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Abstract

This study was a reflective analysis of a data driven system change for
inclusion. The study's overall purpose was to determine if the change that was
gradually and systematically implemented over a period of four years, was successful.
It utilized school wide, anonymous teacher surveys, which were gathered over the

four year period, along with individual face-to-face interviews of five elementary
school teachers which were conducted in the fourth year. All participants were
encouraged to be open and honest in their answers in order to determine if the
program was truly working for our students. Surveys were quantified to determine
rate of success according to the Likert scale of 1-5. Comments were then compiled
and examined to identify common themes present throughout all interviews.
Common themes were: what is working, what is not working, and level of success.

Key Words: Inclusive education, systems change, teacher satisfaction
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CHAPTER!

Introduction
Sitting Down for Your Beliefs: A Systematic Approach to Change
A woman sat down on a bus. She didn't want to cause any trouble. She was
simply tired. Little did she know that from her simple act would come a change so
extreme that the world would never be the same. This woman was used to living in a
system; accepting a way of being, the status quo. Then the status quo became too
much for her tired feet to handle. Rosa Parks felt that she had to take a seat and when
told to give it up she refused, even though the result of her action was her arrest.
Although the system was not ready for the change, the world was going to get one.
The civil rights movement is a story of violent change. It involved cross burnings,
demonstrations, arrests, and deaths. Not every change has to be like that. When a
systematic method of change is used, radical change can happen when key players
accept and embrace that change.
Since before the inception of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
(IDEA) Act in the 1980s, the entity known as special education has undergone many
changes. Some of them have employed a systematic method of change while others
have involved more lengthy court battles. The catalyst to change was Madeline Will
(Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002; Kavale, 2002; Roach, Salisbury & McGregor,
2002), then Secretary of Special Education, who was not only the voice of hundreds
of parent advocates, but also a parent of a child with Down's syndrome. This group
knew the capabilities of their children and saw the need for a more inclusive method
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of educating children with disabilities. As Dunn (1968) stated "much of our past and
present practices [of mainstreaming] are morally and educationally wrong" (p. 5).
From the work of this group came the Regular Education Initiative (REI)
(Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002). This initiative was the first step in making the
change towards a more inclusive education for children with disabilities. To
undertake this change Madeline Will looked at the current practice of a segregated
education system of education for children with disabilities and those without. She
saw the endless possibilities that a partnership of resources could bring and then
developed a plan to include children with disabilities in the mainstream of education.
Although it has been a slow process, what has resulted from her attempts is the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), its two reauthorizations (Roach,
Salisbury & McGregor, 2002), as well as many debates, staff developments and
trainings, college courses, and court cases. Each step of the process brings education
closer to a more inclusive way to educate children with disabilities with their nondisabled peers.
Why Inclusion

Many schools across the nation have been attempting to institute the changes
that IDEA has mandated. As a teacher in a small coastal southern California district,
I embraced the vision of inclusion. I believe that every child can benefit from the
learning that goes on in the environment of the general education classroom. When
you take a child out of the general education classroom then you have created an
environment that is artificial and everybody loses something. For example, the
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general education teacher loses the opportunity to diversify the lesson, the student
without a disability loses the opportunity to see that he can learn from his peer with a
disability, and the student with a disability loses the social interaction within the peer
group.
What IDEA says about including children with disabilities in the general
population is about as clear as the water in the Boston Harbor, which has been
undergoing massive cleanup efforts since 1985. The Federal Government wrote the
law, but leaves it up to each state to interpret how they will implement it. However,
there is one stipulation. The basic law must be met. The guidelines can be exceeded,
but they must be met. How each state determines to undertake the changes that the
law mandates is the purview of the state. Nevertheless, if the state wants to continue
to receive funds under the recent reauthorization of IDEA, it must "ensure that any
State rules, regulations, and policies relating to this title conform to the purposes of
this title" (Public Law 108-446, 2004 ). Because of this latitude in interpretation, a
systematic approach to change must be undertaken at a local level. Therefore, how
each state implements the inclusive model of education is based upon its
interpretation of IDEA. The effectiveness of the change is based upon the type and
level used as well as the commitment of the key players to the change.
Research Question and Hypothesis

The educational system is a virtual laboratory of change. The students are
often used as guinea pigs in our quest to build a better mouse trap or standardized
test. My main focus of this thesis is to determine if the changes that I am
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implementing in my school in regards to inclusion of children with disabilities into
educational settings with peers without disabilities are beneficial to students, teachers,
and overall school climate. My hypothesis is that if a systematic approach is taken
and the teachers are given a voice in the change then inclusion will be more readily
accepted. An important aspect of this systematic approach will be to review all
available data pertinent to the change, because, as stated in Research Connections in
Special Education, "looking at data helps us understand what is working and what is
not (2003, p. 1). To provide insight to my hypothesis, I will be reviewing specific
data that consists of teacher surveys, district level standardized test results and
interviews with random teachers involved in the inclusion process.
In order to have these changes that I want to occur established I decided to
employ a model developed by Kastner, Villa, and Thousand (2000) which they call
the Inclusive Change Framework. The reason for choosing this model was that it
employs a humanistic approach to change. This framework uses a multi-phased
approach that begins with the individual, in this instance me, and grows to a shared
vision, the general educators and the administration. Each phase considers how every
participant involved in the change is affected by the change and looks to the future or
next step of the change. In other words it is a linear approach to change with each
phase based upon the previous phase's success.
How Looking at the Change Will Impact the Inclusion Process

