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Abstract

Inclusion, a special cducational reform strategy, should be refocused to accommodate the
needs of children with and without disabilities. Existing barriers to this expanded focus are certain
special education program mandates and elements of school struciure related to organization and
curriculum. Changes in general education relaled to the reconstruction of Lhe schoal's
organizational structure, role of instruction and curriculum focus are suggested as the foundation

needed to facilitate the transition from a traditional Lo an inclusive school.




Introduction

There appears (o be gradual recognition that inclusion, a strategy for improviag equity for
special educalion students, may also enhance restructuring initiatives designed to promote
educational excellence for all students. Perhaps this trend is best reflected in the folloviing
statemenl: "Without question, these is a compelling need for departments of educalion . school
districts and colleges and universities Lo provide high qualily pre-service and in-service training to
prepare all educators (o work effectively with children with a diverse range of abilities and
disabililics. The collaborative initiative is an exciling way to address these issues head-on"
(Hunter, 1994, p. 4). The collaboralive initiative being referred to is 2 form of inclusion. What
made the statement noteworthy was that the senior associale executive director of the American
Association of School Administralors, a premiere professional association for general education
administrators, gave recognition (o the notion that inclusion might benefit all students. This article
suggests that expanding the parameters of inclusion is appropriate but not a simple task. The first
partion of the article addresses the identification of special and general educaticn impediments that
may prevent the smooth trtansformation of a traditional educational program into an inclusive one.
These impediments include the special educatinn individualized educational plan and certification
mandales. The structure of the school related o the organization and curriculum are the gencral
education impediments being examined. Whal then follows are stralegies for relieving the
pressures exerted by the impediments, through the reconstruction of a schoof's organization
structure, adoption of a collaborative role of leaching and implementation of a multicultural
curriculum focus Lo broaden the perspective of inclusion. This broader perspective will be of
benefit o all children because the instructional emphasis, in general education, would be on
helcrogencous grouping rather than homogeneous groups and its attendant so1ting process.

For decudcs there has been a tremendous effort Lo transform the status of disebled children
from second to first class cillzens. This move is anchored in the bellef that the sorting of children
intc calegories of general education and speclal education creales a second class citizenship for
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those not included in the general education track. Funher complicating this siluation is the
emergence of burgeoning categories of children caught in between the (wo systems and labeled wi-
risk (Skrilic, 1991a). According to Yates (1992} "As larger percentages of students in the
educational sysiem are represented by culturally and liﬁguistically diverse students, the group the
system has had (he leasl success wilh, it might be concluded that special education will begin Lo
receive larger numbers of referrals for services i.e., the regular system may begin Lo "dump”
students into spccial classes (p.6)." Thus, the ranks of second class students have tremendous
potential for cxpansion.

Currently there is growing recognilion that perhaps as many as 75% of the children
classified as disabled have been misdiagnosed (Reynolds, Wang & Watberg, 1987). This
revelation, coupled with political and financial considerations, is impelling educalors Lo rethink
which environment holds the best promise for cducaling disabled cuildren. (Gartner & Lipsky,
1987; Fine & Asch, 1988; and Lipsky & Gariner, 1989) The prevailing thought is thal the general
cducation program should retain the responsibilily for edycating all children. This position
replaces the previous notion that general education had degrees of responsibility as represenied by
the special education conlinuuni of services (Deno, 1970). These services emphasized special
class placement foremost with a polential promise of return to general education as the child
became "cured” of special needs. This viewpuinl was the impelus that propelled the beginning of
the full inclysion movement.

Presently controversy abounds regarding the parameters of inclusion (Fuchs and Fuchs,
1991; Kaufman, 1991, 1993; Stainback, Stainback, East 1994; Singer, 1988). Two distincl
positions have emerged that Fuchs and Fuchs (1992) have defined as: "conservationists and
abolitionists.” Conservationists support the notion that the comprehensive array of support
services needed Lo educale many disabled children can only be found in separale settings.
Conversely, abolitionisis believe that schools must provide all necessary support systems within
general education classrooms regardless of cost. For purposes of clarity, the issue of full inclusion
is best deflined by common elements. According Lo Sailor (1991) the basic components *“alL most

Inclusion models shate include:




1. all students attend school closest to home,
2. the population of disabied students in a school reflects the natural proportion of the
district,

7ero reject model,

[ T ]

placements are age appropriate,

L

cooperative learning is a primary feature, and
6. special education supports within context of general education environtnent.

The destinies of disabled and at-risk students are intertwined within the public school
selling. In traditional schoois, Skritic (1991b) maintains thal students whose needs fall outside the
insiructional repertoire of teachers in the standard programs are referred Lo different tcachers with
the expertise to meel those needs. Students move between the lwo groups constantly in relation to
the available educational options. Whatever the educational options, none are accorded the first
class status of the tradilional academic programs. There is a move to increase the parameters of the
full inclusion movement to affect all students, not just disabled students. According to Burello &
Lashley (1992), the inclusive school provides the atmosphere for addressing the needs of all
students while preparing them Lo become independent and productive citizens in fulure society. In
cssence, if the philosophy of full inclusion is imbedded in the mission siatement of a school, then
all educational sirategies will reflecl accommodations to address the needs of all students.
Eventually this approach will make an entire student body feel welcome in a school with
approaches to education thal are learner-centered.

