interview Perceofions

After interviewing the students with special needs and the

paraprofessionals of the two who could not respond verbally, the observational

data were generally validated and expanded. The students shared their

perceptions of Daily Educational Experiences, Peer Interactions, Likes and

Dislikes, Recess Play as well as what they believed they had Taught and/or

Learned From thei¡ classmates.

They all related their school experience as one of work- When asked

what they did in school, typical responses were ....

"Worþ Math, experiments.'

or....
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"Sometimes I read books or I do L.A. or Math or Spe[ing or going to

the Computer Lab or Journal."

When asked about what they did each day, they discussed zubjects like

Language A¡ts or Math. Paraprofessionals assisted the students with serious

physical challenges. One paraprofessional said that ....

"During Science and Social Studies while the teacher is talking, I'll [the

paraprofessional] write notes to her that go with her lessor¡ so that she

can read the lesson. Ill do that on paper, not on the computer. If the

teacher has an overhead, Ill make a copy of it, so tha she can see it;

because she has a hard time looking at different places or visual clues.

When the teacher has a group discussior¡ all the kids come to the library

corner and she will join them.

Another described the daily routines ....

"I don't know if you were able to see our schedule, because we have a

schedule just like the other kids have; like a timetable that we follow,

only our timetable gets blown quite often" if she falls asleep or something

like that. It depends on how she's doing for the day. We have to go by

that, but we do have a schedule to follow. We're always super busy. I

have a hard time fitting everything in sometimes."
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Student a was able to talk briefly about misbehaviors or getting "in trouble".

When asked what happens when he gets in trouble, he responded that ....

"They call home.

*Q Who calls?

*A My teacher

*Q And what happens when she calls home?

*A I get grounded.

*Q Do you get grounded for long times or for short times?

*A Long times ....

*Q Do you know what [these misbehaviors] look like?

*A Yeah. Being bad and getting mad.

*Q Do you get mad sometimes?

*A Yeah.

*Q How do you show when you get mad?

*A Well I get distracted.

When he talked about this, he appeared tense, with fists clenched or rubbing his

finger tips on the desk while looking downward.

When asked what they liked or disliked the students gave similar

responses. They liked or disliked a particular zubject or activity. They reported
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liking Art, Reading and Writing. One paraprofessional identified many positive

school experiences.

"She enjoys lunch. Her favorite thing and what she does best would be

the computer. Listening to music and tapes, story tapes, although that's

not a big part of her day."

Students expressed dislike of particular subjects. When aske{ "What's the thing

you like the least in school?", typical responses were ....

"Spelling."

or....

"I hate Science. It's very confusing. The teacher has to write things

down and she goes fast and I just can't catch up to the word that she's

on.tt

Challenges related to students' special needs were shared as dislikes ....

"Music. She loves the singing and the actions that go with the songs.

But I think she found it really hard this year in music because the kids

have recorders a¡d she can't take a lot of overstimulus. The recorders

really did it to her."

and for another student ....

"One thing that she doesnt like, is when we do drawing and coloring.
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That is one of the things that she is not that fond of. It might be because

of the device that we have for her to hold the pencil or marker i4 that

really bothers her. But that's the only way we can do it and it's really

important."

No child voluntarily commented on liking or disliking another child in response

to these questions despite some gentle probing.

Peer interactions included plaFng with or helping peers. Student e's

paraprofessional reported her friendship with another child with special needs,

and how they played together during daily free time.

"She plays with the other kids. She is really good friends with this little

boy in Grade Two. They are just like best friends, you should see the

two together .... As soon ÍÌs he sees her he goes right up to her. He's not

afraid of her, he's really taken a shine to her and she loves it when he's

hangng around her. She crawls all around the room and plays with the

toys. "

Student c was offended by being called "dumb" by a child in the class ....

"cp always says that you're not very smart and stufflike that. He says,

you're dumb.

*Q What do you say to him them?
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t'A I say, I'm still smart.'

The students generally talked of school as work and peer interactions as play or

fun. Recess play was reported as a natural part of each child's day. They all

played on the climbing structure, chased each other or engaged in imaginative

play. They said ....

"I play, I play on the strusture ..."

or ....

"I eat my lunch and then I go to the washroom and then I go outside and

play. When the bell rings I have to line up and go back inside ....

Sometimes I play on the structure, on the slides. I play at the steering

wheel on it or sometimes I go climbing up things or go under things.

Sometimes I play with the building blocks that are Xs and O's or

numbers and I think that's all I remember."

Everyone had a particular friend or group they were with at ræss. Student a

chased girls with his best ûiend. Student b played with changing groups of

classmates. He said ....

"'We're friends in and out of school We play at recess, we play with lots

of people and we chase people and we run around and we play tag

together."
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Student d had a special friend who is older. Her paraprofessional said ....

"She normally sticks with the staff She has a friend named S. and she

and S. will go offand play together. S. is in Grade Five. Student d likes

to pick grass apart and I think S. does a lot of talking to her while she is

doing that. You often see them sitting in the playground talking."

Student e was less mobile but went out for recess and was often pushed in her

chair by classmates or her paraprofessional who said ....

"We do walk of course. I don't try to push it too much because she's

usually pretty tired at that time. Winter was pretty tough because her

boots are so heavy they make it hard for her to walk. She likes playrng

in the sand. We go on the structure and we can only go orL on our grade

days, just like everybody else. She likes the swing but I cant put her on

too long because she falls asleep. She fell asleep once in the winter on

that. I couldn't believe it. We go for a walk where the other kids are so

she can see what they're doing."

Each student with special needs engaged in play and spoke positively of the

experience.

The students seemed to have difficulty identi$ing what they had taught

or learned from classmates. The paraprofessionals believed their students have
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taught classmates acceptance, patience and understanding. One also stated

that ....

"I should say impatience as well. Sometimes when she is having a bad

day they'll say l'{O, NO'

and another said ....

"Acceptance. I'd have to say acceptance more than an¡hing. Most of

these kids have been with her since Kindergarten."

The paraprofessional for Student d said ....

"I think they have learned more patience. At fi¡st, when they were

reading her a story, they would like rush through but I said to them be

patient, let her look at the pictures before you turn the page. It takes her

a while to see everything. I've had to show them what to do, so that this

way, she can take in the pictures ofthe story.n

Peers have been taught by students with special needs that they both can learrq

grow and change. They have taught their peers how to assist and respond to

children with special needs. Student e's paraprofessional shared this ....

"Well, they've really been good. They help out, not as much at recess,

they like to go offon their own then. They don't like to intem:pt their

play with their friends but they do help her a lot in the classroom. If she
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goes to grab at them, theyþst move her hand back gently and say No.'

They are really good. I like the way they have handled it. They have

been pretty accepting. They really don't have a problem with her. As I

said, they like to push her chair. They know I like to walk a lot with her

so I don't ask a lot of thern They like to push the chair but they know I

take her out. So they are very accepting and they like to help."

The students with special needs were able to learn from peers. They learned of

friendship. A peer of student d said that she liked ....

"Being friends with her. I play with her sometimes. I like plaþg with

her."

and of Student c ....

"She's nice. She does lots of stuff She draws me pictures and she helps

me with my worþ with my times tables."

and the best friend of Student a said he liked ....

"Being friends with him all the time. Plaþg stuffwith him."

One peer learned the fun of mutual play and kindness from Student c, saying ....

" We do lots of things. She likes to play with me or L. or M. I usually

have lots and lots of fun. We run outside and play and she's nice to me

and Im nice to her."
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The most seriously challenged students learned to be more like their classmates.

Teacher E said ....

"I thixk she calms down a lot quicker. Like if I know she's coming to

school first thing in the morning very upset, ¿ts soon as I put her with the

other students to do the calendar and those things ... As soon as fm

away from her and she's down there with those other kids she calms right

down and becomes much happier. I really think she likes being with the

other kids."

The students with special needs or their paraprofessionals shared many

perceptions about life in their inclusive classrooms. They saw in-school

interactions as subjects, worþ learning and outside interactions were play. They

had likes and dislikes, usually specific subjects like Math or Spelling or tasks like

homework. The students with special needs found it difficult relating what they

had learned from or taught their peers. Paraprofessionals readily identified

patience, understanding and friendship as aspects of the learning and teaching

peer interactions. They gained mutual learning and the students with special

needs had generally positive prosocial peer interactions very similar to those of

all children. The student peers also shared information
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Peers of Students with Special Needs

Observational and interview data for student peers w¿rs categorized on

matrices (see Figures I & 9). These were the same as for their classmates with

special needs.

The data from student peers was not lengthy and overlapped significantly

with other reported information. It will be reported generally as Observations,

followed by Interview Perceptions.

0bservations

Student peers showed the nonacceptance or d¡awbacks of inclusion very

rarely. As reported earlier they were disturbed by inappropriate behaviors,

intem.rptions or excessive noise. Since the students with special needs were

basically well integrated into the classroom learning or had closely monitored

parallel programming, no other drawbacks were observed.

Student peers were observed altering the rules of play for a game in

physical education to include a challenged peer. They were observed in the

classroon¡ helping them when seated in close proximity, communicating

naturally and often. They generally did not attend to thei¡ classmates'

challenges. They either ignored or redirected inappropriate behaviors and

competed for opportunities to help, assist or work with the students with special
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needs, particularly at the computer. Peers were often observed holding the door

for Student c and working both collaboratively and in parallel with her. Student

a was observed working effectively with a Spelling and Reading partner. The

teachers reported that they structured these kinds of situations to enable sucæss

for the students with special needs. Students b, d and e worked with peers but

only under the close supervision of the teachers or paraprofessionals.

Peer acceptance of these individuals was remarkable in its unnoticeable,

natural integratior¡ in the classroom. The day to day learning and interaction

generally included every child in each of these classes.

Interview Perceptions

The student peers readily shared their perceptions of daily life in their

classrooms They do work and learn. One said that in school ....

"You do Matb Social Studies and Science."

another said ....

"We learn about the bones and ever¡hing and we usually do Math every

day and we're on division.n

They noticed when their peers with special needs were noisy or in trouble. This

exchange is typical of several conversations ....

"*Q Did it bother you when she was yelling like that?
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*A She kind of screamed like yeaaaah.

*Q Why do you think she does that?

t'.A Well, her paraprofessional says because she's mad about

something.

*Q Does she have other ways of telling you that she's mad?

*A Sometimes she starts to cry."

Another peer noticed behaviors ....

"He'll get into temper tantrums from getting into trouble, and then hell

start yelling, and then the teacher will calm him down, and he'll be happy

again."

They also noticed improvements in behavior like ....

"Before, he used to get in trouble a lot but now he's not getting in

trouble that much."

or ....

"Yep. She's not so noisy.

*Q Tell me what the noisiness was about.

*A Im not quite sure but she always used to screâm and yell but now

she doesn't."

or other changes ....
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"He goes home for lunch some days cause he's acting out more. When

the teacher says take offyour hat, he just keeps it on and he says'I'll

leave it on and I won't play with it'. But then he starts to play with it

again.

*Q And then what does she do?

*A She takes the hat away and then says'You'll get your hat back

later' .... He's always whining and crying cause he doesn't get his

way.tt

They notice helpfulness,

"She's been helpful and stuffto me.

*Q How has she been helpful?

*A We go to the same Dayca¡e. She was helping me out. She did

all the boxes once.

*Q Has she always been able to help like that?

*A Not always. But she does clean up her stuff. She's been a lot

nicer."

and especially how much computer time is allotted to students with special

needs.

"Kind of cause she's at the computer a lot.
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*Q What kinds of things does she do at the computer?

tA She has a switch that she pushes and different pictures come up.