Misconceptions of inclusion exist due to fear of the unknown. For every book
or article written in favor of inclusion there is another written about how inclusion
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harms all students. Kaufman & Hallahan in The Illusion of Full Inclusion start of by
saying that "Students with disabilities are in peril [of being mainstreamed]" (1995, p.
5). Dedicated teachers with a predilection for non-inclusion may read publications
like this one and assume that inclusion is an all or nothing prospect which endangers
children. By systematically reviewing the process of change at my school I hope to
open channels of communication in order to discover if those assumptions exist and
also to determine where possible roadblocks may occur. By providing teachers with
data to influence team driven decisions, I hope to move our school into the final phase
of the Inclusive Change Framework.
Change happens whether we ask for it or not. By using a systematic method
of change and then reviewing where we are in the change process it doesn't have to
be as daunting as it can at first appear. Life doesn't have to be as hard. Rosa Parks
sat down and refused to give up her seat for her beliefs. I believe that we can all sit
down together for the good of all children.
School Setting
A story is told of a school for animals that implements a new curriculum.
This curriculum involves specific standards in running, swimming, hopping, flying,
and burrowing. All animals must be able to pass each standard at a level of proficient
or higher in order to graduate. No animal will be left behind. The rabbit starts out
well in his hopping, running, and burrowing classes and immediately is ranked the
highest in his class. Unfortunately, the pressure to maintain that ranking when he
passes into the next grade proves too much for him when faced with the tasks of
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flying and swimming, so he begins to fail his other classes, for as you know, fourth
grade is much harder. His parents are soon called into a meeting and he is referred
for special education testing. All parties involved are hopeful that he will soon be
getting the help that he needs.
This is a common scene at Coast School District (a pseudonym) located on the
southern California coast thirty-four miles north of the city of San Diego. We are a
district of two schools, Martha Smith and Coast School (pseudonyms). Coast School
serves three hundred eighty students in kindergarten through third grade. Martha
Smith serves four hundred students in grades three through six. The majority of
students enrolled are white (70%) with the next highest group being classified as
Hispanic (23.5% ). Approximately 8% of students receive special education services,
excluding those who receive speech and language services only.
Both Coast School and Martha Smith have been designated as California
Distinguished Schools. High standards are set that students are expected to meet.
While some of these standards may seem as improbable as a rabbit learning to fly,
they are not impossible because of the dedicated staff. This is why I determined to
introduce the inclusion model at Martha Smith Elementary.
Limitations

Inclusion is a broad subject that encompasses many factors, such as, where it
is taking place, who is involved, the teachers, students, administrators, parents, and at
what level. Some of the limitations of this study are that it is focused on one school
and its culture and therefore it may not be replicated in another setting. An obvious
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limitation in regards to the nature of surveys is that they are subjective and can be
solely based upon an individual's perception. Not every teacher involved in the
change process responded to each survey and the number of respondents decreased
over the four years. Another apparent limitation was the number of teachers
interviewed compared to the number of teachers involved with inclusion.
Additionally, interviews represent the educators' opinion, which may not directly
match the actual practices in their schools or classrooms.
An additional problem was the fact that the researcher could not completely
be unbiased, due to the fact that she was an educator in the school in which the
systems change was conducted. Themes chosen and emphasized were also subject to
researcher's current knowledge base and professional biases.
Definition of Terms

Advocate - A representative for the individual with a disability; usually a legal
representative such as a lawyer or a school psychologist or sometimes a parent.
Educational Benefit - Appropriate advances made by the child with a disability when
provided with similar opportunities as his non disabled peer.
Collaboration- Teachers working cooperatively in order to achieve a pre-determined
outcome.
Curriculum - A set course of study or educational outcomes.
FAPE- Free and Appropriate Public Education, mandated by IDEA for each student
with a disability. No child can be put into a program or setting that is more restrictive
or less restrictive than is appropriate for their educational benefit.
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General Education- The educational setting where the majority of students without
disabilities receive their education.
Inclusion - The practice of educating children with disabilities in the same setting as
children without disabilities. Also known as full inclusion, responsible inclusion and
mainstreaming.
IDEA- Individuals with Disabilities Education Act formerly known as Public Law
94-142 recently reauthorized as PL 108-446. This law provides individuals with
disabilities educational rights in the public sector and generally mandates how those
rights are to be provided.
LRE - Least restrictive environment. The practice of educating students in an
environment that provided them with the most access appropriate to the general
education setting.
No Child Left Behind (NCLB)- historic, bipartisan education reform effort that
President Bush proposed his first week in office and that Congress passed into law on
January 8, 2002. It is built on four principles: accountability for results, more choices
for parents, greater local control and flexibility, and an emphasis on doing what
works based on scientific research.
Mainstrearning - Another term for inclusion.
REI- Regular Education Initiative passed in late 1980s which called for the end of
segregation of students with disabilities. Brainchild of Madeline Will. It was the
forerunner of IDEA.
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RSP - Resource Specialist Program, a type of special education program where a
special education teacher or aide provides assistance in the regular education setting
or in the special education setting 1-59% of the time.
Special Education - Specialized Program of Education provided for children who
qualify under IDEA.
SDC - Special Day Class, Self-contained special education classroom for students
who receive special education services outside of the general education setting more
than 59% of the day.
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CHAPTER2
Review of Literature
What Experts Say
Beginning a study into change is a daunting task. Much is written about
change, how to go about it, what resources to use and what pitfalls to avoid (Fleming
& Love, 2003; Kavele, 2002; Kostner, Villa & Thousand, 2000; Weiner, 2003).

However, when attempting to put a change into practice it is important to periodically
go back to the research and examine what others have been trying. In review, four
basic themes developed; change itself, data-driven change, inclusion, and inclusion
with change.
What's There To Be Afraid Of?
Educators are bastions of change. The desire to take an unformed mind and
provide it with the tools and skills that will enable it to "rock the world" is a driving
force within most of them. Teachers throughout history have encouraged change;
from Socrates, who was killed for his blasphemous practice of teaching the young
men of Greece to question everything; to John Scopes, who wanted to teach the
young people in Dayton, Tennessee that man may have evolved from apes:
It is not so much that we are afraid of change or so in love with the
old ways, but it's that place in between that we fear ... .It's like being
between trapezes. It's Linus when his blanket is in the dryer. We
have nothing to hold on to (Ferguson, 2005).
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People do need something to hold on to as they go through changes. It can be
a belief that the change is the best thing for the people involved (Weiner,
2003), or that they have a voice in the change and that they will be supported
during the change (McLeskey & Waldron, 2000). Throughout the process
there must be an empirical yet humanistic approach that focuses on shared
experiences in order to address conflicts in a productive manner while
realizing the vision of change (Fleming & Love, 2003; Kavale, 2002). When
there is proof that the change is for the better of the parties concerned, there
will be more willingness to wait during the in between time.
Where's the Proof?

