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Abstract
ROBERT C. MCOUAT

Inclusion: Classroom Teachers’ Perspectives and Experiences in a Baardenasnework
(Under the direction of Dr. Kathleen M. Brown)

This dissertation research adds to the literature base by exploringttideatof regular
education teachers about the inclusion of students with disabilities in the geheralion
classroom. Consistent with the framework of Pierre Bourdieu, the school was cahzegtu
as a field of struggle. The investigation focused on fifth grade generabdasteachers as
the unit of study. A mixed-methods design was used to examine both qualitative and
quantitative data. The researcher conducted one semi-structured inteithexach of the

24 participants using an interview protocol. The semi-structured intervievatfadentifies
differences in the beliefs that teachers hold about the nature of disabijip@along a
continuum from social model beliefs to medical model beliefs. Qualitativesasailsing the
Bourdieusian framework provided a more rich narrative of the struggles by amgjam
teachers on a daily basis. Bourdieu’s concepts provided a theoretical andampiric
framework for the critique of classroom practices and prevailing sidsgaactices
including curriculum, pedagogy and instruments of assessment. Overall, fdthtgeechers
in this study held a variety of perspectives about inclusion, including positiveriiesit
ambivalent, and resistant. In this research, habitus was viewed as tededphsrooted
dispositions that operate only through and by interaction with events and actions. Habitus
manifested itself in choices (the roots of which are not wholly conscious) and the
identification of opportunities and strategies within the field. Specijictdl the teachers in

this study, when resources were scarce, there was a tendency to viewdibst isdedents as



the problem and there was incentive to sort them away from the mainstreamg§-ioidihis
research revealed that inclusive teaching meant breaking down the bawegrbetacher
habitus and student habitus. To promote emancipatory pradticlesjve democratic
educators must become more awarthefmany political and social practices that sustain
social divisionand devaluation. The challenge of school personnel is to provide an
educational environment that empowers all students to be successful. This involves a
cultural transformation that critically investigates standard procedusehool concerning

curricular access and instructiomabctices, and classroom milieu.
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CHAPTER |

Introduction

Growing numbers of previously excluded students are being integrated igengral
classroom. However, these students need more than mere placement in the general
classroom. In particular, students need to be included as an equal and valued mdmber of t
classroom. The general classroom teacher must allocate resanulaeeert the effort to
assess instructional needs, adapt instruction, and provide support to all students. or order f
classrooms to be organized heterogeneously, the support of general classroom iteacher
critical. Therefore, to investigate inclusive classrooms, the gerasafaom teacher needs
to be the basic unit of focus.

To teach effectively in the midst of the diversity that exists in all schtwalshers
must come to understand their beliefs, values, assumptions and positioning — the
predispositions that the teachers bring with them to the school each day. Tissfslicce
implementation of inclusive educational programs has been linked to teacheeattit
towards inclusion (Moody, Vaughn, Hughes, & Fisher, 2000). To create and mainlgin tr
inclusive schools, teachers must see themselves as active change adexgtsngilable to
confront and challenge stereotypes and oppressive, discriminatory behaviber§aaast
become critical consumers of their own environments and of the materials tbepntenclt
is important that teachers believe they can make a difference. Dedyatlaskrooms
teachers who feel powerful and effective in school are far more likely tdl insta
empowerment and the students they serve. Creating classrooms that honor andlrespect a

children and all of their differences is an ongoing, time-consuming olgall®espite best
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efforts, all classroom teachers will continue to struggle with their ownuéageg teaching,
and curriculum in attempts at inclusiveness, fairness, and respect. The mostrtripontga
teachers can do is explore their own understandings, values, and beliefs aboitydisabil
This includes his or her acceptance of previously excluded students as equal and valued
members of the class. If the teacher does not value the child and does not want him or her i
the class, there probably will be major difficulties in achieving suaglessiusion. Only by
exploring our own personal histories and experiences can we attempt to understand and
challenge the effects of our upbringing so that we may create incllgsgzapms that
model social justice and equality.

A costly and growing categorical program is special education, asdefnder the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004). Historically, studdatsd
eligible for services under IDEA have been served in separate progrdatsnaccording to
their handicapping conditions. Recent trends in law have provided an impetus for those
students to return to the general classrooms settings. However, these chaagesdnzed
ambivalent responses from teachers and slow changes in practice (Baglnepf, 2004;
Cook, 2001;Gibbs, 2007; Jobling & Moni, 2004; Kavale & Forness, 2000, McLeskey &
Waldron, 2004; Rea, Mclaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002; Villa & Thousand, 2003).

This study utilizes Bourdieu'soncepts of capital, field, and doxa for conducting an

analysis of school practices that effect students with disabilities.fleéptygj this study will
investigate general classroom teachers’ perspectives of theirrralespractices of
classification of students into the special education program, the inclusion mosiehing
students, and compliance with federal laws. The classroom teacher wasi¢chenkiaof

focus and the school district was conceptualized as a field. Within the field,reehakie
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varying curricula, reputations, and types and levels of resources. They covithaiae
another on all these fronts and attract different types of prestige andimgplRa&search
and practice in educationust take account of the position of any given teacher in relation
to peers to critically consider the perspectives of teachers regandingtudents. Each of
Bourdieu’s concepts has practical implications for teachers, professorslramisé&rators.
Context of the Problem

Over the years, the practice of segregating students because oftgibabikome
under increased scrutiny. Beginning in the late 1980s, advocates for inclusion have
demanded that children with disabilities be put in mainstream generalieduttasses.
Researchers have documented conflicting results in their evaluation ofveghsgrams,
and experts in the field remain divided over the issue of placement for students wah spec
needs (Kavale, 2002; Rieser, 2006; Villa & Thousand, 2003). The topic of inclusion is
controversial even within the professional education community. The fact retimaiiradl
students, including those with disabilities, have the right to a Free Appropuiate P
Education (FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), as thertuaw (IDEIA,
2004) states (Yell & Katsiyannis, 2004). This mandate requires that students with
disabilities be educated, to the maximum extent appropriate, with their tygleakloping
peers. Therefore, students with disabilities are only to be separated irtorgalhed
settings when they are unable to receive educational benefit even witle thie us
supplementary services and supports, in the general education classroom (Yell &
Katsiyannis, 2004). Thus, there is a clear legal impetus for the leasttres&itvironment,
which essentially should translate to inclusive practices. Therefore,iorches received

significant endorsement as a best practice in special education.
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Despite the legal impetus, the practice of inclusion was poorly acceptezisoitools,
and the majority of students with disabilities continued to be taught in segrsgéiags.
As a result, special education became an increasingly separate institithats awn
practices, regulations, certifications and staff (Armstrong, 2002; Skiba, @immitter,
Gibb, Rausch, Cuadro, & Chung, 2008). The National Center on Educational Statistics
(NCES) reported that, since the first special education law (PL94-142, 197&)l patse
United States, greater numbers of children with disabilities have enrolledaals among
all age groups and grade levels from pre-school to high school (USDOE, NCES, 2006).
According to the Twenty-Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Attalmost half of all students with disabilities
spend the majority of their school day in general education environments (US Departme
of Education [USDOE], 2007). In some disability categories, the reported [syeeft
students placed in the general education classroom is even greater. Foeeganmy the
2003-2004 school year, 88% of children with language and speech disorders were educated
in the general education environment (USDOE, 2007). Furthermore, the pastrschayea
revealed an increasing trend in all disability categories for placemerdusive settings
(USDOE, 2007). The percentage of students ages 6-21 with disabilities who cateddn
the general education classroom for most of their school day was reported to be over 77%
currently (USDOE, 2007). Furthermore, 96% of students with disabilities spend swne ti
in general education classrooms (USDOE, 2007). Placement in general edwatéiigs s

differs based on disability category as Table 1 shows:



Table 1: Percentage of Time Students with Disabilities in the UniteelsSie¢ Educated
Outside the General Education Classroom

Disability Cateqories Time Outside General Educatin Environments

<21% of the Day 21-60% of the Day >60%haf Day Segregated
Sites
Specific Learning Disability 48.8% 37.3% 13.0% 0.9%
Language and Speech Disabilities 88.2% 6.8% 4.6% 0.4%
Mental Retardation 11.7% 30.2% 51.8% 6.3%
Emotional or Behavioral Disorder 30.3% 22.6% 230. 16.9%
Multiple Disabilities 12.1% 7.2% 45.8% 24.9%
Hearing Impairment 44.9% 19.2% 22.2% 13.7%
Orthopedic Impairment 46.7% 20.9% 26.2% %6.2
Other Health Impairment 51.1% 30.5% 15.0% 593
Visual Impairment 54.6% 16.9% 15.6% 12.8%
Autism Spectrum Disorder 26.8% 17.7% 43.9% 11.6%
Deaf-Blind 22.2% 13.9% 33.6% .0
Traumatic Brain Injury 34.6% 29.9% 27.1% 49%.
Developmental Delay 51.2% 28.2% 18.6% 2.0%
All Disabilities 49.9% 27.7% 18.5% 3.9%

Source: U.S. Department of Education. Office ofGeEducation Programs. Data Analysis System (DANS
OMB #1820-0517: “Part Bindividuals with Disabilities Education Adimplementation of FAPE
Requirements.” 2003.

However, general classroom teachers are ambivalent, at best, aboendhe t
integrate disabled students into general education classrooms. Scruggssaogibta
(1996) found that two thirds of teachers favor inclusion in principle, but less than one third
believe that inclusion can be successful with the resources available to tlzetmerse
ambivalence about inclusion increases as they become more concerned witly teachi
subject matter, and as the stakes for student achievement become more praminent i
secondary schools (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002). One of the most influential factdrs in t
successful implementation of inclusive practices is the attitude of rsg@wuggs &
Mastropieri, 1996). In fact, teacher attitude is reflected in the teachetactions and
attachment or rejection of children with special needs. This relationshipicufzaty
problematic because students with disabilities require intensive instruutbagh high

quality interactions (Moody, Vaughn, Hughes, & Fisher 2000). Furthermoregtsaetport
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widespread concern about their ability to effectively teach students wittakpeeds
(Baglieri& Knopf, 2004; Rea, McLaughlin, & Walter-Thomas, 2002). In Cook’s (2001)
study, some teachers rejected the children with special needs becaues# timgyrepared to
help them. While teachers often recognize that accommodations are valuahiddatsst

with special needs, they do not often have the skills or the time to implement therle(Kava
2002). For example, current legislation emphasizes accountability by recgiudents with
disabilities to participate in high stakes assessment each year and scioake adequate
yearly progress (NCLB, 2001); teachers must therefore cover moreutunni standards

than ever before during their school year, leaving little time for egtnediation.

The methods of service delivery for students with disabilities have come under
increased scrutiny for two major reasons: first, troubling educational oescana, second,
disproportionate representation. Historically, participation in special edades yielded
poor academic results. Students with disabilities are especially vulaéoatropping out.
Table 2 indicates the Dropout Rates by Disability Type for the 2000-01 sgendFor the
2000-2001 school year, no national data source was available to compare dropout rates for
IDEA and general education students. However, among 37 states, dropout rates ranged from
about 3 percent to 9 percent (U.S. General Accounting Office, 2003). Also, when students
enter special education, they do not tend to catch up to their peers. Educational outcome
studies have revealed that students who enter special education with readsthéwekre
two or more years below their same-age peers can be expected to maintdispHrét or
fall further behind (Denton, Vaughn, & Fletcher, 2003).

Disproportionality studies have revealed evidence that efforts to homogetraakl

students leads to a disproportionate numbers of students from the lowest social-economi
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groups in the lowest tracks, while children from higher socioeconomic levels hawve bee
found to be consistently over-represented in higher tracks. Despite this histmpost
continual attention, recent national reports indicate that disproportionate mglaggment
remains a serious and significant problem (National Association of Black Schootd&duca
2002; Zhang & Katsiyannis, 2002). Historically, special education has been over-

Table 2: High School Completion and Dropout Rates by Disability Type, 2000-01 School
Year

Disability Categories Drop Out Rate
All IDEA students 29
Emotional disturbances 53
Learning disabilities 27
Mental retardation 25
Other cognitive disabilities 13
Speech/language impairments 26
Orthopedic impairments 18
Sensory impairments 14
Other health impairments 23
Multiple disabilities 17

Source: GAO analysis of data from the Department of Education, Office abEpec
Education Programs (2003).

represented by certain groups, including children of racial minority, childsendthnic
minorities, working class and poor children and boys. Furthermore, when thesesnoérker
identity occur simultaneously, there is an increased likelihood that such chilidirba w
given a label of disability. Recent research indicates significant disgaretween special
education referral and placement rates for European Americans and Asianahser
compared with African Americans, Latinos and Native Americans (Haklingner, 2006;
Losen & Orfield, 2002). African American students remain three timekedyg to be

labeled intellectually disabled as European Americans, twice as likbky fabeled

emotionally disturbed, and almost one and a half times as likely to be labeleddearni



disabled (Parrish, 2002). In fact, African American students remain the most
overrepresented of all racial groups in nine of thirteen disability categariast that
contributes to the restrictiveness of their school placement (Harry & Kliy21os;
National Association of Black School Educators, 2002).

Statement of the Problem

The school is one of the critical sites where forms of cultural capital ade ged,
transmitted and accumulated and where dominant systems of classificatiosalaad @
are inculcated (Swartz, 1997). For Bourdieu, a key issue has been the pergagiailities
of privilege and power that exist without conscious recognition or public resistance
Deductively, Bourdieu’s work seems like a fertile research framefeoinvestigating the
historically poor outcomes for students with disabilities in the public schools. The poor
outcomes for students with disabilities are well documented over the past twesjdunad
change continues to be elusive.

The purpose of this research study was to apply Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction
framework to the inclusion of students with disabilities in the generarotass
Specifically, the study investigates how a teacher’s beliefs and igtralcpractices
support the delivery of special education services to students with disalititibsir role
as instructional agents, teachers play a significant role in the lives isthdents.
Fundamentally, teachers' beliefs shape their professional practiceforbeteachers’
beliefs about the nature of disability may be related to favorable acadecomeast Until
recently, disability studies have been primarily interested in the cogaitid educational
deficits of students. Teachers have viewed disability as pathology within thatstude

However, a more recent turn in disability theory in the last decade or mazertiasted
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this view and argued for more emphasis to be put on the social context of learning
(Finklestein, 1988; Oliver, 1996; Reiser, 2006). The social perspective of disehilibe
viewed as an interaction between social structure and individual agency.
Relevance of the Study

Although it is easy to see how special education has been problematic, it is uedeniabl
that the passing of the Individual with Disabilities Act (IDEA, 2004) resutiedany
benefits for students with disabilities. The IDEA was designed to expanssaaue
educational rights for students with disabilities, and it largely achi¢seppal of ensuring
greater access to schooling and increased provision of services. Yet, palhddki
intent of special education legislation and policy may be to ensure aocesguatable
services to students with disabilities, but in actuality be a mechanisuartorg and
marginalizing students with less cultural capital. Special educatisemgean excellent
field to understand the way that cultural capital is reinforced, rewardedcquideal in
schools. The role of education in Bourdieu’s view (1990) is to convert social hierarchies
into academic hierarchies, playing a legitimization function to perpetuatsocial order.
Students’ cultural resources, given that children of the same class arecetipbsoadly
similar socialization influences, are differentiated according &sabaigins. Accordingly,
cultural capital is considered the main determinant of school success. Studdotsigrece
Is not evaluated according to (class) neutral standards. On the contrary, pemlagogi
practices and assessment procedures are related, to a significanttextes culture of the
upper class. In this manner, special education becomes a vehicle for iclgssiy

legitimizing the processes for marginalizing students from underpridilggmips.



Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, cultural capital, field and distinction suggest
possibilities for schools and teachers to improve educational outcomes of nizedinal
students, including students with disabilities. In the context of schooling, teacbers
institutional agents with particular patterns of conduct. Some will seek terpeahe status
quo while others will aim to change it. By broadening the types of cultural Icyaitare
valued in the classroom, teachers can act as agents of transformatiotheather
reproduction.

Literature Related to Study

Efforts to include disabled children in the general education environment have been
gaining momentum for over 15 years. During this time, many complex philosqpega|
and educational issues have been raised for schools, courts and society. While the field of
special education developed to serve more students with increasingly complexdate
on pullout special education programs for students with disabilities yieldetsrégilwere
unsatisfactory in terms of student achievement or long term benefits (Fuealhsh&, 1995;
Lloyd & Gambatese, 1991). Factors identified as barriers to student susredswered
expectations, uninspiring and restricted curricula, and negative student attgéadiing
from school failure and stigmatizing segregation (Andrews, Carnine, Coutinha, Edga
Forness, Fuchs, Jordan, Kauffman, Patton, Paul, Rosell, Rueda, Schiller, Skrtic, & Wong
2000). Two decades of disappointing research has prompted radical reconsideration of the

special education delivery system.

Teachers have been faced with apparently disparate messages abduginclus
education. On the one hand, they are told that they are to meet teaching qualityeshipsct

raising class averages in student achievement, while on the other hand toldythes toe
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be responsible for diversifying instruction to meet a range of learnds.néés no surprise,
therefore, that teachers express ambivalence about including students \bitfielssen

their classes. Educators’ reactions to the inclusive movement are vatieften polarizing
(Rea, McLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002). Many disagreements about the merits of
inclusion hinge on the lack of empirical evidence (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Rea, Mdbaughl
& Walther-Thomas, 2002). However, there is a growing body of researchliregytire
academic achievement and social outcomes of students with disabilitiparti@pate in

the general classroom educational environment. For example, in a study of 11,000 students
in the United States, Blackorby, Wagner, Cameto, Davies, Levine and Newman (2005)
found that students with disabilities who spend more time in regular classroomstred hig
scores on achievement tests, were absent less, and performed closer levgtaldan their
peers who were withdrawn for instruction. Overall, students with disabilitiesrpexdl less
well on achievement tests than those without disabilities. Yet, students whhitksain

inclusive settings outperformed their segregated peers with disabilities

Inclusion is an issue that educators will face now and in the future. Most eacher
teach students with disabilities in the general education classroom at soine fioie
(CEC, 2007). A factor that impacts implementation of inclusion that is germame &iudy
is teachers’ beliefs about inclusion. Research suggests that the attitedeheirs is a
critical factor in the effectiveness of inclusive environments (e.g. Antonak, 1980; B
Hallam, Gamel-McCormick, & Scheer, 1999). Furthermore, attitudinal beliefdoma
strong influence on teachers’ behaviors, affecting the way teacheestniéth their

students in an inclusive environment (Antonak & Livneh, 1988).
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While teachers’ beliefs are complex and vary from one specific situatiomotoea,
teachers may also hold generalized system of beliefs. The beliefs sysi@ms
assumptions or principles about the nature of disability and about their roles in waeitking
students with disabilities. The medical-social model continuum is one binmatggoribing
teacher beliefs about disability. One end of the belief system is defireessbgnptions that
the disability is a structural, organic or neurological condition, which isnaltéo the
student. For this study, this end of the continuum is termed “medical model” beliefs.
Teachers who hold the medical model perspective tend to believe that the gisabilit
condition is a pathological attribute of the learner, can be reliably named antiaddt
traditional standardized assessment instruments. The medical model pezspdects a
traditional set of beliefs that have been variously termed medical, deficithaiqpt-based

(Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999).

On the other end of the continuum is the social model set of beliefs. These are
characterized by the understanding that the teacher is responsible tiodexrtits and that all
students can profit from learning and instructional opportunities, irrespectikeiof
individual differences. Learning difficulties are understood to be amerabisttuctional
accommodations for which the teacher is responsible. This view of disabilitgnisctéine

social perspective (Finkelstein, 1988; Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999; Oliver, 1996).

For this study, the opposing beliefs systems of social model and medical model will
be investigated in terms of doxa. The medical model represents the orthdaoxy; t
incumbent force that is preserved by some agents in the field. On the other haodathe s

model represents the heterodoxy or the new paradigm that challengesehé mactices

12



of delivering special educations services. While some educatomsng#éavor to maintain
the status quo, other educators struggle to transform existing hierarchiea@rder The
messiness of a changing paradigm can be best described for the purposestoflé)is

the theoretical constructs of Pierre Bourdieu (1977, 1990).

Research Questions
Educational research is the systematic inquiry into a resgaestion of interest.
What generally differentiates educational resefiaoh other types of rigorous inquiry is,
most typically, theproblem on which the work is centered. Although the field of education
isbroad, leaving much room for rigorous analysis of a wide vasfeuestions under one
umbrella, ultimately all such studiearry with them an assumption of benefiting education.
This study will be the systematic inquiry into the following three rebeprestions:
1. Does the Medical-Social Model continuum of beliefs about disability apply to
the general education teachers?
2. To what extent are Bourdieu’s concepts related to the social-medical model
continuum?
3. How does exclusion persist in special education without conscious recognition
or public resistance?
Ultimately, the inquiry driven by the above listed research questions wdl yseful
informationfor analysis. Specifically, the analysis will have implications foding the
development of effective inclusive practices, such as influencing teaobkess about the
nature of ability and disability, and their roles and responsibilities iitggstudents with

diverse needs.
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Assumptions

Clearly, the approach to this study was influenced by the researetperiences as

a school psychologist and special education administrator. The researchey hiefisef as
both part of the problem and part of the solution. The researcher strongly belieubdgbhat
personal experiences with school psychology and special education leadeysiipt e
researcher in understand the experiences articulated by the partioighrgstudy. The
researcher also assumed that the teachers in the study are capdidelatirag their
experiences as instructional agents and that they will respond objeatineiccurately.
Benefits of Study

Special education is not beyond criticism. The United States has a higpmgyro
outcomes for students with disabilities. Finding ways to improve outcomes for stwitbnts
disabilities has been identified as a priority of the State of North i@ardlhe intent of this
research is to explore and document effective teacher practices that cad besigpport
teachers that are striving to achieve better outcomes for students withtaisab their
own schools.
Definition of Terms

An operational definition based on the literature in the field is provided for keg term
used throughout this research investigation. The purpose is to clarify terms and provide
readers with a reference that removes any ambiguity.

Attitudes refer to an individual's prevailing frame of mind or ispifherefore, the
term covers physical, emotional, and intellectual components thataffect a person’s

opinions, beliefs, and actions (Webster, 1987). In the context of thexcatuely, attitudes
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about inclusion referred to the participant’s perspectives, opinions, beliefs, imd attout
the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom.

Compliance Model of accountability in special education is intended to solve the
problem that is inherent in policy implementations which rely upon delegation of authority.
The compliance model can also serve to provide protection against litigatiusédca
process provides less ambiguity and may tolerate less variety.

Cultural capital, developed by Bourdieu as a partial explanation for thaiegble
or less immediately visible inequalities, is related to the classisasgalization of
culturally relevant skills, abilities, tastes, preferences, or normsdhasa form of
currency in the social realm (Bourdieu, 1970;Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu, 1990).

Distinction refers to one’s ability to move both within, and outside of, a certadh fiel
(e.g. public education) to broaden one’s possibilities to achieve needed resoueces
certain goals. Clusters of individuals in social space each develop culttubhpees
which mark them out from one another.

Doxa refers to the fundamental deep founded unthought beliefs that agents take as
self-evident. For Bourdieu (1990agents never know completely what they are doing and
that what they do has more sense than they know” (pp. 68—69). Routinization of beliefs and

dispositions yields (and builds upon) doxa.

Field is the contextual environment in which people exist and go about the business
of their daily lives, the complexity of which is magnified by the interaction aasoc
structures such as institutions, rules, and practices. The field determipesgésies,

internalized as dispositions and objectified as economic or cultural goadsretvalid,
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active, or pertinent in a given social setting (Bourdieu, 1970;Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu,
1990). A field is nouniversal; many fields exist. A field is class based and often takes the
objectifiable form of a school or a family. It is only within a particulaldfidat cultural

capital holds value, produces an effect, or even exists. Consistent with the pelipetud
between classes or statuses in conflict theories, a field is a “spacdliat cortompetition”
(Horvat, 2001, p. 207), the space where people compete for which practices are valued ove
others.

Habitus is the cumulative collection of dispositions, norms, and tastes that “functions
at every moment as a matrix of perceptions, appreciations and actions” (Bou8H&, pp.
82-83). Habitus becomes a generative practice, the meaning that is given to one’s
perceptions. It is the capacity to produce classifiable practices and tlogyctpa
differentiate and appreciate practices and products. Important to the notion o$ bt
it ultimately functions below the level of consciousness and language. Thezsticiali
toward a particular habitus begins in early childhood (Swartz, 1997) but continuestavell i
adulthood as individuals internalize, perhaps without explicit consciousness of having done
so, the “rules” that govern the field of interaction and their place in it.

Inclusion is not defined by the federal government; however, federal law doestenanda
in the least restrictive environment requirement that students with disslile educated in
the setting closest to that of typically developing peers to the maximtemt @ppropriate
(IDEA, 2004). The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), the largest intern&tiona
professional organization dedicated to improving the educational success of indiwitlnals
disabilities defines inclusion as: “a term used to describe the ideology thatleh, to the

maximum extent appropriate, should be educated in the school and classroom he or she
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would otherwise attend. It involves bringing support services to the child (ra#rer t
moving the child to the services) and requires only that the child will benefitifeamg in
the class (rather than having to keep up with the other students)” (CEC, 2007).

Marginalized describes the phenomenon whereby the preferences, strandths
needs of some groups, based on demographic characteristics such as disability
race/ethnicity, socioeconomics, and so forth, are deemphasized or ignored Ibgranen
the dominant group.

Medical Model focuses on the impairment rather than the needs of the person. The
assumption is that there is something wrong with the child and that whatever iswitlong
the child can be identified and labelled.

Social Model of disability views the barriers that prevent disabled peapte fr
participating in any situation as what disables them. The “social mods#sdrom defining
impairment and disability as very different things. “The social model” hbklsiew that
disabled people and the discrimination against them are socially createzt,(ROES5).
Limitations and Delimitations

One area that this current study spends some time discussing will be ticalpolit
culture at the federal level. The scope of this study is delimited to the felesajermane
to students with disabilities and some discussion as to the mechanism of compliance f
ensuring federal laws are translated to local practices. The study doespust o be a
study of state-level education policy systems or deeply study the role afgalitltures
and prevailing public values in policy making. Also, a number of interesting rasearc
guestions that could have been asked but were not pursued, such as cultural capital theory

with other postulations besides the students with disabilities. Another claificathat the
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study focuses on the general education teach as institutional agentsy¢hepeestions

about how public schools are affected by different policy choices on the distridieor sta

level are beyond the scope of the research. For example, an interegarglregiestion

could look more globally at how differential policy choices evidence themseli$erent
educational outcomes among public school students. These questions were not pursued in
this particular study because (a) the focus of the inquiry will be on theofistruggle at the
teacher level rather than policy systems work and (b) the inclusion of thesertgjeshile
interesting, would have been beyond the reach of the researcher, given liméeaohti

money for conducting the study.

The study investigates Bourdieu’s concepts, including habitus. However, aflinfsha
is not conscious but is unconscious. This research relies on data derived frorevirstervi
with teachers. However, not all of habitus can be expressed verbally so thatiiateon.
Consequently, empirical analysis will rely on the investigation of the senfootes and

effects among actors as a proxy for habitus.