*Q What do you think she does with the pictures?

*A She looks at thern

*Q Would you like to do something different on the computer?

*A Id like to play gâmes."

Their likes and dislikes \¡/ere simila¡ to those of their peers. They liked their

teacher, making comments like ..-.

"I have the best teachers."

or ....

"My teacher, she's really nice, sometimes she lets you do stuffinstead of

work. Sometimes she lets us work on our art instead of Math."

They liked work. One student liked ....

"Writing stories."

and another liked ....

"Matl¡ we're doing division right now. It's easy.n

And they like friendship. When asked, What's the best thing about being in your

school? one peer responded ....

"You can be with people and have lots more friends.n
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They didn't like other kinds of worh

"Doing Social Studies. We have this big thick book that you have to

read and it's hard."

"I dont like homework."

or cleaning,

"That I can't put any more papers in my tote tray until I clean it."

"Cleaning my desþ cause it's always messy."

or bullies.

"Having L. in our class cause he's a bully."

This was the only occasiog during all the interviews when a child spontaneously

expressed dislike of another.

They commented often on the peer interactions of the students with

special needs in the classroom.

"He yells out and says, 'Oh Boy' like this morning. A¡d then he yells. 'I

want to stay in. I never got to eat my lunch.' "

or ....

"Me and Student d., we were doing ring around a rosie. She was

laughing and stufi and then we were going'we all fall down'."

With Student 4 one peer worked particularly hard at being kind ....
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"Mostly I just talk to him and make him laugh and I tell him how funny

he is .... He makes faces and he says funny things. He makes everybody

laugh in the classroom.

{'.Q Why do you think he does that?

*A He likes us."

They are offended by unkindness. When asked if the student with special needs

was teased one peer responded ....

"kids say you need a handicap buggy and ever¡hing.

*Q How do you think that makes her feel?

+A Sometimes she just doesnt know an¡hing. She thinks they're

just fooling around. She doesn't know they really mean it

sometimes, and when she does, she just goes and tells."

Peers acknowledged that teasing is not always directed to students with special

needs....

"*Q Do kids only call names to kids who bave physical handicaps or

do they call names to other people too?

*A Like there's J. She cries over little things so they call her a

crybaby and lvfiss V/aterworks and everything."

And they also seem to know about friendship.
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"Yeah I play with [Student a] .... If you want to be friends with

somebody go and ask them to be friends.

*Q How do you think he learned that?

*A He was always shy to be friends with people. Then me and M.

started walking around with him and being friends. Now he

knows just to go up to people and ask them if they want to be his

friend."

Student a had a new best friend this year....

"Best friends .... He comes over to my house and we play things

together .... He just makes me laugh all the time."

Student d also had friends ....

"*Q How do you know that [Student d] likes your friendship?

*A Cause mostly she plays with us."

At recess time they played with the students with special needs ....

"sometimes I play Four Square and Tag with her. Like A, J. and

sometimes me. Usually I cant find her cause she's always under the

strucfure."

And at times seemed unsure of how to describe their interactions ....

"Yeab some kids some times. They walk around with her like and
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sometimes they put balls in her hands and she pushes them .... Cause

she's sort of handicapped but not really. I forget the other word that we

use with her."

or were simply aware of the recess activities of the students with special

needs ....

"He runs around a lot and j.r-ps on people sometimes. That's all that I

know."

or....

"She just wheels around in her wheelchair and sees what other people are

doing."

A few were able to articulate what they may have taught a peer with special

needs.

"*Q What do you think she has learned from you this year?

*A I help her on her spelling and I try to unscramble words for her

but without telling her the answer. Like I look at the word on

top of the list and then I say if there's no other word with an e

then she looks and points at it and I say whether it's OK."

Another peer firmly stated ....

"He has learned that he should be good."
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They spoke more of helping than teaching ....

"*Q Have you ever taught her anything?

*A Yeall I guess. I helped her with spelling, that's basically it.

*Q Have you ever helped her outside?

t'A Sometimes I help her up if she falls.

*Q When does she fall?

'r'A Like when she's going too fast. Sometimes she trips."

And enjoyed being a buddy ....

"YealL I pushed her wheelchair and sometimes I went to help her with

baking Most buddies get to help, and I'm a buddy."

Several could report what they had learned. They learned about helping

"*Q What do you think you've learned this year from her?

*A That she needs help.

*Q In what way does she need help?

*A Like getting out of her wheelchair. Like she can walk a little but

not a lot."

or another similar perspective ....

"*Q Do you think you've learned anything about handicapped people

from her?
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*A Yealf like they need people to help them do stufi like the

computer and stuff."

about how they can achieve. One peer said ....

"She can play sports too. She's a very good worker."

One applauded with the teacher ....

"She's a lot smarter. When we had a spelling test, she finished her

spelling test and [Teacher D] said 'Ot¡ Wow! What a greÀtjob!'Cause I

think she got it all right."

and another noticed self control,

"because last year he couldn't control himself This year he can stop."

and how these peers with special needs are more like them than different.

"That they are normal but it's hard for them to like concentrate and stuff.

*Q Do you think she's a regular kid or is she different?

*A She's sort of different because she's in a wheelchair, but she can

still walk, but only for a while cause her legs get tired."

And that students can learn from their peers with special needs.

"She taught me how to spell.

*Q How'd she do that?

*A When I was writing a story on the computer, I spelled whe4win.
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So she deleted it, and spelled it the right ,¡/4y."

They learned of kindness ....

"*Q Would you like to play with her if you knew where she lived?

*A Yeab because she's a nice girl .... Even though she cries and that,

she's nice. It's hard to explain."

"f've learned you shouldnt make fun of people even though they're

handicapped."

and that everyone needs friends ....

"*Q How come you decided to do that this year? þecome a friend]

*A Mostly because I wanted to make him feel better about himself.

*Q Did you decide to do this yourself or did someone help you?

*A Myself "

A¡d that these special students really aren't.

u*Q Is there anything special about your class?

*A No."

or ....

''*Q Is it hard having her in your class?

*A No, it's easy. She doesn't fight and she's nice to play with.'

181



Classroom Ecologv Instrument

The Classroom Ecology Instrument (CEI), as previously described

(Appendix J ) was completed for each teacher after the observations. This

completion process was subjective reflection and recording of aøions and/or

impressions. Teacher and student actions and reactions were noted in relevant

categories. A synthesis of all the CEI data is reported here.

Six categories (numbers l, I 1, 24,25,26,28) referred to the more subtle

affective characteristics ofthe learning environment, the personal caring.

Personal Caring

These teachers cared for their students as individual people and showed

this caring. There was a range of caring responses that varied among the

teachers and appeared dependent on the teachers'enerry levels, the degree of

aaivity or noise in the classrooms and the evidence of competing demands. The

climate in each room usually radiated positive regard. The energy levels varied

with the teaching/learning situations. There were certainly occasions when the

teachers, except for Teacher d appeared tired, or harried and struggled to meet

the competing demands for their time and attention by all of their students.

They generally used firm but caring voices and showed affection with a looþ a

smile or a gentle touch. Both they and the students smiled often. Praise was

182



simple "good job" or "I like the way you are sitting", and appropriate. When

censure was necessary they referred to the action not the child. "What you are

doing is disturbing us. Please stop." They spoke with respect, "I need you to

sit, please." and modeled respectful behavior.

This respect and caring was also evident in student interactions. They

were generally responsible and focused on their work. One child was observed

gently redirecting Student e when she was spitting on her desk. He signaled the

paraprofessional with his head, and began a work related conversation with her.

She stopped spitting and smiled. Students had jobs in the classrooms and were

responsible for their completion.

Student self-esteem varied among the students with special needs. AII at

times seemed frustrated by the challenges of academic tasks but showed pride

when work was completed. "I did OK?" was asked tentatively, but wide smiles

and a lighter, quicker step accompanied the praise of a teacher or peer. Praise

was not gratuitous but a simple and direct acknowledgment of achievement.

Students were accountable for their behavior and their work. Special

needs did not excuse inappropriate behavior or completion of tasks.

Expectations were modified but every student engaged in the learning process.

Acceptance of differences were the most remarkable instances of
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personal caring, particularly for the students with special needs. Student peers

seemed not to notice a child's wheelchair, awkward gait or mannerisms.

Acceptance was evident in the congruence of interactions with student peers and

students with special needs. Students did not interact differently with their peers

with special needs except for physical challenges. They were observed holding

the doors, competing to push the wheelchair or altering the rules of a game to

include a child. They showed equal impatience with noise and/or intemrption

regardless of the source. One child expressed it well. "Just because she has

different legs than us doesn't mean she's different".

Another kind of caring is defi¡ed by Nel Noddings (1992) as pedagogical

caring.

Pedagqgical Carine

The teachers cared about their students'learning (see Glossary). The

educational focus was on student needs, with attention to good management.

Again the degree of caring varied and was dependent on the competing demands

for teachers'time, energJ and attention.

Learning goals were occasionally stated overtly but these classrooms can

generally be characterized as highly structured, well organized, active learning

environments. The instructional content was well organized. For example,
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teachers taught fust to the whole goup, explaining then encouraging interaction.

A group of students would then begin practice at their desks while the concept

was re-taught and/or demonstrated to the smaller group. More students would

then go to their desks for practice and the teacher would work directly with a

very small goup either at the front of the room or at a table.

Both learning and teaching was interactive. When not working with a

group these teaches constantly moved around the room providing feedbaclq

redirection or more varied/mo difi ed instruction.

Students a and c appeared to know the established routines of the class,

the what goes where, and what to do wher¡ of daily classroom life. Students b,

d and e needed almost continuous direction and focusing by either their teacher

or paraprofessional. These classes had a comfortable yet complex rh¡hm of

teact¡ worþ finisb back up activity, move on.

The teachers and classroom paraprofessionals monitored student learning

and behavior. Teachers d B and C would regularly check back with a

particular student at short intervals to monitor progfess and maintain focus. The

paraprofessionals for Students d and e were with them continuously in the

classroom in either individual or group situations. Every student had down time

or time when (s)he was apparently not focused on instruction or learning. It
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seemed that the students with special needs worked more slowly and

methodically than some of their peers and required more time to think or

process.

Teachers used questioning to reinforce and assess the learning process

during active teaching with groups and individuals. Teaching was invariably

followed by student practice and timing varied to suit the students and/or the

activity.

These classrooms were all charactenzed by that ephemeral quality of

good teaching. Good teaching is hard to describe but was immediately evident

in classrooms where it happened. The lessons were well prepared, the learning

goals apparent, the teaching interesting, even fun. The students were attentive

to and excited by the lesson and most of them completed the practice

assignments. Allowance for differences was fundamental to this process.

Expectations and assignments were modified. There was sufficient time for

students who needed it and other activities for those who understood or worked

quickly. These students were generally not npunished" with more work but

moved to independent reading computers or activity centers. Students and

teachers showed caring and concern for each other and for learning.
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Preparation for Inclusion

Teachers reported preparing for inclusion of the student with special

needs in different ways. Teacher A observed the student and requested his

placement in her class. She perceived a match befween her strengths and his

learningibehavioral needs. She prepared with self talk.

"I didn't do much official planning. Over the suûrmer I just sort of talked

myself through it psychologically saying, "You can do it. You'll be

alright. He'll be ayer older." and that sort of thing. And so I didn't

plan officially so much as I psyched myself up."

Teachers C and E read about the child's needs and met with their teachers and

parents.

