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Abstract

The lndividual Education Plan (lEP) is a tool that can guide team members in

attaining worthwhile objectives for a student with special needs (Andrews' 1996)'

often, however, there is little congruence between written lEPs and what is

implemented on a daily basis for students (Lynch & Beare' 1990; Ysseldyke'

Algozzine, Richey & Graden, 1982)' One explanation for this difficulty is that

team members, beliefs govern their choices about programming options and

actions (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Smith & shepard, 1988). Therefore, the

purpose of my research was to learn about some team member's assumptions

and practices in relation io two contrasting paradigms when developing and

implementing an lEP. Data for this study were collected through a series of

participant observations, individual in-depth interviews, and document analysis of

three educational teams consisting of 18 team members. Qualitative analysis of

the data suggested that there are two contrasting beliefs. These perspectives are

based on the assumptions of who is responsible for educating children with

special needs and whether the principle difficulty of the student is pathological or

systemic. These set of assumptions guide the practices used in the IEP process

as well as how the IEP document is utilized. However, some educators

fluctuated between both perspectives when they encountered a crisis about their

responsibility or the child's belonging' These results provide a framework for

thinking about how educators understand their role, the student' and the IEP

process. This framework in turn can guide us on how to approach change and

improve the IEP Process.
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CHAPTER 1

lntroduction

Today's trend is greater inclusion of students with special needs into the

regular classroom (Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987', Villa, Thousand,

Stainback & Stainback, 1992). lt is argued that all students should be part of the

educational mainstream with educators who are willing and able to accept

diversity, assess their individual needs, accommodate those needs in

programming and instruction, facilitate life-long learning, support home-school

partnerships, and collaborate within a team of providers (Andrews, 1996). For

some students with special needs, the lndividual Education Plan (lEP) is a tool

that can support team members in attaining these worthwhile objectives (Lynch &

Beare, 1g9O). lt is also a tool that is recognized as a legal document in the United

States and is indirectly connected to funding in Canada. Despite these important

purposes, many educational teams have difficulty wíth the programming process.

Often there is little congruence between written lEPs and what is implemented on

a daily basis for students (Lynch & Beare, 1990; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Richey &

Graden, 1982).

I ndividualized Education Plans

An IEP is a global term referring to a written document, developed and

implemented by a team, outlining a plan to address the individual learning needs

of a student. lt is a summary of the specific outcomes and performance

objectives that have the highest priority for the student's learning during the

school year, with concrete plans as to how these goals can be reached. lts
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purpose is to guide educators in helping the student attain the skills and

knowledge that are the next logical step beyond his or her current level of

performance (Manitoba Education and Training, 1998)- ln general, lEPs should

indicate what is actually occurring with students in their education (Hunt, Goetz &

Anderson, 1986; odel & Galtelli, 1980), as well as include curriculum plans with

instructional methods that reflect effective teaching practices (Lynch & Beare,

l eeo).

Advantages fo an IEP

There are several advantages to a well-developed and implemented IEP'

First, an IEP provides a framework that supports an interdisciplinary team

approach. Second, it can eliminate misunderstanding and confusion among

team members. Third, it is more likely to ensure good standard teaching

practices for students with special needs (crawford, 1978). Fourth, it can assist

teams in helping students to achieve their educational goals and reach their

potential as learners (Manitoba Education and Training, 1998)' Fifth, the IEP

Serves as an academic management system, providing the framework for daily

lesson plans and ongoing evaluation. This final advantage helps the educator to

better organize and plan, leads to a þetter understanding of the student and his

or her needs, and prevents a "trial-and errod' approach to remediation (Odle &

Galtelli, 1980).

Historical DeveloPment of the IEP

ln the past two decades, special education research has experienced

significant developments in North America (Gersten, Vaughn, Deshler & Schiller,
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1997). These developments can be linked to legislation in the united states

such as the Education for All Handicapped children Act of 1975 (EHA) and the

lndividuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2oo4 (IDEA). These landmark laws

have not only provided a framework for the provision of educational services to

all children with disabilities in the united states; they have paved the way for

altering the knowledge base about effective educational practices and services

for children with special needs in Canada (Vaughn, Klingner & Hughes, 2000)'

lnfluence of American Legislation and Practice

The EHA made it mandatory for all children with disabilities in the United

States to receive a free and appropriate education. The legislation outlined

regulations and required actions on the part of all school staff and systems' lt

represented a move away from special class placements and a segregated

educational system to a less restrictive educational environment and

normalization for students with disabilities'

Embodied within this American legislation are various practices that have

had a major impact on special education in Canada. These influential practices

include zero reject, nondiscriminatory evaluation, individual ized education, least

restrictive environment, due process, and parental participation'

Zero reject. All children in the United States, regardless of their disability,

must be provided wiih an appropriate and free education' This practice

addresses the problems of functional barriers (e.g., lack of transportation),

support services (e.g., speech therapy) and in-service education for staff.
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Nondiscriminatoryevaluatian.Thispracticeaddressestheclassificationof

students and the development of appropriate educational programs' unbiased

assessment is required to ensure that curturar and raciarfactors do not contribute

to discrimination against students'

tndividuatized education. since the passage of EHA, an IEP is a legal

document that must be developed for every student who receives special

education in the united states. lt guides curriculum and instruction for students

with special needs (Lynch & Beare, 1990). An IEP must include information

concerning the student's level of educational performance, instructional goals'

evaluation procedures, and specify the times, duration, and extent of special

services and participation in regular education. As well, parents must be notified

andencouragedtoattendthelEPdevelopmentmeetings'

Leasf restrictive environmenf. This practice ensures that a continuum of

placement possibilities (e.g., regular class, resource room, special classroom)

must be considered before choosing the environment that meets the instructional

and social needs of the student. once an environment is chosen, it is stipulated

in the lEP. The practice is supported by the belief that students with disabilities

should have as much access as possible to meaningful interaction with peers

who are nondisabled.

Due process. This practice ensures that school teams have appropriate'

unbiased procedures in place for the identification, referral, assessment, and

placement of students with special needs. lf conflicts arise in any of the above
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areas, ihen either the parent or educator can request a due-process hearing' lt is

a practice that is closely connected to the IEP process'

Parental participation. Parents are encouraged to participate in aspects of

educationalpolicydevelopmentincludingthedeterminationofprogrampriorities,

budgets, and special education planning. This practice is supported by the IEP

process, since it is the focus for most of the planning and evaluation of special

education programs and activities'

ln 1gg0, the EHA was amended and replaced by the lndividuals with

Disabilities Act (IDEA). The act reaffirmed EHA's requirement of a free'

appropriate education and retained the requirement of a full continuum of

placements. ln addition, IDEA designated assistive technology as a related

service in lEPs, required a transition plan by at least age 16 in the IEP' and

strengthened the commitment to inclusion in community schools (Gearheart'

Weishahn & Gearheart, 1996)'

Current sfafe of the tEP in lvlanitoba

TheabovepracticesthatareencompassedinEHAand|DEAhave

influenced speciat education development in Manitoba' The provisions of these

acts are considered the benchmarks for special education reform in canada and

havebeenincorporatedintoSomeprovinciallegislation(Andrews&Lupart,

1993). For instance, Quebec, ontario, and saskatchewan have provincial

educationlawstoensurethattheeducationprovidedwillbeappropriatetothe

needs and abilities of a child with special needs (Poirer, Goguen & Leslie, 1988)'

ontario and saskatchewan also have included the involvement of parents in due
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process and placement decisions in their Education Acts (Andrews & Lupart'

1993). on the other hand, some canadian provinces and territories have given

local schools greater autonomy and flexibility in developing their own policies and

procedures in special education. Manitoba has taken this later path (Andrews &

Lupart, 2000).

other than Bill 13, which is an amendment to the Public schools Act that

mentions appropriate educational programming, the legislative' legal' and policy

provisions for students with special needs are minimal in Manitoba (Lutfiyya &

van walleghem, 2OO2). lnstead, many school divisions have been allowed to

develop their own policies. ln their review, Lutfiyya and Van Wallenghem (2002)

determined that there is no legislative or regulatory provisions in the following

areas: (a) clear statement of educational entitlements, (b) an individualized

educational program, (c) non-discriminatory assessment, (d) a description of

appropriateplacements,(e)parentalinvolvementinprogramplanningand

decision-making, and (f) right to appeal substantive or process issues' All these

areas are pertinent to the IEP process and an absence of a legislative foundation

leads to some disadvantages. For example, there is little guidance and no

minimum standards for what constitutes an acceptable IEP' Consequently'

unacceptable practices may be allowed to occur when planning and

implementing an individuatized education program' on the other hand' a lack of

legislation has the advantage that new approaches can arise and it may allow

educators to focus on meeting the needs of the students rather than satisfying

legislative mandates and regulatory standards'
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Because the fact that Manitoba has minimal legislation in regards to the

processes surround¡ng the lEP, factors such as the student's needs' where the

student lives and attends school, and who makes up the team have an impact on

the appropriateness of his or her IEP (Lutfiyya & van walleghem,2002)' one

can conclude that the success of a student's IEP may be dependent on variables

that are related to the team and their ability to function in a given context. This

leads to some unique problems during the IEP process'

Problems

Despite the significance of the IEP and the knowledge that most teams

have about best practices, concern has been expressed about the development

and use of lEPs (Lynch & Beare, 1990; siegel & Ladyman, 2000; Ysseldyke,

Algozzine, Richey & Graden, 1982). For example, Lynch & Beare (1990) found

that there is little congruence between the data presented at team meetings and

what is implemented on a daily basis for the student. According to the literature'

these difficulties with the lEp may be due to uncertainty about the process, the

purpose of the lEP, inconsistent use of best practices, poor collaboration' poor

parent participation, team members' attitudes, paper work, lack of accountability'

and inaccurate IEP goals.

IJncertainty of tEPprocess. Gerber (1981 ), Gilliam and coleman (1981)'

and siegel and Ladyman (2000) report that there is an uncertainty regarding the

processes by which lEPs are developed and implemented and this may impede

their implementation. During the IEP development process, educationalteams

may encounter the following difficulties: (a) a lack of understanding among team
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members about the essential components of the IEP (Anderson, Barnes &

Larson, 1978), (b) a lack of skills in formulating goals, objectives, and evaluative

criteria (Gallistel, 1978), and (c) an inability to write the IEP in a format that can

assist team members responsible for IEP implementation (Hayes & Higgins'

1978;safer, Morrisssey, Kaufman & Lewis,1977). These difficulties lead to a

lack of consistency in preparation and create an IEP that may be inadequate'

improper, and incomplete (odle & Galtelli,1980; siegel & Ladyman, 2000)' For

example,thestudent,slEPmaybeSogeneralthatitisoflittleornovalueasan

educationaltool. Generalized, nonspecific objectives that do not clearly

enumerate the services to be provided and delineate team members'

responsibilities are unsatisfactory. On the other hand' Some lEPs may include

overly detailed instructional strategies and even daily lesson plans' This practice

may produce an overly lengthy document and reduce the classroom teacher's

flexibility. ln neither instance is the IEP appropriate'

There is also an uncertainty about the IEP implementation process' For

example, odle and Galtelli (19S0) found that there is a failure to implement lEPs'

"ln Some instances the teacher has expected the student to be delivered

complete with a program that requires no planning on the part of the teache/' (p'

255). Some researchers believe that the uncertainty about the IEP process is

the result of educators not being trained in planning and implementing an

individualized program for students with special needs (Maher, 1980; Odle &

Galtelli, 1978).
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purpose of the IEP. Another factor that impedes IEP implementaiion is

educators' perceptions about its purpose. Some educators may perceive the IEP

as an administrative chore rather than a source of information for instruction and

evaluation. This may lead to the IEP being written, signed, shelved, and

disregarded (Banbury , 1987; Odle & Galtelli, 1980).

Inconsistent use of best practices. Recent advances in research on

educating students with special needs has improved the knowledge base about

best practices (Vaughn, Klingner & Huges, 2000) in the IEP process. However,

there remains a significant gap between the knowledge educators have about

these best practices and the extent to which they have been implemented (Fuchs

& Fuchs, 1998; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1998; Vaughn et al., 2000).

lmplementing best practices may be influenced by: (a) the teacher's skill, (b)

educator's attitudes and beliefs, (c) staff development activities, (d) the degree of

implementation difficulty, (e) time constraints, (f) paperuork, (g) curriculum,

(h) family involvement, (i) funds, and fi) administrative support (Ayres, Meyer,

Erevelles & Park-Lee, 1994; Malouf & Schiller, 1995; Wang & Zollers, 1990;

Williams, Fox, Thousand & Fox, 1990).

Educators also may have difficulty translating research validated

innovations into practice. Researcher designed practices may not adequately

reflect the realities of classroom teaching and the situations that educators face

(Gersten, Vaugh, Deshler, & Schiller, 1997; Malouf & Schiller, 1995). Meyer

(1991) argues that there is an erroneous assumption that isolated components
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validated by researchers, under research conditions, can be immediately put in to

practice by educators in typical schools and classrooms.

Poor collaboration. For students whose unique characteristics require

knowledge and skills beyond those typically possessed by classroom teachers, a

school team can be crucial in developing and implementing an appropriate IEP

(Cramer, 1998; Giangreco, 1996). This may involve the collaboration of

professionals (e.9., teacher, resource teacher, psychologist, occupational

therapist, speech-language pathologist, physiotherapist, social worker,

counselor, etc.), teaching assistants, families, and students in planning and

implementing a student's IEP (Giangreco, 1996; Manitoba Education and

Training, 1998). Yet, the literature also presents a long-standing concern that

educational teams often function in disjointed and fragmented ways and the ideal

of a collaborative group meeting regularly in the IEP process does not always

occur in practice (Giangreco, 1994; Giangreco, Edelman & Dennis, 1991 ;

Peterson,' 1980). This may be because one or more of the following

prerequisites for successful collaboration are missing: (a) parity among team

members, (b) voluntary participation, (c) a shared vision, (d) effective

communications, (e) consensus decision making, (f) mutual goals, (g) shared

resources, (h) conjoined responsibilities, (i) collective accountability for

outcomes, and fi) a shared framework (Friend & Cook, 1992; Giangreco, 1996).

This difficulty with collaboration affects the IEP process and eventually the

appropriateness of the student's education (Giangreco, 1996; Helge, 1981).
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Poor parent participation. ln some cases, parents tend to play a passive

role in the IEP process (Collet-Kliingenberg, 1998; Gillian & Coleman, 1981 ;

Helge, 1981 ; Scanlon, Arick & Phelps, 1981 ) and may not have "meaningful" or

"valued" roles on the team (Johnson, Stodden, Emanuel, Luecking & Mack,

2002). Reportedly, many parents of children with special needs have been

inclined to agree to any kind of program provided for their children whether it is

appropriate or not (Helge, 1981). Parents also have reported feeling excluded

from the IEP planning process (Siegel & Ladyman, 2000). This may be due to

one or more of the following factors: (a) school personnel are portrayed or

perceived as experts who know what is best for the student, (b) parents are

unaware of options, and, (c) parents may not inquire about alternative

possibilities. ln general, it is important that parents be a part of the process of

planning and implementing programs for students with special needs (Pudlas,

2001). The education of students with special needs is compromised when input

from the family is not adequately synthesized with input from educational staff.

Programming decisions based solely on the perspective of educators lead to an

increased probability of contradictory recommendations, conffict among team

members, role ambiguity, and programmatic fragmentation (Giangreco, 1996).

Team members'attitudes and beliefs. Team members'attitudes and

beliefs may present significant obstacles to the appropriate development and

implementation of an IEP (Odle & Galtelli, 1980). Educators'beliefs contain

assumptions about the locus of responsibility for learning and whether problems

exist within the child or within the educational environment (Wilson &'S¡lverman,
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1991). The nature of their belief systems will govern their choices about

programming options and actions (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Smith & Shepard,

19BB). One traditional view, referred to as the human pathology theoretical

perspective, assumes that problems reside within the students and may result in

educators using a medical model to manage difficulties (Skrtic, 1995; Wilson &

Silverman, 1991). The other contrasting view is that the problems lie within the

system. This is referred to as the systemic'pathology'theoretical perspective.

From this perspective, the difficulties of students with disabilities are not within

the student, but rather due to the organization of the general education

environment. Each set of beliefs results in different programming practices and

may afÍect the success of a student's program. Table 1 summarizes these two

contrasting perspeciives and the practices associated with each belief system in

the areas of roles, assessment, and implementation.
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Table 1

Major Differences in the Assumptions and Practices about the Human Pathology
Pe rspective an d System ic P ath ol og y Pe rs pective

Human Pathology
Perspective

Systemic Pathology
Perspective

Roles Educator is responsible for
the remediation of the
student's deficits

Educator is responsible for
some of the difficulties the
student encounters.

Educator is conceptu alized
as a technician who
organizes the knowledge

Educator is responsible for
organizing and arranging
experiences within the
student's qraso

Student is a passive learner Learner regulates the
learnins

Team members have
isolated roles

Team membe¡s assume

each other's roles and
responsibilities

Assessment Deficit exists within the
student

Difficulties stem from
factors within the
educational svstem

Categorical labels are used Non-categorical approach to
understandine students

Standardized testins Ecoloeical assessment

Delivery Model Categorical label influences
programming

The student's environment
and his or her strengths
influence programming

Utilization of a standardized
or developmentally
seouenced curriculum

Ecological curriculum

Direct intervention Adaptive instruction,
integrated therapy and skill
cluster instruction

Sesreeation mav be used Inclusion
Multidisciplinary team
aooroach

Transdisciplinary team
anoroach

Goals in IEP are discipline
soecific

Goals in the IEP are
reached bv team consensus

Expert consultation Collaboration
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Paperwork Odle & Galtelli (1980) report that one factor in the IEP

process which causes resentment on the part of educators is the great amount of

"paper work" necessary to comply with bureaucratic guidelines. A large amount

of information must be processed to write an IEP and educators may begin to

take short cuts to meet deadlines and demands (Bennett, Dworet & Daigle,

2OO1)

Workshops on lEPs have sometimes been workshops on filling out IEP

forms, wíth little or no information being given on ways to determine specific

needs, write behavioral objectives, choose appropriate methods and materials,

and carry out ongoing assessment procedures. ln some educational systems,

emphasis may be on the completeness of forms rather than on effective delivery

of lEPs (Odel & Galtelli, 1980). The dilemma then becomes, do educators

generate lEPs to access funding or to help children (Bennet et al., 2OO1).

Lack of accountability Another factor that may impede IEP programming

is that accountability for program implementation is not always required. For

example, educators ín Manitoba are not required to demonstrate that student

outcomes have been attained. They must only indicate the outcomes they will try

to obtain in order to receive special education funding (Lutfiyya & Van

Walleghem, 2002).

lnaccurate IEP goals. Research has shown that tEPs may be inaccurate

when describing present levels of functioning and goals in academic (Schenck,

1980; $mith, 1990) and social areas (Fielder & Knight, 1986; Reiher, 1992). This

dÍfficulty with accuracy may influence how the IEP is implemented, since the less
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explicit the program plan, the greater the likelihood it will be implemented in

different ways (Gredler, 1996).

The results from these studies support my own informal observations as a

school clinician, as well as the results from my initial study (Koskie, 2OO1). I have

observed that school teams often have difficulty with the programming process.

For instance, there appears to be little relationship between the written IEP and

the actual implementation of the program it describes. I have noticed that once

the IEP is developed, there is a tendency for school teams to see their job as

finished and the IEP is filed away. I also have observed, on numerous

occasions, the educational assistant being given full responsibility for the

student's program. This often is combined with infrequent collaboration among

team members and decision-making that does not always involve all the

individuals affected by the outcome.

ln my pilot case study (Koskie, 2OO1),1 examined the perspectives of

three team members (i.e., educational assistant, classroom teacher, and

resource teacher) from a rural school ín Manitoba. I investigated their views on

their responsibilities in the IEP process and their commitment to it, as well as

factors that impeded or facilitated IEP implementation. Qualitative research

methods were utilized to collect and analyze my data (i.e., semi-structured

interviews, constant comparative method). The results indicated that, although

the team was characterized by positive group dynamics (i.e., strong group

cohesiveness), problems such as poor collaboration, ambiguous roles, low

expectations, lack of shared responsibility, and the IEP's role as a funding
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document rather than a working one, impeded the team's ability to appropriately

implement the student's individualized program. Not only does this difficulty

jeopardize a student's learning potential, but it also may affect his or her quality

of life.

Possible Solutions to the Problem

The above fíndings raise questions about the utility of the IEP and its

appropriateness. ln order to address these concerns, researchers have

examined several areas. Some have focused on how to develop and incorporate

an individualized plan into a student's day (Giangreco, Cloninger & lverson,

1993; Guess & Helmstetter, 1986; Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1987). Other

researchers have suggested that educational teams need more training

programs and staff development in the IEP process (Ayres et al., 1994; Clark,

2000; Fullan, 1985; Maher, 1980; Odle & Galtelli, 1980; Wang &Zollers, 1990;

Williams et al., 1990). Others have suggested that the IEP process needs to be

finetuned through technical approaches such as: (a) increased standardization

of work processes and outcomes, (b) standardization of learning activities, (c)

further specification of professional roles and student classifications, (d) revision

and extension of existing rules and regulations, and (e) closer supervision of

personnel and students (Elmore & Mclaughlin, 1982; Heshusius, 1996; House,

1979; Wise, 1979).

Skrtic (1995) might argue that none of the above approaches will solve the

IEP implementation difficulties that educators encounter because they are what

he terms, a form of "naïve pragmatism". Naïve pragmatism is an approach to
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solv¡ng problems that questions practices without questioning the assumptions,

theories, and the paradigm in which they are grounded as depicted in Figure 1,

From Skrtic's perspective, the problems encountered during the IEP process

continue to surface because the solutions to them are based on a critique of

educators' current practices, but treat their grounding assumptions and theories

as unproblematic (Skrtic, 1995).

A paradigm is a general guide to perception, a shared pattern of basic

beliefs and assumptions about the nature of the world and how it works (Kuhn,

1970). Applied to special education, a paradigm is a system of beliefs about

cause-effect relationships and standards of practice and behavíor (Skrtic, 1995).

Thus, each mode of theorizing produces a fundamentally different way to view

the IEP planning and ímplementation process because each is premised on a

different set of metatheoretical presuppositions about the nature of special

education (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Morgan, 1983). ln general, an educator's

theoretical perspective will influence the practices he or she chooses to use

during the IEP process.

20
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Paradigm

Theories

Assumptions

Models

Practices

Tools

Figure 1. Hierarchy of presuppositions.

Note: Adapted from Dlsability and Democracy: Reconstructing Special
EducationforPostmodernity(p, 13), ByT. M. Skrtic, 1995, NewYork: Teachers
College Press. Copyright 1995 by Teachers College.
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Ensuring that practices are consistent with the educators' theoretical

perspective will increase the likelihood that they will be adopted. lf an exemplary

practice for developing an appropriate IEP is in conflict with the educator's

theoretical perspective, then he or she is unlikely to view it as a best practice or

implement it. The educator may only adopt the practice if he or she experiences

a paradigm shift. This change in the educator's way of thinking and doing would

result in a unification of theory and practice (Skrtic, 1995). Therefore, it is

important to examine the beliefs and assumptions that guide team members' IEP

practices in order to avoid naïve pragmatism and achieve successful solutions to

the difficulties educators encounter when planning and implementing appropriate

educational programs for students with special needs.

Overview of Study

Research Objectives

For decades, researchers have tried to improve the IEP practices of

educators. And despite the significance of beliefs and assumptions in this area,

research endeavors and studies aimed at understanding the beliefs of educators

have been scarce (Clark & Peterson, 1986). I believe that educators will

continue to encounter difficulties with the IEP process because researchers have

not fully examined educators' basic beliefs and assumptions about special

education and programming practices. One needs to delve deeper in order to

clarify and understand underlying fundamental belief systems. Documenting and

understanding these perspectives is an important step towards facilítating

genuine change in educators'programming practices. Therefore, the purpose of
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my research is to learn about some team member's assumptions and practices in

relation to two contrasting paradigms when developing and implementing an lEP.

This would include examining the following areas: (a) educators' perspectives on

proper programming practices for students with special needs (i.e., team

members' views on the 'right way' to develop and implement a student's IEP), (b)

the beliefs and assumptions that team members have about special educatÍon

and the programming process (i.e., the underlying beliefs and assumptions that

support their practices and perspectives on programming for students with

special needs), (c) patterns that may relate educators' beliefs to their

programming practices (e.9., differences in the belief systems of different team

members or the consistency of belief systems during different programming

processes) and, (d) divisional staffs perspectives and underlying assumptions

about special education. ln Chapter 2, I begin this exploration of beliefs about

programming practices by turning to three different literatures: factors that inhibit

the adoption of new practices, deconstruction of two different set of beliefs about

education, and implementing change. I show that the gap between educators'

knowledge and their actual implementation of best practices may be the result of

educators'traditional beliefs not merging with the assumptions that ground the

best programming practices. All three areas of literature emphasize the

importance of educators' beliefs and assumptions in programming practices and

facilitating change in the IEP process. ln Chapter 3, I outline the approach used

to collect, organize, and analyze the data gathered through team meeting

observaiions and team member interviews. ln Chapter 4, I present the individual
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beliefs and practices of 18 team members from three school teams. ln Chapter

5, I discuss the findings of the study as they relate to two contrasting

perspectives and the IEP process. Finally, ín Chapter 6, I discuss the major

implications of the study.
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CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

The Gap between Knowledge and lmplementation

ln the past two decades, special education research has experienced

significant developments (Gersten, Vaughn, Deshler & Schiller, 1997). These

developments in special education have increased our knowledge and

understanding about planning and implementing appropriate lEPs for s{udents

with special needs. For example, research has improved our understanding of

assessment practices, service delivery models, instructional practices, inclusion,

and practices for working effectively with support personnel and families (e.9.,

Bos & Anders, 1990; Giangreco, Edelman & Broer, 20O1; Hall, McClannahan &

Rranlz, 1995; Scanlon, Arick & Phelps, 1981).

Despite these accomplishments, there appears to be a tremendous

discrepancy between what typically occurs for most students with special needs

and what researchers say should be occurring as exemplary practices (Meyer,

1991). This lack of "linkage" between research and practice has been of growing

concern in the special education field (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Mastropieri &

Scruggs, 1998; Vaughn et al., 2000; Williams et al., 1990). So much so, that

major research journals (e.9., Educational Researcher and Exceptional Children)

have featured a series of articles on the issue of enhancing the impact of

educational research, As well, the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs has

provided funding to conduct research that contributes to understanding the
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sustained implementation of research-based practices (i.e., The Sustainability of

Promising lnnovations and Beacons of Excellence funding initiative).

According to Vaughn et al. (2000), there are two reasons frequently cited

to explain why research-based or'best' practices are not being implemented or

sustained. The first explanation suggests that researchers are to blame for the

implementation difficulties. On the other hand, some individuals believe that

educators are to blame for the lack of implementation.

Blame the Researcher

One explanation for the ineffective implementation of best practices is that

researchers who develop these innovative practices do not consider the realities

of the classroom and the constraints teachers have on their use (Gersten et al.,

1997; Malouf & Schiller, 1995). Rather, it is assumed that researchers focus on

what they are interested in rather than what educators need. This assumption

implies that researchers design materials, which reflect the researchers' interests

rather than the needs and learning associated with classroom practice

(Richardson, 1990). lt also has been argued that researchers are unresponsive

to educators in that they do not engage them adequately in the development

process and they have unrealistic and high demands about what educators

"should" do (Vaughn, Klinger & Hughes, 2000). ln addition, instructional

practices developed to improve outcomes for specific students with disabilities,

may not serve the class as a whole or may not be feasible to implement with a

large group (Vaughn & Schumm, 1996).
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Fuchs and Fuchs (1998) and Stone (1998) argue that researchers

attempting to implement and sustain intervention practices should be open to

input from educators, administrators, students, and their own successes and

failures. Without this type of openness, sustained and effective practices may

not be possible (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). Conducting focus groups with

educators to learn about what they perceive to be the critical issues related to

effective intervention may be beneficial (Vaughn et al., 2000), since multiple

perspectives can make for valuable contributions (Ball, 1995). However, even

when educators are actively involved in the implementation process of new

practices, changes in traditional practices are not inevitable (Harris, 1995;

Schumm & Vaughn, 1995), although they are more likely (Vaughn, Hughes,

Schumm, & Klinger, 1998)

Blame the Educator

The lack of implementation of best practices supported by research has

sometimes been attributed to the idea that some educators are resistant to

change and would rather choose practices that are familiar to them (Mclaughlin,

1987). However, many researchers state that factors other than the familiarity

issue may be influencing educators' use of practices. For example, time

constraints, lack of administrative support, educators' perceptions about

accountability, the perceived fit between new practices and ongoing activities, the

limits of a practice's applicability, educators' skills, staff development activities,

and the degree of implementation difficulty may be factors in whether best

practices are used. Factors such as paperwork, curriculum, classroom
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environment, family involvement, and funding also need to be considered (Ayres

et al., 1994; Huberman, 1983; Stone 1998; Wang & Zollers, 1990; Williams et al.,

1eeo).

These approaches to explaining why educators do not willingly adopt best

practices validated by researchers can be grouped into one or both of two

factors. One factor has to do with organizational constraints, the other has to do

with personal professional practice (Richardson, 1990).

Organizationalfactors. According to a number of researchers, it is the

structure of the organization that accounts, in large part, for the commitment and

willingness of educators to change and use best practices (Richardson, 1990;

Malouf & Schif ler, 1995). Factors such as externally imposed curriculums and

materials, norms of collegiality, relative isolation, lack of collaboration, heavy

workloads, ambiguity about goals, lack of organizational support, and insufficient

time and resources combine to limit the initiative and flexibility of educators in

learning about and implementing practices supported by research (Ayres et al.,

1994; Cohen, 1988; Fleming, 1988; Little, 1987; Rosenholtz, Bassler & Hoover-

Dempsey, 1986; Wasley, 1991; Williams et al., 1990). lf administrators and

educators do make changes to their practices, these changes are shaped by the

above organizational factors (Cuban, 1988). Thus, best practices may be

misapplied. For example, educators may adopt a practice that is wrong for the

situation, adopt too many practices, or adopt a practice that is insufficiently

developed (Fleming, 1988; Fullan, 1992). This may create a situation that

exacerbates rather than alleviates educaiors' problems (Fleming, 1988).
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These organizational factors are viewed as major barriers in educators'

willingness to change and use best practices. However, since the organization is

external to the educator, focusing on these factors takes the blame off individual

educators. This perspective implies that educators have little power to make

autonomous decisions concerning the appropriateness of a given practice for

their classrooms. lnstead educators resort to external pressures to explain their

acceptance or rejection of practices (Richardson, 1990).

Personalfactors. ln contrast, several scholars believe that understanding

the beliefs, knowledge, values, perceptions, and assumptions of educators is

essential to promoting the successful implementation of new educational

practices (Ashton, 1990; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Brookhart & Freeman, 1992;

Buchmann , 1984; Clark, 1988; Dinham & Stritter, 1986; Fenstermacher, 1979,

1986; Gersten & Woodward, '1992; Goodman, 1988; Munby, 1986; 1987',

Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1990,: Shavelson, 1988; Tabachnick,

Popkewitz, & Zeichner, 1979; Weinstein, 1988, 1989; Wilson, 1990). This view is

based on the assumption that beliefs are the best indicators of the decisions

individuals make throughout their lifetime (Bandura, 1986; Dewey, 1933; Nisbett

& Ross, 1980; Rokeach, 1968), an assumption that can be traced to our earliest

philosophical contemplations (Pajares, 1992).

This view has been supported by research that has found that educators'

beliefs about education influence practices and its improvement (fr/lalouf &

Schiller, 1995; Skrtic, 1995). For example, Wilson and Silverman (1991) found

that educators' beliefs about the nature of disability and professional
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respons¡bility correlated with teacher practices in serving students with special

needs. As well, Jordan and Stanovich (2004) reported that teachers' beliefs

about their role and responsibilities with students with disabilities influence their

intentions and actions in the classroom. Similarly, Richardson (1990) found that

teachers' beliefs about reading and reading instruction related to their practices

in teaching reading. Tobin (1987) also concluded from a number of studies on

the implementation of math programs that teachers' beliefs about how students

learn and what they ought to learn had the greatest impact on what teachers did

in the classroom and whether they changed.

Organizational and personalfactors. Some researchers look to both the

organization and the individual to explain the factors ihat affect the

implementation of change (Richardson, 1990). For example, March and Simon

(1958) and Hargreaves (1984) have suggested that individual behavior and the

decision to change within an organization is influenced by cues from the

'organizational environment and individual behavior, attitudes, and knowledge

acquired from experience in relation to the change. Other scholars try to link

organizational factors with personal attributes theoretically through concepts

such as the incentive system. This perspective requires an understanding of

what motivates educators in combination with structural conditions that meet their

needs. Most of the work in this area suggests that educators are motivated by

student pertormance and engagement rather than salary incentives and other

external rewards (Bryk, 1988; Mitchell, Ortiz & Mitchell, 1987; Stern & Keislar,

1977; as cited in Richardson, 1990). For example, Mclaughlin and Yee (1988)
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found that the quality of an educator's experience far outweighed the potentialfor

promotion as an incentive.

The liierature has moved from viewing educators as resistant to change to

examining the structure of the organízation and personal factors that affeci

whether or not they implement best practices. ln spite of the support for the idea

that índíviduals' beliefs are one of the important influences on the ways they

conceptualize tasks and adopt practices, little attention has been accorded to

educators' beliefs about their roles, their students, the programming they engage

in, and the school organization within which they work (Nespor, 1987). ln

general, studies aímed at understanding the beliefs of educators have been

scarce (Clark & Peterson, 1986). This may be related to the perception that

beliefs and assumptions are relatívely difficult to define and study (Pajares,

1eez)

Definition of beliefs and assumptions. Skrtic (1995) describes the

assumptions of the educational system and educators as operating on the basis

of a hierarchy of basic beliefs. A set of beliefs can be referred to as a paradigm

(Kuhn, 1970). This paradigm or basic beliefs system provides educators with a

general picture of the world and helps individuals define and understand the

world and themselves (Abelson, 1979; Lewis, 1990; Nisbett & Ross, 1980;

Rokeach, 1968; Schutz, 1970). ln turn, these beliefs yield a set of corresponding

theories that are used to explain our world. Below the paradigm and theories in

the hierarchy of beliefs are implicit guiding assumptions, which in turn yield a

corresponding set of models that define an associated set of practices and tools.
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Thus, educators' beliefs can be understood as operating on the basis of the

hierarchy of presuppositions depicted in Figure 1. Each level of the hierarchy is

defined and subsumed by the higher levels, and all levels are ultimately defined

and subsumed by the paradigm or basic beliefs of an individual (Skrtic, 1995)

ln a review of literature on educator beliefs and assumptions, Pajares

(1992) presented the following general findings that support this hierarchy of

presuppositions. Kitchener (1986) and Posner, Strike, Hewson, and Gertzog

(1982) state that belief substructures, such as assumptions about education,

must be understood in terms of their connections not only to each other, but also

to other more central beliefs in the system. As well, beliefs are instrumental in

defining tasks and selecting the cognitive tools used to interpret, plan, and make

decisions regarding such tasks. Thus, they play a critical role in defining

behavior, interpreting knowledge and organizing information (Abelson, 1979;

Bandura, 1986; Lewis, 1990; Nespor, 1987', Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Posner et al.,

1982; Rokeach, 196S). ln general, not only do individuåls'beliefs influence their

perceptions, but they also strongly affect their behavior (Abelson, 1979; Bandura,

1986; Buchmann & Schwille, 1983; Lewis, 1990; Nespor, 1987', Nisbett & Ross,

1980; Rokeach, 1968)

Price (1969) states the following additional characteristics about beliefs.

Beliefs can be unconscious or repressed in that one can believe an assumption

without realizing it. Beliefs have degrees, ranging from a vague suspicion to a

compleie conviction. ln addition, Price says they are distinct from knowledge, in

that knowledge is based on facts and truths. Beliefs can be reasonable or
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unreasonable, depending on what evidence is available to the person believing

and the weight of the evidence for and against the assumptions. Evidence can

be based on direct experience, testimony, and inference. We need beliefs for the

guidance of our actions, decisions, and practical reasoning.

The literature on implementation and change provide two different views

on why innovations are not implemented. The first eNplanation suggests that

researchers are to blame for the implementation difficulties. On the other hand,

some people believe that educators are to blame for the lack of implementation

because of organizational and personal factors. ln general, it appears that the

beliefs and assumption of educators play an essential role in practices and

change. Thus, the beliefs, assumptions and practices of educators and the

assumptions that ground best practices validated by researchers need to be

examined more closely.

Uniting Theory and Practices

Educators' beliefs are complex and vary from one situation to another.

However, educators hold a fundamental set of beliefs about education. This set

of beliefs contains assumptions about the locus of responsibility for learning and

whether problems exisi within the student or within the learning environment

(Wilson & Silverman, 1991). Such assumptions may govern an educator's

choice of practices (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Skrtic, 1995; Smith & Shepard,

1988). One perspective is based on the traditional assumption that problems

reside within the student and it gives rise to educators using a medical model to

manage the difficulties. This belief has been variously termed medical, deficit or
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pathology-based, clinical (Kalyanpur & Haryy, 1999), or "pathognomoniC' beliefs

(Jordan & Stanovich,2OO4). I will refer to this theoretical framework as the

human pathology theory^ On the other hand, there is a set of assumptions that

view a student's difficulties as resulting from the interaction of the student with his

or her environment. This view supports practices that modify the environment

since learning difficulties are understood to be amendable to differentiated

instruction for which the teacher is responsible (Jordan & Stanovich, 2004). This

belief has been labeled the "social" perspective (Oliver, 1990; Rioux, 1997; Slee,

1996), "socio-cultural perspective (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999) or "interventionist"

beliefs (Jordan & Stanovich, 2004). I will refer to this perspective as the

systemic'pathology' theory.

I will describe and discuss these two perspectives using a method of

social analysis referred to as an immanent critique. This immanent critique is a

means of exposing the contradictions between our values and practices ($krtic,

1995). I intend to deconstruct these two theoretical constructs in terms of the

assumptions, models, and practices they support in IEP planning and

implementation for students receiving special education services.

Deconstructing these theories permits me to reveal that the traditional practices

of educators do not merge with the basic beliefs that ground the best practices

recommended by researchers. This will have implications for researchers and

educators when introducing the use of best practices.
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Human Pathology TheorY

Traditionally, special educators have relied explicitly or implicitly on the

functionalist worldview to ground their knowledge, practices, and discourse

(Skrtic, 1995). Functionalism assumes that social reality is objective, inherently

orderly and rational, and thus that human and social problems are pathological

(Ritzier, 1990). According to Skrtic (1995), special education's grounding in

functionalism means that the guiding assumptions behind its professional

models, practices, and tools are based on the theory of human pathology. Figure

2 shows the framework of this theory. This theory purports that special education

practices are based on two assumptions.

,4ssumpûbns

The first assumption is that student disability is a pathological condition.

Educators with this assumption believe that the root cause of a disability is

internal to the student and little consideration is given to causal factors that lie in

social and political processes external to the individual. T_his assumption directs

attention away from the social, economic, political, and systemic aspects of

disabílity (Csapo, 1 989).

The second assumption is that the classroom teacher is not responsible

for teaching children with speciaf needs. Rather, specialists with training are

assumed to take responsibility for this role (Jordan & Stanovich,2OO4).
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Figne 2. Hierarchy of presuppositions for the human pathology perspective.
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Medical and Behavioural Model

An educator whose beliefs are based on the human pathology perspective

will use an approach to program planning and implementation that is premised

on the medical and behavioral models. These two models are derived from the

fields of medicine and psychology. Skrtic (1995) states that the medical model is

bipolar and evaluative. lt defines typical behavior according to the presence or

absence of observable biological processes. Those that interfere with f ife are

"bad" (i.e., pathology) and those that enhance it are "good" (i.e., health). ¡t

provides medical knowledge of the disability and diagnostic-prescriptive practices

are used as the basis for designing remedial intervention programs (Campbell,

1987). The behavioral model defines typical behavior in terms of a positive

human reaction to the environmental contingencies. Both models are used to

define disability (Sleeter, 1995). The medical model is used to assess biological

symptoms and the behavioral model focuses on the remediation of specific

behaviors whose presence or absence denote the disability (Poplin et al., 1996).

These models continue to support the belief that a disability is a problem

inherent in the child. Disability is viewed as an impairment of individual ability,

explained in terms of physical causes such as disease, trauma, malnutrition or

genetics (Freeze, 1996). Consequently, practices focus on attempting to

change the individual to fit the demands of the educational system by reducing

the impact of the impairment (i.e., therapy, medication) and compensating for the

effects of the impairment (i.e., adaptive technology) (Sleeter, 1995; Freeze,

1996). Thus, educational practices based on the human pathology theory would
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be diagnostic and prescriptive in nature and mimic a medical model of

intervention in education.

Practices

An educator with a human pathology perspective likely would use IEP

planning and implementation practices grounded in this theory. This may include

practices such as classifying children, standardized testing, using a standardized

or developmentally sequenced curriculum, direct intervention, segregation, and a

multidisciplinary teaming approach. First I will describe each of these practices

followed by a discussion of their implications for educators.

Classifying children. One practice of the human pathology perspective is

that children are given labels in an attempt to describe theír impairments (i.e.,

learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, blind, Cerebral Palsy, Down's

Syndrome). Some educators use this categorical approach to guide IEP

planning and implementation. They assume that knowing the name of a child's

condition focuses diagnostic assessment, as well as indicating prescriptive

treatment programs and general strategies. This creates a program that is not

indívidualized for the student. Rather, it is standardized for the pathology.

Standardized testing. This theoretical perspective also influences how

educators evaluate a student in order to plan for his or her lEP. Assessment

practices reflect the medical model conception of disabilities and seek to discover

deficits within the student (Reschly, 1996) and confirm his or her categorical

designation (Wilson & Silverman, 1991). Tools such as systematic protocols,

standardized tests, and various forms of quantitative data analysis are utilized
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(Skrtic, 1995) to make a diagnosis and guide instruction. Whatever has been

determined to be wrong, whether it is memory functions, academic skills, or

cognitive strategies, becomes the target for instruction (Poplin et al, 1996).

I,Jtilizing a standardized or developmentally sequenced curriculum. An

educator with a human pathology perspective may view IEP planning as a matter

of fitting the student with special needs into the existing, standard curriculum of

the school or, in the case of a student with a complex disability, using a

developmentally sequenced curriculum. They view the program's curriculum

content as a matter of codifying knowledge in the form of a rationalized or task-

analyzed hierarchy of lower and higher order facts and skills that are divided into

sections (Cherryholmes, 1988). For example, a developmentally sequenced

curriculum's content would be based on developmental sequences in fíne and

gross motor, receptive and expressive language, social, sensorimotor, cognitive,

and self-help curricular areas. Once the educator has determined the student's

developmental level, he or she selects skills for instruction that would represent

the next logical developmental milestone in each of the areas (Nietupski &

Hamre-Nietupski, 1987). This planníng orientation in turn, influences the

systematic education and training of skills within identified content domains. For

example, self-help training is often conducted separate from communication

training, which is conducted separate from leisure skills training, and so forth

(Guess & l-lelmstetter, 1986).

Direct intervention. lmplementation practices based on this theory involve

the direct treatment of what are seen as learning problems. This is referred to as
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direct intervention and involves specific objectives, task analysis, behavioral

principles, and communication analyses (Bogdan & Knoll, 1988; Heshusius,

1995; Skrtic, 1986, Tarver, 1996). lnstructional goals are selected from the

curricula and task analyzed into subskills, which are taught using a systematic

application of behavioral procedures for skill acquisition (Skrtic, 1995). This break

down of skills is done outside the student and then delivered to the student in a

logically ordered sequence (Poplin et al., 1996). Direct instruction is also deficit-

driven. The majority of students'time in school tends to be focused on tasks that

are difficult for them to do. Very little time may be devoted to locating or

supporting activities in which the student has talent (Poplin et al., 1996).

Segregation. Educators with the human pathology perspective may utilize

the practice of segregation when pfanning and implementing a student's

program. According to this perspective, dispensing services in segregated

settings is necessary in order to accommodate students whose needs do not fit

into the existing program or educational environment (Stainback, Stainback &

Ayres, 1996). This is accomplished by formally identifying students with needs,

assigning them to one of several categorical special needs program, and

removing them from the system for all or part of the school day. ln other words,

the student is taken to the service or support, rather than the service or support

being taken to the student.

Multidisciplinary teaming approach. The human pathology theoretical

perspective also impacts the team structure during the IEP process. lt involves a

multidisciplinary team approach to planning and implementing a student's lEP.



Round Hole 4l

This practice consists of team members from different disciplines working

independently with students and being responsible for their own portion of the

student's IEP (Woodruff & Hanson, 1987). This involves separate assessments

by clinicians in each discipline. IEP goals and implementation procedures are

then planned in isolation and are based on individual personal and clinical

judgments (Campbell, 1987; Janney, Snell, Beers & Raynes, 1995). The IEP

team members operate in a somewhat isolated, clinical model with few links to

other educators (Giangreco, 1996; Biklen, 1988). This team approach also

entails expert consultation. Many educational professionals have been trained to

think of themselves as 'experts' and thus they believe their role is to share expert

knowledge with other team members (Sapon-Shevin, 1988). ln effect, each

professional has expert knowledge in his or her discipline and provides insight to

other team members on matiers they are unable to understand of resolve by

themselves (Friend & Cook, 1992). This team approach, combined with the

above practices, has several implications for educators.

Implications of Human Pathology Perspective for Educators

The human pathology theoretical perspective has a great impact on

educators. Not only does it guide their programming practices, but it also shapes

their roles, responsibilities, perspectives on students, collaboration efforts,

allocation of time, implementation of change, and their choice of best practices.

Ro/es and responsibilities. The human pathology perspective on

curriculum content and programming affects the role and responsibilities of the

educator. The educator's role is conceptualized as that of a technician who
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organizes knowledge for efficient presentation and arranges the environmental

contingencies to reinforce desirable and extinguish undesirable responses

(Skrtic, 1995). lt is the educator's primary responsibility to use this approach to

remediate the student's functional deficits to the maximum extent possible. That

is, educators attempt to fix or improve the students who are being unsuccessful

by providing them with the skills to be able to succeed in a mainstreamed

educational environment that may not be adapted to meet their particular needs,

interests, or capabilities (Stainback et al., 1996).

Educators' perspectiyes on sfudenfs. The human pathology perspective

on programming also influences how educators perceive the learner. Since it is

the educator's role to deliver instruction and the student's job to receive it,

instructors may view the learner as a passive receiver of factual material and skill

training (Heshusius, 1986). Thus, learning is viewed as an accumulation of

pieces of knowledge and skills that are placed in the learners' head through

practice and appropriate rewards (Resnick & Klopfer, 1989). This perspective

and its practices may cause teachers to have lowered expectations of their

students and condescending attitudes towards them (Ysseldyke & Algozzine,

1eB2).

Another implication of the human pathology perspective is that educators

may assume that a child's failure in school is attributable to some lack or flaw

inherent within the child, rather than some insufficiency or deficit on the part of

the school. This assumption has been criticized by Hobbs (1982), Ysseldyke and

Thurlow (1984), and Gartner and Lipsky (1987). lt could lead educators to
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believe that there is nothing wrong with the school, only with the child. Thus, it is

the child rather than the educator's attitudes and practices that are targeted for

change (Csapo, 1989; Freeze, 1996). And if the student cannot be "fixed" then

he or she may be relegated to special, separate learning settings.

Collaboration efforts. The human pathology perspective on programming

also influences how educators work together in planning and implementing a

student's lEP. They are more likely to use a multidisciplinary team approach.

This teaming approach creates isolated roles and reduces collaboration (Koskie

& Freeze, 2000). There are numerous difficulties with this practice. First, there

may be a lack of collaboration, parity, and trust causing team members to

compete for authority, resources, or territory. Second, the goals in an IEP may

be discipline specific rather than a shared set of educational goals. Goals that

make sense in isolation may not work in the context of the student's entire

program. Third, the program recommendations from each discipline may be

numerous, complicated, and obscured by professionaljargon. These problems

lead to lengthy meetings, poor understanding by team members, and too many

details to organize into a coherent manageable plan. Fourth, contradictory views

of the child's abilities, deficits, and needs may exist. For example, some team

members may favor in-class currículum modifications while others believe a pull

out model of intervention is more suitable for a student. Fifth, responsibilities

may not be clearly assigned, timelines may be vague, and follow-up may not be

planned adequately. Sixth, ambiguous role definitions and accountability may

prevent effective problem solving among team members (Yolanda, Fenton,
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Maoryell, & Kaufmann, 1979; Hart, 1977; Giangreco, 1996; Kaiser & Woodman,

1985; Peterson, 1980; Pfeiffer, 1981 ; Koskie & Freeze, 2000). These problems

make the implementation of individualized programs and strategies difficult to

achieve. The real daily needs and priorities of students with special needs may

not be acknowledged fully and the ability for them to reach their full potential as

learners may be jeopardized (Koskie & Freeze, 2000).