A limitation of the study is the positionality of the researcher. Tharelser is
pursuing a line of inquiry related to special education programs, but is also the adtomist
of special education programs. This brings up limitations of the study relatexphtmdent
bias and induced bias. Respondent bias refers to the possibility that respondents might
respond to interview in a manner to impress the interviewer. Induced bias refersottape
prejudices of researcher, who is both the designer of the study and the @ataralihich
may tend to induce bias (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Therefore, positionality will hessksc

in the methods section and reflexivity will be practiced in data analysis.
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An obvious limitation would relate to the ability to draw descriptive or inferentia
conclusions from sample data about a larger group. A further limitation otubigis that
it was conducted in one small, suburban, school district. This study will be based on data
from one grade level of teachers from one school district. If the statiyded a finding that
differences in general education teachers’ beliefs and pradticetudents with disabilities
were strongly related to outcomes for students with disabilities, it migkghignate for the
researcher to speculate that similar findings would accrue from a dtatheo
marginalized groups in other school systems, but such an inference would be purely
speculativeReplication of this study in a variety of current settings, at differedegr
levels, and with students in other disability categories would be useful. Resuithof s
studies could help determine the broader impact of inclusion, disability and co#tpitail

across a wide spectrum of student and program characteristics.
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CHAPTER Il

Literature Review

Students with disabilities that had previously been served in special edaation
increasingly being served in general education classrooms (USDOE, 200i8vét,
teachers, both in general and special education, report feeling unprepared fardanclusi
environments (Cook, 2001). Furthermore, teacher attitudes are a criticalifieitte success
of inclusive educational programs (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). This chapteraviitipr
the theoretical framework that grounded the current study, provide relevantdaawkgr
information about the topic of inclusion and accompanying teacher attitudes, andreport
systematic review of the literature about the attitudes teacheasdewhe inclusion of
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. Thisiptgais to employ
Bourdieus concept of capital to help understand how teacher belief's about the nature of
disability. The use of Bourdieu’s full theoretical structure in qualitatsgearch implies that
the research, located in the micro-level interpretations of everyday kpediences, should
be linked to the larger social structure in which it occurs. Carspecken (1996&insathat
this criterion is not only possible but vital to making qualitative researchrextply of
oppressive forces. To do so means contemplating current and historical ines|uatiie
larger social structure and the way that these inequalities might indlypamtcipants’
experiences. Therefore, prior to investigating teacher dynamics ifadseaom, the larger
context of an increasingly centralized, hierarchical U.S. public educatitemspgeds to be

described.
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Broader Field of Power

First, service delivery methods for students with disabilities must be understood in
the context of two very powerful federal laws: The Individual with Disaediftducation
Act (IDEA, 2004) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001). During the past decade,
accountability has loomed large in reform initiatives as numerous state ahd loc
government agencies have implemented mechanisms that hold schools accountable for
student performance. At the core of these initiatives is an attempt to fundiéynehaage
authority patterns in schools to motivate teachers to more effectively editiedénts in
U.S. public schools.

Second, this section will describe a relatively popular causal model, th@iaooe
model, to explain how a state or local government agency can induce an agent (in this case
teachers and schools) to change behavior if they mobilize incentives or satiatanstter
to that agent. However, even if these are the causal mechanisms at play,staamehat
happens once a school district manages to get a school’s attention via the nobdizat
rewards and sanctions. The manner in which such policy levers work on and in schools
remains something of a black box.

The Individual with Disabilities Education Act.

Reauthorizations of IDEA have evolved through a variety of dynamics that are
rooted within political, cultural and social contexts. The history of special tolis a
dynamic process that has not followed an orderly and progressive pathwagndimark
federal legislation, also known as Public Law 94-142, evolved from the need to overhaul

how children with disabilities were educated in the United States. Unfortunhieistatue’s
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vague language left many of its terms open to various interpretations, thimginvit

litigation. Therefore, change in the procedures for the implementation &f Hag occurred

in concert with court decisions (Armstrong, 2002). Since 1975, the courts have walked a
thin line between supporting anti-discrimination rights of children while avoiding an
invitation to prescribe educational policy for schools (Armstrong, 2002). In detiera

courts have generally placed the burden on schools to justify the segregation of the student
with disabilities from regular classrooms. School personnel must provide docuameatat
efforts to accommodate the child with special needs in a classroom settinmgn

disabled peers prior to removing a child to a more restrictive learning envirorimtre

current litigious society and hyper-legalized world of special education,oldld holds a

legally enforceable right to a free and appropriate public education.

The Education of All Handicapped Children Act changed its name to Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act then to Individuals with Disabilities Edwsatmprovement
Act and has been reauthorized seven times, most recently in 2004 (IDEA, 2004). @gcordi
to Turnbull (2005), IDEA legislation engineers society and shapes behavior im#siee
ways. First, IDEA is an educational reform law, because it serves #iledige function
authorizing the expenditure of federal funds for students with disabilities. Sectinghy
is a civil rights law, because it grants rights to student and their parentgidge from
IDEA parrots the 14th amendment by ensuring equal opportunity (equal protection) for
students with disabilities to full participation, independent living, and econoific se
sufficiency. Thirdly, IDEA could be considered a welfare reform law bgredihg the basic

message of personal responsibility that was the core of welfare reief.rhandates that
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all disabled students be provided a Free and Appropriate Education (FAPE) in the Leas
Restrictive Environment (LRE) regardless of the school district’s abilipay for those
services. IDEA provisions require that students with disabilities develop ligenta
physically, emotionally, and vocationally through the provision of an appropriate
individualized education in the least restrictive environment. Each disabled clstchave

an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) that details the range of services tovimegrand
where a student’s education is to take place. LRE mandates that the studenetevih
non-disabled peers to the maximal extent appropriate. The law also mandates school
system establish procedures for ensuring that parents are involved in the demtlmpme
each IEP, and that they have opportunities to challenge a district’'s decisionhab@urige

of services it will provide (due process).

The program that implements the legal mandates of IDEA is often ctteres
special education. Program implementation is driven by what is written ormclei&th IEP.
An IEP is a written statement for a student with a disability that is oleed) at least
annually, by a team of professionals knowledgeable about the student and the parent. Th
plan describes the strengths of the child and the concerns of the parents for grthancin
education of their child, and when, where, and how often services will be provided. The IEP
is required by IDEA for all students who meet guidelines of IDEA eligylgind must
include specific information about how the student will be served and what goals he or she
should be meeting.

Student enroliment in special education has almost doubled from 3.6 million students
in 1976-1977 to 6.7 million in 2006-2007 (NCES, 2008). Over the same time period, the

total student population has increased by only 4.4% (NCES, 2008). Schools continue to
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struggle to meet the needs of youth with disabilities who are also youth of cohodov
socioeconomic backgrounds, and/or from immigrant families who are dominant in
languages other than English. While 62.5% of European American students withtaisabili
(across all 13 disability categories included in the IDEA) graduatehigh school
diplomas, the same is true for only 49.2% of Latinos and 39.2% of African Americans
(USDOE, 2002). The story behind the increased enrollment statistics is open to
interpretation, but Freedman, Bisbicos, Jentz, and Orenstein, (2005) posited thwrgal pote
reasons. First, millions of children with disabilities were not in school in 1976, so thei
addition to the rolls has made a big impact. Second, special education enrollment enay hav
risen due to the ability of professionals to identify reasons that studentdestaindgo find
ways to get extra help for children. A third explanation is the strides in medictrieatrea
sustained life for underweight babies as well as victims of tragic acgidenhronic
ilinesses.

No Child Left Behind Act.

When NCLB was signed into law in 2002, it ushered in some of the most sweeping
changes the American educational system had seen in decades. New reqsireme
introduced in NCLB were intended to raise the achievement of all students, pdyticula
those with the lowest achievement levels. Prior to NCLB, students with dissbiliere not
included in academic accountability systems. NCLB required every statpleEment
annual assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics in granlegh33ttand at
least once in grades 10-12. Science assessments were required beginning ih€2008. T
assessments were aligned with the rigorous state academic contentistandaacademic

achievement standards set by each state. The requirement that all studadisgititose
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with disabilities, participate in the accountability system is a key p&CaB. An

assumption of the NCLB was that if schools are required schools to include all stndents
the accountability assessments, then the performance and progress of ak stod&hbe

of equal importance. Too often in the past, students with disabilities were exclowhed fr
assessments and accountability systems, and the consequence was that theycgidenot re
the academic attention and resources they deserved. Now, results of thignestihg
reported for the overall school and must also be disaggregated, or broken out, by specific
groups of students that historically underachieve. Examples of subgroups anéssiaae
ethnic minorities groups, students with disabilities, students who are elcatigm
disadvantaged, and students for whom English is a second language. A student’s
performance data are included in every applicable subgroup. The performanbgraiups

is only reported if the number of students in the subgroup meets or exceeds the migimum s
by the state. The minimum size of each subgroup varies greatly amtasy Bi@awever,

with the addition of the disaggregated data requirement of the NCLB, students with
disabilities appear to be doing better academically and also appear tolbatiggawith
diplomas and certificates higher than in prior years (Swail & Brand, 2008).

The compliance model.

Hatch (2006) noted that early modernist organization theorists believed “butgaucra
rationalization would promote technical efficiency” (p. 31). Max Weber destebe
bureaucracy as a network of “rational-legal domination,” a hierarchsailgtured
organization in which the power comes from the top-down, is linear, and compliance is
expected. This power is applied along lower regions by various personnel acting i

accordance with clearly defined laws, stringent codes of conduct, anky strittrolled
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regiments of procedures and sequence. Therefore, within the hierarchicaspbemme of a
bureaucratic organization, consensus is not agreement but a moment of leveraged
compliance (Danforth & Rhodes, 1997).

The compliance view of accountability is deeply entrenched in the history, theory
and practice of government involvement in special education in the United Staiés des
recent efforts to “reinvent” special education by focusing more on edudatsoés (Wolf
& Hassel, 2005). Schools and districts must follow laws and regulations designed to support
the rights of students to access the educational environment. Special educateenhas
focused on compliance with a multitude of state and federal laws and regulatitarsd
of compliance, effectiveness tends to be defined in terms of whether or not pabcedur
regulations were satisfied, the proper steps taken, and the right paperwodsgdoce
correctly and on time.

The compliance model of accountability in special education is intended to solve the
problem that is inherent in policy implementations that rely upon delegation ofiguthor
Specifically, polices are made by lawmakers that are far awaythemwlassrooms where
their policies are implemented. Therefore, the formulators of the policy mustdiepe
overseers of policy implementation. The formulators and overseers of policy negstdel
the task of actually implementating the policy to subordinates. Obviously, sorgatdele
may follow the policy in a manner that is less divergent from the goals of thg'polic
intention. However, the issue of compliance is required to avoid situations wheratekleg
“subvert” the policy goals in order to further their own purposes or “shirk” redpbtysi
To solve this problem, the designers and overseers of policy need to operate an

accountability system that will mitigate the supposed tendency of subordmateskt
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subvert, and steal (Wolf & Hassel, 2005). The compliance model essentiallyvitbads
accountability problem. Because the operators who actually deliver setwipeople might
not do so in the “proper” way if left to their own devices, a system is designed to compel
their proper behavior or force them to account for improper behavior.

Unfortunately, the accountability provided by the compliance model is not without
its costs. The level of paperwork associated with special education haséacrea
significantly with each re-authorization of IDEA. One of the most frequeefignted
barriers to quality teaching was the oppressive amount of paperwork needdsytédderal
and state regulations (Chambers, 2008). Some indications of the adverse conditions that
educators face were recently reported by the Council for Exceptional @hitdite report
Bright Futures for Exceptional Learners: An Agenda to Achieve Qualibgi@ions for
Teaching and Learning (Kozleski, Mainzer, & Deshler, 2000). While special eduicat
applaud the important role of IEPs, they struggle with the amount of clerical eork t
process requires. The average length of the typical IEP is between 8-$6wiigan
estimated 4 hours of pre-meeting planning time going into each IEP conference. The
majority of special educators report spending one day or more per week on plipanao
83% report spending one half to one and a half days per week on IEP-related meetings.
IEPs, however, are just the beginning of paperwork responsibilities for edudsiiany
teachers reported that they are expected to do considerably more record taskpjirig
keep the school system out of a lawsuit (Chambers, 2008).

Also, critics suggest the compliance with federal mandates may be s@#beffuei
example, practitioners may follow the letter of the law through symbolseaathonies

(IEPs, IEP staffing, mantras such as “access to the generautumf) that are largely
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decoupled from the meaningful practice (Skrtic, 2005). Unfortunately, expetiande
novice special education teachers alike are not prepared and, hence, frustitiied, by
competing and increased technical and political demands in implementing fealenal
mandates (Marshall & Patterson, 2002; Skrtic, 1995).

In some cases, special education professionals seem to spend as much time on
paperwork as delivering services to students. Excessive paperwork hay aeteralcited
by some teachers as their primary reason for leaving the special edusationg
profession (Chambers, 2008). Administrators must complete a copious amount of
paperwork in order to justify their operations and be reimbursed by the statdrfor the
services. Many administrators will commiserate with a director whe @&plf & Hassel,
2005):

The amount of paper we generate for accountability purposes to the county

and state is enormous...But | don’t know if it's effective because | have no

idea...what they are using it for, you know what | mean? ... | present them

with a [budget] packet that is an inch thick every year...I don’t know...who

does what to it all. And | always wonder, ‘is it being used?’ (p. 61)
With each reauthorization, IDEA continues to evolve in complexity, causing stakehtdd
grow ever more entrenched in paperwork and regulations. In 2004, Congress readithoriz
the IDEA and promised paperwork reduction. In doing so, however, it promulgatsd sev
new required documents in addition to the existing 814 state and local federal monitoring
requirements already in place (Freedman, Bisbicos, Jentz, & Orenstein, 2005).

Critics contest that IDEA has evolved into the most prescriptive law biygelli
teachers, parents and administrators what to do and triggering adversatr@iskips and a

lack of trust among stakeholders. These conditions entrap policy implementiers whi

confusing and angering parents (Wolf & Hassel, 2005). Reportedly, IDEA is ndauitttie
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most litigated federal statute (Freeman, Bisbicos, Jentz & Orebnstein, Z065)
compliance model can also serve to provide protection against litigation becauseEdss p
provides less ambiguity and may tolerate less variety. Specificallyrigivis tend to be
defined in terms of procedures that included language such as "equal access,6¢das,pr
“appropriate education” and "least restrictive environment.” Thereforeiasgéeltication
policy implementers may seek procedural safeguards of the compliance mpa#kason
against legal claims of impropriety. Because disputes over the operationéiatefiof
these ambiguous terms tend to be settled by courts, or the threat of going to court,
implementers seek legal protection by engaging in compliance modelregetation
(Armstrong, 2002).

According to the compliance model, effectiveness is largely defined in térting
prescribed expenditures of resources and the execution of correct processésites ac
that are mandated by special education laws and regulations. Major assumptiens of t
compliance model are as follows (Wolf & Hassel, 2005):

e The operation of the special education “process” implies actual “progugss” f

special-needs students.

e Regulations and documentation of compliance with regulations ensure that

public funds and programs are not being misused.

e Documents provide an accurate public record of what is being accomplished

regarding the education of students with special needs.

e The compliance model does not prescribe a pedagogical approach or specific

technology.

29



Without consensus between freely choosing parties, the compliance modes thiect
bureaucratic system’s requirements that students be defined and procésised power
network of procedures and formulae.

Despite legal mandates to minimize the impact of segregation and maggioaliz
some predict the laws may have the opposite effect. As Lucas (2001) argueacedss
to a given level of education becomes universal, as has occurred with high school in the
United States, the socioeconomically advantaged switch their focus frormgecuri
guantitative advantages (e.g. completing high school versus not) to seeking oatiggialit
advantages within that level of education. As access to more years of educaimnesdot
widen, students' possession of high-status cultural capital could well éssléds an
important tool for the maintenance of socioeconomic inequality in high schools, with subtl
differences in cultural experiences between students becoming inchgasingequential
markers of distinction.

For Bourdieu, analysis of the state and federal mandates would not be sufficient to
understand that dynamics of power at the school level. Bourdieu does not see {loe state
economy or social classes) as directly determining the school’s role inrthmisaion of
social inequalities. Schools are neither neutral nor merely reflectine dirbader set of
power relations, but play a complex, indirect, mediating role in maintaining andcamipa
them (Swartz, 1997). The remainder of the study will investigate Bourdieuds rajt
schools as part of the system of reproduction that “cannot easily serveriegalitactions”
(Bourdieu, 1990). In the U.S., the predominant ideology is that schools are the ladder to
success and that school is the great equalizer. However, despite ledatasaagalitarian

goals seem elusive. For Bourdieu, the real success of educational institititomsgh often
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implicit, is in how many students the system sorts out with the effect dlisbtag and
maintaining “distinctions as cultural capital” (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 163). In Bourdieu’s
framework, the real success of educational institutions from the perspedineedafminant
groups is in how many students the system filters away from it (Swartz, 1997¢forae
there remains a place in educational research for examining extent thetl @apital
impacts daily activities. Indeed, as educational access has expandedrtodarers of
students, the struggles within the field may play an increasingly prominemorsierting
students.
Schools as a Field of Struggle

A field is an arena of struggle, the site of more or less openly declargdlstfor
power and influence between dominant and dominated who are unequally endowed with in
the objects and weapons of struggle: capital. Relating the concept of field toitimeafot
conflict between classes, Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) note, “A field is sienlisly a
space of conflict and competition . . . in which participants vie to establish monopoly over
the ... effective capital within it” (p. 17). It is through the theorizing of figld the conflict
inherent in it that Bourdieu underscores the fact that cultural capitab@a selationship.
Those cultural dispositions, skills, abilities, norms, or preferences thatresselered
“cultivated” (high-status socioeconomically) in a particular sociaingeaire valid only in
relation to a particular field.

School districts must operate within the context of the macro-level power gignam
of the broader field of power. The previous section discussed some macro-poweicdynam
including the federal laws and the compliance model. The next section wiltirarisithe

identification of two conflicting struggles within the field: the sorting medra and the
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inclusion model. First, the sorting mechanism will be discussed as a force liretcet
teachers to sort difficult to teach students out of their classrooms. Secomdiuttrece of
the inclusion model will be discussed as an approach to include students in the general
education environment. Both influences will be analyzed through the theory of cultural
reproduction systems. In this context, the assumptions is that schools attiktat
acquisition of cultural capital. The issue is the extent that the capitalribwlistl equitably
across student populations. For Bourdieu, education does facilitate the smgofssome
cultural capital, but those students who are able to acquire the forms of culpital ca
valued by the dominant groups will be more highly rewarded while students who are not
able to acquire the valued capital will be marginalized (Bourdieu, 1990). Educational
institutions then reward those students who are already equipped with the eutusaicial
capital (through their social origin) that the system presupposes and &ggithrough the
process of making it appear that the reproduction of social hierarchiesdsdegits,
merits, or skills (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977).

“Huge classificatory machine.”

The application of how cultural capital operated in the field of public schools
provided a better understanding of how sorting helps to maintain educational advantages for
some students while, conversely, marginalizing others. For Bourdieu, the peéopedunat
rewarding of cultural capital in educational institutions may occur unwiytitagbtudents,
teachers, and parents. In the preface to the 1990 printRgprbduction in Education,
Society and Culturél970), Bourdieu concluded that the study

sought to propose a model of the social mediations and processes [that] tend,

behind the backs of the agents engaged in the school system—teachers,
students and their parents—and oftgainst their will,to ensure the
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transmission of cultural capital across generations and to stamp pregxisti
differences in inherited cultural capital with a meritocratic seatafiemic
consecration by virtue of the special symbolic potency ofitlegcredential)

(pp. iX=X).

In this way, the school imposes seemingly “legitimate exclusions and incliiatjisorm
the basis of the social order” (p. x). Thus, this “huge classificatory mathm8ourdieu
called it, may work despite or amid the best intentions of those in it. Scholars hawe arg
that contemporary mainstream educational systems closely refldectdiwedge, values
and interests and cultural orientations of White, middle-class cultural gioafmst( 1995;
King, 2005). Education that fails to teach the codes and rules necessary fosfalicces
cultural contexts does not connect knowledge produced in schools to students’ lived
experiences or ignores the fundamental role of culture in knowledge productiort,(Delpi
1995; Ladson-Billings, 1994). Alternatively, non-mainstream epistemologiesjigars,
discourses and research orientations have been systemically devalued ed $Deshgit,
1995).

The sorting mechanism follows a positivist line of argument: (a) teacteers a
motivated to limit the variance among students in their classroom by grougrsjudents
with like skills in separate settings (b) student attributes are usetteas dor sorting in to
groups; (c) Special education is a beneficial place to separate the lovi@shimg students
away from the higher performing students. The labeling and categorizatiticgs&c
special education have been deeply rooted within the need to view reality avelasjedt
subject to universal scientific laws (Skrtic, 1995). Within this paradigrheibelief that
something is wrong with the student which requires “fixing.” In other words ciheept of

disability within this paradigm becomes reified, or made into a thing thatutierg has,
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therefore requiring remediation by specially trained teachers or otpertexKalyanpur &

Harry, 1999). When a student is deviated from the dominant group, there is incentive to
track and marginalize the student away from the mainstream. Unfortunatetyntiher of
students that are sorted away from the “regular education” norm groupeiasmg (CSEF,

2000; U.S. Department of Education, 2002; Zhang & Katsiyannis, 2002). Programs such as
special education, Title 1, English as second language (ESL) are intended to be of
educational value; however, the act of separateness, which results in oppresgion, ma
subtract more socially and emotionally than may add academicallyufierét Topinka,

2006). Such programs use the label to determine placement in classrooms with other
students of like deficits for part or all of the day.

The complex array of factors that contribute to the sorting mechanism were
highlighted in a qualitative case study involving interviews with teacherssipails, school
psychologists, and administrators regarding their perspectives onl gukmation and
culture (Skiba, Simmons, Ritter, Kohler, Henderson, & Wu, 2006). Teachers reported
feeling highly challenged to meet the needs of students with disakal$i@seported that
they were given insufficient resources to meet those needs. Perceiwraj sgdacation as
the only resource available for helping students who are not succeeding, classcloens
were quite willing to err in the direction of over-referral if it meant asd¢e more resources
for their neediest students.

Inclusion.
Historically, educational access has been a battle for many groups oitstiaEmale
youth gained access to education during the 1920s, students of color gainediacogs

the Civil Rights movements of the 1950s and 1960s, and children with disabilities gained
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access in the 1970s (Kavale & Forness, 2000). However, such access ofted iresulte
practices of separateness as illustrated in the Brown v. Board of Educatiopes&T
decision in 1954 that determined that separate was not equal for children of color. In
response to the Brown decision, advocacy groups in the field of special education gventual
extended its stance against segregation into the field of special edulcatam, Dunn
(1968) suggested that segregation was not effective and therefore fewel™spec
classrooms (i.e. self-contained classrooms) were called for. The Duhe laebame a
driving force as educators began studying classroom placement and educationa
programming for students with disabilities (McLeskey, 2004). Other forces subbk a
Regular Education Initiative by the secretary of education (Will, 1986), drovatedsito
consider educational access for children with disabilities beyond the atgtetpssroom,
and into general education environments. First called mainstreaming, emetifined as
inclusion, advocates believed that inclusion was an ethical and moral imperativee(Kava
2002). For example, Baglieri and Knopf (2004) explained that inclusive education is a right
and not something students must earn. In addition, one of the roles of education is to prepare
students for the world in which they live. Current society is increasinglysdiaerd
students must be prepared to embrace such differences as “different” beconmesdn
more “normal” (Baglieri & Knopf, 2004).

Then, in the 1980s, as a result of reform movements, mainstreaming evolved into
inclusionary practices (Ainscow, 2007). From these practices stemmed suslase
inclusion, full inclusion and the regular education initiative. Inclusion extends beyond
service delivery and location, to a notion that is embedded in the philosophy that alhchildre

belong and can learn in the mainstream of school and community life. Inclusion is defined
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in a variety of ways (Ainscow, 2007) as are the other terms often referred scussions
about special education. The following terms are generally referred tdarified in the
literature (Ainscow, 2007): mainstreaming, inclusion, full inclusion, and regdlaration
initiative. Mainstreaming, unlike inclusion, does not allow special education setwibes
fully provided in the arena of the general/regular education classroom ¢an2607).

There tends to be a subtle distinction made between inclusion and full inclusion
whereby inclusion denotes that a student does not have to spend every moment of his/her
school day in the regular education classroom. However, to the maximal exteblepossi
there is a commitment to educating the student in the classroom he/she woulisetherw
attend if not disabled (Ainscow, 2007). While full inclusion, on the other hand, connotes
that every child can and should be educated in the same educational settings and classes
(Ainscow, 2007). The premise of full inclusion is that there exist the necesgpayrts and
practices to enable the student with special needs to attend the classroohem his/
neighborhood school (Ainscow, 2007). It is important to note that IDEA does not mandate
that all students with disabilities be included for all of their school day. #dadstequires
that they be educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate.

Although inclusive education began in the 1970s and 1980s, it continues to face
changing circumstances today. More and more children with special neest\aed in
general education classrooms for the majority of their instructionaldBpQE, 2007).

In the Twenty-Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (USDOE, 2007), states reported thahalfesf
all children with disabilities receive education in the general education enéntrfion at

least 51% of the school day. The Study of Personnel Needs in Special EducaidBESP
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(Office of Special Education Programs, 2001) report indicated that 96% of general
education teachers report that they have taught or are currently teattldents with
disabilities. Yet, general and special education training, settingsnstndational strategies
have traditionally been kept separate, particularly in teacher priepgpadgrams (Shippen,
Crites, Houchins, Ramsey, & Simon, 2005). Results from the SPeNSE report (Dffice
Special Education Programs, 2001) also indicate that: (a) fewer than oneftieadhers
who had been teaching six years or less had received training in theartpearation
program related to collaborating with special educations, (b) less than hadfdeaced any
training in adapting instruction, and (c) one third did not receive any trainingnagimg
behavior.

Inclusion is an issue that educators will face now and in the future. Most &eadlher
teach students with disabilities in the general education classroom at soitnie poie
(CEC, 2007). However, enhanced training and preparation may improve attitudes and
increase the likelihood of successful outcomes for students in inclusive sdR@sgsrch
suggests that the attitude of teachers is a critical factor in théiedfezss of inclusive
environments (e.g. Antonak, 1980; Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick, & Scheer, 1999).
Furthermore, attitudinal beliefs may be a strong influence on teachbes/ibes, affecting
the way teachers interact with their students in an inclusive environment (Antonak &
Livheh, 1988).

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) conducted a research synthesis of 28 surveys between
1958 and 1995 that included over 10,000 teachers. In their synthesis, the authors found that
teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in the gedecation

classroom were generally favorable. However, their synthesis sugjgjestattitudes varied
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“due mostly to thelegree of intensitgf mainstreaming, and tlseveritylevel of students
with disabilities who are mainstreamed” (p. 62). Across the surveys, teadresrally
supported the idea of inclusion; however the practical realities of instruatithgnss with
emotional or behavioral disorders, or severe sensory or intellectual disalwhallenged
their views and drew more reluctance to include students with these typedditidisan

the general education classroom. The pressures of time and accountability maytectiot
the finding that more special education teachers were more supportive of th@molusi
students with disabilities in the general education classroom than lgeshécators (Scruggs
& Mastropieri, 1996).

Attitudes of practicing teachers have been found to predict or correlatéheiit
classroom practices. Buell et al (1999) reported that teachers who had mitwe pos
attitudes about inclusion also believed they could improve their students’ educational
outcomes. In addition, teachers with positive views of inclusion made more adaptations t
classroom materials and procedures. Bender, Vial, and Scott (1995) found sinaltar res
with the practicing teachers they studied. Those teachers with negatudeatabout
inclusion reported less use of research-based instructional strategiesiéots with
disabilities. Furthermore, practicing teachers overwhelming beli@ietraining was
inadequate for the inclusive classroom (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Imghgshoth
special and general educators who participated in the studies synthesizeddgs Snd
Mastropieri (1996) reported insufficient preparation. However, teachersalith& if they
had additional preparation, they would better be able to meet the needs of studtents wit

disabilities in the general education classroom. Teachers felt coursevibeiriteacher

38



education programs would help increase their awareness, skills, and knowledge fogworki
with students with disabilities.