A major appesl of the inclusive school movement is the stress placed on teacher
collaboration Lo nieel the children’s needs. All staff take responsibility for the ‘caming problems of
sludents. Special services outside the classroom (pull out} are minimized and greater effort is
placed on specialists working within the classroom structure, The core feature of this model is that
general education leachers retain full responsibily for the direction of the educational plans for alt
students, This model may besl be summed up by a Burello & Lashley (1992) analogy. "This

model is similar to one in the medical profession in whit  Lhe general practitioner retains

lies




RS
by

responsibility for the treatment of a patient, even though specialists may be involved in the
diagnosis and treatment (p. 77)."
Impediments To Inclusion

The evolution of the inclusionary school may be stultified by several oppositional faclors
related lo special education and the structure of schools. The original intent of special education
was to provide a program for studenis whose learning nzeds were different than those of the more
able students. In pursuit of this goal, individualized education plans and certification dictates
contained in federal regulations and state mandates were inslituted as guaraniees that special
instruction would be individualized and/or separale (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982: and Stainback,
Stainback & Foresl, 1989). Now these guarantees have become impediments thal may promote
differences rather than similarities in the educational needs of children.

Special education impediments aside, the structure of contemporary schools has never been
designed o embrace special programs [or disabled or at-risk students and presents another
formidable impediment (Smith, Price & Mamsh, 1986). Schools are designed to accommodate
mainstream Students; any deviants from this pattern may be referred Lo special programs where
they then become a lesser prinrily for education. The inflexible nature of the schools structurc, i.e.
organization and curriculurn, presents a pernicious influence on efforts lo develop educational
programs thal are guided by the principles of inclusion rather than exclusion.

The intent of this section is to examine, in greater detail, the special education and school
structure impediments. This in-depth exploration of the impediments will provide insight into
which ones may continue Lo exist because they transcend local building change efforts and others
that might be eliminated through proper planning. This review will underscore why the special
education impediments, i.e., program mandates, might conlinue lo exerl a less than favorable
influence on the efforts of schools to adopt inclusion until legislative acts remedy this siluation.
The Scclion concludes with the identification of impediments, related to sch~ol structure and
curriculum once eliminated will provide the platform on which to launch an inclusive school

initialive.
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Impediments i i gr

Perhaps the best method for reviewing the impediments created by special education
program mandates Lo inclusionary schools is Lo initially view the issue from an historical
perspective. Special education has moved through the foilowing three major eras: isolation,
tolerance and integration. Thesa three eras are being suggested because they provide the basis for a
descriptive classification of the degrees of program acceptance by general education. The Isolation
Era from 1900-1975, represents a periad in which institutions, day schools in church basements
and self contained classes, supplied the program arrangements for the majorily of the disabled
students not ciassilied as speech impaired or learning disabled. It was during this period that the
sepurate system concepl encouraged special educators Lo build isolated systems apart from the
direction of the main system. General educalors viewed special education as a program thal
provided relief for students unable lo maintain the pace of traditional academic programs. Also,
during this era, most parents seemcd lo be satisfied with having the school sysiem take
responsibility for educaling their childrea in whatever setting possible.

The enactment of PL 94-142 launched the Tolerance Era 1975-1985. Tolerance is an
appropriate description for this era because the federal regulations and state mandates demanded
greater acceptance of special education students in regular school buildings and classes. This
increased presence of special education students was lolerated as a necessary condition needed lo
comply with regulations and mandates. General and special educators were forced inlo a marriage
that compelled them lo address the letter of the law and the atlendant accountabilily measures which
were related (o least resiriciive ervironment and individualized education programs (IEPs). This
marriage, according lo Peltier (1993), was ill conceived and created a Pollyanna-Horatio Algier-
like euphoria that was not seality based. The spirit of PL 94-142 was lilite more than an
afterthought during this era.

Since 1985, the increased attention has been given Lo the spirit of the legislative enactment
for special education ushered in the 'niegration Era. Efforts (o place disabled students in the
mainstream were less than productive because "mainstreaming” focused on retuming disabled
children lo general education classes as opposed to providing resources for them to remain, as
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much as possible, in these classes. The Regular Education Initiative (Will, 1986) was a reaction to
the failed mainstreaming endeavors during the Tolerance Era and provided the basis for the design
of this keyslone initiative. A major centerpiece of Regular Educalion Injtiative (REI) was the focus
on an amalgamation of general and special cducation resources Lo address the needs of both
cisabled and al-risk students. Some scholars debated a major flaw of the initiative in that it was
conceived and promoted by special educators rather than a joint venture sponsored by general and
special educalion (Kauffman & Hallahan, 1990 and Mcleskey, Skiba & Wilcox 1990). The early
90's has wilnessed the componenis of the REI, related Lo sharing general and special education
resources, incorporated into full inclusion appro. -hes, the majority of which were designated for
disabled children, a disheartening trend which tends lo cbliterate attempts to promote inclusive
schools for all aspecis of diversity.