Most educators have basically been in tune with the possibility of educating
children in new and different ways, but now they are demanding more data to prove
that the new bandwagon is actually taking us somewhere (Hagan-Burke & Jefferson,
2002). This drive is coming from the emphasis placed on ALL students to perform
on standardized tests and the responsibility given to teachers to ensure that ALL
students achieve to that level. (No Child Left Behind, 2004).
From this Act (NCLB) there has not only been a National focus on a desire for
equal access in education, it has also provided educators with a number of data to
guide educational decisions. This "data, rather than personal philosophy, should
drive decisions" (Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002, p. 3) when determining best
practice for educating children. Additionally, Thurlow stressed that in order to fully
use the data provided, educators must "first reflect on why it is important to look at
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data" and then determine how the data can be used in making decisions. (Research
Connections, 2003, p. 3). We must have an understanding of what data is and why
we use it. Without this understanding, the data is simply a bunch of numbers and
symbols that stand for meaningless ideas.
The Inclusion Conclusion

Much has been written about inclusion. For the purpose of this study it must
first be understood that in the research, inclusion took on the names of full inclusion,
responsible inclusion, mainstreaming and had at times been confused with LRE (least
restrictive environment) which is a continuum of services that includes specialized
program developed solely for children with disabilities (Bateman & Bateman, 2002;
Kavale, 2002; Mamlin, 1999; Phillips & Sapona, 1995; Research Connections, 2003).
Each expert had defined inclusion in slightly varying terms.
Hagan-Burke and Jefferson (2002) defined inclusion as the total immersion of
students with disabilities in the general education curriculum with an emphasis on
services rather than setting; in other words, students having access to the lessons, but
not necessarily the other students. They also provided a caveat for this category
which was responsible inclusion. This represented the involvement of individuals
with disabilities in general education classes only when it was deemed appropriate.
While these definitions encompassed the more physical side of education,
Phillips and Sapona (1995) saw inclusion as more of a philosophical event with
programmatic events occurring once a meeting of the minds had first taken place.
Others saw inclusion as an attempt to break down barriers and obvious lines of
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demarcation being able to enter into a classroom and not decipher which child is in
special education (Mamlin, 1999). Since even the experts could not agree on a
definitive term for inclusion there is no wonder that there has been so much confusion
which has historically led to failure in the inclusionary scenario.
In order to facilitate a successful environment of inclusion, the first step
should be to come to an understanding of the definitions, and then to set goals for the
experience. Among these goals should be a mutually agreed upon interest for doing
inclusion, student collaboration, cooperative and partner group learning opportunities,
and support for what will occur. Often what leads to failure is that the physical
logistics, such as daily planning, of inclusion are planned for while the long term
aspects, such as teacher support and on-going training, are over-looked (Phillips &
Sapona, 1995; Villa, Thousand, Nevin & Liston, 2005; Voltz, Brazil & Ford, 2001).
Including Change

Inclusion has been a hotly debated subject since the inception of the REI. For
proponents it is a long awaited change, but for opponents it is a change that should
not occur. With all of the above mentioned obstacles it is not surprising that so many
opponents exist. The challenge then lies within changing the attitude toward
inclusion.
Most research delineated similar approaches when making the switch to
inclusion both in the successful attempts and in those that were less successful.
Typically, the less successful attempts tended to force the change without soliciting
participant attitudes regarding inclusion or when a top-down approach was used, with
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the administration mandating a change to inclusion or when the attempt was to
integrate students rather than the educational systems (Kavale, 2002; Mamlin, 1999;
Mooney, Phelps & Anctil, 2002; Voltz, Brazil & Ford, 2001). All of these factors,
along with assuming that the change would just happen if everyone worked hard,
were recipes for a disastrous inclusionary experience. Conversely, when a systematic
approach with data-driven planning, reflection, and follow-up that involved whole
school change rather than simply add-on programs was used schools reported
successful changes to inclusive programs (Katsiyannis & Conderman, 1995, Knoster,
Villa & Thousand, 2000; McLeskey & Waldron, 2000).
In the Knoster, et al framework, also known as the Inclusive Change
Framework, the linear approach to change involved four time elements or phases: the
initiating, implementing, maintaining and evolving phases. Within each time element
or phase there were five components: vision, skills, incentives, resources, and action
planning. As the change toward an inclusive school environment is sought, each
phase is supported by the key players as well as the events that were undertaken in the
previous phase. The ultimate goal of the Inclusive Change Framework was to create
a change that became autonomous of the key players, one that developed an ongoing
action plan for change with new leaders in mind.
First, however, to appropriately implement these changes to inclusionary
practices, there had to be a key player who understood and embraced the vision of
inclusion. From this a dialogue began as to why children with disabilities should be
educated with their non-disabled peers. Then it was possible to plan. Research
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showed that without proper prior planning of why as well as how, the attempt at
inclusion was not as successful (Walther-Thomas, 2001). When in the planning
phase all researchers agreed that the most useful common framework to use for
changing to an inclusionary school utilized a shared vision, celebrated unique skills,
provided incentives for successes, maintained resources during and after the change,
and outlined a clear action plan involving reflection.
Reflecting Forward

Looking backwards can help in the quest to perfect the future. Each step
along the path toward change should be carefully monitored and recorded in order to
know what was done right so that it can be repeated, or to know what was done
wrong in order to avoid it. Review of the existing data enabled researchers to come
to the conclusion that current practices of inclusion were not appropriate and then
make decisions to change current practices. Continual reflection assists in
maintaining a vigilant watch over the practice of inclusion so that it can remain
systematic and decisions can be data-driven. In doing this, change can happen while
providing teachers with a security blanket to hold on to.
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CHAPTER3
Methodology
Introduction