Allocation of time. The human pathology perspective influences how

educators spend their time planning a program. As meniioned previously, they

are more likely to,spend their time classifying children as well as utilizing

standardized tests and curricula. Each of these practices is problematic. First,

educators may spend their time searching for a label rather than contributing to

the development of an individualized program of instruction. Labeling a student

and viewing him or her as a member of a categorical group, may replace an

educator's consideration of the whole child with his or her unique needs,

interests, and capabilities. As well, using this practice to plan a child's program

neglects to examine other possibilities for why a child might be having difficulty

(i.e., poor instruction, linguistic differences, lack of motivation, family difficulties,

etc.) (Freeze, 1996). This focus on labeling may lead to frusiration among

educators because the label does not assist with programming nor address

variables that the educator can control (Howell & lVlorehead, 1987).

Second, educators with this perspective are more likely to use

standardized tests to guide IEP planning, The practice of using standardized

tests for making educational decisions has met a wide range of criticisms. Many
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standardized tests fail to meet minimal standards of psychometric technical

adequacy, making interpretation of results difficult (Buros, 1961; Salvia &

Ysseldyke, 1985). Even when psychometric criteria are met, administration of

tests to persons outside the population (i.e., students with severe disabilities) on

which their reliability and validity were determined can be inappropriate (Duncan,

Sbardellati, Maheady, & Sainato, 1981). Thus, students with severe disabilities

are particularly susceptible to discriminatory assessment practices that involve

standardized tools. ln general, the practice of using technically inadequate

standardized, norm-referenced tests is inappropriate for making educational

decisions affecting students with severe disabilities and limits the degree to

which other possible contributions to understanding the problem can be taken

into consideration (Campbell , 1987', Sigafoos, Cole & McQuarter, 1987).

Third, educators may rely on standardized or developmentally-sequenced

curricula for programming. This practice is also problematic. Standardized

curricula are not individualized to meet the various unique needs of individual

students and they are less likely to focus on teaching functional skills within a

natural context (Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1987; Stainback et al., 1996).

Many research findings have provided evidence of the ineffectiveness of this

approach in terms of skill acquisition and generalization for students with special

needs (Freagon & Rotatori , 1982; Horner & Budd, 1985; Horner & McDonald,

1982; Oliver & Halle, 1982; Sprague & Horner, 1984).

lmplementation of change. This set of beliefs also influences how

educators approach change. Progress in special education is conceptualized in
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terms of utif ízing technical means to improve and extend diagnostic and

instructional models, practices, and tools (Skrtic, 1995). Approaches such as

increased standardization of work, learning activities, and outcomes are used.

For example, administration may recommend that all IEP documents follow a

specific, standardized framework. This approach to change puts more pressure

on educators to satisfy the standards rather than serve the students.

Choice of best practices. Finally, an educator's philosophy on special

education not only provides a structure for how student programming and

progress is approached, but also influences what he or she considers 'best

praciices'. Thus, the human pathology perspective influences an educator's

adoption and ímplementation of 'best practices'. An educator with this

perspective is likely to use programming practices such as categorization,

standardized assessment, standardized or developmentally sequenced

curriculum, direct instruction, segregation, and a multidisciplinary teaming

approach. Of these practices, only direct instruction is considered a best practice

because research has revealed that it is an effective approach for teaching

academic and basic skills, as well as strategies that are individualized (Chall,

Jacobs & Baldwin, 1990; Elliot & Shapiro, 1990; Gersten, Woodward & Darch

1986; Kinder & Carnine, 1991 ; Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupskie (1987); Tarver,

1996). The other practices have been criticized by researchers for their focus on

the pathology within the child (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987', Hobbs, 1982; Ysseldyke &

Thurlow, 1984).
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, The practice of planning and implementing a student's IEP can be based

on the medical model and a set of guiding assumptions derived from the human

pathology theory. Skrtic (1996) notes that special education practices have been

grounded almost exclusively in this functionalist paradigm. However, many of the

practices based on this perspective appear to be inadequate for developing and

implementing successful educational programs for students with special needs.

They are focused on 'deficient' skílls and teaching these skills in isolation. These

practices have limited success because individuals with special needs tend to

generalize information poorly and forget skills not reinforced by the environment

(Brown, Nisbet, Ford, Sweet, Shiraga, York, & Loomis, 1983; Peterson, 1980 as

cited in Rainforth & York, 1987). On the other hand, the planning and

implementation process can also be based on an ecological model that is guided

by assumptions derived from the systemic pathology theory. Practices grounded

in this model are supported by research and appear to have greater potential for

preparing students to live and work more independently in their environments.

Systemic' Pathology' Perspective

Another worldview approach that may impact an educator's perspective is

the radical structuralist paradigm. This paradigm takes a macroscopic, objective,

and realistic view of the social world. Radical structuraf ists share an objective

view of social science with the functionalists, but their frame of reference is the

sociology of radical change. They use this perspective to critique the material

structures of society (i.e., language, technology, bureaucracy) and to advocate
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change. ln general, they view the social world as dominated by conflict (Skrtic,

1ees),

Some theorists hypothesize that in special education there can be a

"system conflict" which involves parts of the system in continued conflict with

each other. The system may be characterized by interprofessional conflicts,

resource conflicis, parent-professional conflicts, legal conflicts, or any other

conflict within the educational system (Tomlinson, 1995). I refer to this

hypothesis as the systemic pathology perspective. Figure 3 shows the

framework of this perspective. lt is based on the perspective that one may need

to change the 'system' or learning context because it ís in conflict with the child's

needs. The perspective assumes that special education practices are based on

two assumptions.



Round Hole 49

Systemic "Pathology" Perspective

Radical Structuralis t P ar adigm
Macroscopic, objective and realistic view of the

social world as well as a frame of reference to the
sociology of radical change.

Systemic Pathology Theory or
Socio-cultural perspective

1$ Assumption
The principle difEculties of
students with disabilitíes is

the organzation of the
general education

environment

2nd Assumption
Classroom teacher is

responsible for all students
(in collaboration with other

team members.)

Ecological Model

* Non-categorical approach * Ecological assessment

* Integrated therapy and skill cluster instruction
* Transdisciplinary teaming

Tools

Non -standardized tests

Figure 3. Hierarchy of presuppositions for the Systemic 'Pathology' Perspective.
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Assumptions

The first assumption is that problems lie within the system. Thus, the

principle difficulties of students with disabilities are not with the student, but

rather are with in the organization of the general education environment (Skrtic,

1995). School failure is seen as the result of such things as educational

programs, settings, instructional methods, and performance criteria not meeting

the diverse needs of students (Stainback et al., 1996). Given these assumptions,

environmental determinants play an important role in the model, practices, and

tools used by educators who hold this perspective. Educators with this

perspective believe that schooling should fit the child and his or her needs rather

than the child fitting the school (Gilhool, 1976). Thus, it is the educational system

and the social systems outside school that one should attempt to fix and not the

child (Leitch & Sodh¡, 1989).

The second assumption is that the classroom teacher is responsible for

teaching all students. lt is the responsibility of the teachers, in collaboration with

the school team, to find ways to adapt and modify learning and instructional

opportunities (Jordan & Stanovich, 2004).

Ecolagical Model

An educator with a systemic pathology theoretical perspective likely will

use an approach to IEP planning and implementation that is based on the

ecological model. In the ecological model, students are perceived as interacting

with a variety of factors that may hinder or facilitate learning. Thus, a disability is

understood as an interaction between a student and his or her learning
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environment. This means that teaching-learning problems are seen as a failure to

match student characteristics and variables in the student's environment (Freeze,

Bravi & Rampaul, 19Bg).

IEP planning and implementation based on this model considers

ecological factors that interact with the student's life. This includes such factors

as the physical environment, social climate, peer ati¡tudes, curriculum, teaching

methods, instructional materials, classroom management, evaluative methods,

educators' skills and attitudes, support service policies and procedures, parental

attitude and involvement, as well as students' characteristics (Freeze, 1996). For

instance, educators need to consider the physical environment of students with

severe disabilities and ensure that appropriate education occurs in the

community, as well as in classrooms and other school settings. Team members

are challenged to develop and implement a program that targets the student's

goals in all of these educational environments in order to achíeve maximum

learner participation (Rainforth & York, 1987). Educators who adopt a more

ecological approach to the planning and implementation process utilize

educational practices that take into account the above variables.

Practices

An educator with a systemic pathology theoretical perspective uses IEP

planning and implementation practices grounded in the ecological model. This

includes practices such as a non-categorical approach to understanding children,

ecological assessment, ecological curriculum, adaptive instruction, integrated
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therapy, skill cluster instruction, inclusion, transdisciplinary teaming and co-

teaching.

Non-categorical approach to understanding children. One practice

grounded in this theory is a non-categorical approach to service delivery. This

approach rejects the notion that there is such a thing as a student defined by his

or her categorical disability. lmpairment, disabilities, and developmental

differences are considered by educators in a larger context. The whole student

with all his or her unique interests and abilities, as well as all the variables in the

teaching-learning process are the focus of the planning and implementation

process. This includes the student, the teacher, everything that happens inside

the classroom, and the societal and familial contexts. From this perspective,

neither the student nor the teacher own the problem. The problem is seen as

one of teaching and learning in a particular context or system (Freeze ei al.,

1e89).

Ecological assessmenf. Another practice based on the systemic

pathology perspective would be an ecological assessment or inventory (Freeze

et al., 1989, Rainforth & York, 1987). This involves using a holistic, integrated

approach to understanding the student and developing a successful

individualized education plan. The student is understood in relation to teachers,

peers, family, and the ecological context in which he or she lives (Koskie &

Freeze, 2000). lnformation is gathered on variables such as: (a) the natural

environments where the student lives, works, and uses leisure time, (b) his or her

learning strengths and preferences, (c) activities that occur in the student's
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environments, (d) specific motor, commun¡cation, social, or other skills required

to engage in those activities, (e) teaching and behavior management methods,

(f) instructional materials, (g) success and error patterns in the student's work,

(h) evaluative and feedback methods, (i) peer attitudes and relationships, and

fi) discrepancies between the student's current and desired performance in

critical skills, activities, and environments (Brown et al., 1979; Freeze et al.,

19bg). Assessment information is gathered from a variety of contexts (e.9.,

recess, classroom, home) using various methods (e.9., video-taping, interviews,

observations, work sample analysis) (Koskie & Freeze, 2000). The purpose of

assessment is primarily to provide a basis and direction for instructional

intervention and to monitor the student's outcomes (Wilson & Silverman, 1991 ).

This practice encourages educators to develop an IEP that reflects the

interrelated nature of the student and his or her environment (Linder, 1990).

Ecological curriculum. Program planning utilizes the above assessment

information to form the foundation for an ecological curriculum. This currículum

involves " systematic instruction on community-referenced, individual ly

determined, chronologically age-appropriate, functional curricular content"

(lrlietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1987 , p. 244). Through consensus, the team uses

the assessment information gathered to select IEP goals based on the student's

needs and strengths, environmentalfactors and the team's priorities (Freeze,

1996). Next, activities are task analyzed into component skills and adaptations

are considered. Finally, instructional programs that teach functional, age-

appropriate skills in natural occurring environments are developed (Nietupski &
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Hamre-Nietupski, 1987\. The objective is to integraie functional, age-appropriate

goals and strategies into an inclusive curriculum (Guess & Helmstetter, 1986;

Linder, 1990; Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1987).

Adaptive instruction One general implementation practice grounded in

this theory is adaptive instruction. This practice entails that the curriculum is

adapted, when necessary, to meet the needs of any students with less complex

disabilities, for whom the standard curriculum is inappropriate or who could be

better served through adaptation (Stainback et al., 1996). While school

curriculum guidelines would remain the foundation for programming for students

with less complex disabilities, educators would diversify their instruction and

modify the educational environment in order to meet the various needs of

students in their classroom. This would include such approaches as

differentiated instruction, cooperative learning, buddy systems, and multilevel

programming in the regular classroom (Freeze, 1996). This approach does not

make the student the focus of the intervention and allows the program to be

implemented in the classroom.

lntegrated therapy and skill cluster instruction Additional implementation

practices that are used in an ecological curriculum are integrated therapy and

skill cluster instruction. lntegrated therapy is a strategy to deliver services in

situations where the skills will be functional and performance meaningful for a

student with a complex disability (Sternat, Messina, Nietupski, Lyon, & Brown,

1977). This involves identifying all activities during the student's day and

generating objectives and curriculum-related activities that are relevant to his or
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her needs (Linder, 1990). For instance, educators might teach the choice making

skill using symbols, when the student needs to communicate (e.9., during recess,

lunch, art and at other times each day), rather than teaching symbol use in an

isolated speech therapy room.

Skill cluster instruction is a practice that is used to teach interrelated skills

(i.e., fine motor, language, pragmatics) concurrently within a functional sequence

(Guess & Helmstetter, 1986). This practice emphasizes that motor,

communication, social, and other skills are components of most functional

routines, and that these routines provide excellent opportunities to integrate

priorities and methods from a variety of disciplines (Rainforth & York, 1987).

lnclusion.lnclusion is another IEP programming practice grounded in this

theory. This involves developing educational programs that ensure that all

students, regardless of any individual differences they might have, are fully

included in the mainstream of school and community life. Therefore, integration

is coupled with a restructuring of the student's environment. lt also entails the

delivery of specialized services and supports. lf a studeni is experiencing

difficulty or needs specialized services (e.9., instructional modifications, special

tools or techniques) to succeed educationally or socially, the educator

determines a way to get those services and supports to the student where he or

she naturally is placed with his or her peers at school or in the community. The

student is not taken to the support or service, rather the support or service is

taken to the student. The focus is on determining ways (e.9., adaptive

instruction, modification of the environment) students can get their educational
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and related needs met within the existing, natural environment (Stainback et al.,

1e96).

sdisciplinary team approach. Finally, the ecological, integrated

approach to understanding the student also can be applied to the teaming

process. This would involve a transdisciplinary team approach in which the team

members collaborate and share their respective knowledge with other team

members during the IEP process (Linder, 1990). ln order to understand the

whole child in his or her environment, there is a'role transition' among team

members (Jordan, Gallagher, Hunter & Karnes, 1988). This requires that

educators relinquish some old and familiar ways of doing things and begin to

share information, knowledge, and skills across traditional disciplinary

boundaries (Giangreco, 1996). Team members assume each other's roles and

responsibilities, while allowing the needs of the student and family to dictate the

team's goals (Briggs, 1988; Koskie & Freeze, 2000). For instance, each team

member trains others to use methods traditionally performed primarily by one

discipline (e.9., the classroom teacher acquires skills from the speech-language

pathologist that stimulate language development). Also, this teaming approach

supports program planning and implementation decisions that are not made by

isolated professionals, but by the consensus of all informed team members, with

the student and his or her parents accorded a status of equality with other team

members. This transdisciplinary approach guides and supports collaborative

teaming which allows team members to combine experience and skills in order to
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plan and implement appropriate lEPs for students with special needs (Koskie &

Freeze, 2000).

Ca-teaching. The transdisciplinary approach to teaming supports the

practice of co-teaching or classroom-based intervention. lt's a practice that

involves two educators sharing instructional responsibility for all or part of the

school day (Fríend & Pope, 2005). lt requires a collaborative approach in which

no one person or profession has sufficient expertise to provide educational

services to all students. Rather each team member contribuies a unique

knowledge base to the process, Hadley, Simmerman, Long and Luna (2000)

described this practice wíth a classroom teacher and a speech-language

pathologist. For example, the classroom teacher brings a wealth of experience in

curriculum development, developmentally appropriate activities, whole-group

instruction, and classroom behavior management techniques. On the other

hand, the speech-language pathologist contributes her knowledge of typícal and

atypical language development and an understanding of language facilitation

techniques. Together these team members jointly determine student needs,

develop goals, plan activities to achieve the goals, implement the activities, and

evaluate the progress of the students (DeMeo, Merritt, & Culatta, 1998; Farber &

Klein, 1999; Miller, 1989; Russell & Kaderavek, 1993).

lmplications of Sysfe mic Pathology Perspective for Educators

The assumptions and practices of the systemic pathology perspective

have several implications for educators as they plan and implement an lEP. Not

only does it guide their programming practices, but it also shapes their roles,
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responsibilities, perspect¡ves on students, collaboration efforis, focus, and their

choice of best practices.

Ro/es and responsibilities. This perspective influences allteam members'

roles and responsibilities. Since the practices grounded in this theory give rise to

an educational team that is more interdependent, educators inevitably need to

commit themselves to teaching, learning, and working across díscÍplinary

boundaries. This transition of roles involves several processes: (a) developing a

general understanding of other disciplines, (b) offering observations in areas

other than that of their specialization, (c) implementing techniques from other

disciplínes and, (d) continuously supporting other team members through

assistance and feedback (Koskie & Freeze, 2000).

An educator with a systemic pathology perspective would believe that the

problems students with disabilities encounter are due to problems within the

system rather than within the individual. This perspective may place a part of the

onus for learning problems on the team members (Csapo, 1989; Wilson &

Silverman, 1991 ). They would be responsible for organizing and arranging

experiences within the student's grasp, while the learner regulates the learning

(Poplin et al., 1996). Thus, preservice and inservíce preparation woufd need to

equip educators with the skills necessary to adapt learning situations.

Educators' perspectives on students. This perspective shapes how

educators perceive students. Not only is diversity valued and seen as a strength

in the classroom, but students are viewed as individuals, rather than as members

of categorical groups. This makes it much more likely that educators will
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concentrate on the specific needs, interests, and capabilities of the students

(Stainback et al., 1996).

Collaboration effotfs. A systemic pathology belief system would affect

how educators collaborate. Not only would they need to commit themselves to

assist and support one another, but they also would need to ensure that there is

greater family involvement and increased parity in the colfaboration process.

This would require time, energy, and strong interpersonal skills from the

educators. They would also need to give up the heady delights of being seen as

experts (Koskie & Freeze, 2000).

Educators'focus. The systemic pathology theory also changes the focus

of educators. Their focus is on support and diversity. They concentrate on

organizing classrooms and schools as supportive communities that include and

meet the needs of everyone, rather than focusing on how to help a particular

category of student fit into the mainstream (Sapon-Shevin, 1992). Educators

with this focus would purposefully foster community. Thus, there would be an

emphasis on students, as well as staff caring about and accepting responsibility

for each other (Stainback et al., 1996).

An educator's focus is also on diversity. A natural or normal proportion of

students with disabilities in schools would result from this perspective's non-

categorical approach. The use of "centers" or "cluster sites" for any category of

Student is avoided. This is important to educators, since placement of a

disproportionately large number of students with disabilities into a classroom

reduces the diversity in the class and can result in segregated subsets of
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students within the class, thus negating many of the benefits inherent in inclusive

classrooms (e.9. gains in social compeience and communication, acquisition of

IEP objectives, prepares student for integrated community living)(Stainback &

Stainback, 1990).

Choice of best practices. The systemic pathology perspective influences

what educators perceive as 'best practices'. The practices that they use, such as

a non-categorical approach to understanding children, ecological assessment

and curriculum, adaptive instruction, integrated therapy, skill cluster instruction,

inclusion, and a transdisciplinary team approach, all contain features of what

researchers and knowledgeable professionals consider to be 'most promising

practices' in educational programs for students with special needs (Meyer,

Eichinger, Park-Lee, 1987). Educators with a systemic pathology theoretical

perspective may easily adopt these'best practices' because they are consistent

with their basic beliefs. Below is a summarization of why these practices are

considered most promising for students with special needs.

Benefits of Practices Groundedrn Sysfemic Pathology Theory

The ecological approach to assessment contains several principles that

are considered to be'best practices'. For example, the assessment helps

educators to focus on (a) a comprehensive assessment of affective, behavioral,

and cognitive domains rather than a disabilities diagnosis, (b) mastered skills and

strengths, as well as error patterns and weaknesses, (c) teaching and learning

difficulties ín the context in which they occur, and (d) special education as an

essential part of regular education. Since these are variables that an educator
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can control, he or she may be more likely to experience job satisfaction

compared to an educator working from the human pathology perspective (Bravi,

1 eB4)

A growing body of research demonstrates that ecological curricula and

instruction are effective practices to teach students with disabilities. Not only do

they help students acquire, maintain, and generalize useful skills (e.9., Hamre-

Nietupski, Nietupski, Sandvig, Sandvig, & Ayres, 1984; Storey, Bates & Hanson,

1984; as cited in Rainforth & York, 1987), but teaching relevant tasks in applied

settings may also have long-term benefits in terms of community integration and

participation by persons with severe disabilities (Brown et al., 1986). Research

also indicates that instruction in natural environments is more effective than

instruction using only classroom simulations (Nietupski, Hamre-Nietupski,

Clancy, & Veerhusen, 1986). Overall, these practices provide a framework within

which students with the most severe disabilities can receive frequent instruction

on functional groups of skills in meaningful contexts (Rainforth & York, 1987).

lnclusive practices are also considered to be beneficial for students with

special needs (Gearheart, Weishahn & Gearheart, 1996). These benefits include

the acquisition of IEP objeciives and gains in social competence and

communication. They also prepare students for integrated community living

(Stainback & Stainback, 1990).

A transdisciplinary teaming approach to the programming process is

considered a'best practice' because it encourages team members to make a

commitment to teach, learn, and work together in order to implement a unified
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educational plan (Koskie & Freeze, 2000). The practice also has numerous

strengths including the following: (a) increased agreement among educators as

to the acceptability of decisions (Cooper & Wood, 1974), (b) opportunities for

members to learn from one another (Wolery & Dyk, 1984), (c) decreased

fragmentation of services, (d) continuity and consistency of services for the

student (Sears, 1981), and (e) greater family involvement which improves

problem-solving, follow-through, and support (Linder, 1990).

Finally, coteaching is associated with many positive outcomes (Friend &

Cook, 2003). For students, co-teaching supports inclusion. lt reduces the need

for students to leave the classroom for special instruction and may encourage

students with special needs to feel more connected with peers. For educators,

co-teaching allows team members to blend their differing resources and

knowledge, lower the student-teacher ratio, and intensify instruction. Emerging

research also indicates that co-teaching between regular educators and speech-

language pathologists can facilitate language abilities in academic settings (Ellis,

Schlaudecker, & Regimbal, 1995; Farber & Klein, 1999; Hadley et al., 2000.)

Despite all these positive outcomes, the systemic pathology perspective

and its practices do not provide all the answers to teaching children with special

needs. As Kuhn (1963) states, "No theory ever solves all the puzzles with which

it is confronted at a given time; nor are the solutions already achieved often

perfect" (p. 145). Some of these difficulties include the following issues. Firstly,

since educators with a systemic pathology perspective focus on altering the

'system'or learning context, best practices such as direct instruction may not be

62
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considered. Research has revealed that direct instruction is beneficial in

teaching academic and basic skills, as well as strategies that are individualized

(Chall, Jacobs & Baldwin, 1990; Elliot & Shapiro, 1990; Gersten, Woodward &

Darch 1986; Kinder & Carnine, 1991 ; Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupskie (1987);

Tarver, 1996). Secondly, this perspective and the practices grounded in it may

not meet all the needs of students with more complex needs. For example,

Hallenbeck and Kauffman (1995) state that regular placement of student with

emotional or behavioral disorders is insufficient in ensuring imitation of

appropriate peer models. Lastly, some researchers believe that differentiated

instruction works against good instruction. Rather, there is the belief that

teaching all children well requires that they be grouped homogenously for

instruction (Kaufmann, Landrum, Mock, Sayeski & Sayeski, 2005).

ln generaf , educators who hold the systemic pathology theory believe that

the principle difficulties of students with disabilities is not with the student, but

rather with the organization of the general education environment. Thus, it is the

educational organization or environment that needs to be modified in order to

address the diverse needs of all students (Stainback et al., 1996). Based on this

perspective, environmental determinants play a significant role in the model and

practices (e.9., ecological assessment and curricula development, adaptive

instruction) used by educators who hold this perspective. Unlike the practices

grounded in the human pathology theory, many of the practices of the systemic

pathology theory are considered 'best practices' by researchers. Trying to

encourage all educators, who have different values and beliefs about special
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education, to adopt these exemplary practices involves more than education and

support. One must consider the educators' belief system when implementing

change.

Implementing Change

A challenge that has been widely acknowledged is changing educators'

practices to include best practices that are validated by research (Williams et al.,

1990; Ayres et al., 1994; Richardson, 1991;Vaughn et a1.,2000). Research has

revealed that this change may require one or more of the following variables: (a)

a systemic change within schools and school divisions, (b) changing of job roles,

(c) staff development, (d) support from education staff and administrators, (e)

more time, (f) increased resources, (g) pressure through interactions with peers

and administrative leaders, (h) learning new skills through practice and feedback,

and, (i) increased standardization of work processes, outcomes and learning

activities (Ayres et al., 1994; Elmore & Mclaughlin, 1982; Heshusius, 1996;

House, 1979; Fullan, 1985; Wise, 1979; Wang & Zollers, 1990; Williams et al.,

1eeo).

Fine-tuning the Sysfem

Some of these above approaches to change (e.9., changing of job roles,

increased standardization) involve fine-tuning the existing system and creating a

more efficient organization (Skrtic, 1995). These methods are based on the

functionalist world-view and human pathology theory. lt involves procedures that

are similar to the ones used in changing industrial bureaucracies. The

assumption is that school organizations are like machines that can be fine-tuned
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through technical approaches that standardize employee functioning, revise

existing rules and regulation, and include closer supervision of personnel and

students (Heshusius, 1996; House, 1979; Wise, 1979). Changing the system in

more fundamental ways or replacing it altogether is not considered with these

approaches. Rather, the approaches put more pressure on educators to satisfy

the standards instead of serving the students. This focus reduces educators'

abilities to problem-solve and create effective services for students with special

needs (Skrtic, 1995). lt also reduces the likelihood of educators making a

permanent change in their practices.

Staff Development

Staff development has been another approach that^has been used to

encourage educators to adopt best practices validated by researchers. Despite

the fact that many educators and researchers view this method as a key element

to practice improvement, research has shown that it is ineffective in producing

wide-spread, long-term improvements in practice (Sashkin & Egermeier, 1993;

Smylie, 19BB). The failure of staff development to live up to its promise may be

attributed in part to a general tendency to underestimate the degree of

organization, energy, skill, and endurance needed to introduce new practices

(Little, 1984). However, it also may be related to the fact that educators do not

have an understandíng of the theoretícal framework of the practices and are not

given the opportunity to talk about how the assumptions grounded in the theory

agree or disagree with the educators' own premíses (Richardson, 1991).
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Changing Beliefs

The notion of practice as activity embedded within theory is important in

thinking about changing educators' practices (Richardson, 1991 ). lt is necessary

to understand the theoretical perspectives and interactions among educators

before we can decide which of the above approaches are most effective for

encouraging the use of best practices. Without an understanding of the

educators'theoretical perspectives and the theories that ground the'best

practices', we would encounter naïve pragmatism and continue to reproduce,

rather than resolve the problems with implementing change. The change process

would continue to be problematic because it would criticize the educators' current

practices, but treat their grounding assumptions and theories as unproblematic

(Skrtic, 1995).

ln order to address the problem of naïve pragmatism and increase the

possibility of change occurring, one needs to ensure that the best practices being

suggested are consistent with the educators' theoretical perspective. lf they are

not consistent and the educators' assumptions do not change, the practice will be

discontinued. This is supported by research in which Richardson (1990) found

that changes that were adopted and tried by educators were often discontinued if

the practices violated the educator's beliefs about teaching and learning. For

exampfe, encouraging educators with a human pathology perspective to

implement best practices such as adaptive instruction, collaboration, parent

participation and inclusion would be problematic. This is because the values that

guide the best practices violate the educators'assumptions (i.e., "a student's
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disability is a pathological condition" versus "the problem lies within the system").

Practices not consistent wiih educators' assumptions can also be altered.

For example, a best practice filtered through an educator's belief system can

change the practice dramatically. lt becomes embedded in different beliefs and

theoretical frameworks, which result in the practice changing (Richardson, 1991).

Thus, in order to implement change successfully, the methods used must

examine the theoretical perspectives of educators. The following two methods

consider this variable.

Fundamental change and anomalies. The first method for implementing

change involves creating a fundamental change among educators and the

educational system. lf practices violate educators' beliefs, then they may need

to experience a paradigm shift in order to alter their ways of thinking and doing,

so that the educators' assumptions become compatible with the best practices

(Fullan 1985; Marris, 1975). ln order for this fundamental change to occur,

educators need to realize that there is something amiss with their paradigm and

instructional practices. This insight occurs when an anomaly is encountered

(Skrtic, 1995).

There are severalways in which an anomaly can be introduced. One

way to introduce an anomaly is when values and preferences change in society.

ln this case, the paradigm falls into crisis because the social theory underlying it

changes. The new social values are inconsistent with the prevailing theory and a

change occurs to eliminate the crisis (Lipsky, 1976; Perrow, 1978; Zucker, 1977).
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Another way that an anomafy may be introduced is through the availability

of technical information that the current paradigm is not working (Rounds, 1981;

as cited in Skrtic, 1995). For instance, educators may ínitially take action to

correct a recognized flaw in what othen¡rise is assumed to be a viable system.

"The corrective measure exposes other flaws, which, when addressed, expose

more flaws until enough of the system is called into question to prepare the way

for a radial reconceptualization of the entire organization" (Skrtic,1995, p. 206).

What initially was a conservative attempt to protect the system, undermines it

and ultimately ushers in a new paradigm (Rounds, 1981; as cited in Skrtic,1995).

According to Weick (1982), a paradigm shift can occur when individuals

who resolve an important, enduring anomaly for themselves and others, implant

a new set of values in the organization (e.9., school or school team). Ïheir

beliefs and values affect the organization and what it can become. Weick (1982)

believes that confident, forceful, persistent people, with their presumptions,

expectations and commitments can create this shift.

This explanation may explain why a school norm has a strong impact on

educators' beliefs. Leithwood & Jantzen (1999) found that staff members and

administration leaders of a school have an important influence on what individual

teaching stafl believe, know, and do. Where the staff of a school has a majority

consensus, the beliefs take on the characteristics of the cultural school norm

(Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). This norm not only influences the decisions of

individual educators, but also sets the standard for the practices utilized in the

school (Stanovich & Jordan, 1998).
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Unfortunately, Skrtic (1995) reports that practices grounded in the human

pathology theory often persist for two reasons. First, in many cases there tends

to be an increase in ritualized practices when a paradigm is questioned. This act

reaffirms the paradigm that has been called into question (Lipsky, 1976; Perrow,

1978; Zucker, 1977). Second, anomalies can be distorted to preserve the

paradigm's validity. The principal distortion is the practice of removing students

from the general education system, thereby preventing the educators from

recognizing anomalies in their conventional practices. Without anomalies, there

is no way for educators to see that there is something wrong with their worldview

and associated practices. This reduces professional thought and thus the

degree to which educators can personalize their practices. This in turn forces

more students in to the special education system and further reinforces the

educators' belief in both the validity of their conventional practices and the notion

that school failure is a human pathology (Skrtic, 1995).

To prevent the distortion of anomalies, it appears Huberman's (1981)

insight into implementing change may be useful. Huberman believes that

changes in attitudes, beliefs, and understanding tend to follow, rather than

precede changes in practice. This is supported by research that found that

educator's beliefs changed as a result of the successful use of new practices

(Fleming, 1988; Gersten & Woodward, 1992; Loucks-Horsley & Roody, 1990;

Richardson, 1990). Applying the anomaly scenario to this perspective, one

would try to discontínue segregation and encourage the practice of inclusion.

Anomalies would occur because the educator's standard practices would be
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insufficient to teach all students. As discussed previously, these anomalies

would encourage a paradigm shift and create fundamental changes in an

educator's human pathology based practices. Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger,

Edelman, and Schattman's (1993) research supports the previous research and

above analysis. These researchers found that educators had "transforming"

experiences when children with severe disabilities were placed in regular

classrooms. There were more positive attitudes from the educators and a shift in

their beliefs.

Educators' cognitions about theory. A second method of implementing

change is a staff development program that focuses on educators' cognitions. ln

this case, the theoretical framework that is used is Fenstermacheds (1986)

concept of practical arguments. Practical arguments consist of a set of

assumptions and end in action. Fenstermacher suggests that best practices

validated by research can be introduced to educators by encouraging them to

examine their own assumptions in relation to those from the current research.

Such a process, he hypothesizes, would allow educators to alter or strengthen

confidence in the truth value of their assumptions. Educators need an

understanding of the theoretical framework and the opportunity to talk about how

the assumptions in the theory agree or disagree with the educators' own

assumptions. This discussion wifl assist them in their ability to take control of

their own practices and not accept or reject practices on the basis of external

pressures (e.9., personality needs, classroom management and content

concerns, systemic political demands) (Doyle, 1986; Richardson, 1990). This
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means that opportunities should be created to allow educators to interact and

have conversations around standards, theory, and best practices. This approach

also suggests that research on best practices should provide educators not just

with the findings in the form of activities and behavior that work, but with ways of

thinking and assumptions related to special education. This will assist educators

in heightening their awareness of their own beliefs, provide content for their

reflections and help them develop their justifications for the use of the practice

(Richardson, '1990).

Changing Practices

On the other hand, changing the practices of educators who believe in the

systemic pathology perspective may not involve a fundamental change in beliefs

since many of the 'best practices' are grounded in this theory. ïhere is no

contradiction between the values educators hold and the practices'assumptions.

Thus, variables such as changing of job roles, training, support from education

siaff and administrators, increased time, more resources and practice, and

feedback may be what is needed in order to implement change (Ayres et al.,

1994; Fullan, 1985; Wang & Zollers, 1990; Williams et al., 1990).

While there is abundant information regarding program planning and

implementation practices, there is tremendous discrepancy between what

typically occurs for most students with disabilities in school and what the

literature says should be occurring as exemplary practices (Meyer, 1991).

Literature discusses that this discrepancy in adopting best practices is due to

such variables as lack of time, training, and resources (Ayres et al., 1994;
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Williams et al, 1990). Although these variables may be important for

implementing change, it is also essential to examine the beliefs of the educators

and the assumptions that guide the'best practices'.

Conclusion

ln this literature review, I discussed the literature on implementing best

practices, the deconstruction of two opposing perspectives on educational

programming, and implementing change. The human pathology theory uses IEP

planning and implementation practices that are grounded in the assumption that

student disability is pathological. Tradítionally, programming practices of

educators have relied explicitly on the knowledge and practices grounded in this

theoretical perspective. However, many of the practices based on this

perspective appear to be inadequate for developing and implementing successful

educational programs for students with special needs.

On the other hand, the systemic pathology theory is guided by the

assumption that the principle difficulties of a student with disabilities is the result

of the educational system. This perspective guides many of the 'best practices'

recommended by researchers and knowledgeable professionals. ln order to get

educators to adopt these e¡emplary practices, one needs to ensure that the

assumptions that guide the 'best practices' are consistent with educators'

theoretical perspectives. If they are not consistent, then educators need to

experience a paradigm shift in order to fundamentally alter their ways of thinking

so that their beliefs become compatible with the best practices' assumptions. I

also discussed two methods to assist with this level of change. Clearly, the
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implementation of 'best practices' by educators involves a great deal more than

expecting them to simply apply what is considered an exemplary practice to their

real world settings. As Waller (1961) stated, "We can accomplish little by having

teachers do something different, for they cannot do anything different without

being something different, and it is the being something different that matters"

(p 453).
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CHAPTER 3

Methods

Qualitative Research

Qualitative research methods are the most approprÍate for understanding

the issues surrounding educators' basic beliefs (Schunk, 1991; Brookhart &

Freeman. 1992; Munby, 1982, 1984). Through the use of qualitative research

methods it is possible to obtain a naturalistic, holistic, in-depth view of team

members' assumptions (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). By examining their

perspectives, listening to their víews, and reconstructing their experíences one

can begin to understand educators' beliefs about special education and

programming (Bogdan & Biklen,1992; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). ln the following

sections of this chapter, I provide information on qualitative research, the team

and their student, and the methods used for data collection and analysis.

Def¡nition of Qualitative ñiethods

Qualitative research relies on descriptive data that involves the written or

spoken words and observable behaviour of the informants. The researcher can

use participant observation, in-depth interviews and analyzing written documents

to collect the data. The data analysis is an ongoing process of inductive

reasoning, thinking, and theorizing. lt occurs hand in hand with data collection

and is a dynamic and creative process in which the research identifies and

accounts for patterns that emerge from the data. Thus, the research design is

flexible and is based on the ongoing data collection and analysis (Bogdan &

Biklen, 1992; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).
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Theoretical Perspective of Qualitative Research

The phenomenolog¡cal perspective is central to the practÍces utilized in

qualitative research. How qualitative methodologists study and interpret their

research is dependent on their theoretical perspective (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

Phenomenological perspectives. The phenomenologist views human

behavior as a product of how people define their world (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

Thus, reality is "socially constructed" and the task of the qualitative methodologist

is to capture how people create their realities (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). This

involves trying to see things from other people's points of view.

Symbolic interactionlsm. The phenomenological perspective is supported

by a theory known as symbolic interactionism. lt stems from the works of

Charles Horton Cooley (1902), John Dewey (1930), George Herbert Mead (1934,

1938), Robert Park (1915), W. L Thomas (1931 ), and others. The theory places

primary importance on the social meaning people attach to the world around

them (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). Blumer (1969) states that this theory is based on

three basic assumptions. The first assumption is that peopte act towards things

and other people. Their action is determined by the meaning these things and

people have for them. Therefore, people do not simply respond to stimuli or act

out cultural scripts (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

The second assumption is that objects, people, situations and events do

not possess their own meaning, rather, meanings are derived from the

interactions with others (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Schwandt, 1994). People learn

how to view the world through their interactions with oiher people. lndivíduals
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develop shared meanings of objects and people in their lives (Taylor & Bogdan,

1ee8).

The third assumption, according to Blumer, is that people attach meanings

to situations, others, things, and themselves through a process of interpretation.

"The actor selects, checks, suspends, regroups, and transforms the meanings in

light of the situation in which he is placed and the direction of his

action... meanings are used and revised as instruments for the guidance and

formation of action (Blumer, 1969, p 5) People are continuously interpreting

and defining things as they encounter different situations (Taylor & Bogdan,

1ee8).

From a symbolic interactionist perspective, all organizations and groups

are involved in a constant process of interpreting the world around them.

Although people may act within the framework of an organization or culture, it is

their interpretations and definitions of the situation that determine action, not their

norms, values, roles or goals (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss the design of my study using the above qualitative

research assumptions and practices.

Design of the Study

To gain an understanding of educators' beliefs and assumptions about

special education and the IEP process, I decided to gain the perspectives of

three school teams. lconducted interviews and observations in three different

elementary schools in different divisions, Each team was considered to be a

representative of other teams in the division as suggested by the Director of
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Student Services. Team members were respons¡ble for planning and

implementing an IEP for an elementary student who received level two funding.

ldentifying I nformants

I approached two urban school divisions in which I knew administration,

but had not worked in and was unfamiliar with their team members. I spoke to

the Superintendent of each school division to ask for written permission to carry

out the research. Once permission was granted, I approached the Director of

Student Services of each division to suggest one educational team that reflected

a 'typical' team in that division. This typical team consisted of five to six

members who worked with a student with special needs who received level ll

funding from the province. The administrators' definition of a typical team (i.e.,

who makes up a complete educational team) determined who I approached to

participate in this study. After I met with the school team, team composition was

changed andfinalized. lndividuals were either added or deleted from the Director

of Student Servíce's list because the school team perceived team composition

differently than the Director of Student Services. For example, the school

administrator, guidance counselor and child were omitted from team A and team

B omitted the parent and added the classroom teacher. The Directors of Student

Services were not considered members of either teams, but I asked them to

participate in one semi-structured interview in order for myself to gain an

understanding of a divisional staffs perspective on programming. The

individuals were approached in person. They were provided with a written

document outlining the study, as well as a consent form asking for their written
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permission to participate in the study. As well, I included team members from

interviews I did for a qualitative research course in 2001. Table 2 shows the

fínalized membership of the teams.

Table 2

Team Membership for Team A, B and C.

I did not use categories or predetermined criteria (e.9., student's

disability, specific grade level, traditional programming) to identify the educational

teams for two reasons. First, I did not want to assume that things called the same

name or having the same superficial characteristics were necessarily similar. I

wanted to examine assumptions about what belongs in categories rather than

have those assumptions determine the research design (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992).

Second, using qualitative methodology in my research meant that I looked at

settings and people holistically. Thus, people, settings, or groups were not

Team A Team B Team C

Classroom teacher #1 Classroom teacher #1 Classroom teacher #1

Classroom teacher #2 Classroom teaeher #2 Paraprofessional

Paraprofessional Guidance Counselor Resource teacher

Parent Principal

Resource teacher #1 Resource teacher

Resource teacher #2 Social worker

Speech-Language
Patholoqist

Direcior of Student
Services

Dírector of Student
Services
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reduced to variables, but rather were viewed as a whole (Taylor & Bogdan,

1998). A detailed description of each team as well as individual team member's

perspectives is presented in Chapter 4.

Data Collection

Data for this study were collected through a series of individual in-depth

interviews, participant observations, and document analysis. According to

Pajares (1992), the methods allowed me to make inferences about the

educators' beliefs because they allowed me to investigate educators' verbal

expressions and behaviors.

Two educational teams consisting of 7 to I key team members (15

informants in total) were interviewed and observed during the spring of 2003 and

2004. This number of individuals offered a wide range of backgrounds and

perspectives. I interviewed each informant individually once and interviewed the

resource teachers from Team A twice and the resource teacher from Team B

three times. These interviews covered the broad areas that I wished to study;

their assumptions and practices about special education and programming for

students with special needs. Two participant observations of team meetings for

Team A and one participant observation of Team B's team meeting was

conducted. Finally, I did a document analysis that involved examining the

student's lEP, safety plan, funding application form, clinical reports, and daily

schedule.

As mentioned previously, I also included data collected from a study I

conducted in 2001 for qualitative research course. This study focused on a rural
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school team's IEP implementation practices. The team consisted of the resource

teacher, classroom teacher, and paraprofessional. I interviewed each team

member twice about implementing an IEP for Jason, a grade six student. Data

from these interviews were included for four reasons. First, the research

objective and data from the pilot study was relevant to this study. Secondly, the

data was reanalyzed for this study. Thirdly, the data I collected strengthened and

enhanced my data analysis. Fourthly, the informants consented to their interview

data being utilized in this study.

Overall, the interviews along with the participant observations and

document analysis generated over 1,000 pages of data. The specific methods

used to collect and organize the data for this study are described below.

Semi-structured interviews. One method I used to collect data was semi-

structured interviews. Using an interview guide, each team member was

interviewed separately on one occasion. Additional interviews were done with the

resource teachers. ln Team A, the two resource teachers were interviewed once

more as a pair. This was done at their request. ln Team B, the resource teacher

was interviewed three times because of her unique perspective and extensive

experience as a resource teacher.

lnterviews were an average of one hour in length. They were tape

recorded and transcribed verbatim. The interview transcriptions also included

basic information such as the date, place, time of day, the individual's role,

description of the setting, the behaviors of the respondent (e.9., body posture,

facial expressions), and my thoughts and feelings. The majority of the interviews
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took place in a school meeting room when no other people were present. One

interview was conducted during the summer break and took place at my home. ln

order to reduce the issue of "observer effect", the interviews were modeled after

a conversation between two trusting parties rather than on a formal question-

and-answer session between a researcher and a respondent. This approach

allowed me to capture what is important in the minds of the informants (Bogdan

& Biklen, 1992).

Beliefs cannot be directly observed or measured, but rather must be

inferred (Goodman, 1988; Rokeach, 1968; Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1984).

Therefore, developing the interview protocol involved asking questions that

allowed me to make inferences from what the educators said, intênded, and did

(Pajares, 1992).I adopted the assumption that educators' beliefs are best known

by inference from their case or practical knowledge (Smith & Shepard, 1988;

Richardson, 1990). Feiman-Nemser & Floden, (1986) define it as whai people

know how to do "without being able to state what they knov/' (p. 506). An

educators' case knowledge cannot be stated in the form of generalized

assumptions, rather it is linked to specific events and persons within the

educator's ímmediate experience. Case knowledge helps educators decide what

to do in a given circumstance, such as whether to modify and adapt the

classroom environment and instructional material for a student with special

needs or assign the student to a group that is pulled out for'remedial'work.

Educators base their decisions on previous encounters with similar students in

their classroom or in those of their mentors, as well as on the feedback they
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received from parents and other educators on the results of similar pract¡ces in

the past. Thus, they know what to do without necessarily being able to state

directly their underlying belief in assumption form (Smith & Shepard, 1988) (i.e.,

student disability is a pathological condition or it is the result of the problems with

the organization of the general education environment) (Skrtic, 1995). Thus,

case knowledge is equivalent to "knowing how" rather than "knowing that"

(Prince, 19ô9). Furthermore, case knowledge is revealed in the form of stories or

richly described events that can be conveyed in interviews (MÍshler, 1986;

Shulman, 1986).

Thus, for the purpose of the interviews, rather than asking directly for each

educator to state his or her beliefs and assumptions about the nature of special

education and the IEP process, I framed a series of indirect questions that

tapped case knowledge. The interview included questions that asked educators

to describe their practices and provide rationales for their beliefs and the

student's program. For example, I asked educators to describe the particular

student they plan and implement an lEP. I asked them to describe the student's

program and provide rationale for the practices (see Appendix B, C & D).

I also used a brief list of generic elaboration probes during the interviews.

These probes assisted me in gaining more detailed information from the

informants. These probes included the following; "Can you tell me more about

that?", "Why do you think that is?", and "Could you give me an example of that?".

Participant observation. The second method I used to collect data was

participant observation. I observed three team meetings in order to further learn
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about educators' beliefs in the context of a team meeting (see Appendix A).

These meetings involved planning and/or reviewing the lEP. Due to scheduling

and time constraints, the participant observations occurred after the interviews.

During the initial period, ) familiarized myself with the setting and people

(Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). During the meetings, I made unobtrusive notes of key

words on the IEP document that was given to me and all team members prior to

the meeting. These notes provided an outline of the discussions that occurred

during the observation and assisted with the reconstruction of the interactions

that took place. After the meeting, I completed an observational protocol to

record information (see Appendix B). Traditionalfield notes from these meetings

also were written up immediately following the session in a classroom or in my

car. These notes included a seating plan, descriptions of people, events, and

conversations as well as my actions, feelings, and hunches or working

hypotheses (i.e., observer's comments). The sequence and duration of events

and conversations were noted as precisely as possible while attempting to set

aside my own perspectives and taken-for granted views of the world (Taylor &

Bogdan, 1998). Bruyn (1966) advises that I view things as though they were

happening for the first time. Nothing should be taken for granted.

During the data collection, I was aware that my presence would change

the behaviour of the informants. I addressed this issue of "observer effect" by

incorporating a few procedures to minimize it. First, I tried to interact with the

team members in a natural, unobtrusive, and nonthreatening manner (Bogdan &

Biklen, 1992).1 attempted to "blend into the woodwork" or act so that the



Round Hole 84

activities that occurred in my presence did not differ significantly from those that

occurred in my absence. lmitating other team members' behavior before and

during the IEP meeting attained this natural manner. For example, I interacted

socially with some team members before and after the meeting, sat with the team

during the meeting, and introduced myself during team introductions. I explained

that I was a student from a local University and was there to learn about their

beliefs about special education and IEP programming practices.

Second, I recognized that as a researcher, I could not eliminate all of the

effects I had on informants. I could, however, understand my effect on the

informants through an intimate knowledge of the setting and use this

understanding to generate additional insights into the nature of teams and their

programming practices. I had to interpret the data in this context (Deutscher,

1s73).

Third, lwas aware that some informants may attempt to manage

impressions of my activities and myself, especialfy during the early stages of the

project (Dougfas, 1976). For example, some team members appeared to act

more reserved. Knowing that I was viewing educators' behavior before a

stranger was important to take into account. Educators also may have engaged

in behavior they considered "best practices", and in order to do this, upset their

normal interactions and routines. I turned this to my advantage to learn what

educators considered to be best practice behavior (Morris & Hurwitz, 1980). ln

their reaction to outsiders, people reveal as much as in their reactions to insiders

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992).
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Document analysis. A final method used to collect data was document

analysis. I asked permission to examine the written lEPs for each educational

team and other relevant documentation (e.9., the student's resource/clinicalfile),

as well as the division's A.nnual Division Action Plan (ADAP) before and after the

interviews and participant observation. Knowledge of the goals, strategies and

language used provided me with context and guided my interviews (Taylor &

Bogdan, 1998). Bogdan & Biklen (1992) state that a document, such as an lEP,

also can represent educators' perspectives on the student, as well as provide

potential insights about what they value.