Johnson (2000) found that training in about inclusion that focused on beliefs and
attitudes, and the creation of a specific action plan led to increased outconteddotss
with special needs. Furthermore, when teachers participated in ongoiagspwoél
development about inclusion, they were more willing to teach children with diehitit
the general education classroom, and they were more willing to participat&alocation
between general and special education professionals (McLeskey & Waldron, 2002).
McLeskey and Waldron (2002) suggested that training in instructional séstegmprove
the skills of teachers, and providing specific training in the benefits of inolugs needed
in order to promote positive teacher attitudes. According to the SPeNSE (Of8pedétl
Education Programs, 2001) report for example, 99% of practicing teachers whipgiadic
in professional development hours related to working with special educatasdetissiul
after the training.

Teacher education programs have historically been departmentaleating two
separate preparation tracks; one system for general educator prepandtenother system
for special education (Jobling & Moni, 2004). More recently, education professioaals a
advocating for more collaborative programs hoping that the needs of diverse populations
such as students with disabilities would be addressed in general education aspeslas
education (Blanton & Pugach, 2007). Indeed, if educators are unprepared for the complex
context of today’s diverse classrooms, negative attitudes will likely follabling & Moni,

2004).
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Research suggests that negative attitudes acquired early in one’sacardifficult
to change when subsequent experiences are filtered through a negative by ([VRO6)
Thus, if teachers leave their teacher education programs with negttiweatabout the
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom, ithbg w
resistant to change in the future and less likely to promote positive outcomeesléarts
with disabilities in inclusive environments (Murphy, 1996).

Teachers as Actors in the Field of Study

Bourdieu’s cultural capital theory explicitly acknowledges complexigssiting
from the interaction of individuals and societies, rather than focusing on the indiaglaal
autonomous actor in a decontextualized environment (Harker, 1990). As more students with
disabilities are included in general education classrooms, educators neekl ¢atlcally at
how new models of special education service delivery impact outcomes for stuidlents
disabilities. Most students with disabilities enter school undiagnosed andiesired dy
regular education teachers for evaluations that may lead to special @duigartitification
and placement. Although physicians tend to identify most visible disabilities djloeity of
children in special education are referred by their classroom teacher. thamsen of
sorting students away from general education and into special education nongpass
not only special education itself, but also the teachers that act asimsitaigents.

In considering how to help educational systems become more inclusive, the nature of
teachers' beliefs and how beliefs relate to their consequent actions need to Stooahder
(Gibbs, 2007). Many experts suggest that the success of inclusion depends on the
knowledge, instructional skills, and especially attitudes and beliefs of ecsiaatbin

particular, the attitudes and beliefs of general classroom teachewsl tithe inclusion of
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students with disabilities (Bender, Vail & Scott, 1995; Cook, 2001; Jordan & Stanovich,
2003; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Potentially, teacher beliefs
have a major influence on shaping what teachers perceive, notice and ¢lenefor and
this in turn affects what they draw from their experiences and how they Baothef, Vail
& Scott, 1995; Cook, 2001; Jordan & Stanovich, 2003; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004). Further,
teacher beliefs seem to be relatively stable, self-perpetuating ancherto evidence that is
contradictory, which makes them problematic for those who seek to effect changghthr
teacher preparation and training programs (Bender, Vail & Scott, 1995; Cook, 200h; Jorda
& Stanovich, 2004).

Doxa: Heterodoxy v. Orthodoxy.

In a Bourdieusian framework, field analysis directs the reseddtéention to a level
of analysis capable of revealing the integrating logic of competiivween opposing
viewpoints. It encourages the researcher to seek out sources of conflicten dgmnain,
relate that conflict to the area or power, and then identify the underlyingdséissumptions
by opposing parties (Swartz, 1997). For this study, the larger area of pas/énevspecial
education program as directed by the federal laws related to students alithtdis. The
level of analysis, for this paper, was the classroom teachers that sestedigras with
disabilities. Obviously, these teachers do not represent a tightly coupled heteusgene
group. The scope of this paper is to analyze their approaches to serving siutthents
disabilities in their classrooms. Within that specific line of dutieghte will have
varying, likely contrasting, views of their duties and services.

Within a field, Bourdieu depicts a conflict between those who defend the

“orthodoxy” and those who generate “heterodoxy.” Comparable to Thomas Kuhn'’s concept
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of “paradigm shift,” (1962), the two opposing strategies are dialectafiiecklone

generates the other. The struggle is between “curators of culture” wibdweprand

transmit legitimate bodies of knowledge and “creators of culture” who imemtforms of
knowledge. Both the dominant establishment, orthodoxy, and the subordinate challengers,
heterodoxy, share a tacit acceptance that the field of struggle is worth purs@refoie,

the actions of the actors is not separate from the field; rather, the figlohpase the

struggle on the actors. Bourdieu refers to this deep structure of fields asatoia, f

represents a tacit, fundamental agreement on the stakes of struggkenbibives

advocating heterodoxy and those holding to orthodoxy (Swartz, 1997).

According to (Deer, 2008), doxa refers to pre-reflexive, shared but unquestioned
opinions and perceptions mediated by the field. In Figure 2, doxa is representedi@athe
within the oval. Doxa is comprised of two dialectically related but opposinggita called
heterodoxy and orthodoxy. The figure helps depict the fact that these strugdbesiaded.
According to Swartz (1997), entry into the field requires tacit acceptanbe afles of the
game in the field. Thus, participation in the professional field limits the seugdgbrms
and terms that are considered legitimate professional procedure.

Figure 2: Doxa

Struggle (or argument) Unknown (Undisputed)
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For this study, the heterodoxy is the incumbent practices of identifyingeawithg
student with disabilities. Generally, the current standard procedures aptedquectices
can be described as pursuant of the medical model. On the other hand, new approaches ma
be described as consistent with the social model. Both models will be described in the
following section in order to address a key question emanating from Bourdieu’s work.

The struggle within the field that stems from the doxa contributes to the@elect
mechanisms and cognitive classifications that can be used by individualapd tgr
perpetuate their positions of power. Implicit in the two models is that cultyihlcs
typically measured and interpreted in the educational researchuligeefedm the dominant
group’s perspective, which, perhaps unwittingly, calibrates “normali@daminant, often
the high-status, cultural capital. On the other hand, the “abnormal” (those who do not
necessarily associate with high-status groups or high-status chpitames deficient, even
if unwittingly on the part of those scholars identifying the dominant culturalatafithools
adopt sorting and ranking mechanisms, often relying on powerful binaries to make
distinctions between students, and apply the official taxonomies with quasi-ldyaiitgu
(Swartz, 1997).

The medical-social model continuum is one such binary for describing tdeedieds
about disability. The medical model approach refers to the tendency to fraimétgiaa an
abnormality that should be diagnosed, then treated through specialized servicesl ffmpvide
specially trained personnel. Special education programs is traditiguadlgd by medical
model thinking. Everyday decision-making is surrounded by diagnosis, labeling, and

treatment. Proponents of the social model of disability devise their argufmentsocial
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constructionism and tend to depict special education as segregationist and ri$orymi
(Anasasiou & Kauffman, 2011).
The medical model.

The medical model of disability typically relies on defining and identifyinman
characteristics; therefore, it must rely on binaries such as “normatabndrmal” for
informing decisions. Inferred is a biological ideal of what is a “normal¥ykadl mind that
is then compared in relation to those characteristics associated with “abhokewording
to Rieser (2006), the medical model of disability sees the disabled person as e probl
Students are to be adapted to fit into the world as it is. If this is not possible, themsstude
with disabilities are segregated into specialized institutions or segd@asrooms, where
only their most basic needs are met. The emphasis is on dependence, backed up by the
stereotypes of disability that call forth pity, fear and patronizing attitudes

In the medical model, the focus is on the impairment rather than the needs of the
person. As scientific knowledge increased and medical discourses took firmer halal, spe
education became entangled in the medical model. The power to help students seems to li
within the medical and associated professions, with their rational-tecdrscalrse of
cures, normalization and science. Often, lives of disabled people are handed over to the
specialists (Rieser, 2006). Special education has expanded as a discipline with a
proliferation of jargon, specialists and categories. Skrtic (1995) identifieBst@urses in
public education that led schools to embrace the medical model. First, éadyssc
promoted administrative practices consistent with the scientific managep@oach. The
precept of scientific management emphasized the increased ration#tieéyafanization

and, correspondingly, the location of pathology in the students. Special education emerged
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as a process for maintaining order, particularly the social order, in thealaind efficient
school operations. Educators were expected to have the specialized knowledge and
professional acumen required to run an efficient organization. Therefore, iteengg
inherently rational, then it follows that the failure in the system must hieuastiole to the
one who failed (Skrtic, 1995):
From a structural perspective, the institutional practice of special emucat
an organizational artifact that emerged to protect the legitimacy of a non-
adaptive bureaucratic structure faced with the changing value demands of a
dynamic democratic environment...the instructional practice of special
education and special needs program generally distort the anomaly of school
failure ... reinforcing theories of organizational rationality and human
pathology ( p. 216).
Organizational rationality and human pathology approaches has contributed tonttieajro
experts that identify the differences between individuals. The idenbicatategorization,
and labeling have contributed to the emergence of sets of power relasedsdethe
privileging of certain forms of knowledge above others (Frattura & Topinka, 2006).
“Others” (usually non-disabled professionals) assessments of studdntssahilities are
used to determine where the disabled go to school, level of support, type of education,
where to live and work after school years are over (Rieser, 2006). The power etnbedde
professional knowledge and practices has been, and continues to be, the bedrock of special
education. The processes and procedures found in the identification, categoriaiagiomy |
and treatment of students with disabilities are fraught with jargon andyatsoiihe
evaluation of eligibility for special education services (in the forms ofijdggical tests,
medical assessment, Response-to-Intervention) remains the key technicaldgeoofl
power, and at the same time, the coercive and arbiter of “truth” through whichrivgna
sorting, and placing of pupils takes place (Skritc, 1995).
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The evaluation process for eligibility into the special education program proanotes
deficit model. Implicit in the deficit model is that it holds that childrerhwithool problems
have discrete disorders that are internal to the child (Heshusius, 1989; Kovaleski, 1988
This practice was accurately portrayed by Kaplan and Kaplan (1985), whizddbat
special education identification procedures ignore “the social context and egbtodecate
emotional disturbance...and learning problewitkin the child...the impact of environmental
conditions, other people, and societal values remain in the background” (p. 323). These
practices promote a blame-the-victim orientation that ascribes faulaly to the child.

The child is often victimized by referrals that frequently arrive withetltlistinct but
unspoken assumptions (Prilleltensky, 1994):

(a) that there is something ‘wrong with the child,” (b) that the psychologist

can find whatever is wrong with the child, and (c) that the clinician can

recommend either special education placement or treatment. Conspicuously

absent from many referrals is the expectation to modify certain asp¢es of

child’s human or educational environment. Simply put, the referral reads:

‘change the child or place him or her elsewhere; don’t change us.’ (p. 152)

One of the potential dangers of the medical model is that cultural capitalomaytc be

defined, increasingly, in terms of physical or internal attributes. This nmghh that

distinction, hierarchy and power reactions could deepened the prejudice, exclusion and
oppression that disabled people have experienced throughout modernity. Medical model
thinking about disabled people predominates in schools where special educational needs are
thought of as resulting from the individual who is seen as different, faulty and geedia
assessed and made as normal as possible. Critics of the medical model aajue tha

children have the right to belong and be valued in their local school (Rieser, 2006). To

overcome the powerlessness of children, educators should look at what is wrong with the
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school rather than colluding with adults in applying labels and making children scgjuie
(Braginsky & Braginsky, 1974; Prilleltensky, 1994; Skrtic, 1995).

The social model.

On the other end of the continuum is the social model of disability. Finkelstein (1988)
and Oliver (1996) are often credited with the formulation of the “social model dfildga
as a challenge to the hegemony of the medical model. The social model of digeility
the barriers that prevent disabled people from participating in any situatidmaasisables
them. The social model arises from defining impairment and disability aslNfEment
things. The social model holds the view that disabled people and the discriminatist agai
them are socially created (Rieser, 2006). Unlike medically based cinmeh, facus on the

individual and their impairment, this is an achievable goal and to the benefit of exeryon

The social model suggests that disabled people's individual and collective
disadvantage is due to a complex form of institutional discrimination as fundateenta
society as sexism, racism or heterosexism. The social model tiadussbjective,
experiential accounts of persons with disabilities and their families. Alsgocuses
inquiry towardthe social processes, economic structures, and environrobatatles that
create and sustain disablement &srian of political oppression. From a social model
perspectiveinclusive democratic educators become more awaiteeahany political and
social practices that sustain social divisamd devaluation. The tasks and strategies of
inclusiveeducation involve the active demystification of ossified conventionserning

identity, curricular access, instructionabctices, and classroom geography (Rieser, 2006).
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Comparing and contrasting the medical and social models.

A premise of Bourdieu’s sociology is that the human mind thinks in dppas His
sociology tries to see both sides and give the relationship a@easmntext. A summary
of the differences between the medical model and the social nredglimmarized in Table
3. Teachers with predominantly medical model beliefs tend to plecéblame on the
students themselves and/or on their families for inability torpssy Consequently these
teachers spend little time and effort working with their inctudeudents with disabilities
and those who are at risk of academic failure, compared to ghefrthe students in their
classes. They prefer delivery models that withdraw studeots their classes, and their
concepts of instructional accommodations feature homework to be competas student
with parents, and curriculum delivered in a resource or segregkesl setting (Jordan,
Glenn, & McGhie-Richmond, 2010).

At the other end of the continuum, teachers with social model beliefs view iysabil
as created in part by a society that is designed for the able, and #tes trarriers for those
who have disabilities. Such teachers see their responsibility as benegte access to
learning, by reducing barriers to learning through accommodations thedisecaccess and
by working longer and at greater levels of intensity with their studerts@atning
difficulties (Jordan & Stanovich, 2001; Jordan, Glenn, & McGhie-Richmond, 2010). It
should be noted that beliefs are not dichotomous, but are represented as a continuum, with
about half of the teachers interviewed expressing components of both views, and varying
from one classroom and school situation to another.

In considering how to help educational systems become more inclusive, the nature of

teachers' beliefs and how beliefs relate to their consequent actions need to Stoodhder
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Table 3: Major differences in the assumptions and beliefs about medical andrsmitzdd
(Wilson & Silverman, 1991)

Medical Social
Roles Special education teachers are Teachers all contribute to
specialized to deal with learning collaboration solutions.

difficulties. Curriculum for Curriculum is standard but modified

exceptional pupils is specialized in level, rate, and delivery for

and different from regular exceptional children.

classroom.

Referral is the final step after

At-Risk pupils should be referred regular classroom resources have

as soon as possible for special been unable to meet the at-risk

education. Minimal or no pre- pupil’s need.

referral intervention
The criterion for referral is that

The criterion for referral is efforts to resolve difficulties with

centered on the child (search for local resources have been

pathology) unsuccessful.
Assessment Deficits exist primarily within the Difficulties may stem from

pupil. environmental factors including
interactions between instruction and

Norm-based criteria confirm learning opportunities.

exceptionality.

Curriculum-based assessments

Categorical labels designate child assist in identifying program

and guide the delivery of services. alternatives.

Conducted annually. Effects of program and services are
monitored for enhancement of
opportunity for child to learn.
Conducted at intervals as
instructional goals dictate.

Delivery By categorical label By availability of resources
Model identified as needed for instruction.

Press to segregation: Specialized

help given to pupil in small group Press to integration: Resources and

setting, help given to classroom teachers to
maintain progress of pupil.
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(Gibbs, 2007). Teachers cope with competing professional demands and their responses
influence who they teach and how effective they are in meeting the rangderfitsheeds in
their classrooms. The focus of this study is to investigate teachersstadi@it their roles
and professional priorities in promoting learning in inclusive classrooms and h@w thes

beliefs relate to their practice.
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CHAPTER llI
Methods

In the 2£' Century, teachers must be prepared to maintain high standards with
increasing heterogeneity in their classrooms. Federal legislati particular NCLB and
IDEA, has been the impetus for the trend to serve students with disabilitias the
general education classroom. However, at the local level, teacher respotigeinclusion
movement have been mixed. As more students with disabilities have been included in
general education classrooms, the examination of the relationship betaekertbeliefs
about disability and outcomes for students with disabilities has become inghgasin
important. For this study, the varying belief systems of the social modehamdotre
medical model were investigated in terms of doxa. The medical model repdetbente
orthodoxy; the incumbent force that has been preserved by some agents id;tteatiés,
that a child’s diagnosis or label is primary, and conveys what one needs to know about the
potential of a particular student. On the other hand, the social model represents the
heterodoxy; the new paradigm that challenged the current perspectives abautemd c
practices of delivering special educations services. While some edubate endeavored
to maintain the status quo, other educators have struggled to transform existirghlaer
and practices.

Attitudes represent a latent construct because they cannot be seen distethgt

behaviors, choices, and responses manifest underlying attitudes (Antonak &d,arrive
1995). In this examination, interviews and quantitative data analysis wereousszbter

the attitudes of teachers based on their recall of specific experighteseaching a
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student with disabilities. However, interviews were only able to measurehich they

ask; that is, they may not fully uncover the latent construct of attitudes. In ordeef
attitudes of teachers to be further understood, qualitative data was used torehagplain
the quantitative results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Thus, the combinations of
qualitative and quantitative analyses have provided an in-depth examination otheedea

attitudes.

Research Design

This study employed Bourdieu's concept of capital to understand how teacéis beli
about the nature of disability impact outcomes for students with disabilitiesstlidy was a
mixed methods design with the quantitative research being preliminaguahtative
research being the dominant research paradigm. Specifically, teaeneieimtdata were
used to investigate how accountability policies regarding students with disalfibm the
broader fields of power were negotiated by teachers in the local fielthinvihie field,
teacher’s beliefs about disabilities were analyzed with respect ttokaeof the local field.
Ultimately, the analysis has lead to practical implications for teachefessors, and
administrators.

The first research question asked if the medical-social model appliedgenbdel
classroom teachers in the study. In order for the medical-social model tarhavalue as
descriptive and exploratory technique, it must explain the variance amongcer taad
discriminate different beliefs among the teachers. Next, the totalsstmrthe 24 teachers
were correlated with five demographic variables to distinguish any sub groopg &me

teachers.
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The second research question asked how Bourdieu’s concepts related to the medical
social model continuum. To answer the second question, the teacher interviewsdeere c
to flesh out, extend and test emerging categories. The researcher wiemitseof meaning
within the interviews and labeled them to reflect individual understandings of the data
Ultimately, the researcher analyzed the emergent themes using Basistiaaépts as a
lens. There was a need to investigate several of Bourdieu’s concepts becaase $oe
interlinked and related. To analyze Bourdieu’s concepts section, qualitativstodsy
methodology was used to further explain the teachers’ attitudes and influences. The
researcher analyzed the qualitative data for themes apply Bourdiené&nfoak to give a
lens for interpreting the data to explore struggles in the field. For the thearcas
guestions, the application of Bourdieu’s approach demonstrated the potential usefulness of
his framework for shedding light on power dynamics related to the inclusion of student
with disabilities in heterogeneous classrooms. Ultimately, this leaddosdisn of
strategies utilized by teachers to address and even overcome the stiugjyder field. Of
particular interest were emergent themes regarding the emancifoait@y in the field. The
analysis took into account of the position of each teacher in relation to peers&dlriti
consider the perspectives of teachers regarding their disabled students.

Population and Sample

At the time of the study, the district under study had an enrollment of about 20,500
students with the following racial make-up: Caucasian — 91.12%; Hispanic - 3.53%;
African-America - 2.73%; Asian - 1.02%; and other - 1.32%. The district watetbtaa
predominantly rural area outside the city limits of a large city andstwaller cities. The

district had 18 elementary schools employing 8gfade teachers.

53



Only one district and one grade level of teachers was used for the studyenta
researcher wanted to establish the equivalence of as many factors ble posscrease the
ability to attribute differences within the field. There were severabreafor selecting fifth
grade level teachers. As opposed to middle and high school teachers, elembotdry sc
teachers are with the students for the entire day and teach all core sébgmisern at the
middle and high school level was that students have different teachers for eacharkth
areas; therefore, a student with a learning disability in reading Huawerage math skills
may be seen differently by the different core teachers. Only one tistuged for the study.
If two or more districts were used, then differences could be attributed to nitésren the
manner that a district adopts federal and state policies.

Other factors the researcher wanted to account for are the degrediitylisge of
disability and amount of experience of each of the teachers. Therefore, eacteathws
that will be asked to participate in the student must meet the followingariteri

1. Teach fifth grade students;
2. Have at least two years experience in current position;
3. Have at least one student with a disability in a regular setting (at 75% of the
day with non-disabled peers);
4. The disability of the student will be either Specific Leaning Disabled}%ic
Other Health Impaired (OHI).
The district has 18 elementary schools that employed 59 fifth grade teabhebtain a
representative sample, the researcher will conduct interviews withiuam of 24 eligible

teachers.
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Data Collection

Prior to recruiting participants, permission was obtained from the appsopeiatral
office staff in the school district (Appendix A - District Permissionté®t Once permission
was granted, the researcher followed these steps for recruitingtswgsdabtaining
consent. First, the principals at the 18 elementary school were notified thnertemctheir
building were be recruited (Appendix B - Principal Notification Letter). tiNab 5th grade
teachers in school system were recruited. E-mail addresses weredbi@mmnelistrict web
site. Each teacher was sent an e-mail (Appendix C — Teacher Notificatien) that
described study and asked for their interest in participation. The e-madeuacthe consent
form (Appendix D — Consent to Participate in Research Study) as an attachohém a
inclusion/exclusion criteria. The e-mail explicitly stated that noty®rex one who gives
consent may be selected to be interviewed, due to time constraints. The eanail als

described how recruitees would know whether or not they have been selected.

Once responses from potential participants were received by thechesedre
researcher contacted each potential participant via email for interviéataits.
Interviews were conducted over a three month period (November 24, 2010 through
February 23, 2011). At the time of interview subject(s) were required to cenaplet
“Consent to Patrticipate in Research Study” form (Appendix D). During thevienerthe
voluntary nature of participation was reiterated, any questions fromipants were
addressed, and informed consent was obtained for all parts of the qualitativenpirase
the beginning of the case study. Interviews were conducted individually at artisplace

that was most convenient to the teacher. This helped the researcher estatdighnigh
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the participant. Participants were reminded that their answers would be hettkntafi

and the importance of the research was re-emphasized. These interviews provided
participants an opportunity to speak openly, while still being guided and focudsee by t
researcher. Interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes and were auslioftatprviews
were transcribed verbatim for data analysis, which allowed the resetrdaigain accuracy
in the data about teacher experiences with a student with disabilities oveutse of the
school year thus far.

The researcher conducted one semi-structured interview with each of the 24
participants using an Interview Protocol (see Appendix E). Interviews ezenpleted over
a three month period. However, due to the nature of qualitative research, the prascol w
used in a flexible way in that the researcher modified the order and presentatien of
guestions as the interview proceeded. The purpose of the interview protocol was to ensure
that the interview questions were “reasonable, clearly worded, not leagprgpriate and
sufficient for exploring domains of interest” (Brantlinger, et al., 2005, p. 202).i§,h&e
researcher modified and added to the interview questions as participantptipasce
emerged until the data were saturated (Brantlinger, et al., 2005).

Description of instrument.

In considering how to help educational systems become more inclusive, the nature of
teachers' beliefs and how beliefs relate to their consequent actions need to Stooahder
(Gibbs, 2007). A potentially powerful measure of attitudes and beliefs has beevpeevel
by Jordan and colleagues (Jordan & Stanovich, 2003; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Jordan,
Glenn, & McGhee-Richmond, 2010; Stanovich and Jordan, 1998). The semi-structured

interview format identifies differences in the beliefs that teachers boldt ahe nature of

56



disability as lying along a continuum from social model beliefs to mediodel beliefs.

The instrument is a narrative interview between the teacher and researcheh the
teacher recounts the sequence of events for the student with whom the teachekédths wo
The interview is coded according to a Scoring Format (Appendix F) commfidé items.
For the first two of the 16 items, a score of 1 to 5 was assigned to each. &irerrgrh4
items received a score of one to three. Total scores for each teachermtaced on a
continuum of beliefs from social model (higher scores) to medical modelr(fmoees). A
more thorough description of the scoring procedures is described in the scocedupes
section.

The medical-social model format is not dichotomous but continuous. In other words,
teaches may not display exclusively social model or medical model bé&ligievious
studies Jordan et al (2010) found that approximately 25% of the teachers irgeriieh
medical model beliefs, 20% of teachers have beliefs that favor the socid| anvati85% of
the teachers interviewed expressed ‘mixed’ beliefs system composetth efdvas and
varying from one classroom and school situation to another. Teachersovih ea the
medical model end of the continuum tended to view disability as an internal, fixed, and
pathological condition of the individual that is not amenable to instruction. As a rbeah, t
teachers emphasize the label or designated disability as the explanation for
underachievement, and deem students with disabilities and those who are underachieving t
be the source of their own learning difficulties. Teachers with predominaaticai model
beliefs tend to place the blame on the students themselves and/or on their families f
inability to progress. Consequently, teachers with beliefs on the medical emoldef the

continuum tend to spend less time and effort working with their included students with
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disabilities and those who are at risk of academic failure, compared tctloé tfee

students in their classes. They prefer delivery models that withdrawnttdoen their
classes, and their concepts of instructional accommodations feature homework to be
completed by the student with parents, and curriculum delivered in a resource gateegre
class setting (Jordan, et al., 2010; White, 2007).

At the other end of the continuum, teachers with social model beliefs viewlitysabi
created in part by a society that is designed for the able, and that creaéss fmarthose
who have disabilities. Such teachers tend to see their responsibility as besafécaccess
to learning, by reducing barriers to learning through accommodations tredsa@ccess
and by working longer and at greater levels of intensity with their studethtéearning
difficulties (Jordan et al., 2010; Jordan & Stanovich, 2003; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004;
White, 2007).

Reliability and validity.

Using the semi-structured interview format, Jordan- Wilson and Silverman (1991)
demonstrated that attitudes on the social-medical model continuum can bedasdeddg
and validly. Inter-rater reliability between raters independentyirsg the transcripts of the
interviews was reported as .88 (Jordan, et al., 2010) and .91 (Stanovich & Jordan, 1998).
Stanovich and Jordan (1998) reported a Cronbaatusefficient of .89 for the scoring
criteria.

Scoring procedures.

The semi-structured Interview Protocol (Appendix E) asked teacherhl toete
stories' about their experiences over the course of the school year witleiat stientified as

having a disability. Teachers were asked to describe interventions they bdweitirstheir
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identified student. Interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed. Datth&amterview
were scored using the Interview Scoring Form (Appendix F). There weteni$to be
rated on the scoring form. The first two items were two holistic ratiatgribution and
responsibility. These two items were rated on a scale of 1 to 5 and represent lhn overa
impression of how the teachers attribute blame and how they see themsedsg®asible.
The remaining 14 items were scored on a three-point scale with a scorgpdsenging a
medical-model perspective, a score of 3 a social-model perspective, and afstor
indicating a mixed perspective. The total score on the measure was thetbensagres on
the individual items. A higher score indicates more of a social model perspétieve
maximum possible score was 52.
Data Analysis

For the first research question, (Does the Medical-Social Model continuumegsbeli
about disability apply to the general education teachers?), total scoresmnalymed with
respect to the variance across the medical-social model continuum. To ineeshg#ter
the 24 teacher comprised a homogenous group, the relationship between total storg of r
scale and five teacher demographic variables were analyzed usinglatmormatrix. The
five teacher demographic variables were: (1) the number of yearsemqeeteaching; (2) a
local scheduling strategy called ‘clustering’ (for the cluster vagjabll indicates that the
teachers have a cluster of 4 or more students with disabilities in theroolass cluster
score of 0 indicates that there are one, two or three students with disabilities in he
classroom); (3) school size; (4) number of students in the teachers’ classportie(1 is
a nominal variable (for Title 1, a score of 1 indicates the teacher workshioal ftat has

title 1 status; A score of O indicates the teacher works at a school that ien@).TFor the
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first research question, Table 4 provided a summary of the research quéiséoretical
framework and quantitative measure being used.

