CHAPTER 2

Inclusive Leadership and Disability

George Theoharis, Julie Causton,
and Casey Woodlfield

This chapter focuses on what leaders need to know and be able to do in order to create
schools that meet the needs of students with disabilities. It is important to note that disabil-
ity is often the first and only dimension of diversity that people associate with inclusion and
issues of inclusivity. While for some readers this chapter will resonate with notions of inclu-
sion and special education in schools, disability does not exist in a vacuum but in a world
full of intersections between disability and other areas of difference. When we think about
inclusive schooling, we are talking about shifting the way we see education—a paradigm
shift, a sea change, a philosophy that undergirds planning and decision-making. In terms
of disability, inclusive education at its core means all students with disabilities are learning
and socializing in general education settings, and educators are providing inclusive services
to meet their needs while eliminating pullout or self-contained special education programs.
It is a constant effort to reject partial attempts and get beyond segregated lives, classrooms,
and communities. This means we see each and every child, regardless of disability or need, as
a fundamental and valued member and participant of the general education heterogeneous
classroom community. This necessitates a team of professionals working together to adapt,
modify, and differentiate for all students to get beyond a one-size-fits-all approach. This
chapter focuses on inclusive leadership and disability. We begin with the current context of
disability in schools, then proceed to summarize the research literature relating disability
to the needs of school leaders, and finally detail what inclusive leadership around disability
looks like with tools and case studies.

PART 1: THE CURRENT CONTEXT OF DISABILITY IN SCHOOLS

The provision of special education services for the 6.5 million school-aged students labeled
with disabilities in the United States is driven and mediated by the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004). Since this federal special edu-
Cation law’s least restrictive environment (LRE) principle ensures that “to the maximum
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extent .=_|,wpn_mpri-.m; children with disabilities . . . are educated with children who are not
disabled . . . with the use of supplementary aids and services” (IDEA 2004, 20 U.S.C. §1412
(5) (B) et seq.), students with disabilitics are increasingly being -ducated and provided those
supports in heterogencous general education classrooms (US Department of BEducation,
Office of Special Education Programs, 2011). Based on the foundation of equitable access
established by these provisions, general education, with meaningful access to the academic
nd social aspects of schooling, s considered the preferred placement for students with dis-
abilitics to receive special cducation and related services.

Under TDEA 2004, the Individualized Education Program (IEP) must direct these
services and supports for students with disabilitics; a guiding document collaboratively
designed by a multidisciplinary team that includes the student him/herself, general edu-
cation teacher, special education teacher, administrative designee, psychologist, parent/
guardian, and any other individuals who are knowledgeable about the studernit. As members
and key contributors 0 [EP teams, school administrators can not only help to make these
placement and service decisions for students with disabilities, but they also can be crucial to
cultivating a school-and district-wide culture that hinges on inclusive and equity-oriented
special education service delivery options. School leaders’” absence from this role almost
certainly precludes the development of inclusive and cquity-oriented special education ser-
vice delivery.

Over the past two decades many schools have shifted their service delivery to comply
with the LRE requirement by unifying previously scparate general and special education
environments to establish cohesive services that benefit all students (Cmston-’i"hculmris &
Theoharis, 2008; Frattura & Capper, 2007). As resea rch suggests, inclusive service delivery
goes beyond implications for only students with disability labels and extend into the expe-
riences of all students (McLeskey & Waldron, 2006; Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edel-
man, & Schattman, 1993). These benefits are social and academic, but also more global as
students learn to live, work, and play side-by-side.

The education of students with disabilities in this country has an exclusionary past
that has been, and continues to be, rewritten through the implementation of this federal
legislation that holds all learners to high academic standards (Hardman & Dawson, 2008).
These expectations are inherent in the accountability measures sanctioned by the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). A standards-based reform, NCLB fosters educational
accountability through the use of evidence-based practices; students are expected to meet

ade-level benchmark standards, as measured by standardized assessments. Both this act
and IDEA 2004 are united in their call for highly qualified reachers, academic goals for stu-
dents with disabilities that arc attached to standards, and the systematic measurement and
reporting of academic progress (US Department of Education, 2007; Rosenberg, Sindelar, &
Hardman, 2004). The culture of accountability established by these mandates pushes
schools to move beyond just providing access for students with disabilities, holding them
responsible for developing rigorous academic environments that expect and foster high
achievement for all. School administrators initiate, monitor, and maintain patterns of action

to build this culture.

What Do People With Disabilities Say? Voices of the Community

Of course, the high expectations that run through these accountability measures and
legal provisions do not autornatically translate into improvements in the education and
cervices directed toward students with disabilities. Developing inclusive spaces based on
collaboration and respect among, staff and between students requires commitrent at all
levels—actions that should include and involve student perspectives as well, Yet the voices
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Importantly, once students from lingustically and culturally diverse groups are labeled,
they are more likely to be in segregated placements than their White classmates who carry
the same disability label (Cartledge, Singh, & Gibson, 2008; National Center for Education
Statistics, 2014). This over-representation of students of color often occurs in the categories
of emotional and behavioral disturbances, intellectual disabilities, and learning disabilities
(Parrish, 2002), and these categories are more likely to be segregated (US Department of
Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2012). More specifically, 21.7% of Black
students across disability labels and 21.8% of Asian and Pacific Islanders spend less than
40% of their day in general education, compared to 11.9% of their White counterparts (US
Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2012).