Member Check

At the end of the data collection, I planned to invite team members to

participate in a focus group. However, due to the high turn-over of team

membership for these two teams (i.e., only thirty-three percent of the team

members remained unchanged the following year due to new job placements), a

member check was utilized instead. Members were asked to review a draft case

summary of their interview. Each case summary was based on my

interpretation of their beliefs and practices about children and education, as well

a their perspective on the student, the team, the IEP process, andlor change.

Any corrections or comments were to be returned to me. I explained that if I did

not receive anything within a month of them receiving the summary, I would

proceed with my research. Ten informants returned their summaries. Each team

member made grammatical changes to their dírect quotes or explained the

context of the quote in more detail. However, they all agreed my interpretation of
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the data was correct thus strengthening the credibility of my analysis. Only the

parent of Team A d¡d not receive a summary. Due to his reported difficulties with

reading, I believed that meeting with him in person to discuss the summary would

be the best option. I contacted him three times, bui was not able to finalize a

meeting.

Data Analysis

Data analysis in qualitative research is recursive in nature and occurs over

time (Janesick, 1994; LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). lt is done while data are

being collected, although there is an intensive period of analysis toward the end

of the study. My data analysis followed this framework. ln the following

paragraphs, I describe the procêss.

The Analysis Process

lnitially, I collected field notes, transcripts and documents and read

through them carefufly. As I read through my data, I continually refêrred to the

literature review to assist me in my analysis (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). I made

notes, comments, observations, and queries in the margin about the data that

was interesting, potentially relevant, or important to my study. The notes served

to isolate the initially most striking aspect of the data (LeCompte, Preissle &

Tesch, 1993, p. 236). During this phase, I also identified gaps in the data for

follow up and interviews. For example, I realized that the classroom teacher had

a significant role in implementing a successful lEP. Using this information, I

added open-ended questÍons that examíned team members' perspectives on IEP

ownership.
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I then presented this data, in the form of a summary, to my advisor. Each

summary was based on my interpretation of an informant's beliefs and practices

about children and education, as well as their perspective on the student, the

team, the IEP process, and/or change. The feedback received from my advisor

provided direction for the data analysis. Next, each team member was presented

with his or her summary for a member check.

Next, I began ideniífying themes or groupings. After making notations on

the data that was potentially relevant, I went back over the marginal notes and

comments and tried to group the comments and notes that appeared to go

together. These groupings were based on conversation topics, vocabulary,

recurring activities, meanings, and feelings. After completing one set of data, I

moved onto the next set and scanned it in exactly the same manner as outlined

above. As I did this, I kept in mind the list of groupings that I extracted from the

first transcripts, checking to see if they were also present in the second set. I

also made a separate list of comments, terms and notes from this set and then

compared and contrasted this list with the one derived from the first transcript.

These lists were then merged into one master list of concepts derived from both

sets of data. This process continued until all the data were analyzed. This

master list constituted a primitive outline or classification system reflecting the

recurring regularities or patterns in the study. These patterns became the

categories or themes into which subsequent items were grouped (Merriam,

1998). One pattern that emerged at this time was the concept of two differing



Round Hole 88

perspectives about who was responsible for teaching children with special needs.

This assumption was associated with specific practices.

When determining the number of themes, I used Guba and Lincoln's

(1981) three guidelines for developing themes that were both comprehensive and

illuminating. First, the number of people who mentioned something or the

frequency with which something arose in the data indicated an important

dimension. Second, the audience of educators determined what was important

(i.e., some themes may appear to various audiences as more or less credible).

And third, some themes stood out because of their uniqueness and were kept.

The next phase entailed coding or naming the themes. The names of the

themes came from at least three sources. myself/researcher, the informants, or

sources outside the study such as the literature. The most common situation

was the codes that reflected what I saw in the data (Merriam, '1998). ln this

phase, I also added more detail and support to the themes and codes with

quotes and data (Creswell, 1998). The themes that began to emerge at this lime

were a continuum of beliefs and practices. The data supported a human

pathology perspective as well as a systemic pathology perspective. However,

not all educators beliefs and practices fit neatly at either end. I then realized that

there were individuals who were 'caught in the middle' and that their experiences

with students and the team created a fluctuation of practices and beliefs.

However, after further reviewing the literature, I realized that a continuum could

not exist and that the educators who were using practices from the two

contrasting perspectives were actually paradigm testing.
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The final phase involved attempting to understand the data in the context

in which they were collected (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). I began to describe the

findings and create meaning statements from the data and themes (Creswell,

1998). During this phase, it became apparent to me that an educator's

assumptions and practices influenced how they used the lEP.

The constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) was used

during all phases of the data analysis. This method involved simultaneously

coding and analyzing data in order to develop concepts. By continually

comparing speciflc incidents in the data, I refined those concepts, identified their

properties, explored their relationships to one another and attempted to

understand the concepts in their appropriate context (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

Enhancing the Trustworthiness of the Analysis.

During the data analysis, I utilized six verification procedures to enhance

the trustworthiness of my study. The first strategy involved triangulation. This

ínvolves using multiple sources of data, methods and theories to provide

corroborating evidence (i.e., data from my interviews, observations and

document analysis) (Ely et al., 1991; Erlandson, Harris, Skipper & Allen, 1993;

Glesne & Peshkin , 1992; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998; Miles &

Huberman, 1994; Patton, 1980, 1990). Typically, this process involves

supporting evidence from different sources to shed líght on a theme or

perspective (Creswell, 1 998).

The second strategy entailed the use of member checks. I returned a

draft case summary of their interview back to team members so that they could
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judge the accuracy and credibility of my interpretation (Ely et al., 1991 ; Erlandson

et al., 1993; Glesne & Peshkin , 1992; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998;

Miles & Huberman, 1994). This technique is considered by Lincoln and Guba

(1985) to be "the most critical technique for establishing credibility" (p. 314).

A third strategy involved asking my advisor to comment on the findings as

they emerged. This peer review or debriefing provided an external check of the

research process (Ely et al., 1991; Erlandson et al., 1993; Glesne & Peshkin,

1992; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988). Lincoln & Guba (1985) define the

role of the peer debriefer as a "devil's advocate", an individual who keeps the

researcher honest, asks hard questions about methods, meanings, and

interpretations.

A fourth strategy required that I understood my effect on the setting. I

tried to become aware of how ! was perceived anð treated by others (Emerson,

1981). One way to do this was to look at how people reacted to me at different

times in the research, I compared the data collected at different times in the

research, and examined how informants' reactions to my presence may have

influenced what they said and did (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

A f¡fth strategy entailed the use of rich, thick description. This strategy will

allow the reader to make decisions regarding transferability (Erlandson et al.,

1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988, 1998). This detailed description

enables the readers to transfer information to other settings and to determine

whether the findings can be transferred "because of shared characteristics"

(Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 32 as ciied in Creswell, 1998)
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A final strategy involved clarifying my assumptions and theoretical

orientation by using observer's comments throughout the data collection. I

recognize that what I see and report as findings depends on who I am and how I

see the world. Findings do not exist independently of the consciousness of the

observer (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). Rather, all observations were filtered through

my values, commitments, theoretical perspectives and work view. Thus, an

understanding of my findings required an understanding of my own perspectives,

logic, and assumptions. This is one of the reasons why I recorded my own

feelings and assumptions in observer's comments throughout the study. Critical

self-reflection was essential in this kÍnd of research. This includes

acknowledging my training and work experience as a school speech-language

pathologist, my educational background on theory and collaboration, as well as

my belief that all children should actively participate in the classroom. These six

verification procedures were done throughout my study. According to Creswell

(1998), they enhanced the trustworthiness and credibility of my findings.

ln the following chapter, I present a description of each team as well as

the individual beliefs and practices of the eighteen team members. Each

description includes a discussion of the team member's general beliefs and

) practices about education, as well as his/her perspective on certain issues such

as the student, the team, change, and the IEP process. ln order to protect

confidentiality, pseudonyms were used for all people and places (e.9., student,

team member, school, school division).
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CHAPTER 4

Descriptions of Teams and Team Members

Team A

Team A worked at Hillcrest, an elementary, urban school that provides a

bilingual program. The school is located in Boundary Trails School Division.

One student the team supported was Emma, a grade two student. Emma

received level two categorical funding. On her funding application, it stated that

the following conditions impact her learning: a syndrome, an intellectually

deficient classification, global developmental delay, severe communication

disorder, visual impairment, macrocephaly, hypotonia, short attention span, and

behavioral difficulties.

Emma's IEP contained goals for improving her weaknesses in the

following areas: academic, communication, fine motor, gross motor, and social.

Her schedule in grade two involved being in the classroom in the morning and

pulled out of class in the afternoon with the paraprofessional. ln grade three, she

was pulled out for most of her learning and segregated at recess due to

behavioral difficulties. lt was reported that the main goal in grade three was

social skills or'social training'. During daia collection, Emma's daily learning and

IEP goals did not always correspond. Some individuals implementing the IEP

reported that they were unfamiliar with her IEP goals.

The team that worked with Emma included two resource teachers, a grade

two teacher, a grade three teacher, the speech-language pathologist, the parent,

and the paraprofessional. At the time of initial data collection, the team had been
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working together for four years. However, each team membeds perspective of

team composition varied, and the parent did not have an active role in the IEP

process. School administrative involvement was also important to some team

members. This support was important for their programs, problem-solving and

collaborating.

ln general, the team was a cohesive group that participated in role

transitioning. Many members reported that they believed in classroom-based

services and inclusion, but that these practices did not apply to everybody. The

team's overall decision-making process focused on fixing the child's deficits or

avoiding the problematic situation. Reasons for the behavíor were usually

intrinsic to the child. ln the following section, I describe the individual

perspectives of the eight team members.

Carol

Carol was a classroom teacher in a bilingual program at Hillcrest School.

She was Emma's grade one and grade two teacher during my initial data

collection. ln the past twelve years, Carol had taught grade one, two or three.

Quite often these teaching assignments were multi-grades. Carol's education

background included a Bachelor of Education from a provincial University in

Western Canada.i ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Carol's general beliefs

and practices about children and education, as well as her perspectives on the

student, the team, and the IEP process.

Beliefs and practices. The following are some of Carol's beliefs and

practices: (a) The IEP process has changed to be more inclusive (i.e., "Funding
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looked different and now its more hands-on and trying to keep the kids more in

the class. lntegration has been stressed more."), (b) integration does not work

for all students (i.e., "And I think for some kids [integration]works, for others it

doesn't.), (c) successful inclusion is dependent on the child and his/her behaviors

(i.e., "First depending on the kid and how willing they are. I mean, another child I

have in the class its been wonderful....But Emma for example, its been great this

year, but last year it was very frustrating because the behaviors were so

different... compared to what they were this year. She's more compliant this

year... This year was more successful than last year because she has matured

quite a bit and l'm hoping the same thing is going to happen over the summer

again."), (d) paraprofessional support help children be successful (i.e., " Her

behaviors just escalated because she didn't have the one on one to help her be

successful."), (e) maturation is an important factor in changing a student's

behavior, (f) practices such as centers and a buddy system are utilized in her

classroom, (g) it's important that parents have a realistic view of their child's

ability (i.e., " I think that her parents, both being special needs, need to really look

at her more realistically and realize that she's not going to be with the others.

And that they should appreciate more where she has come from."), (h) Emma's

father would like his daughter to be like other 'typical' children (i.e., "Dad wants

her to catch up. He asks at every single interview. But he's not realistic."), and (i)

IEP goals should be inclusive (i.e., "The whole idea of achieving these goals too

is to make it as inclusive as possible.").
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Student. Carol described Emma as funny, boisterous, little girl who

desired to "be like everybody else." She believed Emma's needs were

"acceptance", auditory memory, visual and writing skills, behavior (e.9.,

"screaming" and a lack of compliancy.), and a willingness to accept adult

support. Carol stated that Emma's strengths included her enjoyment of crafts

and the computer, as well as her desire to please.

The team. Carol reported that the team was comprised of herself, the

paraprofessional and the resource teacher. Each team member had a role.

Carol's role was to improve Emma's confidence and encourage her excitement

for learning. For example, she said, "Actually my role is making Emma feel good

about Emma. That is so important.". She believed the paraprofessional's role

was to support Emma. ln terms of the resource teachers' role, she described the

responsibilities as supporting the classroom teacher and providing programming

for the student:

"Well, where there's issues with Emma, and... I need to get some input, I

can go to Fiona for example, and say, "This is what's happening. Can you
help me?'And she'll make up some things for Emma or her para."

IEP development. Carol explained that she has been included in many

lEPs, but her involvement was limited. She believed developing an IEP involves

a "group effort or "team approach", but reported that the resource teacher had

the most input:

"Michelle kind of knows Emma. She's had her. She knows what she's
capable of...I really don't' have much to do with it. You would have to talk
to Michelle. They don't ask for much input. They ask, 'Do you have
anything to add? What do you think of this?' But they do most of the work
because they go back to their old records, check off what's been
accomplished and update from there."
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Overall, she believed this development process worked well, but stated, "l'm not

the one who has to go through it."

IEP implementation. Carol had a significant role in implementing the lEP.

She explained that her role was to decide how to "achieve [the IEP goals] in the

best interest of the student" and then monitor them. She believed, however, that

"team effort' was still necessary when implementing the lEP.

Before implementing the lEP, Carol explained that sometimes she "fine-

tuned [the IEP] at the beginning of the year because some maturation ha[d]

taken place over the summer." After this adjustment, however, she only referred

to the IEP occasionally because she believed, "you're always aware of what [the

student's] needs are, what her strengths and weaknesses are. lts not if you need

to refresh your memory on a regular basis. You know the kid, you just do."

At times, Carolfound it difficult to implement all the child's IEP goals.

lnsufficient support and time were the largest obstacles with the process:

"lts very hard to find time to do all the things that need to be done for her.
She's supposed to be getting a daily exercise program. We've tried
sending it home, but it doesn't happen. lts very important to her to get it
done...l don't know how much time l'd be able to get. They say you only
got a hundred minutes a day, well its not a hundred minutes just for her.
You have to split that tíme with her and another kid for a hundred minutes
or however much time it takes. You've got a lot that has to be done and
that includes recess time as well."

Programming. ln general, Carol explained that Emma's program was

dependent on three factors. The first factor was the activities of the classroom.

The second factor was her willingness to participate. For example, she said, "lt

depends on what the rest of the class is doing. lf we're doing Hebrew, Emma

96
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takes something that she wants to do. And granted she says she doesn't want

to, fine l'm not going to force her. So that's her choice." The third factor was her

desire to have the same work as her classmates. Carol explained, "You can't

give her different."

According to Carol, these three faciors shaped Emma's reading and math

program. These programs ¡nvotveO Emma working on classroom material with

another buddy or a group in the classroom. Since Emma could not have work

that was different from the rest of the class, sometimes the work was above her

level. Despite the high level of difficulty, Carol believed that Emma felt a sense

of accomplishment when she completed the task, thus meeting one of her needs:

"So she can't do a lot of it and she doesn't have number concept, one to
one correspondence so why would I say, sorry your answer is wrong with
addition and subtraction fact. Well, I'm just happy that she says, 'Finished
Mrs. Smith.', 'Great Emma'. That's what she needs."

Carol reported that she has two different sets of expectations for Emma.

ln terms of classroom behavior, her expectations for Emma were the same as for

other students. For example, she said, "l don't expect anything different from her

than I do from the others [ike] classroom responsibilities [and] participating." On

the other hand, when talking about Emma's learning outcomes, she replied, "My

expectations are different for her. My expectations are that she is successful açd

she [is] happy with herself and what she produces." She tried to attain these

goals of success and happiness by supporting her ínterests, as well as

acknowledging and accepting her effori and work.
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Despite the good year Emma had in grade two, Carol predicted that her

next year in grade three would be a challenging year. This difficulty would be the

result of the widening gap between Emma and her classmates.

"lt's going to be a real challenge for her next year. And I can see her
frustration level escalating. lt's going to be more challenging because
she's going to be with grade twos and threes. And the threes that she's
going to be with are very, very bright. I think that the differences are going
to become more pronounced and... the kids are probably going to exclude
her more. Kids are so mean. lts what happens."

According to Anita, Emma's grade three teacher, Carol's prediction was correct.

ln the following paragraphs, I discuss this issue, as well as Anita's beliefs and

practices,

Anita

At the time of data collection, Anita was Emma's grade three teacher in

the bilingual program at Hillcrest School. For the past 10 years, she had taught

grades one to six including numerous split grades (e.9., one-two, three-four).

During this time, she was also a resource teacher. She remained in this position

for only half a year because she preferred being in the classroom. ln regard to

the resource role, she said, "l loved it except for, I hated the writing of the lEPs. I

found them such a waste of time. I know it's important to do. I understand why,

but I felt I was spending so much time testing and trying to speak with this doctor

and this person and that person....l much prefer being in the classroom or being

with the kids than having to sit and do all this paper work."

Anita's background included a Bachelor of Education from a local

University, as well as significant community involvement with children's

programs. These experiences were influenced by the fact that she always
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"wanted to be a teacher from the time [she]was in kindergarten." ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss Anita's general beliefs about children and education, as

well as her perspectives on the student, the team, the parents, programming, and

ihe IEP process.

Beliefs and practices. The following are some of Anita's beliefs and

practices: (a) most children with special needs benefit from inclusion (i.e., "l was

always a huge believer, I still am, that you know, special needs kids should be in

the classroom and you need to try and integrate and do what you can and modify

and everything like that. But this year was the first time that I truly felt that my

little one couldn't be in the classroom. That it was more of a detriment to her

than a benefit."), (b) educators need to acknowledge a child's background (i.e.,

"You have to think about where these kids are coming from."), (c) she modifies or

adapts a child's work when necessary, (d) the paraprofessional often knows the

student the best (i,e., "The person who probably knows her the best out of

anyone would be Janelle. Because Janelle spent the most time with her."), (e)

differentiation is a best practice (i.e., "ln my opinion that's what a good teacher is.

A good teacher doesn't say, this is how I do things, how can these kids fit in to

me. lts how can I make things work for these kids in the classroom...This is how

I like to do things. How can I make it work for her?"), (f) children direct their

learning (i.e., "But its always the kids leading the way."), and (g) the

paraprofessional provides the most support to the classroom teacher and student

(i.e., "Michelle and Fiona... would be to a certain point able to help or Mary-Ann
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to a certain point or Pam. But not being in the classroom all the time, the para,

Janelle, she ended up doing a lot.").

The studenf. Anita described Emma as a "sweet girl" whose behavior was

similar to a three year old. For example, she said, "l always go back to her

mental ability of a three year old... She had the same type of temper tantrums,

she speaks really immaturely." She described Emma's needs as including the

following: a) self-concept, b) belonging (e.g., "She wants to feel that she

belongs.... She wants to be like everybody else."), c) social skills, d) self-help

skills, e) inappropriate behavior (e.9., "Kicking, biting, hitting, punching."), and, f)

difficulty with transitioning.

Anita described some of her strengths as the following. a) her enjoyment

of the arts (e.9., singing, acting, art), b) her desire to be a valued member of a

group and, c) her "magical smile." ln general, when talking about Emma's

strengths, Anita found it difficult and explained, "See its hard, its really hard to

pick out what her strengths are."

The team. Anita eNplained that the following individuals were considered

team members: herself, the paraprofessional, the principal, the vice principal, the

resource teachers, the guidance counselor, the speech-language pathologist, the

psychologist, and the social worker. Anita's involvement with each of these team

members varied. On one hand, she often collaborated with the resource teacher

and the principal. On the other hand, her involvement with the speech-language

pathologist, social worker, and psychologist was limited. Despite this variable
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team involvement, she believed that they supported her. For example, she said,

"But I always felt supported by the team and felt like it was an amazing team."

Parents. Anita recognized that Emma's family situation was special

because both parents had unique needs. This situation resulted in three issues.

Firstly, she believed that Emma's "parents [did] not know how to help her."

Secondly, she believed that Emma's father often "overreacted" to situations

because of his previous school experiences:

"\y'úere you at one of our meetings where dad said that he hopes, he
wants for Emma that she doesn't get treated the way he was? lwanted to
start to cry. Because he was always made to feel like a dumby. He was
always made to feel horribly and teased and this and that. And he doesn't
want that for her. And it broke my heart. Because education back then
was very difÍerent then ít is now. Like he said he always had to be put in a
room and like, it just, I wanted to cry. So he's so fearful of her having this,
that he overreacts to things."

Thirdly, she believed they wanted Emma to be líke a 'typical' child. She

explained this wish, "[He] is always asking where is she at? Like is she going to

catch up? Like he wants her to be like everybody else. And the truth of the

matter is through testing that Geoff did,...that she will never be there."

Programming. At the beginning of the year, Emma participated in all

classroom activities. The goalwas to "keep her in the classroom" by modifying

the activities, "so that it looked like she was doing the same things as everybody

else." After a couple of weeks in the classroom, however, her behavior became

problematic. She eventually became frustrated with the fact that she was not

doing "exactly what everybody else was doing." Anita also explained that Emma

was "noticing now more of a difference between herself and the other kids." This

observation apparently "upset her and bothered her."
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Anita consulted with the previous psychologist, Geoff. Behavior

modífication practices were recommended. Anita explained that this approach

worked for a short time, but soon became ineffective. The most effective solution

to the problem was pulling Emma out of the classroom for her own individualized

program:

"l tried behavior charts with her. Rewards. None of that worked. lt
worked for a few days and then it stopped working. But the best thing was
having the para take her out and keep her onto a routine."

ln October, Anita, the resource teacher, and the principal decided that

most of Emma's programming should occur outside of the classroom. Anita

explained that "she needed to be out of the room, [as well as] be one on one with

somebody else who could give her what she needed [and] could feel successful."

The pull-out idea was further discussed and approved at a school team meeting

with the clinicians and administration. This decision resulted in her program being

recreated by the resource teachers and the classroom teacher.

After this incident, Anita believed additional support was needed in two

areas. First, she thought that Emma needed "a full-time para[professional]."

Second, she believed more support from the team would have been beneficial:

"l believed that they probably gave me as much help as they could
possibly. Do I wish that we had more? Absolutely! Absolutely! But do I

feel that [some team members] gave as much help as they could? Yes.

[One team member] responsible for our school... had nothing to do with
Emma. Like nothing. And maybe [this person] should have been more
involved."

The IEP process. Anita was involved in approximately twenty lEPs since

the beginning of her career. She believed the IEP was a "useful" document that

served several purposes for the student, the teacher, and the parents. First, the
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IEP was a guide. For example, she said, "lt's a great guide. lt's a great thing, a

plan for you to start off wíth for sure. And then if you're not sure... I would be able

to go back to the IEP and say, 'Okay, what am I doing wrong here? What can I

look at?' And that is great to have that there." Second, it assisted the classroom

teacher with "planning [when] thinking about the nexi year." Third, it provided a

means for sharing information. Fourth, it encouraged reflection. For example,

during the IEP meetings she reflected on how the child's program will fit with her

, practices. Fifth, the IEP provided the classroom teacher with background

information on the child. For example, she said, "With a special needs child [you

wantl to know all that you can about her. That's what the IEP is terrific for. So

you know what she can do and obviously therefore than you know what she

can't."). Sixth, the classroom teacher may use the IEP to "monitod' and

"evaluate" the progress at "any time" throughout the year. Finally, the IEP

provided the classroom teacher with a framework for "realistic" expectations.

Anita's role in the IEP development process was to provide the resource

. teacher with ideas of current and future programming:

"They will meet with us and díscuss what we're doing in the class, what
works, what doesn't work... We talk about it and Janelle talked about
goals. And actually Janelle probably gave her more specific, whereas I

gave more global. Like l'd like to see her... work independently."

The resource teacher then used this information to write the lEP. The completed

IEP was then presented at an IEP meeting where all team members were in

attendance. Anita reported that team members could make changes to the IEP

'r at this time.
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Anita believed that her role in IEP implementation was to help Emma

attain the goals. She believed, however, that the paraprofessional assumed most

of this responsibility:

"l value so much the para who works with these [students], who can say
exactly what goes on way better than I can. You know, some teachers
like to have control, but I don't feel that a teacher can have a hundred
percent control. lt's a team effort. lt's not just you. l'm only with her part
of the time. She's with her a lot more and a lot more one on one than I

am."

During the implementation process, Anita admitted that she did not

"follov/'the IEP:

"Honestly, do I refer to the IEP throughout the year? No. No I don't.
Other teachers probably do. I don't. Because they change. The kids
change. So I read it so that I can get an idea in my head who that child is,
where they're coming from, what realistic goals are...lt gives me a starting
point."

lnstead, she reviewed the IEP twice throughout the year and then used

the IEP as a general guide for Emma's programming. When explaining the

process, she said, "Well at the beginning of the year, based on reading the IEP

[and] based on the meeting which was fantastic... I already had an idea in my

head. Okay, I have to modify. I want to keep her in the class, Things need to be

very simple. l'm dealing with a child here who's not very capable academically,

certainly not at a grade three level which is where she was supposed to be at.

But is more like the pre-kindergarten. That I would have to modify ... So that's

where I'm at. So in math, I know that she needs to learn how to add. She needs

to learn how to subtract. You know all of those things are in my head. So that I

know, when I am planning something, okay what is Emma going to do?"
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Anita's IEP review process involved examining the goals and reflecting on

how she would implement them. For example, she said, "Does it fit in to what l'm

doing? And I did find that a lot of it anyways, lwas already doing." She wanted

to be flexible in order to accommodate the child's needs, but at the same time

she wanted to maintain her practices. She described this implementation as a

compromise:

"l like to do certain things. Like I like to sing and I like to move around a
lot... So then I want to.make sure that its going to be okay for her type of thing.
At the same time... l'm not going to completely stop it because it does benefit
everybody else. So how can lfit it so that it works for everybody?"

Difficulties with the lEP. Anita believed there were two areas of difficulty

with the lEP. First, it did not provide the classroom teacher with the necessary

tools to support the child. For example, she said, "Throughout the year I didn't

refer to [the IEP]...You're kind of trying to manage this special needs child who's

in trouble. Or who's asking for help. So I don't think it necessarily gives you the

tools for that." The second dífficulty was the IEP focused on weaknesses rather

than strengths.

Anita believed in collaborating with team members. One team member

that she frequently collaborated with was Michelle, the resource teacher. ln the

following paragraphs, I discuss Michelle's perspectives on the team and the IEP

process.

Michelle

Michelle was one of the resource teachers at Hillcresi School. At the time

of data collection, she had been teaching for six years. The first half of her

career was spent in the classroom teaching early elementary students. lt was
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during this time that she taught Emma in kindergarten. For the past three years

she has taught kindergarten, as well as assumed resource teacher

responsibilities. These duties included implementing a phonological awareness

program and coordinating special education support. Michelle's educational

background included a Bachelor degree in Education from a local University. ln

the following paragraphs, I discuss Michelle's general beliefs and practices, as

well as her perspective on Emma, the team, change, different teaching practices,

and the lEP.

Beliefs and practices. The following are some of Michelle's beliefs and

practices about children and education: (a) a student's improvement is based on

maturity and team intervention (i.e., "The neot year she did so much maturing...l

just saw so much growth in her... Especially in her social skills. lnstead of

screaming and crying every time someone took something away, she really

responded well to Geoffls behavior intervention program that we were doing."),

(b) paraprofessionals work with a student (i.e., "We still sort of had a full time

para attached to her because we really felt she needed it"), (c) one needs to

consider the classroom teacher and paraprofessional's style when programming

for a student (i.e., "There are a lot of things we would like to see and íts always...

blending in with who ends up working with her and what the classroom is like and

how it works for everybody."), (d) classroom-based intervention is the practice of

choice (i.e. "What we do is we did guided reading in Carol's room once a

week...I've never seen Emma this year on an individual basis."), (e) realistic

expectations are importani for a child's success (i.e., "She's just been functioning
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so well within the realistic expectations that we have for her."), (f) Emma

participates in the class when the activity is suitable (i.e., "She often even gets

upset when she is taken out of the room. She doesn't want to leave and we also

don't push that. Although we do know that the Hebrew really isn't an appropriate

goal for her, so her para time is scheduled for the afternoon. But if they're doing

art or they're doing something special, its really not appropriate to pull her out.

Like if she can be integrated and happy than that's better."), (g) collaboration

involves sharing information and ideas (i.e., "So that it should be that kind of

sharing, just back and forth."), (h) resource and administration try to place

students with special needs in classrooms where the child is more likely to be

accepted by the classroom teacher (i.e., "Wherever possible we try and match

the kids to the teacher and try and avoid certain situations where we know its not

going to work."), (i) each team member is an expert in his/her particular field (i.e.,

"Everybody else from their own area is more of an expert than I âffi."), fi) children

will achieve what they are capable of attaining regardless of the type of

intervention, (i.e., "They're still going to achieve what they're going to achieve, as

they're capable."), (k) a successful individualized program is dependent on the

child (i.e., 'We thought it would be even way better this year considering the

teacher and the placement and everything, but you know, sometimes kids

change the rules on us."), (l) classroom teachers know theír students the best, (n)

a parent's personality has an impact on team meetings (i.e., "Of course the

parent always is going to start in a certain way and their personality is going to

tremendously affect how [the IEP meeting] goes.") and, (m)the classroom



Round Hole 108

teacher should be aware of all areas of a student's program (i.e., "The classroom

teacher should always be the one that knows the big picture and is aware of

every little piece and has their finger on it.").

Student. Michelle described Emma as a student who struggled when she

first entered school, but made significant gains and exceeded everyone's

expectations. She also explained that Emma is someone who sincerely desires

to be like everybody else:

"One day, Carol was sort of having a little struggle with Emma, trying to
get her to do some modified work that she had prepared that looked really
different. And Emma cried and refused to do it. And Tamara's (a
classmate) comment was 'l think she just wants to be like everybody else.'
And I think we have to keep remembering that with Emma."

According to Michelle, Emma's needs were in "every area in academics",

social skills, and life skills. Her overall goal for Emma was that she "blend...

in[to] society with whatever modified thing she's going to end up doing. On the

other hand, Emma's strengths were her enthusiasm, her enjoyment for singing,

as well as her ability to learn information that is interesting or musical.

Team. Michelle described the team as including the Early Learning

support teacher, both resource teachers, the speech-language pathologist, the

psychologist, the socÍal worker, the guidance counselor, the vice principal and

the principal. She believed all these team members shared the same beliefs

about children and education:

"l would say our whole team shares the same philosophy, where we very
much believe in inclusion. We very much believe that some of our kids in
our school are so needy and sometimes the academics is not even a goal.
It is like we just need these kids in school, feeling happy, [meeting some
basic needsl. And sometimes some teachers just don't get that and the
kid doesn't bring their homework and they are out."
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As well, there was an interdependence among team members. For example,

she said, "Our whole support team, like we don't see it as... oh its resource, or

oh its phonological awareness or oh it's the early learning support initiatives. lt's

just the whole team working together."

Although the classroom teacher was not considered a member of the

school support team, Michelle explained that the teacher's practices and beliefs

had an impact on the team's-practices. For example, an educator's willingness

to collaborate determined who the team supported. She explained that as a

team, they said, " Vúe're going to open it up and than whoever really seeks us

and is interested, we'll go there...Where the keenness is there, where the person

is going to continue it after we're gone, all that kind of stuff that's where we'll

focus most of our attention." When collaboration with the classroom teacher did

occur it usually happened in the classroom or informally.

Relationships among team members and classroom teachers also

influenced collaboration. ln general, a positive relationship benefited

collaboration. For example, when talking about her friendship with Anita, she

commented, "Vúe're constantly talking. So I'm sure l'll know everything about

Emma next year."

The classroom teacheds beliefs and practices also shaped the type of

support the team offered. For example, if a teacher did not want to co-teach, she

provided alternate support to the students. lf an educator's practices differed

from those of the school team, Michelle explained an effort was made to

introduce new practices:
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"l would definitely say our whole team is on board. And than there are
lots of teachers who are, but there are those few that aren't that everyone
is trying to work on and trying to work with to bring them on board.... lt is
definitely Pam's goal to have everyone doing [differentiation]. And she
has made really big efforts."

Change. Michelle believed that changing one's beliefs and practices

involved the following. (a) collaboration (i.e., "l think a lot of it has been done

with all the collaboration."), (ii) modeling the desired practices, iii) one's

"willingness" to adopt the new practices, and iv) a belief in the practice (i.e., "You

have to believe in it to make it a priority.").

Teacher sfy/es. Michelle believed that teachers have different styles or

practices that are shaped by different philosophies. For example, she saÍd,

"People just have different styles and different amounts of patience and different

willingness to differentiate... I think people just have different philosophies in what

their job is." These differences could be described as occurring on a contínuum

of responsibility for teaching children with special needs.

At one end of the continuum, she described classroom teachers who

assumed responsibility for all the children in their class:

"l think some people see kids in their classroom, all of them being their
responsibility. And that every single child has the right to learn and
develop as is appropriate."

These individuals were more likely to differentiate, independently seek team

support, and view the child as an individual who had different skilfs and needs

On the other hand, she explained there were classroom teachers who did

not take responsibility for teaching all children in their class. When describing

this perspective, she said, "l think some teachers see it as, 'l'm here to teach
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grade four and anyone who is reading at a grade one level, that is the resource

teacher's job. And take them out and fix them'." These classroom teachers were

less likely to differentiate and were "very focused on the curriculum and

academics". They believed that the student needed to "work much harder

and...learn the work ethic." lf this extra effort did not work then "the

teacher...would constantly be sending the child to the resource room." ln

general, they were good at teaching the 'typical' child but had more difficulty with

the child who had special needs. For example, she explained, "Kids who aren't

up to par, quote, unquote, aren't happy there."

The IEP process. Since the beginning of her career, Michelle has been

involved in seven lEPs. She believed the purpose of the IEP was to provide a

general framework for programming rather than have it function as a working

document:

"l don't' think that [the IEP] dictates the actual goals once you're in the
room...We are not going to follow thís to a tee... it's not the bible...l look
at it as if I were getting a kid like Emma into my room, I would have loved
being Anita sitting there learning all these things, understanding what I

need to keep in mind for para time."

lnstead, it was the classroom teacher's practices that determined the child's

program. For example, she said, "l think the way the class is being taught

[dictates the goals]. lf its journal writing and... the teacher is sitting with the child

and working on...sounding out words...than that's great if Emma can do some of

it. I think independently that's not really one of our goals because she just can't

do that. She can't segment, she can't...do all those things."
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As a resource teacher, Michelle reported that she was responsible for

writing students' funding applications and "coordinat[ing] the writing of the lEP".

ln the following paragraphs, I describe Michelle's account of the process.

Developing the IEP involved several steps. The first step involved the

resource teacher evaluating the student's progiess in attaining the IEP goals.

When there were goals that l\f ichelle could not independently evaluate, she met

with the classroom teacher or paraprofessional to discuss them "informally."

Next, she used this evaluative information to independently write the child's

academic goals. For example, she said, "l pretty much did those [academic

goalsl. Just based on where she was at... .l think it only makes sense for one

person to sit on the computer and do the typing." Once the academic goals were

written, she checked with the classroom teacher to see if they were appropriate.

Finally, to complete the lEP, she described how she gathered the goals prepared

independently by clinicians or copied the goals from a clinician's report

"[The OT]would have prepared in advance for me, the goals. And that
would have been typed up. And Susan, the PT would prepare in advance.
Like all the people would be consulted... Geoffls assessment was so
recent I didn'i even have to consult him because he had done the funding
application with me, and same with Betty. She had done so much
assessment, so I was mostly able to copy those things, and then... just go
from there."

Michelle explained that the completed IEP was then presented at an IEP

meeting. This stage involved introducing the predetermined goals to the entire

team for discussion. When describing this process, Michelle said, "Then we

have the IEP meeting where everyone gets a copy and then we'll say'ls that

realistic?'... So that's supposed to be [our] working time. Just from a time
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management perspective, everyone's here, everyone's looking at it. ls it

realistic? Should we make changes? Then Fiona and lwould go back and type

the changes... and that would be submitted." She also explained that the

meeting gave team members a chance to become familiar with the student's

goals, Occasionally, changes to the child's piogram were made at this stage, but

she acknowledged that the process encouraged acceptance rather than genuine

discussion.

ln regards to IEP implementation, however, the process was less formal

than the development phase. Michelle described the IEP as "a flexible

document" that was not accurately implemented. Despite this flexibility, she

explained it was important for the classroom teacher and para to understand IEP

implementation and take responsibility for teaching a child with special needs:

"l think this whole IEP should be a plan for the classroom teacher and
para to understand how to implement...lts not so important that ...the rest
of us know as much as them because its always their student. First and
foremost. And we're the support. But... I think that is the big difference in
philosophy too. Does the student because they're special needs belong to
the resource teacher or do they belong to the classroom?... I guess I

would want the teachers to be more involved sometimes with some of
these funded students. I think that's the biggest thing."

She described her role in IEP implementation as a supportive one. She was

responsible for assisting Emma in the classroom during classroom-based

activities, as well as supporting the classroom teacher with "ideas" and

preparation.

Factors influencing the IEP process. Michelle believed that the IEP

process was shaped by the followíng factors: (a) time (i.e., "l think it ís simply a

time thing. I think I'm already booking subs to do all the IEP meetings, booking
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subs to do the collaborative pieces in the classroom and all that kind of stuff."),

(b) insufficient collaboration with teachers and parents (i.e., "l think in an ideal

world it would be really nice to collaborate even more with the classroom teacher.

I always think that the classroom teachers know the child better than anybody

else. ln some cases the parent knows the child better than anybody else."), (c)

the IEP is a changing document (i.e., "lf I can pretty much estimate it to the best

of my abilities and then go through it with everybody around this table than that is

probably good enough considering we are not going to follow this to a tee

anyu/ays, it's not the Bible."), (d) the bureaucratic needs of the process (i.e., "l

think that Fiona and I did them more because we needed to hand them into the

division, than to actually plan for the child."), (e) one's previous experience as a

classroom teacher (i.e., "Fiona and I were both new to resource in the same

year. I know that when it was done previously, I had funded student in my

classroom and I wasn't even involved in an IEP meeting... I had really no

involvement."), (f) one's knowledge about the IEP process (i.e., "We are by no

means even knowledgeable in this way. We are just trying and learning as we

are going along."), (g) the needs of the students (i.e., "[The IEP process] has

evolved because Fiona and l, we never had such needy kids at out school until

this year. We had way more funded kids, way more level three students, this

was just a very ovenruhelming year in terms of needs."), and (h) team members'

recommendations (i.e., "[We changed the IEP process] partially because

clinicians recommended it. I know that Maria recommended that she would like

to be more involved in that. And Fiona and I were just not knowledgeable, but as
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soon as they said it, we went to Pam and we said we would like to do it this way.

Pam is very receptive to all those types of things. And so this was our first time

actually doing IEP meetings this way.").

ln general, Michelle was a resource teacher who believed in collaboration.

One team member that she frequently collaborated with was Fiona, the second

resource teacher at Hillcrest School. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

Fiona's beliefs and practices.

Fiona

Fiona is the resource teacher and resource coordinator at Hillcrest School.

At the tÍme of the interview it was her third year in the posítíon. Previously, she

worked in the northern part of the province as a classroom teacher. This was

followed by a short-term teaching position in an urban setting. Fiona's

educational background included an Education degree and a Post Baccalaureate

degree in Special Education from a local University.

As the resource coordinator and resource teacher, some of Fiona's

responsibilities included coordinating clinical support services (e.9., occupational

therapy, physiotherapy, psychology, speech-language and social work),

organizing programs (e.9., vision-hearing screenings, immunization programs,

life skills group, and school volunteers), as well as managing the caseload of

approximately 12 students who receive funding. ln the following paragraphs, I

discuss Fiona's general beliefs and practices in education, as well as her

perspective on the student, the team, the IEP process, and IEP ownership,
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Beliefs and practices. Some of Fiona's beliefs and practices about

education include the following: (a) pull out therapy is done only when

necessary, (b) classroom-based service is a preferred practice, (c) each team

member has "a different area of expertise", (d) a parent's requests are

sometimes difficult to meet, (e) a life skills program was created to assist with

programming, (f) programming for this life skills group consists of practicing

telephone skills, social skills, and specific life skills (e.9., baking, shopping,

communication in public places, as well as arts and crafts), (g) some students

are removed from class for resource programs that are administered by the

paraprofessional, (h) lEPs are flexible documents (i.e., "Whenever I share [the

lEPl with.the parents, I say, 'This is not in stone. lt can change. We can come

back in September and we might have a different goal."'), (i) educators can

change their way of thinking (i.e., [Teachers] æn move out of that [old] way of

thinking."), and (j) modeling new practices encourages change.

The student. Fiona explained that many of Emma's difficulties when she

first entered school were related to behavior. Eventually this behavior steadily

improved. She believed that some of this improvement was related to Emma's

development and effort. For example, she said, "She was much happier this

year... Emma has grown. . . [She] started getting more into her program."

Despite this improvement, Emma still had needs. Fiona described these

needs as the skills necessary for "preschool". These skills included social skills,

self-help skills, and pre-reading skills. She believed that Emma's strengths were

her desire to be affectionate, as well as her enjoyment of crafts, dancing and
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singing. She also described Emma as someone who "wani[ed] to be like

everyone else."

Team. Fiona's description of the team included the guidance counselor,

the classroom teacher, the speech-language pathologist, the psychologist, the

occupational therapist, and the physiotherapist. Each member had a distinct

role. For example, the guidance counselor dealt with family related issues, the

speech-language pathologist worked in the classroom and the occupational

therapist monitored the program which she developed.

Fiona talked about the team offering support within the classroom rather

than removing the student from the classroom. She explained that they provided

this assistance by supplying information and materials or modeling new practices

such as guided reading:

"Then we would go to the other teachers and [ask], 'What do you think?
Would you like us to come in? Or would you like Betty to give you some
graphic organizers? Or just advise?' And they choose what they would
like us to do... Some are not open yet to that whole group... So some say
'No, maybe l'll try next year.' And we'll let them do that."

The IEP process. Fiona was responsible for overseeing the IEP process.

The following paragraphs describe the procedure and her responsibilities during

the funding process, IEP development, the IEP meeting, and IEP

implementation.

The first step was the funding process. ïhis phase involved gathering

information for the funding application. Clinicians and the medical community

(e.9., Child Development Clinic) provided the necessary information for the

application,
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Once funding was approved, the second step involved developing the lEP.

Fiona reported that much of the information for the IEP reflected the informatíon

gathered for the funding application. Thus, she used this information to

independently write the lEP. For example, she said, "[The] OT has

recommendations, psych has recommendations, and sometimes I get

recommendations from [the medical community]. Then I have all the reports. I've

talked to all those people...Then lwrite that domain...They give me current

performance, I write it. They give it to me, they tell me the goals, what we're

looking for... Then they give me strategies."

Fiona explained that she was also responsible for developing the

academic goals for the student. This included objectives for math, language arts,

pre-reading, attention span, work habits, and social skills:

"Then the academic [part] would be me. I would go and get that child

[and] evaluate... Like [for] Emma, I would just do the readiness skills. Do
you know your self-identification, can you identify your name, read your
name, identify your peer's names, maybe two or three. Those kinds of
things. You know, counting, reading letters, identifying body
parts, ... following directions... I have a sheet of that kind of testing... Then I

sit down with the teacher and say, 'Look, this is what they're not doing.'
Then from there we say, we want Emma to be able to recognize her
parenis' names. To recognize her last name. To begín to write her name.
Those are the goals. Very simple. And then that's what lwould do in my
academic [part]...And then fl wouldl say how they're going to be done

[and] by who. [For example], the classroom teacher would be involved in
the circle time and invite Emma to do the calendar with the whole class."

ln general, Fiona reported that the classroom teacher and

paraprofessional's role in developing the IEP goals was limited. For example,

she said, "l usually do a lot with the academic, almost everything. When I finish

the whole thing, sometimes I meet with them to give me input. Time is really the
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only thing that stops us from doing something-.. Sometimes I end up just writing

ít, talking to her whenever I can. And then she says, 'Oh, just test her and then

you [can] give it to me.' So I call them in and we look at it or sometimes ljust say,

'Take it home, read it over and make sure everything is okay.'). Despite this

limited involvement, she believed it was important to talk to both individuals.

The third step involved several team meetings. One meeting occurred in

late spring to discuss the IEP for next year. There were three purposes for this

meetíng. The first purpose was to discuss the IEP as a team. The second

purpose, she explained was to present the IEP to the parents who were seeing it

for the first time:

"So when [the IEP] is all finished, they [do] not have an idea about it, so
we just bring it to the table [and] meet with them...And they all [have] a
chance to look at it. You know, some don't have so much to do with
it... but some will say, 'Oh no, no, r'ìo, I mean he's over that at home. They
do it.'... Sometimes I'll have a little líne saying, 'At home, able to do,' just
for ourselves to kind of know. And the parents to be happier I think...Just
so that the kid doesn't look like they don't know anything. So that's the
time that they get an opportunity to look at it."

The third purpose was to provide next year's teacher with a overall picture of the

student and his or her program.

Fiona reported that in September another IEP meeting occurred involving

the classroom teacher, resource teacher, and principal. The purpose of this

meeting was to review the IEP in more detail. This review included discussing

the child's abilities, as well as the team's expectation of the teacher. For

example, she said, "This is where she was. These are the things you are going

to do....Just to review what is going to happen there." A final meeting occurred

between the resource teacher and paraprofessional to discuss programming
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material (e.9., Reading Milestones). She explained that this type of meeting may

occur throughout the year when paraprofessionals requested assistance.

Once the IEP was developed, Fiona reported that IEP implementation was

largely the responsibility of the paraprofessional. Occasionally, the classroom

teacher or resource teacher would become involved:

"The paraprofessional is doing [the implementation], but if time allowed,
the teacher. We had one teacher who was really good [and]would say,
'Para you go away, stay with my classroom. l'm going to be working with
this kid.' And that was wonderful because she got to know where these
kids are. But some people just leave the para to do it. And me, the
resource. Here's the program, and the para does it. Report cards come
and they come to me and say, 'Oh, where is this person [at]? You know.
They don't take the time. And I think we need to more."

ln general, Fiona found that IEP implementation was problematic. For

example, she said, "The other thing is just to get people to deliver [the IEF]. I

think its still lacking. Unless you've been a resource teacher. I have some

teachers who follow [it]. One person would really, really follow it, and say, 'We

had this goal last time'... But then the majority won't. They do not even know

where the IEP is." She believed that successful IEP implementation was

dependent on the following factors: (a) weekly meetings with the individual

implementing the program (i.e., "We need to every Monday meet. And say'How

are things? How did they do this week?' You know, just to be closely

monitoring. We have to otherwise if we don't, people don't really go by what we

are supposed to do... So I program this schedule for them."), (b) the

paraprofessional's attitude (i.e., "[Successful implementation is the result ofJthe

people who are doing it. I mean there are paras who are really keen, Keen on

delivering it, making sure they look back...And then for some people, its not done
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at all. You know, you have to go and say, 'Okay, whenever you get a chance,

how is the OT [goals] coming?...1 think it's the individual."), and (c) the classroom

teacher assumes ownership of the IEP (i.e., "There are some situations

where...the ieacher is really on top of it. They're looking after this [child's

programl...l mean the teacher should be [taking ownership]. You don't want to

take ownership. You should not take ownership of that [EP]. lt should be the

classroom teacher and if they need help, then they should come to me. But it

works the other way. lt looks like you take over the kid."). lt was this final factor

on ownership that Fiona believed educators had two contrasting perspectives.

On one end of the continuum were educators who did not assume responsibility

for a child's lEP, while on the opposite end were educators who assumed

complete responsibility for the student and his or her learning. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss these perspectives.

IEP ownership. Fíona believed that some educators believed they were

not responsible for a student with special needs and his or her lEP. These

educators were more traditional in their teaching style or had an "old way of

thinking." When asked to describe this perspective, she said, "The old way of

thinking is that [you're] putting everybody in the same box. And saying...we're all

learning the same way. .. We're all going to... get the same result. They believe

that way. lf I taught divisÍon at the end of my four weeks, everybody should know

division. lf you don't know, I can't understand why. [They're] not giving [them]

room that they might get it the next month. Or they can get it maybe next year."
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This traditional perspective was characterized by several beliefs and

practices. First, educators with this perspective often questioned inclusive

practices:

"l think they haven't really moved away from the old type of teaching.
lnclusion is just beginning. And we often get some questions, 'Why are
these kids in a regular classroom? They should be in their own
cfassrooms.' And its like you know what, we're modifying, everybody
learns at their own ability level. But they're not there yet. They're not
there yet."

Second, Fiona believed teachers with this traditional perspective found new

practices effortful. For example, she said, "lts too much work to even think [that

wayl and they tell you right away. Oh no, that's too much work. lVhen do I get to

do this. And its like you're not doing it alone. We can [meet]. Oh my God, when

are we going to get time to meet?...|t's just the time. They feel its too much

work. They're not there yet. And once we collaborate, it's easy. But they do not

see." Third, differentiated instruction was not a common practice. She explained

classroom teachers with a traditional perspective would say, "l'm still in this

straight [thinking]...We do one class and one activity. Everybody has the same

sheet. And [we're] not doing the other sheets." Fourth, traditional educators may

believe the student with special needs was the responsibility of the resource

teacher. Thus, practices such as classroom-based intervention would not be

considered.