Efforts lo promote inclusive schoois ficm a special education perspective, may nol be
productive in light of fcderal regulations and state mandates thal pertain Lo the individual education

plan and certificaticn/specialization, An illumination of these two imperatives will now be

explored.
Individual Education Plan

Individualized education plans are required for all students identified as disabled. This
strategy was a resull of a body of research (hat "dissuaded” educalors from continuing to provide
instruction Lo disabled students in a homogeneous fashion and Lo initiate individualized instruction
(Winzer, 1993). Simpson, Whelan & Zabel (1993} indicate that IEPs were designed to ensure that
teachers would provide an appropriate education to disabled children based on their potential. IEPs
were also perceived as a stralegy that would increase the likelihood of many disabled students
receiving al least a portion of their education within the orbit of general education (Simpson et al
1993). This stralegy once hailed as & sanguine accountabilily measure, was sometimes
circumvented by the practice of writing IEPs thal had very liltle relevance (o thz individual needs of
students in special education or mainstream classes (Schenk, 1980; and Smith & Simpson. 1989).
Eventually, the IEP became a source of consternation, frustration, and vexation for many building
staff and presented several dilemimas, Ethical dilemmas mounted over placing services in the JEPs
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that the district could not deliver. Financial dilemmas confronted school boards that were being
mandated to serve the disabled while programs for the disadvantaged were underfunded or non-
existent. Philosophical dilemmas arose when general education teachers, with no special training,
had classes of thirty students, including disabled children, while special education teachers had
classes of eight to ten children with an aide.

IEPs tend to emphasize the dissimilarities, rather than the sitnilarities, in the ability to learn
of disabled students. In addition, the IEPs tend to continue to foster the notion of separate systems
for the disabled and the non-disabled. In inclusive schools, the teaching and learning approach is
student centered, a process that encompasses the individualization of instruction mandated by the
IEP,

Certificati

Special education certification became mandatory, in part, to prohibit a common practice of
exposing special education students to a disproportionate number of teachers who were not trained
or who had been unsuccessful in general education (Winzer, 1993). Unfortunately, these
centification requirements were more applicable for the decreasingly unpopular model of self-
contained special services. Limiled consideration was given to revising certificaticn requirements
to encompass the trend toward increasing the presence of special education siudents in general
education classes. Efforts have mounted, over the past several decades, to increase the numbers of
disabled children served in general education classes. Subsequent to 1975, federal regulations and
state mandates have crystallized these efforts and presently 95% of identified siudents with
disabilities receive at least a portion of their education in general education settings (U.S,
Department of Education, 1990). In spite of this trend, state certification officials have been slow
to recognize the need to mandale that teaching licenses reflect an increase in the number of courses
that emphasize educating all children in regular classes. Simpson et al (1993) indicated "Presently,
a single course about handicapping conditions that emphasizges categorical characteristics is
Lypically required in [general education] pre-service programs." (p.12). This praclice coupled
with student tcaching experiences that are nol integrated throughout preservice experiences spells
disaster for beginners with disabled and non-disabled students Lo educale. For example,

9

10




o
g

Wolczenski (1993) noted that pre-service students were more accepting of teaching special
education students uatil actual exposure occurred during student teaching. Then acceptance
markedly declined. Undergraduate teacher preparation programs need Lo provide more courses as
well as earlier exposure Lo teaching disabled children in integrated classes. ‘This practice would
also be of great benefil for the at-risk students who may be identified for special education
placement due o poor academic achievement or behavior problers.

Since teacher education continues to prepare genercl and special education pre-service
personnel in a separate fashion, it will be exceedingly difficull to promole collaboration across
programs. Vaulour {1993) suggesis that colleges and universities have Lo stress collaboration by
restructuring their departments within schools of education Lo include techniques of collaboration.
Otherwise, il will be difficull for teachers Lo engage in the collaborative process needed Lo educale
diverse student populations.

School Structure Impediments

Discussion of school structure impediments requires an examination of two major
componenis: organizalion and curriculum design. The development of an inclusive school will
require that one must complement the other if the diverse needs of students are to be met, Current
changes in both components, related to school reform, tend not Lo alter working relations within
the organization and through the curriculum medium (Elmore, 1990). What specific impediments
have prohibiled lhese suggested changes?

Traditionally schools have been organized in an hierarchical fashion that promoted the
development of uniform operaling procedures. Tye (1987) refers lo these procedures as the deep
structure of schooling related to uniformity of classrooms and schedules, reliance on textbooks and
use of test scores. These operalional procedures accommadated student diversity through the
promotion and support of the schools' sorting function. Students who did not conform Lo the
standard operating procedures were frequently removed from the general program and relegated lo

4 Support program,
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The hierarchical organization of the school facilitated the development of specialists and
special programs that could relieve the general education track of the pressure for educating
deviants. Educators operated from the premise that the child was at fault rather than the manner in
which the system was structured to serve children. Ia fact, as Cuban (1989) suggests, "lwo most
popnlar explanations for low academic achievement of at-risk children locate the problem in
children themselves or in their families.” (p.78). Collaboration across areas of professional
expertise was not encouraged. To wil, the special education program continuum of services was
designed to support the standard plan of operation. The continuum served students accordin? to
the degree to which they "malfunctioned.” The more severe the probiem the less responsibility
placed on general education programs. This calegorical service decreased opportunities for
collaboration between general and special educalion were also decreased.

Current reform movements related Lo decentralization and site-based management have met
with questionable success in eliminating the impediments of standard plans of operation and
specialists. This lack of success has been related to the inability of the structure of schools to be
adaptable (Weick, 1982; Bolman & Deal, 1991; and Sergiovonni 1991). Frequently, schools'
adaptations to change have been accomplished by simply adding more separate units or increasing
the number of specialists. However, L.:sc are surface changes that have done very litlle to
encourage staff collaboration in a inter-disciplinary fashion around education problems, The
reform movements of Lthe nineties tend to identify greater numbers of at-risk students and thus
strengthen the rationale for expanding special programs and overworking the special education
placement process (Ysseldyke, Algozzine & Thurlow 1992).