The over-representation of students of color in special education is also complicated
by gender. Roughly two-thirds of students with disabilities between the ages of 6 and 17
served under the IDEA are male (US Department of Education, 2007). Within that group,
the most heavily male-dominated disability categories include emotional disturbance (80%
male ages 6-12; 77% male ages 13-17) and autism (83% male ages 6-12; 84% male ages
13-17). This disproportionality should not be interpreted to mean that disabilities are more
common in boys than girls. Just as is the case with the overrepresentation of students of
color in special education—many of whom, we can see from the data, are boys—the subjec-
tive nature of labeling must be considered as well. Behavioral expectations and ideas about
normative performance are important to consider in light of these statistics, which tell us
only that males tend to be labeled with disabilities more often than girls. As school lead-
ers, what we do with these numbers, and how we move toward more equitable delivery of
services, has to do first with how we conceptualize disability itself.

The Social Gonstruction of Disability

Leaders for inclusive schooling must consider how individuals with disabilities have his-
torically been regarded in medical, professional, educational, and general parlance. The
understanding of disability, and the institutionalized responses to it, have traditionally and
pervasively been associated with a medicalized, deficit-based perspective that positions dis-
ability as an inherent, negative trait within an individual. Disability, and therefore the stu-
dent with a disability, has been seen as a problem to be fixed. Yet scholars in the fields of
disability studies (DS) and disability studies in education (DSE) reveal other factors at play,
too, in our current understandings of what disability is and whom it impacts. The notion of
disability as a social construction holds that meaning is and has been made by human beings
in interactions with one another and the world around them (Taylor, 2008; Shakespecare,
2010). Therefore, “disability” is a concept representative of the contextual nature of the way
that individuals with impairments experience, and are marginalized by, social, structural,
emotional, institutional, historical, and political aspects of the world (Garland-Thomson,
1997). Not only is this framework a key tenet of DS and DSE as academic fields, but a
helpful way of thinking about disability in relation to inclusive educational opportunities
and practices.

Through the lens of the social construction of disability, disability categories are not
only created through a combination of medical, professional, research-based, educational,
and federal governmental conceptions, but they also can and have changed over time. For
example, the category of intellectual disability (or mental retardation, as it has been referred
to until recently) and associated assumptions about intellectual ability and competence that
accompany it have evolved and changed over time, showing that a disability category is not
fixed, objective, or static (Bogdan & Taylor, 1976; Danforth, 1997). Prior to 1973, indi-
viduals with an IQ of 80 or below qualified for a label of what was then known as mental
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retardation. Yet during 1973 the federal government lowered that diagnostic criteria mea-
sure to 70 or below. With the swift stroke of a pen, hundreds of thousands of individuals
who went to bed one night labeled mentally retarded were essentially “cured” the very next
day (Blatt, 1987).

Perhaps most significantly, once created, these disability categories are reinforced and
marked by assumptions that accompany them. Simply put, people see what they are look-
ing for. And what they are looking for is based on characteristics associated with the diag-
nostic criteria of a disability label. Once labeled, students with disabilities often become
understood—particularly by educators—almost exclusively through the lens of their per-
ceived deficits (Baglieri, Bejoian, Broderick, Connor, & Valle, 2011).

We see this personified in our work with schools constantly (Causton & Theoharis,
2014). For example, while observing in a third-grade classroom we noted how these nega-
tive perceptions of students labeled with disabilities translate into lived consequences for
students. While the classroom was bustling with students talking as they completed art
projects, the teacher shouted over the noise, “Seth, that is the last time.” She walked to the
chalkboard and wrote his name, on display for the rest of his classmates to sce. Yet the noise
in this classroom came from the combination of many students talking at the same time.
From where we were sitting, Seth’s behavior looked no different than his classmates’. So
why was Seth—a student who carries the label of emotional disturbance—the only student
whose actions were considered problematic? Could it be that the answer is as simple as,

“because he was expected to be”?

As is evident in the historical revision of criteria for intellectual disability labels, as
well the example of Seth’s seemingly unwarranted disciplining, the “creation” of disability
categories has implications for the lived realties of those so labeled; experiences over which,
often, they have no control. These categories are developed, amended, and attached in rela-
tion to individuals’ lives through the determinations made by external others of whether
they “qualify” or not. The social construction of disability means that disability labels are
not static; they are not made up of hard and fast rules that describe certain types of people.
In contrast, they are merely reflections and indicators of patterns of difficulty for individu-
als, the meaning of which has been made by other people and throughout history. Under-
standing this can drive us to be more accountable for and critical of our own biases, and
lead to a more individualized, assets-based rather than categorical, deficits-based approach

to educating students with particular needs.