On the other hand, educators who assumed ownership for a student's

program had a different set of beliefs and practices. First, Fiona believed that

educators who assumed responsibility were more willing to collaborate. Second,

she noticed that they have a better understanding of practices such as inclusion.
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For example, she said, "lThey know]why its being done. The benefits of doing

that." Third, educators with this perspective were more likely to accept the

support of a team in the classroom. For example, she said, "We have people

who are welcoming and they are really open and those are people who are open

to volunteers, they're open for anybody coming into their room... lf you're not

open [to] getting people in your classroom, you don't have an opportunity to go

and reach those kids." Fourth, they use differentiated instruction because they

believe people learn differently:

"l think the new way of thinking is knowing that we are all different people
and that's where differentiated instruction comes in... Kids learn different
ways. You know, through music, through gym, through different kinds of
things."

Overall, Fiona believed educators had different perspectives on assuming

responsibility for IEP implementation. These perspectives were characterized by

different beliefs and practices. For example, an educator who assumes

responsibility for teaching all children may be more likely to consider a practice

such as classroom-based intervention compared to an educator with a more

traditional view. One individualwho introduced this inclusive practice at Hillcrest

School is Betty, the speech-language pathologist. ln the following paragraphs, I

discuss Betty's classroom-based practices, as well as her beliefs and practices.

Betty

Betty is a speech-language pathologist in Boundary Trails School Division.

She has been working in the division since the 1990's. At the time of the

interview, she was responsible for providing services to Hillcrest School. Her

educational background included a Bachelors degree and Masters degree in
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Speech-Language Pathology. ln the 1980's, she continued her education and

received a Doctoral degree from a f{orth American University. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss Betty's general beliefs and practices about education, as

well as her perspectives on service delivery, change, the team, the student, and

the lEP.

Beliefs. The following were some of Betty's beliefs: (a) school

administrators would like all clinicians to use a classroom-based model (i.e., "l

think the approach they want for all their clinicians, not just speech, but [also]

psychology [and] social work, is to work more collaboratively with teachers and

work with the whole class. So we still have kids referred, but there are a lot of

kids who probably could be referred, but aren't just because they're getting the

servíce through the classroom-based model."), (b) children with special needs

should be a part of the classroom, (c) an educator's lack of desire to collaborate

in the classroom may be influenced by his or her uncertainty of the other

individual's intentions (i.e., "lt's usually the case that teachers who maybe aren't

as collaborative are just kÍnd of nervous that you're going to be evaluating what

they're doing or saying.'), (d) some educators have a natural ability for teaching

and differentiatíng instruction (i.e., "l think some people are born teachers. I think

there are some people who aren't trained as teachers, who should be teachers.

Maybe they didn't choose to be, but they are just natural mentors and they just

know how people learn. lt's almost like a musical ability. You don't need musical

iraining to be musical. I think teaching is an art like that. And some people are

just natural at that."), (e) teachers have different philosophies and teaching
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styles, (f) a teacher is expected to be an "expert" in many areas, (g)furthering

her education changed her practices, improved her understanding about the

learning process, and confirmed her belief about classroom-based intervention,

and (h) programming decisions should involve collaboration (i.e., "lthink if they're

making a recommendation about... attention in the classroom, they need to

consult with me on processing.").

Seryice delivery. Betty used a collaborative service delivery model in

most of her schools. She provided services in the classroom while differentiating

the classroom material. For example, she said, "l've always believed in [working

in the classroomsl...[andJ my materials are the curriculum." She also consulted

with teachers about differentiating instruction for students. This practice ìnvolved

"meeiing with teachers and talking about the curriculum [in order to] make it

easier for kids with language problems and special needs." She reported that

this type of service delivery allowed the classroom teachers to choose what was

addressed in their classroom. Overall, Betty provided service to eight

classrooms at Hillcrest School. She administrated a phonological program, a

guided reading program, as well as classroom-based speech and language

intervention.

Betty believed there were several benefits to classroom-based service

delivery. First, classroom-based services enhanced collaboration. She believed

the process was "automatically collaborative." Second, team members had an

increased understanding of other's roles when they used classroom-based

intervention. Third, community acceptance was improved when team's utilized
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classroom-based services. For example, she said, "Geoff would play the guitar

and I'd sing with him. We've done a lot of stuff like that, that's very different. And

it really gets you well known and really accepted I think. And not just [within] the

school community, [but] the whole community...You're really a part of the

Hillcrest area. Which is kind of neat." Fourth, Betty believed there was increased

awareness of team members' roles. When describing the practice, she said,

"One of the things about doing the classroom-based service delivery, the whole

school knows you and the parents know you as the clinician."

Change. Betty experienced first hand, the introduction of a new practice.

When she first utilized classroom-based service delivery in the Boundary Trails

School Division approximately ten years ago, it was an uncommon practice

among clinicians. She slowly began to introduce it, using a "class by class

approach" and now believes it is prevalent throughout the division.

lntroducing this new practice involved the following factors: (a) time, (b)

collegial sharing, (c) the individual's willingness to try a new practice (i.e., "lt does

take time and I think in this division, I started with one teacher who really wanted

to work with me and this was a multi-age classroom, so I could cover lots of age

levels, grade levels. And [then, its really] word of mouth. I would have teachers

come and say, 'l heard that you worked in so and so's classroom, could you...

come and do some stuff with me?' And it's just evolved. And so every year, one

more teacher works with me. So... at Hillcrest School, I don't think they would

expect me to take anybody out of the classroom for language therapy."), (d) the

individual's initiation (Í.e., "l always wait for them to invite ffiê."), (e) the practice is
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supported by the school norm (i.e.," I think probably because everybody else in

the schoolwas doing ít, [a teacher might] think maybe there's more to this than I

thought."), (f) a trusting relationship (i.e., "l think some people are scared that

you're coming in to evaluate what they're doing and so it's a trust factor. I think

trusi is a big part of it... I couldn't go and work in a new school and start a

program of working in a classroom with everybody right away. lt would be ... silly

because they wouldn't know me. So it's a long process...The trust is a huge

factor."), (g) a willingness to learn (i,e., "Some of them are very willing to come

out to workshops or to consult with me or say'Can I have a half day with you?"'),

viii) an individual who is a permanent figure in the school (i.e., "You have to be in

a school for many years. I would say probably ten years and not force your way

in at all. Sit back and wait for people to say, 'Let's do something together'....You

might find a teacher that you know is really going to work well with you. Like

Michelle and 1... I suggested to her that I work in her classroom for one

[student]... She was teaching grade two-three [and] it was her first teaching

assignment... . She was very willing [to work with me] and it just grew from

there... [Basically], it started... from one student."), (h) divisional support (i.e.,

"The division brings in a lot of ... speakers [from the division and outsÍde] to help

with [introducing new practices]. We've had some good inservices out here."),

and finally, (i) inservicing (i.e., "First the Early Learning Support teacher taught

us what [guided reading was]... And then as a team we went into different

classrooms and did a block schedule... for six weeks. We would [each] have a
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guided reading group...And so we taught teachers how to do guided

reading....lt's really a lot of [capacÍty building for] teachers.").

Despite the utilization of the above strategies, some individuals may still

not feel comfortable with new practices. For example, Betty said, "A wonderful

teacher who never really wanted me to come into her class, didn't mind if I took

kids out, but she's a great teacher. And ljust thought, well that's just her style.

She doesn't feel comfortable with the collaborative model. So I leave people

alone." She believes this resistance may be the product of their beliefs and/or

practices:

"There are some people who are sort of closed just because maybe their
philosophy is different... There are few young teachers like that, but [it]
might be somebody who has worked for thirty years... So they would look
at children in a different way than I would...And some [other]
teachers... don't want to [meet with me]. Maybe they don't want to ask for
help. Or maybe they don't realize that they could. I generally find it's not
the case thai it's not a good teacher. [t would be] somebody who [would
do well withl a normally developing kid... or with really, really bright kids.
But [those teachers may not] know what to do with the special needs."

ln turn, this resistance from the classroom teacher results in other team members

taking on a greater role in the student's program. ln regard to this additional

responsibility, she responded, "l find that sort of frustrating that the special

needs kids are... left out in that case. lt does happen, even if we have meetings

and we might have to take a greater role...as the resource team when we know

that the teacher is... not willing to learn new things or maybe doesn't know the

questions to ask."

Collaborative teaming. Betty discussed the concept of two teams

supporting students at Hillcrest School. The first team was comprised of the
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early learning support teacher, guidance counselor, administration, and two

resource teachers. These team members had been together for the past four or

five years. The second team consisted of clinical support staff. This team

included the psychologist, the social worker, and the speech-language

pathologist. They had been together for ten years.

Despite the fact that each team member had his/her own specialization,

Betty believed that the teams collaborated well. When describing this

collaboration, she said, "Behavior is not my area, but if a child has a language

disorder, chances are they're going to have some behavior issues. So Geoff and

I really collaborate on that [along with] the guidance counselor. So [although]we

do have our own specialization, it's not the expert model.... Collaborative, is the

best way to describe it." This team's successful collaboration may be contributed

to several factors. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss these factors which

include team members' traits, similar beliefs, administrative support, as well as

the presence role transitioning.

Betty believed that individual team members significantly influenced

successful collaboration. For example, she explained that team members who

were good communicators, trustworthy, considerate, well-educated, experienced,

and valued parity, positively influenced collaboration

"l think a lot of it is personalities... Nobody is in a power struggle. Nobody
is saying, 'l'm doing this and you're doing...this.' There's nothing like that.
Everybody respects each other. A lot of respect and trust, definitely.
...|t's I think mutual respect and everybody's a nice person. I think being a
nice person makes a [difference]...|t seems like it should be a small thing,
but to me that's one of the priorities. Everyone has respect for each other
and communicates well. Communication is a big part of it. And letting
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people know what's happening... Being considerate. And top notch
educators [with a lot] of experience."

Betty also believed team members' similar beliefs about children and

learning had an impact on collaboration. These similar beliefs were present in

the following areas: (a) the team's priorities, (i.e., "We love the kids, The bottom

line is the kids... We're of the same philosophy. .. [At this] school, you have to be

a certain kind of person to really be happy working [here]. You... follow the

philosophy.'), (b) their view of the child (e.9., "And seeing the whole child. Like

you're fooking at af I these little pieces, but you're puttíng it together, sometimes

its like a puule."), and (c) their use of a classroom- based service delivery

model.

Betty also acknowledged the fact that administrative support was

important in the teaming process. When describing this support, she said,

"[Administrativd support is] huge...l had one school where a case came up and

the principal said'Well, its only speech.' And at Hillcrest it's the opposite of

that...We're really valued [and] seen as important on the team. And everybody

has their own indivídual importance and nobody is more ímportant than the next

person." She believed that this support was influenced by the administrato/s

knowledge of the disciplines. For example, she said, "lts wonderful to have

principal who knows what speech pathology is, knows we don't just do artic and

fluency. [And] understands fianguage]. So Pam is a huge support."

Another factor that influenced the team's successful collaboration was the

presence of role transitioning. This practice involved team members committing

themselves to teaching, learning, and working across disciplinary boundaries.
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Betty described this process when she said, "Everyone is top notch... in what

they do. And I've learned from them [and they have learned from me]."

The studenf. Betty explained that Emma was initially identified as having

a global delay with many special needs when she entered kindergarten. Four

years later, at the time of data collection, Betty described Emma as a happy

student who was "totally included" and "loved to do what the other kids [wereJ

doing." She believed Emma had made "tremendous progress" that was the

result of the school's teaming and inclusive programming. For example, she

said, "She's just a real success story. But through the collaborative team

approach...Through everybody doing their littte piece and keeping her in the

classroom... She's a really mainstreamed [child]."

The IEP process. Betty has been involved in approximately 200 lEPs in

her twenty year career. During this time, she witnessed lEPs that were

successfully implemented by educators, while other lEPs were poorly

implemented. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Betty's perspective on the

differences with IEP implementation.

Betty reported that there continues to be individual differences with how

successfully an educator implements an lEP. Betty believed thai successfully

implemented lEPs were related to severalfactors. First, an educator's innate

ability to differentiate had a positive influence on IEP implementation. Second,

an educator's willingness to ask for assistance when necessary improved IEP

implementation. For example, she said " [The teacher] will ask for help if they

need it and say, 'You know what, I don't know about this so I need to study [it]'.
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[t is] very important... not too think you know it all." Third, Betty believed,that an

educator who was creative would be successful at IEP implementation. And

fourth, an educator's willingness to "change" had a positive impact on IEP

implementation.

On the other hand, Betty believed that poorly implemented lEPs were the

result of a couple of factors. First, a lack of collaboration in goal setting may

result in incorrect information, thus influencing the goals implemented. She

explained that in the past some resource teachers had "wrítten good funding

applications" but then wrote "their lEPs [without] consulting with [team

membersl." This problem led to incorrect information in the lEPs:

"There was one I saw last year...ljust happened to be reading her IEP
and it said, '[She] speaks in three word utterances'. She's in grade two
and she speaks ín complex sentences now. So you have to update this."

Second, some lEPs were poorly implemented because the educator encountered

difficulties when teaching a child with special needs. For example, she said,

"They're really good at teaching a regular kid, but if the child has any kind of

special needs, they're lost."

Ro/es and responsibitities. During the IEP process, each team member

had a different role. ln the following paragraphs, I describe Betty's perspective

on each role.

Betty explained that her role included developing speech and/or language

goals, providing classroom-based intervention, planning a speech and/or

language program for the paraprofessional to implement, and discussing the

student's progress at the IEP meeting.



Round Hole 133

The paraprofessional's role included working with the student, inside and

outside of the classroom. For example, she said, "She does a lot of work with

her in the classroom and some pull out as well."

According to Betty, the classroom teacher had a major role in

implementing the lEP. She explained that they needed to assume responsibility

for the child and hÍs or her learning:

"l would think the teacher would have the major role...That's why its
important for the teacher to be at the meeting and to realize they're with
the child the most ... So I think its important for the teacher to know
they're the primary giver of education. So they have to know about all of
the aspects of the lEP. They need the support of their team. But they're
going to be the person ultimately delivering the education. So they need
to know [the child's] processing time and that sort of thing. [t]'s really
important for them to know [everything about that child's learning]."

The new teachers for the following year, however, only had one responsibility

during the IEP process. They were responsible for learning about the student

and his/her next year's program.

The resource teacher's role included gathering information about the child

from specialists, clinicians, andàgencies (e.g., Neurologist, Speech-Language

Pathologist and Child and Family Services) and then using this information to

write the funding application and lEP. When explaining the process, she said,

"Then they go through the process of writing the lEFs and they certainly do ask

for input from each of the individuals... involved... Sometimes they can use the

goals... you write in your report. And sometimes they might come to us with

more specific things that they need for writing goals...They write up the IEP and

then they set up a meeting."
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Finally, Betty believed that parents should be involved in the IEP process.

The parents' role was to "approve" the content's of the lEP. As well, they were

responsible for implementing certain IEP goals and strategies at home. For

example, she said, "The parents will implement [the goals] at home, but in a

different way." The parents along with other team members all had distinct roles.

Overall, Betty is a clinician who believed in collaboration and classroom-

based services. On the other hand, Paula, the paraprofessional delivered most

of her support outside of the classroom. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

her practices and beliefs.

Paula

Paula is a paraprofessional in Boundary Trails School Division. She was

Emma's paraprofessional in grade two. At the time of the interview, she had

returned from a sick leave and was completing her twenty sixth year as a

paraprofessional. Previously, she had worked with Emma's sister for two years.

Paula's educational background included attending two to three inservices

yearly. ln the foflowing paragraphs, I discuss Paula's general beliefs about

children and education, as well as her perspectives on the student, the team,

Emma's program, and the IEP process.

Beliefs: Paula had a few beliefs about children and learning. First, she

believed that children were passive learners. lt was her responsibility to give the

student the necessary information and skills, and thus she was responsible for

the student's improvement. For example, she said, "But sometimes when you're

working with these children you feel like you're not doing any good...You're not
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getting anywhere with them or they haven't improved because of you which you

hope they would. And so I'll speak to the teacher and say'You know, do you

notice a difference?' Sometimes you do, sometimes you don't. So you can only

do what you do and hope that some of it sticks. And that's it.". Second, she

believed children fit into different categories. When discussing this concept, she

said, "They look fonruard to [coming out] because some kids don't like being

taken out of the classroom, but then they're not in the same category as these

[students]... I think Ít makes them feel special somehow. Whereas if a child isn't

having as many problems, it embarrasses them to be taken out. These girls, no,

no. So that also gives you an insight into what level they're at."

The student. Paula appeared to enjoy working with Emma, but found her

behavior uncooperaiive and "immature". When discussing her overall needs, she

said, "So aside from you know, physically and even mentally, she's

handicapped. There's no question. And coordinat[ion] [is poor]...lf you watch

her run, it looks like she's all over the place." She also believed that Emma had

difficulty with forming friendships at school:

"l think the kids just tolerate her. I hate saying this. She doesn't really
have what you call a close friend.... And then she starts that screeching
business or screaming at them [and puts the others off,l...lt can be over
anything... Most of the time if something isn't going her way or she doesn't
want to do something [she'll get very upset]."

ln regard to Emma learning new skills, she said, "ljust find her very immaiure

and I assume she can't help it... I don't think she wilf ever improve all that much."

Paula was unsure of Emma's strengths, but believed her enjoyment of

art and working with younger children were her strengths. For example, she said,
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"She likes art. I don't know. Did you ask Carol?... Every child has a strength

somewhere or a talent. Hmmm. (Pause). One day I noticed they [came] into

kindergarten [or] buddy reading and she loves that... lt makes herfeel important

when she's helping someone, a little child younger than herself, So I think she's

good with little kids...Otherwise, I don't know."

The team. Although Paula had worked many years in the school system,

she did not consider herself a member of the team:

"l'm not involved with them. l'm involved with Emma. I'm really not
involved that way as part of the team...lf I have questions or if I need
material then l'll go to Fiona. But otherwise l'm not really involved in their
discussions about her or her dad."

When asked about what some of the team members' responsibilities included,

she replied, "l don't even know what they do. Like when they get together and

what they discuss when they get together. I have no idea."

Emma's program. Paula described Emma's program in grade two as

unstructured with many activities occurring outside of the classroom. When

asked to describe it, she said, "There's nothing set, [and] sometimes I wonder if it

should be. That would be better for her to have an actual schedule...lf there's

something going on in the class, like an art project, we'll stay in the class. And

she'll do that. lf not, I'll bring her out and I'll work on the reading and the

workbooks. Whatever comes along,..l'll ask Carol if there's something from the

classroom that she should do. So we'll do that."

ln general, Paula decided on the programming activities for Emma. For

example, she said, "On the whole I kind of just run things off on my own....l'm

going more or less on my own...There's no what you would say a set program as
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far as l'm concerned." Some of the skills she targeted included printing, the

alphabet, copying, read¡ng, gross motor activities, and math.

Since Paula did not consider herself a team member, collaborating with

other school staff occurred infrequently. Rather, it was her experience that

guided her programming choices and strategies. When asked how she decided

what goals and activities to target, she replíed, "Just from working with children

through the years." Programming was also significantly influenced by Emma's

cooperation. For example, she said, "We do that Ijournaling activity]. Just

whatever I think she will do, You know, there's some days she's very

cooperative, other days she's not. So we have to go by that. lf not, then we've

got trouble. Because then she gets hysterical. And so there's no point pushing

her."

When dealing with Emma's behavior problems, Paula reported that

common sense, as well as trial an error guided her intervention strategies rather

than specific recommendations or a program'

"l don't go by any set of rules or any type of schedule or whatever you call
it l'm supposed to do with her. ljust go by my own instincts. And then
you know. You find out what works and what doesn't work with her. But
at times you can kind of push her a little bit and other times you can't. .., I

don't know if I'm going by my motherly ínstinct or from being a mother or
just through the years of working with kids...Sometimes lfind common
sense works a lot better."

She was unsure what caused Emma's behavior difliculties, lout used strategies

such as acknowledging her mood, ignoring the behavior, and being firm.

Paula believed that a more structured program for Emma would be

helpful. For example, she said, "l'm going more or less on my own.., [and] I
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would like to have a more structured academic program for her... Like in reading

she needs this, in printing, in math. Whatever. And I would like to be able to

work on this everyday." This structured program would provide her the support

and confidence that she wanted. When discussing this type of program, she said,

"[ don't want to be] thinking 'Gee, I wonder if this will be good for her?' Well,

maybe I'll run this off for her...That's what I'm saying. I want something that I

know is going to help her and improve her. Whether there is anything is another

question."
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"l don't know if its doing any good for them ...1 wish there was something
that I could do or someone could do to improve the way she is. But I don't
know if that's possible. lf anybody is even able to. lt depends what's
going on with the brain I guess. I don't know. I think we're all kind of
confused on where to go with her... I don't know what's going to happen
when she gets older. I'm just thinking...l'm working with her with the
reading and stuff...at least she's getting some schooling and she's not just
playing and being ígnored."

The IEP process. Paula's involvement in the IEP process was limited.

She did not participate in developing or implementing the IEP and was unsure if

she saw Emma's IEP that year. She does recall, however, that she was

"supposed to be doing exercises with her." When discussing her overall

involvement, she said, "l think this is pretty much the first year that I've been

involved wíth and I really don't know what they put in the lEPs really. Like I have

nothing to do with it. Like I'm basically here to work with the kids... Fiona and

Michelle, they're the ones and I guess the teachers." She believed her exclusion
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from the IEP process was not deliberate. Rather it was due to confidentiality,

scheduling, and lack of time.

ln general, Paula was unaware of the IEP and received little support from

the team. She also spent most of her time with Emma outside the classroom. I

believe Arnold, Emma's parent, had some awareness of this siiuation. ln the

followíng paragraphs, I discuss his beliefs and practices.

Arnold

Arnold is Emma's father. He also has an older daughter, Samantha who is

four years older than Emma. Both daughters have individualized programming at

Hillcrest School. During the year, he volunteered for approximately five months at

the school. At the time of the interview he was unemployed. His wife, Martha

works at a daycare and is the income earner in the family. According to the

school team, Arnold and his wife received special education support when they

attended school. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Arnold's general beliefs

about children and education, as well as his perspectives on his daughter, the

team, and the IEP process.

Beliefs: The following were some of Arnold's beliefs: (a) children develop

at their own rate (i.e., "She'll have to decide when she's ready. I can only offer it

to her, I can't push it on her."), (b) Emma should participate in the classroom (i.e.,

"l don't know who her para will be next year, but they're going to hopefully get her

to do things in the class,"), (c) the paraprofessional implemented Emma's

program, (d) Emma was not always a member of the classroom (i.e., "Well right

now, I guess she's in grade two. ljust passed loy and I guess the para this year
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is working with her, I guess doing printing and stuff. Cause ljust passed by, they

were in the library. I don't know what else is happening."), (e) chronological age

defines development (i.e., "Even though she's an eight year old, her level of

thinking and understanding is like a five or six year old."), (f) Emma will improve

(i.e., "We have a child that is developmentally delayed, cognitive and she's

having a problem with her speech and her coordination, her motor skills and so

yeah, we know that she can't do certain things, but we know that she will get

better and she will eventually learn how to ride her bike and she will eventually

learn how to do this and that."), (g) every child is different (i.e., "ljust think

because every child is different, she'll want to exceed and eNcel in a different

way."), (h) children control their learning (i.e., "You can only give so much effort.

lf the child wants to absorb it then they have to be ready for it because that's part

of when they're ready to move on. Because you can't really push that too

much."), (i) its important for a parent to have hope (i.e., "Well, I don't think she's

going to every catch up totally. But I think she'll still make enough strides that

she'll be able to function okay. Cause I still don't believe what Geoff (the

psychologist) says, that she's going to have a hard time when she's... eighteen

or nineteen years old. You can't really say what's going to happen then. She's

only eight years old now, so in ten years she won't be able to function on her

own? She may have some difficulties, but I think she'll be able to make it. How

can a person say that? Do you think that was fair? I don't think that was a fair

comment. She'll manage. People make mistakes. She'll manage. lt won't be

the end of the world."), fi) a child is retained in a grade when he/she is not mature
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enough (i.e., I think the only reason why they kept her back one year is that I

don't think she was mature enough and I don't think she was ready to go...l

guess they just want to stop keeping her back because that's not really going to

do her any good.") and, (k) the life skills program will hefp her acquire the

everyday skills that she needs (i.e., "They're introducing that life skills and I think

that's going to help her with life in general. You have to know how to function.").

His daughfer. Arnold described Emma as an open, independent, caring

person who could be opinionated and stubborn at iimes. He believed her

strengths were her verbal skills, as well as her desire to speak her mind and be

involved in school and classroom activities. When discussing her desire to be

included, he said, "She wants to be a part of everything....She wants to be

involved in the whole school routine."

Arnold acknowledged that Emma had "limitations." He explained that

some of her needs included reading, printing, putting her shoes on the correct

feet, riding a bike, and developmental delays, ln terms of his expectations for

Emma he hoped she would accomplish a few goals. First, he wanted her to

acquire new skills so that her needs would be met. For example, he said, "l don't

want her to be a Rhode Scholar, but ljust want her to be able to function

properly. To be able to satisfy her needs." Second, he hoped that her

interpersonal skills would improve. Third, he "want[ed] her to be happy." ln the

future, he hoped that she would attend a college. When discussing this desire,

he said, "l don't think she'll be going to University. lt's not the end of the world

you know. I think she'll end up at the Red River College or a technical college
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and maybe she'll take some kind of trade or something with computers because

she's probably going to have to do a lot with computers... So I think she needs to

have that independence."

The team. Arnold described the team as consisting of the resource

teacher, the guidance counselor, the occupational therapist, the speech

therapist, the classroom teacher, and the paraprofessional. ln general, he

viewed the team's role as improving her abilities and enhancing her

development.

Although Arnold's direct involvement with the team appeared to be limited,

he considered Martha and himself as members of the team:

"So everybody has a small part, a small piece of the puzzle. And I guess
...they all kind of work together. And I guess Martha and I are kind of
ihrown into the mix too. We may not have the same expertise as a lot of
these people, but we still are quite involved. Directly or indirectly."

He explained that they had three roles. The first role was to assist the team with

problems. For example, he said, "lf I had a problem I could always come here or

speak to them. And I think I mentioned to the teachers if there was ever a

problem, they could call me anytime. So the door is open there." Their second

role was to read to Emma. The third role was to be Emma's advocate. He

believed he needed to watch out "for her own well-being." ln the past, he tried to

work on other specific skills with his daughter, but this attempt was unsuccessful

due to her lack of cooperation. He explained, "They will not do it. They woufd

rather be more cooperative with a stranger or a teacher or whoever. So my

involvement, well I guess this is as much involvement right now as she wants.,.

And I can't push it because she'll say'No, that's enough"'.
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The IEP process. Arnold was unfamiliar with the term IEP and

acknowledged that he was not very involved with Emma's school programming.

Despite his lack of involvement, he tried to be aware of what she was

participating in school and be available to the school. He believed that the goal

of programming was to improve her academic and life skills, as well as eliminate

her delay. For example, he said, "Where she stops they're going to work on it

and hopefully be able to catch up."

Arnold believed that IEP development, implementation, and evaluation

were the responsibility of the school team. Whether the school team was

meeting these responsibilities was solely based on trust. ln regard to this trust,

he said, "l think if the people [are] doing what they are saying, I guess I [have] to

believe [them]". He was conscious, however, of the fact that the team wanted to

be more aware of her daily activities, For example, he said, "l think basically is

they want to try and keep things a little more tight on what's happening. I guess

they want to keep track more."

Overall, Arnold was cautiously optimistic that Emma's IEP was the best

program for her. When asked about her lEP, he reported that there was nothing

he would change and said, "ls this program going to help? Well I think it cannot

hurt." He hoped that she would "benefit from it." Nevertheless, if difficulties arose

during the year, he believed Emma would need to change rather than her

program:

"l don't think anything would truly make it better. ljust thÍnk because
every child is different, she'll want to exceed and excel in a different way.
And she'll have to let people know. lf the child doesn't want to pick it up...
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You can only do so much. So I think you have to give it a chance and she
has to adjust to it."

Despite the fact that Arnold did not contribute to his daughter's lEP, his

involvement as a team member is considered a'best practice' in the IEP

process. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss the Director of Student Services'

perspective on this practice, as well as her beliefs and assumptions about other

IEP practices.

Valerie

Valerie is the Director of Student Services for Boundary Trails School

Division. At the time of data collection, she had been working in the division for

twenty years. She first began her career as an elementary teacher, as well as

teaching segregated special education classes in the division. After these

positions, she became a resource teacher for eight years which was followed by

Director of Student Services. Her educational background included a Bachelor

degree in Education and a Pre-masters in Special Education from a local

University.

As the Director of Student Services, Valerie coordinated the services of

250 children with special needs in the division. Some of her responsibilities

include supervising clinical support services (e.9., occupatíonal therapy,

physiotherapy, the divisional nurse), managing the student funding process,

arranging professional development for resource teachers, and chairipg different

committees. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Valerie's general beliefs and

practices about education, as well as her perspectives on the division, the school

team, and the IEP process.
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Practices and beliefs. Some of Valerie's practices and beliefs about

children and education include the following: (a) She used people first language

(e.9., "Children with special needs"), (b) the IEP process should address the

student's needs, as well as the classroom teacher's needs (i.e., "They would look

at needs in the classroom, what needs to be adapted and where is the student

struggling, where is the teacher struggling."); (c) differentiated instruction and

modifications to the environment are useful practices (i.e., "What do we need to

make this the optimal learning environment for this child?'), (d) educators should

use a strength- based model rather than a deficit one to view students and

develop lEPs (i.e., "So lwould like to see [the strength-based model]working in

IEP meetings as well. Let's look at what the strengths of the student are, what

are the strengths of this group sitting around this table and how can we use our

best skills and qualities to help the child."), and (e)financial concerns are a factor

when examining inclusive practices (i.e., "[Students attending their home school

isl certainly more expensive because... the kids need more one on one support

and you need more equipment. You need more facilities in terms of grooming

rooms and special needs washrooms because you're putting them in every

school.").

The division. Valerie reported that inclusion was the most common

practice in all the schools except for high school. At the moment, each high

school had one class with students with special needs. These students were

included in regular classes as much as possible. The division also tried to move

away from cluster schools due to the needs of the students and the school team:



Round Hole T46

"!Ve're trying to send as many kids as possible to their home school so
that the kids they see in school are the same kids ihey see on the street at
night when they're playing outside... So it used to be more of a cluster
program at Victoria and also Parkway, but not so anymore. We find that
having that many kids with special needs in one building is a real strain on
the school team. lt's really tough on the resource teachers and
administration, guidance, in those buildings.t'

The team. Valerie believed that team memberships usually included the

administrator, the resource teacher, the classroom teacher, the guidance

counselor, the clinicians (e.9., social worker, psychology, speech-language

pathologist), the paraprofessional, the parent[s], and occasionally the child.

Generally, she believed these team members each had distinct roles but worked

closely together with "lots of communication." ln particular, she believed that the

paraprofessional, student, and parent had unique roles. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss these roles.

Valerie believed that the paraprofessional had the biggest role in the

student's program because he/she was largely responsible for implementing the

goals and strategies:

"They probably have the biggest role because most of our clinicians are
consultative. So [the clinician]would come in for a one time assessment
and then give recommendations and often train the E.A. or para how to
deliver that program so the E.A. is responsible for the day to day kind of
implementation of those goals and strategies. And checks in with the
classroom teacher, but also the resource teacher. And again that's the
person that must be around the table for lEPs, [but] is often the one that is
not at the IEP meeting because who is going to watch the kid?"

She also believed that the student should participate in the IEP process.

When discussing their participatíon, she said, "l think that again brings us to

including the student as well. I think even if they're nonverbal...they should be
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part of the IEP process. And we don't do that often enough. We do it with our

high school kids. We include them very well, but our little ones, I think often we

just forget about them. And I think even if we have them in for a few minutes and

say'What do you want to learn at school next year? What is important to you?

Or what would be fun for you to work on?"') Unfortunately, she believed the

student was often not involved because of bureaucratic beliefs and practices.

For example, she said, "We're so used to having these kind of bureaucratic,

timed meetings. We only have an hour. You know we have to do it like this, like

this, like this. We're just too focused on the goal of the meeting to even step

back and say, 'Wait a minute. The person we're talking about isn't even in the

room.' And I don't think we give kids enough credit for having the ability to tell us

what they need."

Finally, she believed that parents should be a part of the team and have

input into the IEP. When talking about their participation, she said, "l think it's

important to hear the parent and also their request. Like they may want a goal in

there that we think is kind of flaky or not important or not valid. I still think we

need to at least consider it and give the parent some validation around that."

The IEP process. Valerie had considerable experience with lEPs.

lnitially, as a resource teacher, she was "in charge of doing all of [the] lEPs." At

the tÍme of data collection, she coordinated the funding process, reviewed lEPs,

and attended IEP meetings upon a team's request. ln the following paragraphs, I

discuss her perspectives on the IEP development and implementation.
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Valerie reported that the IEP development process followed a general

format that began in the spring. The first step involved gathering information

about the student's strengths and needs from different sources (e.9., Child

Development CIinic, Society for Manitobans with Disabilities, classroom teacher,

clinicians).

The next phase ín IEP development involved determining the goals for the

different domains (e.9., academic, social, motor, speech/language). lnformation

in this section included the child's current performance, expected long and short-

term goals, strategies, as well as the logistics about implementation. Valerie

believed that teams in the division devetoped goals in one of two ways. One

method involved the team members developing their own goals before the

meeting and then reviewing those goals with the entire team at the meeting. This

process resulted in "the person working in that discipline tak[ing] responsibility for

that part of the lEP." The other approach involved a team collaboratively

developing the goals. For example, she said, "ln other schools, it's a blank slate,

They all put their heads together and work out the goals together. As they talk

about the child's strengths and weaknesses, they just develop the goals

together." She believed that this later approach was the best method:

"The perfect IEP process I think would be everyone coming to the table
with some notion of what they see as goals for this student, not
necessarily already written out because then its too easy to just rubber
stamp it and say'Okay, good, that's done'. But for everyone within their
expertise, within their area of expertise to have some notion of what they
would like to see the student work on or develop in the upcoming months.
And then to discuss it as a team and then allow input from other people.
And especially the parent. I think the parent must be heard."
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The final phase of the process involved reviewing the IEP in early winter and

spring.

Valerie believed that successful IEP implementation involved several

factors. First, the IEP should be a guide. When describing how the IEP should

provide detailed information about implementation, she said, "Part of developing

the IEP is listing the strategies they're going to use and who's going to implement

[them]. And they're pretty specific as to how that's going to happen and who's

going to take responsibility for this part and what days are you going to be in,

when are you going to train the paraprofessional to do the exercises or speech or

whatever. So I think it's the decision on how to implement happens at the IEP

meeting and that's just carried." Second, the IEP should be a 'living document'.

For example, she said, "l encourage all of my resource teachers to send me

messy lEPs. I want to see things crossed out and I want to see scribbling on

them. lwant to see'Goal Achieved', hooray! I pound away at the fact that these

are living documents. They are not to be stuck in some binder and ignored. The

teacher needs a copy on her desk, the para needs a copy in her binder or right

beside her." Third, the IEP needs to be continuously checked and revised if it is

to be effective. Fourth, the IEP process should involve team collaboration and

communication. Fifth, the presence of role transitioning among team members

enhanced IEP implementation. When talking about the best practices for IEP

implementation, she said, "lt's when all the goals all kind of link and when the

discipline's input can also link." Sixth, a skilled and informed paraprofessional

can be beneficial. For example, she said, "Also where the child has an excellent
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paraprofessional who's smart, who gets it, who understands what the goals are

and what his or her role is in the implementation." Finally, she believed that

involved parents who monitored their child's learning increased the likelihood of

an IEP being successfully implemented.

On the other hand, teams encountered difficulties with IEP implementation

when there were issues with teaming and collaboration. For instance, Valerie

believed that a lack of collaboration may negatively influence team members

from taking ownership of the program:

"lts not meaningful to people or people haven't taken ownership for it if
someone sits in an IEP meeting and just tries to control the whole meeting
and controls what gets written down. Then no one has a stake. No one
has any ownership if it's not a true team process. Then why should they?"

Overall, Valerie believed that teams should participate in many practices

that are presently considered 'best practices'. Some team members from Team

B utilized a number of these practices. ln the following section, I describe the

beliefs and practices of these seven team members. These members included

the grade four classroom teacher, the grade five classroom teacher, the resource

teacher, the guidance counselor, the principal, the social worker, and the Director

of student services.

Team B

Team B. Team B worked in Prince Albert School, another urban,

elementary school that offers a bilingual program. lt has approximately 500

students and is located in Lakepoint School Division. One student the team

supported was Neil, a grade four student. Neil received level two categorÍcal

funding. On his funding application, it stated that his cognitive ability is
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'borderline', academic functioning was at the grade one or two level, he presents

with behavioral concerns, and has a medical diagnosis of Absence seizures and

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.

The IEP goals focused on improving his skills and use of strategies in the

areas of classroom and social behavior, academics and mathematics. However,

the IEP for grade four and fíve varied due to different classroom teacher

involvement. For example, the student's strengths, learning preferences and

prime needs were different for each lEP. The majority of Neil's program occurred

in the context of the classroom and was implemented by the classroom teacher

and the paraprofessional.

The team for Neil consisted of the resource teacher, counselor, principal,

social worker, the grade four teacher, and the grade five teacher. Team

member's perspective on team composition also varied with this team. Despite

this variation, many team members reported that the IEP process and teaming

were influenced by the decision-making and support provided from

administrators at the school and divisional level.

This team was also a highly cohesive group that participated in role

transitioning. They had been together for four year at the time of initial data

collection. Team members shared similar beliefs that were child and family

centered, although parents were not directly involved in the IEP process. ln the

following section, I describe in detail the perspectives of each team member.
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Debbie

Debbie was a grade four classroom teacher at Prince Albert School.

Beginning in the 1970's, she taught grades three to six, as well as three-four

splits and four-five splits. She has spent almost her entire teaching career at

Prince Albert School. Her educational background consísted of a one-year

Education degree and a Bachelor of Arts degree. She also has been involved

with 50 to 75 lEPs in her career. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Debbie's

general practices and beliefs about children and education, as well as her

perspectives on her class, the student, the team, and the IEP process.

Beliefs and practices: Some of Debbie's beliefs and practices included

the following: (a) some children require different instruction due to their needs,

(b) children with special needs are included in classroom activities when possible

(e.g., in statistics they can spin and count, hands-on science experiments), (c)

the paraprofessional may work with students individually or in a group setting

outside of the classroom, (d) peer tutoring, groups, buddy system, scribing,

reading groups and adapting lessons/units are useful practices (e.9., using a

chart rather than note-taking), (e) students should be successful in her class (i.e.,

"lf you're in my classroom, you'll be successful"), (f) all children have different

strengths (i.e., "Maybe you're not very good at math, but wow did you see ihe

way she put that brochure together. How artistic."), (g) children control their

learning (i.e., "He seems to have increased in leaps and bounds, but probably

because he wants to. He doesn't want to be a non-reader. He's ready to go

ahead."), (h) goals are sequential and problem focused, (i) it's important to look
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at the whole child (i.e., social, emotional), û) a child's basic needs must be met

before learning can occur, (k) the classroom teacher and paraprofessional know

the student the best, (l) experience, organization, and knowledge assist one in

teaching a diversified classroom, (m) resource teachers are experts in their field

(i.e., "l don't have the resource knowledge, I haven't taken any courses on

resource), (n) children will meet high expectations, (o) a student is paired with a

paraprofessionalwho will suit the child's personality (i.e., "l'd like to team them

up a little bit because I think just personalities, people do work better with certain

people"), (p) team members should support the teacher (i.e., " I always have felt

Mary's there for me"), and (q) recognizing a child's strengths is important (i.e.,

"So looking at the gifts they have to offer and allowing them to be successful.

Getting those skills instead of harping on them that they can't divide...or can't

spell.").

Her class. She referred to her grade four class as a "split in disguise" with

many of the children struggling academically. Six of the children had lEPs and

two children were on modified programs. She also described some of her

students as "people who are really good students but are really needy [because]

they want lots of my attention." There were two paraprofessionals in her class in

the morning and three in the afternoon. She also used volunteers in her

classroom and a grade 12 student to work with the students who were on

modified programs.

The studenf. When initially asked to describe Neil, Debbie discussed his

medical issues (e.g , petite mal seizures) and the paraprofessional support he
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rece¡ved. She described his needs as including reading, spelling, remembering

new information, attention span, anger management, as well as expressing his

needs and feelings. His strengths included neatness, his desire for

independence, and his competitive nature.

She believed that school was frustrating for Neil. When describing this

situation, she said, "l think just being here is very frustrating for him because he

can't read and he wants to read and he wants to be able to do things on his own.

He wants to be an independent learner." Nevertheless, she believed he still had

a strong desire to be a part of the class. For example, she said, "He wants to be

with the class. He wants to be like everybody else."

Two paraprofessionals worked with Neil. One paraprofessional taught him

reading while the other supported him in group situations. During the year, he

developed a relationship with one of the paraprofessionals. They were able to

talk about some of his issues and discuss appropriate ways of dealing with them.

When discussing this relationship, she said, "l know that what Margaret is doing

with him, that seems to work out. But that's because he has more of a

relationship with her. He sees her everyday."

The team. Debbie considered the guidance counselor and the resource

teacher to be a part of her team. During the year, she worked mostly with the

resource teacher. She reported that it was the resource teache/, l,ot'" to write

and update the lEP, as well as provide behavior plans. The guidance

counselor's role was to provide individual support to the student. According to

Debbie, the support from the guidance counselor occurred infrequently and
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influenced intervention. For example, she said, "How can you talk to someone

that you don't see very often."

On this team, the paraprofessionals were not considered team members.

They were not involved in developing or formally evaluating the lEP. When

discussing this lack of involvement, Debbie said, "We don't have the paras talk to

Mary. And they usually don't even come to the meeting. lt's just her and l. And I

think in a lot of cases, the paraprofessionals know them even more than I do."

Rather, their involvement centered around implementing the IEP and evaluating

the student's progress.

The IEP process. ln general, Debbie described Neil's program as

different. When describing it, she said, "Everything is a little different for him, I

would not expect him to do the same as someone else who's going into a grade

five level."

Neil's program included support inside and outside of the classroom. For

example, during social studies and science, a paraprofessional would work with

him. She would use an easier book, as well as assist him with his writing. For

reading and math, Neil had his own individual program outside of the classroom.

For math, however, his behavior became an issue and pull out was discontinued.

She attributed his behavior ditficulties to the fact that he wanted to stay in the

class and "be like everybody else."

Debbie used the IEP to guide her teaching and the student's learning. This

purpose was evident when you looked at her lEPs. They had writing on them
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and she explained, "l know where I'm at". She also explained, that along with the

lEP, the child and classroom activities also guided the programming:

"Like when we look at them in March for what we've done in November, if
we're not there yet, then we're not there yet. Or if...we've been spending
a lot of time on L.A. with this person and so maybe the math hasn't
progressed the same then that's how it is. So you kind of have to go with
what's happening with them. Being really, really flexible."

ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Debbie's perspective on IEP development

and implementation.

When developing an IEP in November, Debbie said the IEP goals were

based on information gathered from the previous year's lEP, assessments, and

informatlon she provided. The resource teacher used this information to write the

lEP. When describing this process, she said, "She's got all these little words

and lEPs in her head and on her computer. She has his current performance

because she tests him and then she has the outcomes she would think he would

progress to," When examiníng the lEP, I noted that some goals were based on

achieving certain levels. For example, reading at primer level or being able to do

grade two math. As well, some goals were based on a developmental sequence.

For example, Debbie said, "His independent level is two and his frustration level

is three. Well you'd want him to go up, to move up."

Once the IEP was completed, Debbie determined if the plan was feasible.

She believed she was the best person to judge whether it was realistic plan. For

example, she said, "l...think I would know the student better because l'm

spending everyday with the student. She's testing the student, right. And so she

would know the student, but it's not on a day to day basis." She based this



Round Hole 157

judgment on whether the outcomes and strategies would be "going on all the

time." Debbie reported that occasionally, goals developed by the resource

teacher were unrealistic. She would then make the necessary changes.

When asked what she thought about the IEP process, she believed the

resource teacher developing most of the IEP was a beneficial practice. When

explaining her reason, she said, "l think its good that she has it and she has it

there because if someone said to me 'Okay, you have to develop this on your

own,' that would just be another thing of a zillion." On the other hand, she

believed the process could be improved by involving the paraprofessional. She

felt their involvement was essential because "in a lot of cases, the

paraprofessionals know the student better than I do."

Debbie reported that one of her responsibilities during IEP implementation

included supervising the paraprofessional as he or she implemented the IEP

goals:

"lt's kind of like down the line of the bureaucracy, I suppose. lt's my job to
make sure that [the IEP] gets done and than it's my job to make sure
they're doing it."

ln regard to this classroom teachefs supervisory role, another team member

said, "She directs. I don't even know if she in fact thinks that she does this, but

she does. She directs the programming...She sets the goals and orchestrates

the information."

Despite intentions to implement an lEP, the goats would not always be

achieved. For example, she said, "He might not always get there. But trying my

best that he would get there. That he will improve." Debbie believed the
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following factors influenced goal achievement: (a) the amount of support

available, (b) the focus of the classroom (i.e., "ïÂIe've been spending a lolof time

on L.A. with this person and so maybe the math hasn't progressed the same."),

(c) the child's needs (i.e., "You kind of have to go with what's happening with

them. Being really, really flexible."), (d) one's familiarity of the student, (e) one's

experience with lEPs, (f) goal review, (g) time, (h) trained paraprofessionals, (L)

realistic goals, and O looking at the whole child (e.9., the child's social,

emotional, and academic needs).

Debbie was a classroom teacher who assumed some responsibility for

teachíng Neiland supervísed IEP'implementation. Barbara on the otl^rerhand.

was a classroom teacher who assumed complete responsibility for Neil and his

lEP. ln the following paragraphs, Idiscuss her beliefs and inclusive practÌces^

Barbara

Barbara was a grade five classroom teacher at Frince Afbert School. tn

her 33 year career, she taught grade five with a number of years in a combined

grade five-six class. Her formaltraining includes a one-year teacher prognam and

a Bachelor of Arts degree. She also attended numerous workshops during her

teaching career that covered alt subject and interest areas invofving elementary

children. At the end of my data collection, she informed me that she was retiring

from teaching. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Barbara's general beliefs

about children and education, as well as her perspectives on the student, the

team, and the IEP process.
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Beliefs and practices. Overall, Barb uiilizes practices that promote

incfusíon. For example, the resource teacher said, "l totd her yesierday, that sFte

[does]what they now call inclusion. She has always done that and she's a

master teacher who does all those things in spades intuitively". Barb respon@

"People keep asking me what do I do, and I never know. I don't know what I do.

ljust do it".

Despite her inability to describe her teaching s-tyle, I used Barb's

description of her class and children to define her beliefs and practices. They

included the following: (a) Every child in her class participated with different

criteria and support (i.e., the resource teacher said, "When you walk into the

classroom, he doesn't stand [out],..like anytime I've walked into the classroom

he's working at something, but it's a very comfortable classroom where kids can

move about and they'll group and work together."), (b) supporting a child

involved adjusting the situation or the strategies so the child was successful (e.9.,

shorter assignments, peer support, seating, paraprofessional support, teacher

support, group work, behavior plan, and technical support), (c) she looked at the

whole child (i.e., motivation, emotionalwell-being, sense of belonging, self- ì

concept, strengths), (d) creating a sense of community in her classroom was

important because it encouraged a sense of belonging and security (i.e., "lts

just something I believe in strongly...All children must feel welcome [and] safe,"),

(e) she encouraged students to use the "three C's" (i.e., "courtesy, comrnon

sense and caring for one anothed'), (f) authentic assessment and non-

standardized tests were used as baselines to set goals and evaluate progress,
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(g) paraprofessionals supported learning in the class (e.9., the paraprofessional

was not 'attached'to a specifíc chifd), (h) her expectations of social behavior

were the same for all children (i.e., interacting appropriately with other children,

folfowing rules in the classroom), (i) teaching ocrtside of the classroom only

occurred when recommended by other team members (e.9., She said, "The only

pull out would be for very specific reasons, like if it had to do with fine motof'l

(k) she respected all children (e.9., "l actually treat children the way I treat my

nieces. Like in my classroom, it's not really very much different. I talk to thern

very much the same way."), (l) administration could influence one's practices

(e.9., "One of the things that I've leamed from our principal is thai ifs better=to

accomplish one or two things well then it is to try and set a whole set of goals

that you just are not meeting"), and (m) she assumed ownership for atf the

children in her class and their programs.

The student. Neil was Ín Barbara's grade five class with thirty other

students. Barb described Neil as a "soft and warm-hearted boy who has a great

deal of anger in him and an inabilíty to focus without some kÍnd of support'. Ftis

strength was math, but he struggled with language arts. She explains that his

individualized education program focused on math, language arts, and behavior.

The team. Members of Barb's team included the individuals who

supported her in educating the student. These people íncluded the resourcg

teacher, the paraprofessionals, the guidance counselor, and the school

administration. These individuals could be divided into two groups according to

their frequency of support.
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The first group consisted of the resource teacher and the

paraprofessionals in her classroom. These team members were involved on a

regular basis. The resource teacher and Barbara had worked together for many

years and she believed she had "a great deal of support from Mary:" SF,te,

explained, "Mary is my team...Mary supports me." On the other hand, the

paraprofessionals supported learning in the cfassroom. For exampfe, she said,

"They support what we're what doing in the classroom." This support was guided

by her. When discussing this guidance, she said, "l tatk with them frequentt¡r

about what we're doing, what I want to have happen for that person. How much I

might want done."

The second group consisted of the guidance counselor and

administration. These team members were involved on a less frequent, as

needed basis. The guidance counselor was involved when the student had

concerns. Whereas, administration became involved during more difficult

situations. For example, she said, "l refer to them to let them handle the msre

difficult [behavior]. I guess a blatantly, outrageous sort of situation."

The IEP process, Throughout her career, Barbara was involved in

approximately one hundred lEPs. ln general, she viewed the IEP as a

document that reflected her practices and enabled her to talk about the chifd's

growth. When talking about the lEP, she said, "lt fits with the classroom and it

fits that child. And actually it's useful to be able to talk about the growth of that

child." Through the years, Barbara and the members of her team have refined
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the IEP process. The following is her perspective on the development and

implementation process.

Neil's IEP was developed in October-November of that school year,

Barbara explained she developed most of the goals. When explaining the

process, she said, "lt generally just comes right off the top of my head [because[

l've already set those goals in my mind... before I do the lEP." She also

explained that the resource teacher's role was to provide her with background

information and support her with the process:

"l would not want to have to do lthe ]EPJ independently... tt woutd be
extremelydifficultformetodoit..'bymyself.Butlhaveagreatdealof
support from Mary in resource... And doing it together is the way that it
works for me."

During the IEP development meeting, Barbara used the Schonel]spet]ing

test, math assignments, reading-writing samples, present behavior, and the

curricuJum to set the academic goats for the siudent. In general, the'resource

teacher and classroom teacher attempted to create realistic goals. For example,

she said, "l think we try to just focus on the pieces and not to set too many '

goals... its better to accomplish one or two things well than it is to try and set a

whole set of goals that you just are not meeting. And so that's whatwe try to do

is to get it right down to the nitty griity of what does this person need."

Occasionally, other team members (e.9., occupational therapy, speech-

language pathology) would be involved in the student's program. They would

also attend the IEP development meeting in order to share their predetermined

goals with the classroom teacher and resource teacher. lnformation from last
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year's teacher was shared informally at a different time. Barbara described it as

"talk[íngJ amongst ourselves."

Overall, Barb reported that developing the IEP involved the foltowing: (ii

the significant contribution of the classroom teacher (i.e., "lt generally just comes

right off the top of my head."), (ii) the support of the resource teacher (i.e., "Doing

the IEP together is what... works for me.", (iii) time to talk and reflect, (iv) setting

realistic, achievable goals in a "positive light", and (v) developing an IEP'thatfit

her classroom practices, as well as met the needs of the child (i.e., "lt needs to

be what we see that child needing and it needs to fit with what we're doing in the

classroom."). These development practices helped with the implementation of the

lEP. They transformed the IEP from "a formal piece of paper that satisfied sorne

government regulations" to "a working document."

According to Barbara, she was responsible for implementing the tEP:

"l go back and work towards those goals in my classroom. lf I feel we're
oft the mark or things are not working the way that we need to or behavior
is getting out of hand there's other things that we may do. We make
adjustments....with the way that l'm doing things... how I'm implementing
that plan. lndividual help, group, partner, time with me."

She assumed complete ownership for the child and his or her program. For

example, one team member said, "Barbara takes ownership for all her kids. And

she doesn't really want her kids pulled out unless there is a specific reason, llke

one chifd who has OT everyday. She wants them to be part of what's happening

in the classroom all of the time and she will differentiate for those kids."

Despite this responsibility, Barbara only referred to the IEP during

evaluation periods because the IEP was already a part of her practices. When
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explaining why she did not refer to the lEP, she said, "Because...I still have it in

my head what I want for that chíld as I watch them develop and grow over the

course of the year and I will pay attention to that. I won't pay attention to that

IEP.'

Overail, Barbara and Mary, the resource teacher developed and

implemented an IEP that fit Barbara's classroom, as well as met the needs of the

student. She summarized her general beliefs about the IEP process when she

said, "That is OUR plan for that child and it needs to be what we see that child

needing and it needs to fit wlth what we're doing in the classroom... Because it

doesn't make sense not to make them fit. We try to make them fit really well." ln

the following paragraphs, I discuss Mary's perspeciive on working with different

teachers and the IEP process.

Mary

Mary has over thirty year's experience as,an educator and was one of the

two full time resource teachers at Prince Albert School. At the time of my initial

data cof lection, Mary had been at Prince Albert school for five years. Prior to this

job, she was half time resource teacher and classroom teacher or full time

classroom teacher. ln the past, she had taught kindergarten, as well as grade

three, four, and five. Mary's educational background included a two-year

teaching certíficate from a loca[ University. Once she began teachíng, she

completed her Bachelor of Education with a certificate in Special Education. This

degree was followed by a Post Bacca[aureate degree, but was never completed

due to family commitments. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Mary's
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general beliefs about children and education, as well as her perspective on the

student, the team, change, and the IEP process.

Practices and beliefs. The following were some of Mary's beliefs and

practices. (a) Diversíty in children is perceived as interesting, (b) establishing a

relationship with the parents is important, (c) the context of the classroom should

be considered when planning a student's lEP, (d) administration plays a large

part in shaping school culture and teaming relationships (i.e., "She has a vision of

what she wants her school to be and it brings people on board.), (e) the language

in an IEP is behaviouristic and does not fit with the holistic perspective that is

needed for a child to be successful in the cÌassroom, (f) she has a chifd-centered

approach (i.e., "Our focus is kids"), (g) she participates in role exchange (i.e., "l

took over that role fas guídance counselor] even though I don't have a clue about

counseling. And I became that person"), (h) one's perspective influences

practices (i.e., "l think there's some things that you just can't learn. There's just

some things that are part of your being.. . . I guess philosophically. . . the people

that I've worked with ín my career that have been my mentors are those peopfe

who have that intrinsically"), (i) she believes in looking at the whole child (i.e., "lts

not just about learning, you also have to get to know that child, his personality...

Sometimes they have things happening in their outside lives."), O educators may

not view the school team as part of their support network (i.e., "Classroom

teachers are so busy that even classroom teachers who... take ownership and

so on, stillwhat happens with the team is almost tike an extraneous thing s1ill."i,

(k) individuals who are successful at change and implementing new praciices
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never completely stop using their present practices, (l) a classroom teacher can

meet the student's needs by focusing on his strengths and interests (i.e., "[He's]

in the kind of classroom that really meets the needs of a kid like him...A teacher

who really knows how to find kids' strengths and interests and hook them in and

build their self-esteem"), (m) parents can be at different stages of teaming (i.e.,

"lt depends on where the parents are in the stage of working with the school and

accepting their child's problem. lf they're still at a stage where they're blaming...

and not teaming with the school, sometimes sort of the clout of the principal is

needed"), and n) some teachers use paraprofessionals to support the learning of

all children in the classroom rather than supporting a single child.

The studenf. Mary was the case manager for Neil's program. When she

first met Neíl in grade one, she expfained that he was a "whÍrling dervish" who

had "lots of aggression". At the time of data collection, she described him as

"[one ofJ the most severe ADHD kids". ln generat, she reported he had beharirior

issues and difficulty learning.

She described his needs in three areas. The first area was academic. His

needs included reading, writing, spelling, and math. The second area was social

skills. He had difficulty with friendships, making appropriate choices, and l

problem-solving. The third need was emotional. This area was the guidance

counselor's responsibility. Conversely, she described his strengths as his

appearance and his charming manner when he was doing well.

The team. Mary described the team as íncluding the principal, the

guidance counselor, and the other resource teacher. She believed they were a



Round Hole 167

cohesive group who shared the same view about children. For example, she

said, "We probably think similarly about kÍds.., Our focus is kids and what we can

do for kids." This team also participated in working and learning across

disciptinary boundaries. When explainíng this rote transitioning, she saÍd,

"There's never, well that's my job as counselor and that's my job as resource

teacher. We cross over a lot."

Change. Nilary reported that changing educators' practices was a slow

and ongoing process. She believed most educators would adopt new practices.

When someone didn't accept new practices such as differentiation it was

because he/she had the belíef that "everybody need[ed] to reach [a] minimum

standard and if they fcouldn't] do it, too bad, so sad, that [wasJ somebody else's

problem."

Mary believed that introducing change involved severalfactors. First,

team members should accept the educator's perspective and practices. For

example, she said, "You kind of take a child where they're at and move them

along and I guess it's the same in my relationship with teachers." Second, she

believed ii was important to develop a relationship with the individual:

"l guess a lot of the time it's the relationship building... So its not like I

consciously set out to do such and such, but it's the relationship building
that happens and the collegial relationship or whatever relationship you
end up having with other professionals. And maybe they're conrfortabte
and they ask or I say I have got an idea or this is what l've tried as a
cfassroom teacher."

Third, it was impoftant to acknowledge the educator's experience in the

classroom and with lEPs. Fourth, Mary believed that supportive school

administration was important when introducing change. When discussing the
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administrator's role, she said, "She has really focused all our PD and our school

plan...We've been focusing on interdisciptinary ptanning and so she sets a

school plan which is taking people in the direction they need to go even though a

lot of them are kicking and screaming about that and how much work it is."

The IEP process. Mary had been involved with 50 to 100 lEPs during her

thirty-year career. She believed that the IEP was a school team's "map" and

working plan. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Mary's perspective on

developing and implementing this working document.

Mary explained that developing an IEP that was a "real, living, breathing

plan" was her objective:

"A part of it is accouniability, but how does it become realfor the
everyday. What's happening everyday in the classroom? Because the
complexity of what happens in the classroom is so great. So I woutd say ,a
big part of it too would be the fact that over the years I've gotten to the
point where I wanted it to be something real for teachers and real for me
and real for ihe child."

Developing this workable document involved two considerations. First, Mary

believed the IEP became a real document when it matched the classroom

teacher's style and his or her classroom. For example, she said, "l want the ÌEP

to be real, to reflect what is really happening... So we make sure that what the

teacher is doÍng is on the lEP." She reported that by including IEP goats that

were "embedded in the culture of [the] classroom," the IEP was more likely to be

impfemented.

Secondly, the IEP became a workable document when it was simple. This

simplification meant that there were fewer goals:
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"l really made a conscious effort with all the lEPs this year...lf its not
teacher friendly and if its not really specific, aimed at a few things, doesn't
mean none of the other things aren't happening, it just becomes too
cumbersome. lt becomes a piece of paper. And you get
people... screwing up their faces when you say we have to update the :

IEP.'

As well, the IEP was simplífied when the goals were prioritized. For example,

she said, "l really feel that for some kids we really need to identify key

competencies. What are they going to need to be getting out there in

life?... Really focus on the key concepts in math, the key concepts in language

arts that will give kids that foundation." These two factors made the tEP a

'working' document

Mary believed that IEP implementation was impacted by an tEP document

that was real and workable. She also believed, however, that IEP

implementation was dependent on who assumed responsibilíty for imptemerrting

it. When discussing this responsibility, she said, "l guess the only way the IEP

would work is if the classroom [ieacherJ has to do it....That's the only way that if s

going to work." ln the following paragraphs, I discuss her perspective on

educators' assumptíons on IEP ownership.

IEP ownership: ltfiary believed that every classroom teacher was at a

different stage for assuming ownershíp for IEP imptementation. For exampfe,

she said, "Well, the major factor I think, is the classroom teacher and sort of

where they are . .. I think. .. teachers have a greater understanding of what our

role is and what they are supposed to do. Although... a lot still say the IEP is

yours and thís is mine."
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At one end of the continuum was the classroom teacher who did not take

responsibility for teachíng a child with special needs. When describÍng an

educator with this perspective, she said, "lts like take my problem and fix it.

There's always that, 'Well its got nothing to do with me. lf he cant read do

whatever it is you need to do to get him to read."' Mary believed that educators

with this assumption considered the resource teacher responsible for the child's

program:

"lts that whole resistance piece and I remember this term a few years ago
'consulting with a stone.' No matter what you do, some people never get
it. And then in some situations, you cut your losses and you do what you
can for the kid. l've had situations in my career where I gave up trying to
and ljust took over the implementation and I prepared the para and I

made the schedule."

Educators wiih this perspective were also more likely to believe that the child

needed "fixing." When describing this view, she said, "Whereas [one] teacher

still has somewhat of a view of 'They're resource kids. They need to be fixed by

somebody.' And that's something that happens outside of the classroom. lt's not

always connected." She also believed IEP implementation would be negatively

affected in this situation because the classroom piece was missing. For

example, she said, "l still get very, very frustrated when I can't make that

difference for a kid that I think needs to be made because I don't have control

over that classroom."

On the other end of the continuum, was the classroom teacher who

assumed responsibility for all children. When describing an educator with this

perspective, she said;
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"[This teacher]takes ownership for all her kids. And she doesn't really
want her kids pulled out unless there is a specific reason, like one child
who has OT everyday. She wants them to be pari of what's happening in
the classroom alf of the time and she will differentiate for those kids."

She believed educators with this perspective intuitively understood and accepted

children. They were also more likely to implement an IEP because they believed

they were responsible for it. A classroom teacher's ownership of the IEP meant

that it became a "real, lÍving, breathing plan" rather than a formal document. For

example, she said, "Sometimes we do end up with the documents, but we try as

hard as possible to get the teacher to have an input in ownership and decide

what are their goals." Overall, IEP implementation was as successful as the

classroom teacher.

Mary believed that these two different assumptions on implemerrting an

IEP were assocíated with certain beliefs and practices rather than a personality

type or an age group. Educators at the non-ownership stage may have the

following beliefs and practices: (i) curriculum guides their teaching, (ii) all children

need to meet similar outcomes, (iii) if a child does not meet the outcomes then he

or she needs to be fixed, (iv) parents are unsupportive (i.e., "[They] say thís is

my classroom, this is the curriculum, these are the outcomes that all kids have to

make, and if they don't, well its not my fault, its because the child is dumb or

stupid or lazy or whatever. And the parents don't help, the parents don't

support."), (v) the resource teacher and paraprofessional's role is to fix the chitd,

(i.e., [They see my role as] take the problem kids and fix them. And get the para

pulling them out and working on something with them that is separate from what

is happening in ihe classroorn."), (vi) they have a negative view of studenis with
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special needs, (i.e., They may say how he can be so disruptive and how he

requires so much work and how he can't do anything and 'How did he get ihis far

without knowing how to read?"'), (vií) they are less likely to accept change and

adopt new practices (i.e., "l think the ones that you're consulting with a stone,

they're not very good teachers. And you'll never change them. And they can be

a brand new teacher and be like that."), and (viii) they may not have a true

understanding of children and therefore tend to follow a 'formula' when teaching

children.

ln contrast, educators who assumed responsibility for teaching all children

may participate in the following practices: (a) They include children with special

needs, (b) they differentiate instruction, (i.e., "First of all, they don't war¡t their

kíds out of the class. They don't want their kids ever taken out of the class. They

make that child part of the whole of what's happening in that classroom... and

they differentiate. They can look at the child and know, okay I guess ít's in their

heads, right? These are my goals for this child and okay through this sscial

studies activity they can work in a group and I would be expecting...the

outcomes for them to be such and such. And... if you were probably to ask a

teacher like that whai they're doing to differentiate, they would probably look at

you [and say], 'l don't know. ljust do it. Do what works for the child"'.), (c) they l

use the resource teacher as a support, (i.e., " [They see the resource teacher's

rolel as a support. l'm the one who can assign the para time and I'lltake care of

the papenruork pieces for them, the lEPs, and so on. And make sure all that stuff

gets done. And as someone to come and probably bounce ideas off...lf I look at
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the two ends of the continuum... I think of a particular teacher that I worked with

for many years, who I think ís probably the farthest along or at the top end... She

...will come and say 'okay' and then she'll throw a few things at me and she

says, 'Okay, good I know my thinking is okay', and then she's back off doing her

thing. And she'lljust say, 'You know, if you can just give me para time, that's all I

want is somebody who can think and go with the flow... That's all I warrt, is Íf you

can give me the support.' Then she does everything else."), (d) they use the

team as a resource, (i.e. "The teacher who's farther along probably sees the

team more as a resource and someone they can go to get advice and ask for

help and so on."), (e) they look at the whote chitd (e.9., student's social and

emotional needs), (f) they adapt or modify the environment or learning task, (g)

they uiilize a student's strengths, (h) they appreciate all gains a student makes

and realize the significance, (i) they intuitively adapt tasks so ihat the child is

successful (i.e., "They don't even know they're doing it."), and fi) they are more

likely to accept change and adopt new practices.

Overall, Mary summarízed the two different stages as follows:

"[The educator who doesn't assume responsibility]would probably have
[his/herJ set way of doing things. lf the little square peg doesn't fit into the
round hole, forget it. Whereas the one who is further along is thinking,
'Well, what can I do to that round hole so that the square peg can be more
successful at fitting in."'

Mary also believed that some educators may not be at one of these two

stages, but rather fall somewhere in the middle of the continuum. These are

teachers who may not take complete responsibility for the child, but still have a

chi ld-centered perspective:
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"l'm thinking that the people who are kind of in the middle are probably...
[there] because of their previous experiences... and aren't quÌte getting it
about taking ownership and still may think...'The resource teacher's got
their job and I've got my job. But my job is when the kid is in myr c[ass.' t
see them as that whole person and the resource teacher is doing
something separate with them. Those are the people that you can \^Ðrk
with because they still see the child as the most important piece in the big
pícture. lts just either their experiences or the teams that they have
worked with or whatever, they may still think it's a separate thing." '

Overalf, Mary believed that educators could have different perspectives on

assuming responsibility for teaching children. Greg did not discuss this

assumptíon, rather he assumed problems could be categorized as child-related

or systemic-related. ln the following paragraphs I discuss his perspective.

Greg

Greg was the half-time guidance counselor at Prince Albert School in

Lakepoint school division. He had been working for 15 years in the division. The

first four years were as a junior high counselor. The remaining time he was an

elementary guidance counselor and occasionally a classroom teacher. At the

time of the interview, it was his sevenih year at Prince Albert SchooF. Before

working in Lakepoint school division he was a classroom teacher for two years

on Native reserves.

Greg's education ínctuded a Bachelor of Arts in Psychology and a

Bachelor of Education from a Canadian University. While working at Lakepoint

School divísion, he completed Post-Baccataureate in counseling in 1991, as welt

as a Masters degree in Business Administration in 1997. He believed that his

business degree would be a "real good fit for administration and education." At

the time of data collection, he was using his business degree to operate a
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software company that developed software for student tracking. Prior to his

career ín education, Greg worked in welding and mechanics. He used this

experience and knowledge to facilitate science and robotic projects with the

children in his school. ln the following paragraphs, I dÍscuss Greg's general

beliefs about children and education, as well as his perspective on the student,

the team, change, and the IEP process.

Practices and beliefs. Some of Greg's practices and beliefs included the

foilowing: (a) Children are described according to their need or funding (i,e..

"special ed kids or funded kids"), (b) a pull out service delivery model is a

common practice in counseling, (c) computer programs are used to introduce

anger management and conflict resolution skills, (d) a supportive environment for

a child is important (i.e., "When you look at individual kids and try to figure out

how is this kid going to do this in the context of the classroom if some of the kids

in the classroom don't understand what the kid's trying to do. So I have gone in

some classrooms and done a presentation to the whole class around anger

managementandconflíctresolution.''),(e)improvingachild'sacademicskÍlfs

enhances his/her self-esteem, (f) tracking and behavior charts are useful

practices, (g) observable behavior is reality (i.e., "lts that whole, we have data,

look here folks, here are the numbers, look at what we're dealing with

here...When we're basing it on the hard ínformation, people can't refute that

that's there. And that's where you start, I think shifting the perceptions of people.

What is the reality out there for these kids."), and (h) including children with

special needs may affect other children (i.e., "And my vision is that at some point
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in time to be able to track the whole student population so that we can see what

are the effects when we put three or four funded kids in a classroom. What's the

overall effect on everybody else's marks as well because l'm positive that many

can't help but affect the whole class.").

The student. Greg described Neil as having difficulties with anger

management, social skills, and behavior. At the time of the interview, he had

seen Neil approximately ten times to target anger management, conflict

resolution, and self-esteem using a computer program. He was unsure of hÍs

academic skills, but stated his strengths were his eagerness to try new things, his

willingness to be pulled out, and learning visual information. His plan for the

following year was to review the information and build in the expectation that Neil

started usíng the skills with support.

The team. Greg considered the resource teachers, the principal, and the

clinicians (e.9., psychologist, speech-language pathologist) to be part of the :

school team. He described this team as a cohesive group. For example, he

said, "l've worked in a few schools and in this schootthe team just clÍcked...We

all tend to work very well together with it and everyone gets älong." He believed

this cohesion positively inftuenced their ability to collaborate which in turn

impacted schoolfunctioning. When explaining this impact, he said, "l've worked

in situations where thís is my area, keep your face out of it. And in those

situations the school doesn't function well."

Change. Greg believed that teaching a child involved "modifying" his or

her behavior and introducing new skills. Unfortunately, transferring ihese new
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skills into everyday situations was difficult. For example, he said, "Getting them

to do it on their own is a pretty difficult task."

Greg discussed four factors involved with successfully changing a child's

behavior. First, the support of a paraprofessional was important. Second, early

intervention (i.e., kindergarten, grade one) increased the likelihood of successful

intervention. Third, environmental changes should be considered (e.g.,

paraprofessional support, rules on his/her desk, a calm down corner in the

classroom). Fourth, teams need to determÍne whether the issue was a chitd-

centered problem or a systemic problem. When explaining this concept, he said,

"My main part with the tracking is that you want to differentiate between
what's a child-centered problem and what's a systemic problem. And the
way we track kids on the spread sheets is you have one line for the kids
and that tells you everything about the kid, but the bottom line, the total
line telts you about the school. So when you see that there's 10g
incidents of violence on the playground, than that's a systemic problem.
Because it's a problem with supervision or sornething happening on the
playground. lt's not an individual child problem. But when I see a kid's
line where I see that they're in trouble everywhere they go and hitting
every behavior, we now have a child-centered problem. [lfl one child
has... 90 percent of the incidents for sexual comments out there, you
know it's a child-centered problem. But if you have fifty kids having the
same problem, than you know it's a systemic problem. And always
keeping your eye on that whole issue of what it is. Tracking the school
trends is really important... You need to know those differences. Its
critical [to]what we're doing. fifl we want to change our schools, we have
to be aware of those issues. Otherwise, we're just burying our head Ín the
sand and going around in circles."

lf a problem was systemic based, then the issue would be addressed on a

school-wide basis and may involve changing the culture of the school. He

believed that this type of change was a slow and tedious process because it
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involved changing people's ingrained practices. Generally, Greg believed people

distiked addressing systemic issues.

The IEP process. At the time of data collection, Greg had been involved

in approxímately 15 lEPs. This involvement included writing the funding

application and managing the lEP. ln the following paragraphs, I describe

Greg's ro[e and perspective on IEP development and implementation.

When developing an lEP, Greg was responsíble for writing the "behavior

intervention plân" for children who had behavior issues. Writing thÍs plan

involved collecting information on specific problematic behaviors, noting their

frequency, and determining how to rectify the behavior. Usua[[y, the funding

application had most of this information. For example, he said, "So by the time

the kid Ís funded...we already have a pretty good idea what this kid looks [ike."

Once the information was gathered, he met with the resource teacher and

classroom teacher to discuss programming goals and strategies. When

describing this meeting, he said, "We sit down and write up...goals. What is that

we want to tackle with this kid? Generally there's a multitude of probfems, butwe

say...lets take the top three or four problems. How are we going to handle this

problem? And then we... brainstorm around [it]. What's going to work for the

teacher because its no good putting something in place that's not going to be

implemented by the teacher." Greg belíeved the classroom teacher's input at,this

stage of the IEP process was important:

"Well to me it doesn't make sense if I have a set of goafs for thÍs kid and
the teacher doesn't see it the same way. The teacher has... this kid in the
classroom [and]the teacher's goals have [toJ be in there."
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After the goals were determined, they used the SMART acronym

framework to write the tEP goals (i.e., Goals are specific, measurable,

achievable, relevant and time related). Finally, they met with the parents to

discuss the completed tEP. He reported that "adjustments" were made to the

IEP if the parents did not agree with the school's plan. Greg believed that

parental acceptance and support of the IEP was important for it's success. For

example, he said, "lt's that whole issue of getting parents on board and making

sure that they understand what you're going to want to do and why its important.

And it's just having them buy into it."

During the year, Greg reported that the chifd's program was evafuated.

When explaining the process, he explained, "We evaluate it to see if we were

successful in meeting those goals. The evaluation Ís hopefully based on hard

data. Sometimes though its really based on my impression that things are

getting better, things are getting worse." lf the child has difficulty reachingtl"rs

goals than the IEP is revised.

lmplementation of the IEF and its success was the responsibility of the ì

classroom teacher. When explaining this responsibility, he said, "Because

without [the teacher's goalsJ being in [the IEP] you're kind of just banging you

head against the wall, unless you're willing to go into the classroom everyday

and spend your day in that classroom...You have to leave a large part up to the

classroom teacher to carry on with them." On occasion, he implemented part of

the IEP if the resource teacher requested.
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Greg believed that a successfully implemented IEP was dependent on the

classroom teacher. Sheri, the principal afso expressed this belíef. ln the

following paragraphs, I discuss her beliefs and perspectives as an administrator

with a background in inclusive specia] education.

Sheri

Sheri was the príncipal at Prince Albert School. This was her third

administrative position in an elementary school. Prior to becoming an

adminÍstrator, she was the dístrict elementary counselor for 11 schools and

coordinated resource programs for a school division. She started her career in

education as an elementary classroom teacher and a resource teacher for 15

years.

Sheri's educatíon íncluded a Bachelor of Arts degree, a Bachelor of

Education degree, as well as a Special Education Coordinator certificate. During

her career she was invoJved ín over a hundred lEPs and had a great deal of

experience working with children who were at risk. She believed these

experiences increased her awareness of the needs of children:

"Just by meeting children when they first come in, I have a sense that :

maybe there's some things that we need to look at. When l go in
classrooms,lcan,thelpbutseeifthere,ssomebodythat'sstruggIingor
the material is at the wrong level or they're not engaging. I notíce it,'l

These experiences also helped her with classroom teacher evaluations. For

example, she said, "People very quickly realized that I know what I'm looking at

when I'm in the classroom." ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Sheri's

general belíefs about children and education, as well as her perspectives on the

team, change, and the IEP process.
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Practices and beliefs. The following were some of Sheri's practices and

betíefs about children and education: (a) She uses people first tanguage (i.e.,

"Kids at risk"), (b) some educators are more successful than others when

teaching children with special needs, (c) children struggle if the material is

inappropriate, (d) if a child is successful then the classroom teacher's skills are

effective (i.e., "When I go into the classrooms, I'm basically lookíng at what kids

are doing and what they're learning and how they're responding...Probably more

than I'm watchíng the teacher because I know the teacher is effective if

everything is working for the kids."), (e) a teacher's beliefs about children and

teachÍng are important (i.e., "l already hire checking for the kind of teachers I

think have the background and the openness and the willingness to differentiate

for kids. To really try to work for the best...And there are... some very strong

teachers in this building, who I think would do just about anything to see their

kids succeed."), (f) instruction shoutd be differentiated for children who struggle,

(g) meeting the needs of all the children in a classroom can be a challenge, (h)

an educator's be[iefs and background ínfluence hís/her practices (i.e., "A teaeher

who ... has been teaching in an upper elementary setting, where they have this

belief that kids should come to them readíng, really doesn't know how to help

kids who are struggling. lts not in their background. So they tend to teach the

class as a whole, without recognizing that maybe some of the children are not

coping well and need different kinds of instruction."), (i) children determine the

pace of learning, fi) children are fírst, (k) staying current with educational

research is important, (l) educators should begin with the end in mind (e.9., "First



Round Hole l8Z

of all, what is it that we want kids to understand. Then how are we going to know

that they understand it, so putting that up first ... and then designing learning

activities which tended to be the place where people started."), (m) the school's

vision guides decision-making (i.e., "Everything we do links to the goals we've set

for the school"), (n) school decision-making is a collaborative effort (i.e., "[The

teachersJ each have a voÍce in all three [committeesJ."), (o) chíldren learn in

different ways (e,9., auditory or visual learner), (p) adapting the student's

environment ís a useful practice (e.9., alternate working areas, a quiet Space,

providing adult support.), (q) preventing a child's problematic behavior is just as

important as changing the behavior (i.e., looking at the antecedent variable of a

behavior.), and (r) experience impacts perspective (i.e., "An experienced

teacher....knows that there's no such thing as a grade four student.").

The team. According to Sheri, the team consisted of administration, the

resource teacher, the classroom teacher, the guidance counselor, and the soeial

worker. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss her perspective on team beliefs

and relatíonships.

She betieved attthe team members had a similar perspective about

children and families. First, they appeared to have a child-centered perspective.

When explaining this perspective, she said, "They realty put kids first...They

really care deeply about kids succeeding more than anything else." They also

recognized the importance of famity. For example, she said, '[WeJ understand.

that its not just Neil. lts Neil and Neil's mom and the relationship all the people

have....So,.. that is something we always put first. And we all work on it really
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hard. And we work on it in a purposeful way right from kindergarten." She

believed that this family involvement required team members to devefop a

trusting relationship with the parents:

.[We] make sure that those parents feel really welcome ín this school.
That we connect with them. We all go out of our way to make sure we
have a conversation in the hal[way, because its really scary for parents to
have their kids come to school and to have things not be working. So its
ímportant that we're on their team [andJ they're not alone. And we're not
blaming them [because]we really need their help."

Not only was this parent relationship imporiant, but Sheri befieved thata

positive relationship among all team members was essential. For example, she

believed the relationship between the resource teachers and the guidance

counselor was a strong, cohesive one. When describing this relationship, she

said, "[ think the counselor and the two resource teachers have a very

complimentary trusting sort of a relationship. They each have different strengths

and they recognize that... They really connect resource and counseling [and] its 
,

probably a stronger link than counseling and teacher." Sheri believed that one

reason for this strong relationship was ihat team members were familiar with

each other roles and skills. For example, she said, "He tends to be more

effective when he works closely with Kelty and Mary who do know what he can

do for kíds."

Another important relationship was the one between ihe support ieam

(i.e., resource teachers, guidance counselor, clinicians) and the classroom

teacher. She believed thís relationship was based on supporting the classroom

teacher:
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"They've made really strong links with teachers. So almost every teacher
here would have students in their classrooms with individualized academie
plans and that's due to that close link. And the resource teachers here
have really supported the teachers in leaming about how to make
adaptations. Technically teachers are supposed to do that on their own,
but often they haven't known, so now you're looking at five years wíth this
kind of support...l think you could pretty much walk into any classroom
and you would find that teachers can talk to you about who those kids are,
what they're doing differently."

The refationship between the guídance counselor and cfassroom teacfier

was also effective when the teacher was open to an alternate service delivery

model. When explaining this variable relationship, she said, "He tends to be able

to help kids with their behavior and social skills in the context of a group. And a

real activity that is authentic. Whích is what he prefers to do and what he's real[y

good at. But for teachers, they somehow still have this notion that the counselor

should be over there. You know, in the office, take this student behind the door

and peek in their head, which Greg knows doesn't really work. And he tends to

be more effective in a teaching-counseling role. But that's not something people

are necessarily used to or comfortable with."

Change. Sheri believed that teachers were at different stages for

developing and using new skills. When explaining this change, she said, "Every

teacher has taken steps and you have to be patíent as well because for some

people its going to take a little bit longer." Despite these differences, she still

expected teachers to change their practices so that children were successful.

For example, she said, "l try really hard to have people know that its not an

option and what do you need. I don't just look the other way."
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Sheri believed that introducing a new practice involved the following

factors: (a) support (i.e., "l'm fooking ai what does this particular teacher need

and who can I link them up with?...Who can be their coach? What kind of

supports do they need?"), (b) self-reflection, (c) performance appraisals, (d) staff

development (e.9., "As a staff they have talked about differentiated instruction,

grouping, curriculum outcomes, and assessment"), (e) awareness of

expectations (i.e., "l'm pretty open...as an administrator with the whole staff

about my expectations and what we need to be doing for kids."), and (f)

opportunities to practice the skill.

The IEP process. Throughout her career, Sheri's level of invofvement in

the IEF process has varied. At the previous schools, she was directly involved

because there was no full time resource teacher. At Prince Albert school,

however, she only participated when the resource team requested her

ínvolvement. ln the following paragraphs, l discuss her perspective on IEF

development and implementation.

Sheri reported that the first step to developing the IEP was the

assessment. This process involved gathering information from the classroom

teacher and utilizing certain assessment tools. She believed it was important

that the team "looked at the whole child and all of the needs." once the

information was gathered, the curriculum, as well as the child's needs guided

programming. Next, the strategies were determined. These approaches were

"design[ed] that so that [the] child [wouldJ have the best chance for success."



Round Hole 186

Sheri believed that several factors lead to successful IEP implementation.

First, she believed a welf-developed IEP had a positive impact on implementatisn

process. For example, she said, "[f] you have good programming than it should

flow out of that." Second, commítment from atf team members was important for

IEP implementation. Third, the team's monitoring of the IEP was imperative

during the implementatíon. Fourth, Sheri betieved IEP impfementation was

enhanced when the classroom teacher differentiated instruction. Fifth, support

from divisional and school administration assisted the team with lEp

implementation. When discussing this support, she said, "Time to meet [helps].

Our division ís really good with that. [Teachers] get release time...to meet with

resource about IEP development twice a year. And then in addition to that, if

they ever need it, we just put ii in place."

Sheri believed strongly in supporting classroom teachers. On the other

hand, Patricia, the social worker, believed in supporting the chíld and the famity.

ln the following paragraphs, I discuss her family-centered beliefs and practices.

Patricia

Patricia is a social worker at Prince Arbert school. she began her

background description by explaining that as a child she was a ward of provincial

government. She worked in the Food and Beverage industry for severaþ yearq

and then after a life threatening car accident, she returned to university as a

mature student. At the age of forty, she graduated with a Bachelors of Arts,

Sociology Major. During this time, she discovered she had a learning disability.
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At the time of data collection, she had worked fourteen years for a urban

clinic. The first two years were in the inner city and the remaining time was with

Lakepoint school division. ln the fotlowing paragraphs, I discuss Patricia's

general beliefs about children and education, as well as her perspectives on the

student, the team, and the IEP process.

Beliefs and practices. The following were some of Patricia's beliefs and.

practices: (a) she uses people first language (i.e., "someone with difficulty :

hearing or seeing or someone with a physical disabílity."), (b) her role is to

provide people with choices rather than direct their behavior (i.e., "l feel that I

don't help anybody, what I try to do is [get them to] think about options.

Because I find that when people do things because they think they have to, its

not coming from here (hand on heart), and its doÍng their interpretation otwhat

someone else thinks...And that's the basis from how lwork. I work stricfly on

what the parent and the kid think they're able to try... t try really hard to

encourage people to see that there's lots of choices and lets try them one by

one."), (c) she supports famÍlies, (d) she accepts people for where they are in

their life, (e) she uses respect and empathy with families, (f) segregation, pull

out, or retaining a child are not useful practices, (g) adults who judge children

according to a standard may trigger insecurity in children (i.e., "They're not good

enough or tall enough, or straight enough or ... they don't do well enough',), (h)

she acts as a liaíson between school and home (i.e., ,,When 
[the school team]

puts in their expectations [in the lEp], 1... like to make sure that the mother

is... really on board with that. Because if we're saying the kid has to do his
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spelling every night, who's going to do it? so then we just don't say to the

mother, 'You're going to do it.' Before hand l'll go and say, 'This is reaily what

the school needs at this time. How much do you think you can manage? And

how often can you manage?"'), (i) you cannot tell people what to do (i.e,, ,,you

can't just be going and telling someone what to do with their kids."), (j) the school

structure may contribute to a child's difficulties (i.e., "ln school you have to sit,in a

certain place, you have to do this and then you have to quit doing that even if

you're not finished. And then you have to go here and someone steps on that.

And someone puts their jacket over your head and... after a while for litile

people, its too much."), (k) every person is normalfor their circumstances, (l) you

cannot compare children, (m) teachers are ovelworked, n) the team should focus

on the student's strengths in order to improve self-esteem and Índependenee,

and o) its important to have a relationship with the child (i.e., ',1 need to have a

relationship with this kid anyway. Because the more I can brag about the kid, the

better the mother feels. The more she gets involved.',).

The student. Patricia was actively involved with Neil in grade four, beÉ

services were discontinued the following year due to his improved behavior. She

explained "he was a totafly díflerent kíd" in grade five. Overall, PatrícÍa described

Neil in a very positive light. For example, she said, "He's a beautiful lít¡e boy.

He's got a great big smile and great big eyes. And he's a charmer. He's got a

very strong will." Even problematic behavior was described positively (e.g.,

"fearless" and "willful").
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The team. Patricia described the team as including the principal, the vice

principal, the resource teachers, the psychologist, the reading clínician, and the

speech-language pathologist. Her view of the team and her relationshíp with

team members was also posítive. when tatking about the team, she said, ,,See

with this team because I've worked so long with Mary...l feel really good about

doing my part with the team. Because I know how hard they work."

The IEP process. Patricia has been involved in approximately three to

four lEPs per year. ln general, a consultative approach was used throughout the

process. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Patricia's perspective on her role

in IEP development and ímplementation.

Patricia's involvement during IEP development focused on individual ,

contribution rather than team collaboration. For example, she said; "Ratherthan

sitting down and doing the actual planning, the resource teacher pulls in all the

resources and says, 'Wilf you do this, wiltyou do that?' and we tatk about it. And

people suggest, 'Can you do this?' And I'll say, ,l'll give it a try.,,,. She also

reportedthattheparentsandteacherdonotplayanactivero]einthefEP

development, but rather were on the receiving end of the process. when

explaining the teacher's involvement, she said, "And ihen they put it together with

the teacher and let the teacher know and see if it fits in.,,

Patricia believes her role in IEP ímplementatíon was limited. Rather it is

the classroom teacher who had the most significant contribution. ln general, she

viewed her role as supporting the parents and the child. This support was

provided in the following manner: (a) providing parents with choices (e.g., ,,Then
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I try to work with the mom... ltol give her choices."), (b) supporting parents during

parent teacher meetings or appointments, (c) providing home visíts, (d) helping

parents create a social network (i.e., "what I try to do is get the parents ...

connected somewhere so they just don't feel like they're in this att alone. So they

feel that there's other people out there."), (e) helping families locate resources

(e.9., take people to food banks, parents prograrns), and (f) supporting chifd¡en in

a group setting (e.9., social skills, anger management, or making friends group).

Patricia's invofvement wíth the IEP process was limited. On the other

hand, Anna, the Director of Student Services had a different perspective on the

team's ínvolvement with lEps. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss her

col laborative perspective.

Anna

Anna was the Director of Student Services for l-akepoint School Division.

Before becoming Director of Student Services, Anna coordinated services at a

provincial level for several years. Following this period, she worked on a project

related to student services. Her involvement in this project included presenting

information, working on documents, reviewing the literature and research in

special education, as well as impfementing research findings. She was also a

consultant for a few years. Finally, her work in the education field began as a

speech-language pathologist for 13 years.

Her educational background included a Masters degree in speech_

Language Pathology and at the time of data collection, she was working towards

her Masters in Business Administration. She also completed French courses
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and an accounting course from a College. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

Anna's general beliefs about chíldren and education, as well as her perspective

on the division, the team, change, and the lEp process.

Beliefs and practices. The followíng were some of Anna's belÍefs and

practices: (a)An educator's background influences his/her practices (i.e., ,,The

principal [who has a special educatíon background] can...deal with [parent's

concernsl because they can talk about it... and they can relate to it... and they,re

able to.-. problem solve a lot faster.'), (b) indivíduafs who work well with children

with special needs tend to have the following characteristics: caring, self-control,

problem-solving skilfs, as well'as an understanding of human nature and

discipline, (c) an educator's knowledge, personal traits, and experience influence

his/her perspective, (d) an educator's training has litfle impact on his/her

perspective, (e) problems that educators experience may be child-focused or :

situation-focused (i.e., "Most of the time íts....a chitd that is very, very needy or a,

situation where... a lot of problem-solving ís needed, (f) perspective influences

practices (i.e., "Some of that depends on the person's view of differentiate*

instruction too and what they've been trained in and what they feel comfortable

with. I think for many of the peopfe that's true, however, there are afew peopte

that it's very natural for them. And they would do it just automatically. For the

larger group of people, I think that having some experience of instruction in that

area is beneficial. And once they see, its not so hard to do.,,), (g) children with

special needs should not be pigeon-holed (i.e., "our kids aren,t in boxes.,,), and

(h) specialized roles are only necessary when specialized training is required.
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The division. At the time of data coilection, Anna worked with two

divisions that had different philosophies and practices. Lakepoint School Division

had a philosophy of inclusion with a variety of placements and programs that

supported children receÍvíng "an appropriate education". This continuum of

services included children attending their home schools or receiving appropriate

education in specialízed placements (e.g., there is one program for chitdren who

have cognitive impaÍrments and high medical needs). On the other hand, the

Tall Pines School Divisíon had very few specialized programs and utilized the

practice of cluster programs or cluster schools.

There were also differences in the resource teacher's role. fn Lakepoint, a

special education resource teacher provided support to all children who required

assistance. On the other hand, resource teachers at Tall Pines school division

had two separate roles. One resource teacher only worked with children that

received level one funding. The other educator, who was referred to as the

special needs teacher, worked with the children who received funding and had :

lEPs.

The team. Anna described the core team as the resource teache¡

counselor, school administration, and the parent. ln most cases, the resource

teacher was the case manager. Depending on the chitd,s needs, other

individuals would be involved as part of the larger team. These individuals could

Ínclude the speech-language pathologist, the psychologist, the occupational

therapist, the physiotherapisi, and/or teacher of the deaf.
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Anna's role on the school teams var¡ed. At the time of the interview, she

worked with the teams responsible for children with behavior plans. She was

introducing a multi-system plan that required collaboration wíth outside agencies.

Her involvement with other teams occurred when they asked for her contribution.

This request took place if a child had high needs or a situation required

significant problem-solving.

Change. Anna believed that changing people's practices involved moving

them along a continuum. She described this continuum as an inverted triangle.

Those who automatically accepted change were at the top. The individuals in

the middle may or may not adopt new practices. This acceptance depended on

their experience. The individuals at the bottom were the least tikely to change,

For example, she said, "The people who don't want to change aren't going to

change." She believed these individuals who were unlikely to change, preferred

status quo and were less flexible. They were also less likefy to work across

disciplinary boundaries. When explaining this characteristic, she said, "They

haven't been trained in the area or don't feel comfortable movíng. .. beyond that.

But I see them as people who will stay in those roles for a long tirne."

The IEP process. Anna's experience with lEPs was significant. She was

involved with planning, implementing, or reviewing thousands of lEps. For

instance, as a speech-language pathologist she was involved with approximately

one hundred a year. when she worked for the provincial government, she

reviewed many lEPs as part of her position. At the time of data collection, she

reviewed approximately 600 tEPs that arrived at the division office. ln the
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following paragraphs, I discuss her perspective on teaming, lEp development,

and IEP implementation

Teaming. Anna's underlying belief for the IEP process was that teaming

practices were an essential component. For example, she said, ,,The team

works not only developing it, but evaluating it and making changes as they need

to come." These practices included consultation, collaboration, and role

transition.

Anna noied that different situations required different teaming practices,

For example, when a child was new io a school, consultative practices were used

until everyone became familíar wíth the child. This approach influenced ones

sense of ownership. She believed team members were more likely to have only

partial ownership of the child's lEP. When explaining the impact of consuJtative

practicesonone,SSenSeofownership,shesaid,,.lthinkthatnobodyowns[it],

you only own your sectíon then. you tend not to own the whole thing.,,

On the other hand, an IEP for a child presently in the division required a :

collaborative approach. Anna believed that collaborating had an impact on one,s

sense of ownership and support. For example, team members who collaborated

would be more likely to have an equal investment in the child's lEp and provide

support in the classroom:

"l think the people who are more comfortable with collaboration tend also
to be the people who are out there and in the classroom and you're
comfortable... going in and out [of the classroom] and kids going in and
out. And not as much of a pull out... lf they aren'f comfortabJe *ith that
then they typically tend not to be the people that are the truecollaborators." :
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Role transition, in which individuals learn and work across disciplinary

boundaries, was another useful teaming practice. When discussing this practice,

she said, "l think that the teams that work really well from my experience are

those teams that are free to bring their expertÍse to the table, but are also free to

talk outside their areas." Anna believed that this practice encouraged team

members to develop better skills.

Not all individuals, however, believed in role transiiioning. Anna found that

some team members operated from a isolated, clinical model with few links to

other educators:

"A lot of it ends up being individual people. They just don't see their role
as that. They see their role as'This is my role'and that's that. And when
I come in, I work only on speech and language and I don't necessarily
have anything to do with the other aspects of the child or have any other
input into that child. That's their role, the way they see that as their role.',

Overall, Anna believed these two different teaming practices had an

impact on a child's growth: when explaining the difference, she said, .where 
I

see the big difference [between the consultative versus collaborative practices] is

in the end results. That child grows more because everybody seerns to know i

what the goals are and they've all been agreed upon and its not just well ,l don,t

do that because that's not my area.,"

IEP process. Anna believed the entire team should be involved in

developing an IEP that addressed the child's needs:

"Definitely [involved] as a team. Not working in isolation and we still have
a lot of that and we're still working on it. tt is not the resource teacher,s
role to gather all the information and then write it all by herself in an office.
Some still write it all themselves and don't gather any information. So
definitely as a team, parents should be involved. All the other people
involved should be part of that, agreeing to the goals.,,
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lf outside agencies were involved then everyone would be working towards

common goals in and outside of school. Overall, she believed the objective was

to develop an IEP that was a working document. When describing the lEp as a

tool that people could use, she said, "lt should not be in the binder back there

and nobody ever looks at ii. And with many of our students we have

paraprofessionals working with them. And so that should guide evefihing that

that paraprofessional does...lt has to be used. And that's a hard thing because

people do the paper work just because they have to do ít. But they doft let it be

the curriculum for the child. They still struggle. so it has to be used.,,

Although the IEP was developed by the entire team, IEP imptemerrtation

was the responsibility of the classroom teacher and the paraprofessional. Anna

believed that classroom teachers could have different perspectÍves on their

responsibility towards IEP implementation. For example, she said, ,, I think

you've probably been in schools too where all the students with special needs

will... go to one teacher, right? .. Because you knew if you had a choice between

the two grade four classes, thÍs is the one that would work really well. The chitd

would be very successful in it. And this one wouldn't be." She described these

differences as falling on a continuum.

On one end of the continuum was the educator who assumed ownership

for implementing the child's program. He or she was comfortable with

collaborating with team members and inelusion was a common practice in the

classroom. On the other end of the continuum was the educator who believed the

child's individualized program was somebody else,s responsibility. This
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individualwould have difficulty collaborating and would prefer to have a child with

special needs removed from the classroom.

lf the classroom teacher did not take responsibility for implementing the

child's program than the paraprofessionaf often assumed this role. Anna

believed this approach resulted in the least trained people working with the most

needy children. When describing this scenario, she said, "We have some

wonderful, wonderful paras...[but] it doesn't'extend anyone's expertise or

knowledge if you don't have that [teacher involvementJ. lts sad. What it is, is

really sad in the long run. Because everybody loses out there."

Some other factors that impeded fEP implementation included educators

who were unfamiliar with the child, the disability or the necessary skills, as well

as an IEP that lacked detaíl. When discussing the poorly detaíled lEP, she said,

"What they'll say is that... we're doing the grade one curriculum....They don't...

get into the nitty gritty of it. And so they aren't able to really see the finer points

ofit.Soit,shard.HowdolimpIementthegradeoneoutcomes?Wedidn'ttalk

about that because we never got to the materials and strategies part of the tEP."

On the other hand, successfulty implemented lEPs were influenced by

factors such as experienced team members and frequent review of the lEF.

When discussing the review of an lEP, she said, "lf you revisit the IEP frequently

that also helps. lf you only do it twice a year when you have to do it or whatever,

that's when it gets lost in the shuffle."

Anna believed that IEF development should involve the collaboration of

the entire team. Team C, who consisted of the classroom teacher, the resource
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teacher, and the paraprofessional utilized this approach. ln the following section,

I describe this practice, as well as their other approaches io teaming and

teaching.

Team C

ln addition to these two teams, I also interviewed an elementary school

team for a qualitative research course in 2001. Team C worked in Mapte Bay

School, which is located in a rural school division. One student the team

supported was Jason, a grade six student, who received level two categorical

funding. He was diagnosed with Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity Disorder and

Fetal Alcohol Effect.

The team was comprised of the resource teacher, classroom teacher and

paraprofessional. Like Team A and B, they were a cohesive group who

participated in role transitioning. Despíte this group cohesion, team members

admitted that they were unfamiliar with the goals stated in the lEP. Programming

occurred in and out of the classroom and there was a focus on life skills. lnthe

following paragraphs I discuss the perspectives of these three team members.

Cindy

Cindy was a grade five-six teacher at Maple Bay School. ln her thírteen

year career, she taught various grades, all at the elementary level. At the time of

data collection, Jason had been in her class for three years.

Teaching was Cindy's second career. After high school, she took an

architectural drafting course at a College. After working at an engineering firm

forthreeyearS,shereturnedtoUniversitytoobtainhereducationdegree'She



Round Hole 199

expla¡ned, that this decision was influenced by her grade five teacher, who

recognized her strengths:

"l struggled all the way through school until I [reached] grade five and I

hadateacherwhogavemeSomecreditforcreativityandSomeother
things that had never counted before...l think what happened was I got
someself-esteemandwasabletopullittogether.,.lthinkiflhadn,thad
him...lwouldn't have taken University entrance courses. lwouldn't have
felt that I could do that...There was a huge turn around in that year. So if I

can make any kind of difference to one kid, then l've repaid that debt."

ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Cindy's practices and beliefs, as well as

her perspective on the team, the student, and the IEP process.

Beliefs and practices. The following were some of Cindy's practices and

beliefs about children and education: (a) Collaboratíon is a usefulpractice (i.e.,

"Brenda (a grade five/six teacher) and I work a lot together... because we want

the classrooms to have similar learning experiences. We do all our planning l

together...That's just really nice to have a teaching partner that you can do that

with."), (b) some individuals possess a natural talent for working with children

(i.e., "Jennifer could take over the classroom. She just has a gift with the kids."),

(c) sensitivity to a parent's feelings is essential (i.e., "How do I say that this is

what's happening, but without making it ugly and without sugar coating it

either?... How to get the point across without tearing out the parent's heart

because it's their kid.'), (d) children should be successful (i.e., "l cannot not give

them a chance to succeed."), (e) an awareness of a child's emotional needs is

important (i.e., "l am always super conscious of how the kids are feeling

emotionally."), (f) consideration should be given to children's strengths and needs

(i.e., "l don't know in phys. ed. how much consideration is taken for what he can
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and can't do. Sometimes I don't think enough consideration has been taken for

that."), (g) sometimes social situations that are difficult for students should be

avoided (i.e., "lwas in the canteen the whole time so when he wasn't playing

floor hockey with his team, then he was in the canteen with me. Because thal

free time would have been just crazy for him."), (h) assistance from the

paraprofessional is the best support for a student with special needs (i.e., "lt,

would probably be valuable for the student teacher to have to program for him,

but I think what's best for Jason is that time with Jennifer."), (i) students with

special needs are unsupported when the paraprofessional is not available (i.e.,

"When he comes back and is unsupported then he works on something he

started with Jennifer."), O the classroom teacher is somewhat responsible for a

student with special needs (i.e., "[ don't want to pawn him off on another

teacher...l don't want him to become somebody else's problem."), (k) its

important that children know what is expected of them (i.e., "l think its absolutely

ridiculous that Jas doesn't know what his goals are,"), and (l) children with

special needs should be included in programming decisions (i.e., "l said [to

Jasonl, 'Well l'll share with you what we stated your goals should be and then

maybe... if you think its too easy then we can adapt that.").

The studenf. Cindy described Jason as an interesting person, who was

"eager to please." Some of his needs included attending, remembering

information, math, social skills, and writing. His strengths included language arts,

computer skills (e.9., power point, loading computer programs), and hands-on

activities.
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Gindy's overall expectation for Jason was that he felt successful. For

example, she said, "l think one of the biggest things with Jas, is to have him see

himself as successful. Whatever he's doing." Her future expectation was that he

be successful at life skills activities. When explaining this expectation, she said-

"l could see him independently doing some other life skills kinds of things. Now

he does some junior janitor and some recycling [obs] quite independently and he

really takes it seriously. So I would hope that some of that will turn into

something that he can be successful at."

Programmrng. Jason worked in and out of the classroom. For example,

he participated in language arts, but was pulled out for math. This programming

was guided by Jason's skill level. lf he was able to do the task, he stayed in the

classroom. On the other hand, íf he was not able to participate in the classroom

activity, he was given one of the following activities: i) different work to complete

outside of the classroom (i.e., "He's usual]y putled out of math because the math

he is doing is totally different."), ii) a life skills activity (i.e., "We're trying to get him

to do some sort of life skills kinds of things. There's really no point in him being

in Social Studies class. For him to know the history of Canada is not really going

to be much of a benefit for him... He does some janitorial stuff every once in

awhile. He does some stuff with recycling."), or iii) manual tasks (i.e., "[The

teacherl tried him with a partner for a while [when working with kindergarten

students], but he couldn't handle the freedom... So now when he goes, he's got a

number of jobs to do for the kindergarten teacher. He cleans the hamster cage

and then tidies up, gets all the toys back onto the right shelves."),
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Cindy admitted that she struggled with programming for Jason. When

explaining this difficulty, she said, "Programming for him, I don't do that wefl...lt's

so busy with everything...Jennifer and l, we decide what's going to be done. But

I see that I haven't really held up my end of that responsibility." She believed that

she should assume more responsibility for programming and give the

paraprofessional more direction, but since she viewed Jennifer as competent,

she did not take on this responsibility. For example, she said, "l think if lwas

working with an E.A. that was less competent, I would take more of the

responsibility and make sure that in the math that he's doing this chunk this

week. And I don't do that with Jennifer."

ln general, the team found long-term programming difficult to implement. )

Cindy explaÍned, they "talk[edJ every day about [Jason's programming], but fthey]

hadn't found the time or made the time to sit down and plan out a month's

programming for him." lnstead, short-term planning was applied. For example,

she said, "So its planned, but its not way out into the future, [it's not] set out."

The team. At the time of data collection, Jason's team consisted of the

classroom teacher, the resource teacher, and the paraprofessional. Role

transitioning and posiiive group dynamics characterized this team. Team

members sharing roles was common practice:

"Sometimes [Jennifer] ís worried about stepping on my toes and we've
often said, 'Don't worry about that. lf you think something needs to be
done, [do it]."'.

This role overlap appeared to be influenced by the culture of the school: For

example, one team member said, "Everybody does what they need to do. So I
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think there's not much role definition. That's perhaps partly the climate of the

schoel."

They also appeared to have a positÍve grûup dynamic. This characteristic

was contributed to factors such as parity, collaboration, and a positive view of

each other. When explaining the team dynamics, Cindy said, "l see Jennifer as

an equal rather than I should be telling her what she should be doing. Somebody

to bounce an idea off of or to make suggestions to... I make sure there is open

communication.". As well, she said, "lt's just a really good group. And Bert is :

so... approachable and there's nothing that Jennifer won't do. She's just

amazing. l'm lucky to have her." :

Cindy explained that each team member had certain roles and

responsibilities. The classroom teacher's responsibilities included the following:

(a) programming, (b) providing material, (c) supervising program implementatisn

(i.e., "l like to keep tabs on what they're doing. Give some direction as to what l'd

like Jas to get."), and (d) evaluating progress (i.e., "fiJ keep tabs on what's been

done so that I'm able to write some kind of assessment at the end of the term.").

The paraprofessíonal's responsibitities included the fol lowing: (a)

identifying students' needs (i.e., "She really knows how to see what needs to be

done and just does it."), (b) programming; (c) teaching groups of studerrts, ivi

teaching individual students, and (d) adapting material (i.e., "l'd like him to try

this, but I know that this is not going to work, so [Jennifer can] adapt it anyway

[she]wants.").
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The resource teacher's role consists of the following activities: i) problem-

solving (i.e., "With Bert, its sometimes, 'Okay, this is the problem that l'm seeing

now. what do I do?"), ii)writing the final IEP (i.e., "l think that's a team

responsibility, but the final puf ling it together... it's not my responsibility. I like it

that it's seen as Bert's responsibility."), and iii) providing materials. Each of these

roles were essential to the IEP process.

The IEP process. When discussing IEP development, Cindy reported that

she would meet with the resource teacher to discuss the child and his or her

needs. She believed that this meeting also involved the parents, as well as the

paraprofessional. Collaborativefy, tl'rey determined overall goals- When

discussing the process, she said, "ln those conversations there will be some k¡nd

of dialogue about, 'So are we saying that this is what we want to do?' So in that

planning meeting, we talk about those things." The final step involved the

resource teacher using the ideas from the meeting to write an IEP that had tong-

term and short-term objectives.

Cindy believed that IEP implementation was the responsibility of the

team. For example, she said, "l see that implementing his program as a team

thing as well. And maybe Bert's one step removed there because he's only here

a couple of days... Jennifer has a big show there because she takes him out and

does things. But I think its still my responsibility as well." The paraprofessionals,

however, had the most significant role in the process. Cindy reported that it was

the school norm for the paraprofessional to assume responsibility for the

student's learning:
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"l know in some schools, the teachers have to [program for the student] and
the E.A.s only do what the teacher sets out. But our school has never done
that. And we've been lucky enough to have E.A.s that are just really
competent."

Factors influencing IEP imptementation. Cindy explained that

implementing the IEP was difficult at times. When discussing IEP I

implementation, she admitted, "l'm not necessarily fotlowing the tEP even though

we spent time writing it." Throughout the data collection, she discussed several

factors that made IEP implementation problematic. First, the IEP was not

referred to during the year. For example, she Said, "l haven't figured out a way to

keep it in the front of my brain." This lack of reference to the IEP resulted in

goals not being monitored. When discussing tracking of the IEP goals, she

admitted, "l had to dig up his IEP because I didn't have a clue what was in there.

So obviously I'm not tracking any of it." As well, IEP goals were easily forgotten:

"l think what happens with rne, we sit at that meeting and we decide on
those things and then I walk out of that meeting and I get back to my
classroom and I [havej twenty-five other kids to worry about and that stuff
gets...filed hopefully somewhere and I don't necessarily retrieve it again.
And I don't really remember. I had to dig out Jason's IEP to remember
what was on there."

Second, IEP implementation was influenced by the changes made tothe

student's program. When discussing these changes, she said, "Things also

change and adapt. [For example], [one goal] in there is legibility of handwriting

and I had forgotten about that completely. finstead] he's doing a lot of stuff on

the computer now." lmplementation became even more challenging when an¡r

team member could change the IEP goals. For example, she saíd, "[Jennifer and



Round Hole 206

Jasonl can look at [the IEP goals] as often as they need io and they can change

it whenever then need to." These changes made it difficult to track the lEP.

Third, unclear expectaiions affecied IEP implementation. When talking

about her expectations and priorities, Cindy said, "l don't know if lwould

necessarily agree to those [goals] if we were in the same spot and having to redo

the lEP. I don't know if l'd agree to those things because we've evolved and

we've changed... One of the things I remember from [the IEP] is the handwriting

part. I know íts important that he be able to produce something that somebody

elsecanread,butithasn,tbeenmypriorityandlhaven'ttrackeditatall.''

Fourth, inadequate goals influenced IEP implementation. Cindy

acknowledged that the IEP did not reflect some of the student's needs. For '

example, she said, "So lthink sociatÌy, it's going to be the biggest hurdte. The

IEP should reflect... that social kind of behavior. l'm sort of realizing that what I

want him to be able to do, l'm really not arming him to be able to do."

Fifth, inadequate involvement of the classroom teacher in developing the

IEP affected IEP implementation. Cindy believed that if teachers were rnûre

involved in developing the lEP, they would be more likely to take ownership for

implementing it:

"Maybe those teachers who have to write their own lEPs because they've
put their blood, sweat and tears into it... would [have it] in a more
accessible part of their brain than it Ís for me. [When developing the lEPi,
you go and have a comfortable conversation, talk about the kid, come up
with some ideas and not that it's a waste of time, but some of those ideas
get implemented and then we get torn in a ihousand different ways and
you don't necessarily go back."
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The classroom teacher's lack of ownership for the IEP resulted in another team

member taking responsíbility for the student's program. For this team, the

paraprofessional assumed this role. When discussing this responsibility, she

said, "Because Jennifer is really amazing at seeing what needs to be done and

doing it... She'll come up with ideas and she'll say, 'How about this?' and she's

very willing to sort of step up to the plate and do something over and above what

she's required to do. She'll come up with an idea and run it by and then go with

it. She doesn't wait for somebody else to take over it^ She witl be the instigator

on things." This role was further reinforced by the fact that there was overlap

between the team members. For example, Cindy said, "There's nothing but

overlap[betweenus]'..AndprobablymoreoverlapwithJenniferandBertand

Jennifer and l. She's sort of the person ín the middÍe here. Sort of the meat in

the sandwich... [We share responsibilities for] programming kinds of things.

What's going to happen with Jas. What are some things that we might be able to

try. What's not working. What is working."

Sixth, the educators' percepiion of the IEP's purpose may affect tEP

implementation. Cindy sometimes viewed the IEP as a funding document rather

than a plan to guide the student's daily learning;

"Sometimes I see an IEP as a way to get the money to get that kid
supported. And that's the goal of that flEPl is to get that kid some help.
And sometimes when you write the IEP that's the time you don't sugar
coai everything because you want to have the best chance to get the
biggest amount of money. So sometimes I think that's the bottom line of
the lEP. And as long as we are supporting that child and working with tffi
child and dealing with that child on a day to day basis to see progress than
we've had a measure of success. [tts not] whether we'd been successful r

with those particular goals on that lEP."
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She also did not use the IEP as a working document. When discussing the lEP,

she said, "l think what we have him doing, we've got to be doing good thingrs, but

we both have sort of put the IEP in the filing cabinet and not accessed it. lt's not

in front of the brain."

Seventh, insufficient time to discuss the student's IEP influenced

implementation. For example, she Said, "sometimes I think we don't [talk] :

enough...lts always sort of hurried [and] in passing. We don't find the time to sit

down and really discuss. So sometimes I find that frustrating...lt just doesn't get

done." When the student's program was discussed, expectations were not

always considered (i.e., "We do talk all the time about small things, its just big

things that probably need to get discussed [don't]. We sort of nibble at thern,

rather than sit down and have this whole thing out. We sort of nibble at it.").

Cindy believed that IEP imptementation woutd improve if two changes

occurred to the process. First, she believed that teams should have time to meet

in order to discuss the student's lEP. For example, she said, "The gift of time t

think [would improve the process]. To have a time where I'm not taken away

from my classroom or not giving up something else. Some sort of time that's just

dedicated to that and that's what we did in that time." Second, she believed that

a visual reminder would facilitate IEF imptementation.

ln general, Cindy did not perceive the IEP as a working document. Rather

it was a document that frequently changed. Bert, the resource teacher also

discussed this concept of a changing lEP. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

his perspective about the IEP and its changes.
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Bert

Bert was the resource teacher at Maple Bay School. He divided his time

between this multi-graded school, as well as anoiher school in the division. At the

time of data collection, he had worked eight of his sixteen years as a resource

teacher at Maple Bay School. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Bert's

practices and beliefs, as well as his perspective on the team, the student, and the

IEP process.

practices and betiefs. The following were some of Bert's practices and

beliefs about children and education: (a) Funding or labels help define children

(i.e., "Well, I got five level twos and one level three."), (b) experience as weÌl as

trial and error help one acquire new skills (i.e., "['ve learned these things]from

years of doing it...and...trial and errod'), (c) teaching a child for more than one

yearisbeneficialforprogramming(i.e.,..[Since]theteachergetsthemfortwo

years... its much easier because you're planning for two years, not just one'

Especially the second year is much easier."), (d) funding is necessary for school

support, (e) the classroom teacher shares ownership of the student's program

(i.e., "Cindy also does some of the programming. She's really good at not

sticking it onto me or Jennifer."), (f) not alt children are included in the classroom

(i.e., "There is another E.A. for a level two in there, but he's out of the classroom,

so she's by herself."), (g) collaboration is part of the school culture (i'e.,

"[Teaming] happens throughout the whole place."), (h) differentiated instruction is

easier to apply in multi-grade classrooms (i.e., "lf a kid, say in grade four is

working at a grade three level, it really doesn't matter that much because the
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grade threes are doing the same thing."), (i) recess is difficult for children who

have problems with social skilts (i.e., "Recess is hard for him to go outside

because he doesn't have the skills. He'd rather be on the computer."), fi) some

goals focus on improving the student's skills so that they are grade appropriate

(i.e., "He'S quite a ways behind in math, so it's a matter of him trying to catch

up."), (k) team consensus is necessary for a Successful program (i.e., "l've had a

few [situations]where the parents would not agree or the teacher won't agree to

dumping the program or the curriculum. So when that happens you're not going

to achieve success."), and (l) Some school teams have a hierarchy (i.e., "Any

member of the team [who] doesn't agree is going to cause problems. And the

stronger the member, [the less you can do]. lf the teacher won't [agree], there's

not much we can do. And if the parent won't agree to it, there'S not mush you

can do. lf the E.A. won't, well l'll find another E.A. to do it.").

The team. According to the data, the team consisted of the resource

teacher, the classroom teacher, and the paraprofessional. This team was a

cohesive group that experienced role transitÍoning. The team members taught,

learned and worked across disciplinary boundaries. For example, he said, "l

think [our roles] have blended together over time. I think there was [distinct roles]

when Jason first came, but they've slowly blended together." ln the following

paragraphs, I describe each team member's role, as well as the decision-making

process.

The resource teacher's roles and responsibilities included the following:

(a) supporting the family (i.e., "We just got him respite. l've been working on
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that."), (b) supervising educational assistants (i.e., "Basically I set up who they're

working with and go over what's going to be done."), (c) supporting ihe

classroom teachers, (d) developing programs, (e) assessing students (i.e., "l

have to do a lot of testing. That takes up a lot of time."), (f) writing reports, (g)

scheduling team meetings (i.e., "l think the hardest part is calling the meetings.

Getting everybody together in one shot."), (h) chairing team meetings, (i)

providing materials (i.e., "So its just constantly finding materials. They say we

need this so I have to find the materials."), fi) problem-solving with team

members and the parents, and (k) organ¡zing the IEP process (i.e., "l probably

spend more than twenty hours on one [lEP]. By the time you actually get a hold

of everybody, set the meeting, get everything ready for the meeting, change

everything on paper, do up the testing results and everything else. You have the

meeting and then rewrite the whole thing. And then try to get everybody to sign

¡t. " ).

The classroom teacher's roles and responsibilities with the team included

the following: (a) programming (i.e., "Then [she] decides what to

program.. . Which parts he can be in the class for."), (b) mainstreaming studer¡ts

(i.e., "She tries to keep him in the classroom as much as possible."), (c)

collaborating with the team, and (d) implementing the lEP.

The paraprofessional's roles and responsibilities included the following: (a)

programming (i.e., "She's always looking for more programs, like things to do

with him."), (b) supporting the student outside of the classroom (i.e., "So if he

can't be in [the classroom] for something...then that's the point where he goes
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out and works on his other stuff with Jennifer."), (c) implementing the student's

program (i.e., "We set the goals and she does the program."), (d) supervising the

student (i.e., "She does a lot of supervision. Making sure he's actually working

on it."), and (e) determining materiats (i.e., "Jennifer is always looking [for

materials].").

The studenf. Bert described Jason as a child with Attention=Deficit,

Hyperactivity Disorder, who was on medication. He also was diagnosed with :

Fetal Alcohol Effect. At the time of data collection, he was in grade six. Bert

reported that Jason's difficulties were in the behavior and academic areas and

that his vision for Jason's future inctuded working in a specialized program. ln

the following paragraphs, I provide a brief description of Jason's program, as well

as discuss its flexibiliiy and changes.

The program. Bert reported that Jason's program focused on behavior

goals. During the year, however, the team decided a life skills focus was mors

appropriate. When discussing this change, he said, "The whole team got

together and said, 'Okay, we're goÍng to dump the math curriculum and go onto

life skills." This focus was to prepare him for his future endeavors in a

specialized program.

At the time of data collection, Jason's program was flexible. For example,

Bert said, "lts constantly changing. Even though I don't write it down all the

time." Not only did the location of his learning change (e.9., in or out of

classroom), but his learning goals also changed. These modifications were the

result of the following factors: (a) meeting the changing needs of the student (i.e.,
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"He'S an individualwho changes all the time, so therefore we're changing' We

can say this is the goal in September, but alt of a sudden something happens

and we [have]to change all the goals."), (b) addressing programming problems

(i.e., "Well, then we change it, Thaf s what I think we're always doing. Were

always finding problems. You can't say in September or October that this is

going to be the same...So we're constantly changing. Adding thingsto it."), and'

(c) improving the student's program (i.e., "[Cindy and Jennifer] are very, very

conscientious. They'll never be happy with vvhat they're doing. They'tl always

expect that they should be doing more... So then...they're changing it all the

time."),

The changes to Jason's program were recomrnended by allthe tearn

members, including the paraprofessional. When discussing the input from the

paraprofessionals, he said, "So [the paraprofessionalsJ come to you with ideas

and then you've got to figure out how to do it... Because they all come back from

[a workshop]with ideas. But some you can and some you can't'". At times, Bert

found it difficult to keep everyone ínformed of the changes. For example, he

Said,..|don,tknowifCindyknows[aboutJthat[goalJyet,butthat,swhatwe,re

starting."

The IEP process. Bert believed that the IEP was not written in stone. lf

the program was not working for a student, it was changed' For example' he

said, "We're not going to keep on [doing something just] because this is an IEP

that says that's what we should do. lf it's not working, we're going to get rid of it'"
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ln the following paragraphs, I discuss Bert's perspective on IEP development and

implementation.

Bert reported that the ÌEP was developed twice ayear. This procedure

occurredinoctoberandMay'ThefirstpartoftheprocesSinvolvedcollecting

information about the student. This information was attained from assessrnerrts

administered by him or the clinicians (e.9., psychologist, speech-language

pathologist). Once the information was collected, he completed an outline of the

lEp. This outline included the child's background information, test results, and

some possible goals.

The next step of the IEP process involved a team meeting' This IEP

meeting involved the parents, the present classroom teacher, next year's '

classroom teacher, the educationat assistant, the principal, the guidance

counselor and the clinicians (e.g., psychologist, speech-language pathologist)'

At this meeting, the IEP was developed collaboratively. When exptaining the

process, he said, "We sit down and we sort of plan the whole thing out'...The

planning of it would be all of us." lf there was a previous IEP, they reviewed it

and made the necessary changes.

The IEP domains may include social, behavior, cognitive, fine and gross

motor, as well as life skills. Each long-term objective (e.9., "Jason will be able to

explain accurately what was stated on one page the he has read at his

instructional level.") included specific short-term objectives (e.9., "Jason will be

able to explain what happened in a paragraph that he has read at his

instructional level." ).
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While brainstorming, the team determined objectives by examining the

student's problematic behavior, as well as the curriculum. When describing the

process, he said, "[We use] brainstorming ... We look at what he's doing- What

his problems are and try to figure out some goals for that...[For exampleJ what

are the main areas in his social area. He has no friends outside, so how can we

get him to interact with someone on the playground?-..We have the whole team

suggesting." Bert reported that the present classroom teacher was very helpful

at this point of the IEP development. Once atl the information was gathered, he

wrote the final lEP.

The classroom teacher and the paraprofessionaÌ implemented the tEF.

Bert explained that his role was to support them through the process. For

example, he said, "A lot of [the imptementingJ is the teacher and the E.A. And

then whatever supports I can throw in to help'"

Factors influencing IEP implementation. Bert believed several factors

influenced IEP implementation. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss these six

factors.

First, Bert believed that changing teachers each year made it difficutt to

implement the lEP. He explained that often the new teacher was unfamiliar with

the student and his or her needs. For example, he said, "lts worse when each

year [the teachers] change because when you have the meeting in May, that

teacher says, okay this is what he needs to work on , but its going to be a new

teacher that's takíng him...They don't know him so they don't know all the little

tricks. We always have the next year's teacher at the IEP meeting, but stitl they
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say 'Huh?"' This unfamiliarity resulted in next year's teacher having little inpui

into the lEP. With such Ìittle input, he/she sometimes perceived the tEP as

inadequate and therefore did not implement it:

"l think one of the hardest things is, [withJ the tEP meeting in the spring
time,... You have the old teacher telling you what's happening and then
you have the new teacher there. The new teacher doesn't know the child
that well, so he's going, "Oh yeah, yeah..." And then in the fall time, [he
saysl, 'l don't want to do that' So itthrows the whole IEP out. That's a
problem."

Second, IEP impfementation was ir¡ftuenced by school staff's beliefs about

who was responsible for teaching children with special needs. When describing

another school's practices, he said, "They're going to have to start changing

some of their policies..,[For example], the individualized programming and :

getting them on board...so that they are willing to modify the programs and not

just say, 'Oh, he has problems. Lets put him in the resource room for the full

day.' No, let's get him in the classroorn." At Maple Bay School, he betieved

classroom teachers wanted all children in their classroom. For example, he said,

"This is a reatly good school...lf anything, they're probably overly concerned.

Like, no, you can't change everything in one day. Slow down a little. They want

to somehow change him so he's fine and in the classroom and working in one

day."

Third, IEP implementation was affected by the fact that the IEP was not

always easily accessible. When suggesting a solution to this difficulty, he said,

"You don't want it laying around so its hard to have it sitting there all the time.

You almost need it on the teacher's desk, saying okay that's done. We changed

thatalready.We,vedoneihis.Wehavetodosomethinglikethat.,'
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Fourth, IEP implementation was influenced by the fact that revisions were

not always documented. Bert reported that the absence of the IEP document,

insufficient time, frequent changes, and scheduling difficulties contributed to this

problem:

"l think half the time what happens is we have our mini meetings without
the IEP being present and we start to change things and so sometimes it

looks very different by the time we aclually get back to it. But I havent
changed it. Just because I think things are going so fast that we haven't
got time to sit back down and do it. And try to get everybody together for
another IEP meeting, get subs in and everything else. lt gets really
difficult. So we just change things on the fly."

Fifth, insufficient time to meet as a team aflected IEP implementation.

The team was not able to formally discuss and monitor IEP implementation.

When explaining this lack of time, he said, "We would have to have more

meetings just to figure out where we're going and what parts we could pick up

and do. But its really hard to set up a meeting when there's not enough time in

the day," lnstead, the resource teacher, the classroom teacher and the

paraprofessional informally monitored the IEP at recess or after school. Bert

explained that these discussions often involved passing information indÍrectty

amongst each other:

"[Jennifer] will either go to Cindy or myself and talk it out... Cindy may say
something and then Jennifer says 'Okay, this is what I [have] to do.' And
when I come back, she's going to say, 'This is what Cindy said,' or the
other way around."

Sixth, IEP implementation was influenced by the classroom teacher's

inability to take ownership for the lEP. This difficulty resulted in the

paraprofessional assuming responsibility for implementing the lEP. For examplq

he said, "lt's just Cindy has a very demanding class. There's a lot that's actually
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left on Jennifer's shoulders. IVlore than she should have. And that's my fault

too...And the worst thing is that Jennifer would pick up and try to carry three

times as much as she should be carrying and not complain at all."

Bert believed that Jennifer, the paraprofessional, assumed a great dealof

responsibility for Jason's learning and his lEP. Jennifer also reported this

observation. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss her perspective on this

responsibility.

Jennifer

Jennifer was a paraprofessional at Maple Bay School. At the time of data

collection, she was forty years old and had been working as an educational

assistant for several years. Her responsibilities included working with Jason, a

grade six student, assisting classroom teachers, as well as implementing speech

and language programs. She had developed her skills by attending workshops,

reading literature and observing other individuals. ln the followíng paragraphs, I

discuss Jennifer's beliefs and practices, as well as her perspectives on the tearn,

the student, his program, and the IEP process.

Beliefs and practices. The following were sorne of Jennifer's practices

and beliefs about children and education: (a) Life skills is an important part of a

student's program (i.e., "We know we have to work on a life skills prognam."), (b)

documenting a student's program can be difficult (i.e., "l think [documenting

strategies and behaviorJ depends on memory."), (c) collaborating with other

paraprofessionals is helpful (i.e., "Every Thursday, Bert has set up E.A. meetings

form 10:30 to almost noon. And it's a good place for us to discuss and share
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some ideas and give each other some helpful ideas. Sometimes they go into

behavior with other kids too. Let's try this. So there's that team. I reatly feelthat

it is so important. You can't do it yourself."), (d) meeting collectively as a team is

difficult (i.e., "But we sort of talk to each other, even if its individually. When hels

here or this is what Cindy was thinking. What do you think? [l] kind of [act as a]

go between [for them]."), (e) a child's behavior may be influenced by his/her

homesituation(i.e.,..[There,s]homerelatedproblemsandofcoursetheybring

them to school. So his day is completelyr disrupted by what's on his mind from

the weekend and he'll act out in school."), (f) she has empathy for the students

(i.e., " I went home with it and it bothered me. l felt we had to talk to the school

members involved because its just, I mean ihis boy was crying. He was

extremely upset and I was upset."), (g) its important to address and support the

emotional needs of a student (i.e., "We told him that we care and we know that

his mom and dad care...I think he needs to know that we're both there''), (h)

removing the student from difficult activities is a regular practice (i.e., "Just to

keep taking him [out] because there's no sense leaving him there and being

frustrated."), (i) it is important that students with special needs socialize with

classmates, fi) she uses people first language (i.e., "We still have some kids here

that are very needy."), (k) paraprofessionals should be trained in specific skills

(i.e., "So if they want people to work with the children who have the handicaps,

there needs to be properly trained people. You can't just put anybody in there."),

(l) role expectations are unclear at times (i.e., "sometimes too what's expected of

you within your job is not clearly defined."), (m) meeting as a team is important
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(i.e., "We need to be making it a priority to somehow have team meetings more

with... the teacher that you're working with... and the resource teacher and

anybody else who wants to be involved. lnstead of this going from one to one to

one. That is something that has to be addressed."), and (n) improving a

student's social skills is difficult (i.e., "The big thing is socially. I think that's

where we're always going to struggle and what can we do now? How can we

help here?... Because maybe not so much academically, it's always going to be

the social.").

The team. At the time of data collection, the school team consisted of the

resource teacher, the classroom teacher, and the paraprofessional' She

believed that working together as a team was "the key thing." ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss Jennifer's perspective on team relationships, decision- :

making, as well as roles and responsiþilities'

The relationship among team members was cohesive. When explaining

her relationship with the classroom teacher, she said, "My right arm is her left

arm. You just know which way to go and signals. You just know' We could

finish each othef s sentences, but we dont want to do that." She also explained

they communicated "everyday" and that she had "learned a lot from [cindy]."

Making decisions about a student's program sometimes involved the team

or individual team members. Jennifer acknowledged that when she made

decisions independently, she was uncomfortable with the responsibility.

"We have to remember too that you're not the person responsible for him-

Like you are, but you don't make those final decisions. You can give your

suggêstions, but ... I'm thinking I shouldn't be making those decisions' lt
snóùtO be the classroom teacher or the resource teacher, but agøin its
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kind of an expected thing...lf its oven¿vhelming then I'lljust say, 'Whoa,

wait a minute here. I don't feel rigtr making these decisions.' I don't want
that to come back on my shoulders. And then they'll kind of stop and go,

'Oh yeah, right. lt shouldn't be this way."'

When Jennifer made programming decisions, she believed it occurred for

two reasons. Firstly, she believed her relationship with the studer¡t encouraged

decision-making. Often, she was very familiar with the child and his or her ability

level. For example, she saíd,'"1 don't know if its when you work with a child so

much that you get to know him. You know what he can handle. What he can't

handle. What he can do. What he can't do. So it's almost pushed off to you.

And you know him. You decide what you think he can handle and what he can't.

So it's almost that relationship thing. You decide whether you're ready to go on

or not to go on." Secondly, the classroom teacher may have difficulty assuming

responsibility for teaching a child with special needs because of his or her other

responsibilities and lack of time. When discussing this difficulty, she said, "And I

can understand how the teacher doesn't have the time to spend with that chitd

and you've got twenty-four other kids in there and it's impossible. lt's totally

impossible to give what the whole classroom needs and there's one of you."

The team used several strategies to make decisions about programming

goals and strategies. First, they used trial and error. For example, she said, "lt '

really is a lot of trial and error. A lot." Secondly, they made decisions

collaboratively as a team or as a pair, When explaining this process, she said;

"[] either go to Bert... Do you think this could work, do you think this would work?

[But] usually [] go to Cindy first. You know, would it be okay if I tried this? What

do you think? And she would say, 'You know, maybe try this, this may be
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easier.' Oh, okay, I never thought of that... So you know, l'll turn to one of them."

Thirdly, the team made decisions by reviewing the student's work. For example,

she said, "We look at just his everyday work. lt's probably the best way that we

do it. Track it that way and then decide oh, we need to go in this direction this

one week."

Jennifer viewed her responsibitities as including the following: (a)

supporting the classroom teacher (i.e., "Just being a big support to the teacher

that you work with."), (b) implementing the studerrts goals (i.e., "[ always try to

set up the goals and to carry them through."), (c) supporting the student, (d)

identifying concerns (i.e., "We'll say, 'What do you think?' or'l noticed this about

this child'...Maybe we should see that child. So we're kind of his eyes a little bit

too."), (e) programming (i.e., "So ljust said, 'Let's just forget about this jumpstart

Why? We're not putting that in his math program so why are we making him do

it. Anyways, I told Cindy, 'Let's just try [this new programming ideaJ.''), (f) ]

choosing appropriate material (i.e., "l do Jason's math... Cindy may have said

'Here's the book, but you pick out what you think he can handle.' So you gotthat

responsibility."), and (g) determining the student's homework (i.e., "You're

deciding what he should have for homework."). Jennifer believed that some of I

these responsibilities were similar to a classroom teacher and was concerned

she would make a mistake:

"Oh, I think you always feel like the teacher. You know, there are times
when you think, 'Oh boy'....And then you think, what if I make the wrong
[educational decisionj. "'
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The classroom teacher's roles included the following tasks: (a) developing

a relationship with the student (i.e., "l'm thinking here it's just being a friend and

yet I am your teacher, but you can trust me."), (b) differentiating classroom

activitÍes (i.e., "For his ELA, she gets him set up. What he can handle, what he

can't handle."), (c) modifying situations (i.e., "She's very good about modifying

different situations for him."), (d) inctuding the student in classroom activities (i.e.,

"She tries to keep him involved in as much of the classroom work as she can."),

and (e) programming general goals for a student's individualized program (i.e., "I

was talking to Cindy this morning actually, and I said, 'We got that, now where do

we go?' She said, 'Let's concentrate more ofi ffronê/.").

The resource teacher's role was to support the classroom teacher and

paraprofessional. His responsibilities included: (a) providing strategies and

solutions (i.e., "What should I do and how should I handle this? What would you

suggest? So he's always digging for information."), (b) providing respite for the

teacher (i.e., "Bert will pop right in and work with Jason."), (c) assessing students,

and (d) completing lEPs (i.e., "So he's responsible for all the lEPs, any

assessments, or things that need to be added.").

The studenf. Jennifer described her relationship with Jason as trusting.

When describing this relationship, she said, "There is a relationship between

Jason and myself... I'm very comfortable saying anything to him and I know he's

very comfortable speaking to me as well." Jennifer believed that Jason had

difficulty in the following areas: attending, word-finding, recalling information,

sentence structure, hand-writing, organizational skills, and social skills (e.9.,



Round Hole 224

empathy and anger management skills). Jason's strengths included his ability to

function in structured situations and his desire to work with young children.

The program. ln general, Jason's program was flexible. Jennifer reported

that expectations varied depending on the day, the class, the activity, and the

student's behavior. For example, she said, "We probably haven't concentrated

on that as much as we should, but why frustrate him. That's the way I look at it.

Why make him because that's what we want to see. Why do that?" ln the

following paragraphs, I discuss prcgramming in and out of the classroom, as well

as programming changes.

When Jason was successful at a subject, he remained in the classroom.

When discussing a subject in which he remained in the classroom, she said,

"He's probably 98 percent of the time in the classroom ffor scienceJ. He's very

good at science so he is required to do most of the work...l-'le loves science. He

loves doing the hands-on when it comes to doing experiments. So he stays in "

During classroom activities, adaptations and modifications were used for certain

areas. For example, she said, "When it comes to note-taking, because his hand

writing skills are so poor or weak, he'll go on the computer and do them that way.

Whatever works for him, we'll make it work." Still material was not always

differentiated. This lack of differentiation was noted during a classroom activity.

She explained, "We have an activity called'Jumpstart'first thing in the morning:

Some stuff is difficult and some stuff is right on his flevell. He'll always try it. lt's

almost like...he knows this is too much so he'lljust push away."
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Some of Jason's learning also took place outside of the classroom. This

was a daily occurrence and Jennifer stated that his classmates were "used to him

going in and out." His departure from the classroom wâs based on the

classroom activity or Jason's desire to leave. For example, she said, "lt depends

on their assignment. I usually ask Cindy, is this an in class or out- class?" She

also explained that the new task may be related or unrelated to the class activityt:

"We sort of pulled him out of social studies, out of the classroom now. lt's
just too much for him to sit there and listen to all of that. So we've pushed
him over to the life skills and that's what we've been doing for the last
couple of weeks...He's actually doing the recycling program for the school
with Mr. Brown, so he's got jobs there like crushing the cans, emptying the
garbage can, paper bags, putting laloels on them, taking them out to the
truck." :

Change. Jennifer believed Jasons IEP was suitable. Nevertheless, his

program changed frequently. For example, the classroom teacher, the resource

teacher and the paraprofessional decided that his IEP should focus rnore on tife-

skills rather than academics. When explaining these changes, she said, "l think

we've changed our expectations so much. I think what we had at the beginning

were more academic. I think at this point right now, we're looking more for just

the basics... probably just life skills.'

The IEP process. Jennifer explained that IEP goals and strategies were

developed as a team at an IEP meeting at the end of the year. The resource

teacher, the classroom teacher, the clinicians, the parent, and the

paraprofessional attended this meeting. When discussing the developmentaf ì

process, she said, "What do you think is achievable for him? Where do you see

this? Or what do you think that he can work on in this area? So achievable, not
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high above his achievements. What he can do, what we feel he would be able to

achieve and his mom's input. \l/hat would she like to see? You know, do you

want the life skills? How do you feel about this? What do you think about this?

So a lot of playing around." Jennifer reported that she felt a part of this

developmental process. For example, she said, "They're very good about asking

through sharing and what do we think and do you see this working? They're

very, very, very good about that. lt's really good because you don't feel like the

outsider just coming in and working."

lmplementation of the IEP was the responsibility of the classroom teacher

and paraprofessional. Jennifer befieved, however, that she played the most

significant role in the process. When explaining her role, she said, "l try to be [at

the IEP meetingl. lt's important because I play such a big role there for them-

So you want to know what their goals are and are they achievable. And it also '

gives you an idea what you've got to work with for that year or you can think oF

things or see different things and start thinking about tools."

Jennifer believed that the following factors negatively influenced IEP

implementation: (a) insufficient time to implement goals (i.e., "Probably we didn't

spend enough time on [the goal]. At all. There's just never enough time for

everything that you want to do. There really is never enough time."), (b)

insufficient time to meet as a team (i.e., "lts hard to find the time sometimes to sit

and discuss... this event or this event. Or should we try this or should we try that

because there is not enough time in the day and that's where we fail...We shoutd

be making that a priority. Like we need to have a team meeting this time... But
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there's so many things that come up or the teacher, it doesn't work out for

everybody. So you sgueeze in time."), (c) a lack of determination (i.e., "We

should have been more disciplined for that [handwriting goal]... Disciplining

ourselves. I think we should probably has been, 'Yes, you're going to handwrite,

You can do it. Let's try this. Let's try.' And we didn't...1 always went back to the

printing."), and (d) inadequate parental support.

Jennifer assumed responsibility for teaching Jason despite the

collaborative nature of the team. This praclice along with many of the other

practices and beliefs of the other team members influenced the IEP process. ln

the following chapters, I present the findings of the study and illustrate how team

members' assumptions about who is responsible for teachíng children with

special needs impacts IEP development and implementation. '
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CHAPTER 5

Team Members' Beliefs and the IEP Process

ln the previous chapter, I described the informants' practices and beliefs

about children and learning. ln this chapter, I present my analysis of tl're study

and illustrate how team members' perspectives influenced the IEP process. I

discuss two contrasting perspectives that are grounded in different theories,

assumptions, models, and practices. One set of beliefs is grounded in

assumptions and practices consistent with the human pathology perspective.

The other set of beliefs is consistent with the systemic pathology perspective. As

well, some team members vacillated between both perspectives during

uncertainty or a crisis. These perspectives provide a framework for thinking

about how educators might understand their roles, students, and the practices

used in the IEP process.

Evidence for the Different Sets of Beliefs.

For several team members, educators' beliefs could be described

according to two perspectives. Mary, the resource teacher explained these.

contrasting perspectives when she said:

"Well, I guess [some classroom teachers]would probably have their set
way of doing things. And if the little square peg doesn't fit into the round
hole, forget it. Whereas, the one who is farther along, is thinking, well
what can I do to that round hole so that the square peg can be more :

successful at fitting in."

ln general, these perspectives were based on the assumptions of who

was responsible for educating children with special needs and whether the

principle difficulty of the student was pathological or systemic. On one hand,



Round Hole 229

team members discussed working with educators who did not believe they were

responsible for teaching children with special needs. Rather speciatists with

training were assumed to take responsibility for this role. They also assumed

that a child with a disability needed to be 'fixed' because the disability was

internal to the student. Michelle, the resource teacher summarized this

perspective when she said, "l think some teachers see it as, 'l'm here to teach

grade four and anyone who is reading at grade one level, that is the resource

teacheds job....Take them out and fix them."' These assumptions would be

grounded in the human pathology perspective. :

On ihe other hand, some team members discussed educators who

assumed they were responsible for educating all students. For example, Michelle

the resource teacher explained, "l think some people see [all theJ kids in their

classroom...being their responsibility and that every single child has the right to

learn and develop as appropriate." Team members discussed how educators

with this assumption used such practices as differentiated instruction,

collaboration, and inclusion. These assumptions and practices would be

grounded in the systemic pathology perspective.

As well, some team members participated in paradigm testing and

fluctuated between practices from both perspectives. These shifts in beliefs were

often accompanied by struggles, uncertainty, and frequent changes in the child's

learning. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss each perspective, as well as the

concept of paradigm testing during a crisis. lnitially, I examine the human

pathology perspective and its impact on the IEP as a funding document.
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Human Pathology Perspective

Throughout data collectlon, team members discussed teachers who had a

traditional view (e.9., "lts just an old way of thinking.") or were like a "stone".

Although, none of theteachers I interviewed consistently utilized assumptions or

practices grounded ín this human pathology perspective, Paula the

paraprofessional's perspective and practices were reliably grounded in this betief

system. As well, team members described other educators who used practices

consistent with this perspective. ln the fotlowing paragraph, I describe in detail

the theory, assumptions, model, practices, and implications of the human

pathology perspective on the [ËF process. Figure 4 summarizes this perspective

as described by Paula and other team members.

Theary

Overall, the perspective woutd be grounded in the belief that human and-

social problems are pathological. Mary, the resource teacher summarized this

perspective when she explaÍned some teachers say to her, "Take the problem

kids and fix them."

Assumptions

An educator with a human pathology perspective was guided by two

assumptions. The first assumption was that student disability was a pathological

condition. The second assumption was that a specialist with training was

responsible for the student's learning.
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Human Pathology Perspective

Figure 4. Hierarchy of presuppositions for the human pathology perspective

according to team members' perspectives.

Human Pathology Theory
Human and social problems are pathological

"Take the problem kids and fix them."

I't Assumption
Student disability is a pathological

condition
"I wish there was something that I could do

or someone could do to improve the way
she is."

2nd Asmmption
Specialists with training are responsible

for the student's learning.
"Oh, he has problems. Lets put him in

the resource room for the full day."

Medical and Behavioral Model
with a deficitfocus.

"She also [has] problems.

[She's] far behind in what she should
be...I don't know [her strengths]."

Practices
* Segregation * Direct intervention
x Utilizing a standardized or developmentally sequenced curriculum
* Multidisciplinary teamíng - RT writes IEP, paraprofessional implements
ftrp

Implications

Change and problem-
solving

Tools
Standardized tests

Funding application
IEP is a funding document
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Change the child. The first assumption for educators with this traditional

perspective was thai the disability was internal to the student. This perception

resulted in the belief that the child needed to be fixed. For example, Paula, the

paraprofessional said, "l wish there was something that I could do or someone

could do to improve the way she is."

I'm not responslble for teaching the child. The second assumption was

that the classroom teacher was not responsible for teaching children with special

needs. Mary, the resource teacher explained that sorne classroom teachers did

not take ownership for the child's learning if he or she did not meet a certain

standard. For example, she said, "l guess that underlying mindset that makes

ihingsmostdifficultisthatallkidsneedtoreachthisminimumstandardandif

they can't do it, too bad, so sad. That's somebody else's problem." Rather,

educators with a human pathology perspective believed the resource teacher or

the paraprofessional was responsible for the child. When explaining this

assumption, she said, "Those [are] the resource kids and they [have] their

program...The IEP is yours and this is mine:". Bert, another resource teacher

also discussed this assumption when he said, "[The teachers] are going to have

to start changing... so that they are willing to modify the programs and not just :

say, 'Oh, he has problems. Lets put him in the resource room for the full day."'

Paula, the paraprofessional, emphasized this lack of responsibility by the

classroom teacher when she described her responsibility for Emma's learning.

For example, she said, "l'm with her every afternoon ... [and] on the whole I kind

of just run things off on my own...lf there's something going on in the class like
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an art project...we'll stay in the class,..lf not, l'll bring her out and I'll work on the

reading and the workbooks. Whatever cornes afong...There's nothing set."

An implication of these above assumptions was the view thai a child with

special needs did not belong in the 'regular' classroom. Fiona explained that

educators with these assumptions doubt inclusion. For example, she said, "We

often get some questions, 'Why are these kids... in a regular classroom? They

should be in their own classrooms."' Mary, the resource teacher summarized the

implication of these assumptions when she said, "[ThisJ teacher still has

somewhat of a view of, 'They're resource kids, they need to be fixed by

somebody.' And that's something that happens outside of the classroorn."

Modet

Since educators with this perspective believed'fixing' the child was the

goal, team members agreed that the child was viewed from a deficit model. This

involved determining what was wrong and fixing it. When descríbing the process

for developing an IEP using this model, one resource teacher said, "We look at

what... his problems are and try to figure out some goals for that... [For exarnpteJ,

what are the main areas in his social area. He has no friends outside, so how

can we get him to interact with someone on the ptayground?" This deficit focus

resulted in an IEP that focused on fixing what was wrong with the child. One

team member believed that this deficit view along with the quantitative language

used in the IEP did not fit with inclusive praciices. Mary, the resource teacher

explained, "lts sometimes so behaviouristic that it doesn't fit with the holistic ways

that you have to be in order for a kid to be really successful in the classroom."
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When using this model, there was also a tendency to focus on the child's

weaknesses rather than his or her strengths. For example, Mary, the resource

teacher explained that an educator with this perspective would say, "How he can

be so disruptive and how he requires so much work and how he can't do

anything. And how did they get this far without knowing how to read?" This :

focus would make it more difficutt to perceive a child's strengths. Paula, the

paraprofessionalencounteredthisdifficuItywhenshesaidthefollowingabout

Emma, "She also [hasJ problems, [she's]far behind in what she should be.., I

don't know [her strengths]."

This deficit approach may also be applied to the parents. hrlary explained

that individuals with this perspective would often have a negative view of the

parent. They would say, "And the parents don't help. The parents don't support."

Not only does the child need fixing, but so do the parents.

Practîccs

An educator who believed that a disabitity was internal to the student and

assumed specialists were responsible for teaching the student with special

needs, participated in the following practices: segregation, utilizing standards,

multidisciplinaryteaming,theresourceteacherdevelopingthelEP,andthe

resource teacher and paraprofessional implementing the lEP. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss the data that supports these practices.

Segregation. Educators with a human pathology perspective were more

f ikely to use practices such as pull out intervention and segregation. Such was

the case with Paula, who often used pull out intervention when she worked with
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Ëmma. The deficit model as well as the assumption that someone else other

than the classroom teacher was responsible for teaching a child with speciat

needs guided these segregation practices (see Figure 4). When discussing this

practice and guiding assumption, Mary the resource teacher said, "Take the

problem kids and fix them. And get the para pulling them out and working on

something with them that is separate from what is happening in my classroom-"

Sfandards. Educators with this traditional perceptive may believe every

child should meet similar outcomes or standards. For example, Mary, the

resource teacher explained that some educators would expect all their students

to reach a minimum standard. lf a child did not meet the outcomes, then there

was someihing wrong with the child and intervention was required. This was the

case with Paula, the paraprofessionalwho compared Emma to developmental

standards. When discussing Emma, she said, "She's also got problems. [She's]

far behind in where she should be...ljust find her very immature and I assume

she can't help it."

Educators with the human pathology perspective also had a tendency to

teach all children using similar methods. Many team members talked about

educators not differentiating for students. For example, Sheri the principat

described this approach as teaching the class as a "whofe":

"They really don't know how to help kids who are struggling. lf s not Ín
their background and they haven't necessarily made it their business to
find out. So they tend to teach the class as a whole, without maybe
recognizing that maybe some of the children are not coping well and need
different kinds of instruction."
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As well, Betty, the speech-language pathologist reporied some educators had

difficulty teaching children who had different needs. For example, she said,

"They're really good at teaching a regular kid, but if the child has any kind of

special needs, they're lost." Fiona, the resource teacher summarized this

perspective and practice when she said, "That old way of thinking is... putting

everybody in the same box. And saying, ... 'V/e're all learning the same

way.. . We're all going to ... get the same results.'... They believe that way. lf I :

taught division at the end of my four weeks, everybody should know division. lf

you don't know, I can't understand why."

Multidisciplinary teaming. lndividuals with a human pathology perspective

had an expert view of the team. For example, Anna, the director of student

services said that educators with this perspective were less likety to work across

disciplinary boundaries:

"They haven't been trained in the area or don'tfeel comfortable moving
beyond that...l see them as people who will stay in those roles for a long
time.,,

They were also more likely to consult rather than collaborate. Anna explained,

"lt's the person as to whether or not they are ihe person that is comfortable with

collaborating and working together with people and there are just some people

that don't do that well. And it doesn't matter who they are... lf [they're] the

classroom teacher, they're probably the classroom teacher who would rather not

have those kids in their room."

ln general, team members would be more likely to utilize an isolated

approach with few links to other educators. This isolation was obvious when
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Paula, the paraprofessionalwas discussing the school team and her lack of

involvement. This lack of involvement resulted in the perception that she was not

a member of the team. When discussing this view, she said, "l'm not involved

with them. l'm involved with Emma. I'm really not involved that way as part of

the team. I don't even know what they do. Like when they get together and what

they discuss when they get together. t have no idea." This lack of role

transitioning and collaboration by educators with a human pathology perspective

was summarized by Anna who said, "They see their role as, 'This is rny role' and

that's that. And when I come in, I work only on speech and language and I don't

necessarily have anything to do with [the other aspects ofJ the cl-tild or [haveJ any

other input into the child. That's their role." This practice would result in the IEP

being developed and impfemented in isolation.

Resource teacher deve/ops /FP. The view that team members were '

"experts" in certain areas supported the practice of the resource teacl'rer

independently developing the IEP since he or she was viewed as the'expert' in

IEP development. This practice was evident with Team A's past ÍEP ì

development. Historically, the resource teachers developed the IEP without

consulting other team members. For example, when Carol the classroom

teacher was questioned about the lEP, she insisted I talk to the resource

teachers because that area was their responsibility. Paula, the paraprofessional

also reported that she was not involved in developing the lEP. She said, "l don't

even know what they do. When they get together and what they discuss...l have

no idea." Finally, Betty, the speech-fanguage pathologist explained, "They've
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written good funding applications and applied for funding and [received]funding

and write their lEPs [without] consulting with [team members]."

This practice would reinforce a classroom teacher's assumption that he or

she was not responsible for teaching a child with special needs. By not Íncluding

other team members in the development process, the resource teacher

inadvertently relayed the message that she had assumed responsibiÌity for the

lEP, thus reinforcing the assumption and continuation of this practice.

Resource teacher and paraprofessional implement lEP. Educators with a

human pathology perspective would also assume that IEP implementation was

the responsibility of a "specialist" such as the paraprofessional or the resource

teacher. Mary, the resource teacher explained how she ended up with this '

responsibility:

"ln some situations, you cut your losses and you do what you can for the
kid. l've had situations in my career where I gave up trying to [have the
classroom teacher take responsibilityJ, and Ijust took overthe
implementation and I prepared the para and I made the schedule."

The untrained teacher. Eventually it woutd be the paraprofessionalwho

assumed responsibility for teaching the child with special needs, since he or she

spent the most time with the student. For example, Paula, the paraprofessional

in Team A reported that she was responsible for planning a significant portion of

Emma's day. She said, "All I know is that I'm with her every afternoon and I get

things from Fiona, but on the whole I kind of just run things off on my

own...But...[a]formal program, I'm not sure...what she's on...l'm going rnore or

less on my own." This pfanning was done without awareness of the IEP

document or the process. For example, she said, "l really don't know what is put
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in the lEPs. I have nothing to do with it. l'm basically here to work with the

kids... Fiona and Michelle [do it],"

This independence and lack of knowledge about the IEP resulted in Paula

using'common sense', 'experience', and 'trial and error'to deal with behavior

difficulties or learning situations. When explaining this approach, she said, "I

don't go by any set of rules or any type of schedule or whatever you call it I'm

supposed to do with her. ljust go by my own instincts." She admitted, however,

that she questioned this method and said, "l want something that I know is going

to help her and improve her... Not thinking, gee I wonder if this witl be good for

her? Well, maybe l'll run this off for her."

Since the paraprofessional had assumed responsibility for teaching the

child, there was no opportunity for the classroom teacher to become involved.

This lack of involvement would again reinforce a teachefs assumption that he or

she was not responsible. Also, this lack of involvement would have a negative

impact on the team and the student. For example, Anna, the director of student r

servíces explained, "Uúe have some wonderful, wonderful paras...[but] it doesn't

extend anyone's expertise of knowledge if you don't have that [team I

involvementl. lts sad... in the long run because everybody loses out."

Tools

Since the assumptions and model define an associated set of practices

and tools as illustrated in Figure 4, the funding application, standardized tests,

and the IEP would be tools shaped by the traditional human patholog¡r

perspective. This focus would have implications for educators.
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The funding application. The funding application, which focused on a

child's deficits, was sometimes used as a guide for IEP development. This

process could have an impact on one's perception of the student. For example,

Greg the guidance counselor said, "Generally, you have to have that information

[about problematic behaviors] before the kid is funded because you use it in the

funding. So by the time the kid is funded...we already have a pretty good idea

what this kid looks like." :

Standardized fesfs. Requirements for the funding application also

influenced how clinicians spent their time in schools. For example, one resource

teacher explained that sometimes clinicians spent time completing assessments

using standardized tests because they were required for funding applications

rather than providing assistance to the team:

"We've had lots of confusion at the beginning of the year in terms of :

funding applications and when kids were supposed to have cognitive
assessments or not have them. And there was tons of confusion around
adaptive skills and adaptive functioning and assessing from the
department requesting these things. But it didn't make sense. And in a lot
of cases if you have a kid who's working at grade level, why do you need
a cognitive. So that really impacted [the psychologist's] caseload this year
throughout the division"

Unfortunately, these standardized assessments may provide little assistance to

the team since they may not provide a realistic picture of the child and his or her

environment. For example, a psychologist tested Emma using a standardized

test. During an IEP meeting, he stated that her strengths were in the areas of

language and social skills. Most team members, however, discussed Emma's

social skills and interactions with peers as her most needy areas.
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The IEP is a funding document. Educators with a human pathology

perspective would use the IEP to assist the team with the bureaucratic

requirementsforfundingratherthanatooltoguideachild'slearning.For

example, the classroom teacher who assumed it was the 'specialist's'

responsibility to teach students with special needs, would not view the IEP as a

useful, working tool. Rather; it woutd become a funding document thatfit with his

or her beliefs, assumptions, and practices (see Figure 4). A few team members

discussed this funding perspective. One classroom teacher stated that the tEP's

purpose was financial:

"Sometimes I see an IEP as a way to get the money to get that kid
supported. And that's the goal of that [ËP] is to get that kid some help. :

And sometimes when you write the IEP that's the time you don't sugar
coat everything because you want to have the best chance to get the :

biggest amount of money. So sometimes I think that's the bottom line of
the lEP."

Another resource teacher reported that the IEF's purpose was to satisfy

bureaucratic requirements. She said, "l think that [the other resource teacher]

and I did them more because we needed to hand tl'rem into the division, than to

actually plan for the child."

Implications

Not only did the above assumptions, model, practices, and tools have an

impact on the IEP process as described above, but team member functioning

was also influenced. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss how the human

pathology perspective may influence how educators adapt to change and

problem solve.
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No change. Many team members discussed the concept that educators

with the human pathology perspective may be more resistant io change. For

example, Mary the resource teacher said, "They would probably be resistant to

whatever kind of change it was.,. .And you'll never change them." As welJ, Anna"

the director of student services said that individuals with this belief system were

"less flexible" and less likely to change. Betty, the speech-language pathotogist

related this resistance to change as a result of their beliefs. For example, she

said, "There are some people who are sort of closed just because maybe their

philosophy is different...There are a few young teachers like that, but [it] might be

somebody who has worked for thirty yeârs... So they would look at chitdren in a

different way than I would." Finally, Fiona the resource teacher explained that

individuals with this perspective may not change because introducing new

practices was effortful and it was "too much work to even think [that way]."

Paula, the paraprofessional who had assumptions and practices grounded

in the human pathology perspective discussed how she did not always change

her practices in order to use recornmended best practices. For exampte, when

explaining how she dealt with Emma's problematic behavior, she said, "ljust

handle whatever. I don't go by any set of rules or anlr type of schedule or

whatever you call it l'm supposed to do with her. ljust go by my own instincts."

Overall, educators with a human pathology perspective would be more

resistant to change because their beliefs and assumptions would not support the

recommended best practices. For instance, the assumption that the resource

teacher or the paraprofessional was responsible for teaching a child with special
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needs would not support the practice of inclusion or differentiated instruction.

Rather the assumption supports practices such as segregation and direct

intervention. lf educators with a human pathology perspective tried to change

their practices, without changing their underlying beliefs and assumptions; ihey

would encounter naïve pragmatism. Thus, the practice would not survive or it

would be altered in order to fit with the educator's belief system. An example of

altering a best practice was provided by team members from Team A who

discussed how functional skills were taught in a segregated life skitÌs program

rather than embedding the skill within the child's day.

This unwillingness to change and adopt best practices such as inclusion

or differentiated instruction may reinforce the practice of other team members

assuming responsibility for a student with special needs. For exampÌe, Betty, the

speech language pathologist explained, "l find that sort of frustrating that the

special needs kids are...left out in that case. lt does happen, even if we have

meetings and we might have to take a greater role...as the resource team when

we know that the teacher is... not willing to learn new things."

Not my problem. The human pathology perspective would also impact

one's ability to solve problems effectively. Since the problem would be viewed as

intrinsic to the child, solutions would involve trying to fix the child. Other solutions

extrinsic to the child may not considered (e.9., modifying the environment). This

problem-solving strategy was seen with Team A, who stated that Emma would

participate in class and recess as long as it was feasible. lf probfems arose due

to her behavior, she would be segregated from the majority of the students.
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This perspective may be easier for a team because it does not implicate

the individuals involved. Rather if the strategy or progrram fails it is the childs

fault. Educators working from this perspective may be heard saying, "Well, its

got nothing to do with me." For example, Mary, the resource teacher said, "A

[teacher with this perspective] says, 'This is my classroom. This is the

curriculum. These are the outcomes that atl kids have to make...And if they

don't, well it's not my fault. lt's because the child is dumb or stupid or lazy or

whatever."' ln general, they would believe the child needed to change.

My results indicate that the human pathology perspective was grounded in

the assumptions that the classroom teacher was not responsible for teaching a

child with special needs and that a child's disabifity was pathological. These

assumptions defined a set of practices which included segregation, standards,

multidisciplinary teaming, the resource teacher developing lEP, as well as the :

resource teacher and paraprofessional implementing the lEP. Overall, this betief

system would have an impact on the IEP process, how the IEP would be utilized,

adapting to change, and probtem solving effectively. On the other hand, the

systemic pathology perspective was grounded in practíces and beliefs that

supported inclusion and a working ÌEP document. tn the following paragraphs, I

discuss this contrasting perspective.

Syste m ic Pathol ogy Pers pective

Several team members perceived that some educators had a different

perspective about teaching children with special needs that was consistent with

my deconstruction of the systemic pathology perspective. They viewed this
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perspective positively (e.9., "You have the people who would automatically go to

[using best practices] near the top.") and described it as a "new way of thinking."

When describing this contrasting perspective, Fiona, the resource teacher said,

"l think that new way of thinking is knowing that we are all diflerent people and

that's where differentiated instruction comes in... Kids learn [in] different ways."

One classroom teacher I interviewed consistently utilized practices

grounded in the systemic pathology perspective. She was Barbara, the grade

five classroom teacher from Team ts. She recognized the individual differences

of children and assumed complete responsibility for teaching all children. She

believed in adjusting the classroom environment so that everybody could learn.

ln the following paragraphs, I describe the theory, assumptions, model,

practices, and implications of the systemic pathology perspective according to

Barbara, as well as other team members who discussed views consistent with

this set of beliefs. Figure 5 summarizes the practÍces and statements that

support each level of this perspective.



Systemic Pathology Perspective

Syste m i c patho lo 9,, pe r sp e ctive

Change the 'system' because it is in
conflict with the child's needs.

"They understand kids. They
understand learning and they do

whatever they need to do, so when that
child is with them, learning happens."

2nd Assumptiott
Classroom teacher is responsible for all

students (in collaboration with other team
members.)

"Barbara takes ownership for all her kids."

I't Assumption
The principle dìfficulties of students with

disabilities is the organization of the
general education environment

"We make adjustments...with the way
thatl'm doing things...how I'm

implementing that plan."

Ecological Model
with ø strengfhfoaus

"Children come to school with other
considerations than just focusing on
their education. They have other
things to think about. And so you're
always trying to support that."

Practices
* Differentiated instruction

* Support the classroom teacher t Collaborative IEP development
* IEP implementation by classroom teacher * Role transitioning
* Classroom-based intervention * Working with the parent

Tools
Curriculum-based tests

The IEP is a working document

Implications
Change and problem-

solving
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Figure 5. Hierarchy of presuppositions for the systemic 'pathology' perspective

according to team members' perspect¡ves.
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Theory

An educator with a systemic pathofogy perspective believed that Ín order

for all children to learn, one may need to change the'system' or learning context

because the system was in conflict with the childs needs. When explainingthis

perspective, Mary, the resource teacher said, "First, they know kids, they

understand kids. They understand learning and they do whatever they need to

do, so when that child is with them, learning happens."

Assumptions

An educator with a systemic pathology perspective was guided by two

assumptions. The first assumption was that the system or environment needed

to change. The second assumption was that the classroom teacher was

responsíble for teaching all children.

Change the system. The first assumption for educators with a systemic

pathology perspective was that learning difficulties were amendable to

instructional accommodations. The assumption was reflected in differentiated

practices such as modifying or adapting the environment. For example, Barbara

focused on changing the learning context rather than the student or the IEP: j

"l go back and work toward those goals in my classroom. lf I feel we're off
the mark or things are not working the way that we need to or behavior is
getting out of hand, there's other things that we may do. We make
adjustments...with the way that l'm doing things...how I'm implementing '
that plan.'

I am responsible for teaching all chifdren. An educator with this

perspective assumed responsibility for teaching all chíldren. Mary, the resource

teacher explained how Barbara possessed this second assumption:
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"Barb takes ownership for all her kids. And she doesn't really want her
kids pulled out unless there is a specific reason... She wants them to be a
part of what's happening in the classroom all of the time and she will
differentiate for those kids."

lalso observed Barbara's assuming responsibility during an IEP progress

meeting. Barbara made most of the evaluative decisions about Neil's groals.

lnformation from the paraprofessionalwas not needed because she had taken

complete responsibility for assessing and teaching Neil.

This responsibility also meant she had put time and effort into establishing

a relationship with all her students:

"l'm,..able to connect with them quite well...l would describe it as making
a conscious effort to speak to that child privately, in just a few second
period at the door, in the classroom, on the playground, [or] at their desk.
I guess in recognizing them to be able to do things, including them. ì

lMaking them feel a part of the group. I guess it's that individual contact
where you've made a connection with each one of them."

An implication of these above assumptions was the belief that all children

belong. When describing this perspective, Mary, the resource teacher said,

"First of all, they don't want their kids out of the class. They don't want their kids

ever taken out of the class. They make that child part of the whole of what's

happening in that classroom." Barbara also explained this belief when she said,

"lts just something I believe in strongly... atl chitdren must feel welcome [and]

safe." This belief resulted in Barbara creating an inclusive, "learning community"

in her classroom. When expfainÍng Barbara's inclusive classroom, Mary said, I

"She has them... doing what everyone else is doing and she uses her paras in

the classroom 90 percent of the time. The only pull out would be for very specific

reasons, like if it had to do with fine motor."
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Unlike, other team members, Barbara never mentioned that Neil 'wanted

to belong' or'be like everybody else.' Belonging appeared not to be an issue

with Neil in grade five. Not only did Barbara's beliefs and practices, as shown in

Figure 5, support Neil belonging, but her expectations did as well. For example,

she said, "He needs to be a part of the larger group. He needs to act

appropriately with other children. He needs to stop when he's told to stop. He

needs to go when he's told to go. And he needs to focus when he needs to

focus. I mean, as I would expect everyone else to be doing." Through her

assumptions she had addressed one of the higher needs of a child, a sense of

belonging (Maslow, 1 943i.

Model

Ecological perspective. Some team members discussed educators having

a perspective that looked at the whole child (e.9., social, emotional, personality),

including his or her strengths. When explaining this ecological perspective, Mary,

the resource teacher said, "The classroom teacher starts the year [by] looking at

the student's social and emotional needs because he or she believes tlrat

learning won't happen for some children until those needs are looked after."

Barbara worked from an ecological model. She realized that teaching

children involved more than academics. For example, she said, "Children come

to school with other considerations than just focusing on their education. They

have other things to think about. And so you're always trying to support that."

She also believed that educators needed to consider the child's motivation,
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emotional well-being, sense of belonging, and self-concept. This perspective

resulted in Barbara focusing on teaching children rather than prograrns:

"l guess, one of the things that l've always been told is my strong suit, is
my work with children and getting them to care about what they are doing.
and to feel good about themselves as a learner and more than any subject
area or knowledge of providing a particular program, that seerns to be rny.

strong suit. Where children feel good about themselves as learners and
therefore lear¡."

Barbara was also a teacher who focused on a child's strengths, rather

than his or her deficits. When describing Barbara's approach, Mary said, "She's

a teacher who really knows how to find kids' strengths and interests and hook

them in and build their self-esteem." When discussing Neil, she was one of the

only team members who began the description positively. For example, she

said, "lwould describe Neil as a soft and warm-hearted boy who has a great deal

of anger in him and an inability to focus without some kind of support." This '

positive language was also present when she talked about all students. She

referred to her students as "children" and rarely used a label to describe them: :

lnstead, she referred to students with special needs as "children needing

support" or "children that seem to be struggling in some way."

Practices

An educator who believed in changing the environment to meet a chÍlds

learníng needs as well as assumed responsibility for their learning, participated in

the following practices: inclusion, differentiated instruction, supporting the

classroom teacher, team collaboration in IEP development, the classroom

teacher implementing the lEP, role transitioning, classroom-þased intervention,
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and working with the parent. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss the data that

supports these practices:

lnclusion. An individual with a systemic pathology perspective would

include children with special needs. Barbara participated in this practice. For

example, she said, "The child always participates." As well, Mary explained

Barbara's inclusive practices:

"Talk about somebody who runs an inclusive classroom. She's a
master... She doesn't really want her kids pulled out unless there is a :

specific reason, like one child who has OT everyday. She wants them to
be a part of what's happening in the classroom all of the time and she will
differentiate for those kids."

Mary explained that Barbara practiced inclusion intuitively. When

discussing this approach, she said, "l totd her yesterday, that she is what they

now call inclusion. She has always done that and she's a master teacher who

does all those things in spades intuitively." Since Barbara's guiding assumptions

and working model defined her set of practices as shown in Figure 5, including all

children was natural for Barbara.

Differentiation. Differentiation would be another practice grounded in the

systemic pathology perspective. lt would be guided by the assumption that the

principle difficulties of students with disabílities is the organization of the general

education environment. Mary explained that some educators would adapt or

modify the context or'system' so that the child could be successful:

"They differentiate. They can look at the child and know, okay I guess it's
in their heads, right? These are my goals for this child and okay through
this social studies activity they can work in a group and I would be
expecting... the outcomes for them to be such and such. And... if you
were probably to ask a teacher...what they're doing to differentiate, they
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would probably look at you [and say], 'l don't know. I just do it- Do what
works for the chilq"'.

A few other team members also agreed that this practice was done intuitively by

some educators. For example, Anna, the director of student services said,

"[Using differentiated instruction] depends on the person's view of differentiated

instruction...There are a few people...that it is very naturalto them. And they

would do it just automatically." Betty, the speech-language pathologist also said,

"lts very unfair to expect the teacher to automatically [differentiate]. The very

creative teachers probably do, even if they have no training."

Barbara utilized the practice of difterentiation. She explained, "lf I feel :

that we're off the mark or things are not working the way that we need to or

behavior is getting out of hand, there's other things that we may do. We make

adjustments to that plan, with the way that I'm doing things...We could shorten

assignments, we could give more para time... Maybe they need to be working in

a group differently, they may need a partner."

Support the classroom teacher. Team members explained that an

educator with this perspective was more likely to use the team as a "resource".

For example, they would view the resource teacher as a support rather than a

specialist who was responsible for the student's learning:

" [They see the resource teacher's role] as a support. l'm the one who
can assign the para time and l'll take care of the paperwork pieces for
them, the lEPs, and so on. And make sure all that stuff gets done. And
as someone to come and probably bounce ideas off...lf I look at the two
ends of the continuum, if I think of a particular teacher that I worked with
for many years, who lthink is probably the farthest along or at the top encÍ.

Like she just will come and say'okay' and then she'll throw a few things at
me and she says'Okay, good I know my thinking is okay', and then she's
back off doing her thing. And she'lljust say, 'You know, if you can just
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give me para t¡me, that's all I want is somebody who can think and go with
the flow...That's all I want, is if you can give me the support.' Then she
does everything else." l

Educators with a systemic pathology perspective would also view the

paraprofessionalaSaSupportratherthanaspecialistwhowasresponsiblefor

the student's learning. For example, Barbara had assumed responsibility to

teach all children in her class and therefore utilized the services of the

paraprofessional differently than some educators. The paraprofessional's role

was to facilitate learning in her classroom, rather than to independently teach the

child. When describing this role, she said, "They support what we're doing in the

classroom." M"ry, the resource teacher also described this practice:

"[Barbara] has para support...to support programming in the
classroom... So in her classroom you wouldn't necessarily think that, well
that para is there for NeÍl, that para is there for Timothy... ffnsteadJ they're
doing this big theme...[and]the para may be working with [a] group of kids
which may or may not include the funded kid or the special ed. kid: And
then Barb may be the one working with the special ed. or funded kids.
She uses [paraprofessional supportJ to facilitate programming in her
classroom."

This practice of using team members to support the classroom teacher

may explain why Barbara's team consisted of very few members (i.e., resource

teacher and paraprofessional). Only ihe resourse teacher and paraprofessionat

provided the type of support that fit with her beliefs and practices. The other

team members, such as the guidance counselor and social worker used a

consultative pull-out approach. This human pathology practice would not

correspond with Barbara's systemic pathology beliefs or practices.

Classroom teacher participates in IEP development. An educator who

assumed responsibility for teaching a child with special needs would participate
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in developing the child's lEP. Mary, the resource teacher explained this

connection between this assumption and practice,

"lt is quite different when it's a teacher who takes complete ownership and
who is making those educational decisions while you're in the midst of
things... [Since] Barb takes total ownership for her kids... I talk to her and
just tap into her brairì."

Barbara's assumption that she was responsible for teaching alt chitdren guided

her significant involvement in developing the lEP. For example, when asked who

developed most of the lEP, she replied, "Me; because they are what I see for that

child." When discussing the process, she explained, "[The IEP goals] generally

just come right off the top of my head [because] I've already set those goals in

my mind... before I do the lEP... With the support of the resource people, they get

the wording to what I'm already doing."

The team collaboratively develops goals. This perspective would also

include the best practice of developing IEP goals collaboratively as a team rather

than in isolation. Anna, the director of student services described this process:

"The perfect IEP process I think would be everyone coming to the iable
with some notion of what they see as goals for this student. Not
necessarily already written out because then its too easy to just rubber
stamp it and say, 'Okay, good, that's done.' But for everyone within their
expertise to have some notion of what they would like to see the student
work on or develop...and then discuss it as a team and then allow input
from other people."

Although I did not observe the team at Barbara's school participate in this

practice, members from Team C reported this type of collaboration. When

describing IEP development, Bert the resource teacher said, "We sit down and

we sort of plan the whole thing out...The planning of it would be all of us."
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According to Jennifer, the paraprofessional, this process was collaborative and

included input from the parents. For example, she said, "They're very good

about asking through sharing and what do we think and do you see this working?

They're very, very, very good about that. lt's really good because you don't feel

like the outsider just coming in and working."

Classroom teacher implements lEP. An educator with a systemic

pathology perspective would assume responsibility for implementing the lEP. '

This was the case in Barbara's situation. For example, Mary, the resource

teacher said, "lf you talk to [Barbara] about the lEP...she's doing it all the time."

As well, Barbara said, "They make me write it down on paper, but I do it anywa¡r."

Several other team members supported the practice of the classroom

teacher implementing the lEP. For example, Sherithe príncipal said,

"lmplementation is really as successful as the classroom teacher." As well, Mary

the resource teacher said, "l guess the only way the IEP would work is if the

classroom [teacher] has to do it...That's the only way that it's going to work."

Finally, Betty the speech-language pathologist explained, "l would think the

teacher would have the major role [in implementing the IEP]... ... So I think its

important for the teacher to know they're the primary giver of education...They

have to know about all of the aspects of the lEP."

Role transitioning. Another collaborative practice grounded in this

perspective would be role transitioning. This process would involve individuals

learning and working across disciplinary boundaries. When discussing this

approach, Anna said, "l think that the teams that work really well from my
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experience are those teams that are free to bring their expertise to the table, but

are also free to talk outside their areas."

Betty, the speech-language pathologist discussed how Team A

participated in role transitioning. She provided examples of teaming that were

consistent with processes of role extension, role enrichment, role expansion, role

exchange, and role support ln the following paragraphs, I provide examples of

each process.

Betty believed that all team members were weil-versed in theÍr own area

of expertise. This knowledge allowed for effective teaching or role extension.

When discussing this teaching, she said, "Everyone is top notch.,. in what they

do. And I've learned from them [and they have learned from me.]"

Team members also used role enrichment. They had a general

awareness and understanding of other disciplines.

"l collaborate better with the team [at Hillcrest] than any other school
because everybody knows what each does. Often the guidance counselor
has no clue what speech pathology does and couldn't care less.
Maureen, [the guidance counselor], is very involved with us and if she can,
she'll participate in our activities... So we understand what the other team
members do and ít's a lot of integrating."

The team also experienced rofe expansion. This practice involved offering

observations and making recommendations in areas other than that of their

experience or specialization. For example, she said, "l hope we're not

compartmentalízing and saying, this is speech and this is psychology and this is

this.lfitsmyturntotalkaboutspeechandlanguage,lwouldhopethatthe

teacher would come in and say 'Oh yes, I noticed that about his processing in the

classroom.' Or Geoff, [the psychologist], would step in and say'Yes, on the



Round Hole 257

verbal scales he scored blah, blah, blah. I thought there was a word retrieval

problem.' And at Hillcrest that does happen. lts not each in our own litile box."

The team also practiced role exchange. Role exchange occurred once

team members began to understand the procedures of other disciplines and

started to implement techniques from these disciplines. The process was

facilitated when team members worked side by side;

"l've learned from them... [and] l'd like to think they learned from me too...
And we do a lot of things in the classrooms together so its just not sitting
at a table and talking about what you're going to do...lt's a lot of actually :

implementing the programs together.'

Finally, the team practiced role support, which involved assisting,

encouraging, and providing feedback to team members. When discussing this

support, Betty said, "This [supporting teachers] is where the clinicians and the '

resource people [and] reading clinicians... can be of service and we can realt¡r

help. And certainly in this division, l've done a lot of work in differentiating

instruciion, helping teachers, and doing inservices... [l] work directly with

individual teachers and share specifics like graphic organizers and strategies to

work with language disordered [studentsJ in their,.. classroom."

Classroom-based intervention. Another collaborative practice would be

classroom-based intervention. Betty and her colleagues utilized this approach. :

They collaborated wíth classroom teachers, worked with students in the

classroom, and differentiated classroom material for students with special needs.

For example, Betty said that when she worked with Emma "it was all classroom-

based [intervention] with her." Fiona, the resource teacher, also talked about this

classroom-based approach. For example, she said, "We teamed together this
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year, knowing that we [were] getting away from pull-out to just being within the

classroom and working with the teachers."

Working with the parent. A final practice that would be grounded in this

belief system would be collaborativety working with the child's parents, When

discussing this collaborative relationship, Sheri, the principal said, "[The

classroom teacherl knows that if she has a good relationship with the parent then

they can have the kind of conversations they need to have to make things better

for Neil." She believed it was a relationship based on parity and trust:

"We work on [our relationship with the parents] right from '

kindergarten... [WeJ make sure that those parents feel really welcome in
this school. That we connect with them. We all go out of our way to make
sure we have a conversation in the hallway because its really scary for
parents to have their kids come to school and to have things not working."

These above practices and collaborative approaches are defined by a set

of assumptions and a corresponding ecological model (see Figure 5). These

practices in turn define tools such as curriculum-based tests and the lEP

document.

Tools

Curriculum-based assessrnenf. When discussing Neil's progress and

goals for the following year, Barbara used the material that Neil had completed in

the classroom to guide her decision-making. No standardized tests were

involved in the process. When explaining the process, she said, "The general

overall pieces where we take our markers in the basic math structures and so on,

it's just something that I see that child needing and I try to set things where I

believe we will go and what that child will need." :
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IEP is a working document The IEP would be a tool used by educators

with a systemic pathology perspective. They would see it as "a real, living,

breathing plan" rather than "paper work that's... use[d]for accountability." When

a classroom teacher assumed responsibility for teaching a child with special

needs as well as significantly contributed to the lEP, the result would be a

document that fit the classroom teacher's practices and met the needs of the

student. When explaining this match, Barbara said:

"That is our plan for that child and it needs to be what we see that child
needing and it needs to fii with what we're doing in the '

classroom... Because it doesn't make sense not to make it fit. We try to
make them fit really well...lt fits with the classroom and it fits that child." :

Mary, the resource teacher, also discussed this'fit'when she said, "[The IEF] is

just embedded in the culture of her classroom...At one time that IEP was some

sort of separate thing, but I guess if the resource teacher and the classroom

teacher kind of hook up, they're already doing it... So we make sure that what

that teacher is doing is on the lEP." The match between the IEP and a

classroom teacher's systemic pathology assumptions and practices would

transfate into an IEP that was a working document (see Figure 5).

Other factors that would encourage an IEP to be a working document

included simplicity, sufficient time, and support from the team. In the foltowing ì

paragraphs, I describe each of these factors.

Mary, the resource teacher, believed the IEP would become a working

document if it was simplified. When describing this factor, she said, "l really

made a conscious effort with all the lEPs this year...If its not teacher-friendly, and

if its not really specific, aimed at a few things, doesn't mean none of the other
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things aren't happening, it just becomes too cumbersome. lt becomes a piece of

paper. And you get people... screwing up their faces when you say we have to

update the lEP."

Time was a factor that atl team members mentioned as impacting the IEP

process. Although increasing the time spent in the IEP process may not improve

the process, it would encourage reflection, an important part to changing

practices. Barbara explained the importance of this factor:

"The time is a key piece,.. .lt allows you to actually take a clear took at that
child and talk with someone and reflect on what... we really want to do
with the child, knowing where they've been and where we want them to go
and we can actually look at considering realistic goals where we can really
move that child fon¡rard in real time, real world way. Not just fill out a
form....lts that reflecting piece, its extremely important."

According to some team members; support from a team also encouraged

educators to use the IEP as a working document. For example, Barbara

explained, "lf its actually [goingJto be ...a document ihat you're going to actually

work with and try to accomplish the goals set out rather than just a formal piece

of paper that satisfies some government regulation, that its actualty going to be a

working document, then you have to allow for the time and you have to have the

support of the people that you're working with." Sheri, the principal also

emphasized this support factor when she said, "Almost every teacher here would

have students in their classroom with individual academic plans and that's due to

the close link [between the resource team and the classroom teacher]."

Overall, Barbara used the IEP as a working document because she had

assumed responsibility for teaching a child with special needs. Her beliefs and

practices, as well as other factors such as a simplified document, time, and team
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assistance, supported this responsibility. When explaining this relationship, she

said, "With the support of the resource peopte, they get the wording to what I'm

already doing."

ImplicatÌans

The above assumptions, model, and practices not only have an impac{ on

the IEP process, but on team member functioning as well. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss how the systemic pathology perspective may ir¡fluence

how educators adapt to change and problem solve.

Change ls easrêr. One implication of the systemic pathology perspective

would be that educators adapt to new practices. For example, Anna, the

director of student services said, "There'S a group that's going to go there

automatically anyway because that's okay with them." When comparing

educators who had contrasting perspectives, Mary, the resource teacher said,

"Change is difficult for everyone and its scary for everyone, but that person that's

further along on the continuum probably handles change better and is much less

resistant to change than the stone."

Educators with a systemic pathology perspective would be more likely to

accept change and adopt new practices because the practices that are being

recommended are consistent with their belief system and therefore are easier to

assimilate into their present practices. As Mary, the resource teacher explained,

"People who are really successful at change and taking on new practices, never

completely let go of the old stuff that works."
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It's my problem. A systemic pathology perspective would also impact an

educator's problem solving abilities. Since the principle difficulties of a student

with disabilities was viewed to be in the organization of the general education

environment, solutions would involve changing the environment (e.9.,

differentiated instruction). Solutions that involved 'fixing'the child may not be

considered. This problem-solving strategy was observed with Barbara who

commented that she made "adjustments" to the way she was "doing things." '

My results indicate that the system pathology perspective was grounded in

the assumptions that the classroom teacher was responsible for all students and

that a child's difficulties were related to the organization of the environment.

These assumptions defined a set of practices which included inclusion,

differentiated instruction, supporting the classroom ieacher, collaboration in IEP

development, the classroom teacher implementing the lEP, and collaboratively

working with the parent. Overall; this belief system would have an impact on the

IEP process, how the IEP was utilized as a tool, adapting easily to change, and

problem solving. Mary, the resource teacher summarized these implications

when she said, "But...for kids to really make the gains that we need to make... if

you see kids who are flourishing in the class, that's the classroom teacher taking

ownership." However not all educators worked exclusively from the systemic

pathology perspective or the human pathology perspective, Several team

members would alternate between these two perspectives. They discussed

practices and beliefs that fit with the systemic pathology perspective, but when

problems were encountered or challenges existed, they resorted to practices that
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were grounded in the human pathology perspective. Frequently changing the

child's goals and a general uncertainty characterized these team members who

were caught on this'swinging pendulum'.

The Swinging Pendulum

"l'm thinking that the people who are kind of in the middle...
aren't getting it about taking ownership and still maybe think lthat]
somehow the resource teachers [have] their job and I've got my
job. But my job is when the kld is in my class... and the resource
teacher is doing something separate with them [outside the class].
Those are the people that you can work with, because they stitl see
the child as the most important píece in the big picture. lt's just that
because of either their experience or the teams that they have
worked with or whatever, lthat] they maybe still think it's a separate
thing." (Mary, resource teacher) :

According io Anna, the director of student services, there were a large

percentage of educators in the school system who fluctuated between both

perspectives. For example, she said, "There's a big section in the middle of

people that kind of edge on both ways." Some of the team members I '

interviewed utilized assumptions and practices from both perspectives. ln

particular, I will discuss the various assumptions and practices of four classroom

teachers, Debbie, Carole, Anita, and Cindy. They were considered 'good'

teachers who cared about their students. Throughout the interviews they

discussed utilizing practices that were grounded in the systemíc pathology

perspective, but during uncertain or problematic situations they resorted to

practices grounded ín the contrasting human pathology perspective. :

According to Kuhn (1962), these educators were paradigm testing as

illustrated in Figure 6. l-le states that this "testing occurs only after persistent

failure to solve a noteworthy puzzle [or anomaly] has given rise to crisis... ftti
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occurs as part of the competition between two rival paradigms" (p. 144). He

defines a crisis as a period when there is a problem and something is perceived

differently. Using this definition, I determined that these educators experienced

a crisis in regards to their responsibility and a chÍfd's belonging. For example'

Michelle, the resource teacher experienced a crisis about a student's belonging.

She reported that she believed in Ínclusion, but she supported Emma's daify

removal from the classroom when they encountered difficulties with her behavior.

Her response to her paradigm testing was the following;

"We thought it would be even better this year considering the teacher and
the placement and everything, but ... sometimes kids change the rules on
us."

ln the following paragraphs I discuss the crises that resulted from anomalies that

the educators encountered. As well, I examine the implications of paradigm

testing on the educators' practÍces and tools.

Human pathology
perspective

An anomaly results in a
cnsrs

in
responsibility

andlor
belonging

Systemic
pathology

perspective

Figure 6. Paradigm testing or a shift between contrasting perspectives occurred

when team members encountered a crisis or uncertainty about their responsibility

for teaching a child with special needs or the child's belonging in the cfassroom-
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Crsis

I am somewhat responsible. One crisis these educators encountered

was in regards to the issue of who was responsible for a child with special needs.

When an anomaly endured, these educators sometimes perceived they were

responsible for a child with special needs and at other times it was someone

else's responsibility. For example, Anita said, "l don't feel that a teacher can

have a hundred percent control. lt's a team effort. lts not just you. I'm only with

her part of the time. [The paraprofessional is] with her a fot more and a lot more

one on one than I am." One resource teacher also described this crisis when

discussing another teacher's practÍces:

"[This classroom teacher]would [include the student] to some extent, but
appears to have the belief that kids who aren't reading at grade level or
aren't performing at a certain level can't do what's happening in the
classroom so they need their own programming pulled out."

Educators fluctuated between each paradigm depending on the situation.

lf a child with special needs could not participate in a classroom activity

independently, than the paraprofessionaf would assume responsibility for

teaching the student. This practice would be grounded in the human pathotogy

perspective.

On the other hand, the classroom teacher assumed responsibility fora

child with special needs when monitoring or overseeing the child's program. For

example, Mary, the resource teacher explained, "The teacher does take

ownership for the programming....She directs the programming...She sets the

goals and orchesirates the information."
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The child be/ongs so/nefit??es. The second crisis these classroom

teachers encountered was they perceived that sometimes a child with special

needs belonged in the classroom and other times he or she did not.

When an anomaly about the student participating in the classroom

persisted, educators fluctuated between each perspective. For example, if the

child could not participate in the activity than he or she was removed from the

cfassroom, a practice grounded in the human pathology perspective:

"lf he can't be in [the classroomJ for something...then that's the point
wherehegoesoutandworksonhisotherstuffwith[the
paraprofessionaf ]."

On the other hand, the child stayed in the classroom if he or she could participate

in the activity. This practice was grounded in the systemic pathology

perspective. Jennifer, the paraprofessional explained this arrangement

"depend[ed] on the activity." She said, "l usually ask [the classroom teacher], 'ls

this an in class or out of class?"'

Practices

These crises resulted in educators utilizing practices from botl'r

perspectives as they participated in paradigm testing. ln the following

paragraphs, I discuss six different practices and their implications. These

practices included the rotating door approach, the resource teacher and

specialist developing the lEP, the classroom teacher supervising, the

paraprofessional implementing the lEP, a collaborative-consultative teaming

approach, and partially supporting the classroom teacher. Finally, I discuss how

the IEP document became a flexible tool.
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The rotating door. Rather than having children with special needs

completely segregated or included, some educators who fluctuated between both

perspectives had children in and out of the classroom. They believed the child's

ability to participate determined whether the student remained in the classroorn

When the child remained in the classroom, allfour classroom teachers

discussed using practices grounded in the systemic pathology perspective to

facilitate learning in the classroom. These strategies included the following: (a)

adapting learning tasks (e.9., Anita said, "A good teacher doesn't say, tlris is how

I do things. How can these kids fit in to me? lts how can I make things work for

these kids in the classroom... Thís is how I like to do things. How can I make it

work for her."), (b) acknowledging the student's strengths and needs (e.9.,

Debbie said, "['m] looking at the gifts they have to offer and allowing them to be

successful. Getting those skills. lnstead of harping on them that they can't divide

or can't spell."), (c) looking at the'whole' child (e.9., Debbie saÍd, "You have to l

look at the whole person, not just the academics."), and (d) using strategies such

as centers and peer support.

On the other hand, if the child was not able to participate in the classroom

activity, he or she was gíven work to complete outside of the classroom (e.9.,

different material, life skills activities, or manual work). When explaining this :

approach with Jason, Cindy the classroom teacher said, "Vúe're trying to get him

to do some sort of life skills kinds of things. There's really no point in him being

in a Social $tudies class, For him to know the history of Canada is not really
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going to be much of a benefit for him... He does some janitorial stuff every once

in awhile. He does some stuffwith recycling."

This 'rotating door' approach was also utilized with Emma. At times she ,

was removed from class to work with the paraprofessional, ln grade two it was in

the afternoon. During this time they would work on the Reading Milestone

program and other activities. When describing these sessions outside of the

classroom, the resource teacher said, "Let's get a completely different program

from the resource room or borrow books from there and put it together and this is

going to be their Language Arts. Every time they get para time, they work on that

little section." ln grade three, she was removed from the class for sevend

subjects because her behavior interfered with her participation.

For both Emma and Jason, the'rotating door' phenomena also apptied aL

recess. The teams did not discuss what they were doing to address the issues

that were necessary for the students to positively interact with their peers at l

recess. Rather, team member talked about putting the students on the

computer. For example, Bert the resource teacher said, "lwith Jason] its just

social skills. When he gets frustrated. The kids bug him at times because they

know that they can get away with it. And then he gets frustrated. I think that's ì

why he doesn't like to go outside... Recess is hard for him to go outside because

he doesn't have the skills. He'd rather be on the computer,"

Implications. The implications of this practice included not providing the

student with the necessary skills and negatively impacting the child's sense of

belonging. First, when the student was removed because he or she could not
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participate, the opportunity to teach a necessary skill was lost. One classroom

teacher, Cindy, expressed her concern about not addressing these issueq

surrounding social situations:

"So I think socially it's goingto be the biggest hurdle. The IEP should
reflect it, that social kind of behavior. I'm sort of realizing that what I want
him to do, l'm really not arming him to be able to do."

Second, this'rotating door' approach may have an impact on the student's

sense of belonging because the child would not be included consistently or

considered an equal class member. Thus, a sense of belonging would become a

need for the student. This was clearly evident when all the classroom teachers

who fluctuated between both perspectíves, talked about the child wanting to '

belong. For example, Debbie the classroom teacher said, "He wants to be with

the class. He wants to be like everybody else." Anita, the other classroom

teacher reported, "[Emma] wants to feel that she belongs.,. She wants to be like

everybody else." As well, Carol said, "What she loves more than anything is to

be like everybody else." Barbara was the only teacher who did not perceive the

student's desire to belong because her systemic pathology perspective and

practices as shown in Figure 5, created a learning environment in which the ì

student belonged. lt was no longer a need for him. Arnold, Emma's father

summarized the implication of this 'rotating door' approach when he said, "Well

right now, I guess she's ín grade two. ljusi past by and I guess the para this

year is working with her. I guess doing printing and stuff. Because ljust passed

by [and] they were in the library. I don't know what else is happening."
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Resource teacher and specialists develop IEP goals. When team

members fluctuated between both perspectives, the IEP goals sometimes

included collaboration with the classroom teacher, but in general the resource

teacher and clinicians developed the IEF goals. For example, Greg, the

guidance counselor for Team B discussed using both practices. He said, "Well, '

to me it doesn't make sense if I have a set of goals for this kid and the ieacher

doesn't see it the same way...l mean the teacher's goals have got to kind of be in

there. Because without that being in there, you're kind of just banging your head

against the wall, unless you're willing to go into the classroom everyday and

spend your day in the classroom." Orì the other had, he also explained how each

team member developed their own section. When explaining this process, he

said, 'We'll sit down and talk about them, figure out who's going to do what parl

and then we just kind of... get going with it....The parts I generally would get,

[are] the behavior intervention plan part of it. The academic parts are generally

wrÍtten by the resource teacher."

Valerie, the director of student services, also explained that IEF ì

development usually involved each discipline (e.9., resource teacher, speech-

language pathologist, occupational therapist), developing their own goals and

then reviewing them with the entire team at the IEP meeting. She believed that

"the person working in that discipline [assumed] responsibitity for that part of the

IEP.'

This IEP development practice was evident with Team A. Both resource

teachers reported they independently wroie the IEP after they had formally tested
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the child and gathered the reports or goals from each clinician. For example,

Fiona said, "The academic [section]would be me. lwould go and...evafuate

Emma. " Or Michelle said, "l pretty much did those [academic goals]. Just based

on where she was at...l think it only makes sense for one person to sít on the

computer and do the typing and do whatever." This independent process was :

confirmed when Michelle presented the completed IEP at the review meeting and-

said, 'Janelle (the paraprofessional) and I took the last IEP and updated it."

During this meeting, I did not observe the development of any new goals, rathen it

was a review of the lEP. Michelle believed that this developmental procedure

was adequate because the IEP was not a working document.

"lf I can pretty much estimate it to the best of my abilities and then go
through it with everybody around this table than that is probably good
enough considering we are not going to follow this to a tee anyways, it's :

not the Bible."

lmplications. There are several implications to the resource ieacher and

specialists developing the lEP. These implications include lack of input from

classroom teacher and paraprofessional, an IEP that would not fit the cÌassroom

teacher's practices, limited parental involvement, unrealistic goals, and the

reinforcement of the assumption that the classroom teacher was not responsible

for the student and his or her learning

First, the individuals who spent the most time with the student, such as the ì

classroom teacher and paraprofessional, did not always contribute significantly to

the lEP. For example, when asked questions about IEP development, Carof the

classroom teacher responded, "l really don't have much to do with [the IEP]. You

would have to talk to [the resource teacher]. They don't ask for much input.
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They ask, 'Do you have anything to add? What do you think of this? But they do

most of the work because they go back to their old records, check ofi what's

been accomplished and update from there."

lf teachers were involved in developing the IEP Ìt was for one of two

reasons. One reason would be to provide the resource teacher with an overall '

view of the child's progress and needs. For example, Anita the classroom

teacher explained, "They will meet with us and discuss what we're doing in the

class, what works, what doesn't work...We talk about it and Janeile, [Emma's

paraprofessinalltalked about goals. And actually Janelle probably gave her

more specific, whereas I gave more global," Another reason for the classroorn

teacher's involvement would be to review the completed IEP if time permitted.

For example, Fiona the resource teacher explained, "lVhen I finish the whole

thing, sometimes I meet with them to give me input. Time is really the only ihing

that stops us from doing something."

The involvement of next year's classroom teacher was also limited

because he or she was unfamiliar with the student and his or her needs. When

explaining this difficulty, Bert the resource teacher said, "lts worse when each :

year [the teachers] change because when you have the meeting in May, that

teacher says, 'Okay this is what he needs to work on.' But its going to be a new

teacher that's taking him...They don't know him so they don't know allthe littte '

tricks. We always have the next year's teacher at the IEP meeting, but still they

say 'Huh?"' Despite this unfamiliarity and lack of input, next year's teacher was

expected to implement it. For example, Fiona, the resource teacher explained



Round Hole n]

how she and the principal would meet with the new classroom teacher to discuss

the IEP and their expectations

"This is where [the student]was. These are the things you are going t+
do... Just to review what is going to happen there."

Anna the director of student services recognized the impact of this practice when

she said, "[ would change] the piece of developing it and then just handing it off

to somebody. That's a piece lwould like to change. That the people would be

more involved as a whole."

The second implication of tl'ris practice would be an IEP that did not fit the

classroom teacher's practices because of the lack of teacher input. This would

have negative consequences for IEP implementation. When explaining this

problem, Bert, the resource teacher said:

"l think one of the hardest things is [withJ tl'¡e IEP meeting in the spring
time...You have the old teacher telling you what's happening and then you
have the new teacher there. The new teacher doesn't know the child that
well, so he's going, 'Oh yeah, yeah...' And then in the fall time, fhe says],
'l don't want to do that.' So it throws the whole IEP out. That's a
probfem."

The third implication of this developmental practice was that parentat

involvement was limited. For example, Arnold, Emma's father said, "l saw that

flEPl before, but I wasn't quite involved." Rather, he explained it was the school

team who "determined what they'd like to try and achieve." Team members

would then consult with parents to let them know what was expected of them:

For example, Patricia, the social worker explained that she would meet with

parents to let them know the team's expectations:
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"When [the school team] puts in their expectations, I sort of like to make
sure that the mother is on board with that. Because if you're saying that
the kid has to do his spelling every night, who's going to do it. So then we
just don't say to the mother; you're going to do it. Before hand, l"ll go and
say, 'This is really what the school needs at this time. How much do you
think you can manage?

As well, team members placed emphasis on attaining the parent's

approval rather than including the parent in the process. For eNample, Greg; the

guidance counselor said, "lt's the whole issue of getting the parents on board and

making sure that they understand what you're going to want to do and why its

important...Just having them buy into it." As well, one resource teacher said,

"There's the expectation that parents are signing these things."

Along with this limited parental involvement was the view that the

'professional' perspective had more value than the parent's perspective. For

example, one team member said, "l think it's important to hear the parent and

also their request. They may want a goal in there that we think is kind of flaky or

not important or not valid. I still think we need to at least consider it and give the

parent some validation around that." As well, information from a parent versus

another team member was perceived differently. For example, at an IEP

meeting, some parents would argue that an IEP goal was already mastered by

their child. Fiona, the resource teacher explained that they would make a note

of this information, but would not change the goal. When explaining this

scenario, she said, "Sometimes l'll have a little line saying, 'At home, able to do.',

Just for ourselves to ... know and the parents to be happier... Just so the kÍd' '

doesn't look like they don't know anything." On the other hand, when a clinician



Round Hole n5

stated that a child could do a skill, it was changed. ln general, parents had

'requests' while clinicians provided'recommendations.'

Fourth, a lack of team involvement could result in "unrealistic" goals. The

goals may be unrealistic because the person independently devefoping the IEP

may not know the student and his or her abilities as well as other team members.

For example, Debbie, the classroom teacher said, "l would think I woutd knowthe

student better because l'm spending everyday with the student. [The resource

teacher] is testing the student ... and so she would know the student, but its not

on a day to day basis." Unrealistic goals would then have a negative effect on :

IEP implementatlon.

Fifth, when the resource teacher and specialists develop the lEP, it could

reinforce the assumption that the classroom teacher was not responsible for the

student and his or her learning. Boih directors of student services discussedthis

concern. For example, Valerie said, "lts not meaningful to people or people

haven't taken ownership for it, if someone sits on an IEP meeting and just tries tro

control the whole meeting and controls what gets written down... No one has a

stake. No one has any ownership if it's not a true team process. Than why 
:

should they?" As well, Anna said, "l think that nobody owns [it], you only own

your section then. You tend not to own the whole thing."

The classroom teacher supervises. Another practice that occurred when

educators tested both paradigms was the classroom teacher assumed a

supervisory role. The teacher perceived she was responsible for monitoríng or

overseeing the student's program. For example; Debbie, the classroom teacher
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said, " Well, it's kind of like down the line of the bureaucracy I suppose. lts my

job to make sure that this flEPl gets done and then its my job to make sure

they're doing it.".

Cindy, the classroom teacher for Team C, also believed that her

responsibilitiesincludedsupervisinglEPimplementationandevaluating

progress. For example, she said, "l like to keep tabs on what they're doing. GÌve,

some direction as to what l'd like Jas to get." She admitted thai she was not

completely responsible for Jason's learning:

"Programming for him, I don't do that well...lt's so busy with
everything...Jennifer and l, we decide what's going to be done. But I see
that I haven't really held up my end of that responsibility."

She believed that she should provide more guidance, but the paraprofessional

was abfe to function without it. For example, she said, "l should have done more

for her than I have...l sometimes feel badly about not giving more direciion to

Jennifer...l think if I was working with an E.A. that was less competent, I would

take more of the responsibility and make sure that in math that he's doing this

chunk this week. And I don't do that with Jennifer."

Implications. The classroom teacher's role as a manager or supervisor

resulted in educators having a 'programming' focus rather than a 'teaching' or :

'learning' one. For example, one resource teacher said, "[The teacherJ decides

what to program...which parts he can be in the class for." This 'programming'

focus was present because the classroom teacher was not teaching the student,

but rather managing what the child would do. lt was the paraprofessional who

assumed the teaching role. This working relationship was summarized in an tEP
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document which stated that the paraprofessional's role was to "assist with

implementation of behavioral and academic programming under the directionof

the classroom teacher. "

Paraprofesslonal implements lEP. Another practice of individuals who

participated in paradigm testing was the paraprofessional implemented the lEP.

Since the classroom teacher's role was supervising IEP implementation, the

paraprofessional assumed responsibility for the child and IEP implementation. :

Anna, the director of student services discussed this role when she said "Some

of our paraprofessionals are much, much more the implementer than the

classroom teacher." Thus, teaching a child with special needs would become

the paraprofessional's job.

One paraprofessional, Jennifer, believed she had assumed responsibility

for teaching a student with special needs. She said, .Oh, 
I think you always feel

like the teacher." Her responsibilities included implementing the goals, choosing

appropriate material, and selecting programs. Unfortunately, Jennifer was not

always comfortable with some of these responsibilities. For example, she said,

"l'm thinking I shouldn't be making those decisions. lt should be the classroom

teacher or the resource teacher, but again its kind of an expected thing." The

other team members afso commented on the fact that there was "a lot that [was]

actually left on Jennifer's shoulders. More than she should have." ln general,

when the classroom teacher did not take complete responsibility for a child's

learning, the paraprofessional assumed this role as teacher.
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lmplications. There were several implications when ihe paraprofessional

implemented the lEP. These included the paraprofessional having the most

important role, increased familiarity, dependency, and an impact on the student's

learning.

First, this practice led many team members to believe that the

paraprofessional had the most important role with the student. For example,

Valerie, a director of student services, stated that the paraprofessional had the

largest role in the student's program because he or she was mostly responsible

for implementing the daily goals and strategies. As well, Fiona the resource

teacher said, "l can't do [the IEP]without them because they're really with this kid

twenty-four hours." Anita, the classroom teacher, also placed significant

importance on the paraprofessional's role and their knowledge of the student.

For example, she said, "l value so much the para who works with these

[students], who can say exactly what goes on way better than I can." Finally,

Cindy said, "lt would probably be valuable for the student teacher to have to

program for him, but I think what's best for Jason is that time with Jennifer, [his

paraprofessional]." ln general, many team members believed that the ,

paraprofessionals were the best teachers for children with special needs.

Second, when the paraprofessional implemented the lEP, he or she

became very familiar with the student and hís or her ability level. For example,

Debbie said, "l think in a lot of cases, the paraprofessionals know fthe studentJ ì

even more than I do. Or they know the student better than I do... So [they] would

probably be able to tell you something that I can't." Anita, the classroom teacher



Round Hole 279

also agreed with this perspective when she said, "The person who probably

knows her the best out of anyone would be [the paraprafessionalJ because [sh{

spent the most time with her." This familiarity with a student was observed

during one of Team A's IEP meeting. I observed Emma's paraprofessional, who

had spent almost the entire year working independently with Emma, making

programming decisions (e.9., she helped the resource teacher write the IEP).

This familiarity appeared to increase the paraprofessional's responsibility for the

student. When discussing this famÍliarity, Jennifer said:

"l don't know if it's when you work with a child so much that you get to
know him. You know what he can handle. What he can't handle. What
he can do. What he can't do. So it's almost pushed off to you. And you
know him. You decide what you think he can handle and what he can't.
So it's almost that relationship thing. You decide whether you're ready to
go on or not to go on."

Third,thispracticealsohadimplicationsonhoweducatorsperceived

paraprofessional support. Paraprofessionals were perceived as "attached" to a

child. For example, one resource teacher said, "We still sort of had a full time

para attached to her because we really felt she needed it." When

paraprofessionals were "attached", the classroom teacher would not feel the

need to take ownership for the child's learning because someone efse would

have assumed that role. Mary, the resource teacher explained, "[-fhafs[

probably for me an area of frustration, to try to move the ownership back to the

teacher."

Fourth, a paraprofessional implementing an IEP would have an impact on

the student's learning. Although the individual spending the most time with the

student would be the most familiar with hím or her, he or she also may be the
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least knowledgeable about best teaching practices. For example, Anna, the

director of student services discussed the difficulty with this practice:

"lf the teacher has a hands off [approach, and says], 'l don't know what's
going on, the para does it all.' [ThenJ ] don't think there's as good of
communication between that teacher and the child or that teacher and the
parents...What ends up happening is we have our least trained people
working with our most needy children. I think in the long run... it doesn't
extend anyone's expertise or knowledge if you don't' have that [teacher
involvementl. lts sad...lt is really sad in the long run because everybody
loses out."

Paraprofessionals also may not be give team member status thus further

affecting a child's learning situation. When discussing their exclusion from team

situations, Valerie, the director of student services said, "That's the person that

must be around the table for lEPs and is often the one that is not at the IEP

meeting because who is going to watch the kid?"

Collaborative-consultative teaming. An additional practice of educators

who encountered crises and participated in paradigm testing was the utiÌization of

teaming practices from both perspectives. When working with the student and

the classroom teacher, they combined collaborative, inclusive practices with a :

consultative and segregated approach. ln the following paragraphs, I describe

team members who used this approach.

Greg, the guidance counselor was someone who used practices from both

perspectives. He utilized approaches ground Ín the human pathotogy ì

perspective such as pull out, tracking, behavior charts, and modifying behavior.

For example, he said, "l'm working with the student, trying to modify the :

behavior." He also believed that the 'case manager'was the individual "mainly

responsible" for that student. On the other hand, he looked at the whole child
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and recognized the classroom teacher had " to be a part" of the IEP process. At

times, he collaborated with teachers in developing goals and believed that

problems could either be child-centered or systemic:

"flnl this school, we really try to. .. not just on an individual kid basis, but on
a school wide basis, so that if we can get everybody kind of knowing what
your school likes. Just trying to avoid pushing other kids' buttons. That's
a whole long-term project. We're talking about changing a culture of a
schoel."

Patricia, the social worker was another team member who used teaming

practices grounded in both perspectives. On one hand, she used people first

language, focused on strengths, assisted the family, supported inclusion, and

believed the school structure created children's difficulties. On the other hand,

she used pull out services in a group setting to support the child. As weln; l

supporting the teacher was not part of her role, although she strongly believed

that teachers were overworked.

Michelle, the resource teacher, afso combined the practices from both ,

perspectives. For example, she believed in classroom-based intervention, role

transitioning, inclusion, and the assumption that the classroom teacher should

assume ownership for teaching a child with special needs:

"l think this whole IEP should be a plan for the classroom teacher and
para to understand how to implement. Like its not so important that...the
rest of us know as much as them because its always their student. You
know, first and foremost. And we're the support. But...l think that is the
big difference in philosophy too. Does the student because they're special
needs belong to the resource teacher or do they belong to the
classroom?... I guess I would want the teachers to be more involved :

sometimes with some of these funded students. I think that's the biggest
thing,"
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On the other hand, paraprofessionals were "scheduled" to support the student

outside of the classroom. As well, she believed t]'lat some solutions to a

student's problematic behavior required segregation (e.9., Emma was removed

from the classroom and participated in a separate recess).

lmplication A combination of collaboration and consultation may have :

implications for when support would be offered. For example, some team

members discussed providing support when the classroom teacher and

paraprofessional encountered problems. When explaining this support, Gregthe

guidance counselor saíd, "The document goes to the teacher and to the para.

They see where we're going and they kind of implement it within the classroom.

And then when there's difficulty, they're calling on me to address this part, this

part, this part."

Partial support. The final practice of educators who experienced paradigrn

testing was the classroom teacher received consistent support from the resource

teacher and paraprofessional. The classroom teachers explained that resource

teacher support included the following: (a) sharing their expert knowledge with

the classroom teacher (i.e., One cfassroom teacher said, "l'm not trained in

resource. That's not an area that I have a lot of knowledge in. I have little

booklets and things like that, that I can give people who are at a low level. But t

certainly don't have the resource knowledge. I haven't taken any courses on

resource. I wouldn't know how to set up the Reading Milestones or whatever it is

that they do."), (b) problem-solving (i.e., "With Bert, its sometimes, 'Okay, this is

the problem that I'm seeing now. What do f do?"), (c) providing materials (i.e.,
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"Where there's issues with Emma [and] I need to get some input, I can go to

Fiona for example and say, 'This is what's happening. Can you help me?' And

she'll make up some thing for Emma or her para."), and (d) developing the IEP

(i.e., I think its good that she has [the responsibiÏity of developing the

lEPl...because if someone said to me, 'Okay, you have to develop this on your

own', that would just be another thing of a zillion, frustrating!").

The paraprofessional also provided support to the classroom teacher. For

example, Jennifer explained her role involved "Just being a big support to the

teacher that you work with." Some types of support included the following: (a)

implementing the student's goals, (b) supporting the student, (c) identifying

concerns, (d) programming, and (e) choosing appropriate material. At times, a

positive working relationship, daily contact, and role transitioning enhanced,this

support. Jennifer summarized it when she said, "You know, my right arm is her

left arm."

On the other hand, support from the clinical staff such as the speech-

language pathologist, the psychologist, and the socíal worker, was minimally

discussed by educators. Onty a couple of the teachers considered thess

individuals team members. This lack of team membership may be influenced by

the suppori that some clinical staff offered. For instance, consultatíve.

collaborative teaming may not offer classroom teachers the support that they

need and thus they would not be perceived as team members.

lmplications. This perception of partial support may impact the teams'

decision-making. Throughout data collection, programming decisions were often
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made by one to three team members. Except for team C, the parent was rarely

reported as being involved Ín team decision-making. An example of this dectsion

making approach occurred between the grade four teacher and the

paraprofessional at an IEP meeting. They were deciding whether the studenl

should continue with the life skills program the following year. The classroom

teacher turned to the paraprofessional and said, "Do you want to do it again next

year?" And the paraprofessional responded, "Sure." Based on this conversation,

the student was to be removed from class to do "life skills'" actívities such ag

.crafts, hygiene, and telephone skills.

These above six practices were consistent among the three teams, as we[[

as the perception that IEP implementation could be difficult at times. Fiona, the

resource teacher explained, "The other fprobtemJ is just to get people to deliver

[the IEP]. I think its still lacking...The majority won't. They do not even know

where the IEP is." Part of this difficulty may be related to the fact that the fEP

was not viewed as working document. lnstead it was perceived as a flexible

document.

Tool

ThechangingIEPdocument.WhenteammembersencounteredcrÍses

and fluctuated between practices from the human pathology perspective and the

systemic pathology perspective, the result was a flexible IEP document that the

team changed to fit their situation.

Severalteammemberstalkedaboutthischangefactor.Forexampfq

Jennifer, the paraprofessional said, "\Â/e've had to do a lot of adjusting. What
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works for him...l think we've changed our expectations so much. I think what we

had at the beginning were more academic. I think at this point right now, we'rê

looking more for just the basics... probably just life skills." Debbie, the classroom

teacher also talked about changing the lEÈ

"l might add or I might change what is happening or what we've
done....When we look at them in March for what we've done in Novernber,
if we're not there yet, then we're not there yet. Or if we say, we've been
spending a lot of time on L.A. with this person and so maybe the math
hasn't progressed the same then that's how it is. You kind of have to go
with what's happening with them. Being really, really flexible. And theres
a time limit. lts noi like the students have paraprofessionals all day."

Whendiscussingthischange,cíndythectassroomteachersaid,..Thingsa}so_

change and adapt. [For example, one goal] in there is legibility of handwriting

and fll had forgotten about that completety. ffnsteadi he's doing a tot of stuff on

the computer now." ln addition, Bert, the resource teacher discussed the

changing IEP when he said, "!t/e're always finding problems. You can't say in ]

September or October that this is going to be the same...So we're constantly

changing. Adding things to Í1." As weil, Fiona, the resource teacher discussed ì

how she explained the changes to parents. She said, "lt's a lot of work to really

pin down the goals ihat you want. And whenever f share it with parents, I say, ì

'This is not in stone. lt can change. We can come back in September and we

might have a different goal."' Fina[[y, Michel[e, the resource teacher summarized

the IEP's purpose when she said:

"l don't think that [the IEPJ dictates the actual goals once you're in the
room... We are not going to follow this to a tee... it's not the bible...lt is
such a flexible document."
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Factors that played a role in the IEP's purpose included a deficit focus, a

lack of reference to the lEP, and insufficient coflaboration. ln the foflowing

paragraphs, I discuss these three issues and their impact on the IEP document.

Deficit focus. First, when an educator experienced a crisis about

responsibility or belonging, they sometimes perceived a child needed 'fixing'. '

Therefore, ihe IEP was used to document what needed fixing or changing. For

example, when a problem was encountered, team members changed the IEP to

identify the child's deficÍts rather than adjust the learning context so that the ehild

was successful. This deficit focus was evident in the father's summary of the

team's purpoqe:

"Well, I guess the [speech] therapist wants her to speak better. The
occupational therapist wants to get her motion better so she's more
coordinated and hopefulÍy can be able to ride thè bike. The teacher wants
to try and get her so she understands the lessons better and with the para
they can hopefully achieve that. And myself and Michelle...what werre
trying to do is work on those words and l'm trying to read simple books to
her... Hopefully she'l[ catch on. l-donÏ know what else I can do." '

Lack of reference to lEP. Second, the educators who were paradigm

testing, rarely referenced the lEP. Fòr example, Anita the classroom teacher

said, "l'm going to want to read the IEP to see what the plan is for this kid.

Doesn't necessarily mean I'm going to folÌow it, but rt certainty gwes me a starting

point." Carol also agreed that she only referred to the IEP occasionally, but

explained she was always aware of the chifd's needs. Finally, Cindy also talkeei

about not referring to the IEP and said, "l'm not necessarily following the IEP

even though we spent time writing it... t had to dig up his IEP because I didn't

have a clue what was in there." This lack of reference and awareness translated
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into an individualized education plan that changed to fit what the classroom

teacher and paraprofessional were doing.

lnsufficient collaborafion. Third, when there was insufficient collaboration

in IEP development, the goafs may not have addressed the chíld's needs or tl'¡+

learning context. lnstead, the classroom teacher's practices determined the

child's program. For example, Michelle explained, "[ think the way the class is

being taught [dictates the goals]. lf its journal writing and... the teacher is sitting

with the child and working on sounding oui words.,. than that's great if Emma can.

do some of it. I think independently that's not really one of our goals because

she just can't do that. She can't segment." fVlary, the resource teacher alss

talked about the classroom activities dictating the child's learning:

"[The teachersJ always take ownership for their kíds, but somehow... over
the years the IEP is one thing and what's offered in the classroom is
anothqr."

In general, it appeared that the ftexibte fEP document was not esserrtialto-

guiding the team or the child's learning. Rather, some team members believed

that as long as the child was receivíng support and was successful, than team 
,

members were doing their job. For example, one classroom teacher said, "As

long as we are supporting that child and working with that child and dealing with

that child on a day to day basis to see progress than we've had a measure of

success. flts notl whether we've been successful with those particular goals on

that lEP."

Overall, some team members utilized assumptÍons and practices from the

two contrasting perspectives. They utilized practices from the systemic
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pathology perspective, but when they encountered a crisis or challenging

situation, they resorted to practices grounded in the human pathology

perspective. These crises were related to the classroom teacher's responsibility

for a child with special needs as well as the child's belonging. For example,

although educators said they believed in inclusion, a problem would arise which

caused them to question their beliefs. Thís would result in them resorting back to

the assumption that the problem resided within the child in order to justify their

solution of segregation

When educators encountered a crisis, they utilized practíces such as tF¡e

'rotating door' approach to teaching, the resource teacher and specialist

developing IEP goals, the classroom teacher supervising the IEP process, the

paraprofessional implementing the lEP, collaborative-consultative teaming, and

partially supporting the classroom teacher. All these practices had implicationg

for the student (i.e., skills, sense of belonging), teaming, the IEP process, the

team's focus, support, and decision-making. Finally, team members who

fluctuated between these two contrasting perspectives utilized the IEP as a

flexible tool that changed to fit their situation. lt became a changing document

that was difficult to implement.

Conclusion

ln this chapter, I presented the perspectives of eighteen team members

who cared about children and were members of cohesive teams. Despite these.

strengths, the IEP process was uncertain at times for some team members. My

findings indicate that these difflcutties stemmed from a set of assumptions about
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who was responsible for educating a child with special needs and whether the

principle difficulty of the student was pathologicaf or systemic. I organizedthese

beliefs as two contrasting perspectives, not to pigeonhole educators into

categories, but to demonstrate that educators worked from different perspectives,

which in turn defined an associated set of practices and tools, related to the IEP

process.

One perspective was the traditionat human pathology perspective. This

belief was grounded in the assumption that a child's disability was inherent to the

child and that the classroom teacher was not responsible for teaching a chitd wittr

special needs. These assumptions guided practices such as segregation,

utilizing standards, multidisciplinary teaming, the resource teacher developing the-

lEP, and the paraprofessional implementing the lEP. ln turn, these practices

resulted in the educator using the funding application, standardized tests, andan

IEP that was viewed as a funding document. My findíngs indicated there were

implications to this traditional perspective and its practices. Not onfy was the tEF

process impacted by this belief system, but so was the educator's view of a child

with special needs belonging, as well as his or her abitity to probtem solvs.

effectively and adapt to change efficiently.

The contrasting perspective was the systemic pathology perspective. The-

educator with this belief system assumed responsibility for educating all students

and believed all children could be included when adaptations were made to the

learning environment. These assumptions guided practices such as inclusion,

differentiated instruction, the classroom teacher participating in lEPdevelopment,
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the team collaboratively developing goals, and the classroom teacher

implemeniing the lEP. These practices resulted in the educator using

curriculum-based tests and the IEP as a working document. My findings

indicated that this perspective also had an ímpact on the practices used in the.

IEP process. Other implications included the view that the child belonged,

problem solving that focused on the context, and the educator successfuttf

adjusting to change.

Caught on a swinging pendulum were educators who fluctuated between

the beliefs and practices of these two contrasting perspectives. This fluctuation or

paradigm testing occurred when an enduring anomaly about their responsibifity-

or the child's belonging turned into a crisis. These crises resulted in practices

such as having the student in and out of the classroom, the resource teacher an{

specialist developing IEP goals, the classroom teacher supervising the IEP

process, the paraprofessional ímplementing the lEP, collaborative-consultativs

teaming, and partially supporting the classroom teacher. As well, educators who

tested the two paradigms utilized the IEP as a flexible tool that changedfo fK

their situation. Once again, fluctuating between the two perspectives had an

impact on the IEP process, as well as the student and team.

I have provided an in-depth analysis of the beliefs and assumptions that

guide the IEP process, as well as shape how the lEFdocument is utilízed. For

example, one's assumptions about responsibility determined who participated

and was responsible for IEP development. This approach then had imptícations

for IEP implementation and the IEP document since an individual with a human
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pathology perspect¡ve understood the IEP process differently than an educator

with a systemic pathology perspective. When an educator viewed all students ag

equal participating members, who she was responsible for teaching and

supporting, the IEP process appeared to encounter less uncertaÍnty and the IEF

was used as a working document. When we are aware of these differences in

perspectives and respond appropríately, we can work together more effectivety,

We can avoid naiVe pragmatism and examine successful solutions to the

difficulties educators encounter when planning and implementing lEPs for

student with special needs. ln the following chapter, I discuss how to approach

change as well as some recommendations for the difficulties that tearns

encounter in the IEP process.
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CHAPTER 6

Conclusion and Recommendations

ln this study, I presented two contrasting perspectives and illustrated how

educators' perspectives influence the way they understand their role and

diversity of their students, as well as impact the IEP process. Consistent with

previous research, educators do appear to interpret practices through their

beliefs and assumptions. Although the teams were considered typical for the

school divisions, the individual perspectives of the team members affected the

ways in which the practices and the IEP process were understood and :

implemented. ln other words, what they believe creates "a lens through which

they filter and makes sense of their roles, students, and practices." (Ayres, 1993,

p 203)

While the educators could describe the IEP process and discuss their

practices, they did not fully articulate or describe their assumptions or beliefs. :

These perspectives were gathered from their words and practices. BasedoR

these descriptions, I organized the fundamental beliefs and practices as two

contrasting perspectives. One perspective was the iraditional human pathology

perspective. The contrasting belief was the systemic pathology perspective. My

findings indicated that these perspectives were grounded in a set of assumptions

that guided the practices used in the IEP process. My findings also indicated that

there were educators who fluctuated between both perspectives when they

encountered a crisis arising from an anomaly about their responsibility or the

child's belonging. I believe the results provide a framework for thinking about
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how educators understand their role, students, and the IEP process. Figure 7

shows the framework of these results. This framework in iurn can guide us otrr

how to approach change. ::
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Change

Some team members discussed further standardizing the IEP process

(e.9., increased supervision) in order to solve the difficulties surrounding IEP

development and implementation. However, introducing additional standards

would not solve the issues that teams encounter (Skrtic, 1995). Although best

practices and new time lines should be considered by teams, they would be

modified (Cohen, 1990) or discarded if educators' assumptions did not support

the recommended practices. Therefore, its important to first address educätors',

beliefs in order to avoid naïve pragmatism. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

changing one's beliefs so that there is a unification of theory and prac{ice.

During the interviews, some team members talked about educators

changing their thinking or beliefs. For example, Fiona, the resource teacher said,

"[Teachers] can move out of that [old] way of thinking." As well, Mary the

resource teacher explained, "When I arrived [at this school], there were people

with different mind sets, and there were people who moved along, but it takes

time'Becausefirstofallyouhavetobuildthattrustrelationship...Sometimes

you're working against preconceived notions."

According to Jordan and Stanovich (2004), these preconceived notions l

that are traditional or human pathology based may be related to naivety rather

than negative conceptions of disability. A more complex conceptualization of 
'

disability and teachers' roles, such as the one present in the systemic pathology

perspective, may develop in response to either personal and professional

experiences with people with disabilities (Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger,
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Edelman, & Schattman, 1993; Jordan & Stanovich, 1gg8). I believe there are

three experiences that may encourage a fundamental change. Encountering an

anomaly, leadership, and examining educators' cognitions can alter one's way of

thinking, resulting in his or her beliefs becoming compatible with the best

practices. As Sheri, the principal said, "l think people need opportunities to

develop" and I believe these three situations support this need.

Encounter an Anomaly.

The first method for implementing fundamental change involves encountering

an anomaly (Skrtic, 1995), and experiencing dissonance, ln order for this

fundamental change to occur, educators need to experience a situation which

results in an inconsistency between what they believe and what they do. This

results in the questioning of their beliefs. This concept of change is supported

by the Festinger's cognitive dissonance theory. He hypothesized that the

existence of dissonance or inconsistency between what a person believes and ì

what he does, is psychologically uncomfortable and it will motivate the person to

reducethedíssonanceandachieVeconSonance(Festinger,1957).

An example of an anomaly that generates dissonance, would be a teacher

with human pathology based assumptions successfully including a child and ,

implementing the lEP. Since these practices are not grounded in the educator's

set of beliefs, she adjusts her belíef system in order to resolve the dissonance

that is present. Therefore, successfully implemented inclusive practices lead to

assumptions that support these practices. This ínterpretation may be supported

by Giangreco, Dennis, cloninger, Edelman, and schattman's (1gg3), who found
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that educators had "transforming" experiences when children with severe

disabilities were placed in regular classrooms. There were more positive attitudes

from the educators and a shift in their beliefs.

Support or lack thereof.' ln addition, appropriate support when

encountering an anomaly would be necessary for a fundamental change. Sheri,

the principal appeared to understand the importance of support. She was a firm

believer in providing classroom teachers with appropriate support. For example

she said, "l'm looking at what does this particular teacher need and who can I link

them up with...who can be their coach. What kind of supports do they need."

Providing educators with collaborative and classroom-based support encourages

inclusive practices and successful inclusion. Thus, educators with a human

pathology perspective would encounter an anomaly and face a fundamental

change or educators with a systemic pathology perspective would be less likely :

to encounter a crisis and alter their beliefs.

Sheri, the principal, discussed a supportive situation that resulted in positive

fundamental changes. ln her school, the resource teachers supported the

classroom teachers in utilizing differentiated instruction. This support resulted in

the classroom teachers assuming more responsibility for all the children in their 
,

classroom.

"The resource teachers here have reatly supported ihe teachers in learning 
:

about how to make adaptations. Technically teachers are supposed to do
that on their own, but often they haven't known. So now you're looking at five
years with this kind of support, [and] I think you could pretty much walk in to
any classroom and you would find that teachers can talk to you about whs
those kids are [and]what they're doing differently." '
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On the other hand, if appropriate support could not be provided and the

inclusive practices fail, an educator's traditional assumptions about who is

responsible for teaching a child with special needs could be reinforced. For

some educators with a systemic pathology perspective, inappropriate support

may lead to a crisis because they are unsuccessful at including a student with

special needs and implementing the lEP. This crisis would cause them to

question and alter their beliefs about responsibility and IEP implementation.

Anita, the classroom teacher discussed how an unsuccess-ful attempt at

inclusion resulted in a crisis and a fluctuation in her beliefs. Before the year

started, Anita stated she would modify and adapt Emma's work so that she could

be included in the classroom activities. Unfortunately, this proved to be

problematic. Emma's behavior began to interfere with her ability to participate in-

the classroom. Emma was eventually removed from the classroom for most of

theday.Whendiscussingsupportduringthischallengingtime,AnitaSaid,...[

believed that [the team] probably gave me as much help as they could possibly.

Do I wish that we had more? Absolutely. Absolutely. But do I feel that [some '

team membersl gave as much help as they could? Yes. [But, one team

memberl responsible for our school... had nothing to do with Emma. Like

nothing. And maybe [this person] should have been more involved." lt

appeared that Anita needed more support during this crisis. The unsuccessful

attempt at inclusive practices and implementing the IEP eventually resulted in the

classroom teacher altering her beliefs about inclusion and responsibility:

"l was always a huge believer, I still am, that...special needs kids should be
in the classroom and you need to try and integrate and do what you can and
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modify and everything like that. But this year was the first time that I truly felt
that my little one couldn't be in ihe classroom. This was more of a detriment
to her than a benefit."

Lead the Wqy

A second method to creating fundamental change is the presence of school

leaders who introduce a new set of assumptions. According to Weick (1982), a

fundamental change can occur when individuals who resolve an important,

enduring anomaly for themselves and others, instill a new set of values in the )

organization (e.9., school or school team). Their beliefs and assumptions affect

the organization and what it can become. Weick believes that confident, forceful,

persistent people, with their assumptions, expectations, and commitments can

create this shift. Two team members created this type of change and influenced

the school culture. ln the following paragraphs, f discuss Sheri, the principal and

Betty, the speech-language pathologist.

For team B, Sheri was a confident, persistent school leader who's beliefs

and expectations encouraged besi practices as well as the assumption that the

classroom teacher was responsible for all students. The following are some

examples of her confidence and persistence as a school leader. Her confidence

was apparent when she said, "People very quickly realized that I know what I'm

looking at when l'm in the classroom... .And that isn't always true because

different administrators come from different backgrounds, Some have no

elementary background. Some have a background that isn't closely connected

to curriculum. So they'll see certain things in the classroom, but they don't really

know what io look for always."
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As well, Sheri was persistent about her vision for the school. For example,

Mary, the resource teacher explained, "She has a vision of what she wants her

school to be and it brings people on board....[For example], she has really

focused all our PD and our school plan ...on interdisciplinary planning. And so 
l

she sets a school plan which is taking people in the direction they need to go

even though a lot of them are kicking and screaming about that and how much

work it is." She was also persistent about her expectaiions about best practices:

"[Some teachers] really don't know how to help kids who are struggling. lts
not in their background and they haven't necessarÍly made it their business to
find out. So they tend to teach the class as a whole, without recognizing that
maybe some of the children are not coping well and need different kinds of
instruction. But...l really work on that because I know who they are [and] I try
to make sure that supports go in place...l try really hard io have people know
that its not an option [to not differentiate] and what do you need. I dort't just 

I

look the other way... Because with me that's not okay. Kids are first. So I :

expect those things and I make sure that I provide a lot of support for peopfe."

Through her confidence and persistence, I believe Sheri created a school

culture that influenced her staffs practices and beliefs. When discussing how the

school culture changed educators' beliefs and practices, Mary the resource

teacher said, "When you come withthat piece and you end up at a school tike

this, you'll develop it quickly. You don't necessarily have it ríght away, but you

develop ít, " As well Greg, the guidance counselor talked about the developmerrt

of a collaborative school culture when Sheri arrived at the school. For example,

he said, "l was working here two years before Sheri came here and before Mary '

and Kelly were here, and it was much more haphazard. And I also noticed at

that time that a lot more kids fell through the cracks as well. .. . I think [now] this
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school kind of works on a very, very team basis...lt just seems to be...the culture

of where we are here and that seems to work."

Betty, the speech-language pathologist was another individual who led her

school division through change by introducing classroom-based intervention.

While obtaining her doctoral degree, she 'resolved' the issue about working

collaboratively with teachers in the classroom. When discussing this resolution,

she said, "l think [attaining my doctoral degree] confirmed my belief that we

should work collaboratively in classrooms... I wasn't really sure how to approach

[classroom-based intervention] and I think that getting my further education really

confirmed a lot of that for me."

Betty then confidently began to instill this new value in the school division.

"lt does take time and I think in this dívision, I started with one teacher who
really wanted to work with me and this was a multi-age classroom, so I could
cover lots of age levels, grade levels. And [then, it's really]word of mouth. I

would have teachers come and say, 'l heard that you worked in so and sos
classroom, could you.., come and do some stuff with me?' And it's just
evolved. And so every year, one more teacher works with me. So... at
Hillcrest School, I don't think they would expect me to take anybody out of the
classroom for language therapy."

She was committed and persistent to this inclusive practice and the assumptions

that supported it. When discussing her patient persistence, she said, "You have

to be in a school for many years. I would say probably ten years and not force

your way in at all. Sit back and wait for people to say, 'Let's do something

together'....You might find a teacher that you know is really going to work well

with you. Like Michelle and 1... I suggested to her that I work in her classroom

for one [student]... She was teaching grade two-three [and] it was her first

teaching assignment.... She was very willing [to work with me] and it just grew
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from there...[Basically], it started... from one student.' With time, the practice

was prevalent throughout the division. Betty explained, "l would do a class by

class approach. But its really caught on in this division and a lot of clinicians are

doing more of that type of service delivery."

Both Sheri and Betty were school leaders who influenced educators' beliefs

and practices and eventualfy had an impact on the school culture. Leithwosd

and Jantzen (1999) also found that staff members and administration leaders of

a school have an important influence on what individual teaching staff believe,

know, and do. They reported that this influence may have an impact on the

school norm. As well, Pintrich and Schunk (1996) found that when the staffof a,

school has a majority consensus, the beliefs take on the characteristics of the

cultural school norm. This norm not only influences the decisions of individual

educators, but also sets the standard for the practices utilized in the school

(Stanovich & Jordan, 1998).

Educators' Cognitions

A third method of implemerrting change is a staff development program that

focuses on educators' cognitions. Many educators talked about inservicing as a

means for introducing change. For example, one team member said, "The

division brings in a lot of ... speakers ffrom the division and outsidel to help with

[introducing new practices]. We've had some good inservices." Fenstermacl'rer

(1986) hypothesizes, however, that educators need an understanding of the

theoretical framework that grounds the new practices and the opportunity to talk

about how their own assumptions agree or disagree with the framework.
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Fenstermacher believes this process would allow educators to alter or strengthen

confidence in their assumptions, as well as help them develop their justifications

for the use of the practice (Richardson, 1990). Therefore, professional

development that entails a discussion about theory and assumptions would bea,

useful tool in creating fundamental change.

Overall, encountering an anomaly with appropriate support, leadership, and.

professional development that draws attention to theory are three different

means for instilling fundamental change among educators. This approach to

change is guided by the framework of assumptions and practices that I presented

in Chapter 5. Of course, as in any ludy, there may be limitations to this

research and the findings. ln the following paragraphs, I discuss these

limitations.

Limitations

There are several limitations to this research. This study focuses on the

perspectives of educators who work in the efementary setting and does not take

into account the different perspectives that might exist with educators working in

secondary schools. As well, with the small number of informants, there is a

possíbility that additional perspectíves may have been present with a larger

number of individuals. ln additÍon, the way in which the informants were

identified to participate in the study may not represent a typical team in the

division. For example, the teams nominated may have been 'successful'teams

who portrayed positive team characteristics (e.9., hígh cohesiveness, using 'best

practices'), thus introducing a possible bias. Methodologically, the study also has
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limitations due to my heavy reliance on interview data. Observations were not

conducted in the classroom, which may have provided a better understanding of

educators' beliefs, assumptions, and practices.

Even with these limitations, this study indicates that educators have

different assumptions about who is responsible for teachÍng a child with special

needs and whether the principle difficulty of the student is pathological or

systemic. These assumptions in turn guide an educator's practices in the IEP

process. While other teams may have different experiences, educators can use

this study as an opportunity to reflect on their own assumptions about children

and learning and how they go hand in hand with their practices. lt is an

opportunity to use the information to assess the practical consequences of

seeing special education and student disability in different ways (Skrtic; 1995).

As well, the results of this study provide a framework that can guide us in finding

successful solutions to the difficulties that teams encounter in the IEP process. i

ln the following section, I discuss some of these recommendations, as well as

suggestions for future research:

Recommendations

ln order to improve the IEP process, we need to address educators betiefs

and assumptions along with their practices and tools. As Fullan (1982) stated,

"Educational change depends on what teachers do and think; it's as simple anú

complex as that" (p. 107). ln the following paragraphs, I discuss

recommendations that may be considered when addressing these areas.
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Recognize educators' beliefs. The first step to improving ihe IEP process

and introducing fundamental change is to recognize educators' beliefs. Without

an understanding of the educators' theoretical perspectives and the theories that

ground the 'best practices', we would encounter naïve pragmatism and continue

to reproduce, rather than resolve ihe problems with implementing change. The

change process would continue to be problemattc because it would criticize the

educators' current practices, but treat their grounding assumptions and theories

as unproblematic (Skrtic, 1995). Future research into developing a tool that

assists educators in examining their beliefs and assumptions would be beneficial.

lntroduce fundamental change. The second step to improving the IEP

process and introducing fundamental change is to introduce experiences that

may alter an educator's traditional way of thinking. These experiences may

come in the form of encountering an anomaly with sufficient support, leadership,

or examining educators' cognitions. They would assist educators in unifying their

assumptions with the recommended practices thus increasing the possibility of

change occurring.

These first two steps are important to improving the IEP process. Oncs :

educators have examined their beliefs and assumptions the next step to

improving the IEP process is considering the practices.

Transdisciplinary teaming. The education of a student with special needs

is compromised when the entire team (i.e., family, educational staff, and other '

clinical staff) is not involved in the development and implementation of the lEP.

The IEP needs to be developed and Ímplemented collaboratively as a tearn,
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rather than in isolation by the resource teacher and/or paraprofessional. A

transdisciplinary team approach can guide and support collaborative teaming

practices. Rather than team members working in isolation, they teach, Iearn, and

work across disciplinary boundaries in order to develop and implement a unified

IEP (Koskie & Freeze, 2000).

Classroom teacher impÍements the lEP. Another practice that may

improve the IEP process is the classroom teacher implementing the IEP in

collaboration with other team members. This practice would involve the team

having the assumption that that classroom teacher is responsible for teaching all

students. This practice would encourage inclusíon, improve the child's sense of

belonging, and may have a positive impact on the student's outcomes.

Support the classroam teacher. Teams need to collaborate with the-

classroom teacher in order to provide him or her with the support necessary to :

implement an IEP as well as manage an inclusÍve classroom. This support rnay

include classroom-based intervention and co-teaching. Not only does this type of

support encourage inclusive practices (i.e:, differentiated instruction) and '

successful inclusion, but it also may reduce the risk of educators experiencing a

crisis and shifting their betiefs about a child belonging in the classroom. Future

research into the role of support and educators paradigm testing would be

beneficial.

lnclusive practices. Practices such as inclusion, ecological assessment, :

and differentiated instruction would not only benefit the student (Freeze et al.,

1989, Rainforth & York, 1987; Stainback et al., 1996), but also the educators who
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may have assumptions that are traditionally based. With appropriate support

from all team members, successful inclusion of a student with special needs may

alter an educator's belief system (Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, &

Schattman, 1993).

Clinician preparation. Typicatly clinicians are educated using a medical

model, thus a consultative approach would be a preferred practice. lf clinician's

practices compromise inclusive practices, it is imperative to review preservice

and inservice training programs. A focus on inclusive practices such as

classroom-based intervention and co-teaching would be essential. As wel[,

clinician candidates should have field experiences with clinicians who are

successfully supporting Ínclusion. Future research that examines the

implications of clinician preparation on teaming and inclusion would be useful.

Redefrning the paraprofessional's rale. The paraprofessional's role may

need to be redefined. His or her ability to support learning in the classroom

should take precedent over the practice of supporting one student with a

disability. This may increase the likelihood that inclusion would be successful as

well as facilitate IEP implementatÍon. ln addition, it may reduce dêtrimentaf ' '

effects such as ísolation, insular relationships with the paraprofessional, and

stigmatization that occur when the student is ísolated with a paraprofessional

(Giangreco, Broer, & Edelman, 2001). Research into the process and

implications of this shift in roles would be recommended.

Funding process. The funding process can have a strong impact on what

team's focus on as well as how they spend their time. Future research into the
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implications of the funding process as well as a review of the procedures may be

beneficipl.

Time. All team members talked about the need for more time to plan and

collaborate. Agnew, Van Cleaf, Camblin, & Shaffer (1994) reported that some

inclusive schools have developed strategies that allow educators to collaborate,

and plan. This may include scheduling classes such as art, music, and gym at

the same time so that team members can meet together (Updike, 2005).

Although time will not fix all of the difficultíes that teams face during the IEP !

process, it may encourage reflection, improve problem-solving, and increase.

responsibility. All these factors would facilitate IEP implementation. :

lncreasing the classraom teacher's contribution. lncreasing the classroom

teacher's contribution would improve the IEP process because goals may be

more realistic and the IEP would fit the cfassroom teacher's practices. Since the

classroom teacher must be familiar with the student before he or she can

contríbute to a child's individualized education plan, reviewing the IEP time line or

looping could be considered. First, the IEP time line could be examined. One

suggestion is at the spring meeting, the team generates a framework that guides

programming for the beginning of the school year, but then the IEP is reviewed,

revised, and finalized by the entire team in the fall. There are drawbacks to this

scenario (e.9., more meetings and paperwork), but it may result in an IEP that

meets the needs of the student, as well as fits wiih the new classroom teacheis

practíces and beliefs.
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Second, a team may want to consider the practice of 'looping.' The term

looping refers to a teacher moving from one grade to another along wíth his or

her students. For example, a grade one teacher would move with her students in

order to be their grade two teacher. The following year, she would return to

grade one and start the process with another group of students. Since the

teacher is spending two or more years with the sarne group of student, the

teacher builds a strong relationship with students and parents. Gaustad (1998)

reports that student and teachers find this strategy emotionally supportive, as

well as beneficial to learning. There are also drawbacks to this practice (e.9.,

outcome is dependent on teacher-student relationship and practices of the

classroom teacher), but it is possible that it may improve the classroom teacher's

contribution in the IEP process.

Universal Design. A final area that may corrtribute to the IEP process is

the architectural model of universal design, which has recently been applied to

the field of education. lt represents an effort to design inclusive curricula from

ihe beginning rather than retain potentially exclusíve curricula that needs to be

adapted, modified, or individualized during instruction (Priestley, 2006). Future

research examining the relationship between the systemic pathology perspective

and this emerging model would be beneficial.

Only when beliefs and practices are addressed will educators close the

gap between best practices and their daily activities, thus improving the IEP

process. Self-reflection and an honest assessment of the scripts one has in his

or her head about who can learn and how they can be taught is essential to :
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change. Until educators view all students as equal participating members, who

they are responsible for teaching and supporting, teams will continue'to

encounter difficutties with the lEP. As Dyer (2004) stated, "Change the way you

look at things, and the things you look at witl change." We need to ask the

question, 'What do I believe?'
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Footnote

1 For the sake of confidentiality, certain details of the informants'

personal information was changed. These changes did not have

an impact on my data analysis or discussion.
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APPENDIXES
Appendix A

Partici pant Observation G uideline
I will observe two to three meetings of each educational team.

Before the meeting begins, I will introduce myself and discuss my purpose.
("Hi, my name is Jaclyn Koskie. I'm a student at the University of Manitoba. I'm
here to learn about your beliefs about special education and IEP programming
practices.")

I will use the following observational protocol io record information:
Source: Adapted from J. Crasswell, 1998, Qua/dative lnquiry and Research Desþn; Choosing

Among Five Traditions, p. 129, California: Sage Publications.

Date: Lenoth of Activitv
Descriotive Notes Reflective Notes

General: Look at the team decision-
making process. That is, what
programming decisions are made and
how are they made

See who attends the meeting

See meeting room layout and comment
about the physical seiting at the bottom
of this page

Look at how the meeting begins

See what decisions are made

Look at how the decisions are made.

See how they view the student

How does the meeting end?

SKETCH OF MEETING ROOM AND
SEATING PLAN
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Appendix B

Firsf sef of Interview Questions for Parents

Tell me about yourself and your family. This would include questions such as:
Who are the members of your famíly? What is your occupation? Do you have any
general or specialized training in education or lEPs? How many lEPs have you
been involved in?

Tell me about your son/daughter.

Tell me about the school team.

Tell me about your understanding of how the team develops an lEP. What is
your role in the process?

Why do you think the IEP is developed in this way?

What do you think of how the IEP is developed? What works well? Would you
change anything about the development process?

Tell me about your understanding of how the team implements an lEP. What is
your role in this process?

Why do you think the IEP is implemented in this way?

What do you think of how the IEP is implemented? What works well? Would you
change anything about the implementation process?

I will begin and end fhe session by thanking the individual for participating

in this interview and assuring their confidentiality.
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Appendix C

First set of lnterview Questions

fo r Te ach e rs, C I i n i ci ans and Ed u catio nal,Assisfanfs

Tell me about yourself and your job. This would include such questions as
What is your work experience background? Do you have any general or
specialized training? How many lEPs have you been involved in planning and
implementing?

Tell me about the student.

Tell me about the team.

Tell me about your understanding of howthis team develops an lEP. What iq
your role in the process?

Why do you think you develop the IEP this way?

What do you think of this development process? What works well? Would you
change anything about the development process?

Tell me about your understanding of how this team implements an lEP. What is
your role in this process?

Why do you think you implement the IEP this way?

What do you think of this implementation process? What works welÌ? Would you
change anything about the implementation process?

I will begin and end flre sessrbn by thanking the individual for participating in this
interview and assuring him or her of confidentiality.
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Appendix D

Flrsf Sef of lnterview Questions for the Coordinator of Student Services

Tell me about yourself and your job. This would include such questions as: What
is your work experience background? Do you have any general or specialized,
training? How many lEPs have you been involved in planning and
implementing?

Tell me about Student Services

Tell me about a typical team in this division.

Tell me about this team.

Tell me about how teams develop lEPs in this division. What is your role in the
process?

Why do you think they develop the IEP this way?

What do you think of this development process? How would you like the teams
io develop the IEP?

Tell me about your understanding of how teams implement lEPs in this division.
What is your role in this process?

Why do you think they implement the IEP this way?

What do you think of this implementation process? How would you like the
teams to implement a student's IEP?

I will begin and end fhe sessio n by thanking the individual for participating in this
interview and assuring him or her of confidentiality.



Round Hole 351

Appendix E

Interview Quesfions for the Student

I will introduce myself and tellthe student a little about myself (i.e., who I am and
what I am doing at the school)

Note: The questions below may be adapted to meet the language and cognitive
needs of the student.

lnitially, I willtry to develop report with the student by talking about the student,
his/her siblings, pets and favorite activities.

Now that you know a little about me, how about I find out some things about you.

Can you tell me about the people who work with you/spend time with you.

What do you usually do during a school day? (l will be prepared to prompt
him/her for each subject).

What are you good at? What do you need help with?.

What do you like about school?

What don't you like about school?

Would you change anything about what you do in school?

Have you been to meetings that talk about your program in school?

What happens at these meetings?