For the second research question (To what extent are Bourdieu’s concegdistoelat
the social-medical model continuum?), interview transcripts were coded usicontant
comparative method, advocated by Glaser and Strauss (1967) as a means ¢ogegts c

grounded in data. Coding, a sorting and categorizing process that assigns labels to

Table 4: Research Question x Theoretical Framework x Quantitative Measure

Research Question Theoretical Quantitative
Framework Measure
Does the Social-Medical Model Doxa Interview
continuum of beliefs about disability Scoring
apply to the general education teachers? Medical- Form
Social Model

meaningful regularities in the data, was an inductive, recursive process. Gedagearly
in data collection in order to direct efforts to flesh out, extend and test emeaggypries
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Ultimately, the researcher identified units of meanthgwhe
interviews, labeling them to reflect individual understandings of the data. Each of

Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, distinction and doxa were analyzed as describea i5. Tabl

During coding, the researcher assigned words to segments of text, condenisga tex
analyzable segments, sorted coded text segments that were similar,etbarghcontrasted
coded segments looking for patterns, and generated analytic concepts (Déiztol&,
2005). The researcher searched for data where issue-relevant meaningsl emergpded

those instances by interpreting the meanings, looked for patterns among otlcefleetiad,
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compared units of data deemed meaningful to generate tentative categoriegetopede
an overall framework. This analysis took into account the position of eachrt@ache
relation to peers to critically consider the perspectives of teachensiieg their disabled
students (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Specifically, teacher beliefs about thewitble
students with disabilities and conceptions of themselves as professionalnargred for
patterns of correspondence.

Table 5: Bourdieu’s concepts as related to the social-medical model continuum

Bourdieu’s Concept Interview
Question

Habitus explains the human subject as a social being who |s 1,2,9
situated in historical and cultural contexts. Habitus is the
dispositions and understandings that inform an individuals’
knowledge of how to behave, think and even feel in the
various social contexts of everyday life.

Doxarefers to fundamental, deep-founded beliefs that agents 10
take as self-evident.

Distinction refers to one’s ability to move both within, and 11
outside of, a certain field (e.g., public education) to broaden
one’s possibilities to achieve needed resources to reach
certain goals.

For the third research question (How does exclusion persist in speciai@aucat
without conscious recognition or public resistance?), the application of Bourdpursach
demonstrated the potential usefulness of his framework for shedding light on power
dynamics related to the inclusion of students with disabilities in heterogetiaesgoms.
Ultimately, this lead to discussion of strategies utilized by teacherddress and even
overcome the struggles in their field. Of particular interest were emteigames regarding

the emancipatory forces in the field. The analysis took into account of the positachof e
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teacher in relation to peers to critically consider the perspectivescbetsaegarding their
disabled students.

Ensuring Trustworthiness

In order to ensure trustworthiness of the researcher and the qualitatiaechedesign,
this study followed the frameworks provided by Shenton (2004). Shenton described four
criteria that each have a reference to a construct in quantitativecreseeedibility (in
preference to internal validity); transferability (in preference teres validity);
dependability (in preference to reliability); confirmability (in prefece to objectivity).
Each of these criteria were briefly described as well as how this studyrjedrpm meet
each criteria.

Credibility refers to an investigator’s attempt to demonstrate ttnaegicture of the
phenomenon under scrutiny is being presented. Another measure of credibility and
trustworthiness in the current study was the use of member checks. Patsiogvéewed
transcripts of their interviews and the observational field notes collected, afiretividne
accuracy (Brantlinger et al., 2005). Member checks were sought by send the appropri
participant a transcribed copy of their interview with an accompanyingy ¢etter (Member
Check Cover Letter — Appendix G).This was important in order to validate theripansc
itself, as well as the researcher’s interpretations and conclusions. Anath&y ansure
credibility was the development of an early familiarity with the celwifrparticipating
organization. For this study, the investigator has 15 years experience wartedield of
special education. As practitioner, the investigator has experienced the diay-t

operations of the field and has credibility among other practitioners in ttie Tibe
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researcher is acutely aware of both the great benefits the specidl@dpoagram has to
offer as well as its potential short-comings.

Transferability indicates that the investigator provides sufficieiaildgtthe context
of the fieldwork for a reader to be able to decide whether the prevailingemeant is
similar to another situation with which he or she is familiar and whether thadsdan
justifiably be applied to the other setting (Shenton, 2004). This study will endeavor to
accurately describe the members of organization relevant to the study aedivehgtudy is
based as well as describe the data collection methods that was employednégithem
extent possible, the researcher provided reflection as tedksendehind the analysis or
conclusion provided.

Dependability criterion is difficult in qualitative work, although researstshould at
least strive to enable a future investigator to repeat the study (Shenton, 2@&ntitative
work, reliability techniques to show that, if the work were repeated, in the antext,
with the same methods and with the same participants, similar results wouldibedbta
This task is somewhat more challenging in qualitative work. This studydeahe
operational detail of data gathering including addressing the minutiaeadfwas done in
the field. As the study progressed, the investigator appraised the projgctvely,
evaluating the effectiveness of the process of inquiry undertaken.

Finally, to achieve confirmability, the researchers took steps to démienthat
findings emerge from the data and not his own predispositions. In this study, conftymabili
was executed by admission of the researcher’s beliefs and assumptiofisaas we

recognizing the shortcomings in the study’s methods. Also, every effort wagonade
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provide in-depth methodological descriptions to allow integrity of reseascits¢o be
scrutinized by the reader.

Statement of Positionality

The goal of the researcher for this project was, in the words of Bourdieu, “a&eto t
sides... but to make the struggle itself the object of investigation” (cited inZ54897, p.
259). Despite the aim of impartiality, the purpose of describing the researpbsitionality
to provide the reader a perspective of the researcher background that couldhmpact t
researcher’s lens of analysis. Bourdieu (1990) poses a mostly rhetoricadmuésiw can
we (as critical sociological scholars) claim to engage in thatfaianvestigations of
presuppositions if we do not work to gain knowledge of our own presuppositions? (p. 608)”
Qualitative research traditionally acknowledges the role of thercdsraas a filter through
which data are collected, analyzed, interpreted and presented. Becausgitoivds
important to consider the subjective researcher role and its effects on trelrgsecess.

Positionality in research involves reflection on self, process, and reptesgrdad
critically examining power relations and politics in the research pspeesl researcher
accountability in data collection and interpretation (Hurd, 1998; Moss, 2002). Critical
reflection upon the researcher’s positionalities reveals that who tlegaleseis as a person
was heavily influenced by two life experiences: professional and perBoagdssionally,
the researcher’s occupation is Director, Programs for Exceptional €&hfiara large
school district. On a more personal note, he is the father of an 12-year old boy wh® suff
from attention-deficit disorder, dyslexia and central auditory processsogdgir.

As a qualitative researcher, the researcher’s learning curve hastbep. The study

began when the researcher experience with qualitative methods was imtagviestages.
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Previously, the researcher published a brief paper (McOuat, 2008) called “Andaties

of Agency and Marginality in Special Education” that is the pilot for the otusteidy. The

finding of the article was that, as long as the concept of “handing off” childiggmsrei

supreme in public education, then both special education students and the teachechthat tea
them will be marginalized. Data collected for the article supported émeige that special
education accomplishes the functionalist purpose of sorting “misfit” studeatsfeam the
standard education and tracked towards the lowest tracks. Unfortunately, a digprapeort
number of students from the lowest social-economic groups comprise the |@aokst tr

while children from the higher socioeconomic tracks have been found to consistantly
represent the higher tracks.

The study pointed out that not only are the students marginalized, but the téaahers
teach them are also marginalized. Special education self-contained alassdésund to be
larger than advanced placement accelerated classes. Special eduaaliersteeported that
administrators seldom visited the special education classrooms. Specialien teachers
reported that students with disabilities were neglected to be invited to gas3 &achers
indicated that they received hand-be-down instructional materials from theiare
education colleagues. Some teachers even reported that they felt speaberguwograms
inadvertently enable lower performing students to become “lazy.” In other wioeds, t
special education services may be provided with the best intention, but, in actuldity, he
shape marginality.

As educators, we need to ask if the need for specialized programs makesult thf
public schools to empower their students so that there is a chance for the students and

teachers to recognize and resist the hegemony maintained in the machineraayea
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conditions. Efforts must be made to analyze the tendency of specific progranet thene
economic goals of education: to sort and select talent for the labor market, devetop hum
capital and plan economic development (Spring, 1994). Leaders in education need
investigate the extent that the top-down, assembly line management of schoarngtog
such as special education, is actually the perpetuation of the dynamiarg aad
dominating subaltern groups referred to by Bourdieu as social reproduction.

As an administrator for programs for students with disabilities, the obszanews
himself as both part of the problem a part of the solution. Likely, the challengakofgn
district change cannot be met through isolated programs; it requiresaisystgponse.
The researcher suspects that the issue is that the traditional pracéidasation were
never designed to enable all students to achieve at high levels. On the corticatg, wnd
to be sorting and tracking machines that are hardwired againstg all students.
Traditional instructional delivery models were structured (intentionalhoorto perpetuate
inequities that exist in the wider society within which school systemstepdBased on
studies so far, the researcher would suggest that the inequities arglglavident in the
allocation of instructional resources, including the most critical of human resaarc
education; the teachers. Hence, previous research interest for thifaspet to the
researcher’s current interest to interviewing the general educa#iohdrs about their

experiences with students with disabilities.
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CHAPTER IV

Findings

The Findings section details the results of the data analysis descrthedviethods
section in order to answer the three research questions. The first resestobnoasked if
the medical-social model applied to the general classroom teachers in thérstrder for
the medical-social model to have any value as a descriptive and exploeatamgue, it
must explain the variance among the teachers and discriminate differefs &glong the
teachers. Next, the total scores for the 24 teachers were correlategevitrhographic

variables to distinguish any sub-groups among the teachers.

The second research question asked how Bourdieu’s concepts related to the medical-
social model continuum. To answer the second question, the teacher interviews were cod
to flesh out, extend and test emerging categories. The researcher wiemitseof meaning
within the interviews and labeled them to reflect individual understandings of the data
Ultimately, the researcher analyzed the emergent themes using Basictiaaépts as a
lens. The research question investigated several of Bourdieu’s concepts begaasedbe
interlinked and related. In the Bourdieu’s Concepts section, qualitative cage stud
methodology was used to further explain the teachers’ experiences and tparsp&o
facilitate the interpretation of the teacher interviews, Bourdieaméwork provided a lens
for exploring teachers’ struggles within the field.

The third section, Exclusion, entailed the application of Bourdieu’s approach to
demonstrate the potential usefulness of his framework for shedding light on powmiat/na

related to the inclusion of students with disabilities in heterogeneous olassro
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Ultimately, this led to a discussion of strategies utilized by tea¢dbeaddress, and even
overcome, the struggles in their field. Of particular interest were entdfgames regarding
the emancipatory forces in the field. The analysis took into account the positiom of eac
teacher in relation to peers to critically consider the perspectivescbktsaegarding their
students with disabilities. To facilitate readability of the Findingsi@e, most supporting
guotations from the teachers’ interviews were end-noted.

Research Question 1: The Medical-Social Model Continuum

The first research question asked “Does the Medical-Social Model contmfuum
beliefs about disability apply to the general education teachers?” Infordee medical-
social model continuum to have any value as a descriptive and exploratorytes it must
explain the variance among the teachers and discriminate different betiefg) the teachers.
Total scores were correlated with demographic variables. The reseanahged the
relationships among demographic variables in the study with the teacheed! speres on
the medical-social model scoring form. Next, a frequency of codes chait waable the
reader to see the emergent themes as well as the participants that ehdonsed t

Total scores on the continuum.

First the researcher must introduce the participants in the study. These 24
teachers represent the basic unit of analysis for the study. To helmadtersome back
ground factors for the participants, each participant was asked how theydoed®me a
teacher. The responses were divided into five categories (with frequeraghafesponse):
Life long goal - 12; Decided in college — 4; Parent influenced — 2; Inspirezhblidr — 3;
Alternative certification/decided later in life — 3. The reasons that thieipants became a

teacher were diverse. Motives ranged from inspiration drawn from a fa\eadiedr of their
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own to a sense purpose into their daily occupation. The most compelling reason to become a
teacher was the desire to work with children. All teachers relateadarmental interest in
children, and, even the teachers that decided later in life, indicated thateastaegark with
children was a primary reason for being a teacher. This finding is impbgeatise
subsequent findings explore power dynamics among teachers and students ambitasmim
to remember that the teachers came to schools with their devotion to childrem psrteely
motivation.

Next, teacher interviews were scored as described in Chapter 11l on the
medical-social model interview instrument. The format was designhed asativea
interview between the teacher and researcher in which the teacher reewsstguence of
events for a student with disabilities in the teacher’s classroom. dndivieachers were
identified in this study by their respective Total Scores on the Intervienngdéorm. If
more then one teacher received the same score, then the score will follow(a,leiter
depending on how many teacher have the same score. Figure 2 provides a visyadfdispla

total scores over the medical-social model continuum.

Figure 2
Distribution of Scores over Medical-Social Model Continuum

Mean score = 38.04

' X
X X X X X
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

23252627 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 380391442 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52

Total Scores
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The distribution of the total scores reveals a full range of scores alongetheal-social
model continuum. Participants, in this case the fifth grade teachers, ghwidhe
direction of one or another of these opposing strategies. Scores ranged from,28itio 52
52 being the highest possible score. The mean total score for all participants on the

Interview Scoring form was 38.04d= 8.289).

In order for the medical-social model to have any value as a descriptive a
exploratory technique, the continuum must explain the variance among the teadhers a
discriminate different beliefs among the teachers. To analyze thaniigtive value of the
continuum, the responses to a common theme from two different teachers on opyoissite e
of the continuum were compared. In other words, do teachers on opposite ends of the
continuum respond to the same situation differently? The common situation that was
analyzed was the occurrence of a student that did not take his medicationl. t8aches
struggled with this situation. However, would a teacher with a lower taied sc
(representing a medical model leaning belief) respond differently teacher with a
higher total score (representing a social model belief)? Obviousyndtithe intention of
the researcher to say that no student should be on medications. The decision-making about
whether students require medicine is beyond the scope of this research. Thetssue
response of the teacher associated with the student not taking his medicin@o The t

responses are as follows:

One of the biggest obstacles in working with him is whether he has his
medications. We have gotten the parents to agree to let us give it to him at
school. So that has made a big difference just because if he does not have his
medication, then it is a total waste for that day ... just because he can’t focus
and pay attention or sit still even on his medicine. He still has a hard time

with that. (36b)
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| think he got comfortable enough with me. | said I'm not going to get upset
if you did or didn’t. | just want to know. So now, he will tell me,
occasionally, he’ll say “I forgot to take it, can | call home, because | know i
helps me focus better.” And | never really say a lot about that. Twice he
called home and they were not able to bring it. And I'll say “its okay wetll
through it, it's fine.” | can deal with the hyperactivity-ness. It’s joat,t
when he is without it, it is very difficult for him. | have to redirect him a lot.
He'll even apologize to me and say “I'm sorry, I'll fix it.” “It's okay; Keep
bringing you back on track and remind you.” Even when, he doesn’t have it,
he wants to work hard and do well. (52)
The first teacher indicates that the entire day was a waste. Notice¢alisnfaassociated
with the student not taking his medicih€ompare that response to a social model
responder who had a student that occasionally misses his méditireaddresses the
occurrence with the child, contacts the parent, and changes her instructiorealydeli

address his needs.
Emergent themes.

Emergent themes in the interviews were used to determine the discrimiradtiee
of the medical-social model. Teacher interviews were coded for entefgemes. Table 6
provides the frequency of codes for each code. Table 6 permits an analysisafteach
relative to their total scores on the continuum relative to common themes. Acélysisle
6 identifies which themes discriminated the social-model-leaning tesattigher scores)
from the medical-model-leaning teachers (lower scores). Teachrmedical model
beliefs tended to have response patterns that relied heavily on standarchgperati
procedures. For example, they tended to provide student progress data at routine time
(report cards, nine-week grades, etc) and did not make other efforts to commsiniderts

progress with parents. When discussing students’ academic difficultiesetiheaihmodel
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teachers were more likely to make references to attributes withgtutient (lazy, low 1Q)
or background factors (family is unsupportive, negligent, adversarial).h@iesaall across

the medical-social model had a tendency to remark about learning attribataalitd the

student. Of note is that at the more medical model side of the continuum, the reference

were more blatant, whereas teachers with more social-model learadgsreferences that
were more related to processing skills that could actually be diagnostipingtie

teacher in teaching the student.

Table 6: Theme x Frequency of Codes x Teacher

Student factors Frequency Teacher

Attribution - instruction 3 32,38,48a

Attribution - Internal 28 23a,23b(6), 27.30a(2)

36a,36b(4),38a,38b(3),41a(5),51(3)

Background/home issues 19 27(2),29(2),32)33%3a(3),38b,39,41a(2),41b,41c,48a,5

Negative experience 2 41c,45a

Social - student acclimation - positive 9 23a,27333,36b,41a,41c,45a,52

Social - student acclimation - negative 11 30,32(3538b,39,41b,41c (2),48a,51

Field of struggle Frequency Teacher

Bureaucracy/NCLB 12 23a,23b(8),3818a

Global/society 2 23b(2)

Grading Dilemma 6 23b,38a,39(2),45a(2)

Overwhelming job demands 4 23b,36b,38b,48b

Sorting 7 23a,29,41a(2),41b,81c

Variance 6 36b,38,41b,41¢,49,51

Curriculum expectations - individualized 11 36ladic(2),45a,48a(2),51(2),52(2)

Curriculum expectations — low 5 23a,23b,27,29,41a

Struggle among actors Frequency Teacher

EC specialized knowledge 8 29(2),34a,36a3Bkp45a(2)

EC/Regular education function separately 29 2343)37,29(4),32(3),33,34b,36a,38a,38b(2),39,
41a(4),41b(2)48a(2),48b,51

Scheduling issues 13 23a,23b(2),30,36a,36b,384,144,48a,48b,49,51

Staff support — negative/absent 5 23a,32,33,48b,52

Emancipatory factors Frequency Teacher

Staff support - positive 24 27(2),29,30,34&8h,36a,36b,39(2),45a(2),48(3)51,52

EC/Regular - integrate/collaborate 20 27,33334a,36b,38(2),39(2),41c(4),48b(2),51,52(3)

Personal knowledge of student 34 27(2),29,30,3242334b,36a,36b(2),38a,38b,39,
41a(2),41b(2),41c,48a(2),48a(2),48b(2),4%4p5L(4)

Peer helpers - Sheppard 4 36a,36b,48a,39

Relevance 8 41b,41b(2),49,51,52(3
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Within the medical model paradigm is the belief that something is wrong with the
student that requires “fixing.” Teachers with medical model beliefs tegdeeling highly
challenged to meet the needs of students with disabilities and also reportadytiveere
given insufficient resources to meet those needs. Subsequently, teachersdigth medel
beliefs focus their efforts to sort the more challenging students into gftgrs with the
students with disabilities being serviced away from the rest of thes.pee

Teachers interviewed that held medical-model beliefs (lower scoragdéehat
disability is an internal, fixed, and pathological condition of the individual that is not
amenable to instructioh.

| have a student that is Hispanic. She has IEP specifically in writtendgag
reading comprehension, and math reasoning. She was retained. On top of
having these disabilities, if you want to call them that, her 1Q is low. It is
probably, | don't know what is, I've never looked it up, but I've been told by
the EC teacher that it is lower than average. (23b)

The response shows that the attributions regarding the child are ascribed hglike tie
the child with minimal effort to familiarize with the student. The response shawsah
effort to understand the child or individualized knowledge of the child. Simply, the child is a
low performer due to internal attributes. Again, within the medical model is tled thelt
something is wrong with the student which requires “fixing.” Implicit in thé@rspmodel
is that “normal” as the dominant, often the high-status, cultural capital. Gxthitehand,
the “abnormal” (those who do not necessarily associate with high-status groups or high
status capital) are viewed as deficient.

The concept of disability within this paradigm becomes reified, or made into a thing

that the student has, therefore requiring treatments by medical €xperts.
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In fact this year has been kind of interesting because they have been kind of
switching up his medicines to see which symptoms are more Aspergers and
which symptoms are more ADHD. So they are kind of playing around with that
to see which is the main cause of some the problems that we have been having
this year as far as academic problems. (36a)
Even more social model leaning teachers were susceptible to practigegethate a
blame-the-victim orientation that ascribes fault primarily to the child.téaeher may also
use the child’s exceptionality designation to justify their non-involvementaapéion from
responsibility?

So, as long as you can keep him on his medication, then he wants to learn and
he can learn (36b)

The remark indicates that the teacher believes the student can learn, boé wakheat that
someone out there, outside her classroom, keeps him on his medication. While teachers
should acknowledge the biological sources of various forms of disability, teaadbe must
recognize that students respond to external conditions. At times, under certairoosenditi
and possibly illicitly rather than overtly, teachers may engage in lialoggductionism.
Notice how that description is vastly different from a more social modehigamache?.

That'’s the thing I try to instill in them. Let’s work really, really hard, rsat t

our class is the best. So if you know something, that's good. But then go and

help somebody else who doesn't, because they need to know it, too, for our

scores to be really, really good. So that's your job to help everybody. So I try

to make it more community, community-friendly. He’s fine. (41c)
Teachers who tended to endorse the social model approach were more likely tazamphas
individual time spent with the student, personal knowledge of the student’s strengths and
needs based on individual assessments. Instruction is most effective whersbisalized

and relevant. Specifically, teachers were able to articulate instnatpractices that

responded to the students’ interests, curiosity, strengths, and contributions. Foeexampl
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when asked about how she was meeting the student’s needs as well as meetidgnourric
expectations, one teacher responded that her instructional practices felleetagpkhe
established a relationship with the cHilSome teachers were able to find specific duties
within the classroom environment to help the child feel empowered and Vaiugagme
that seemed to heavily differentiate the social model teachers wasie o relevance.
Teachers with social model leaning beliefs found individualized ways to resse c
assignments relevant to the specific child that maintain student engadediaitarly,
assessments were not given to confirm the student’s deficit or disabtligr essessments
helped the teacher guide her instruction in a way that is relevant and individdatitiee
student?’

Correlations with teacher demographic variables.

Next, teachers’ total scores were analyzed relative to the five deptogwvariables.
A correlation matrix was used to examine the correlation among demagvapiaibles as
well as the relationships of the demographic variables with the teachatsdotes on the
social-medical model rating form. The demographic variables were (1) nafiears
teaching experience (2) whether or not the teacher had a cluster of studewlisatiities
(3) school size as measured by total student enrollment (4) teacher’s classrdize and
(5) Title 1 status of school. The Pearson product-moment correlation coeffitiagsesses
the extent to which the quantitative variables are linearly related in aesanaple 4 (In
Appendix H) presents the correlation matrix indicating the relations amorigtheScore
and the demographic variables. Total score was not significantly correlistteainy of the

demographic variables. Therefore, the group of teachers can be treated as anbosoge
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group and the variance among the teachers’ total scores was independent of thesilrslivi

demographic variables.

Table 7 lists the 24 teachers’ total scores and their demographic varadliesin 1

Table 7: Teacher Demographic Variables

Total Years School Class
Score Teaching Cluster Size  Size Title 1
23a 10 1 399 28 1
23b 10 1 505 24 0
27 15 0 603 27 0
29 11 0 880 27 0
30 37 1 337 21 1
32 9 0 420 25 1
33 4 0 558 23 0
34a 3 0 513 27 0
34b 6 0 399 29 1
36a 4 1 880 26 0
36b 14 1 407 20 1
38a 10 0 572 26 1
38b 6 1 505 23 0
39 13 0 407 24 1
4la 7 0 420 26 1
41b 8 0 639 27 1
41c 13 0 399 24 1
45a 12 1 513 27 0
45b 3 1 449 19 1
48a 5 0 639 27 1
48b 13 0 665 26 1
49 21 0 337 23 1
51 8 1 545 27 0
52 17 1 468 22 1

is the teachers’ total score on the medical-social model continuum. Column 2isrther

of years experience teaching. Participating teachers rangedrsgpgerience from 3 to 37
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years. The mean for all participants for total years was 10.28 (sd=7.344 teBaber was
asked about how he/she became a teacher. Column 3 is related to a local scheatelgyg str
called ‘clustering.’ For the ‘cluster’ variable, a 1 indicates thateaehers have a cluster of

4 or more students with disabilities in their classroom. A cluster score of O egltbat

there are one, two or three students with disabilities in his/her classroorhisFsarple, 8

of the 24 teachers have cluster classes. The clustering class siréitbgydiscussed at

more length under the Research Question 3 section. The next column is school size.
Teachers work in schools ranging from total enrollment of 337 students to 880 students. The
average enrollment is 519.12 students. The fifth column is the number of students in the
teachers’ classroom. Class sizes range from 20 to 29 with an averageelas24.92.

Title 1 is a nominal variable. For Title 1, a score of 1 indicates the teacheriwarkshool
that has title 1 status. A score of 0 indicates the teacher works at a schoahoh&tte 1.

Of the 24 teachers in this sample, 15 work in Title 1 schools.

The first research question asked “Does the Medical-Social Model contmfuum
beliefs about disability apply to the general education teachers?’ teashers’ total scores
ranged from 23 to 52 indicating the continuum explains a wide variance of beliefs among
the teachers. Second, the finding that responses from teachers on the medicahchotle
the continuum differed from the responses of teachers on the social model end of the
continuum provides support that the continuum has value as a descriptive and exploratory
technique. Third, teacher total scores were not significantly correlate@mytof the
demographic variables. Therefore, the group of teachers can be treated aganous
group and the variance among the teachers’ total scores was independent of the isdividua

demographic variables.
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Research Question 2: Bourdieu's Concepts
The second research question asked “To what extent are Bourdieu’s conctgutdaela
the medical-social model continuum?” To answer the second research question, the
researcher had to look at the interview data through a new lens. The data wasdgesargt
the medical-social model interview and scoring protocol. However, to relate¢neew
data to Bourdieu’s concept required viewing the units of meaning through the lens of
Borudieu’s concepts. For the current research, Bourdieu’s concepts wereanptiedt but

emerged from the data. In other words, prior to the teachers being intetyteeeesearcher

did not have a pre-conceived notion of what the teachers would value or what they would be

exchanging in cultural marketplace. The following section starts out to glémiexistence
of a common capital (knowledge, abilities, power, etc.). To identify capital, vialtles
marketplace had to be determined indirectly. Next, to identify habitus, theteatdrviews
were analyzed for the struggle to appropriate this capital. Since abibdsraan not be
expressed verbally, habitus is understood as condition of operation and principle of
structuring the logics of practice within the field. Lastly, to idemdifstinction, interviews
were analyzed for a hierarchy that was formed between those who hold takarapihose
who aspire to do so.

Capital.

Bourdieu used capital to represent value and vested interest in a field of strutiyte.
fields, agents use capital to make the position of the agent clear in its figltkiBability to
use capital well, agents are able to exercise more power and influencertiaima feeld.