The Efficacy of Inclusive Services

Research has shown that when students with significant disabilities are educated in general,
rather than special, education settings, their academic outcomes increase and instances of
challenging behavior decrease (Dawson et al., 1999). Further, a review of 50 studies compar-
ing academic performances of students with mild disabilities included in general education
with those who were not indicated that students in the inclusive setting had higher average
academic growth (80th percentile) than those who were segregated (50th percentile) (TASH,
2009). Research suggests that students with disabilities in inclusive settings earn better stan-
dardized assessment scores and achieve higher grades overall, as compared to their counter-
parts in segregated special education settings (Rea, McLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002).
The academic and social benefits of inclusive education extend beyond just students
with disabilities to impact those without disabilities as well (Cole, Waldron, & Majd, 2004;
Fisher & Meyer, 2002; Freeman & Alkin, 2000; Kennedy, Shulka, & Fryxell, 1997; Sharpe,
York, & Knight, 1994; Waldron & McLeskey, 1998). Studies have revealed increased aca-
demic performance of students without disabilities placed in inclusive classroom settings
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students, but particularly for students with significant disabilities, notions of competence
and intelligence are too often called into question. Students with complex support needs
pose unique challenges for educators related to the assessment, communication, and deter-
mination of their learning. The presumption of competence provides a clear response to
this perceived quandary: no one can definitively know another person’s thinking unless the
other person can (accurately) reveal it. Given this, presuming competence can be consi-
dered what Anne Donnellan (1984) has termed the least dangerous assumption. It is less harm-
ful to assume that students can learn—and support them to do so—than to expect that
they cannot.

Over the course of history students with disabilities have revealed time and again that
professionals have been wrong about how and what they can learn or gain from educa-
tional opportunities. We have continually been surprised by what students can communi-
cate, learn, share, and do. And yet students with disabilities have perpetually been excluded
from the educational opportunities they deserve. That we continue to be caught off guard
by such realizations—that students continue to have to prove us wrong—is an unfortunate
reality, as it reflects a systematic unwillingness to shift, change, and grow based on lessons
learned. Presuming competence for all (students with disabilities, students who speak Eng-
lish as a second language, students from all races and socioeconomic status), then, pushes
us not only to expect that students can and will learn, but also to place them in inclusive
settings that provide challenging, interesting, age-appropriate experiences as well as oppor-
tunities, supports, and expectations for success.

In sum, inclusion is not a program to be offered to some students in some classrooms.
Instead, inclusion forms an underlying philosophy or way of seeing the world. Inclusion is
a way of leading schools that embraces each and every student as full members of the general
education academic and social community. Thus, while this chapter is focused on disability,
this understanding of inclusion is much broader and applies across all areas of difference.
We know that it is the leaders who need to make this happen, and we now turn to the tools

and strategies to make inclusion possible.

PART 3: INCLUSIVE LEADERSHIP FOR STUDENTS WITH
DISABILITIES IN K-12 SCHOOLS

Systemic change toward inclusive education requires passionate visionary leaders
who are able to build consensus around the goal of providing quality education for all
learners. . . ... [Study after study found] administrative support and vision to be

the most powerful predictor of success of moving toward full inclusion.
—Villa and Thousand (2003, p. 13)

Villa and Thousand (2003) challenge us to realize that more than anything else, the role
of school leaders is paramount to create and maintain inclusive schools. Here, we review
the leader’s role in including students with disabilities through a process for leaders to use
in moving their schools to become more inclusive (inclusive school reform). We conclude
with case study examples of a school and district engaged in this work.

Leaders’ Roles in Inclusion and Disability

There are many contributing factors to inclusive schools and the benefits students with
and without disabilities, staff, teachers, parents, and communities realize. However, it is
the leaders who ultimately make or break efforts to be inclusive and to transcend from the
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This key component of successful inclusive services involves the collaborative plan-
ning that brought different stakeholders to the table to develop and fine-tune implementa-
tion for a school-wide plan. It is important to get buy-in but also different perspectives on
an inclusive service delivery plan for the school.

Part of collaborative planning and implementing inclusive reform is creating a climate of
belonging. This means working with all stakeholders at school to presume competence and
value of all students, building community purposefully in each classroom throughout the vear,
adopting a school-wide community-building approach, and enhancing the sense of belonging
for all students, staff, and families. It is essential that throughout this process inclusion is looked
at broadly, keeping in mind the intersections of disability, race, class, and gender. (See the online
companion website, www.routledge.com/cw/theoharis, for the belonging observational tool.)

Conduct an Equity Audit to Understand Current Realities

Equity audits are becoming a more widely used tool for school leaders to understand and
gather local data about their schools. Many educators feel their school operates in an equi-
table manner overall, but equity audits provide concrete data to reflect operational realities
and identify disproportionate areas to address. The final chapter of this text describes a
comprehensive equity audit process. See the disability section and full equity audit detailed
in Chapter 10 and online (www.routledge.com/cw/theoharis). Conducting an audit can
achieve a number of goals, like making a case for changing service delivery, strengthening
the vision of inclusion, and providing data for a collaborative planning process.

Create Service Delivery Maps

Teams examine the existing way services are provided, human resources are used, and where
students receive which services. This process requires that school teams map out current
service delivery and human resource distribution in efforts to meet the range of student
needs. This involves creating a visual representation of the classrooms, special education
service provision, general education classrooms, and how students receive their related ser-
vices. An essential part of creating service maps is to indicate which staff pull students from
which classrooms, which students learn in self-contained spaces, and which paraprofes-
sionals are used where—a complete picture of how and where all staff at the school work.
Figure 2.1 provides an example of this kind of visual map of the service delivery model
before inclusive school reform. The rectangles around the edge represent the general edu-
cation classrooms. The ovals in the middle labeled “resource” represent resource special
education teachers who worked with students with disabilities in many classrooms (as indi-
cated by the lines) through a pullout model. The circles labeled self-contained had a multi-
aged group of students with disabilities who spent the entire day together, separate from
general education peers. There is one oval marked with “inclusion 20+10.” This represents
what was previously called an “inclusive” classroom. This room had about 20 general edu-
cation students with an additional ten students with disabilities. This old service delivery
plan segregated students with intense needs into certain classrooms, while other classrooms
lacked students with disabilities and additional adult support. Some students were excluded
and removed from the general education curriculum, instruction, and social interaction
with general education peers for some or all of each school day.