I attended elementary school during the 1970s, pre-IDEA. Watching the
special classes where the dumb kids went, I was curious about them, very curious.
Next door to my home was a family who took in foster kids. Since they were right
next door, and I was a friendly girl, I would play with them after school and on the
weekends. Most of the kids had disabilities, either physical or mental and they went
to the special classes, because in the 1970s it didn't matter what their problem was,
they all went to the special classes. What intrigued me though was that the kids
called it "The Dumb Class," but when I played with those kids they didn't seem dumb
to me. I actually had a lot of fun with them.
Fast forward 20 years. I was now a pre-service teacher learning for the first
time about inclusion. Glimpses of Pleasant View Elementary ran through my
memory as I began to embrace the vision of not separate, but equal. Each year I
learned more until I could implement the vision and make it a reality. This study will
outline the steps that I have taken to change my elementary in Southern California
into an inclusionary school.
The Design of Inclusion

The basic design of this study revolved around a reflective analysis of data
gathered during the process of an endeavor at a systematic change at the elementary
school at which I work as a special education Teacher. The study was based in action
research where "teachers study their own problems or concerns in their own
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classrooms [or schools]" (Gay & Airasian, 2003). The justification for this was that
after selecting the Inclusive Change Framework (Knoster, Villa & Thousand, 2000),
which is a linear, reflective and participatory model of change, as the most effective
vehicle to enact a system wide change, I determined that in order to best answer the
questions I had about how successful this experiment was I needed to look at the
practices within my own classroom and school.
Subjects

The participants of this study included teachers who taught classes of third
through sixth grade students. All teachers had at least four years of teaching
experience with the average years of experience being 15. The total teaching staff
numbers 23 teachers. All teachers were surveyed regardless of their involvement in
the inclusion program. Teacher interviews were taken from this group and were
chosen for number of years of service, involvement in inclusion, availability and
willingness to participate.
Materials

This research study used a series of surveys utilizing a Likert scale (see Table
1) administered to ascertain teacher satisfaction of the inclusion process. The surveys
were self designed and centered upon the theme on inclusion. Each statement was
designed to elicit numerical responses, through the Likert scale, in regards to how the
respondent felt about the inclusion process at Martha Smith Elementary School as
well as encouraging individual comments brought up by the statements.
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Also utilized were interviews which consisted of three standardized questions
and probing questions that arose from the standardized questions (see Table 2).
The Procedure of Inclusion: Collecting the Data

Surveys
The first step in the process of this study was to collect data. This was done in three
different ways. First, a survey utilizing a Likert scale was developed for teachers that
would indicate at which point the school was at in the process of the Inclusive
Change Framework (Knoster, Villa & Thousand, 2000). The survey consisted of ten
questions relating to how the teachers felt regarding programmatic changes and the
support they were receiving during the systems change process (see Table 1). The
surveys were anonymous and were completely voluntary. Surveys were given at the
beginning, middle, and end of the school year. Teachers were given one week to
complete them. All originals were collected and kept in a secure location. Once the
surveys had been collected, the information was analyzed into information describing
overall satisfaction of the program and teacher comments with every reasonable
measure taken to unsure anonymity. This summary was then disseminated back to
the teachers for their review.
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Table 1 Survey Given to Teachers
Dear Teachers,
I am currently gathering information about the RSP/SDC program at Ada
Harris. This informal survey will be used to evaluate the process in which we includ e
children with learning disabilities in general education. Please answer the following
questions regarding this process as you see it. The surveys are anonymous so please
feel free to answer honestly and openly. The purpose of this exercise is to improve
the special education program. Please return this survey to me by the end of the
week. Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions, please contact
me in room 10 or at ex. 110.
Thanks
Disa~rree

A!!Tee Stronf!lv Ag:ree NA

1. I feel supported by the RSP/SCD teacher/staff.

1

2

3

4

5

X

2. I have adequate time to plan/communicate
with the RSP/SCD teacher.

1

2

3

4

5

X

3. The time students with IEPs spend in my class
is meaningful.

1

2

3

4

5

X

4. The time RSP/SCD staff spends in my room

1

2

3

4

5

X

1

2

3

4

5

X

6. I am aware of the students IEP goals.

1

2

3

4

5

X

7. RSP/SDC staff values my opinions.

1

2

3

4

5

X

8. RSP/SCD and Regular Ed work as a team.

1

2

3

4

5

X

9. I am happy with the inclusion process at
Ada Harris.

1

2

3

4

5

X

10. I would recommend inclusion to others.

1 2

3

4

5

X

is meaningful.

5. I understand the justifications for the
students' accommodations.

Comments:
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Table 2 Interview Fonn Used

Interview Questions
Interviewee: ___________
1.

Tell me about your understanding of inclusion.

2.

How do you see the process of inclusion in your classroom?

3.

Explain what your classroom is like this year.

I consent to having this interview tape recorded and understand that my name will
not be used in this thesis. X - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -

Personal Interviews

The second method of collecting data was through personal interviews. These
took the form of three open-ended questions which sought to identify each teacher's
perceptions of the changes in how the school approached educating children more
specifically in its delivery of special educational services. See Table 2 for the
interview questions. The interviews were conducted face-to-face and were intended to
reveal the teachers' general impressions regarding inclusion and the specific delivery
changes in order to determine in which phase of the Inclusive Change Framework
(Knoster, Villa & Thousand, 2000) the school exists. Additionally, probing questions
were also asked.

Interview questions were given to the participants prior to the

actual interview so that they would have the opportunity to adequately recall
information and provide more in-depth responses. The interviews were recorded onto
audio tape and then reviewed at a later date to ensure accuracy. Interviews were
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conducted at the schools were the teachers worked. All those involved were informed
that their names would not be included any part of the publication of this study and
that they would be presented only by the title of their position. Interviews lasted 2030 minutes depending on participants' length of response to each question. All
information was kept confidential and private in a secure location. Teacher
participation was voluntary and participants were chosen based upon number of years
of service (at least 4), active involvement in the inclusionary experience, and
availability to the interviewer. Interviews were not shared with general staff.
Standardized interview questions are presented in Figure 2.
The final data collecting method was utilizing extant data such as comparing
state and district level standardized test scores prior to the inclusionary program with
test scores after the program in order to see if a causal relationship existed. Also used
were correspondence such as email, and teacher notes. These were deemed important
in order to monitor school climate as well as teacher perceptions of how the process
was evolving.
Reviewing the Data

Once the data was collected it was reviewed and sorted to determine school
placement within the Inclusive Change Framework. The numerical data from the
surveys was analyzed and clustered by Average of Respondents as well as Average of
Statements. A content analysis of responses to interview questions as well as
comments on the survey was performed to identify themes. Themes were then
categorized into three main groups: What Works, What Doesn't Work, and Perceived
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Placement within the Inclusive Change Framework. This method was determined to
be the most beneficial because it was then possible to see what the teachers thought
was being done correctly, what needed to be done, and then what other ambiguous
factors existed with potential for either assisting the change or hindering it.
Data Analysis: And Then ...

When the data had been collected, thoroughly examined, and compared to the
Inclusive Change Framework, a plan of action for the next steps for improvement
could then be discussed. From this many opportunities for growth could be made
evident. Administration, special education staff along with key players from grade
levels should meet to discuss how the next steps in the process could be undertaken.
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CHAPTER4
Results
Survey Says ••.••
Review of the surveys reveal a commonality of thought and feeling regarding
the program and the implementation of a change that occurred over a period of four
years. In October 28, 2002 the results of the first survey indicated that of the 25
surveys distributed, there were 17 total responses with 5 reporting "not applicable" to
the entire survey. The responses were scored on a scale from 1-5, with 1 being
disagrees and 5 being strong agrees. Overall, most respondents seemed pleased with
the program thus far.

What the Teacher Say
Individual comments were: More aides, Better schedule, It isn't our problem,
it's life (planning), RSP is flexible, approachable, program is too new to evaluate,
fine for some students nor all, need time to meet with RSP, RSP needs to use specific
materials, RSP teacher should be teaching reading, not classroom teacher.
Figure 1 illustrates the average for each person responding.
Figure 1 October 28, 2002 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Respondent
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Statements Were Made

The following statements were ranked. Each statement corresponds t0 the same
number in Figure 2:
1.

I feel supported by the RSP teacher/staff.

2.

I have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP teacher.

3.

The time IEP'd students spend in my class is meaningful.

4.

The time RSP staff spends in my room is meaningful.

5.

I understand the justifications for the students' accommodations.

6.

I am aware of the students IEP goals.

7.

RSP staff values my opinions.

8.

RSP and Regular Ed work as a team.

9.

I am happy with the inclusion process at Martha Smith.

10.

I would recommend inclusion to others.
Of all statements ranked, the lowest reported average was "adequate time to

plan," and the highest was "RSP values opinion."
Figure 2 illustrates the average for each statement.
Figure 2 October 28, 2002 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Statement

Statement Mean Ranking
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The Teachers Speak of the Change to the Status Quo

The next survey results were compiled on March 18, 2005. This survey was
administered after a major change has occurred to the manner in which special
education was administered at Martha Smith Elementary. Where there had once been
two separate programs. These two programs were RSP Resource Specialist Program
which is a type of special education program where a special education teacher or
aide provides assistance in the regular ed setting or in the special education setting 159% of the time, and SDC, which is a self-contained special education classroom for
students who receive special education services outside of the general education
setting more than 59% of the day. Due to budgetary concerns, the programs had been
combined and were now being managed/taught by one teacher.
Of the 25 surveys distributed, there were 13 total responses with 3 reporting
"not applicable" to the entire survey. As before, the responses were scored on a scale
from 1-5, with 1 being disagrees and 5 being strong agrees. Even with the major
upheaval in the department, most respondents seemed to continue to be pleased with
the program thus far. However, there were component pieces that were troublesome,
which were illustrated in the comments.
Individual comments were: For my resource kids, I think they need in-class
assistance yet w/SDC.RSP combo, there seems to be no ability to do this anymore;
I don't think the combinations serve either group efficiently;
I would like RSP separate from special day with full teacher for both as
before;
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I wish RSP and SDC were two separate rooms due to the fact that the students
need to be serviced in different capacities;
From the science lab-sorry about the scheduling glitches;
After a shaky start, the program has identified and now is serving the needs of
my students who qualify for special services. These students love to go to RSP/SDC
and not once have one of them said anything unfavorable. I appreciate the help and
support I have received from RSPISDC;
The RSP/SDC staff is phenomenal in their support of my classroom goals and
objective for my resource students. They are flexible and competent. From a teacher
perspective I am not sure that it is good to have SDC and resource kids in the same
room, but you know better than I. It seems like they are different;
I feel that the program is working well. I especially like the flexibility that is
offered. However, I do feel that this area is understaffed. There are so many more
students identified with special needs up at Martha Smith! We need lots of help!
I am a strong believer that SDC & RSP should be kept separate. Things have
gotten better with the extra teacher. This program got off to a late start. I think it
should be up and running when regular ed teachers are. (Regarding
accommodations) It was very late in the year when I became fully aware. It would be

great if the info was given with the pink and blue cards;
I have no students being serviced this year, but it seems as
would benefit from more space and more aide assistants.
Figure 3 illustrates the average for each person responding.

if the program
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Figure 3 March 18, 2005 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Respondent
Respondent Mean Results

The following statements were ranked. Each statement corresponds to the
same number in Figure 4:
1. I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff.
2. I have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC teacher.
3. The time students with IEPs spend in my class is meaningful.
4. The time RSP/SDC staff spends in my room is meaningful.
5. I understand the justifications for the students' accommodations.
6. I am aware of the students IEP goals.
7. RSP/SDC staff values my opinions.
8. RSP/SDC staff and General Ed work as a team.
9. I am happy with the RSP/SDC program at Martha Smith.
10. I would recommend this to others.
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Of all statements listed, the lowest reported averages were "adequate time to
plan/communicate," followed closely by, "I am happy with the program." The
highest were "RSP/SDC values opinion," and "I would recommend this to others."
Figure 4 illustrates the average for each statement.
Figure 4 March 18,2005 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Statement