Some might even argue (hat the »eform movements have supported the maintainence of
these impediments because these effort has stressed educational excellence first and diversity
second. Michel Resnick (1993} of the National School Board Association supported this position
when he indicaled that one key issue of return is Lo delermine an appropriate education for disabled
children in a regular classroom, while raising academic expeclalions for academic performance for

all children.
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Many educators are not uncomfortable operating within the confines of a standard plan of
uperalivn whether it is systcm-wide or schuol-based. In fuct, Sizer (1988) has cogently iilustrated
thal maty teachers recognize some change is necessary, but they have become adjusted (o school
routines. This standard pian of operation continues lo encourage professionals Lo promote areas of
specialization so that, in their minds, they will be able to provide more assisiance to needy
children. As long as teachers support the traditicnal plan of "handing off" children with special
needs, uniform operating procedures and special expertise will continue to impede progress loward
inclusive schoaols.

rriculum Design Impedi

Olher uniform operating procedures related to school district policies, directives, mandates
and culture directly or indirectly influence the design of the curriculum. This medium shapes
learning experiences of students and assists sociely in defining the extent to which they will or will
nol be successful.

Mauny cducators argue that Lthe curriculum provides an clement of social control. The
tradlitional view of curriculum asserts thal a standard sct of learning experiences in a school should
be unfetiered by exlernal influences. Furthermore, the agenda for social control reflects &
conservative Euro- American middle class orientalion that favors those students with similar
backgrounds. Critical curriculum theorisis are yneasy with he traditional viewpoint of curriculum
as a means of social control, Critlcal theorisls belleve that the curriculum should be governed by
conside.ations that are driven by realily rather than rationallty (Giroux, 1980; Hlebowltsh, 1992).
in their view the school experience must disconlinue transmitting traditional norms through
prescriptive learning experiences. This pattern of instrucon provides a form of repression that is
unhealthy for those that do not conform with norms. Hiebowitsh (1993) states "the construction
of speecial education as an instrumental calegory cannol be understood simply as the manifest and
ralional attempt to offer certaln youngsters remedial and other opportunities for bencvolent
purposes: rather 1L 1s scen as a covert effort Lo sort and slot students in ways that oppress a
disproportlonate numher of minority youngsters and those of low socioeconomic backgrounds.”
. 7.
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In essence, school siructuere impediments related Lo the organization of services and
curriculum design create very stiff obstacles for the inclusive school movement to overcome. Most
previous reform efforts have not been successful in impn .ving the achievement of minorities nor
reducing the over-representation of select groups in special education. Frequently the changes
designed to overcome impediments have been cosmelic reactions to public criticism and done litile
to invoke teacher ownership {Fullan and Stiegelbauer 1991. Stated more precisely, Cotiley (1993)
asserts "Renewal and reform can be thought of as incremental forms of change in most situations
and manifestations. They do not disturl organization features, substantially, nor do they
necessarily alter the ways adults alter their roles.” (p. 12 ). Without a commitment Lo move beyond
superficiai change, there is no real incentive for change until the emphasis is placed upon the
schonl changing to serve the child's needs rather than the child changing to fit the standard
operation procedure or risk being relegaled Lo second class citizenship in a special program.

Circumventing Structural Impediments

Regretably, legislation pertaining Lo the education of the disabled will have Lo be revised Lo
remove impediments created by the IEP and Cextification, However, inability to eliminate these
special educalion impediments does not forestall efforts to become an inclusive scheol. The
inflexibility of the special education elements will require an increase in the flexibility of the school
structure to accomodate an inclusive school iniliattve. There is a need o identify clements of a
school structure design that could increase the flexibllity needed Lo address the challenges presented
by & diverse population of students through an individualized approach to cducation. This
approach could serve all students and still provide the indlvicualized Instruction required by
regulations and mandates pertaining (o the disabled. The elements Lhal could best serve this dua!
purpose and circumvent the structural impediments would need (o be those that directly impact the
degree of flexibilily surrounding declsions about the instructional program. Within this conlext,
the school's model of governance is the source of power that drives the degrees of freedom in
identlfying an instructional program that mcels the needs of a student body. Decisions regarding
what wlll be aught, how it will be Laught and under what philosophlcal fecus emingte from (his
cenler of power, Clreumventlng the impediments related to a schools organization and curriculum

13

14



o
g

would require the establishment of a model of participatory management that would promole
increased tcacher collaboration in decisions regarding the adoplion of an inclusive school mode. A
school-hased management team (hat includes in i1 deliberations on governance issues of
curriculum and instruction mighl be (he most prudent method for accomplishing this task. For this
reason, adapling site-based management, collaborative teaching approaches and a multicultural
philesophy are the most suilable initiatives needed (o make transformation from a traditional lo an
inclusive school.