We see the visual mapping of services as a key way to understand the patterns and who
gets which kinds of services and where these services happen. Visual mapping of services
can also allow leaders and teams to see racial and economic patterns of student composi-
tion in classes and services (see Figure 2.2). Creating service maps and identifying the race,

23




Figure 2.1 Special Education Service Delivery Prior to Inclusive Restructuring
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Figure 2.3 ELL Service Delivery Prior to Inclusive Restructuring

Note: Rectangles = elementary general education classrooms, Ovals = ESL teachers. Pullout = ESL
teacher taking ELL students to an ESL resource raom to provide instruction. Lines = the classrooms
from where the ESL teachers pull students for the ESL program.

social class, gender, or language of students who are being pulled out of classrooms and the
students who remain in the classroom visually shows the ways that segregating students
typically marginalizes students of color, students who are linguistically diverse, low-income
students, and privileged White and middle class students. These maps then allow leaders
and school teams to have conversations about these inequitable patterns. For example, Fig-
ure 2.2 shows one classroom of clementary students, with the circles on the bottom repre-
senting students and the individual students who were pulled out prior to inclusive reform.

While this process for inclusive school reform was designed for inclusion of students
with disabilities, we have used the same process for creating more inclusive services for
students who are culturally and linguistically diverse. In those cases, the teachers of and
service providers for students who are labeled English-Language Learners (ELLs) were rep-
resented on the service maps instead of special education teachers. See Figure 2.3.

Set Goals Based on the Vision

Operating with a bold vision of inclusion and an understanding of the current service
delivery, the team sets goals for the school reform initiative around three areas: (1) school
structure—how we arrange adults and students, (2) school climate, and 3) meeting the
needs of all in the general education classroom. Below is an example of goals that a K-8
school created during the inclusive school reform work. They include:

Structure Goals (How We Arrange Adults and Students)

Students will be placed in classrooms in natural propottions with positive role models.
Designated person will facilitate efficient monthly communication meetings for staff
to discuss various topics surrounding inclusion.
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an example of inclusive service delivery, where teachers and administrators reconfigured
the current use of staff (from Figure 2.1) to form teams of specialists and general educa-
tion teachers to create inclusive teams that collaboratively plan and deliver instruction to
heterogeneous student groups (seen in Figure 2.4). In this example the school chose to pair
special education teachers as part of inclusive teams with two to three general education
classrooms and teachers.

This was not about “dumping” students with needs into a particular classroom, it was
about creating heterogeneous spaces. This necessitated focusing each year on creating het-
erogencous classrooms that balanced student need across all rooms or sections, and kept
the natural proportion front and center. Natural proportions means that if 13% of the stu-
dents at the school have disabilities, then the student placement process should mirror
that density of students with disabilities in each classroom. Classrooms should not be cre-
ated such that students with disabilities (and thus a need for additional support) are highly
concentrated in some spaces and not in others. Part of creating classes at any level is to not
segregate students with special education needs into one room or section. Using natural
proportions as a guide, it is important to strive for balanced/heterogeneous classes that mix
abilities, achievement, behavior, and other learning needs.

Build Instructional Teams

Re-thinking staff involves creating teams of general education teachers, specialists (i.c.,
special education teachers, ELL teachers, etc.), and paraprofessionals to serve all students
inclusively. In the example in Figures 2.1 and 2.4, the special education teacher who was
formerly a teacher in the self-contained classroom (Figure 2.1) is now part of a teaching
team and co-plans and co-delivers instruction with two general education teachers (Fig-
ure 2.4) and a paraprofessional. An essential component of this step is placing students into
classrooms using the school’s natural proportions of students with special education needs
or other needs (like ELL) as a guide as previously defined.

Leaders of inclusive schools develop instructional teams of specialists and generalists.
These teams are the ones who provide services, teach, and carry out the plan described in
the previous section. Developing teams takes on different forms, but at its core involves
bringing together professionals who will share responsibility to work together to inclu-
sively meet the needs of the range of learners under their joint care. This requires revising
the roles many professionals have previously played in their schools and building trust
between those members. It is essential that in addition to developing teams the leader sup-
ports those teams and provides them common planning time.

In an effort to develop instructional teams at her high school, Principal Natalie assigned
special education teachers to be content-area special education teachers. This change meant
her school no longer provided classes of specific content areas that were only for students
in special education and no longer maintained self-contained special education programs.
Now, all special education staff support students in general education by co-planning and
co-delivering instruction. It is important to note that at this school and others described in
this chapter, co-teaching or team teaching was not the goal. Too often co-teaching leads to
segregating students with disabilities into one classroom. The goal at Principal Natalie’s
school (and the others in this chapter) was for shared ownership of students and teachers
co-planning and increasing their capacity with and from one another. Principal Natalie
ensured special education teachers had common planning time with the content teachers
with whom they were working and she treated those special education teachers as part of
the content team. She provided time for each special education teacher over the summer
to meet with, get to know, and become familiar with the content teachers and the yearly
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programs of the school. Leadership is important in two ways in reducing fragmentation of
initiatives. First, leaders act as gatekeepers knowing that they could not ask their teachers to
do too many new things at once. As they move toward fully inclusive services, they reduce
the other new initiatives or programs that are rolled out in their school. This means that
the district- and school-level leaders are careful about not iitiating other changes during
the carly years of fully inclusive services. In order to sustain the move toward inclusive
education, leaders make sure that as new staff members Join the school they understand the
philosophy and the inclusive expectations.