Statement Mean Ranking
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Inclusion 1, Budgetary Concerns 0
On October 11, 2005, another survey for this thesis was administered to the
Martha Smith staff. This survey was administered after the addition of a part-time
special education teacher. The RSP and SDC programs continued to me enmeshed,
but there seemed to be more continuity for the students in both programs once there
was adequate support. Of the 23 surveys distributed, there were 9 respondents with
one respondent reporting "not applicable" to the entire survey. The items were rated
on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 being disagrees and 5 being strongly agrees.
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Overall, respondents continued to be positive with the program so far. It
seems that some of the component pieces that were identified as troublesome in the
previous survey (2004-2005) were addressed, such as the program getting off to a late
start, and the need for another teacher. However, there continued to be a reoccurring
theme of the need for a separation of the special education programs, as could be seen
in the comments.
Individual comments were: The teachers we have are top notch. We need

more teachers to better serve our students;
We need to "meet" to discuss specific needs for those being service. I
appreciate the timely written IEP copies;
I think we need a separate Special Day Class room and teacher, so the RSP
kids have a calmer, quieter place to go;
I haven't met the new person [teacher] yet;
I continue to believe special day should be in a separate location- next door,
like before;
We never have enough time. The abbreviations throw me off sometimes. I
know I should know them. I think RSPISDC should be separate. Thanks for the early
heads up on the IEP goals. Thank you guys!;
I have no students with you this year- but last year went amazingly well. I
was very pleased, Thanks.
Figure 5 shows the average for each person responding.
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Figure 5 October 11, 2005 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Respondent

Respondent Mean Results
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The following statements were once again ranked. Each statement
corresponds to the same number in Figure 6:
1. I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff.
2. I have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC teacher.
3. The time students with IEPs spend in my class is meaningful.
4. The time RSP/SDC staff spends in my room is meaningful.
5. I understand the justifications for the students' accommodations.
6. I am aware of the students IEP goals.
7. RSP/SDC staff values my opinions.
8. RSP/SDC staff and General Ed work as a team.
9. I am happy with the RSP/SDC program at Martha Smith.
10. I would recommend this to others.
As in the first survey administration, of all statements ranked, the lowest
reported average was "adequate time to plan/communicate." This was followed
closely by, "I am happy with the program." Both of these statements, however, still
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were within the "agree" range, but with "adequate time to plan" slipping lower than
in previous surveys, to a mean score of 2.86. The highest rated items were
"RSP/SDC values opinion," and "I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff."
Figure 6 shows the average response for each statement.
Figure 6 October 11, 2005 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Statement
Statement Mean Ranking
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The final survey for this thesis was administered on March 10, 2006 to the
Martha Smith staff. Of the 23 surveys distributed, there were only five respondents
with again one reporting "not applicable" to the entire survey. The same Likert scale
was used as in previous surveys.
Overall, most respondents reported that the majority of the issues that had
been troubling them in the past year had been rectified, such as the absence of a
second special education teacher and the need for more communication. However,
there continued to be a reoccurring theme of the need for a separation of the special
education programs, as illustrated by the comments excepted below.
Individual comments were: I definitely feel the supportive intent of the
RSP/SDC programs. However with the changes made to the program, I feel the need
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for more "direct" communication to help prepare the student for the science tests.
(We met after I wrote this and got it all worked out). Their last scores on chapter 2
were very low.
I do not have any RSP students except for speech, so I have no comments at
this time.
[The RSP] teacher is doing a great job! I appreciate all of her hard work and
communication with me!
I feel the time spent in my classroom is more for socialization purposes, and
often I wish an aide was present for outbursts.
Figure 7 shows the average for each person responding.
Figure 7 March 10, 2006 Survey Results of Mean Response Per Respondent

Respondent Mean Results
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As in the previous surveys, the following statements were ranked. Each
statement corresponds to the same number in Figure 8:
1. I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff.

2. I have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC teacher.
3. The time students with IEPs spend in my class is meaningful.
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4. The time RSP/SDC staff spends in my room is meaningful.
5. I understand the justifications for the students' accommodations.
6. I am aware of the students lEP goals.
7. RSP/SDC staff values my opinions.
8. RSP/SDC staff and General Ed work as a team.
9. I am happy with the RSP/SDC program at Martha Smith.
10. I would recommend this to others.
The statement with the lowest reported average was "The time students with
lEPs spend in my class is meaningful." Although it was ranked as the lowest
overall, individual respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.
Respondents also ranked "I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff." and "I
have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC teacher." lower. Both
still were within the "agrees" range. Historically, "I have adequate time to plan"
has always been one of the lowest responses, but surprisingly on this survey it is not
the lowest. This may be due to the fact that only five teachers out of 23 responded
to the survey. The statements that ranked the highest were "I am aware of the
students lEP goals," "RSP/SDC values opinion," and, in contrast to past survey
administrations, "I would recommend this to others."
Figure 8 shows the average response for each statement.
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Figure 8 March 10, 2006 Survey Results
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Bringing It All Together

When the statement responses for each year of the survey were compared it
was determined that teachers overall reported positive impressions regarding the
systems change.
Figure 9 shows the average response over four years for each statement.
Figure 9 Four Year Comparison of Statement Mean Ranking
Statement Mean Ranking
Over Four Year Period
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The only exceptions to this were Statement 2 "I have adequate time to
plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC teacher" in the October 11, 2005 survey.
Statement 9 "I am happy with the RSP/SDC program at Martha Smith" showed a
steady decline over the first three years of the survey, but increased one point in the
fourth year. This decrease could be due to combining the RSP and SDC programs in
the second year and reducing the number of teachers from two to one. In the fourth
year, an additional part-time teacher was hired and the two programs were somewhat
separated. Evidence to support this can be found in the teacher comments listed
above. Statements 2 "I have adequate time to plan/communicate with the RSP/SDC
teacher," 3 "The time students with IEPs spend in my class is meaningful," 6 "I am
aware of the students IEP goals," and 10 "I would recommend this to others"
improved from the first year of administration to second, but fell in the third year.
Statements 1 "I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff," 4 "The time RSP/SDC
staff spends in my room is meaningful," and 8 "RSP/SDC staff and General Ed work
as a team" improved from the first year of administration to third, but fell in the
fourth year.
All statements, without exception, were ranked higher in the fourth year than
in the first year of the administration of the survey indicating that over the four years
of the systematic change teacher satisfaction improved.
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We've Always Done It
Interview Results
The five teachers interviewed reflect the district demographic profile of
teachers as reported by the California Department of Education as of 2004-2005 as
indicated in Table 3.

Table 3 Demographic Profile of District Teachers
Teachers by Ethnicity
Martha Harris Elementary
Number
Percent
Ethnicity
of
of Total
Teachers
American
2.0%
1
Indian
Hispanic

1

2.0%

White
Multi/No
Response

46

93.9%

1

2.0%

Total

49

100%

I

Years of experience was also taken into account when choosing the teachers
to be interviewed. Each teacher had varying amounts of years of experience, from
seven years to 33 years. Questions were designed to elicit from the teacher's
impressions on inclusion, the process of inclusion in their classroom, and how their
classroom is working this year compared to other years. Their responses were
analyzed and then categorized into three main groups: What Works, What Doesn't
Work, and Perceived Placement within the Inclusive Change Framework.
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What Works

The analysis of interviews indicated that teachers have a general
understanding of the philosophy of inclusion. Each teacher also sees their classroom
as a place where inclusion can and does take place. Additionally, the teacher's
perception of their classroom includes all students, including students with
disabilities, student's classified as ESL, and students classified as Gifted.
Comments that were categorized as "What Works" include: "Chance"
meetings in transit have helped a great deal.
At this school we do a good job of not labeling kids
Having SPED in the main building has helped the kids in the program feel
more a part of the school, the Gen Ed teachers feel like they have better access to the
SPED teachers.
All children whether they are in special ed or not can access "Room 10 "for
extra help or a quiet place to finish work. "That is something that you have definitely
changed."
We are now back to a workable program with two teachers.
We have been lucky with RSP people who are flexible and organized. 10 years
ago inclusion was not being utilized. RSP teacher had two aides, but they did not
come into the classroom. It is easier to just pullout kids, but it is not the best. With
the inclusion and the aides in the classroom, there is more continuity. The students
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are more successful at what I want them to do rather than just what the aides or
special ed teacher thinks I want them to be successful at.
Then everybody is on the same page.
Inclusion is a benefit to other students because the aides do not limit
themselves to helping just kids on the caseload.
It was a smooth transition going from a pull-out program to an inclusive one
because it happened slowly, the special ed teachers are flexible and Gen Ed teacher
have input, and it wasn't mandated.
Inclusion works great because the aides don't just focus on the RSP kids so
they don't feel singled out. The aide also works with a small group of students that
need extra help, not all of them are identified as special ed students
Inclusion intrinsically gives students a feeling of connection and we see self
confidence and self esteem grow.

What Doesn't Work
Conversely, comments that were categorized as "What Doesn't Work"
include: Some students need to be pulled out to work on learning disabilities that
they cannot get in the regular ed classroom even if it is with grade level work.
AM needs social interactions, can't get there without constant coach. I don't
think that he will be successful with this type of arrangement next year. It is a
question of maintaining level of independence or losing inclusion placement.
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Seems like there was less support, not due to inclusion, but to financial
reasons
Teachers believed in the system before, so kids get pushed ahead/ through rather than
issues addressed at an early age.
One program is too much for one person to do
GATE program is not done in the Classroom.
I have all the

6th

graders and am responsible to teach them all science, but

none of them are in my homeroom, so it is more difficult to ensure that all of there
needs are being met.
We are responsible for more. Case loads have increased. Decreased support
help. More time to work with resource teachers prior to this year.

Have We Made It?

Comments that were categorized as "Perceived Placement within the Inclusive
Change Framework" were surprising. They included: Inclusion is important because
individual children are different, but everybody has strengths and weaknesses. There
are different "energies" that are required so that a student feels included. I have to
do subjects at a certain time to accommodate SPED Schedule, but I do that so that
the students can be a part of the classroom. I think that it is important.
Inclusion has always been the way we've done things here.
This will continue because it give us the flexibility go at our own speed and
the students' speed.

Retrospective Analysis 41

Evolving into an Institution

The model for change that has been followed throughout this change process
has been the Inclusive Change Framework (Knoster, Villa & Thousand, 2000). This
model consists of a linear approach to change involving four time elements or phases:
the initiating, implementing, maintaining and evolving phases. Within each time
element or phase there are five components: vision, skills, incentives, resources, and
action planning. Knoster, et al. use Fullen's Change Process Framework as one of the
building blocks for the Inclusive Change Framework. The Institutionalization Phase
of the Change Process Framework is outlined as one where the changes are built into
the system, where they are tied to classroom instruction, where there is widespread
use, and there is a removal of competing practice and continuing assistance.
This corresponds to the final phase of the Inclusive Change Framework in that
the vision of inclusion, which has long been a priority for parents, has become one for
the school. The skills necessary for implementing and maintaining an inclusive
educational setting are being put into place through workshops and teacher inservices. Teachers now have incentives for having children with special needs in
their classrooms, in the form of additional classroom assistance and the prestige (I am
Inclusive) it gives them in the staff room. Resources such as training and textbooks
are provided through a supportive administration. An action plan is designed and
implemented and the beginning, middle and end of each year. The data collected
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from the surveys and the interviews both indicated that Martha Smith Elementary had
entered the Evolving Phase of the Inclusive Change Framework.
People who set about to make changes generally want to believe that they
have made a lasting impression on the world, that they've made a difference. With all
the comments that were made through the surveys and interviews, it appeared that we
were making a difference. When looking at the data which were collected using these
various methods, the findings were surprising to me. Prior to 2002 children at [the
school] with special needs were educated on a strictly segregated basis. Now in 2006,
"We've always done it." Inclusion has become institutionalized.
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CHAPTERS
Discussion
The Difference That We Make

The Civil Rights Movement has passed through many phases. From quiet
resistance, speeches which educated the masses as to why the change had to be made,
peaceful yet loud demonstrations, violent altercations, to widespread reform. This
generation often looks back through the mediums of movies, books and
documentaries to reflect on what happened during that time and how much of an
impact the sit-ins, boycotts, and marches have made in making the changes
permanent. One impact is that Rosa Parks has become a household name. The
simple woman who sat down for change and had outwardly undergone a change, said
of herself that she was essentially the same person she had been before she sat down
on the bus. C.S. Lewis said of change:
Humanity does not pass through phases as a train passes through
stations: being alive, it has the privilege of always moving yet never leaving
anything behind. Whatever we have been, in some sort we are still
(Martindale & Root, 1990, p. 497).
This is also the case at Martha Smith Elementary School. The teachers
did not undergo a real philosophical change as can be seen from comments
made during the interviews:

Inclusion is important- because individual children are different. It helps
kids to learn and be socially successful.
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Students with special needs however limited or however able are included in
the regular classroom whenever possible.
Inclusion is important because then the kids who are in RSP or SDC are
included in the mainstream of the regular classroom and doing what they are
doing in the regular classroom.

While some of these comments might be a result of the education that they received
over the previous four years, the following comments made me believe that they
believed in inclusion before the train left the station.
I had wanted to do something like this for a long time.
I've always felt that this was the best way to teach kids.

When talking about their classroom management and the day-to-day workings
of a teacher, each interviewee referred to the importance of the continuity from
previous years. They also had taken what they had learned from the special education
teacher and from their included students as they went through the different phases of
the Inclusive Change Framework (Kostner, Villa, & Thousand, 2000) to enhance their
teaching, but just as Rosa Parks, they were essentially the same people before they sat
down on the Inclusion bus.
Compared to the Experts

Although the extent of the changes that occurred at Martha Smith Elementary
school cannot equal the enormity of the transformations that occurred as a result of
the Civil Rights Movement, they have made a difference in the lives of approximately
120 children. In four years from 2002 to 2006 one school was able to embrace an
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entirely new way of educating children with special needs.

It worked because, as

the literature pointed out, the changes were not mandated but allowed to happen
gradually, and teacher input was solicited (Kavale, 2002; Mamlin, 1999; Mooney,
Phelps & Anctil, 2002; Voltz, Brazil & Ford, 2001).
Another key to the success of this change was that data was collected and
shared during key points of the process. Even during a period of major upset when
the RSP and SDC programs were combined and one teaching position was cut, data
was still collected. The dissemination of this particular data during that period was
paramount in relaying to the administration and to the teachers that inclusion was still
working even if the new system of combining the programs was not. We could all see
through empirical yet humanistic means that we shared a common goal and could
wait out the storm (Fleming & Love 2003; Kavale, 2002). From this data and the
information garnered from the interviews, I was able to prove through this study that
when a systematic method of change is used, radical change can happen when key
players accept and embrace that change.
The Next Step
As I stated in Chapter 2 "The ultimate goal of the Inclusive Change
Framework was to create a change that became autonomous of the key players, one
that developed an ongoing action plan for change with new leaders in mind." With
the introduction of a new resource teacher, this goal was tested and withstood the test.
She quickly embraced the model since it had been firmly entrenched into the daily
teaching practices. Inclusion had become, "the way we've always done it."

Retrospective Analysis 46
In order to maintain our school in the evolving phase in the Inclusive Change
Framework, "constant vigilance and flexibility" (Knoster, Thousand & Villa, 2000, p.
120) are required. We can't simply sit back and think, "Whew, we did it." A plan of
action is necessary in order to continue in our evolution. This is being accomplished
through monthly meetings which involve special education staff and school
administration. Monthly school-wide staff meetings also have allotted time for
special education issues and successes and most of the teachers take part in the
conversation. Informal teacher-to-teacher dialogues regarding students with
disabilities and how they can be best served in the general education setting also take
place on a weekly basis. Interestingly, a special education teacher is not necessarily
always a part of this conversation. Special education has gone beyond the borders of
the resource rooms. It is firmly entrenched in the inclusive classrooms at Martha
Smith Elementary School.
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Appendix A.1
Survey

Dear Teachers,
I am currently gathering information about the RSP/SDC program at our
elementary. This informal survey will be used to evaluate how you feel about the
Special Education Program at our elementary. Please answer the following questions
regarding this program as you see it. The surveys are anonymous so please feel free
to answer honestly and openly. The purpose of this exercise is to improve the special
education program. Please return this survey to me by the end of the week. Thank
you for your participation. If you have any questions, please contact me in room 10
or at ex. 110.
Thanks

Disagree Agree Strongly Agree N/A
'2

3

4

5

X

1

2

3

4

5

X

3. The time students with IEPs spend in my class 1
is meaningful.

2

3

4

5

X

3

4

5

X

I . I feel supported by the RSP/SDC teacher/staff. I
2. I have adequate time to plan/communicate
with the RSP/SDC teacher.

4. The time RSP/SDC staff spends in my room is
meaningful .

1

2

5. I understand the justifications for the students ' 1
accommodations.

2

3

4

5

X

6. I am aware of the students IEP goals.

1

2

3

4

5

X

7. RSP/SDC staff values my opinions.

1

2

3

4

5

X

8. RSP/SDC staff and General Ed work as a team. 1

2

3

4

5

X

9. I am happy with the SDC/ program at ·
our elementary.

1

2

3

4

5

X

10. I would recommend this to others.

1

2

3

4

5

X

Comments:

----------------------------------------------------
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Interview Questions

Interviewee:

----------------------

1.

Tell me about your understanding of inclusion.

2.

How do you see the process of inclusion in your classroom?

3.

Explain what your classroom is like this year.

I consent to having this interview tape recorded and understand that my name will
not be used in this thesis.
X __________________________________