Many authors are arguing convincingly the nced for changing the organizational structure
of schooling. Claims have been made that education may experience forward progress if the
central office power is devolved lo the schools that dircctly serve the children (Bailey 1991; Conley
& David 1989; Bacharach, 1990). Inherent in this claitn is the belief Lhat professionals responsible
for the education of children mugt have the authorily and resources Lo make & difference based on
local rather than dlsirict needs,

Initiatlves related to restructuring have suggested plans of choice, heterogeneous grouping,
increascd state involvement and academic advancement based on proficiency rather (han
progression through grades (Estes, Levine & Waldrop, 1990; Mazzoni, 1991; Thomas, 1993;
Wheelock, 1992), All the suggested initiatives contain meril bul nonie will reach a level of
successful implementation withoul the ownership and commitment of building level staff. Only
when staff perceive Lhe benefils of addressing the needs of all children can the inclusive school
concepl begin Lo reach reality  Site-based management with its focus on increased decision-making
power and meaningful collaboration between sisff members presents an appealing platforin on
which to build ownership for an inclusive instructional program (Halry, Madry, Ashford & Wyall
1993). For example, Conley (1993) indicated that teachers want Lo be involved in decisions to gel
their jobs done more effeetively and when they feel powerless over the conditions affecting student
success, thelr personal efficacy tends o he dimlnished. Without the institution of site-based

managemcent it might be impossible o move forward with the collaboration needed o foster
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interdisciplinary planning and coordinated studeni services. These imperalives are critical for the
successful transformation of a traditional school into an inclusive school.

Perhaps a recent trend in business and industry may add a other dimension Lo the current
sile-based management movement in education. This trend suggests that the organization hierarchy
of many businesses be (latlened and that the major functions be eliminated in favor of organization
around processes (The Horizonlal Corporation,1993). These processes would be separaled inlo
three 1o five categories such as product developmenl, sales and customer support. Each process
would be operated by a multidisciplinary leam headed by a team leader. The primary focus would
be on customer satisfaction and the degree lo which this is attained would delermine the extent of
the ieam rewards. Finally, teams would be lemporary in nature and adapt a new configuration of
players as Lhe processes change.

According lo Pekarsky (1982), school lends to be a sel of transaclions belween service
deliverer and students with specific sets of challenges. Thus the emphasis is on effective service
functions rather than on the processes associated with successful learning. Current site-based
management models still tend to support standard operating functions rather than processes.
Adherence (o funclional lasks promotes continucd reliance on educational specialists that provide
services based on what Elmore (1993) suggests as the norms of good practice rather than what
may be besl for the individual student. Imaginc how much more cffective site-based management
might be if it were organized around processes related (o client satisfaction, teacher renewal,
integrated program development or allernative student assessment. Teams of leachers, parents and
students would examinc these processes periodically to determine if the teaching and leaming
environment are in compliance with the mission stalement of the school.

Another advantage of using the process approach and changing the composition of the leam
is to enhance greater commitment to the direction of the school. Stalf members understand and
respect the need for more time for interdisciplinaty planning and school-based services. Sacrifices
reluted to the block and fexible scheduling needed for the collaboration and student centered
projects focus of inclusive schools are more casily made when stalf participate in the decision Lo
maove [n lhis ditecton. In fact, interdiscIplinary planning and decision making take on a lolally
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dif*-~ent meaning when viewed as integral paris of the process rather than being viewed as isolated
tasks 0 be accomplished.

While this article suggests that sile-based management may facilitate the reconstitution of
the governance process Lo expand the high level of collaboration needed in inclusive schools,
caution must be taken in implementing this form of governance. The empirical evidence
concerning the effectiveness of site-based management is scanl. Malen, Ogawn & Kranz (1990}
could not determine the efficacy of the model based on selecled investigations because the data
were nol comparable across implementation designs. Wohlsetler and Odden (1992) indicated that
sile-based management comes in many forms, is devoid of solid accountability measures and is
confounded by the clash between state and local policies on governance. Concerns have also been
raised aboul the model's power to improve (eaching and leaming through increased decision
making (Fullan, 1993; Hill & Bonan 1991}. Under the banner of cautious optimism, it is
suggested that the organizatlonal culture of the school be assessed Lo determine the degrec of
support for decentralized decision making. This strategy wili expose the extent Lo which faculty
are preparcd to expand the collaboration network and take ownership for the responsibilities
associated with operating an inclusive school. This dialogue is particularly pertinent to ensure that
special and general education teachers form parinerships to support school reform efforts (Miller
1990). Willingness to strengthen partnerships in the collaboralive process wilf provide (he
atmosphere for site-based management (hal is unfettered by signs of retrenchment.

Collaboratjon: i i

Reconstructing the organizational structure of the school in isolation of a simultaneous
action for the process of instruction would be counter produclive to the development of an
inclusive school (Lieberman, 1990). The natural link between the (wo areas of reform is the
strength of the collaboration network. In fact, Goldring and Rallis (1993) found thal principals
implementing change in dynamic schools tend to emphasize stalf collaboration and collegiality on a
greater scale than their counterparts in traditlonal schools. Clearly, collaboradon is a keystone of
reform efforts because it Is the main vebicle for cxamining the extent to which faculty participate in
the restrcluring effort.
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Pugach & Johnson (1994) derine collaberation as "working well with children and
interacting well with adults.” (p. 5). They suggest that this expanded definition promoies the
thinking that the school is a communily in which teachers are interested in the educational well
being of all the children and what goes on in the school at large. To accomplish this broader
perspective of collaboration, Johnison & Pugach (1992) identify four roles that form the framework
for school-wide implementation: supportive, facilitative, informative and prescriptive roles. This
framework provides for & host of single roles and role combinaticns that are needed to restructure a
school to accommodate the needs of the children rather than the reverse.

In inclusion or inclusive schools, these various roles will encourage student and teacher
collaboration in the construction of a community of learners, facilitate the integration of curriculum
planning activities within and among grades and subject areas and emphasize the structuring of
student support services o under-gird the instructional process. To afford additional clarity about
the change in the roies of iustruction, a more detailed review of the rofes related to (1) community
of learners (2) curriculum integration planning and (3} student services is provided.

Community of Learngrs

The medium of collaboration establishes the stage on which to reshape a traditional school
into an inclusive community for all learners. Obviously, for the school to embrace this concept, a
similar philosophy must be reflected in the classroom. Sapona & Phillips (1993) portrayed a
community of learners as "a group of individuals supporting each other in learning. It is a place
where learning is expected and modeled, a place where teacher becomes student and student
becomes teacher, A community of learners views inquiry and exploration as windows ‘o the world
and each other and learning becomes a stance - a dominant way of operating as an individual and
as a collective” (p. 64). This concepi creates a receplive atmosphere for inclusion because it
captures the resilieficy factors that diverse populations of students exhibil rather than their deficits,

The classroom as & communily of learners is an appealing initiative but within the present
framework of traditlonal schools, it is unworkable. In traditional schools, learning tasks are
presented in an isolated fashion with littte or no reliance on students background knowledge
(Poplin 1984). This is a reductionist approach (Poplin,1988) 1o learning and is not capable of
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meeting the challenges presented by diversity because the learning experiences have limited
cohesiveness for the present or the future. A more viable teaching stance would be construclivism
because, according (o Brooks (1990), adherents (o this philosophy believe knowledge is a result of
individual constructions cf reality becoming incongruent with new observations. Constructivists
use lechniques such as; coaching, cotperalive learning, heterogeneous grouping and alternative
assessment. These inclusive lechniques of instruction legitimize the communily of learners concepl
through structuring classroom environments 10 respect and value the contribulicns of all
participants contributions while exploring academic conlent. The constructivist approach Lo
establishing a community of learners does not promote less learning content. On the contrary, the
goal is for students Lo become active, not passive, to retain more knowledge not less and to exhibit
motivalion, not rejection. Additionally, the special education IEP becomes cbsolete because
inclusive schools should fealure a learning environment that is student-cenlered and guided by a
constructivist, leaching stance.
Integration i

Developing a community of learners within individual classrooms provides an inclusive
learning atmosphere that celebrates and promotes diversity. Utilizing a constructivist teaching
slance facilitales the development of this setting. These individual classroom efforis are important
but may fall short of a serious attempt al inclusion utiless the school also adopts the philosophy that
broadens the perspective of (he community of learners {0 encompass all academic disciplines.
Teacher collaboralion is needed Lo broaden this perspective beyond the classroom through planning
an integrated curriculum that assists students Lo observe the connection of concepts in relation to
their backgrounds. Lewis (1992), suggests the curriculum is a poient locl for reform when it
integrates and interrelates subjects and disciplines in a manser that makes learning experiences
meaningful within and between grades and subjects. Unfortunately, this is nol the Lypical case.
Many children do not fare well in school becausg they do not comnprehend their exposure Lo
isolated subject matier, Jacobs (1989) argued that this lack of comprehenslon is related (o
curriculum designs that operate on fragmented class schedules, provide lrrelevant coursework and
g woefully behind the knowledge explosion. In light of these facts, educators arc making
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attempts Lo stmclure learning experiences in a more meaningful manner through a most powerful
stralegy, integration of the curriculum. This curricu’:m integration initiative forges all learning
experiences into a package thai is student-centered, meaningful and relevant. In addition, an
integrated curriculum promotes heterogeneous classes, a clear sign of welcome for strategies of
inclusion.

There appear to be al least 10 different models suggested for accomplishing curriculum
integration. Perhaps the most effective and efficient model for inclusive schools is the integrated
model, which, according o Fogarty (1991}, structures interdisciplinary topics within a conceplual
framework. Ata minimum, the basic subjects are integraled; however, the model is designed (o
also accoimmodale Lhe co-curricular areas within the conlent. A promising addition is the effort
some educators use to accommodate diversity by making the model a student-centered approach
thal provides the learner with -various avenues of exploration and explanation.

One strength of this approach according t Jacobs (1989) is that "il encourages teachers lo
be active curriculum designers and determine the nature and degree of integration and the scope
sequence of study." (p. 9). This cooperative planning is a process that places grealer emphasis on
teacher and siudent manipulation of leaming experiences. For example, with the incorporation of
flexibie schedules, the range of learning experiences may include individual, small and large group
activities.

Perhaps the greatest strength offered by curriculum integration is (hat it provides teachers
with the data for charting curriculum goals. Previous attempts at this process have been
unsuecessful because the goals have been (oo broad, diverse or ambitious; a sign thal teachers
planned from isolated perspectives. This situation may not be conducive to inclusive school
development efforts because tracking may be an oulcome as a result of ambiguity in Curriculum
goals. Prager (1993) noted that the proper knowledge gained through teamwork and ownership
promoles laudable levels of high quality student outcomes and professional practice. In addition,
Lee and Smith (1993) asseried that secondary benefils derived from this teamwork increases

teacher cfficacy and satisfaction. In essence, curriculum integration is & process that facilitates the
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inclusion of the students by exposing them (o an interdisciplinary knowledge base thal is structured
by reasonable curriculum goals and supporied by coordinated student support services.
Support Services