"I tried to do as much reading as I could on spina biñda and her mother

passed on a book that I read in the fall. I also met with her previous

teacher to discuss her programming and what they worked on and I

looked at her files. So I tried to familiarize myself with her and spina

bifida as much as possible."

"We met with all her workers at the school she attended and with her

parents. We discussed the programming that she had there and other

health needs."
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Teacher B reported meeting with the previous teacher to discuss the class, not

Student b particularly. Teacher D, as an exchange teacher was not available for

early preparation but received resource and administrative support to understand

and include Student d. This variation in preparation appeared to depend on the

teacher, the school situation and the child. There w¿ls more preparation for

students with medical challenges and less for the students with behavioral and

cognitive challenges.

SupnoÉs and Barriem

Every teacher reported a school and/or Divisional policy supporting

inclusion of students with special needs and supports to enable appropriate

learning.

"They have just as much a right to learn as everybody else ....That's

definitely the school's policy, to integrate them into the regular

classroom. There's a lot of support for the individual teachers as far as

dealing with behaviors of special needs kids. Supports in just supporting

us in what we decide to do about the behavior so if we decide to have

the child leave and have a time out space that is supported and someone

is provided to keep an eye on the child or even for the individual teacher

if they need a break themselves and administration has said over and over

188



We'll be there if you need us'."

Some barriers to inclusion were perceived. Teachers were concerned about time

for all students and curricular demands.

"The other children who don't get as much as they could is one barrier,

[another] might be the increasing curricular demands. I think that would

be the biggest one as far as I'm concerned."

Two teachers mentioned funding cutbacks leading to diminished classroom

paraprofessional support and materials.

"The cost of having a one on one paraprofessional. I think that's the

biggest problem and the special equipment that person might need."

"Definitely, lack of funding. I can see that instead of feeling good about

having children with challenges in your classroonr, instead of looking

towards the challenge, you start to feel like you're being burdened. You

just feel like they are being left in your class without any support."

Another saw behavioral challenges as a barrier.

"There's no doubt in *y mind that children like her should be

mainstreamed. I just thinh mainstreaming takes on a negative

connotation when we think of the children who are just totally draining

us. It's the same, but it's different, in a lot ofways."
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The primary barriers reported were behavioral challenges, time

constraints and reduced funding, leading to reduced paraprofessional support.

Paraprofessionals were reported and observed to be the primary support agents

for students with special needs and their teachers. Alternative supports will be

explored in the conclusions section.

Teacher Recommendations

The classroom teachers made the following recornmendations to

educators who may be beginning or struggling with inclusion. Representative

comments are reported here. One teacher stated that ....

"I think my biggest rule for myself has been to be consistent especially

when I think that is one major thing that has helped me with him. He can

count on me always being absolutely the same."

This consistency and structure was evident in most of the classrooms observed

and appeared to support and enable inclusion because the students could

anticipate routines and responses. This frees them to concentrate on learning.

They affirmed the importance of supports. This comment was typical ....

"Use the available supports, use your colleagues. I cant say limit your

class size. Make leeway and concessions with the child. Forcing and

wanting someone to do something that they are incapable of at the
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moment goes nowhere."

All of the teachers mentioned the importance of supports. They reported

paraprofessionals as the primary support agents and rarely mentioned resource

teachers or colleagues. Alternative supports or teaching ¿ur¿Lngements could be

explored to examine their effects on inclusion. This teacher continued with the

suggestion that teachers dont personalize student behaviors ....

"They know what is acceptable. They are going to try things, don't take

it personally."

All of the teachers in this study also recommended limiting class sizes

when students with special needs were included and also limiting the numbers of

students with special needs in individual classes. Limiting class size was

recommended by a teacher who stated ....

"I think the main thing is the numbers in the classroom. When you have

children who have special needs needing attention there can only be so

many children in the classroom because your time is separated. If I am

used for ten minutes every hour on one child that's a minimum sometimes

and with 24 other children in the class that takes away another 50

minutes and the personal time that's available for each child then gets

smaller. So it's the numbers thing."
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The affect of numbers was most startling when comparing the classroom of

Teacher A with the other four. She had 18 students, lots of space and never

appeared harried by the demands of her job. This may be related to her

personality or personal strength but could also be affected by the fact that the

other Teachers had larger classes (21 or 25 students) and more sfudents with

challenges in their classrooms. This difference warrants further investigation.

Another teacher recommended reducing the numbers of students with special

needs or increasing supports ....

"I think not so much having her mainstreamed but having three in one

classroom has been really diffcult. If you could either limit class size if

you're going to have a lot of mainstreamed children in a classroom or

definitely have more supports, that would be helpful and not just because

of the three children."

This teacher also recommended a structured environment ....

"I've always felt that a really structured envi¡onment in the classroom

works best with all children but especially with those who have special

needs. I would just recommend keeping a really structured environment.

In terms of kids knowing what the expectations are, in terms of behavior,

in terms ofwhat you expect and in terms of work."
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As previously stated this structure was observed to be a critical factor in these

classrooms. The structure provides known, easily anticipated boundaries for

learning behavior and expectations. Two teachers recommended alternative

environments either for respite from disruptive behaviors or a refocusing of the

student with special needs in which you could assist the child in learning ....

"What do you need to know to do this work? You need these cues and

these tools and you do it this way and go through step by step with no

distraction. Then the child is confident. They know how to do the work

and they go back to the classroom. Remove, instruct one on one and

then put back in again.'

or by providing a separate program of life skills instruøion for students with the

severest challenges ....

"I've never been in fi.rll agreement oftotally including in the classroom

where you cannot take that child out for a special program. I would

recommend that a special needs child be included in the classroom but

also have a pull out program."

These two teachers had very challengng classes with several students who

showed challenges, learning challenges or serious medical special needs. The

competition among students for their time and attention was almost continuous
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and each hinted at the need for respite from these constant and unremitting

demands. And a final but very important recommendation was made. It was ....

"To not be afraid. To insist that you need a [zuitable and well trained]

paraprofessional. It would be easy to fall into the trap of thinking that

she isn't much trouble. She is a really nice girl and if she's left on her

own she will sit and read quietly. She's not much trouble but you need

the one on one for her to learn. I think that's the biggest thing. I wasnt

sure what I could have and what I couldn't have when I came in

September. By November, I was insisting that I needed somebody

specially trained ... someone who knows what to do. So that's one thing,

insist that you have the equipment that you need and the staffthat you

need."

The efficacy ofthese recommendations could be studied in future research.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

"My interest in coping with diversity and striving toward significant

inclusion derives to a large degree from an av/areness of the savagery, the

brutal margSnahzations, the structured silences, the imposed invisibility so

present all around"

(Greene, 1993, p.2ll)

The purpose of this study was the description and analysis of the

educational experiences of students with special needs, their teachers and peers

in regular, mainstream classrooms. A very detailed description of their

classroom experiences has been provided in the Results Chapter. This chapter

begins with the links between this research and the previously reviewed

educational literature. Conclusions emerging from the description of results,

with respect to the five research questions will then be discussed. This will be

followed by a summary of major findings and themes, some specific limitations

of the study, recommendations for educators and for future research.

Linls to Research Literature

The data were examined a final time to est¿blish links to the existing

literature. Validating data were noted as well as consistencies, inconsistencies,

195



possible new infoffnation and descriptions of learning experiences. The

connections between the data and results of this study and the review of related

Iiterature, are reported here with respect to the Historical and Legal Background

and the Regular Education Initiative literature. These headings were used in the

Review of the Literature in Chapter tr.

Historical and Lecal Background

The Supreme Court's first special education case following the passage

of IDEd (then called the Education for All Handicapped Children Act), defined

"appropriate education by a process that looks fust to the child and second to

the means by which an appropriate education is to be provided" (Turnbull, 1986,

p.3a7). In every classroorn, included in this study, for every student with

special needs who was observed, there was evidence that the child's needs

determined and informed the educational process. Teacher A waited the extra

seconds for Student a to complete spelling dictation words; provided additional

guidance or instruction to ensure that a writing task was completed and could be

presented with pride. Teacher B almost constantly communicated with Student

b to reduce the child's frustrations and meet the very strong needs for attention

and affection. She encouraged Student b when building a quiet place under a

table where work could be completed. The child knew that a reduction in visual
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distraction was helpful and the teacher did not insist that work was completed at

a desk.

The children's needs were the foundations for modified programming and

expectation for each of the five students. These students all received "services

to benefit from education [as well as] beneficial educational servic€s" (Vtello,

1986, p. 355). They all received support services from resource teachers

attending to academic needs, from Child Guidance Personnel in Social Worh

Psychology and/or Speech Language to assist with social-emotional, family or

communication needs. These related services enabled the students with special

needs to benefit from the educational inclusion process. Students also received

beneficial educational services. Students d and e had weekly swimming classes

to strengthen motor development. Student e had life skills classes to enhance

her understanding of daily life routines. All five students received related

services in the classroom that could be described as nbeneficial educational

services" (p. 355).

The discussion of Éfistorical and Legal Background of inclusion \ryas

followed by the literature related to the Regular Education Initiative.

The Regular Education Initiative

There were many links to the Regular Education Initiative (REÐ
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literature beginning with some of the concerns raised by M.C. Will, then

Assistant Secretary of Education, at the Wingspread Conferences of 1981 and

1985. Will and the teachers observed, were concerned by the "indefensible

Iabeling of students, inappropriate funding systems ... and adaptations of regular

education learning environments" (Lloyd & Gambatese, 1991, p. 5). None of

the five teachers used labeling language when describing their students with

special needs. These students were described as people, in the words of Teacher

C. "She is a child first and the disability is sort of second .... she is special but all

the other children are special too." The teachers worried about funding,

"considering the trend, we've gone from half time to now a third time for Level

tr funding .... I find that kind of scary .... If we're gonna do this without supports

is this going to be successful or not?".

The adaptations of the learning environment were evident in all five

classrooms. These were all regular classrooms in which the students with

special needs were fully included. The learning situations were adapted or

modified by additional waiting time, modification of instruction and/or

expectations, by paraprofessional support, retelling or translating instruction to

simpler language or monitoring of a parallel yet related activity. All of these

students were near the top of the Cascade of Services (see Figure 1) because of
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the diligent efforts of teachers and support personnel who were dedicated to

inclusion.

Eflicacv Studies

The research supporting the efficacy of mainstreaming associated "the

use of continuous assessment, alternative routes and a variety of curriculum

material s, individualized progress plans, stu dent selÊmanagement, peer

assistance, instructional teaming and consulting teachers" (Wang & Baker, 1985,

p. 518) with positive mainstreaming outcomes. There was evidence of all of

these factors, except instructional teaming in the five classrooms. Every child

with special needs had an Individualized Educational Plan that identified

challenges, strengths and short and long term learning goals. The teachers used

anecdotal, descriptive assessment procedures. That of Teacher D was typical.

There was "a written record of ever¡hing she does, everything she sees .... of

what she will and won't do in terms of motor skill development ... how much

s(he) talks, the initiatives [taken]". Peer interactions and assistance \¡/ere

observed in every classroom and both the teachers and peers spoke of the

enjoyment and positive beneñts of this peer support. Teacher E noted "I think

there's great benefits, not just for fStudent e] but for the other kids as well."

Student cp described working with Student c "I help her on her spelling and I try

t99



to unscramble words for her but without telling her the answer." The joy and

caring of Student cp were evident in her voice tone and rather serious

expression.

In several instances the research raises the question of the mutual benefit

in peer interactions. Certainly students with special needs appeared happy and

comfortable in the regular classroom. Teachers noted the calming effects and

redirection in inappropriate behaviors for the students with special needs. Every

teacher expressed concern about meeting the needs of every child in the class

but also identified positive peer outcomes as stated by Teacher E ....

"they like the responsibilities in helping her."

or from teacher D ....

"I think its affected their social skills and that if they a¡e confronted with

another person with special needs they won't be bothered by it .... They

help her get ready after gym ... on and offthe bus ... at recess time ... at

lunch time, they talk to her, they often at times ask if they can go and

work with her and play computer games with her".

The teachers used many different teaching strategies, materials and

program modifications to ensure that the student with special needs was

"included with a small group doing relatively simple work but pulling out any
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kind of adaptive program from the subject area". This description by Teacher E

is typical of the five teachers' commitment to inclusive programming and

learning.

The general efficary research (Ault et al., 1989; Carlberg &,Kavale,

1980; Leinhardt & Pallay, 1982; Lloyd et al., 1988; Madden & Slavirl 1983;

Tateyama-Sniezek, 1990; Wang & Birc[ 1985) provided mixed findings

suggesting that placement may or may not be the primary variable affecting the

social and academic perficrmance or outcomes for elementary students with

special needs. The teachers in this study unanimously supported and reported

positive social and academic outcomes for students with special needs. The only

reservations expressed and observed were with Student b because of his serious

behavioral needs. "It's frustrating, it's tiring and it seems to be going nowhere

sometimes. You thin\ I have 22 or 23 or 24 more children. What about

them?". Teacher B also worried about providing zufficient attention for all

students. "He hasnt received as much individual attention as I would like to

have given him but that applies to a number of other children as well." The

inclusion process for this class was certainly affected by the larger class size (25

students), temperament and abilities of the student peers and the behavior of

individuals during instruction and work time. The teacher worked very hard and
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successfully maintained a positive classroom ecology with good student learning

but the personal toll for her was significant. She was often tired and fiustrated

by the on going, daily challenges.

The REI researchers suggested that "fundemental changes in mainstream

instruction must occur if the REI is to work in [schools]" @aker &, Zigmond,,

1990, p. 526). There was strong observational evidence that the five classroom

teachers used the highly effective teaching practices as synthesized in Table 4 to

enable inclusion of all students. Assessment was an ongoing process that

informed instruction and was recorded anecdotally. Instruction was active,

direct, clear, often individualizæd or with small groupings. The instruction

and./or expectations were modified for the students and the successes were

acknowledged and praised appropriately and simply. The teachers all maintained

a very positive classroom ecology using praise and redirection to manage or

modify behavior. Teachers spoke in a caring respectful manner and encouraged

the same in their students. Teachers actively taught appropriate peer responses

to students with special needs "We discuss ... what to expect from her or any

other special needs student .... and we also talk about how to react to the

behaviors". Peers were often observed gently yet firmly redirecting attentior¡

noises and/or other behaviors of students with special needs. This was done in a
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natural and generally unobtrusive manner.

The classrooms showed different management and teaching styles among

the teachers. The classrooms of teachers B and D were always noisy, bustling

places with materials comfortably accessible but not always tidy. Student talk

accompanied work times but the teachers were very skilled in maintaining

attention during instruction of groups and individuals. The order in these two

classrooms was in the teaching, the expectations, the program adaptation and

understanding of students'varying needs. The busy surface did not hide very

ordered and structured pedagogy. The classrooms of teachers A, C and E were

more visually ordered but also showed the serious attention to varied teaching

and expectations. The variety of teaching atmospheres and styles did not affea

the soundness of the pedagogy or the success of student learning.

In a study using similar observational and interview methods positive

academic and social outcomes were reported (York et al., 1992). This study

supported these finding. Teachers unanimously reported positive social and

academic outcomes.

Some of the research literature (Cooper & Speece, 1990; Truesdell,

1988; York et al., 1992) began to explore the variables that are crucial for

successful inclusion in the quality and quantity of instruction and the degree to
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which an environment is constructively active (see

Figure 2). These classrooms were all highly constructively active envi¡onments

closely paralleling the circle of learning illustrated in Figure 2. These were

exemplary teaching environments that have been described in detail.

In summary, this study was developed to provide a detailed description

of inclusive learning in mainstream classrooms. The observed teaching practices

and environments certainly validated those identified in the research literature

(see Figure 2 and Tables 4,7, and l0) with the exception of teaching teams.

Students with special needs and their peers responded to this teaching with both

observed and reported positive social and academic outcomes. As in the

literature, teachers were more reserved about including students with severe

behavioral challenges but wholly zupported inclusion regardless of students'

other challenges. The detailed description of classroom experiences described in

this study extends the existing literature.

Question I

The first research questions was: What are the daily educational

experiences of students with special needs who are included in the

mainstream? It can be concluded, from this study that their educational

experiences closely paralleled those of their peers. They required modification
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of both program and expectations but teachers provided this naturally, often at a

high personal cost. The children in the classroom were the center, and focus of

the teaching and learning, not the content or curriculum. The support for

students with special needs was determined by the child's challenges and differed

with the situation and expectations. The degree of support was determined by

the activity in which students were engaged. For example, when Student d's

paraprofessional assisted her at the computer while the class did calculation

practice, one to one support achieved inclusion. Less zupport was used when

Student d was included in a group novel study. She could read with her peers

and respond simply to questions.

All of the five students were included in their classroom more than 600lo

of their day. Students d and e received some out of class life skills education

like cooking classes or motor training like swimming. Peer acceptance varied

only when the behavior of the student with special needs interfered with peers'

ability to attend. This was evident in peer comments of frustration with Student

b's intemrpting behavior, "He has ca¡s [or other toys] sometimes, and [Teacher

B] has to yell, and it hurts my ears.n Teacher E noted peers'frustration's with

the occasional noises ofStudent e either from her apparatus or affentional needs.

It can be concluded that noise and intemrption can interfere with peer
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acceptance and learning, but full inclusion and acceptance was evident for all

five students with special needs, when they worked in harmony with the class.

The teachers' skills in achieving this harmony, by developing and managing their

classroom as inclusive environments, enabled each of the five students with

special needs to have highly successful learning experiences.

Question 2

The second research question was: How are classroom teachers and

peers affected by the inclusion of students with special needs? There were

definite effects that were concluded from the analysis of the observational and

interview data. The conclusions for teacher effects will be reported first,

followed by those for student peers.

Teachers

The inclusion of students with special needs atrected teachers'teaching

and assessment practices, expectations of students, management of the

classroom environment and collegial relationships. It also had personal effects

for each teacher.

It was concluded that the teachers worked daily to include these

students, by developing an understanding of their learning and physical

challenges and preparing the physical classroom for inclusion. Each child with
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special needs had a place with other peers, in close proximity to the teacher or

paraprofessional (as for Students d and e). The teaching was not substantially

different than would be expected in a regular classroom but could be described

as sound pedagogy, exemplary teaching in a constructively active environment

(see Figure 2). The teaching was determined by students'needs with

modifications and feedback as required, expectations crafted to provide

successful learning experiences, leading to positive student self-esteem and

further motivation to learn. Each teacher had developed a very positive and

obviously caring classroom environment through attention to the general

ecology and the details of individuals'learning. This exemplary, or

constructively active teaching was complemented by ongoing, descriptive

assessment for the purpose of modifying their teaching praøice when necessary.

The primary collegial relationships observed and discussed were those

with paraprofessionals. The teachers engaged the classroom in learning while

the paraprofessionals interpreted and supported the teaching for the individual

with special needs. Professional colleagues provided materials and conzultation

but not active involvement in the teaching process. It was concluded that

paraprofessionals provide the primary support to teachers of students with

special needs.
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It was also concluded that there were personal issues for teachers during

the inclusion process. There was the additional preparation time to ensure

students were naturally included in the teachinlearning process; there was the

emotional toll and frustration when redirection of behaviors was almost constant

and the unremitting worry about grring enough to meet every child's needs.

These teachers showed significant pedagogical and human caring. They

marveled at the students' courage and stamina in daily facing the physical and

learning challenges and acknowledged their own accomplishments and learning

in the inclusion process. They were all deservedly proud of their success

including the student with special needs despite the personal toll for them. It

was concluded that inclusion cån occur when teachers are prepared to do the

day to day preparatioq modification, intensive teaching, enabling, and valuing

as well as celebration of student difference.

Student Peerc

The inclusion of students with special needs affected student peers who

became collaborators in the inclusion process. The teachers had prepared the

peers with a repertoire of appropriate, caring responses to students with special

needs. The peers learned acceptance of and understanding of differences. The

peers of Student a learned that students can control their own behaviors and that
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friendship is a powerfirl enabler of inclusion. The peers of Students c, d and e

learned about physical challenges and how to successfully ignore or redirect

behaviors or noises that were inappropriate for their particular classrooms. They

learned to attend to the child and not the hærdicq, interaøing naturally in the

classroom and engaging in play on the school yard.

The peers of Student b sha¡ed and were observed to show some negative

effects of inclusion because Student b's behavior and attentional needs interfered

with the teaching and learning in the classroom. Student b was the youngest

child in the study (Grade one) and was in the classroom with the highest number

of behavioral and learning challenges. It can be tentatively concluded that

inclusion becomes more successful as sfudents mafure, learn to be more

understanding, and less reactive, and develop a more mature and complex

repertoire of behaviors and strategies that facilitate the inclusion of peers with

special needs. The numbers of challenges in a classroom can also be concluded

as affecting inclusion. When there were fewer students with special needs or

challenges as in the classroom of Student a there were no apparent negative

efFects for students' learning.

It can be concluded that inclusion does affect both teachers and student

peers. These effects are complex and are unique to the individuals involved.
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More details of the positive effects of inclusion will be related in the next section

discussing question 3.

Question 3

The thi¡d question was: What are the benefits and drawbacks of

inclusion for students with special needs, their teachens and peers? The

conclusions drawn about this question overlap with those of question 2 and will

be reported for here for each group.

Students with Snecial Needs

Benefits of Inclusion

There were significant social benefits for the ñve students with special

needs in this study. Student a had learned that neither his peers nor the teacher

would tolerate disruptive behavior and he had virtually ceased all disruptions.

The classroom peers had decided that he needed a friend and consciously

developed friendships with him. Student b's attentional needs were still

significant but had diminished over the year. Student c did not view herself nor

was she viewed by peers as hærdicapped or different. She was a person who

needed some help with her physical challenges. Student d was gradually

learning to communicate with her peers and Student e was calm and happy when

close to her peers. The social interactions of these students were nonnal and
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typical for children of their age. The less typical behaviors of students d and e,

who had the most serious challenges, were minimal and diminishing, moving on

a continuum toward the typical behaviors of peers. It can be concluded that

positive social behaviors are developed by regular classroom experiences for

students with special needs. The mainstream classrooms provided very few

models for inappropriate or maladaptive social behaviors.

There were also observed and reported academic gains for the students

with special needs. Student a worked independently doing the same work as his

peers with minimal modification of expectations for his achievement. Students b

and c worked with close adult monitoring and feedback but were also able to

complete most of the same academic tasks as their peers. Student d could do

many similar academic activities, had learned to read, respond, spell, calculate

simple math and manipulate a computer to facilitate learning. Both Students d

and e had developed stronger gross and fine motor abilities. Student e could

participate in adult mediated, parallel academic activities. All of these students

were learning as a natural member of the classroom community. It can be

concluded that these students made academic gains congruent with teacher

expectations despite significant physical behavioral or learning challenges.
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Drawbacks of Inclusion

The drawbacks of inclusion for students with special needs were

concluded to be: (i) interference for learning for all students when affentional or

behavioral needs inhibited teaching and working; (ü) more limited access to the

small group instruction and life skills teaching of special education classes.

Teachers

Benefits of Inclusion

The teachers all reported the positive professional growth and insight

gained in the experience of learning to effectively teach and include students

with special needs. It can be concluded that the experience of including a

student with special needs afFected the art and craft of their teaching. Their

understanding of student challenges deepened. They may have been exemplary

teachers before inclusion but they reported being enriched by the experience.

They developed the ability to create a caring, effective and constnrctively active

classroom environment in which all students regardless of challenges had

positive educational experiences. They all reported that they were better

teachers as a result ofthe experience.

Drawbacks of Inclusion

The primary drawbacks of inclusion reported by and observed for
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teachers were the emotional and physical toll of meeting the physical, behavioral

and learning challenges of students with special needs, and the reduøion in

teacher student interaction time for all students. Teaching students with special

needs required a great deal of time, in meetings with specialist and support

personnel; to prepare and modi$ teaching, expectations and assessment; and to

manage and structure an inclusive classroom in a caring manner. It was hard

work requiring significant physical and emotional energy. However, all of the

teachers indicated that this expenditure of energy was worthwhile because they

could observe the students' successes. All of the teachers wonied that the extra

time and energy required to include students with special needs reduced their

contact time with other students. They all appeared tired and harried at times

when there was significant competition among students for their time and

attention.

Student Peem

Benefits of Inclusion

It was concluded that the benefits of inclusion for student peers were (i)

learning acceptance, tolerance and patience for students with special needs and

other classroom peers; (ü) developing an ethic of caring and inclusion; (üi)

learning to collaborate with their teacher to develop an inclusive classroom

2t3



ecology; (iv) developing a sense of responsibility for assisting others; (v)

learning to accept human diversity as a natural part of daily life; (vi) academic

gain that results from working cooperatively with another individual. Both the

helper and the person helped learn more and gain from the interaction, (vü) the

benefits of additional adult fparaprofessional or resource] time in the classroom.

It can be concluded that these benefits are significant and mitigate the reduced

contact time with teachers. Alternative teaching anangements like teaching

teams with colleqgues or resource teachers could increase teacher-sfudent

contact time.

Drawbacks of Inclusion

It was concluded that there were two drawbacks of inclusion. These

were (i) the decrease in teacher time available when significant time was required

for a student with special needs; (ü) interruption by attention seeking behavior or

the noises of students with special needs was observed and reported to interfere

with the concentration of some student peers. Neither of these drawbacks were

observed or reported to significantly interfere with inclusion. As previously

stated, alternative teaching affangements could mitigate these drawbacks.

Question 4

The fourth research question was: Are students with special needs
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who are included in regular classrooms experiencing inclusion in the

broader community? Conclusions for this question cannot be made because

the interview and observation process occurred at school so only reported data

was available.

Students with Special Needs were reported to be included as much as

their physical, not behavioral, challenges allowed. Students a and b reported

having both school and home friendships and community involvement. Students

c, d and e, each with progressively more serious physical challenges reported

some inclusion but with the environment or the communication modified to meet

their needs.

Question 5

The fifth research question was: Are the observed daily experiences of

students with special needs in mainstream classrooms congruent with the

perceptions ofthese experiences as reported by teachers and student peers?

It was concluded that the reported experiences very closely paralleled the

observed experiences for students with special needs in the classrooms of this

study.

Major Themes and Conclusions

There were several major themes that emerged from the observational
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and reported data. These were:

o Student collaboration facilitated and contributed to the success of the

inclusion process.

o Paraprofessionals were the primary support personnel for teachers

including students with special needs.

o Students with special needs and their peers both experienced significant

social and academic gains in an inclusive classroom.

o Classroom teachers did not generally use professional team teaching to

facilitate inclusion.

o Teachers \Ã/ere more accepting of inclusion when the process was not

complicated by student s' behavioral challenges.

o Students with behavioral challenges may benefit from a different kind

of inclusion process and a different support system.

o Teachers gained understanding, knowledge and positive experiences

from the inclusion process.

o Teachers identified time constraints and desire to meet all students'

needs as dilemmas for them when including students with special needs.

o Teacher willingness, experience and expertise as well as strong

collegial and administrative support were prerequisites for successful
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inclusion of students with special needs.

o Larger classrooms or larger numbers of students with special needs in a

classroom resulted in a high physical and emotional toll for teachers as

they struggled to include.

Possible Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the study included; (i) possible bias of the

observer and/or the person observed; (ü) possible bias of the interviewer and the

person interviewed; (üi) possible selection bias; (iv) generahzahility beyond the

five classrooms studied because of the small number of subjects; (v) interview

variance; (vi) possible bias in the recording system.

There limitations were identified but were also recognized as inherent to

the qualitative, observational and interview design of the study. When

discussing the imperative of enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative

analysis Patton (1990), stated that,

The credibility issue for qualitative inquþ depends on three distinct but

related inqulry elements:

1. rigorous techniques and methods for gathering high-quality data that is

carefully analyzed, with attention to iszues of validity, reliability ...

2. the credibility of the researcher, which is dependent on training,

217



relationships. That is, they may have reported more positive perceptions or

experiences with inclusion than really occurred. In the one instance where the

interviewer and teacher worked in the same building the observational and the

interview data were validated by the congruence with long time daily experience.

The teache/s diligence and caring were observed daily in her classroon¡ not just

during the observation times or as reported during the interview.

The limitation of the study to five inclusive classrooms enabled the

lengthy observation and detailed description ofthe experiences ofteachers and

students. This also reduced the generahzability of the results and conclusions to

other individuals and locations. The conclusions were for these five unique

situations. The congruence of the data among the different situations may allow

for some tentative generaliz¿þility, that could be supported by future research.

There may be some bias due to variance in interview questions. The

interviews all included the same questions (see Appendices A B, & C). The

probes used, differed depending on interviewee responses and in n¡¡o instances

paraprofessionals responses for the students with special needs because personal

communication was not possible. AII the interviews were audio taped to ensure

that accurate transcripts could be made for analysis.

The observations could not be video recorded because of the near
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impossibility of receiving the permission of all parents in the classroom This

resulted in a final possible source of bias as the researcher attempted to record

atl of the classroom actions of each student with special needs and their

interactions with their teachers and peers in close proximity. This was a

daunting task during which the observer had to select and record what appeared

to be the salient actions and interactions. Some of this bias may have been

mitigated over time by_repeated observations so that what was typical and

atypical could be noted. Observer reliability was assessed by an observer

reliability check. A colleague with the same research qualifications as the

observer did parallel observations that resulted n a95Yo congruence in

observations noted.

The credibility of the inquiry was enhanced by rigorous adherence to the

data gathering method for each subjeø, attention to validity by repeated

observation and reliability by doing an interobserver check. The researcher's

credibility was enhanced by previous research experience, professional

reputation and consistent presentation of a non-intrusive, positive and

professional manner. A belief in and appreciation of naturalistic inquiry were

fundamental to the researcher's development of this study.
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Recommendations for Educators

There were recommendations made directly by the teachers of students

with special needs as well as more general recommendations for educators that

result from the entire study.

Teacher Recommendations

Each teacher had specific recommendations for teachers who would be

including students with special needs. These were reported in detail in the

results section. There were:

o be as consistent as possible in routines and classroom structures

. use the available supports

o don't take things personally, or personalize student behaviors as a

reaction to you as an individual

o .limit class sizes and the numbers of students with special needs

in one class

o have a safe, supervised time out and learning spaæ for students

with behavioral needs

o insist on adequate supports so the child with special needs can

learn in the regular class

o provide a structured envi¡onment
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. alternative programs both in and out of the class should be

available; for example, swimming and life skills.

These recommendations were made as a result of teachers' experiences in

their inclusive classrooms. The efficacy of these should be explored in future

research. The complexity of classroom interactions makes it almost impossible

to isolate the factors facilitating inclusion. However, this question could be

framed: When these recommendations are implemented, are struggles for

inclusion diminished and is successful inclusion observed?

General Recommendations

Some more general recommendations can be made for educators when

considering the results and conclusions for this study.

The primary recommendations were to differentiate the teaching

instruction and support of students with special needs in mainstream classrooms.

Team teaching of classroom and resource teachers or colleagues was not

observed and is a practice that could ensure more teacher contact for students

with special needs as well as their peers. Creative teaching arrangements should

also be explored.

Multi-age classroom Íurangements could be helpful in mitigating an

uneven distribution of students with special needs and/or behavioral challenges
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in one single grade level classroom. This could be particularly helpful in small

schools with only one or two classrooms at each grade level. It is crucial that a

multi-age rather than split grade philosophy (see Glossary) frame the teaching

practice in inclusive classrooms.

Other creative teaching arrangements could be family groupings (see

Glossary) of two or three teachers across grade levels or team teaching between

teachers at a particular grade or age level. It is recommended that students'

needs for learning be the primary determinant for educational grouping rather

than an arbitrary grade level. These educational groupings should also be

primarily heterogeneous to ensure opportunities for co-operatior¡ collaboration

and mutual assistance.

Differentiation of support for teachers is also recommended. This could

differ with the uniqueness of situations. This could be a strong cadre of parent

volunteers to supervise learning groups while the teacher either manages the

enti¡e goup or works with individuals. It could be additional preparation time

and/or clerical support providing more time for preparation and instruction.

This must also include strong administrative support. The administration

is responsible for ensuring collaboration with the teacher in determining and

providing materials and personnel zupports, professional development and
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dialogue, in preparation for students with special needs and respite if necessary.

It is also recommended that teachers and administrators spend time

preparing themselves, the student peers and the community within and outside

the school when including students with special needs. Students were both

observed and reported as being crucial enablers in the process of inclusion.

They helped, encouraged and befriended the students with special needs.

Students who were welcomed and celebrated responded very positively.

Students who could be isolated, rejected or ignored may respond negatively.

lVhen inclusion flourishes, students and teachers benefit significantly. Future

research could certainly explore the outcomes of these recommendations.

Recommendations for Future Research

There is a need for research examining the specific academic benefits of

inclusion for students with special needs and thei¡ peers.

Future research could explore the efficacy of alternative teaching

affangements (as specified in the previous section) in inclusive

classrooms.

The benefits of different support factors and arrangements could be

studied in future research.

The enabling role of student peers could be explored.

L
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Appendix A

Interview Questions: Classroom Teacher

Questions are deliberately open ended to reduce the possibility of leading

the subjects to respond in a particular, possibly biased m¿¡nner. Probes will be

used only if the areas for probing are not included in subjeøs'responses.

1. How did the student (name) get placed in your classroom?

Possible probe:

tr What were the preparations that occurred before this placement?

2. Has the placement of this student affected your teaching? How?

Possible probes:

tr Have there been changes in your assessment practices?

! What are your goals for assessment for students, including those

with special needs?

! Have your instructional strategies changed? If so, how?

tr How do you modify instruction and/or expectations to include

your student with special needs?

! How do you organize your classroom for diversity in instruction?

¡ Has the placement of this student had an effect on your practice

with respect to students' behaviors?
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D Has the placement of this student had an effect on your

classroom management Practices?

3. Has the placement of this student affected the classroom environment?

How?

Possible probes:

tr What is the role of support personnel in your classroom?

n Have you made any particular changes in classroom arrangement,

teaching language, teaching goals?

n How do you ensure high student motivation &'lot enga¿ement in

the active teachinlearning process?

4. Has the placement of this student atrected you Íls a person? How?

5. Do you believe this to be the most enabling environment for the student?

Possible probes:

n What elements of the schooVclassroom environment enable the

student/s inclusion?

n What changes could make the environment more enabling of

inclusion?

6. Please describe the day to day educational experiences of the student
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(name) in your classroom.

Possible probes:

! Are there positive educational social outcomes for the student?

! How do you ensure positive educational and social outcomes for

the student?

tr What does Vhe do during:

- classroom instruction times

- independent work times

- transition times

- during recess and lunch times

7. What has been the most positive aspect for you as a teacher and as a

person?

8. What has been the most diffcult aspect for you as a teacher and as a

person?

9. Describe the interaøions of classmates with (name) in class and out of

class.

10. What effects on classmates' learning have you seen since (name) has been

included in your class?

11. \ilhat effects on classmates' behavior have you seen since (name) has
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been included in your class?

12. Could you please describe the school's policy &/or philosophy regarding

students with special needs?

13. Please describe the supports for inclusion in your school.

Possible probes:

! Please describe any cooaborative processes that you may use.

n Have there been any changes in the language used in the school

generally since more students are included in the mainstream?

! How are parents involved in the educational processes of the

student with special needs?

14. What do you see as barriers to inclusion?

15. \{hat recommendations could you make to others who are attempting to

include students with special needs in regular classrooms?

Source: Adapted from Gangreco et al. (1993); York et al. (1992); Vitla

& Thousand (1990).
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Appendix B

Interview Questions: Student Peerc

1. When and how did the student (name) come to your classroom?

2. What changes if any have you noticed in the student (name) since helshe

has been in your classroom?

3. What have you learned from the student (name)?

4. What has the student (name) learned from you or your classmates?

5. What does the student (name) do at recess and lunch breaks?

6. Do you or your classmates play with the student (name) outside of

school times?

7. What's the besVworst thing about being in your classroom?

Source: Adapted from York et al. (1992).
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Appendix C

Interview Questions: Students with Special Needs

l. Could you tell me about what you do in your classroom?

2. What do you like to do best in school?

3. What is your least favorite thing to do at school?

4. What have you learned from the other students in your class?

5. What do you think your classmates have learned from you?

6. What do you do outside during recess and lunch breaks?

7. Who are your friends when you are at home?

Source: Adapted from York et al., (1992).
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Appendix I)

Classroom Obserration Instrument

Time Student with
Special
Needs

Teacher Peers Others Comment
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Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri

a.m. c b a d e d e c a b

p.m. a d e b c c a b e d

Appendix E

Sample Observation Schedule

Subjects are identified as q b, c, d, e.

Note. Participants v/ere assigned to 2 morning and 2 afternoon observation

times. The observations actually occurred over a period of three months

rather than the two weeks as indicated in the sample schedule..
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Appendix F

Inform ationÆerm ission Leff er to Subj ects' Parents

Dear Parents,

I am presently engaged in a research study in Seven Oaks School

Division. The study is for completion of a Masters Thesis at the University of

Manitoba. I have received the permission of the Board of Trustees to complete

this study in Seven Oaks' Schools. Your child has been randomly selected to

participate in this study, from all students with special needs who spend more

than 50o/o of their school day in the regular classroom. Attached please find a

description of my study and your child's possible contribution if you choose to

allow him/trer to participate.

All of the information that I will collect is confidential, and will remain

with me only, to complete this research study. I will not use names, locations or

descriptions that could identify any individual when I write about my study.

Participation is completely voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time.

All participants will receive a summary of the study, by mail, upon its completion

(Winter (1994). If you have any concerns about how I have followed the above

procedures please call Mr. David Coulter, Acing Superintendant at 586 - 8061.

I am available to meet with or talk to parents and answer any questions or

253



concerns before the process begins. I am available during the day at334'4371.

Sincerely,

Janice de Denus

If you wish your child to participate, please sign the aftached informed

consent form and return it to me in the enclosed stamped envelope as soon

as possible.

INCLUSION RESEARCH STTIDY

Informed Consent by Subjects' Parents to Participate in a Research

Project

I have read the above and give permission for my child to be observed and

interviewed at school, accordingly.

Child's Name Date

Parent Signature

Researcher

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.
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Appendix G

InformationÆermission Letter to Peers' Parents

Dear Parents,

I am presently engaged in a research study in Seven Oaks School

Division. The study is for completion of a Masters Thesis at the University of

Manitoba. I have received the permission of the Board of Trustees to complete

this study in Seven Oaks' Schools. Your child has been selected to

participate in this study, from all the classroom peers of a student with special

needs. Attached please find a description of my study and your child's possible

contribution if you choose to allow him/her to participate.

AII of the information that I will collect is confidential, and will remain

with me only, to complete this research study. I will not use names, locations or

descriptions that could identify any individual when I write about my study.

Participation is completely voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time.

All participants will receive a summary of the study, by mail, upon its completion

@rnter 1994). If you have any concerns about how I have followed the above

procedures please call Mr. David Coulter, Acting Superintendant at 586 - 8061.

I am available to meet with or talk to parents and answer any questions
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or concerns before the process begins. I am available during the day at

334 - 4371.

Sincerely,

Janice de Denus

If you wish your child to parÉicipate, please sign the aftached informed

consent form and return it to me in the enclosed stamped envelope as soon

as possible.

INCLUSION RESEARCH STIIDY

Informed Consent by Subjects' Parents to Participate in a Research

Project

I have read the above and give permission for my child to be observed and

interviewed at school accordingly.

ChTd's Name Date

Parent Signature

Researcher

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.
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Appendix H

InformationÆermission Leffer to Teachers

Dear Teacher,

I am presently engaged in a research study in Seven Oaks School

Division with permission of the Board of Trustees. The study is for completion

of a Masters Thesis at the University of Manitoba. A child in your class has

been randomly selected to participate in this study.

My research is a descriptive study of the educational experiences of

students with special needs who a¡e included for most of their school day in

regular classrooms. I hope to develop an understanding of the day to day school

life of students with special needs as well as their teachers and student peers. I

would like to do this by observing in your classroom for one half hour on four

separate occasions. I would then like to interview you, the child and three

selected student peers. All interviews will take approximately thirty to forty-five

minutes and will take place in the school in a quiet room designated by the

principal. Both the observations and interviews will be tape recorded. I will

provide you with a transcript afterwards. You may modify or eliminate any of

your comments at that time.

All of the data collected is confidential, and will remain with me only, to
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complete this research study. No names, locations or identifying descriptions

will be used in the publication of this study.

Participation is completely voluntary any may be withdrawn at any time.

All participants will receive a summary of the study, by mail, upon its completion

(Winter 1994). If you have any concerns about how I have followed the above

procedures please call Mr. David Coulter, Assistant Superintendant at 586-8061.

I am available to meet with or t¿lk to you and answer any questions or

concerns before the process begins. I am available during the day at334'4371.

Sincerely,

Janice de Denus

Please sign the attached informed consent form and return it to me in the

enclosed envelope as soon as possible.

INCLUSION RESEARCH STI]DY

Informed Consent by Subjects to Participate in a Research Project

I have read the above and I agree to be observed and interviewed accordingly.

Name Date

Researcher

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.
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Appendix I

Follow Up Letter to Teachers

October 31,1994

Dear Teacher,

I would again like to thank you for your participation in my study of

students with special needs. I have completed the transcription process and have

begun the analyses of results. Attached is a copy of your interview transcript.

Please advise me immediately if any changes are required or if there is

information that you would prefer that I not quote.

As soon as I have completed my writing I will forward a synthesis of the

findings to you. Thank you again.

Sincerely,

Jan de Denus
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Appendix J

Classroom Ecologr Instrument

Teacher Name Student Name Date

1. sense of positivenesVclimate 2. clearly st¿ted learning goals

3. organisation of instructional
content

4. time allowed

instructional support 6. monitoring by teacher

7. monitoring by other(s) 8. down time

). routines established 10. teacher feedback

I l. student self-esteem 12. understanding of instruction

13. students' attention 14. active teaching

15. direct instruction 16. clearly stated objective(s)

17. questioning 18. practice

19. redirection 20. modification of instruction

21. structure 22. organisation

23. critical thinking 24. student accountability

25. praise/positive regard 26. student responsibility

27. responses to inapproPriate
Sehavior

28. accepting of differences
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Appendix K

Guidelines for Level II and Level III Support for Schoot Divisions/Districts

Level II and III Support funding is available for students who require and

receive extensive modifications in educational programming based on a

comprehensive educational needs assessment. This special needs funding is

beyond the usual Clinician and Level I Support.

Level II Support

criteria for eligibilify for funding is based on the need for individualised

instruction for the major portion of the schoor day. The following handicapping

conditions are considered for Low Incidence II Support:

S everely Multi-Handicapped

Severely Psychotic

Severely Autistic

Deaflflard of Hearing

Severely Visually Impaired

Very S everely Emotionally/B ehavio rally Diso rdered

Other special conditions can be considered

Level III Support

Criteria for eligibility for is based on the need for individualised instrucrion for
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the entire school day as well as other additional specialist support which is

provided by the school division and is significantly beyond the level of program

intensity considered for Level tr Support. This level of funding will be provided

for students who are profoundly multi-handicapped, deaf or with the most

profound emotionaV behavioral personnel.

Criteria for lævel II Support

Severelv Multi-Handicanped

The child who has a combination of two or more severe handicaps which

produce severe multiple learning, developmental and/or behavioral problems.

The child may have a severe mental handicap compounded by a severe physical

handicap to the extent that he/she cannot respond to the uzual instructional

techniques as provided in special education programs for the mentally or

physically handicapped; or, if not intellectually disabld will display two or more

severe physical impairments. As a consequence, the child requires intensive

assistance and/or supervision on an individual basis.

Severelv Psvchotic

This diagnostic category includes children with severe thought disorders and

associated inappropriate behaviors which are beyond control, and which do not

appear to be caused by inappropriate school expectations. This child displays
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hiehly inappropriate school expectations. This child displays highly

inappropriate school behavior which is both ch¡onic and excessive and may

necessitate the child's removal from the regular progfam with placement in a

special highly intensive therapeutic program setting'

Severelv Autistic

The child exhibits autistic characteristics which are very severe inhibiting factors

in his/trer learning and overall functioning. Children with autistic characteristics

present a combination of impairments such as: extreme self-isolation, severe

language problems, hypersensitivity and/or hyposensitMty in the sensory

dimensions, and ritualistic behaviors. The severely autistic child requires highly

individualised special progamming.

Deaf/Hard of Hearine

The child who is deaflhard of hearing and whose hearing loss has significantly

affected the development of speech and/or language and requires major proglam

modifications to effectively participate and benefit from instruction in the

educational setting.

Severelv Visuallv ImPaired

The child's vision is so severely impaired that the primary learning mode is not

visual. The child's disability is such that it requires extensive modifications in the
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learning environment.

Verv Severelv Emotio nallv/Behavio rallv D isord ered

The child exhibits very severe emotional/behavioral disorders and requires

individualised special progamming and supports with ongoing formal

interagency involvement.

Criteria for Level III SuPPort

Profoundlv Multi-Han dicaPPed

The child who has a combination of very severe handicaps which produce

extreme multiple learning, developmental and/or behavioral problems. As a

consequence, the child requires continuous individualised attention and

instruction, as well as other extensive additional supports.

Deaf

The child who is deaf and whose hearing loss affects communication so

profoundly that appropriate full time individual program support is required to

effectively participate and benefit from instruction in the educational setting.