Second, successful leaders of inclusive practice reduce fragmentation of initiatives by
making sure their commitments to inclusion are part of everything at their school, from
new curriculum and instructional approaches to extra-curricular activities and programis.
For example, when a new math series was adopted at Principal Steve’s high school, he made
sure the special education teachers who were co-planning and co-delivering instruction in
math attended training about the new math series with the other math teachers. He also
made sure they all had teacher manuals and enough materials (calculators, etc.) to be used
in large- and small-group inclusive instruction.

In the midst of many state changes and mandates, Superintendent Carol ensured that
her district did not lose sight of its inclusive direction, stating: “Our primary focus this
year and next is collaboration to support our inclusive services. Teacher time and energy
for change is a finite quantity. So, of course, we are working toward the new common core
math, but to be honest we have to be cognizant of that finite reality and so we are doing
much less with that math change as we have to say focused.”

In addition to ensuring inclusion is central to improving teaching and learning, suc-
cessful leaders make sure inclusion is infused into extra-curricular activities as well. At
Principal Meg’s elementary school, the district brought in a local non-profit to run after-
school programming. Meg would not accept the non-profit organization’s hesitance to
serve students with significant disabilities and worked with them to ensure students with
disabilities had access to the program. She also insisted on, and provided guidance around,
students with disabilities being seen as authentic members of the after-school program,
being treated as such, and not being separated from their peers.

These leaders provide examples of how reducing fragmentation allows the inclusive
philosophy to blossom in their schools and across districts. In so doing, educators view inclu-
sion not as a program that will come and go, or a service for only some students, or a plan
that is thrown out when a new initiative comes along. Instead, inclusive education forms the
core of a collaboratively developed plan that reflects “the way we do things around here.”

Monitor, Adjust, and Celebrate

The next component of the inclusive reform process is to monitor and adjust the plan with
attention to obtaining feedback from all staff, students, and families, but without abandon-
ing the plan at the first moment of struggle or resistance. During the summer and into the
first few weeks of the year it is important to iron out logistics and adjust teaching schedules
as needed. This often means that the leadership team begins to plan for the following year
midway through each school year. Additionally, this component involves making time to
honor the hard work of school reform—specifically, the new roles and responsibilities that
teaching teams have had to adopt—and celebrating successes along the way. Schools poing
through this process have created a variety of activities to this end: mid-Fall celebrations
for staff to keep momentum, banner-raising celebrations to declare a commitment to this

effort while inviting local officials and the press, and end-of-year celebrations to end the
Year ona positive note,

ﬁ.
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Case Studies

This final section features case studics. The first is about two schools and the final one is
about a district. All of the case studies focus on the work and experience of leading inclusive

reform.

School Case Studies

This section of the chapter highlights two schools, located in Central New York, that
have created more inclusive services for their students with disabilities.! Summer Heights
(a K~6 school) and River View (a PreK—8 school) both used an inclusive school reform
process similar to that described previously. Adopting this inclusive school reform and get-
ting the commitment from staff and administration to move in this direction took a year of
plarining, This process began with helping the school staff to learn about the philosophy
and practice of inclusion, forming a leadership team, examining the current service deliv-
ery model, comparing the service delivery model with inclusive philosophy, incorporating
changes into a new service delivery model, implementing the model, and monitoring and
adjusting annually. At both schools, 23% of the student body are students labeled with dis-
abilities; this group consists of students with mild, moderate, and significant disabilities.
We organize these cases around a few of the steps in the 10-step inclusive school process.

Collaborative Planning Process

An essential component of the inclusive reform of both schools was the planning process
and examining the existing data. Each school mapped out its current service delivery mod-
cls and their use of human resources in an effort to meet the range of student needs, just
as described previously. At Summer Heights, the leadership team created and presented
this visual so all staff could see and understand the birds-eye view of how human resources
were being utilized.

The staff then examined these maps with the focus on creating more inclusive services
and, their goals in mind, aiming to identify ways to redeploy staff to create balanced class-
rooms of students where all students were included. At Summer Heights, teams of teach-
ers created drafts of how to rearrange staff, create new teaching teams, and rethink student
placements to enhance inclusion and belonging. These drafis were then shared and the
leadership team used them in developinga final plan (like Figure 2.4), Following the service
delivery changes, a teacher from Summer Heights shared her belicfs that reject the physical
removal of students for separate related services: “With this new model I no longer have the
students with the most significant needs missing the most instruction . . . wasting so much
time in transition, missing valuable core curriculum. Now these services are brought into
the classroom seamlessly and everybody benefits . . . let’s not forget the social stigma asso-
ciated with pullout programs. These kids now finally belong somewhere . . . all day long.”