Collaboration is frequently the vehicle educalors use Lo promole restructuring the education
process in classroom and schools. Supporl services, i.e. social work, psychology, counseling and
therapy, requite extensive collaboration, parti-ularly with inclusion but, may nol receive the same
prominence as instruction. Unfortunately, education and support services are frequently viewed as
functions, the collaboration perspective for both areas tends Lo be from a separationisl perspective;
however, both initiatives are a part of the entire process of structuring educational experiences for
children. Providing a challenging student-centered content Lo children suffering the ravages of
abuse, neglect, homelessness or violence may nol be accurately implemented if it does nol give
recognition and accepiance lo a child's reality and builds upon those experiences. As Crowson and
Boyd (1992) suggesied, the movements of parental involvement, instructional partmershiys and
coordinated children services are inter-connecled and are crilical elements needed Lo improve
education. Stainback & Stainback (1992) posited that "although ¢lassroom teachers have a range
of curricular and instructional skills, educating some students in inclusive classrooms requires
contribulions from professionals representing a variety of disciplines.” (p. 101). They further
indicate that the need for these services do not reflect negatively on the teachers. Teachers are an
integral part of 2 support team rather than a separate entity that has no connection with support
services.

Educators are now beginning to understand the importance of using student services as a
process for developing a wholesome and productive leamning environment. The importance of
support services had previously been undervalued and perceived primarily as support systems for
special programs. Consequently, the services were delivered in a fragmented fashlon by a varicty
of school and agency professionals.

Currently professionals in the fields of children services are experimenting with models of
coordinaled student services. The focus of these models s to provide all services at one site,
preferably the school campus (Kappich & Kirst, 1993). Professionals that participate in this model
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of services are required to use a model of collaboration across disciplines that is stiuctured by the
hotistic treatment of the child. The school does not direct the services but coordinates the activities
and insures that the services are accessible and appropriate, A promising feature of the services is
the increased emphasis placed upon prevention. Clearly this approach renounces the notion that
these services are for special students, thereby, enhancing the efforts of inclusive schools to
address all students needs without the damaging aspects of labeling.

Within the focus of coordinated services in schools, the roles of the classroom teacher take
on greater prominence. Previously these student services were provided outside the classroom and
the teacher had little knowledge of what transpired. The vehicle by which the services were most
commonly provided was a multidisciplinary approach which required several disciplines to focus
on a problem with no attempt at integration (Meeth, 1978). Under this new arrangement the
teachcr is a part of the service planning team which uses a child-centered trans-disciplinary
approach to address problems (Gallivan-Fenlon, 1994). This transdisciplinary approach is
classroom- centered, requires that many student services related to therapy be provided in the
classroom and proscribes the classroom disruption associated with pull out services. Serving as a
member of the transdisciplinary team exposes the teacher to new skills and techniques that may be
used with other children within the perspective of prevention.

Teachers involved in integrating the curriculum are also participants on an assortment of
coordinated student services tcams. Both processes ensure that the instruction provided to students
is child-centered and promotes greater emphasis on the provision of an optimal learning
cnvironment that includes prevention and intervention, essential conditions for inclusive schools.

Mulii-Cultural Education: Reconstructing Curriculum Focus

Schools in the United States have traditionally been friendly and accommodating for Euro-
American descendants. In fact, schools tend to provide a wholesome environment for most
studenis from stable families with solid financial underpinnings (Bernstein, 1990; and Bourdieu,
1982). Unflorlunately students who are minority and/or beset by impoverished financial
circumstances, find schools to be menacingly unftiendly environmenis that track Lhem away from
mainstream activities. After several years of participating in school experiences, many minority
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youth find themselves trapped in an unrelenting cycle of cumulative failure which leads to poor self
esteem. Entombed in the cycle, students become identified as being in need of specialized services
that further identify them as second class citizens and losers. The stage is then set for future
dependence on the largesse of the system which accompanies second class citizenship and appears
in the form of welfare, incarceration and institutionalization.

The major intent of inclusive schools is to shape the school environment so that it may
reflect an atmosphere that makes all students feel welcome. Removal of structural and special
education impediments is a step in the right direction. However, schools may never truly offer a
receptive environment until their curriculum content contains a sustained and sincere appreciation
of all forms of diversity. Multicultural education is essential to the process because it places greater
emphasis on partnerships between multicultural education and special education, 4 partnership
which assists "inclusive schools to reconceptualize the mainstream parameter” (Ball & Harry 1993,
p. 35).

Foucault (1984) contends that education is designed to provide enlightenment and instill
obedience. Students with a background of the dominant culture experience a curriculum that
provides both elements and assists them to exhibit the "right stuff” needed to take their place as
productive citizens. Using this line of reasoning, one may infer that students, not of the dominant
culture persuasion, encounter an environment that overlooks, devalues or misinterprets their
cultural experiences. Their schocl achievement is sabotaged and redirected into less meaningful
and harmful remedial experiences designed to make them "better." The emphasis shifts from
enlightenment 10 obedience and the stage is set for a less fruitf{ul participation in the system. Even
when opportunities exist for advancement, Qlsen (1993) reports that the group cannot mobilize
itself to take advantage of them because their culture has been affecied by a history of oppression.
Lack of respect and understanding of ones cultural experie nces is responsible for this shameful
process and underscores the need to understand other cultures through the concept of cultural
relativism (Banks, 1993; Gullnick & Chinn, 1990). When this concept pervades the school