Profo un dlv Emotion allvÆehaviorallv Disordered

The child who exhibits profound emotional,,/behavioral disorders and associated

learning problems requiring highly individualised special education progamming
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and intensive support services at school and in the community. A formal and

detailed individual Education Plan with a co-ordinated multi-disciplinary 24-hour

treatment intervention plan to address the profound emotional/behavioral

problems must accompany the low incidence III funding request. Guidelines for

the completion of a joint school division/interagency submission are attached.

Effective September, 1993

Chitd Care and Development Branch
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Appendix L

Indexing System Headings

AbbreviatioDs

rpp't appropriate

Itt'n attention

rehav/behat'r behavior

f ed'l exp daily educationel sxpe¡s¡ce

it classroom teacher

lifces differences

riffÏ rlifñc|ilty

lk didnt know

locument'n documentation

:nvi¡on't envi¡onment

r from

¡teract'n interaction

nst'n instruction

iimitat'ns limitations

nisunderstand'g misrnderstanding

modi6cat'n modification

nralparap'l paraprofessional

phys phystcal

rrob oroblem

prog program

prot'g providing

qu¡lificat'ns qualifications

react'n reaction

:elat'ship relationship

;eek'g seeking

;eget'n segtegation

rp shrdent p€er

ryec'l equip't special equipment

SSN student with special needs

lcher teacher
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(l)
(l 1)
(r11)
(lrll)
(r112)
(1 113
(rt2)
(112r)
(r t 22)
(t t 23)
(t r24)
(lr2s)
(t126)
(ll3)
(1131)
(1t32)
(r133)
(1r34)
(113s)
(1136)
(1137)
(ll4)
(1141)
(t 142)
(1143)
(r 144)
(114s)
(1146)
(t | 47)
(l 148)
(115)
(llsl)
(lls2)
(11s3)
(11s4)
(1rs5)
(lls6)

Headings

/d ed'l exp
/d ed1 exp/sp
/d edl exp/sp/affeøive
/d ed1 exp/sp/affective/fu n

I d ed'l exp/sp/affective/friendships
/ d eÅ'l exp/sp/affective/all
/d edl exp/sp/cognitive
/ d ú'l exp/sp/cognitive/subj ects

/d ed1 exp/sp/cognitive/work
/d ed'l exp/sp/cognitive/receive help

/d edl exp/sp/cognitive/more progress

/ d ed'l exp/sp/cognitive/no effects
/d ed1 exp/sp/cognitive/all
/d edl exp/sp/like best

/d ed1 exp/sp/like besVdk

/d edl exp/sp/like beslwriting
/d edl exp/sp/like best/math
/d edl exp/sp/like best/reading
ld ed'l exp/sp/like beslplay
ld ed'l exp/sp/like best/teacher

ld ed'l exp/sp/like beslall
ld eÅ'l exp/sp/dislike
I d ed'l exp/sp/dislike/dk
/ d ú'l exp/sp/dislike/math
/d ed1 exp/sp/dislike/spelling
/d edl exp/sp/dislike/homework
/d ed1 exp/sp/dislikdwork
/d edl exp/sp/dislike/bully
/d edl exp/sp/dislike/all
/ d ú'l exp/sp/dislike/alls
/d ed1 exp/sp/with ssn

/d edI exp/sp/with ssn/compassion

/d ed1 exp/sp/with ssn/liking

/d ed1 exp/sp/with ssn/play

/d ed'l exp/sp/with ssn/tolerance

ld e/'l exp/sp/with ssn/patience

ld ed'l exp/sp/with ssn/assist'g



(11s7)
(11s8)
(lrse)
(116)
(1161)
(r t 62)
(1163)
(1r64)
(117)
(r171)
(t172)
(1173)
(r18)
(1181)
(rr82)
(1r83)
(lle)
(t 2)
(r21)
(1211)
(12t2)
(12r3)
(t214)
(l2ls)
(1 3)
(1 3 l)
(1311)
(r312)
(1313)
(1314)
(131s)
(1316)
(1317)
(1318)
(l3le)
(r3110)
(132)
(1321)
(13 22)

/d ed'l exp/sp/with ssn/distraction
/d ed1 exp/sp/with ssn/unkind

/d edl exp/sp/with ssn/all

/d ed'l exp/sp/recess
/d ed'l exp/sp/recesVplay peers

/d ed1 explsplrecesVplay ssn

/d ed'l exp/sp/recesVplay home

/d ed'l exp/sp/recess/all
/d ed'l exp/sp/learn fr ssn

ld ed'l exp/sp/learn fr ssn/nothing
/d ed'l exp/sp/learn fr ssn/something

ld edl exp/sp/learn fr ssn/all

/d ed'l exp/sp/taught ssn

/d edl exp/sp/taught ssn/nothing
/d ed'l exp/sp/taught ssn/something

/d ed'l exp/sp/taught ssn/all

/d ed'l exp/sp/all
ld ed'l explú
/d ed'l exp/cttbehavior
/ d ed'l exp/ctlbehavior/proüg structure
/d ed'l exp/ctlbehavior/caring
/d ed'l exp/ctlbehavior/caring
/d edl exp/ctlbehavior/all
/ d ed'l exp/ctlbehavior/alls
/d ed'l exp/ssn
/d ed'l exp/ssn/changes
/d edl exp/ssn/changeVquieter
/d edl exp/ssn/changes/calmer
/ d ed'l exp/ssn/changeVhappier
/d ed'l exp/ssn/changes/has friends

/ d ed'l exp/ssn/changeVprogress
/d ed1 exp/ssn/changeVnone
/d edl exp/ssn/changeVtrelpful
/d edl exp/ssn/changeV
/d edl exp/ssn/changeVworse

/ d edl exp/ssn/changeVall

/ d ed'l exp/ssn/actions
/ d ed'l exp/ssn/actionVcry
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actions/bothersome



(r 3 23)
(r324)
(t32s)
(1326)
(t 3 27)
(1328)
(t 3 2e)
(t32ro)
(133)
(1331)
(1332)
(1333)
(1334)
(133s)
(134)
(1341)
(r342)
(1343)
(l3s)
(l3sl)
(t3s2)
(13s3)
(136)
(1361)
(1362)
(1363)
(1364)
(1365)
(t37)
(1371)
(r372)
(t373)
(13 7 4)
(1375)
(138)
(1381)
(1382)
(1383)
(2)

/d ed'l exp/ssn/actions/handicapped
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actions/socially appT

/d ed't exp/ssn/actions/violence
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actionVtalking
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actions/toileting
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actions/regular
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actionVall
/d ed'l exp/ssn/actionValls
/d ed'l exp/ssn/recess

/d ed'l exp/ssn/recesVwith Para
/d ed'l exp/ssn/recess/play peers

/d ed'l exp/ssn/recesVstay in
/d ed'l exp/ssn/recess/alone

/d ed'l exp/ssn/recesVall
/d ed'l exp/ssn/learn fr sP

/d ed'l explssn/learn fr sp/nothing
/d ed'l exp/ssn/learn fr sp/something
/d ed'l exp/ssn/learn fr sP/all

/d ed'l exp/ssn/taught sp

/d ed'l exp/ssn/taught sp/nothing
/d ed'l exp/ssn/taught sp/something
/d ed'l exp/ssn/taught sp/all

/d ed'l exp/ssn/classroom
/d ed'l exp/ssn/classroom/work
/d ed1 exp/ssn/classroom/Peer

/d ed'l exp/ssn/classroom/responding
/d edl exp/ssn/classroom/in trouble
/d ed'l exp/ssn/classroom/all
/d ed'l exp/ssn/like best

/d edl exp/ssn/like best/food
/d ed'l exp/ssn/like best/work
ld eÅ'l exp/ssn/like best/PlaY

/d ed'l exp/ssn/like beslcomputer
/d edl exp/ssn/like best/all
/d ed'l exp/ssn/dislike
/d ed'l exp/ssn/dislike,/music

/d ed'l exp/ssn/dislike/work
/d ed'l exp/ssn/dislike/all
/affects of inclusion



(2 r)
(211)
(2111)
(2tt2)
(2 113)
(2r14)
(2r2)
(2r2r)
(2 r 22)
(2 r 23)
(2r24)
(2t3)
(2131)
(2t32)
(2r33)
(2134)
(2r3s)
(2t4)
(2r4t)
(2142)
(2t43)
(2144)
(2r4s)
(2 2)
(22 t)
(221 t)
(2212)
(22 | 3)
(221 4)
(22 | s)
(221 6)
(2217)
(2218)
(22 t e)
(22rto)
(22rtt)
(221 t 2)
(222)
Q22 t)

/affects of inclusion/ssn
/affects of inclusion/ssn/enabling environ't
/affects of inclusion/ssn/enabling environ't/regular cl

/affects of inclusior/ssn/enabling environ't/seg setting

/affects of inclusion/ssn/enabling environ't/peer supp ort
/affects of inclusion/ssn/enabling environ't/all

/affects of inclusior/ssn/behavior
/affects of inclu sion/ssn/b ehavior/attention needs

/affects of inclusion/ssn/behavio r / anger

/affects of inclusion/ssn/behavior/violence
/affects of inclusior/ssn¡behavior/all
/affects of inclusior/ssr/affective
/affects of inclusion/ssr/affectiv el calm
/affects of inclusion/ssn/affective/self esteem

/affects of inclusior/ssr/affective/friends
/affects of inclusion/ssn/affective/social interact'n

/affects of inclusion/ssr/affective/all
/affects of inclusion/ssn/cognitive
/affects of inclusion/ssn/cognitive/attention needs

/affects of inclusion/ssn/cognitive/rel to affective
/affects of inclusion/ssn/cognitive/diffy of work
/affeøs of inclusion/ssn/cognitive/adaptive prog

/affeøs of inclusion/ssn/cognitive/all
/affects of inclusion/ct
/affects of inclu siodct/teaching
/affects of inclu si on/ ctl teachnglle s s att'n sp

/affects of inclusion/ctlteaching/whole class

/affects of inclusion/clteaching/direct inst'n

/atrects of inclusion/ctlteaching/feedback
/afFects of inclusion/ctlt eacïngl gt ouping

/affects of inclusion/ últeaclnnglstructured
/affect s of in clu sio n/ ctl teaclttngl rep etitive
/affects of inclusion/ctlt eachngl w ut time

/affects of inclusior/ctlteaching/none
/affects of inclu sion/ ctl teacTtnglslow p ace

/affects of inclusion/ctlteaching/prog
/affects of inclusion/cVteaching/all
/affects of inclusior/ctlstudent behav

/affects of inclusior/clstudent behav/attent'n seek'g
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(2222)
(2 223)
(2224)
(222 s)
(222 6)
(22 2 7)
(22 2 8)
(222 e)
(223)
(223 t)
(223 2)
(223 3)
(223 4)
(224)
(22 4 t)
(22 42)
(2243)
(22 4 4)
(22 4 s)
(22 s)
(22 s t)
(22 s 2)
(22 s 3)
(22 s 4)
(22ss)
(22 s 6)
(22s7)
(22 s 8)
(22 6)
(23)
(23 t)
(23 l l)
(23 | 2)
(23 2)
(23 2 t)
(23 22)
(23 23)
(23 3)
(23 3 t)

/affects of inclusion/ctlstudent behav/ accept diff ces

/affects of inclusion/ctlstudent behav/distress

/affects of inclusion/ctlstud ent b ehav/social prob

/affects of inclusioilclstudent behav/intem¡ptions

/affects of inclusior/cVstudent behav{ealousy

/affects of inclusiodct/student behav/tantrums

/affects of inclu sion/ctlstudent b ehav/require breaks

/affects of inclusion/ctlstudent behav/all

/affects of inclusion/ctlclass ecology

/affects of inclusion/ctlcl as s ecology/space need s

/affects of inclusion/ctlclass ecology/phys set up

/affects of inclusion/ctlclas s ecolo gylspec'l equip't

/affeøs of inclusior/ctlclass ecology/all

/affects of inclusion/ctlassessment
/affects of inclu si on/ctlassessmenVmore d ocument'n

/affects of inclusion/ctlassessmenVnon compare

/affects of inclusion/ctlassessment/same

/affects of inclusion/ctlassessmenldifferent
/affects of inclusion/ctlassessment/all
/affects of inclusior/ctlpersonal
/affects of inclusion/ctlpersonaVfrustration
/affects of inclusior/ctlpersonal/blame
/affects of inclusion/clpersonaVsee growth

/affects of inclusion/ctlpersonal/learning
/affects of inclusion/ctlpersonaVchose ssn

/affeas of inclusion/ctlpersonaVaccomplishment
/affects of inclusion/ctlpersonaVsee child

/affeøs of inclusion/ctlpersonaVall
/affects of inclusion/clParents
/affects of inclusion/sp
/affects of inclusior/sp/cognitive
/affects of inclusion/sp/cognitive/lo se time

/affects of inclusior/sp/cognitive/all
/affects of inclusion/sp/affective
/affects of inclusior/sp/affective/model behaviors

/affects of inclusion/sp/affectivdignore behaviors

/affects of inclusion/sp/affective/all
/affects of inclusion/sp/environment
/affects of inclusiol/sp/environment/noisier

271



(23 3 2)
(3)
(3 1)

(311)
(3 2)
(3 3)
(3 4)
(4)
(4 1)

(411)
(4r2)
(4 13)
(4t4)
(4rs)
(4 16)
(4t7)
(4 18)
(4 le)
(4 2)
(4 3)
(43 l)
(43 2)
(s)
(5 1)

(5 2)
(s 3)
(5 4)
(s s)
(7)
(8)
(e)
(e l)
(elr)
(er2)
(el3)
(et4)
(els)
(el6)
(et7)

/affects of inclusion/sp/environment/all
/language
Aanguagelteaching
llanguagel teaching/cho i ce s

/language/peers
llanguagelstudents
llanguagelall
/policy
/policyibaniers
/policy/banierVstudent numbers

/policy/b arrierVsupPort need s

/policy/barrierVcommunity react'n

/policy/barrierVtime
/policy/banierVcurric demands

/p olicy/b arri erVmo neY

/policy/barrierVphysical Plant
/policylb arri erVmisund erstand'g

/policy/barrierVall
/policy/rights
/policy/supports inclusion
/policy/supports inclusion/with modifi cat'n

/policy/supports inclusion/all
lpreparation
/prep aration/meetings
/preparation/none
/prep aratior/self talk
/preparatior/study
/preparation/all
/placement
/8 l
/supports
/supportVparap'l
/supportVparap'l/supervise monitor

/supports/parapVphys needs

/supp ortVparapl/redirect
/sup p ortsþarapVcl erical

/supportVp arap'llcommunicat'n
/supp orts/parap'l/relat'shiP
/supportsþarapVqualifi cat'ns
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(9 I 8) /supports/parap'Vneed more

(9 I 9) /supportVparap'Vresource teacher

(9 110) /supports/parap'Vperceptions
(9 111) /supportVParaP'Vall
(9 9) /supportVresource tcher
(10) /recommendations
(10 1) /recommendationVlimit class size

(10 2) /recommendationVuse supports

(10 3) /recommendationVstay unhooked
(10 4) /recommendationVaccept limitat'ns
(10 5) /recommendations/behay'l seget'n

(10 6) /recommendations/consistency
(10 7) /recommendations/structure
(10 8) /recommendationVsegregation
(10 9) /recommendations/all
(l l) /transfer behav'r
(12) /peers
(13) /snstudents
(14) /teachers
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Cascade of Services

The different types of learning environments that are available for

students with special needs (see Figure l).

Classroom Ecologl Instrument

A reflective, subjective record of the researche/s impressions a-fter

observing in a particular classroom (see Appendix I).

CodingÀlodes

The process of assigning numbers to lines of text data (text units). These

are referred to as "nodes" in the NUDIST progfam and relate to specific

indexing categories in the program.

Critical Pragmatism

Challenges the grounding aszumptions that lie behind social practices.

Disciplined Inquiry

A family of qualitative research methods in which a particular set of

observations or facts become "dat4 arggments, and reasoning capable of

withstanding careful scrutiny by other members of the scientific community"

(Jaeger, 1988, p. 5).

Early Years Classroom

Classrooms of Grades Kindergarten to Grade 4.

275



Educable Mentally Retarded (Ewß)

See Mldly HandicaPPed Students.

Efficacy Research

"Studies of the effectiveness of different systems for delivering

educational services to students with handicaps" (Lloyd, & Gambatese, 1991,

p s).

Error Manipulation

Reinforcement for correct responses, ignoring incorrect responses and/or

providing additional information after an error occurs.

Family Grouping

A team teaching arrangement in which students from two or more single

grade classrooms, of different grades (e.g.. Grades 5 & 6) recombine for

teaching.

Habituation

Individuals who are being observed behave typically because they have

become accustomed to the observe/s presence.

Inclusion

"Inclusive schooling is the process of carrying out the operation of

supportive schools ... where the needs of all members are met and people
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support and accept responsibility for each other" (Stainback & Stainbaclq 1990,

p.4).

Inclusive Schools

"Inclusive schools do not focus on how to assist only particular

categories of students, such as those classified as disabled, fit into the

mainstream. Instead the focus is on how to operate supportive classrooms and

schools that include and meet the needs of everyone ... An inclusive school and

the process of inclusive schooling is the ultimate goal of the integration and

mainstreaming process" (Stainback & Stainbac( 1990' p. 4).

Indexing System

This system is used to "store references to ideas, concepts and facts that

arise in [the] project, and to text units in ... on-line text that can exhibit those

ideas, concepts or facts" @ichards, Richards, McFalliard, and Sharrock,1992,

p.4). The system has categories and subcategorise that evolve in a treelike

fashion (like a web or semantic map). This system allows the user to manipulate

the on-line data and pull together cornmonalties and differences from the entire

body ofdata.

Individualised Educational Plan (IEP)

A detailed educational plan prepared by educators; support personnel
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and parents that outlines in detail a child's educational needs, challenges and

goals. This plan is used to implement appropriate educational programming for

the child. It is also submitted to Manitoba Education and Training to access

Level II or Level Itr frrnding support.

Integration

The process of including students with special needs in regular

mainstream classrooms. This term is often used synonymously with

mainstreaming or inclusion.

Learning Disabilities (LD)

A broad classification that identifies pupils who have not mastered

expected school tasks despite exposure to regular instn:ction (Keogh, 1988, p'

20). Early definition of LD have included some reference to minimal brain

dysfunction. There is controversial technology that is attempting to support this

reference (see Bryar¡ Bay & Donahue, 1988).

Least Restrictive Environment

"The philosophy, supported in some legislation, IIDEA] of bringing the

handicapped as close to the normal social [or educational] setting as possible"

(Kirk & Gallagher, 1985, P. 473).
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Level II or ITT Funding SuPPort

',Manitoba Education and Training provides categorical grants to school

divisions/districts for: ... Level tr Support ($6,600 per student per year) and

Level Itr support ($13,200 per student per year) to provide individualised

programming for children with the most severe handicapping conditions. Level

tr and Level Itr support is provided on an individual basis upon demonstration of

need" (Manitoba Education and Training,1989, p. 8). The demonstration of

need is completion of an appropriate Individualized Educational Plan'

Mainstreaming

"Is a term used to describe the integration of special education students

in general education settings" (Truesdell, 1988, p. 42). Manstreaming may be

full, in which students attend regular education classes for the entire day or

partial, in which students in self contained special education classrooms attend

one or two general education classes daily þ- a5).

Mildly HandicapPed Students

"Students who are administratively defined as being in need of special

services because of learning problems, either specific or general" (Madden &

Slavin, 1983, p. 522).
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Multi-Age Classroom

"A classroom containing children who are at least one year apart in age,

and the classroom structure is theoretically linked by [the concept suggesting]

that there are 2 levels at which children can learn. At one level, children can do

things on their own; at another level they need guidance. Between these two

levels is ... a'zone of proximal development'where children who receive

assistance can stretch their learning beyond which they are able to do alone"

@ever, Zila &.Manzano, 199, P' 22)'

Naturalistic Teaching

"Instruction is embedded in ongoing activities" (Ault et al., 1989,

p.3a\.

Naive Pragmatism

Unreflective acceptance of the assumptions that lie behind social

practices.

Non-Categorical Placement

A special class placement for students with a variety of handicapping

labels, like learning disabled or mildly handicapped'

Normalisation

"providing individuals with mental retardatiorq patterns and conditions of
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everyday life which are as close as possible to the nonns and patterns of the

mainstream of society" (Lloyd, & Gambatese, 1991, p. 4).

On Line Text

Information, datathat is transcribed and entered into the NLJDIST

computer proglam.

Paraprofessional

A non-professional staffmember who provides educational and/or

physical support to students with special needs under the direction of the

classroom teacher.

Pedagogical Caring

Noddings'definition of the caring relationship between teacher and

student is described by Coulter (1994) as relationships in which teachers are

"concerned with education; they invariably help their students develop

understanding and acquire worthwhile knowledge about how we have come to

organise our world" (p 3) The pedagogical caring of teachers is that unique

caring for students' education and learning.

Personal Caring

The basic caring relation is defined by Noddings (1992) as "a connection

or encounter between two human beings - a cafer and a recipient of care' (p.15).
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Regular Education Initiative (REÐ

Represents a number of proposals for achieving the spirit of the EHA for

students with disabilities by extending its rights and resources to all students

(Skrtic, 1991, p. la9). An initiative ... advanced by the federal government and

by colleagues in education to create fundamental changes in the way in which

mildly to moderately handicapped students and other special needs students are

educated (Teacher Education DivisiorL Council for Exceptional Children, 1987,

p. 28e).

The movement advocating that the general education system assume

unequivocal, primary responsibility for all sn¡dents in our public schools -

including identified handicapped students as well as those students who have

special needs of some type @avis, 1989, p.M0)-

Response PromPting

providing prompts while teaching before or simultaneously with learner

responses. These prompts are then faded as learning occurs'

Running Record

Recording all observations as they occur on the Classroom Observation

Instrument (see APPendix D).
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Severely HandicaPPed Students

Is defined by Brown et al. (1983 , p. 77) as school aged students who

function intellectually within the lowest lo/o of thev particular age groups. This

1% includes learners who may have labels such as ... multiply handicapped; dual

sensory impairment (i.e., deaf - blind); autistic or psychotic; trainable mentally

retarded; ... severely, or profoundly retarded.

Special Education

An education system begun in the 1950's and 1960's in which students

with academic handicaps \¡/ere assigned to separate classes. These classes were

taught by teachers with specialised educational training and usually had small

teacher pupil ratios and specialised cunicula. It was believed that segregation

protected students with special needs from rejection by non-handicapped peers

and provided a safe environment for alternative curricula.

Split Grade Classroom

A single classroom in which two separate Grades are taught by the same

teacher.

Stimulus Modification

"Stimulus is presented in a form in which the student can respond

correctly" (Ault et al., 1989, p.3a\.
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Students with Special Needs

Students who require a modified school progfam or environment

because of specific learning and/or cognitive challenges. They receive funding

from Manitoba Education and Training at Level tr or Level Itr.

Team Teaching

Two or more teachers sharing the teaching responsibility of one group of

students.
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