Creating Instructional Teams: New Roles and New Skills

All teachers in both schools now have new roles and responsibilities. Special education
teachers no longer pull students out into resource rooms. They are expected to co-plan and
co-teach with general educators. General education teachers are no longer only responsible
for general education students. Instead, Riverview and Summer Heights sought to create a
more unified education system where all teachers are responsible for all students. Teachers
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received extensive g _ )
-uhllt.ml!{ }lktmhtli“ ])T]:?hhmnﬂl development on creating inclusive communities, cffective
adult collaboration, delivering instruction with mnlti i ' . ;

v nstruction with multiple adults, differentiati ‘ :
lum, and adaptations : PIC ACLE, diierentiation of curricu-

adaptations to the general education curri Thi :
: ; seners n curriculum. This professional ¢
; . This professional deve e

1s essential to helping teachers make these changes. } sloprent

All Students Can Achieve More

Reviewi N
- 1ztn]r;g ;}nd r‘nomt:trlulig data on student outcomes has been an on-going process for each
scho oth witnessed basically no change in achi
. : ge in achievement after the first year of i
mentation while changing servi i i R
_ ce delivery, having adults take i i
i i o  havi ults take on new roles, and including
. mild disabilities. Since then, h
: : i s . Sir en, however, both school * 5ee
1mp1;;)vement in student achievement (see Tables 2.1 and 2 2) e seen
educa:i (:Ee;e scho?ls‘,j 1.ncludi11g the students with the most significant needs in general
as resulted in a more effective education fo : ;
' r all. As one of the teachers i
summarized, “While not everybod ' i Vb oo
5 s body loves the way we are doing thi i ion, i
i | bad g this new inclusion, it has
us better teachers. In thinking about the students with the greatest challenées we

Table 2.1 Literacy Achievement—Percent at or Above Grade Level

St

udents Before 2 yeats later
Summer Heights 4th grade—all students 50% 58%
Summer Heights 4th grade—stud

with disabilitics ° e o e
Summer Heights 5th grade—all students 44% 58%
Summer Heights 5th grade—student 9

with disabilities ¢ e o -
Summer Heights 6th grade—all students 50% 72%
Summer Heights 6th grade—students 25% 35%

with disabilities

Table 2.2 Math Achievement—Percent at or Above Grade Level

S t.udentx Before 2 years later
R?ver View 5th grade—all students 55% 66%
R?vcr View 5th grade—students with disabilities 18% 43"/o
R?ver View 6th grade—all students 54% 72‘70
R?ver View 6th grade—students with disabilities 18% 53‘70
Rfver View 7th grade—all students 56% 78"/0
R?Ver View 7th grade—students with disabilities 29% 7O°/0
R‘lver View 8th grade—all students 48% 62‘70
River View 8th grade—students with disabilities 8% 40°/:

Note: i
ofe: The data reported in both Tables 2.2 and 2.3 follow the same student cohorts, While both schools

have made gai i

gains on NCLB measures (i.e., compari

L., paring one fifth-grad

the teachers at Summer Heights and River View felt tli;e most imy et o e it clan),

. 1 portant data required i
group of students to itself as the students progress through the grades ! S
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31




I T———

D

GEORGE THEOHARIS, JULLE CAUSTON, AND CASEY WOODFIELD

’ : . but in the end it is the right
are doing a better job challenging everybody. Its tough work, but m the end it is the rig

work.”

SCHOOL CASE STUDY GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. What is surprising about the approaches that Summer Heights and River View took in

i i ive?
the process of becoming more inclusive’ .
5. Discuss the importance of collaboration to this process and the potential consequences

of an absence of it. | . e
3. What can you take away from these examples and replicate in your own sG 00ls’?