structure the initiation and maintenance of an inclusive philosophy becomes less ardent.
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Ogbu (1993) submits that accommodating the cultural diversity and learning issue through
the provision of a core curriculum or raulticultural education is not sufficient for addressing needs
of minority students. This core curriculum is driven by a stress on high standards and expeclation
as motivators for changing or channeling the in-school behaviors of minority students toward
achievement. This call for higher standards seldom accounts for or is toward the culture
experience of minority students. Promoting multicultural education facilitates greater appreciation
of cultural diversity but does little to stress the responsibilities of minorities fcr school failure. In
addition, Ogbu declared that multicultural-cultural education requires that only teachers and schools
must change. Oppositional points of view to those expressed by Ogbu have been expressed by
other scholars (Hursch, 1987; Finn and Ravitch, 1987; Schlesinger, 1991; Sowell, 1993),

Despite persuasive arguments against various aspects of multicultural education, there are
certain approaches that could mesh nicely with the inclusive school initiative. What approach,
most beneficial for inclusive schools environments, holds both minority students and teachers
accountable for school performance? The cultural emancipation model is designed to accomplish
both aims through the provision of a curriculum that promotes respect for cultural diversity within
a framework of individual initiative. Grant and Sleeter (1989) claim that the model attaches a
positive value to minority culture and asserts that a curriculum infused with acknowledgment of
cultural diversity is self-affirming for the students. The structure of this model also facilitates
student assessment of their capabilities in juxtaposition with their present and future status in
school and the world {Appleton, 1983; Giroux, 1981; Suzuki, 1984). School failure, according to
Ogbu (1978) is highly unlikely if students have a positive affinity for the home and other cultures.

Perhaps the most powerful influence the cultural emancipation model exerts is on the
tcachers. Ryan (1993, p. 13b) observed that “teacher's incomplete information about the evolution
of racial and ethnic groups in America and a teacher'’s general insensitivity regarding individualities
within these groups may well resuit in students receiving an inaccuraie, over-simplified and stereo
typical image of a group." The model requires that leachers assess personal values and beliefs
prior to becoming engaged in implementation activities, This personal assessment is necessary if
teachers are to be able to identify the resilient nature of students from diverse backgrounds and

23

24



A
g

construct inclusive learning experiences designed to assist students in shaping the future rather than
preparing them for the future. The cumrent method of preparing siudents for the future may be
harmful because it does not alert students to the political realities of post-graduation employment
opportunities that are based on qualifications needed for a position versus actual skills needed, This
situation is particularly true for the diverse student populations in inclusive schools because they
are children that frequently encounter these harsh realities. Conversely, the cultural emancipation
model stresses individual development and achievement, within a framework of culturat

sensitivity, that encourages them Lo shape the future based on the stark realities of the present,
Radicat curriculum theorists would encourage this approach because it provides a reality base that

is essential for overcoming barriers to racism.
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Conclusion

This article recoramends that transformation from a traditional lo an inclusive school may
become a reality with certain modifications to the school and cumricular structures. More
specifically, it is suggested that Lhe institution of sile-based management, expanded role of teachers
in collaboration and reshaping the multicultural focus of the school, are the major steps lo be
addressed during the transformation process, These steps are not beyond a school’s capacity lo
change, however, they require that the school reconstruct its activilies to reflect a focus on process
rather than functions. Emphasis on functions prevents inclusion for all students because it lends lo
include practices that are the hallmark of the separate system approach that divides special and
general education.

Al the present lime, aspects of the inclusive school are taking shape in the form of
professional develepment schools, magnel programs, charter schools and experiments in local site-
based managed schools (Hunter, 1994). All these initiatives have the potential 1o accommodate the
structural changes suggested in this article, Many of these initiatives currenily emphasize one or
morc of the suggesled structural changes, bul not all, nor do they make clear distincticns between
functions and process so that the collaboration may become more meaningful.

Perhaps onc of the most promising ventures that encompass all of the recommendations is
the Coalition of Essential Schools Movement. To quélify as a member in the coalition, a school
must gradually restructure jls instructional program Lo incorporate the following collaboration
stralegies; helerogeneous classes, integrated curriculum, student-centered approach, constructivist
teacher stance and flexible schedule. The consensus needed prior Lo the transition Lo an Essential
School is besl facililated through a form of site-based governance. Finally, mulliculturalism is
considered a natural companion of heterogeneous classes in an Essential School. The strongest
appeal of this movement is the insistence thal all aclivities of the school are viewed as processes
connected through collaboration.

One note of caution, the inclusion movement will never be an effective educational reform
strategy with an exclusive focus on disabled children. This exclusive focus provides a high
visibilily target for naysayers, struggling (o restructure education to accommodate the demands of a
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globai economy, to decry the intent of the strategy. Additionally, the narrow focus enshrines these
critfes in thelr traditional position as gatekeepers uf the portals of accessibility lo the advantiages
accorded non-disabled students.

Inclusion as a reform strategy, contnins many philosophical underpihnings that could and
must be transformed into new dimensions of educational programs that will benefit all childr:n.
The inclusive school model, for all children, provides the concept needed to reconstruct the special
education full inclusion model into an initiative thal appreciates and accommodates all aspects of
diversity with little or no rclinnce on the labeling process. In theory, the concept of Lhe inclusive
schoul reduces the friction caused by the collision of a strategy for equity against the traditional

sorting function of school.
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