Capital is complex and variable with its value being highly dependent on the fieldcim ivhi
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is bring studied. Within a field, the behavior, preferences and dispositions of actarsmson

to a market system with its own logic and its own specific form of capitalcdiheept of

capital was described as “institutionalized, i.e. widely shared, highsstattural signals
(attitudes, preferences, formal knowledge, behaviors, goods and crederseal$pr social

and cultural exclusion” (Lamont & Lareau, 1988, p.156). This definition emphasizes two of
the key components of the concept: that cultural capital is institutionalized amdgheed

to maintain group advantage.

The first step for analyzing teacher data related to capital is talygsketch out what
capital would look like for teachers in a schoolyard. As agents of the institution of school
teachers that are more likely to accumulate cultural capital are ikelgetb maintain their
monopolization of scarce resources. This scarcity dilemma construes théesivitlyjio
space that each of these teachers encounters everyday at work. Temsctienrsin a
marketplace of scarce resources and high demand for their time and effoftgirSo, t
decisions about how to allocate their time would likely be more allocated tovearsisnaers
of their services that are more responsive. When a student is highly responsive to thei
instruction, then a student is more likely to make large increases in perfortnaataively
small increases in effort. Students that are more likely to be responsiaeherteffort
would be high performers, such as AIG students. Conversely, students with desabilit
would more likely to be perceived by teachers as requiring an increased arhefioit
while yielding minimal increases in performance. Therefore, txadre likely to feel
willingness to sacrifice an increase in effort for lower performingestts, such as special
education students. In the field of public schools, students that are highly unresponsive to

increases in teacher efforts are often described as ‘at-risk’ oretisdblthe field, teachers
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would be less interested in having these students in their class; therefonag¢messare
ascribed with less capital in the eyes of the teacher. These students s/ deslrable in
the symbolic market place of the school yard.

Once the mechanisms of cultural capital are identified, the next step is\peattned
teachers’ responses for themes that are related to the above illustrattoredid to the
current sample of teachers, each teacher in this study voiced to some expentehably
unlimited demands placed upon them while having limited resources to meet these
demands. In the research design, there was no specific line of questioning tthat aske
teachers what they valued or what are they invested in. Values in the markiefjoldoebe
determined indirectly. Obviously, once teachers had their rosters of theintstudiey all
dutifully described their valuing of all students on their roster. However hitssiggarding
values within the field were derived indirectly from the interview questiataelto “Tell
me what happened when the student first came to your attention.” This question provided
insight into what teachers saw and valued prior to any students being assidmead to t
roster. The district is small and intimate. Most of the teachers werdliedistrict and
taught older siblings of the students. One insightful situation came from artdashabing
students in the schoolyatd.

Well last year, this is kind of a funny story, on the playground you see these

kids and you are going "No, please don't put that one in my class. Not that

one. Not that one." Then you hear the name, you hear judgments, you hear
things about that particular child, and you pray that that is not going to
happen. As soon as | got my list, lo and behold it happened, and | was like

"Oh my gosh, there he was." So | geared myself up. (49)

The insight provided by this teacher provides the mental image of teacheress, r

scouting out more challenging students (high investment, low responsiveness) inethe low
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grades. Again, in a small, intimate elementary school, a student’s reputdtipreagede
him.*? These exchanges among teachers can clearly value and de-value aipeosjelgnt
in the marketplace. For example, one teacher viewed her decision to obtain background
information from a previous teacher as a harbinger of bad Hews.
So | talked with his last-year teacher and that helped some but in a way, it
made me almost more fearful because | hear this story and that story. Then |
thought, was that a good idea or not? (52)
Once the market value was ascertained, then the researcher could idestyitéhe of
exchanges. A teacher indicated that she accepted the ‘challenge’ of Ina@vatgdent on

her role as a personal request by the principal.

| knew that that he had been exited from the program but they were still
working with him behaviorally and then it was when (principal) asked me
about having the student in my classroom and | said sure | will take on any
challenge. (34b)

Likely, the student was construed as having low capital in the field of fifth geadbdrs.
Such deal-making in the marketplace builds distinction for the teacher ingbefthe
administrator. One teacher acknowledged that the exchange of information aacireys
is commonplace, but makes efforts to avoid participation in the bart&ring.
| don't go to the previous classroom teacher for a reason. | do not want to
prejudge the student. That is like my big no-no. | hate it when teachers come
around and ask me, “Who do you have on your list?” | say, “We are not
going to do that because the child may perform differently for me than they
did for you.” (41)
School yards are arenas in which a struggle for control of resources taleeBaardieu
sees these resources as invested and symbolic. Bourdieu extended tbé thensem

capital to a wider system of exchanges where assets of different kindsnafertned and

exchanged within complex cultural networks (Moore, 2008). The example above ddstrat
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that capital may take complex and variable constructions. At one level ofgeldin
would be to state that there could be as many forms of capital as there are pgmdef
However, this may be an overly simplistic view of capital. More likely stctasm teachers
may be construed as competing for resources (teaching effort, distingtien)those
resources are limited relative to the demand (for individual student achievement)

Habitus.

Teachers do not make decisions regarding students in a vacuum. Habitus changes and
modifies according to the fluctuations of the conditions in fields. Habitus links social
dispositions of the actors with their specific opportunities in the fields of action.
Consequently, empirical analysis can be conducted by investigation ohtlatisdorces
and effects among actors. In the field of public education, students from molegedvi
backgrounds have a habitus that matches the values of the school and teachers. These
students are therefore more comfortable interacting with teachers thastattents, and
the teachers see these students as more motivated than their peersstuddehtswere
capable, whether consciously or unintentionally, of making themselves moss or le
attractive to teachers with a thousand subtle behaviors, teachers wereialdyg var
responsive to students. Some students naturally and easily acclimatdg sdoiéhe
regular classroom milieu. On the other hand, some students have internalizedhzdliefs
manifest in actions (cutting class, not studying, acting out) that lead tilséifig
prophecies, reproducing the current class structure. One teacher provided ple etam
student that transferred from an urban school to her rural school. Her initial irapretsi

the child was based on background and cultural factors. Ultimately, the teaotlepdd
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her own relationship with the child and was able to overcome her initial faulty smgovex
the child*®
She came from kind of a tough background. She is now living with her aunt;
her and her mother just didn't get along. That's her background. | think she
went to sort of a rough school. | think she was identified at that school as a....
Troublemaker. She came here and | have had absolutely no trouble. (48a)
In fact, the teacher, over time, discovered that the background factors shagimedyor
thought would be a liability, turned out to be an a$set:
She (aunt) makes sure that she reads every night; she signs her folder; she
looks at things in her agenda; so that | know she is paying attention to what's
going on in her school life. Again | have invited her to tutoring, which means
she has to be picked up separately, she rides the bus now, and she agreed to do
that. Her aunt, that is who | always talk to, her uncle came to one of the IEP
meetings, but her aunt in particular, has been very helpful and eager to do
whatever it takes to help her. (48a)
According to Bourdieu, students benefit from a privileged habitus by way of school
based processes, in which schools implicitly value and reward cultural cijataj
scholars invoke teachers' relationships with students in particular as theatqu for how
habitus affects academic outcomes. According to this argument, students benefit
academically from cultural capital because they are able to comneugitattively with
teachers and understand the implicit “rules of the game” better than studiioist wi
cultural capital (DiMaggio 1982; Lamont & Lareau, 1988; Roscigno & Aindwbarnell
1999).
According to Bourdieu, practices are generated by the habitus so alt@sauffier
evidence of the structures that generated them. So, although habitus can not lge directl

observed, the task for the researcher was to analyze practices to captuedetinanal

structure among a range of possible structures (Maton, 2008). For example sstudent
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described as rule abiding, non-challenging, flexible and polite seemed to @emdearing

to the teacher and more socially accepted by their pé8@me students have strong
compensation skills that permit them to acclimate into the classroonu nvilie little effort
from the teachel’ The teacher believes the social needs of the student are important and
acts to integrate the student socially. Most common methods were assignardaduky

(or shepherd), co-operative group roles, and including the student in class routines or
activities. Several teachers assigned students to model or be a peerueaddrahsition
activities or instructional activities. This teacher described the tygedérst he looks for in

a peer budd§®

So | usually sit the students with a student that, in my mind, do the school
thing real well. They don't necessarily have to be the absolute smartest kid in
the class but they have to understand how school works. They are that
teacher pleaser, the little class-pet type person who gets school; they kind of
shepherd her a lot of time when she's kind of lost. (39)

Likely, this would entail, in the terms of Bourdieu, the teacher selectinglardtwith a

comparable habitus to guide a second student from a different habitus.

One factor that seemed to contribute to teachers expressing diffiotdtyamdating
a particular student in class was negative social skills. Often, studentssaitilities were
portrayed by teachers as different from the rest of the students andrhdnefy had
difficulty acclimating socially into the classroom milieu. For Bourdibis tould represent
a conflict of habitus. For example, one teacher provided an illustration where fellow
students were clearly aware of the student’s naivety, and that sharedamdiegstvas a
wedge between the student and her p&e8sme students had substantial social skill issues

that contributed to them being ostracized by peers or even physical conflicts;drence
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added challenge to the teacheExperience was a very powerful theme for the teachers. A
negative experience with a student who wasn’t successful in the classroomutestio the
teacher’s beliefs about inclusive practices. This teacher describdgalpdy negative

experience with the studefit.

So she really can't get with her too much in fact one incident, in the beginning
of the year, she had an accident. | sent to the office, her dad was called to
bring a change of clothes. The longer she sat there waiting for her dad; she
just started to fall apart. She was in hysterics. And every since then,
confidence has been an issue with her it's to the point where every time she
finishes reading a page she says “I finish the page, what should | do now?”
“Turn the page, go to the next one.” That incident has really created a
downward spiral in her confidence. (45)

Similarly, a previous experience with a perceivably similar student ceatttb
apprehension, although this particular teacher was able to overcome heeamxigfetting

to the student as the year progresded.

But with my prior experience in B.E.D., | was very scared when they told me
he had a B.E.D. label. That's why | went to the third grade teacher and the
fourth grade teacher and | was looking up anything I could. Because the last
time that | had had a B.E.D. child, | was pregnant and we had the sheriff come
out and it was in (neighboring school district), two of them. The deputies took
him off the premises. He was throwing the desk and books and hitting me and
everything. It was just really, really bad. And | was actually a resource
teacher. |taught gifted and so he was in the gifted class. It wasiderd.

But he was in the gifted class. That was my prior experience, so | was pretty
terrified whenever | found out | had a B.E.D. kid and | was pregnant again and
it was like “Oh, no. Repeat, repeat.” (41)

As described above, general education teachers in the current study reiatesireasons for
apprehension or even anxiety about working with students with disabilities. &apkx
teachers indicated that they didn’t have the professional knowledge necessanatetine
academic, social, and behavioral challenges of the students. Others repotteslthat
personally felt unprepared for teaching students with disabilities. One teadivated that
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she had just one course about special education in her program of study. For Bourdieu, these
rationales could represent a conflict of habitus.

Findings of this research revealed that some teachers were able tddweathe barrier
between teacher habitus and student habitus. Specifically, teachersrthabiego promote
inclusive settings accentuated the need for individualized, child-centenedtiiost. These
teachers were able to interpret the student’s academic challenggsraaracation about the
student’s respective needs. Subsequently, teachers were able to seleqiament positive
support strategies that could improve the student’s performance. The pagipat
strategies tended to contribute to a positive working relationship between the atuaiéme
teacher. Some teachers were able to approach instructional design as a gobbientask.
They were able to actively familiarize themselves with the studeatssnand then formulate
an appropriate instructional strategy to engage the struggling student. rEedesibed fine
tuning these strategies over time based on individual informal assessritertewtudent

By reading one-on-one and small group interaction - | needed him to get
comfortable with me - so that | could get a true reading of where he was at.
So, spending time with him, finding out his interests, trying to find books that
he’s interested in, because we don’t usually like what we have difficulty
doing. So, | see what genre he liked and what his interests are and making
sure that | had plenty of those materials accessible to him. (48b)
A dialogue with the student regarding the student’s academic challengedegreaiuable
feedback about what he or she is thinking and about the quality of the instructional
strategies. Some teachers used dialogue and conversation to both assestsineetid as
well as promote an individualized instructitfmAt times, these informal, individualized

assessments led to a discovery about a child’s strength that previously may risdraire

the student’s record or fold&tFor a student that was particularly active, and, at the time, a
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behavioral challenge, this teacher was able to find individual tasks to makedéetgseel
included and engagéd.
What he requires - he wants to know that he’s being helpful. | let him do stuff.
| give him responsibilities - bringing stuff up to the office. He goes anckehe
the mail at 2 o’clock every day. When he knows that he is being needed and
being responsible that’s really the best thing for him. He has anger issues.
When he gets mad, | just have to sit him down and talk to him. It doesn’t take
long just to let him know that you are listening and that you care. That'’s the
main thing for him. (32)
Intensive efforts to understand the underlying cause of the student’s disruptive behavior
resulted in providing the teacher with could be used to implement support and positive
teaching strategies.

General classroom teachers make innumerable decisions per day. Te@&ctiers a
ones that decide which ability groups to place the students into, whether to hold a student
back, and how much time to spend with each student which in turn may exacerbate the
educational inequalities that already exist. Often these decisionsadesunder the duress
of high demands on their time and with scarce support of resources. However,lbesteac
in the previous examples were able to grant their students with disaliht@ggportunity to
define for themselves who they are prior to the teacher making judgmgartsing the
student’s needs. This value calls for a momentary suspension of judgment to all®& diver
students to articulate their diverse needs. Suspending judgment does not conte easil
professionals who are supposed to be in the driver’'s seat and expected to tell others how to
live their lives.

Bourdieu (1977) argued that teachers used cultural capital as a way of promoting

students, while maintaining the appearance that students were being elvailutteir

abilities: “By making social hierarchies and the reproduction of thesarblees appear to
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be based upon the hierarchy of ‘gifts,” merits, or skills established andd-dyfiks
sanctions, or in a word, by converting social hierarchies into academicchies the
educational system fulfills a function of legitimation . . .” (p. 496). Bourdieu’s theor
implies that elementary school teachers will rate students who have lccéipital as more
skilled than those who lack it. Habitus can be seen in these examples as extended and
representing deep rooted ‘dispositions’ that operate only through and by iotexsith
events and actions, manifesting itself in choices (the roots of which are nog wholl
conscious) and the identification of opportunities and strategies. This mightimagan t
distinction, hierarchy and power reactions could deepen the prejudice, exclusion and
oppression that students with disabilities have experienced throughout moddthaygh
some students have habitus that permits them to be more successful in the fielanéte ulti
responsibility for emancipating oppressed groups should reside with the adults.

Distinction.

One important theme in the teachers’ beliefs presented in this ressfarsh r
Bourdieu’s theoretical construct of distinction. For Bourdieu, distinction hadpteulti
meanings. For this research, distinction refers to one’s ability to move both,\aitiol
outside of, a certain field (e.g., public education) to broaden one’s possibilitiesdweachi
needed resources to reach certain goals (Bourdieu, 1990). The researcher azadieed t
interviews for social incidences or exchanges where teacher recogmas affirmed. For
example, a teacher that had a class of students that obtained high s¢ogbsstekes
accountability tests may lead to distinction. When instructional resourcisideed and

fixed and “excellence” is measured by high test scores, the incentive \ioll teachers to
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implement practices that maximize the mean. Less responsive studerdd@aohsidered
less desirable in a market where high mean test scores are ¥alued.

You have to look at her chance of passing this EOG. | hate to keep bringing
up that test because it is really more about growth than about passing it. |
have to get past that. But at the same time we are being judged as
professionals on how we move these kids or how successful they are. To me,
| know they are EC kids, but they expect us to work miracles with very little
resources. (23b)

However, high scores on accountability measures were not the only means ttatsfirie
building principal represents a powerful authority in the field that can provideriagit and
distinction to teachers. Below is one example of principal ascribed distinciidoririgjing
attention to the efforts of a teacher, a principal can give a teachactigstiwithin the
field.*® However, it is clear that teachers struggle for distinction within thé. ffe times,
the ascribed distinction of a principal can turn into a struggle within afield.
Then they (administrator) kind of said, “OK. Here’s your best teachers. Go
observe this part of their lesson and this part of their lesson. There’s a lot of
friction that comes from that.” (query). Some teachers felt they wereis this
how | perceived it, it was never stated but you could just kind of tell with
behaviors that there were teachers that felt that they were not doing as well
they thought they were, or they thought they were doing better, or doing well
enough that they should have been selected. That kind of thing. (45)
This exchange explains the profitability of a teacher accumulating aimdaiming capital. If
a teacher is perceived by his/her peers as having capital, then the passesgibal is
capable of transforming all circumstantial relationships into lastimmections. They are
sought after for their capital and, because they are well known, are worthyg@kbeiwn
(‘he was selected,’ ‘He is doing well’); they will have power within the field.

For Bourdieu, actors are ‘species of capital’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97) who

accrue a wide range of resources in order to climb positions of relative poiwer tivé field.
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Positions within the field must be analyzed by their distinctive profiles ofat@sisociated
with them. Within any given field, different specific actors will engagééndangoing
struggles within the field for greater advantages in the field. The purpose ohtlkestation
among actors is to gain the capacity to produce recognition of the legitimidiy capital
distinction among contending actors (Emirbayer & Williams, 2005). In other words, the
person with the most capital gets to make the rules about how to get more capital.

The second research question asked “To what extent are Bourdieu’s conctgats rela
to the medical-social model continuum?” The schoolyard is a marketplace wdwreren
capital exists. Teachers engage in transactions to legitimize th#iop@snong the other
teachers. Students with disabilities represent low capital that could be cdrestraie
obstacle to accruing power and influence in school. During the process of pupil
assignments, teachers bargained with the administrator to gain distindn@nayes of the
principal. Teachers with a cluster of students with disabilities maggenigp subversion
strategies with colleagues over capital. Classroom test scorgvaditins from the
principal, and deal-making were means to distinction. Unfortunately, studehnts wit
disabilities occupy the most dominated position in the field and are the leadtfeutiee
contestations in the field. Although some students have habitus that permits them to be
more successful in the field, the ultimate responsibility for emancipapipgessed groups

should reside with the adults.

Research Question 3: Exclusion

In this section, the analysis transitions towards Bourdieu’s central queSkionv

stratified social systems of hierarchy and domination persist and reprodereganerationally
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without powerful resistance and without the conscious recognition of its mem&esaitz,

1997, p. 6). Research question three applies Bourdieu’s central question to spedi@mreduca
How does exclusion persist in special education without conscious recognition or public
resistance? The focus of this section, therefore, was to investigate tivelselutonomous

field of conflict that interlocks teachers in a struggle over valued resolic@sswer this
guestion, the researcher examined the social interconnectedness of thrs ieabledield of
struggle and how they pursue strategies to achieve their interests witheldh{&wartz,

1997). Therefore, to define the field is to identify the terrain of contestatiathe following
section, the researcher sought to go beyond more observable phenomena to explaceodynam
conflictual actions in the social lives of the teachers.

Bourdieu’s framework assumes that social agents do not have innate knowledge of
what they are and what they do; more precisely, they do not necessarily hessetadbe
reason for the discontent or their distress. Therefore, the most spontaneoutaexican,
with no intention of dissimulation, express something quite different from whatithey a
apparently saying (Swartz, 1997). The field of fifth grade teachers providésgsarailon of
how Bourdieusian field analysis might be constructed. This inquiry commencedlpyiag
the space of delivering special education services to students withidesabihe intent of the
analysis was to demonstrate how the approach might lead to alternative waysrsfamntting
inclusive systems and practices.

Pressures of high stakes tests.

The rise of accountability policies, such as IDEA and NCLB, reflecaagdin the
institutional field of education that has implications for the social order of Humkc

However, the responses of the teachers indicated that these implications given;
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rather, they are negotiated through social interactions among actors gldh€&dictors
related to NCLB such as the special education subgroup and the high stakg®testged
from the participants’ responses. At the most global level, all teacherbdi@ts about the
purpose of schooling. For some teachers, NCLB requirements for high statestabdity
testing contributed to the tension and struggle within the field. A national trdmat is t
teachers’ performance is tied to student performance on end-of-yeardkigh st
accountability tests. One teacher expressed how this trend contributed to\ereigadte
related to clusters of students with disabilities being placed into teaclassrooms? A
teacher pointed out that the impending end-of-grade exams induce a sense aidtress a
frustration in students with disabiliti@SClearly, the classroom teachers struggle on a daily
basis to supply high quality of instruction with minimal resources but seeminghyitadi
demands. Another teacher perceived the district’'s push to tie IEP goasdarsis on the
curriculum as encroaching on the teacher’s discretion as a profé§$idnis has shifted

since our County has towards a more regimented, controlling of the classembrarte(39)

The pressures of time and accountability may contribute to the finding tblagtea
expressed ambivalent support of the inclusion of students with disabilities iartbeal
education classroom. The following teacher related the amount of time thatedas! ne

plan for and then implement services to all students in the claséroom.

Impossible to do every single one of them. 1 do no planning at school. | do

no grading at school. That all goes home, because, when I'm at school from
the time | walk in until the time | leave - almost - | am with students and

helping them. Somebody always needs something. There’s always something
to do. (48b)
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Teacher interviews frequently highlighted the serious obstacles thatattesgri a daily basis
in providing equitable services to all students in their classrooms. Obstaclé$eoul
translated into struggles with their grade level colleagues as welttatheir counterparts in
the special education department for distinction and acquiring limited cesodihe next
section describes strategies for understanding the field’s organizatiorniculparthe
tendency of actors within a field to valuate different capitals to an acwridenefit. These
strategies of valuation, called subversion strategies (Emirbayer I&aigl, 2005) served to
grant validity to the overwhelming demands of the teacher’s daily duties sublerting the
capital of other competitors in the field.

Separate Programs.

This section analyzes the tendency to create fragmentary solutiontetaisys
problems. The charge of fragmented programs served to alleviate theuadltgacher’s
accountability to serve the child while deferring responsibility towardsantéacher in
the building. For these teachers utilizing this subversion strategy, thategpargrams of
special education and regular education were perceived by teachers to be opetatiihg
disjointedness from each other. Some examples were provided by generabaducat
teachers drawing a separation in role from the special education tesacherSeveral
participants shared that the special education teacher and regularaedigzather have
separate roles. A general education participant described her strugglalioredé with the
special education teach®rif there is a lack of communication, it also stands to reason that
there is a lack of coordination of services. In these next two cases, the fragmenta

contributed to the teacher espousing her loss of accountability for the stutfent.
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It would be nice if we could have the EC teachers plan with us and collaborate
more about what they are doing in class because we get no grades from them
and to be honest we get no work from them. (41a)

| really don't know what she is working on to be honest. As far as what | am
working on, | go and tell her "we are working on this, can you work on this
with so-and-so?" One week we were doing cause and effect. So, for her
students, | said "look at these tests - they don't get it -can you go owsitlthis
them?" She’ll tell me whenever they are working on some writing stuff but as
far as... I don't know what she is doing in reading with her. (32b)

One teacher presented that the roles are so dichotomous that it is impodsdtvie both the
special education and regular education teachers to perform their remotendaitsasgle

day with a single child?

Here, they are so hung up on their individual goals, | mean | don't know the

legalness, | am sure there is some legality to make sure that theyiget the

individual roles, but to me it is unrealistic to expect the EC teacher to come

here and work with a specific grade level and then work on the individual

goals of the student. (23b)
All of the teachers discussed wanting to do what was best for their studentgjroesathe
teachers were conflicted with the needs of the one student versus the needsofghe w
class. At times, especially in response to struggling students, the tequestisned their
capacity or professional knowledge to provide the appropriate services. These snaiment

uncertainty seemed to promote the tendency that the child should be in a different

classroom; a classroom where a teacher with specialized knowledgeatatheestudent.

On the other hand, some teachers did not use the fragmented programs as a
subversion strategy. These teachers were active and assertive iartheg delivery as to
not allow the separate programs to result in a loss of accountability. A contributor to

teachers' beliefs included the cultural norm of the school, and may result &cmens
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experiences in collaborating with colleagues in working with students withilitisg, such
as resource teachers and school leaders, and possibly with the parents of the Sindent
teacher with a particularly challenging student found support in the facht@aiould call
on anyone in the building if she needed H8hen one teacher was asked how she
worked with the special education teacher, she replied “I really feel dpmad bow much
we talk and plan otherwise I don't ... | think it would be impossible to try” (52). Many
teachers believed it was critical to have formal and informal opportunitieiabarate

with other professionals to support their efforts to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in an inclusive setting.

Some participating teachers expressed favorable experiences includieigts with
disabilities when they felt supported by the special education teacher.iGgcithe
teacher described a positive collaborative relationship with special edutssizhef! As
presented earlier, some teachers believed that the time spent on the indiatkiaf goe
IEP was time taken away from working on grade level curriculum. However, asedpoos
having individualized goals being an obstacle to teaching the majority of the sfuaent
teacher found that the IEP goals on one student’s IEP were helpful for teachingirthe e
class* This, in fact, is the strongest case of overt universal design. Good teaaiogl is
teaching. The above teacher found that if one student requires direct instructionea,an a
likely, the teacher could turn the teaching point into a lesson that could benefit @gryon
the classroom.

A variety of social and educational forces result in the traditionally dichotomous
relationship between general and special education. A review of Tableétesdihat

teachers across the medical-social model continuum struggled with theftadgon of
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duties between special education teachers and general education t8dwhrersere 29
incidences of teachers coded on the “EC/Regular education function sgpdnatele with

total scores ranging from 23 to 51. However, some teachers, especiallpthbgesocial

model end of the continuum, made concerned efforts to reduce the gap between the two
delivery systems. Specifically, there were 20 incidences of teacbeesl on the

“EC/Regular - integrate/collaborate” theme with 14 of the 20 having a Seove ¢he mean
score (38). Clearly, there is a need for better collaboration amongesproidders

regardless of service delivery model. Some teachers, generally on thesmbéhend of the
continuum, were much more accomplished and assertive about making sure that ioormati
was being shared among the two or more service providers for a student. Othetgatyor

on the medical model end of the continuum, were more willing to be passive and draw lines
between responsibilities among the teachers’ roles.

Clustering.

Obstacles among practitioners contributed to the tendency to utilizessadé
valuation, called subversion strategies (Emirbayer & Williams, 2005). Subversived to
grant validity to the overwhelming demands of the teacher’s daily duties sullilerting the
capital of other competitors in the field. Subversion strategies weredtbietween
departments as well as among teachers within the same department. Snlsiagies
were evident as teachers discussed a local scheduling approach téustedng.’
Clustering refers to the tendency to place a larger than expected group of stutthents w
disabilities in the same general education classroom. The intended benefgdidbaling

strategy was that a single special education teacher could provide loimgesarvices with a
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single general education teacher rather than have to deliver semiceg many grade level
classrooms. However, the clustering strategy also had some negptik@issions.
Specifically, special education students were not distributed equally alreggade level
teachers, so the teacher with the cluster described being overly burden hyganglle
students compared to their colleagues. For example, one teacher in the diéleged might
have five or six students with disabilities while her/his neighbor has none.

Within the field, teachers that had clusters of special education students tended t
use the trials and tribulations that they face in teaching a large group of stweant
disabilities as subversion strategies. Crucial to understanding the dgradrthe field of
fifth grade teaches is the distinction between “cluster” class scheduththon-cluster”
class scheduling. Teachers without the cluster were clearly awatbkdidtad an advantage
related to teacher performance accountability factors related to spetérmance.
Teachers also tended to resent the ability of teachers without the olustiedents with
disabilities in their classrooms. Their complaints about the asymmeigy@ents of the
students with disabilities cluster served to subvert their counterparts vhotdiave as

many students with disabilities assigned to their classr§dms.

One teacher that | work with, in my grade level, she has the AIG cluster. She
is an excellent teacher, | mean regardless of whatever type the student she
has. However, she has more time to plan. | mean, it is so ironic that we have
the lower students but we don't have the time to think of more individualized
instruction. She has the time because she has the higher kids. | mean, it's like,
with her having AIG cluster, they go to the AIG teacher for reading. If you
have six AIG kids, they leave your room, so if you have a class of 24 then

you only have 18 kids to do a reading group. For me and (other 5th grade
teacher with cluster), we have to teach reading for our whole class. So we
have six extra kids that we have for reading group. (23b)
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Conversely, a teacher without a cluster lamented a fellow teachersecbinaving
proficient classroom performance results on the accountability test besteusad a cluster

of students with disabilitie¥.

| do feel for Ms. (5th grade teacher with EC cluster) because of like
assessments and things, she's already got the deck stacked where she is not
going to perform as well. So there are some flaws in that too. (39)

Several general education teachers expressed their worries otibalrlg to meet the needs
of all the students because the teacher may have to focus more attention on thewttdent
disabilities. A related struggle was finding a balance between meetingehts of the

student with disabilities while simultaneously meeting the needs of thie elaiss. One
teacher discussed the conflicts of having to make decisions about where to fafttsis

in the classroorf

| like the inclusion, but the hesitant thing about it is that there have been
some years where | have had large amounts of EC students... And it becomes
a kind of struggle about where is your energy going in your classroom.
Because | just have one this year, it is sort of a special situation, it doesn't
impede me that much. But years where | have had clusters of 6 or 7 EC
students, then | may have the AIG students as well, it becomes very difficult
to juggle all those balls because you want to provide all of your students with
what is challenging, but it is difficult. So | don't think EC students should be
ability grouped, or put in class for this level kid or that level kid. But | do

think, a lot of times, our programs seem geared towards those students, and |
worry about pulling time away from your mainstream student or our gifted
student because you are putting a lot of energy into helping the EC student.
But again this year, that is not really an issue for me. But in the past | have
felt conflicted...(39)

Including students with disabilities in the classroom and providing them with the support
necessary to be successful was clearly a challenge. At some pointtteryegr, all the

teachers struggled with how to best handle curriculum requirements whilegmagiusion

98



work. A second factor was that the classroom is comprised of students of a wideofariet
skills and needs. One teacher called her classroom a ‘bipolar classroom’ lsweahad
been assigned a group of students with such widely variant skill levels:
That has been a challenge having the AIG and the EC together. (query). | have
40% of my children are at risk; | have 17%'s on grade level; and | have 43%

above grade level. That is the makeup of my class this year. | call it the
'bipolar class," lightly speaking, but seriously it is. (49)

The next section investigates the tendency for teachers to view teachiral sgecation
students as requiring unique pedagogical knowledge and skills beyond theagtesni

general education teachers.
Unique pedagogical knowledge and skills.

Some participants in general education believed their training was ansoiffior
inclusion. This finding is consistent with the SPeNSE report (OSEP, 2001) thateddicat
that less than one-third of teachers who had been teaching six years or leseivad r
training in their teacher preparation program related to collaboratihgspacial education
and less than half had received any training in adapting instruction. For manye#dhers
in this study, the provision of services to students with disabilities was peattasya body
of specialized knowledge that general educators do not*Rave.

I would also like to have more training and | know that's hard. | mean we are
trained in everything, but it always seems like EC is the one | haven't had
much training. A lot of that is just things I've read on my own or the (EC
teacher) tell me, tell me, tell me, everything they know. I'd like to betable
know all the specifics that she knows and she is getting me there. | don't feel
like there's enough of that. We get a lot of technology training which is great;
we get a lot of training in reading, which is good; but if | counted up all the
training for EC ... on one hand. I'm ashamed. Because | think | could do a lot
better when I'm doing right now right now. I'm feeling my way around with
(EC teacher) holding my hand. (52)
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Similar to the charge of fragmented programs, the subversion strategg e alleviate the
individual teacher’s accountability to teach the child while deferringoresbility towards
another teacher in the building.

At times, the support needed from the special education teacher was Inaimiima
specific; serving as a validity check for the regular education teachexki® sure she is on
the right track’’

Sometimes, it's the next step to take with her. Sometimes, it's just to confirm
that what I'm doing is best and in her interest for an LD child since that's not
my background. (45a)
Other teachers expressed profound deficits in their training program. Tticsljparteacher
obtained her teaching credential through an alternative program for peoplé&eduy &ad
a bachelor’'s degree. However, she was quick to describe her lack of traininig ¢aely
interview; almost as a defensive mechanism or pre-emptive strike agaimgtestions that

might challenge her existing professional knowletfge.

I will tell you that through that program, | never had any special education
training. They never offered special education so | had no special training
coming into the classroom. None whatsoever; not a special education class;
nothing to do with special education. I've never heard of an IEP. (36a)

Same teacher later in interview attributed her difficulties working wistudent to her lack

of preparation in her teacher training progfam.
| don't know enough about it. Like | said | never had that class. | don't know
enough about it to... | have never done it before.... | don't know what else they
do besides what | saw (EC teacher) do. (36a)

Capper and Frattura (2009) posit that, in order to promote inclusive environments, regular

education teachers can no longer concede or defer their power or expertisaltedso

experts down the hall, at another school, or in another district. In addition, the student
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services staff (typically referred to as the "experts” for partigtladents, e.g., special
education, bilingual, or reading teachers, to name a few) no longer view themseinbs a
responsible for meeting the needs of particular students or subject aressl, Itistse
educators must view their primary roles as developing the capacity of éachoteach a
range of students in the classroom. In that sense, though they may work with individual
students in partial classrooms, in every single teaching situation, theirypfouas shifts

to sharing expertise. However, for a teacher, a challenging studettenpeeyceived as
potentially stretching those already thin resources even thinner. This idycantributes to
the theme that effort to gain capital occurs within a zero-sum game.

Zero-sum game.

A zero-sum game is a situation in which a participant's gain or losscdyexalanced
by the losses or gains of the other participants. If the total gains of the pats@pa added
up, and the total losses are subtracted, they will sum to zero. There was artttargdhee
teachers that the struggle by teachers to serve students with tlesabdis a zero sum
game. In this perspective, a teacher could only provide finite amount of effort and
instructional services in one classroom. With scarce resources antidinsiia
instructional efforts, a teacher must make decisions on how to best allocatetimsal
services among a variety of students. In a zero-sum game, limitegdaes become a
constraint by which teachers must determine their behavior. The rangelefmaca
performance levels among students that a teacher can effectivetyracdate seems be an
issue. If unsupported, the teachers become overwhelmed with the wide variance among
students in their classroorfsAn obvious trend was that teachers seemed to allocate

copious amounts of instructional time to promote individual student performance by
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spending extensive individual time with the student with disaBfifyeachers reported
concern that they were giving disproportionate amounts of their time to some Statoidnat
expense of other students. There was a concern that while a teacher is focused on
individualizing for one student, the other students are neglectedically, it follows, to
start prioritizing resources and focus on strategies that maximizalcapierefore, the
tendency to default more challenging students away from the norm group usah batur

unfortunate, consequence.
Sorting.

When a student differs from the dominant group, there is incentive to track and
marginalize the student away from the mainstream. Unfortunately, the nunsgbedents
that are sorted away from the “regular education” norm group is incrg@ssief~, 2000;
U.S. Department of Education, 2002; Zhang, & Katsiyannis, 2002). The theme of sorting
emerged from the data. Sorting refers to the tendency or incentive to track rgithfizee
the student away from the mainstream. Sorting generally was related tg@aaents
with disabilities into classrooms with other students of like deficits for pait of the

day>3

One thing | liked was they grouped them by level and that helped a lot. Like
they were together a lot of the day ... They would have all the kids in the
morning come together and the teacher would do an activity. Then other kids
would go to other rooms by level, and the teacher would work with them all
day. Like the really high performing; the group we worked with was the low;
they were mostly Spanish and African American. You had to teach them how
to learn to read in third grade because they still didn't understand stuff. (41a)

From the Bourdieusian perspective, it is interesting to note the teaitih®t'mference that

the disabled and minority populations are intricately interlinked. The santeteaterred
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to sorting as a solution to help cope with the large variance of student needs within his/he
class>* One participant shared her ambivalence with a concern that inclusive plasement
were not beneficial for some students who are unable to maintain the pace of the

standardized grade level curriculdm.

For special education, when you have all children in one classroom; by all
students | mean EC, your regular ed and your AIG kids, | think it is hard to
reach all kids because your AIG kids are bored, your EC kids don't get it, and
then you are left with your regular ed students. So | think if you could group
students more: getting your EC cluster together and getting yourmregula
education cluster together and your AIG cluster together, you could find
teachers that specialize in those certain areas. They would use tofabgmdif
strategies to reach totally different groups of kids. | think those stratégies

am repeating myself here, your EC teachers, they would work on reading
strategies aren't getting the kids reading levels up compared to the AIG
teachers would give those students more of a challenge that the EC kids
couldn't handle or some of the regular Ed kids couldn't handle. So that might
be something different. (29)

Another teacher wanted to protect students with disabilities from the negatiak s
implications of being included with their peers and the potential impact on the ssudent’

self-concept?®

| think sometimes the mainstreaming hurts. If | could do it, | would change
some of the mainstreaming stuff, because for some kids that are just so far
behind, I think that they get very disgusted and discouraged and their self
esteem is just really torn at, because they can’t get to where ttssimelées

are and they feel that they are just dumb. | think that if they were in a setting
where they were made to feel more successful - | know that if thecdass
teacher can try, that they still can see those peers and they judge themselve
up to what those peers are doing. | think that | would base it on what their
classroom teacher feels, if they were being mainstreamed, and jui& deci
from there what would be the best setting. (41c)

These responses reflect a general theme that teachers have soarcesdsit a high

demand for their time. Clearly, if teachers are left in isolation to senasa ftlll of students

103



with diverse needs, then the teachers tended to conceptualize the students hiiitiedisa

requiring too much teacher attention that take time away from other students.

Research question 3 asked “How does exclusion persist in special education without

conscious recognition or public resistance?” These teacher interviews diexteotisat
diversity from “the norm” may be perceived as problematic in schools. Those stumdents t
exhibit significant deviations from the norm are sorted away from theis p&acause
teachers perceive these classifications to be academic, they emplagsthegitimate labels
without full awareness of there social consequences. Through socializatiohatteebeen
incorporated as practical instruments that actors employ without consdieaton. Yet,
these academic judgments are also social judgments that ratify anduapsocial class
distinctions (Swartz, 1997). The dominant framework for understanding disatilitg i
modern period has been the medical model. The importance of the medical model
perspective for this analysis is that it frames the problem of school faidraltimately of
students who have defaulted from the normed group. If education, as an institution, continues
to slot and categorize students that do not meet dominant criteria, then educatbey, whe
purposefully or tacitly, will continue to marginalize groups of people. When examining the
entire sorting mechanism in the schools, the medical model framework seerhshortal
because it fails to address the broader fields of power that are active gldh&Hie teachers
in this study do not overtly prescribe to either model, social or medical, but tend toruncti
within a field of struggle on a daily basis.

Federal and state accountability programs pressure teachers to meetmpscores
on high stakes standardized accountability tests. Instruction is predomuhargly by a

standardized state curriculum. However, teachers are constrained bgity s€¢supports
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and instructional resources available in the field. In order to prioritizedtfierts, students
are sorted into classrooms with other children of like deficits for parts or thik afay.

Often, the criterion for sorting students was based on deep rooted ‘dispositibogdiae
only through and by interaction with events and actions. Too often, these decisions lead
down a path towards separateness and potential oppression. General classtuas) tea
left to overwhelming demands and scarce resources, will tend to sort studendts towa
default programs.

Bourdieu is adamant that actors are not automatons. Actors actively putakticat
they value. All actors do not have the same values, so a researcher should avaid a linea
interpretation of capital. In other words, more of one kind of capital is betterlaageats
are simply trying to accumulate the most capital. Within a Bourdieusiamvark,
teachers' preferences and predispositions would fall into the realm of doxa. li&ven t
empirical evidence that teachers’ attitudes and behaviors influencessiutezademic and
social-emotional inclusion of students with special needs in general educassrooms, it
Is important that teachers have positive attitudes and behaviors toward students wit
disabilities. The field of fifth grade teachers was a space ripe witlotsnsnd mutually
opposing strategies of action. However, it is worth noting again that all ofattieets
involved in this study, regardless of their partial position they occupy withifieidewere
heavily invested in the work of helping students, including those students with desbilit
The current findings revealed that teachers with supports demonstrategalcgycto
change the circumstances and prevent the development of an oppressed subgreup. Thes
emancipatory themes emerged that serves as a basis for discussion in \CHajsrssion

in Chapter V recapsulates the struggles in the field and focuses on emanclipatwy;t
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factors that contributed to teachers overcoming the standard operational prooéthges
school to promote an inclusive environment that successfully met all students’ needs. A
concern to be addressed in this study is to what extent special education cavedeagia
legitimizing instructional practice that, in effect, shifts the blamesétiool failure to
students through standard and objectifying discourses, while reducing divgrsity b
implementing exclusionary practices. A hypothesis for this study is thatipatjanal
sanctioned capital, or more broadly, the placement of the student with disabiidyaal
continuum between good and challenging, emerges from the cumulative imprdsaions t

teachers develop of a student in response to the students ‘fit’ within currentydsjiseem.
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion

The purpose of utilizing a Bourdieusian approach in this paper was to go beyond the
identification of environmental forces of struggle and oppression. The unequaludigtri
of all forms of capital is related not only to class but also to dynamicsisfiragexism,
homophobia, ageism, and, germane to this study, disability. These perpetual conditions of
discrimination are located within public service organizational cultures aredpeasisted
despite long drawn out attempts to promote equalities. Within the field of educpgoials
education has been subject to criticism due to poor outcomes for students with idsabilit
Despite decades of legal impetus for equal rights for students with disapihgeoutcomes
for students with disabilities are persistently poor. Students with liieebare especially
vulnerable to dropping out. Outcomes have been even more dismal for students that are both
disabled and of color (Harry & Klingner, 2006). While 62% of European Americanngsude
with disabilities graduate with high school diplomas, the same is true fod8r89o of
Latinos and 39.2% of African Americans (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Also,
despite legal requirements for least restrictive environments, studenisragsingly being
placed into special education and being served in separate classrooms. Advocates of
inclusion have pointed to the disproportionate labeling of minorities as an indicator that
something has been wrong (Harry & Klingner, 2006). Another bothersome tradition has
been that although teachers have continued to refer students to special educatiors there ha
been a lack of positive results from pull-out services. Examining the aforemehntione

inequities associated with students with disabilities has been integral to posgof this
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study. Bourdieu’s central question of “how do inequities of privilege and powasiper
without conscious recognition or public resistance?” seems to apply well teltheffi
education and the struggles to educate students with disabilities.
Medical-Social Model Revisited

In the medical model, the premise that school failure is located within thesdhiédh
and it impairs the child’s ability to do well in school, is an obstacle that needs to be
overcome. Those students that exhibit significant deviations from the norm ac: aweay
from their peers. Often, the label of disability has been socially constr{Brantlinger,
2004; Rice, 2002) through a narrow vision of what counts as acceptable and what counts as
acceptable ways of demonstrating knowledge. These narrow views are prdggate
society that is fixated on normalizing populations and standardizing educatioralSpeci
educators have “embraced the construct of intelligence” (Reid & Valle, 2004, p. 469). Ther
is a prevailing but irrational premise that all children should be at leasige and students
who fall below the standard deviations that surround the statistical average should be
labeled as at-risk or disabled (Brantlinger, 2004). However, by the very nature of
distributing a population normally (e.g. applying a bell curve), some studdh&dways
exist in the “below average” range. It is impossible for all of the population‘tavieeage”
or “above average” in all areas. This normative process of identifying stwdentsre
academically capable (a narrowly defined) inherently embraces fidtion through
‘Othering’,” where the dominant group “considers itself normal and able” andDter's
become abnormal and disabled” (Brantlinger, 2001, p. 1). Brantlinger (2004, p. 491)
proposed, “instead the norm of...variation should be expected.” What is the rationale behind

measuring how far students vary from a norm? Who benefits from such practices
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The current research supports the answer that the institution of schoolshenefit
Locating the learning obstacle within the individual student offers the school aneamve
explanation for student failure. The concept of labeling serves the purpose ofcstinyi
spotlight of responsibility away from the school by offering an explanatidrddes not call
instructional practices into question (Skrtic, 1995; Varenne & McDermott, 188@yves
to absolve the school of the need to reflect upon and possibly alter the environments
(physical, social, emotional and academic), in which the child’s learnijpgriexces take
place. The fault is placed within the child rather than within the schoolingrsyStgng
this perspective, identifying children as disabled “can be viewed as the meahgbyhe
failure of the system and the exclusionary pressures within it are traiesfanto the
failings of students” (Booth, 1998, p. 83).

The construct of disability in schools was born from and is sustained by pervasive
cultural and historic ideologies of schooling, including individualism (effort andygtahd
competition with others (Dudley-Marling, 2004; McDermott, 1993). Schools are the
primary means for inculcating American culture in children (Reid & Ya@®4). The
predominant assumption has been that success in school can be achieved through an
individual’s effort, ability, and hard work. However, when students do not succeed, the
school has an incentive, likely on an illicit and insidious leteedttribute the failure to the
internal disability. The school has less incentive to attribute failure tior$a@lated to the
learning context and environment, such as a mismatch between the learner arkg the tas
inadequate instruction or inadequate social and emotional support structures.

When a child’s ways of “doing school” (habitus) is “noticeably differemtnfthat of

the school, educators may question a child’s...competence and use standardized test
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‘diagnose disability” (Reid & Valle, 2004, p. 469). Thus, “dominant ideological practices
and discourses” in schools become rituals that serve to “shape our vision of agality
sustain the status quo (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994, p. 440). Thomas Hehir (2005) offered
the following pertinent questions for us to ponder:

Is our role simply to comply with law or to comply with the spirit of the law?

Are we providers of service, or do we produce results?....Are the only
important results of our efforts performance on standards-based tests, or do we
have a more robust agenda? Do we accept dominant negative societal
attitudes toward disability, or do we seek to change the world through
education? (p. 9)

Heir's question raises a paradoxical purpose for special education. TAddidEvas
enacted to protect students with disabilities. However, the compliance and service

delivery associated with the law has lead to some unintended consequences.

Special Education Paradox

This research presents a paradox. The IDEA was designed to exparsdaactes
educational rights for students with disabilities and it largely achi¢sepbal of ensuring
greater access to schooling and increased provision of services. Althoughrthefinte
special education legislation and policy was to ensure access and equitabés ser
students with disabilities, this research suggests the possibilityrtizatuality, special
education may be a mechanism for sorting and marginalizing studentsssittulaural
capital. While born from intent to support struggling students and thus meant to be
“productive aspects of power” (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994, p. 439), special education

guidelines and practices often serve as “oppressive acts of powerh@drc& McLaren,
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1994, p. 439) that encourage labeled students and their parents to “consent to domination”
(Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994).

Deductively, the next question becomes “how do we fix the law?” However, Falvey
(2005, p. 4) posits that “such changes in attitude toward people with disabilities will not
come as a result of legislation, litigation, or even government paving the waathmert
through daily contacts and interactions with people with disabilities and theire®” In a
Bourdieusian framework, change will likely be at the doxic level, not at thealddeel.
Lawmakers, however so competent, may never scribe a legal code that raekesste
embrace inclusion. Rather, on a doxic level, teachers must realize thatwhesnbamous
influence over how children feel about themselves and how they perceive othersrdeache
must celebrate each student’s growth in the cognitive, emotional, satiphgsical realms.
Classrooms and schools need to be places that embrace and foster cooperation and
teamwork, rather than competitiveness. Educators must require and “modetfuéspec
interactions that allow children...to be who they are and to achieve their greatedigtiot
(Falvey, 2005, p. 4). Educators must each work diligently to become aware of and to
eliminate practices and policies that support deficit thinking, determitigtiking and
sorting mechanisms.

Bourdieu Revisited

Emirbayer and Williams (2005) posit that any Bourdieu-inspired anapsasls
thinking systematically in terms of fields. Bourdieu employed a very dadi@ition of field.
In going beyond ‘defined’ institutions as fields, Bourdieu drew specifiatatteto the

difficulty of defining limits to ‘fields.” By using the ‘broadest possilbéage of factors that
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shape behavior rather than delimit a precise area of activity’ (Swartz, 19Rif)li&u’s
boundaries of particular ‘fields’ were not seen in any way as beingpréodeed the
boundaries of ‘fields’ may themselves represent particular areasigfilet within a wider
view of competing forces. For Bourdieu, the fields operate as relativeEig@mous social
universes, each with its own rules and sense of the game. It is within theséh&eltie t
specific conflicts unfold between those agents involved. Education, bureauetapgnr
science and art, to name a few, are all specific fields. This meanbkedhatre structured
according to those characteristic conflicts in which different perspsdire pitted against
each other, each struggling to prevail.

Bourdieu’s framework explicitly acknowledges complexities rasgifrom the
interactions of individuals and societies, rather than focusing on the individual as an
autonomous actor in detextualized environments (Swartz, 1997). Examining the ways in
which the acquisition and use of capital are mediated by social interactiorenesrbe
important step in understanding the contextual factors that affect successigliocessful
implementation of inclusive practices in heterogeneous classrooms. What fisllaws
discussion of the findings as they build upon the current literature base. In addition, the
discussion is linked to Bourdieu’s theoretical framework that underpinned the study.
Ultimately, the findings of this paper can be used to promote emancipatorgesdoti
students with disabilities.

Doxa.

According to (Deer, 2008), doxa refers to pre-reflexive, shared but unquestioned
opinions and perceptions mediated by the field. According to Swartz (1997), entry into the

field requires tacit acceptance of the rules of the game in the field. Thusipp#idn in the
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professional field limits the struggle to forms and terms that are coegitbgjitimate
professional procedure. In the field of public education, much of the impetus behind the
inclusion movement has been externally imposed by federal mandates IDEA aBd NCL
As a result of inclusion, general education teachers are facing stualeads’mic and
behavioral issues that formerly would have been addressed in special educaiooTisas
Compliance with these powerful federal laws is neither linear nor consefkaead is much
variance among local practitioners and local educational agencies in reduhse
professionally and emotionally, to the inclusion movement. Both IDEA and NCLB
represent a subtle shift in thinking but, in default mode, revert easily to a modetuhsds
disability squarely in the lap of the individual. Once the teachers have interveheteir
greatest efforts and the students are not responding, the deficit model casiiay fack

into the schools again.

Bureaucratic mandates focus on rational-legal authority and increasaizedtr
administrative scrutiny, but authentic change appears to be more likely whersenploa
the doxic level. Admittedly, accountability mandates, such as NCLB and IDEgYasize
formal authority and the compliance model can not be reversed. School professidnals wil
likely always be subjected to top-down ties to broader fields of power. Howevematfo
social interactions among actors in the field are fundamental to the socrabbtite
school. School-based professionals may encourage horizontal social linkagesacioss t

and student groups that are necessary to spread information and innovation.

So, what is doxic change? The goal of a teacher as agent should be to modify

individual practice by unpeeling layers of accumulated scastom and dismantling the
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obstacles to fulparticipation and dignity. Teachers are not always conscious of their power
and may be threatened or mystified by anyone calling attention to it. Teactst
recognize consciously that the most vulnerable populations may be the moshéureate

when teachers protect their turf.

To overcome habitually oppressive practices, strong schools need strongsteache
well organized school provides all the members with crucial feedback on theicgsacti
Healthy social networks can multiply the efficacy of intervention byisgras partners in
the development process. A great weakness of teaching is that teacherseqeireat to
justify their teaching methods, course designs, and assessments agdiobteasgng
principles. Indeed, in some academic settings, this point could be viewed as amassaul
academic freedom. As a result, many well-intentioned teachers end up iiptbe gr
unexamined habits of teaching. The inherent and perpetual isolation of individhial staf
members in schools only makes matters worse. Without regular opportunitiesiteicons
observe, and analyze best practice and receive helpful, non-evaluativekedaivalikely
are teachers to engage in critical analysis of their own teachingcpectinfortunately, as
a profession, teachers tend to be remarkably hyper-sensitive to feedimadtudents,
parents, colleagues, and supervisors. When students fail to learn, some teachers end up
blaming the students, without an honest investigation of where student fault ends and

teacher responsibility begins.

Bourdieu’s concepts provided a theoretical and empirical framework for tiggierof
classroom practices and prevailing standard practices including currjqedagogy and

instruments of assessment. For Bourdieu, "...everything is up for grabs.dtappef
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everyone is free to play, everything is negotiable. If it were not, the 'ofild® games
themselves would not be accepted. Everyone plays, but differential structurestbasoot
everyone is equal” (Grenfell & James, 1998, p. 25). This research has illuminategdhe

to vigorously and continually question “the rules of the game” in name of leaawamif

the questions cause a level of discomfort. Educators have a tendency to becomeldemforta
with their habits without awareness of potential unintended consequences or simggcomi
Educators need to continually ask the following questions: For whom is school currently not

working as a place for learning? Why? How can we improve learning for all?

Habitus.

This study found teachers had the tendency to view the inclusion of students with
disabilities as a zero-sum game. When high needs students were introdudeel into t
classroom, then there was the perception that other students would lose. However,
Bourdieu’s capital theory can provide some insight. Capital theory has the @dizhtelp
researchers and education professionals to step away from the tenderayiteedke
individual as the center of the problem. Importantly, ‘habitus’ is linked with ghat
practically achievable. According to Bourdieu (1977), habitus entails the atactic
evaluation of the likelihood of the success of a given action in a given situationfoféere
habitus encourages actors to adopt forms of conduct likely to be successful based on past
experience and current resources. In this research, habitus has been vieaekeas' t
deeply rooted dispositions that operate only through and by interaction with events and
actions. Habitus manifested itself in choices (the roots of which are not wbakgious)

and the identification of opportunities and strategies within the field. Spdlgifica the
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teachers in this study, when resources were scarce, there was aydondeew the neediest
students as the problem and there was incentive to sort them away fromribEaani.
Bourdieu’s ideas provide insight into understanding these inequalities. Including
students with disabilities is not a zero-sum game, and exchanges are ndttlnaigeo-sum
equations for multiple reasons. First, capital is subjective in amount and kindiagdor
individual understandings of value. There cannot be a fixed amount of capital in a field if
the capital that matters to each person is subjectively different. idgrthiere are resources
that are not overly subjective in the way we experience them like timet, &ifoks,
technology. Those resources are not interchangeable depending on who yowakerHo
there exists a vast difference in value in the subjective realm of capiteh of what is
often called capital is cultural or social, such as art and science. Ideaxepts have
values that are even more subjective. Within the field of education, individual human
capacities and abilities count as capital and those are certainly not esk@somnomically.

But their value to each of us does vary, and it is subjective, depending on who we are.

Another reason the zero-sum equation does not apply is that capital can be created.
Gains can be made, society will progress, and the pie can get bigger. Techax|ogy
literature, and the material goods are substantially different now thew#éneyhundreds of
years ago. The issue is that the zero-sum game can be a realistic moinstingi short-term.

On any particular day, a teacher must deliver services solely with theces in hand on
that day. That includes her professional knowledge, skill set, professional devai@sme

well as material goods. However, over time, those resources can be idoeassified.
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In the long term, capital does not have to be finite, it can be created. Over tooecess

can be expanded and effort can reap greater rewards.

Overcoming deterministic thinking.
The medical model of disability is, and has been, strongly associated with the
potentially reactionary theme that biology is destiny, and thus embedded in popuia cul
by the naturalization of the view that natural aptitudes determine life esaHgwever,
teachers within this study that ascribed medical model determinism@oha4y) to a child
were also likely to ascribe deterministic thinking based on the broadal fselds of power
(NCLB, bureaucracy). Just as medical model may lead to determthistking, the
influence of these powerful social forces in the field may tempt professitinaée society
as unresponsive to disabled populations. The social model could be perceived as tfade-off o
biological determinism for a social determinism.
Bourdieu's theory of reproduction has been deemed to be over-deterministic because
of the impression that individual social actors behave solely according & stogctures.
In applying this critique to students with disabilities, it would be fstialto trade the
biological determinism of the medical model for a structural determiretated to the
social forces within the field of education. According to Deer (2008) in hiyssalf
heterodoxy and orthodoxy, Bourdieu concentrates heavily on the forces of domin#tien at
expense of studying the power of agentic actions. However, Deer (2008) goes oth#t:say
Doxa makes possible-the misrecognition of forms of social arbitrariness

that engenders the unformulated, non-discursive, but internalized and
practical recognition of that same social arbitrariness (p. 119).
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In other words, you cannot fight what you don’t understand. Any effective actiorsatiee
predispositions and presuppositions of doxa depends on the ability to identify the social
relations, structures that underlie the unquestioned doxic categorization.

This research sought to illuminate the underlying doxa of the medical modelll as w
as the unintended consequences of the social model, a means of transcending th@dualis
the social-medical debate altogether. Bourdieu adamantly arguedtabai dualistic
thinking by insisting his theory was in fact a distinct alternative to bothtstalism

determinism and phenomenological individualism (Swartz, 1997).

Bourdieu could be considered a critical structuralism. He recognizesaimése of
structuralism, that independent structures in the social world may delimipecdic way the
behavior of the social actor. However, in Bourdieu’s structuralism, individtastde to
build and adapt social phenomena through their thinking and their actions. So in the end he
leads his own position away from the path of structuralism and towards coschtiess. For
Bourdieu, "If worlds are constructed, then they can be re-constructed in othearvdaiys
other words" (Schubert, 2008, p. 196). So, although Bourdieu’ reinforces structures as an
autonomous realities, he does not view subjective agents as passive holders didbfoes t
structures. Bourdieu promotes an interactive model where the structluesdefthe agent,
but the structures are composed by human will. The social world is constantlycausby
agents with their own practices in the normal daily life. Society is the product @irhum
actions: choice, judgment, meanings attributed to the lived world of individual agents
Implications

Students with disabilities are the recipients of layers of personad) aoci
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institutional decisions. These decisions are the final product of a vastlylex array of

social dynamics that are both overt and illicit. Educators have the cajmacitgnge
circumstances. Teachers in this study were an inspiration that changecca. This study
found teachers that have overcome the obstacles in the field of struggle and ivavediel
inclusive services to students with disabilities. However, to make em#orgipaactices

more widespread, there is a lot of work to be done. The following section delineates some
changes that would benefit the delivery of instructional services to studémtdisabilities

as well as all students.

Teacher education.

Among practitioners, services need to be shared rather than fragmentang Am
practitioners, this research identified frustrations with providing a caterhild centered,
instructional delivery system. One obstacle of locating the obstacle withzhtld was that
it legitimizes the need for multiple special education personnel, includiegabpducation
teachers, paraprofessionals, school psychologists, and speech and languagésttierapi
participate in instructing the child. It is assumed that these professiwaaiseded in order
to provide “special” (not regular) services and interventions to “special’régatar)

children.

However, some teachers in this research, most notably, the teachers ialtimsaoel
leaning scores, were able to share expertise. When the teachers shatesk exitie the
special education teacher, the emphasis was no longer on conceding or défeiripgwer
or accountability for the child’s performance to so-called experts down lhatrenother

school, or in another district. In addition, the special education staff (typreédigred to as
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the "experts” for special education students) could no longer view themasloasy
responsible for meeting the needs of particular students or particular instalignals.
Instead, these educators must view their primary roles as developing thigycafpeech
other to teach a range of students in the classroom. In that sense, though theykwvaiyhw
individual students in partial classrooms, in every single teaching situatiorprih@ary
focus shifts to sharing expertise (Frattura & Topinka, 2006).

Just as expertise needs to be shared among service providers, there is a negéd to cha
the traditional balance of power between users and professionals. The ‘defleit has
led to the perspectives and contributions of people with students with disabilitiesiand the
families being underestimated and devalued, a tendency that has been furtheecdtinjo
traditional notions of professional knowledge and expertise.

The findings of this study provide insights for faculty and staff in teaclepapation
programs and there are several implications to consider. Teacher educatiomgtogyvea
historically been departmentalized, creating two separate preparatiks;tone system for
general educator preparation and another system for special educatiarg(&adioni,

2004). More recently, education professionals are advocating for more collaborative
programs hoping that the needs of diverse populations such as students with disabilities
would be addressed in general education as well as special education (Blantorclg, Puga
2007). Indeed, if educators are unprepared for the complex context of today’s diverse
classrooms, negative attitudes will likely follow (Jobling & Moni, 2004).

Research suggests that negative attitudes acquired early in one’sacaudiéfrcult to
change when subsequent experiences are filtered through a negative biay,(/RO6N

Thus, if teachers leave their teacher education programs with negttiweatabout the
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inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom, theg wi
resistant to change in the future and less likely to promote positive outcomeesléarts
with disabilities in inclusive environments (Murphy, 1996).

One practical implication of this research is the need for better commanieationg
professionals regardless of the service delivery model. Some teachersugbrenare
accomplished and assertive about making sure that information was being shargdrem
two or more service providers for a student. Others were more willing to be pasgive
draw lines between responsibilities among the teachers’ roles. Howesawides are truly
child centered, then special education and regular education can no longer be divided.
Special education teachers will require more training on standardized awnriaotl
exposure to grade-level content in regular education classrooms. Conversgéy, reg
education teachers will need training to provide individualized instruction and becorae
familiar with the requirements of each student's individualized education plan TR,
teacher preparation programs should carefully consider the settings in ybdochl s
education and general education are instructed while attending school. Rersgaavork
together out in the schools, they should have more collaboration and cross-training while i

their university training program.

Special education.

To promote doxic change, professionals must be mindful that education is not an
orderly system of structures, categories and services that lendsatsbifte a simple
review of historical events. While heavily rooted within the medical model of ttgabi

special education is also an increasingly complicated arena in whichpsgaiplogical,
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scientific, social, cultural, historical and a host of other discourses competzalS
education is a field replete with tensions and contradictions and much debate. Foorducat
professionals who are attempting to implement emancipatory practices mwhileaseously
navigating everyday decision-making issues related to diagnosis, labakihgeatment can
be difficult since these decision making issues are traditionally guidetedical model
thinking. Professionals with no interest in sorting are daily placed into thegsoote.
Schools are social communities that craft their own realities, their own, tamthsherefore
their own local spin on disability. As professionals dedicated to working with studights
disabilities, special educators will need to continue inquiring into the natureabflidys
Special education continues to be embedded in popular culture that natural aptitudes
determine life realities.

Ultimately, services should be based on the professional skills and knowledge of the
teachers rather than based on the ascribed attributes of the student. Spediaheduca
teachers that work in a school culture that reflects an ethos of sharedsexogen
communication, and critical analysis of pedagogy are more likely to promatgcgratory
practices. Also, discourse on the nature of disability needs to be integtatduki field of

special education regarding the arbitrary nature of objectivity in namiabiliig.

General classroom teachers.

First and foremost, teachers' beliefs have profound impact on classroohedithers’
beliefs are layered, multi-dimensional, sometimes implicit, and diffioudhange. Teachers
who fail to examine their beliefs may bring about unanticipated consequenkes in t

classroom (Davis & Andrzejewski, 2009). Without intending to, teachers magidet a
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valuable curriculum, overlook or marginalize students who need them, misinterpretstude
motives or behavior, and limit their potential as professionals. Conversely,readiteare
willing to explore their beliefs, and how their beliefs relate to practicerengrofessional
knowledge base, can capitalize on the beliefs they hold to promote students' intellectua
growth, autonomy and reciprocity, and equity in their classrooms. Moreover, tiagy cre
spaces for their own growth as they identify and revise beliefs that do notreameheir
students, or their schools.

Educators who wish to bring lasting and significant changes to their schoaiset
have to ask themselves “How can | reform a system of which | am a part@s$iooials
who want to bring change into their profession need not only the skills to implement change
but also the resolve and courage to apply those skills. Likely, external, fedewabdised
change will not be successful. Practitioners need to be aware of power dymnashiding
the heterodoxy and orthodoxy within the field of struggle.

Future research.

There is much yet to be learned about the developing attitudes about inclusion of
regular education teachers. While this dissertation sought to add to the Edatarabout
teacher attitudes about inclusion while teaching a student with a disabégitg,are multiple
directions for future research in this area. In addition, the current study did rsiigate
the role of personal beliefs in philosophy, epistemology, or view of disability. In @ulditi
ethnographic views of the regular education teacher’s relationship with thal solecation

teacher and the roles the student teacher plays in the classroom would beahenefic
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These are important variables that would require the researcher to spendmaore ti
in the classroom context. More research investigating the influence of the ¢mapera
teacher is warranted. The relationship between the regular education sathiee
cooperating EC teacher is important to consider and future research needs to bedonduct
in this area to further the results of the current study. In addition, the Bouadieusi
framework would shed some interesting light on relative capital among thepgesdy/
teachers. Are regular education teacher more likely to have cajiitad the field than the

EC teachers? Or Vice versa?

A possible principle for analysis that is likely influential in the field isrd@al
composition of schools. Clearly, research supports the disproportionate racial iimmpos
of special education as a concern regarding special education. Howevertritigtetshers
and students in the school system of the current study are predominately whiteeonly
teacher interviewed was non-Caucasian. Therefore, racial composition could be a

demographic variable that could be considered in future research.

Another fertile ground for research would be to tie teacher beliefs and abingtd
teacher performance measures and student outcome measures. The refidarchbave
access to teacher evaluations to see if teachers with proven track rembrdsre or less
inclusive beliefs. Finally, beliefs may not necessarily be calibratddagtual behaviors.
For future research, classroom observations could be used to link teacher’'sabgliefs
actual teaching behaviors in the classroom. Similarly, student outcome esasich as
performance on high stakes tests, grades or achievement benchmarks couleldteaorr

with teacher beliefs.
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Of course, not all students with disabilities are the same. The category @itstude
with disabilities comprised an exceedingly heterogeneous population and isfiienjtyli
to characterize. Certain students with disabilities did not lack all formepatat The
students might be described as having positive social skills, supportive parents, a
willingness to comply with directions, and a track record for completihggd@and home
assignments. Also, some teachers were able to articulate a specthecpogierience with
a student that made the student more endearing to the teacher. Clearly, trarmahicé
the student interacts with the teacher plays an important role in detegrthiristudent’s
capital. Teacher attitude is a multidimensional construct. However, to e éxat student
variables impact teacher variables would be beneficial for future stadgxBmple,
introducing the predictor teacher efficacy in the study design may helmteeadeacher
profile that aids in selecting teachers who may successfully carryteshataeform into

their classroom.

Conclusion

This research addressed the struggles of teachers in the field in addtessiegds
of students with disabilities in heterogeneous classrooms. Within the fiedtails, there
exists a constructed normed group of students called "regular education students” and a
defaulted other group that could be called “non-general education students.” However,
teachers also expressed a variety of strategies that contributed to #ssgudoclusion of
students with disabilities in their classrooms. In response to the day-&trdggles, some
teachers were able to overcome the obstacles to address their concerastetmfis. All

teachers sampled were cognizant of the struggles to include students viatltidsabut
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there were also teachers that felt successful in their efforts. Bhafreenancipation were
evident through the narratives. Some teachers were able to overcome the soniavgpirk

and serve students with disabilities in a way that promotes dignity and highagixqrec

Most importantly, various related factors emerged that supported an entarycipa
framework. In the previous section, the line of argument was that if the teaahésftv

alone to face an overwhelming demand of needy students, then the teacher promoted the
tendency to default the student from the norm group. However, some teachers avéwe abl

be successful in providing inclusive environments.

Educational institutions present an excellent location to understand the wayltilva c
capital is reinforced, rewarded, and acquired. As programs like No Child LefidBattempt
to make sure that all students meet particular educational standards, itimifidréant to
determine which kinds of activities and practices give an advantage to students, eithe
helping some to overcome their less privileged backgrounds, or generatingeatbatri
secures the position of those at the top of the social class ladder. Continuing to explore the
concept of habitus, as well as trying to refine the concept of cultural capagakewentually
facilitate strong, mutually beneficial relationships between stucdhehtescher. Cultural
capital theory provides a useful mechanism to examine the ways in which ireqtétie
reproduced, withstanding the ideological stance that educational attainment isreupow
equalizer (Collins, 1993). Educators have inseparable roles as agents of social and
professional change; therefore they should strive to create a specialadtictworks for,
and not against the oppressed (Braginsky & Braginsky, 1974; Prilleltensky, 1984, Skr
1995). Research and scholarship should expand beyond the traditional individual deficit or

medical model of disability to investigate across the many dimensions of theraodel of
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disability embraced by the field of disability studies in education (Istaea, 1998; Oliver,
1996; Rieser, 2006). The social model valiessubjective, experiential accounts of persons
with disabilities and their families. Also, it refocuses inquiry towhrdsocial processes,
economic structures, and environmewtastacles that create and sustain disablement as a
form of political oppression. To promote emancipatory practinekjsive democratic
educators must become more awarthefmany political and social practices that sustain
social divisionand devaluation. The challenge of school personnel is to provide an
educational environment that empowers all students to be successful. This involves a
cultural transformation that critically investigates standard procedusehool concerning

curricular access and instructiomabctices, and classroom milieu.

127



Appendix A
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
School District Approval Form

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am a doctoral student in educational leadership at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and
with your permission | wish to gain consent to interview faculty at Davidson County Schools. The purpose of
this research study is to learn about how a teacher’s beliefs and instructional practices support the delivery
of special education services to students with disabilities. Teachers will be asked to take part in an interview
about their beliefs and instructional practices for students with disabilities in their classrooms. The focus of
the investigation is link teachers’ practices and beliefs with favorable service delivery models for students
with disabilities.

lintend to interview and audiotape, with informed consent, 24 teachers in your school district. Each
interview will last approximately 60 minutes. To protect the privacy of participants in this study all
quantitative data that is collected will be coded, for example, the teachers will be known as teacher A,
teacher B, teacher C, etc. School districts will not be identified. In addition, participants (administrators and
teachers) will be identified only by position and not name, age, gender or grade-level. Information from
individual participants will not be directly shared with other study participants, for example, the teachers will
not have access to information shared by other teachers.

No direct benefits for research participants are anticipated apart from the opportunity for them to
share and reflect on their own experiences and contribute to a developing body of research related to
favorable outcomes for students with disabilities. However, by exploring and documenting effective
programs and practices, a research-based guide will be available for leaders striving to nurture and/or
achieve excellence and equity in their own schools.

Please contact me by phone or email if you require additional information about my study. Finally,
please read and return the Participant’s Agreement.

Kind regards,
Robert C. McOuat

mcouat@email.unc.edu
XXX-XXX-XXXX

Participant’s Agreement:

| have read the information provided above. | give permission to Robert McOuat to approach the teachers in
Davidson County Schools to seek consent from him/her for participation in the study.

Signature of School District Representative Date

Printed Name and Title of School District Representative
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APPENDIX B
Principal Notification Letter

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am a doctoral student in educational leadership in the School of Education at the University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. | am also the Director of Programs for Exceptional Children in the
Davidson County Schools. | am asking for permission to invite classroom teachers to participate in
an individual interview as part of a research study for my dissertation. The purpose of this research
study is to learn about how a teacher’s beliefs and instructional practices support the delivery of
special education services to students with disabilities. The focus of the investigation of teachers’
beliefs and perspectives of inclusive service delivery models for students with disabilities.

| would like to interview and audiotape, with informed consent, 24 5 grade teachers in your
school. Each interview will last approximately 60 minutes. To protect the privacy of participants in
this study, no individual identifiers will be used; teachers and schools will only have ID codes, such
as A, B, C, etc. on their audiorecordings and the transcripts of those audio recordings. The school
district will not be identified. In addition, the grade level of the teacher participants will not even
be used in writing up this study.

No direct benefits for research participants are anticipated apart from the opportunity for
them to share and reflect on their own experiences and contribute to a developing body of
research related to favorable outcomes for students with disabilities.

However, by exploring and documenting effective programs and practices, | may be able to provide
the field with information that could be helpful to school leaders striving to nurture and/or achieve
excellence and equity in their own schools.

Please contact me by phone or email if you require additional information about my study. If
you are unwilling to give me permission to recruit teachers from this district for this study, please
contact me at your earliest convenience. | have attached a copy of the approval from UNC’s
Institutional Review Board for this study, and a copy of the teacher consent form which details
their rights and the protections regarding their privacy.

Kind regards,

Robert C. McOuat
mcouat@email.unc.edu
XXX-XXX-XXXX

129



Appendix C

Initial Participant Recruitment Notification Letter

Dear Mr/Mrs.

As you may, or may not, know, | am currently serving as the Director of Programs for Exceptional
Children in Davidson County Schools. More importantly for this email, | am also a doctoral student in the
School of Education, in educational leadership, at UNC-CH and | am currently working on my dissertation. My
study intends to explore how classroom teachers’ instructional practices and beliefs have supported students
with disabilities in their classes. | am sending this email to all 5t grade teachers in this school district.

Participation in my study will not be time consuming for participants as it would involve just one
individual, private interview with you (approximately 60 minutes). All participation is confidential and no risk
to participants is anticipated. Please see the Participant Consent Form that is attached to this email for
additional information.

| assure you that | am truly open to simply learning what the teachers think and what the data says.
Ultimately, | want to be able to convey the results appropriately, and in ways that many schools and school
districts can use to support both students with disabilities and the teachers who teach them.

Teachers that will be asked to participate in the study must meet the following criteria:

1. Teach fifth grade students.

Have at least two years experience in current position.

3. Have at least one student with a disability in a regular setting (at 75% of the day with non-disabled
peers).

4. The disability of the student will be either Specific Learning Disabled (SLD) or Other Health
Impaired (OHI).

N

Your participation in this study will be much appreciated. If you meet the criteria and have read the
Consent Form, please let me know by email or phone if you are willing to participate in this study. | have
received school district approval to conduct this study. | can interview at a facility of your convenience. Feel
free to email or phone me with any questions you may have about my study and/or your potential
participation.

Kind regards,

Robert C. McOuat
mcouat@email.unc.edu
XXX-XXX-XXXX

130



Appendix D

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Adult Participants

Social Behavioral Form

IRB Study # 10-2095

Consent Form Version Date: 11-12-10

Title of Study: Classroom Teachers’ Experiences and Perspectives on Their Students with Disabilities
Principal Investigator: Robert C. McOuat

UNC-Chapel Hill Department: School of Education, Educational Leadership

UNC-Chapel Hill Phone number: xxx-XxX-xxxx

Email Address: mcouat@email.unc.edu

Faculty Advisor: Dr. Kathleen Brown, brownk@email.unc.edu; Xxxx-Xxx-XXXx

Study Contact telephone number: XXx-XxX-Xxxx

Study Contact email: mcouat@email.unc.edu

What are some general things you should know about research studies?

You are being asked to take part in a research study. To join the study is voluntary.

You may refuse to join, or you may withdraw your consent to be in the study, for any reason,
without penalty.

Research studies are designed to obtain new knowledge. This new information may help people in
the future. You may not receive any direct benefit from being in the research study. There also
may be risks to being in research studies.

Details about this study are discussed below. It is important that you understand this information
so that you can make an informed choice about being in this research study.

You will be given a copy of this consent form. You should ask the researchers named above, or
staff members who may assist them, any questions you have about this study at any time.

What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this research study is to learn about how a teacher’s beliefs and instructional
practices support the delivery of special education services to students with disabilities.

All 5th grade classroom teachers in this district may be eligible, and are receiving a copy of this
consent form. To participate in the study, you need to meet the following criteria:

1. Teach fifth grade students.

2. Have at least two years experience in your current position.

3. Have at least one student with a disability in a regular setting (at 75% of the day with
non-disabled peers).
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4. The disability of the student will be either Specific Leaning Disabled (SLD) or Other Health
Impaired (OHI).

Not all teachers who meet these criteria and are willing to be in the study may be interviewed.

How many people will take part in this study?

There will be approximately 24 teachers in this research study.

How long will your part in this study last?

The interview will take approximately 60 minutes.

What will happen if you take part in the study?

You will be asked to take part in an individual interview related to your beliefs and instructional
practices for students with disabilities in you classroom. Questions are constructed to encourage
discussion regarding your concerns about supports you feel are necessary for students with
disabilities and to enable you to share your personal experiences and opinions regarding services
for students with disabilities.

You can say as much or as little as you like in response the questions, and can choose to skip over
any questions you do not want to answer.

The interview will be audiotaped so the researcher will be able to capture accurately your
thoughts. The audiorecording will be transcribed, and then the recording itself will be destroyed.
No names will be used in the transcription.

What are the possible benefits from being in this study?

Research is designed to benefit society by gaining new knowledge. You may not benefit personally
from being in this research study. However, you may appreciate the opportunity to share your
experiences and perspectives, and to contribute to the field.

What are the possible risks or discomforts involved from being in this study?
There are no known risks. You should report any problems to the researcher.

How will your privacy be protected?

This study will protect your privacy in several ways, so you can feel comfortable saying whatever
you want to say.

The individual interview will take place in a private location, such as your classroom or other room
in your school that you select; no one else will be present or able to hear what you say.

Interview recordings and transcripts from the interview, and any other descriptive data will use ID
codes, such as A, B, etc., for names of teachers and schools.

No real identifiers will be used when this study’s results are written up, so no one will be able to
identify teachers or schools, or any of the students that teachers talk about, or even the school
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district.. Even the grade level you teach will not be in the description. No one in the district,
including your principal, will know which teacher said what.

All data, audio recordings and subsequent transcriptions will be stored and locked in a filing cabinet
in the researcher’s office which is locked when he is not present. Completed consent forms will be
stored separately from all other data.

What if you want to stop before your part in the study is complete?

You can withdraw from this study at any time, without penalty. As noted above, you can also skip
over any question you do not want to answer.

Will you receive anything for being in this study?

You will not receive anything for taking part in this study.

Will it cost you anything to be in this study?

There will be no costs for being in the study. The researcher will meet you wherever you choose.

What if you have questions about this study?

You have the right to ask, and have answered, any questions you may have about this research. If
you have questions, complaints, or concerns, you should contact the researchers listed on the first
page of this form.

What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?

All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your rights and
welfare. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject, or if you would
like to obtain information or offer input, you may contact the Institutional Review Board at 919-
966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu.

Title of Study: Classroom Teachers’ Experiences and Perspectives on Their Students with
Disabilities

Principal Investigator: Robert C. McOuat

Participant’s Agreement:

| have read the information provided above. | have asked all the questions | have at this time. |
voluntarily agree to participate in this research study.

Signature of Research Participant Date

Printed Name of Research Participant
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Appendix E
Teacher Interview Protocol

TEACHER: SCHOOL: Date:

Introduction:
As you recall, | will be recording our conversation today, so | can be sure that | have an accurate
record of your thoughts and your experiences.

Today I'd like to talk about a one of your students. We will trace your experiences with the student
from the point that you first learned that the student would be in your class to the present time. |
will ask you about what happened over the past 3 months with the students, your opinions about
what happened, and the reasons you have for making the decisions and taking the actions that you
did. There aren't any right or wrong answers — we are just interested in your experiences and your
perspectives about the student.

1. First, tell me a little bit about you. Tell me about how you became a teacher.

2. Please provide me a sketch of your life as a teacher
Number of years teaching,
Number of students in your class during the 2010-2011 school year
Number of students with an IEP, and number of referrals you made to the pre-referral
team

Now, | would like you to select a student from your class list for us to talk about. Would you pick
one who might be recognized as having special needs, who is working from an IEP, and perhaps has
had a number of special education provisions put in place. Please do not use the student’s name,
but if you do happen to do so, | will be deleting that when | transcribe this recording.

3. What is the student’s background? Tell me a bit about him/her. How is he/she currently
doing?

4. Tell me what happened when the student first came to your attention.
What records did you check?
What steps did you take to learn about him/her?
Did you actively seek to familiarize your self with him/her?
Assessment — did you request/conduct any?
How did you establish what entry point in the curriculum he/she was at?
With whom did you confer? (parents, resource, previous teacher)
How many times? When?
What did you hope to find out?
Was that what you expected?
What did you decide to do?
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5. Did you do anything special for this student in your class?
What did you try? — why did you do that?
How did you deal with curriculum expectations?
Did you do instructional accommodations? What did you hope he/she would achieve?
What do you think are the kinds of accommodations that (student) needs?
Did you accommodate for other areas? How, how often?
Describe his social needs? Self concept?

6. How do you keep track of (student)'s progress?
Do you do anything to keep track of his/her individual progress?
Why do you do that? For what purpose? How often?
Do you monitor progress on the IEP? - Who else is involved?

7. Do you work with any other teachers on staff? — School counselor, special education teacher,
administration? (not Teacher Assistants — they are next)

How does that happen? — fit with program?

Why do you do that? — can you explain how it works?

How useful did you find this for (student)? For you? As a source of advice? Support?

Who keeps track of the IPP part of Student A's progress?

Who else do you work with?

8. Do you work with a Teacher Assistant for (student)?
How does that happen? — fit with program?
Why do you do that? — can you explain how it works?
How useful is this for your work with (student)?
What else do you do?

9. How do you work with (Student)'s parents (guardians, family)?
When did you meet the initially? (for what purpose?)
Did you or the parent initiate the meeting?
How often do you meet them now? (for what purposes?)
Who initiates these meetings?
What do you see as the parents' responsibility in working with you?
Why do you think that is so?

10. If you had the power necessary, how would you “do” special education?
11. At your school how is a superior teacher distinguished from an average teacher?
12. Many thanks for taking the time to discuss the student. | hope you found the experience

positive — we don't often get time to reflect on what we do. Is there anything else you'd like to
tell me about how inclusion/ delivering services to students with IEP's works here?
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Appendix F

Interview Scoring Form

CODE: TOTAL SCORE:
Scale

1. Overall rating of Primary Attribution
1 point - Teacher attributes cause of studerifiedties to characteristics internal to the
student (ability, motivation, 1Q, disability, des@tion/label)
3 points - Teacher attributes student's diffiegltio parental, cultural, second language
and other exogenous factors.
5 points - Teacher attributes student's diffiegltio previous and/or current school and
instructional factors and lack of opportunity tare

2. Overall Rating of Responsibility
1 point - Teacher uses child's exceptionality giesiion to justify own non-involvement
and exemption from responsibility.
3 points - Teacher accommodates student but litrtidssactivities associated with child's
designation, not to needed functional objectiveg. @ccommodates time to learn, 'lowers
expectations')
5 points - Teacher describes efforts to understaiid's disability/difficulties and how
they influence other aspects of learning. Jusitiiis)/explanations of interventions seen
as being own responsibility in order to meet brsedof individual student needs.

3. Teacher’s priority for finding out abut the student with a disability
1 point - Teacher does not familiarize him/herseéth the characteristics of the incoming
student upon entry to the class
2 points - Teacher reads/examines information melitidelivered to him/her (e.g. IEP,
summary of information from previous grade)
3 points - Teacher actively investigates charattes of incoming student (e.g.
cumulative records, IEP, previous teachers, paresgsurce teacher)

4. Formal Assessment

1 point - Teacher understands purpose of fornsdsssnent (psycho-educational,
normative) to be taonfirmstudent's disability category

2 points - Teacher vacillates between understgnaisessment as confirmatory of deficit
and as instructionally useful

3 points - Teacher expects formal assessmentsctover information that is useful for
instructional planning and adaptation (e.g. leagriharacteristics and preferences, entry-
level skills)
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Grade level vs. functional curriculum

1 point - Teacher does not identify individualdgnt's entry point for learning but uses
curriculum expectations set for the grade level

2 points - Teacher relies on information in thenalative records or IEP information or
regularly scheduled board-wide tests to identifident's entry point for learning (grade
level identifiers)

3 points - Teacher relies on own and resourcéhexacinformal assessments and
individual observations with formal assessment &Rl data to identify student's entry
point for learning

Goals and Objectives

1 point - Teacher does not use individual goats@jectives in planning and
implementing classroom instruction for the student.

2 points - Teacher occasionally but not systeraliyicefers to individualized goals and
objectives in relation to classroom instruction thuis student

3 point - Teacher is systematic in incorporatimgjvidualized goals and objectives in
planning for and implementing classroom instrucfimnthis student

Social needs

1 points - Teacher is not aware of the socialtftEhip needs of the student and does not
do anything to assist the student to integrateafigdn the class

2 points - Teacher is aware of the student's boeieds but does not act to integrate the
student socially in the class

3 points - Teacher believes that the social neéttse student are important and acts to
integrate the student socially (e.g. arranging le&jdco-operative group roles, modeling
acceptance and caring, including student in clagnes and activities)

Accommodations

1 point - Teacher understands instructional aconodations to mean "lowering
expectations” (reducing quantity of work, lowerimgrformance standards). In the case of
modified objectives, teacher expects others wiflament them (Teacher Assistant,
parents, or Special Education teacher)

2 points - Teacher makes accommodations for tigest which lower expectations but
provides opportunities to work beyond the expecti

3 points - Teacher understands accommodationg&mmaintaining curriculum
expectations, and builds a variety of opportunitiekearn through instructional and
responding alternatives, supplemental technolotgy, e

Monitoring Progress

1 point - Teacher judges student performancelation to grade-level criteria set for total
class, or grade level criteria set for modifiedgyeom

2 points - Teacher judges student performanceobypcomising between grade-level
expectations and student's efforts to meet them

3 points - Teacher judges student performancermg of individualized achievement
criteria designed in tandem with the student's IEP.
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10.

Formal vs. Regular reporting

1 point - Teacher believes that student's progrees only be reviewed at formal
reporting times (e.g. when required to report teepts, report cards etc.)

2 points - Teacher believes in ongoing monitohgtudent progress, but does not do so
systematically (too little time, too many to traekecdotal records not kept up)

3 point - Teacher believes that student prognessls to be regularly monitored and has a
variety of ways of doing so (anecdotal recordscklsheets, individual notes and
communications with others)

11.

Individual vs. Collaboration (with special educatio teacher, colleagues)

1 points - Teacher sees resource/special eduddtistndent part-time in class) teacher as
primarily responsible for working directly with stent. Teacher does not integrate own
program with others'.

2 points - Teacher values collaboration with reselSpecial Education teacher as useful
and informative but does not integrate own progaauth expectations for this student with
others

3 points - Teacher values collaboration, uses sthiare common expectations, use
resources to increase opportunity for student khieae in class.

12.

Tracking Progress

1 point - Teacher assumes resource teacher avitéens are keeping track of student's
progress in their respective pieces of the stusiendigram.

2 points - Teacher assumes resource teacher atténs are keeping track of student's
progress in their respective pieces of the stuslipnbgram, and that checking in with each
other is needed occasionally.

3 points - Teacher values frequent conferencimpanning with resource and other
teachers and expects that resource will suppatestuearning objectives in the
classroom (e.g. pre-teaching vocabulary, concsptiing, helping with
accommodations)

13.

Planning and Implementation with Special EducationTeacher

1 point - Teacher views special education teaabgrimarily responsible for planning
and implementing accommodations and learning ot

2 points - Teacher views guiding the special etlosdeacher as important in designing
and implementing instruction, but then leaves sgemucation teacher to implement.

3 points - Teacher views self as primarily resgiaagor instruction, engaging in ongoing
planning, and implementation with special educateacher.
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14.

Collaboration with Special Education Teacher

1 point - Teacher views special education teaabgrimarily responsible for monitoring
student's progress, assumes that he/she will kaelp and update program as needed.
Checks in at formal reporting times

2 points - Teacher views guiding the special etlocdeacher as important but expects
special education teacher to monitor progress an#t imdependently, checking in as
needed.

3 point - Teacher expects to meet special edutédiacher regularly, receive progress
report and guide further development of intervamtiased on student progress.

15.

Parent Role

1 points - Teacher does not appear to respeahfmkmowledge and role in supporting
the child's learning.(e.g. sees parents as pahniegbroblem, interfering or neglectful,
having nothing to contribute).

2 points - Teacher values the parents' role ddbseor inconsistently draws upon it.

3 points - Teacher respects parent's role asparaer in supporting child's learning.
Teacher believes that parents are part of the te@htontacts them frequently.

16.

Parent Responsibility

1 point - Teacher does not see self as respenibinvolving parents beyond required
reporting duties (report card times, getting signabn IEP).

2 points - Teacher sees self as responsible forritihg parents through notes home, in
student agenda, e-mails, etc. when student's peafare is notable.

3 points - Teacher believes he/she has the redplitysio involve parents in meaningful
ways that relate to the student's progress (ineitatto participate in decision making,
frequent meetings in school and by phone).
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Appendix G
MEMBER CHECK COVER LETTER
Hi
First of all, thank you once again for your time for participating in my study.

| wanted to send you a copy of the interview we did together. Enclosed is the transcription
based on our taped interview. My purpose of sending this to you is:

1. So you can make sure what is written is what you meant to say.

2. If you have anything you would like to add, please do so. Possibly, you have thought
of things you wish you said during the interview, but didn’t. Or possibly, upon
reading the interview, you will think of additional things you would like to add,
elaborate or clarify.

If you have nothing to add or change, you do not have to send back anything to me. If you
would like to add or change anything, | would love to hear about it. Put your comments in
writing and send them via courier to me at Palmer House.

Also, if you noticed any spelling errors or any identifying information, please let me know.

Thank you! If you have any questions, do not hesitate to call (xxx-xxxx) or email me
(mcouat@email.unc.edu)

Sincerely,

Robert McOuat
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Appendix H

Correlation Matrix

The Pearson correlations range in value from -1.00 to +1.00. The coefficient$rcange

value from -1.00 to +1.00 and indicate the degree that low or high scores on one variable

tend to go with low or high scores on another variable.

Table 6: Correlation Matrix — Demographic Variables with Total Score

Years Cluster School Class Title 1 Total

Size Size Score

1 Years of Teaching Experience 1.00 222 -.227 -.418 277 .145
2 Cluster of SWDs 222 1.00 -.031 -.213 -.161 .190

3 School Size -.227 -.031 1.00 .262 -533 -.013
4 Class Size -.418 -.213 .262 1.00 -.223 -.193

5 Title 1 277 -.161 -533 -.223 1.00 .189
6 Total Score .145 .190 -.013 -.193 .189 1.00

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note: The correlation between the school size and Title 1 status was aighific .533, p

< .05. At first, this result did not seem relevant. However, from a broader perspacti
plausible rationale for the link between school size and Title status is intrigiisg it is
important to remember that Title 1 status could be a proxy for poverty - Tstknl i

important source of funding for many high-poverty districts and schools. Tstieelsigned

to help educate disadvantaged children—those with low academic achievememattendi
schools serving high-poverty areas. Analysis of the school size variablaptable that

two of the largest schools in the school district are not Title 1 schools. Both schools have
attendance that exceeds school capacity. So, without too much conjecture, a possible
explanation for the correlation could be that the more desirable schools are thitusva af
schools located on the suburban outskirts of the district that serve as ‘bedroom cgmmunit
for parent that commute into the larger cities outside the school district. Oménénand,

the poverty areas in the district have smaller schools due to less deswaglaneas for the
more mobile and affluent.
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Supporting Quotations

! One of the biggest obstacles in working with him is whether he has his medications. We
have gotten the parents to agree to let us give it to him at school. So that has made a big
difference just because if he does not have his medication, then it is a totalowvtsae f

day ... just because he can’t focus and pay attention or sit still even on his medicine. He
still has a hard time with that. (36b)

2 | think he got comfortable enough with me. | said I'm not going to get upgat idlid or
didn’t. | just want to know. So now, he will tell me, occasionally, he’ll say “Idbtg take
it, can | call home, because | know it helps me focus better.” And | never raallylst
about that. Twice he called home and they were not able to bring it. And I'll saiéis
we’ll get through it, it's fine.” | can deal with the hyperactivity-ness jlist that, when he
is without it, it is very difficult for him. | have to redirect him a lot. He'll e\a@ologize to
me and say “I'm sorry, I'll fix it.” “It's okay; I'll keep bringinggu back on track and
remind you.” Even when, he doesn’t have it, he wants to work hard and do well. (52)

% | have a student that is Hispanic. She has IEP specifically in writtendgagreading
comprehension, and math reasoning. She was retained. On top of having these djsabilities
if you want to call them that, her 1Q is low. It is probably, | don't know whawviesniéver

looked it up, but I've been told by the EC teacher that it is lower than average. (23b)

“ In fact this year has been kind of interesting because they have been kirittltihg up

his medicines to see which symptoms are more Aspergers and which symptoroseare m
ADHD. So they are kind of playing around with that to see which is the main cause of
some the problems that we have been having this year as far as academmgr(3da)

® S0, as long as you can keep one his medication, then he wants to learn and he can learn
(36b)

® That's the thing | try to instill in them. Let's work really, really hard, st bur class is
the best. So if you know something, that's good. But then go and help somebody else who
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doesn’t, because they need to know it, too, for our scores to be really, really good. So
that’s your job to help everybody. So I try to make it more community, community-
friendly. He’s fine.

"You are just trying to get to know them based on some assessments and someone one-on-
ones. Then when the relationship starts and they start telling you about themihifgs T
start to fall in place the start of it to either address you start buildingabn(52)

8 What he requires - he wants to know that he’s being helpful. | let him do stuff. | give
him responsibilities - bringing stuff up to the office. He goes and checks thatrai

o’clock every day. When he knows that he is being needed and being responsible that’s
really the best thing for him. He has anger issues. When he gets mad, | justditkert
down and talk to him. It doesn’t take long just to let him know that you are listening and
that you care. That's the main thing for him. (48)

% | think it's because | keep them so active. | try to make it as inteyestéhreal for them

as | can and connect it to their world. | think that is what helps. That is whaheets t
engaged. Like today, he has been asking me all day if he can start this redtades
project. He is very interested in military. He was so excited about the ledtstadies

project we did which was a poster and they did research and added pictures. Tloey had t
have a handout. You can be as simple as my example or you can be elaborateaad.you w
Whatever your style is. | just want you enjoy doing it. He was the firstoooeme in with

it; he was so interested in it. | could tell he did it completely on his own which iBke. |

to see that more than anything else. Yes he is already wanting to do the nprbjsicte

just on US military, like, World War I, then World War Il. (52)

9 Sometimes when | am doing a whole class, and | do, some kids get lost. So, when | have
him in that small group, when we are face-to-face, we can dig deeper intagtbetéer

than what | thought at like, inferential thinking. | wouldn’t have known that with the whole
class setting assessments. | mean | do that too, but the small group hagpered my

eyes. He knows more than what | thought he knew that sometimes the problem from here
to here analyze different kinds of assessments sometimes paper and peetimssiits a

verbal kind of assessment. (52)
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' Well last year, this is kind of funny story, on the playground you see these kidstand y
are going "No, please don't put that one in my class. Not that one. Not that one.'6lihen y
hear the name, you hear judgments, you hear things about that particular child, and you
pray that that is not going to happen. As soon as | got my list, lo and behold it happened,
and | was like "Oh my gosh, there he was." So | geared myself up. (49)

12| knew him because we have a small school. | knew him because he used to get in
trouble (23a).

1350 I talked with his last-year teacher and that helped some but in a way, it made me
almost more fearful because | hear this story and that story. Then | thoaghhava good
idea or not? (52)

141 knew that that he had been exited from the program but they were stilhgyevith
him behaviorally and then it was when (principal) asked me about having the student in my
classroom and | said sure | will take on any challenge. (34b)

15| don't go to the previous classroom teacher for a reason. | do not wanttigprej

the student. That is like my big no-no. | hate it when teachers come around and ask
me, “Who do you have on your list?” | say, “We are not going to do that because the
child may perform differently for me than they did for you.” (41)

16 She came from kind of a tough background. She is now living with her aunt; her and her
mother just didn't get along. That's her background. | think she went to sort of a rough
school. | think she was identified at that school as a.... Troublemaker. She camedhere
have had absolutely no trouble. (48a)

17 She makes sure that she reads every night; she signs her folder; she looks iat leings
agenda; so that | know she is paying attention to what's going on in her schoajdife | A

have invited her to tutoring, which means she has to be picked up separately, she rides the
bus now, and she agreed to do that. Her aunt, that is who | always talk to, her uncle came t
one of the IEP meetings, but her aunt in particular, has been very helpful andehlyer t
whatever it takes to help her. (48a)
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18 Socially, he fits right in with the rest of the kids. He gets along welll thigm. He's

always playing on the playground; playing sports with the rest of the boys. No tye rea
seems to ... They know he's older but no one really seems to tease him about that or hold it
against him in any way. (33)

9Yes, he wants to make sure he sticks up for the person that is getting made fun of. He is
very big. He's a big kid. He has been retained in the past, | don't know if | told yoldeha

is built like a rock; you don't want to mess him. He doesn't use that, he doesn't itgimida
with his physical presence, you just know you don't want to. He has a lot of common sense.
Which really helps a lot with his education. He compensates well, he will tityiro And

he just listens to what people say. He has a lot of coping mechanisms. (23a)

2030 | usually sit the students with a student that, in my mind, do the school thing teal wel
They don't necessarily have to be the absolute smartest kid in the class bawthty h
understand how school works. They are that teacher pleaser, the little clys® petrson

who gets school; they kind of shepherd her on a lot of time when she's kind of lost. (39)

%L There is a little bit of naivety that she has and the other kids are aware dictume
bursted out laughing or nobody said "Santa's not real" people just sort of winked and
nodded at each other. (39)

22 3ocially, he just doesn't have any concept of how to make friends or how to keep friends.
It's really bad ... in fifth grade, | feel like everyone wants to have friemfl®@ around

people. As far as some of the other fifth graders in the class, | think theyuindérstand that

he is different and try to be his friends. When they see him do things that they don't
understand so they just don't want to associate with him at all. He'll just sag; tHimgk it is

part of the Asperger's, he will say things that he is thinking. Like, for gbeaiine did this
yesterday. He'll say when someone is doing something dumb; he’ll say “Man, thatiyas
dumb.” He says exactly what he is thinking. So a lot of the kids don't know how to take that
and they don't take it very well. You know, in fact it can even ... on Friday, he almost got into
a fight with another student because he said something that was inappropridtetteetha
student and it made the student mad. So there is a part of me that | worry abouy,\siciall
him going into middle school next year, that if he can't get that social toigether ... if says

the wrong thing to someone, | don't know what would happen. (36)
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23 S0 she really can't get with her too much in fact one incident, in the beginning efithe y
she had an accident. | sent to the office, her dad was called to bring a change ®f Thethe
longer she sat there waiting for her dad; she just started to fall apanvaShme hysterics.
And every since then, confidence has been an issue with her it's to the point whetenever
she finishes reading a page she says “I finish the page, what should | do now?h€Turn t
page, go to the next one.” That incident has really created a downward spiral in her
confidence. (45)

24 But with my prior experience in B.E.D., | was very scared when they told rmache

B.E.D. label. That's why | went to the third grade teacher and the fourdle ¢gacher and |
was looking up anything | could. Because the last time that | had had a B.EdDI alab
pregnant and we had the sheriff come out and it was in (neighboring school distoai), t
them. The deputies took him off the premises. He was throwing the desk and books and
hitting me and everything. It was just really, really bad. And | was &¢maesource

teacher. |taught gifted and so he was in the gifted class. It wasiderd. But he was in

the gifted class. That was my prior experience, so | was prettfyemihenever | found out

I had a B.E.D. kid and | was pregnant again and it was like “Oh, no. Repeat, repéat.” (

%> By reading one-on-one and small group interaction - | needed him to get comfortable
with me - so that | could get a true reading of where he was at. So, spen@ingttim

him, finding out his interests, trying to find books that he’s interested in, becawkmive
usually like what we have difficulty doing. So, see what genre he liked and what his
interests are and make sure that | had plenty of those materialslaledeskim. (48b)

20 if it is something that he is really interested in he goes really overbdthrét and really
likes talking about it. (query). Anything nonfiction. He loves it. He loves leariaicty

about animals. He makes connections to things; he will talk... that is strength of hls... Wil
talk and talk and talk and tell you everything, everything he knows, and he wjtbtell

about a book that he read that has something in the book that he read now that he
remembers from something else. So he has really good recall with that too. (41b)

271 found out he’s really a phenomenal artist and loves graphic novels. So I've been
buying graphic novels; informed the lead teacher about the high interestsetieat from
a wide variety of students in my class. So they’ve been working on filling the book from a

156



graphic novel. 1try to read with him in small group, as often as possible, and one-on-one.
(48b)

28 \What he requires - he wants to know that he’s being helpful. | let him do stuff. | give
him responsibilities - bringing stuff up to the office. He goes and checks thatrai

o’clock every day. When he knows that he is being needed and being responsible that’s
really the best thing for him. He has anger issues. When he gets mad, | justditkert
down and talk to him. It doesn’t take long just to let him know that you are listening and
that you care. That's the main thing for him. (32)

9 You have to look at her chance of passing this EOG. | hate to keep bringing up that test
because it is really more about growth than about passing it. | have to geigpaBut at the

same time we are being judged as professionals on how we move these kids or hofukuccess
they are. To me, | know they are EC kids, but they expect us to work miracles withtheer
resources. (23b)

30 30 every now and then she’ll make a comment or a compliment about something that
someone is doing well in the school. I'd walk by and see what they are doing. To ng, that i
the superior teachers who are trying to keep their principal happy, and doindneyfat t
supposed to be doing. (41a)

31 Then they (adminstrator) kind of said, “OK. Here’s your best teachers. Ge®tsisr
part of their lesson and this part of their lesson. There’s a lot of friction thasdoom that.”
(query). Some teachers felt they were , this is how | perceived it, it wasstatesl but you
could just kind of tell with behaviors that there were teachers that felt thawvéreynot doing
as well as they thought they were, or they thought they were doing bettem@mazi
enough that they should have been selected. That kind of thing. (45)

32'you have to look at her chance of passing this EOG. | hate to keep bringing up that test
because it is really more about growth than about passing it. | have to géigpaBut at the

same time we are being judged as professionals on how we move these kids or hofukuccess
they are. To me, | know they are EC kids, but they expect us to work miracles withtheer
resources. | mean | do the best | can. | have a teachers assistant for adayouishare her

with kindergarten because kindergarten has her 75% of the time and | have her fortB&% of
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time. So | do a lot of one-on-one with those children. ... | have two lowest EC kids. (Other

5th grade teacher) has one that is really low too. But | have the two lowestifthtigeaide. |

have the two lowest in the fifth-grade. They have a 1% chance of passing@G&\EQet all

that data from the central office; they have a 1% chance of passing. |winedrmare you

supposed to do? | try not to even look at those numbers because you don't want to get to the
point where you are not going to even try to work with the student and get them to where they
need to be. (23b)

% They fail since the third grade. They are set up for failure. They are geing to pass.

They are told every year, at least 8 times a year that they agetgdail. (Query)

Benchmarks, EOG, another EOG and then another EOG. Then the whole year is looming over
them like the SAT used to for us. | mean, if we are going to have, in the future, we are
supposed to be focusing on them graduating from high school, so why are we focusing on
them failing everything every year. (23b)

34 This has shifted since our County has towards a more regimented, controlling of the
classroom teacher. (39)

% Impossible to do every single one of them. | do no planning at school. | do no grading at
school. That all goes home, because, when I'm at school from the time | walk ihentil t
time | leave - almost -- | am with students and helping them. Somebodsateags

something. There’s always something to do. (48b)

% There’s not a lot of communication. This year I've not had that issue becausgatjtrsit
one and he doesn’t go out much. ... A lot of communication about what's going on in both
classrooms. What is working well and what is not working, what needs to happen to help
him. It's as much my fault as it was anybody’s fault last year, but thexgustano
communication. So you don’t know what’s going on -- how they are doing in there.
Sometimes they are doing something totally different in there. (49)

371t would be nice if we could have the EC teachers plan with us and collaborate more about
what they are doing in class because we get no grades from them and to be hoaesbwe g
work from them. (41a)

3| really don't know what she is working on to be honest. As far as what | anngornk |
go and tell her "we are working on this, can you work on this with so-and-so?" Oke wee
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we were doing cause and effect. So, for her students, | said "look at thesdhegtdon't
get it -can you go over this with them?" She’ll tell me whenever they andrwg on some
writing stuff but as far as... | don't know what she is doing in reading with 82b) (

% Here, they are so hung up on their individual goals, | mean | don't know the legbhrass
sure there is some legality to make sure that they get their individualbotds me it is
unrealistic to expect the EC teacher to come here and work with a speaifeclgvel and
then work on the individual goals of the student. (23b)

“0 feel like everyone here has been really supportive of him. They know thigositaad

they know his case like. If | called the school counselor and say that he is &grigem,

she will come in no time and help him work through his emotions. If he is angry, she will tr
to help him get settled back down. Our principal also is very familiar with him| s@é&d
something or if he is having a problem, I can call her and she will come down lesldike
everyone knows his case and they are very supportive of his case and try to helmhich as
as they can. (36a)

“1\When the EC teacher comes in and | think that works better because thdyiarthsti
classroom they are still getting what I'm getting; we can communie#ter land can

collaborate better because she is in the room with me. If there is one or twdwtbatss
sometimes, she'll work with one other student that is not understanding it too so that is not
singling them out. So | kind of like that a little bit better, at least in my expm this year.

(33)

2 And actually, to tell the truth, | base a lot of my lessons, whole group, just whatteéno$

their IEP's. | mean they all have to do it. | have pacing guides but stillimyassons, |

really try to hit that hard because that's something they all neecgn®a | got the

notebook, one for math and one for reading and one personal one. So for each day for reading,
| can open it up, and I'll have five minute, we’ll do something, I'll give a teachoint, we'll

talk about it. Like | was telling him today “I notice you done this or that, so whahged to

do is try to do this.” (52)
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3 One teacher that | work with, in my grade level, she has the AIG cluster. She is an
excellent teacher, | mean regardless of whatever type the student.sHewaesger,

she has more time to plan. | mean, it is so ironic that we have the lower students but
we don't have the time to think of more individualized instruction. She has the time
because she has the higher kids. | mean, it's like, with her having AIG dhaster

go to the AIG teacher for reading. If you have six AIG kids, they leave ypoun,r

so if you have a class of 24 then you only have 18 kids to do a reading group. For me
and (other 5th grade teacher with cluster), we have to teach reading for our whole
class. So we have six extra kids that we have for reading group. (23b)

41 do feel for Ms. (5th grade teacher with EC cluster) because of likesassnts and things,
she's already got the deck stacked where she is not going to perform &owviledire are some
flaws and that too. (39)

> like the inclusion, but the hesitant thing about it is that there have been sarmevhere |
have had large amounts of EC students... And it becomes a kind of struggle about where is you
energy going in your classroom. Because | just have one this year, it is a@pexdial
situation, it doesn't impede me that much. But years where | have had clusters of®& or 7 E
students, then | may have the AIG students as well, it becomes very diffiaxggte pll those
balls because you want to provide all of your students with what is challengirigisbut
difficult. So I don't think EC students should be ability grouped, or put in class forueikie
or that level kid. But | do think, a lot of times, our programs seem geared towards those
students, and | worry about is that pulling time away from your mainstreg®nstor our

gifted student because you are putting a lot of energy into helping the EC sBideagain this
year, that is not really an issue for me. But in the past | have felt cedfatiout...

%] would also like to have more training and | know that's hard. | mean we iaesitia
everything, but it always seems like EC is the one | haven't had much traidotgfAhat is
just things I've read on my own or the (EC teacher) tell me, tell me, teéhvagything they
know. I'd like to be able to know all the specifics that she knows and she is gettingnmd t
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don't feel like there's enough of that. We get a lot of technology training vehigkat; we get a
lot of training in reading, which is good; but if | counted up all the training for EC ... on one
hand. I'm ashamed. Because I think | could do a lot better when I'm doing right now vight no
I'm feeling my way around with (EC teacher) holding my hand. (52)

*” Sometimes, it's the next step to take with her. Sometimes, it's just tarctmdirwhat I'm
doing is best and in her interest for an LD child since that's not my background. (45a)

“8 1 will tell you that through that program, | never had any special educaining. They
never offered special education so | had no special training coming intoskmola. None
whatsoever; not a special education class; nothing to do with special edutegi never
heard of an IEP. (36a)

91 don't know enough about it. Like | said | never had that class. | don't know ertmugh a
it to... | have never done it before.... | don't know what else they do besides whqEGaw
teacher) do. (36a)

*0 | would say that, with my class that | have this year, | go home in teatrsJast because
it's impossible for one person to meet the needs of all the kids that | have. The eeseds ar
varied and spread out everywhere. (36a)

*1 part of my constraint is that | really need to be going about half the Bmegoing now

and | can’t because of all the curriculum expectations. Fifth-gradewum is ridiculous

when it comes to what we're supposed to be doing from the beginning of the year to the end
of the year. And these kids are just not ready for it. | have some kids who drm§rfseir
assignments, working in a group; they have people in their group that can't read whae the
doing. | have got students who are finishing and | don’t want to give them additional
assignments because I'm giving them in enrichment kind of work, which has proved to be
extremely difficult this year because of the ranges. (36b)
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2 Because | feel that strong need to do what that document (IEP), then the other ldds in th
classroom have to find something to do while you're trying to take care of an
accommodation. Somebody’s losing. (41c)

>3 One thing | liked was they grouped them by level and that helped a lot. Like they were
together a lot of the day ... They would have all the kids in the morning come together a
the teacher would do an activity. Then other kids would go to other rooms by level, and the
teacher would work with them all day. Like the really high performing; tbegwe worked

with was the low; they were mostly Spanish and African American. You hadctottesm

how to learn to read in third grade because they still didn't understand stuff. (41a)

**To me it would be ideal to have the EC children bunched together in the room. Like in the
grade level, to where the teacher could work, specialized, towards that. S arrassistant

or someone else in the room; they could work with the other children that are inclulkded in t
classroom. Almost like the class was made for the EC. (41a)

* For special education, when you have all children in one classroom; by all stlheran
EC, your regular ed and your AIG kids, I think it is hard to reach all kids becaus@ s
kids are bored, your EC kids don't get it, and then you are left with your reguttndents.
So | think if you could group students more: getting your EC cluster togethertind ge
your regular education cluster together and your AIG cluster togetheroytmufmd
teachers that specialize in those certain areas. They would use tofatlgrdiftrategies to
reach totally different groups of kids. | think those strategies, | am regeayself here,
your EC teachers, they would work on reading strategies aren't gettikigghreading levels
up compared to the AIG teachers would give those students more of a challenge tGat the E
kids couldn't handle or some of the regular Ed kids couldn't handle. So that might be
something different. (29)

*% | think sometimes the mainstreaming hurts. If | could do it, | would change safre of
mainstreaming stuff, because for some kids that are just so far behind, | thitleyhgét
very disgusted and discouraged and their self esteem is just really, toecaise they can’t
get to where their classmates are and they feel that they are just dummi that if they
were in a setting where they were made to feel more successful - | krtofathlaclassroom
teacher can try, that they still can see those peers and they judge thempdtvevhat those
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peers are doing. | think that | would base it on what their classroom teadbgif they
were being mainstreamed, and just decide from there what would be the begt $4fic)
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