4. What knowledge, skills, and beliefs are required to lead these changes?

District Case Study

The ten steps toward inclusive school "1"!"‘0"_"1 discussed prcw?usly prz;}r‘ltc!l: :, ;;.:;::E\:::;lf
for creating inclusive schooling at the bulld'mg le_w;l; l‘aowfevm. mancr. tif,ct ;d,ﬁimstmm
tors inquire about how to create an entirely inclusive dJstnct.’ IS(;:nc ‘ }15 r: e = o
engage in the ten-step inclusive school reform process a schoo -Tdyi-'m' 00. | jdr_:;niﬁe.i o
ers undergo a large-scale approach. Figure .2.5 o.nt‘l.mes some g e ines anl e ¢
mon pitfalls to avoid when moving an entire district to become more inclust s —
In Wisconsin, the Homesficld district began working toward creating an auth ; : m;j!
inclusive district during the 2008-09 school year. They st::;rt.ed with an eql.;l.w ‘auﬂ :itcil iu.
quickly realized that their students with c.iisablhtées;lweéie?;:;zgo? :’i{l 1:;?{ :ct:s::?:'a "["hcy
achievement, opportunities for participation, an _ w sch vt 5 ]
;;l;::—‘sed on rcvi.*riflg their service delivery by involving the entire :;c}nlln*usntll;:;tn{t}t;al: 1(1} (::]a “;Zirl
as special education and general education tc.a.chf:rs. By the Fall r‘;t ttic 20091 ! :m ’ ﬁyidly‘r
they had eliminated the self-contained special edncﬂ-tlmi rnc.)m:T a{aj{:re. n;l., o i, 3;]1:231 y
away from pullout services. Using the teacllcr mantra gf do Lthaf'r:nl . t u:{ (,T.lwir s O,H
they redeployed teachers to climinate the former special education 1}0?111;‘.}1 Thek o rc.cre_
service delivery positioned teams of adults to take on new ro_l.ti:s mgdet 1er. This
ating classroom environments that met the range of stud.c:n%s nec -s. . N
This commitment took many forms, not the least of which were stn?ctur:a‘ ist ctw
changgs to eliminate barriers that kept spcci;ﬁ] education .:nnd stucllcn.ts‘ w1fl1 jn:z?::i;:tsx.:;
rate. -'Fllcy combined the teaching and icarm.ng (01: cumcs.tlun} dc?s,l?r-?)- - L.Et e
the special education department. The le?mmg of students u\‘ntll C 35:; *ln jmu;q ,cei‘ummwd i
ently connected to the teaching and cm'rlmluu‘*n across tl“.: fjlstl :ct.. ey fx;:Id‘; o .himd
significant number of special education paraprofessionals. L{smg th}wﬁﬂ?t}; ‘ ‘1)1 T:h'\s ’ Iluwc.d
certified special education teachers (three to four t::achc—rs for cwiryd th} ai L:I;l(«]]ér;
for greater teacher collaboration and reduced cas:..‘ium.is’fur spfun education F{:. o iw e
“The Assistant Superintendent, Donna Hooper, believes, “We are not perfect and we e
work to do, but we are at a much deeper place than we werc four years ago: We alrc wn‘r i %
now on how to co-teach better and how to differentiate better, We are no If“.il]gutl‘ ;m:u ryulll;:
about if this student or that student should be here. I’mp'ic know a:d cxp‘t:t,; a 0 t_!.ls;' 15-
dents to be in general education.” She also points to their d;\.m. In 2008, sfull t:l‘lt.S vtrl b)u .
abilitics started clementary school performing hetter than th.rzlr pecrs lltirtlijh L ;}fﬁ;jt, ‘L : 3
the time they were through middle school they lag,gud lml'{1|1.d their peers. .A\{l:l L.“." .}r:an:.
this is no longer true. Students with disabilitics dchieve at higher rates than the state average.

The following guidelines are for administrators to use when making student placement decisions

and policies. While not exhaustive, they represent a range of key decisions that can foster inclusion,
belonging and learning.

These guidelines can be used to avoid common administrative pitfalls that set up structures
impeding achievement and creating seclusion, They are not meant to be a recipe, but are intended
to help put structures and policies in place to create truly inclusive schools.

Home District: All students are educated within their school district.

No students (including students with significant disabilities, students with challenging behaviors,

students with autism, etc.) are sent to other districts or cooperative programs outside of the home
school district.

Home School: All students attend the schools and classrooms they would attend regardless of
ability/disability or native language.

There are no schools within the district set aside for students with disabilities.

General Education Member: All students are placed in chronologically age-appropriate general
education classrooms.

This is a legal entitlement, not based on staff preference or comfort level. Each classroom represents
a heterogeneous group of students. Special education is a service, not a place. No programs,
schools-within-a-school or classrooms are set aside for students with disabilities. Students with
disabilities are not slotted into predetermined programs, schools, or classrooms. Particular
classrooms are not designated, as inclusive classrooms while others are not.

Density Check: Strive for classroom sections that represent natural proportions of the school
building.

Natural proportions refer to the percentage of students with disabilities as compared to the entire

student body. If you have 10 students with disabilities and 100 students in the school, that natural
proportion is 10 percent. The national average of students with disabilities is 12 percent,

Special Education Teacher’s Caseloads: Assignment of students with disabilities balances the
intensity of student need and case-management responsibility.

This moves away from certain special educators being the “inclusive,” “resource,” “self-contained”
or “emotionally disturbed” to all special educators having similar roles and case loads. Students with
disabilities with similar labels are not clustered together.

Team Arrangements: All teachers (general education, special education, ELL, reading, etc.) are
assigned to instructional teams on the basis of shared students.

Special education teachers are assigned to collaborate with 2-3 classroom sections or teachers to
promote collaboration, communication and co-planning. Creating effective teams of adults who work
with the same students is essential; consider grouping compatible adult team members as well as
building capacity in all staff members to work with all students. Professional development is needed
for adults to embrace these new roles, collaborate well and effectively use meeting time.

Related Services: Related services are portable services that come to the student.

Therefore, related service teachers consult with classroom teams, demonstrate skills and techniques
and provide instruction/support within the context of general education. Related service providers
need to be a part of the placement of students into general education classrooms process and the
daily general education planning and program.

Daily Schedule: Use the schedule to support instructional blocks, time for collaborative planning
and problem solving and daily direction and training for paraprofessionals.

The master schedule is used as a tool to leverage the vision of collaborative inclusion, Creating
sacred planning time for teams of general educators and special educators is essential.

Service Delivery Teams: District and school-level teams meet regularly to reconfigure resources
and to revise service delivery on an annual basis.

Schools engage in an ongoing process to plan for the specific needs of their students. This involves
re-examining the current way staff are used, how teams are created, the class placement process
and the master schedule.

Figure 2.5 District/School Guidelines for Inclusive Student Placement
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Table 2.3 Misguided Practices Inclusive Schools Work to Avoid

Practice That Undermines Inclusion
and Student Success

Problesnatic Issues With This Practice

Pullout programs

Self-contained programs

Dense clustering of students
with needs

One-on-one support

Age-inappropriate placements

Tracking

Students miss important content.

Social stigma and social isolation.
Over-identification of African American and
low-income students in pullout programs.

Very limited access to general education peers,
curriculum, or teachers, .

Tend to be used for students with the most
complex needs. '

Do not employ special methods or
individualization.

Result in higher teacher burnout rates.

Result in low post-secondary employment rates
and independent living,

Have an over-representation of students of color
and low-income students. ' _

Rely on an increased use of physical restraint on
students.

Indicate an effort to create “inclusive”
classrooms, but the proportions are unnatural.
Disproportionate amount of 'tleeds can make
these classrooms very much like special
education classrooms.

Often the least trained and expected to work
with students with the most significant needs.
Results in less direct teacher involvement.
Unnecessary dependence.

Interference with peer interaction.

Loss of personal control.

Provocation of negative behaviors.

Performing at grade level is not a requirer.nent
to receive modification at an age-appropriate
curriculum.

Risk of students being seen as perpetual young
children and not developing students with
complex emotions and desires. )

Lose opportunities to develop an authentic
community where students progress through
the grades together, learning from and with one
another.

Not authentic and meaningful inclusion.
Results in dense clustering of student needs.
Curriculum is usually slower paced, thus getting
through less of the general curriculum.
Contributes to lower learning and future
possibilities.

INCLUSIVE LEADERSHIP AND DISABILITY

DI&_T-I]I.GT CASE STUDY GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. Whatis surprising about the approaches that the H
rocess of becoming more inclusive?

2. What were some key principles and strategies involved In this change?

3, What can you take away from these examples and replicate in your own school districts?

4. What knowletge, skills, and beliefs are required to lead these changes?

eld Schaol District took in the

Important Lessons From These Case Studies

When it comes to working toward inclusive education, we see that many schools and
districts engage in well-intentioned, but arguably misguided, practices. Table 2.3 briefly
illustrates six common practices that undermine inclusion and student success that Sum-
mer Heights and River View schools, as well as the Homesfield district, worked to avoid.
Awareness of these potential pitfalls, as well as implementation of the strategies we have laid
out previously, can help to shape more intentional, effective, and productive approaches for
leaders to model when implementing inclusive school reform. We believe that a combina-
tion of learning from others’ trials and triumphs, as well as having the right tools to chart

their own paths, sets the stage for ongoing problem-solving, development, and collabora-
tion as we work toward more inclusive contexts for all.

CONCLUSION

Given the current contexts of schools, school leaders need to not only spend time and
energy on issues relating to disability, but they also must have a vision of how to serve
inclusively all students, and in particular students with disabilities. Inclusive school reform
is a pivotal endeavor, one in which administrators play the critical role to inclusive school
success. This inclusive leadership requires both an understanding of and ability to lead a
ten-step inclusive leadership process. Throughout this chapter, we have set the stage by
describing the present educational conditions and provided a ten-step process with tools
and examples of how to implement inclusive school reform in all schools and districts.

NOTE

1 Pseudonyms are used throughout this chapter to protect the privacy of these schools.
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CHAPTER 3

Inclusive Leadership and Poverty

Curt Dudley-Marling and
Anne Dudley-Marling

It’s such a Bore Being always Poor.

(Hughes, n.d.)

PART 1: THE CURRENT CONTEXT OF POVERTY IN SCHOOLS

ism t;:c:::?gﬁ:r?n .E&llgh_es t?luotf: reminds us, it isn’t easy being poor. For the 46.5 million
ahs lving below the poverty thresholds established by the US :
(2013),' 16 million of whom are children, living i TSI o g
)y 16.mi » IVING In poverty means living with less. But the
effects of being poor go well b inabili ;  that mes:
: _ eyond the inability to purchase the small luxuries th
~ 3 . y g * t .
?mcn.cans take for granted, There are serious consequences of living in pover eéa m?; ;
or children. Books (2004) notes that WSy

i’t:o; j::ll)d;en t‘IJ:I;':M the brunt of almost every imaginable social ill. In disproportion-
e cr‘s, hey suffer hungr.:r an‘c! homelessness: untreated sickness and chronic
;:;m i 0;5 such as asthma, car infections, and tooth decay; lead poisoning and other
byr:::‘ls ndel(]iwronmcntal [.JD.I luuqn'; and a sometimes debilitating level of stress created
rowded, run-down living spaces, family incomes that fall short of family need
and ongoing threats of street violence and family dissolution. e

(p-3)

hawﬁdl:zlt‘issg eﬁ::;ng}s ;}I:J E;:;E; ’c;]:;ﬁ}_llc)otli, in}(;lgfiing p(;verty, have even been shown to
e ting i £ €lopig brains, including the capaci
z:l‘lia;s ;I':ie t::la):::)tz to regulate stress, and thvf: ability to make heflthy adﬁpmzotssl:gr?uﬁzxz
s 1; tgrt:sltc:é_ MCE\;.qu, .& Lupien, 2010; 'Shonkoff & Garner, 2012).
living in e ;: ‘ me;:ts}.l Oh' heing_ﬂways poor” it §_h0uld surprise no one that children
Pl nuc Ig]?cr risk for sch.001 failure than their more affluent peers.
1g 1o the most recent data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress




