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Chapter Twelve

The Experience of Disability in
Physical Education

Donna L. Goodwin, Paul Gustafson, and
Brianne N. Hamilton

Introduction

Hﬂnr.ﬁ?o physical education has been interpreted in many ways. It has
been discussed as a philosophy (DePauw and Doll-Tepper 2000; Paul and
Ward 1996), a placement (Broadhead 1985; Jansma and Decker 1992;
Loovis 1986), a process (DePauw 1996), an attitude (Kozub, Sherblom,
and Perry 1999), and a lifestyle (Sherrill 2004). Its openness to interpreta-
tion and multiple meanings has created many challenges and pitfalls for
those directly involved in inclusive practice. In addition, the link between
research and practice has been elusive, in part because of the complicated
nature of field-based educational research {Broadhead 1986; Reid 2000).

Although adapted physical education researchers have been active
since the late 1950s (e.g., Francis and Rarick 1959; Oliver 1958}, it was not
until the 1960s and 1970s that research on the motor performance and fit-
ness of children with disabilities came into its own (Broadhead and Burton
1996). Since that time, the legacy of adapted physical activity research has
provided a knowledge base that has guided practice and enhanced under-
standing of physical activity for persons with disabilities. The history of re-
search in this area reveals documentary evidence of the evolution of ideas,
changing perspectives of disability, challenges faced by professionals in the
field, and the multidisciplinary nature of adapted physical activity.
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This chepter will explore the historical contribution made by
adapted physical education researchers as well as the contemporary trends
in best practices for teachers of inclusive physical education. By under-
standing the foundation upon which our current knowledge and under-
standing are based, we make our philosophical, historical, and ideological
assumptions explicit. We can also celebrate progress and successes while
keeping a critical eye on emerging ideas in need of further investigation.

Definitions of Inclusive Physical Activity

Inclusive physical education has been defined in numerous ways in
the literature. Very early on, the importance of physical education for stu-
dents with disabilities was understood and promoted. The 1952 definition
put forward by the American Association of Health, Physical Education,
and Recreation (AAHPER) reflects an initial focus on specialized or
adapted physical education programs that were separate from general phys-
ical education:

Adapted physical education is a diversified program of develop-
mental activities, games, sport, and rhythms suited to the inter-
ests, capabilities, and limitations of students with disabilities
who may not safely or successfully engage in unrestricted partic-
ipation in the vigorous activities of the general physical educa-
tion programs. (American Association 1952, 15)

In 1971, AAHPER updated the definition to read:

Adapted physical education should apply to any motor activity
or movement program designed for persons who are impaired,
disabled, and handicapped in any setting with an educational
focus. (American Association 1971, 64)

In time, definitions emerged that reflected the inclusion of stu-
dents with disabilities in the general physical education program. The term
inclusive physical education, rather than adapted physical education, came
into use, as outlined by Craft (1994):

Inclusive physical education refers to the placement of a stu-
dent with a disability, even a severe disability, into regular phys-
ical education classes with typical peers in the neighborhood
school not as an occasional visitor, but as a member of the class.

(22-23)
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Block (1994a) added the recognition that supports were needed to
facilitate positive educational experiences for both the student and the
teacher:

Inclusive physical education is a place where individual differ-
ences ate not hidden or ridiculed but rather shared among stu-
dents who learn to respect each other’s limitations and unique
abilities. Supports in the form of adapted equipment, special-
ized instruction, and personnel are provided to any student who
needs them as well as to the regular physical educator. (16)

We offer another definition, one that builds on the principles of
previous definitions and emphasizes the goals of the program:

Inclusive physical education means providing students with ac-
tivity limitations the opportunity to participate in physical edu-
cation with their peers with supplementary support as
appropriate to their abilities so as to take full advantage of the
goals of the program.

Careful reading of the definitions of inclusive physical education
will identify the key ideas behind the inclusion of students with disabilities
in physical education: participation in the regular physical education pro-
gram; a willingness for students of all abilities to be actively involved; a
sense of social belonging; the need for supports; and the requirement that
the outcomes of participation be reflective of the goals of the physical edu-
cation program.

Bandwagon Discourse

Discussions around inclusion in physical education have not been
without controversy. Block (1994b), a strong advocate of inclusion for all
students in physical education, has questioned, over time, the success with
which inclusive physical education programs have been implemented. In
his article, “Did We Jump on the Wrong Bandwagon? Problems with Inclu-
sion in Physical Education,” he suggested that “inclusion zealots,” who did
not accept anything less than full inclusion of all students with disabilities,
may have overlooked the needs of the students in their zest for promoting
the philosophy of inclusion (Block 1999, 33). Upon reflection, he sug-
gested that the assumptions held about the regular physical education pro-
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grams may have been inaccurate, thereby making the implementation of
inclusive physical education far more difficult than originally believed.

Block indicated that we may have been incorrect in assuming that general
physical education is high in quality and individualized in nature. He con-
tended that teachers tend to teach to the middle, or that which the average
student is capable of achieving. Students who are more skilled or less
skilled than average students may not receive individualized programming.
A second assumption Block questioned is whether physical education mir-
rors the size of the general education classroom. Some schools combine
classes for physical education, resulting in double, triple, and even quadru-
ple numbers of students in one class and raising management concerns.

The implementation of an inclusive physical education program also as-
sumes that general physical educators are willing to work with students
with disabilities. This third assumption may not prove true if teachers do
not take responsibility for the participation of all students in their programs.
Finally, the assumption that general physical educators would have access
to training and adapted physical education specialists is dubious. Blockin-
dicated that teachers feel inadequately prepared to teach students with dis-
abilities and often learn as they go. In turn, the adapted physical education
specialists do not have training in how to consult with generalist teachers.

Although all of these challenges exist, DePauw and Doll-Tepper
(2000) caution against thinking about inclusion as a bandwagon. Inclusion
should not be perceived as something that will fade in time with the educa-
tion of students with disabilities returning to the status quo of dual systems
of regular and special education (Stainback and Stainback 1992). “Rather,
inclusion should be considered a philosophical approach to implementing
social justice i our schools....Successful inclusion requires decision-mak-
ers, including individuals, to have choice (informed cheice) and to have
choices” (DePauw and Doll-Tepper 2000, 139).

Although the ideology of inclusion has been debated, we should
not be skeptical about the benefits of inclusive physical education for stu-
dents with and without disabilities. The benefits are well documented and
include decreased isolation, enhanced socialization, a sense of belonging,
availability of role models, improved understanding, stimulating instruc-
tional environments, and increased teacher expectations (Block 1999;
DePauw 2000). We should be thoughtful, however, in our understanding
of the complexity of inclusive educational settings and the supports re-
quired for these educational settings to be meaningful to students and
teachers. Unfortunately much of the work completed on inclusive physical
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education addresses the elementary school context, as was the case with a
study by Vogler et al. (1990). In an effort to investigate the impact of the
presence of students with disabilities on effective teaching in physical edu-
cation, these authors described the percentage of time devoted to instruc-
tion, rates of on-task behaviour, and the emotional climate of thirty
inclusive classrooms. They concluded that the presence of students with
disabilities was not detrimental to overall class processes (time spent in
transition, managing behaviour, instruction, practising skills, or playing
games). The time devoted to waiting, managerial activities, receiving infor-
mation, and non-motor activity was comparable to that in non-inclusive
physical education programs. One shortcoming was that more general than
specific feedback was provided in inclusive than in non-inclusive programs,
although no differences were noted in the amount of negative or skill-re-
lated feedback in the two settings. Overall, the authors concluded that,
compared to other physical education programs, an inclusive physical edu-
cation context was an effective teaching context. Studies such as this one
need to be completed in middle and high school settings to determine
whether the same positive findings hold true.

Comparative versus Ethical Paradigms

According to Paul and Ward (1996), two broad paradigms have
guided our understanding of inclusion: a comparison paradigm and an ethical
paradigm. A paradigm, in this instance, refers to the social responses we dis-
play toward persons with disabilities that are often driven by philosophy
and personal conviction rather than scientific discovery (Polloway et al.
1996). Much of the early adapted physical education research reflected the
comparative paradigm. Children with disabilities were compared to children
without disabilities on various anthropometric and performance measures
(Pyfer 1986). Variables such as body composition (Parizkova et al. 1971),
reaction time (Baumeister and Kellas 1968; Wade, Newell, and Wallace
1978), fitness (Rarick, Widdop, and Broadhead 1970; Stein 1963}, growth
measures including stature and sitting height (Rarick and Seefeldt 1974),
motor performance (Malpass 1960; Smith 1972), and motor skill develop-
ment (Auxter 1971; Howe 1959) were measured and reported. This line of
research, although extremely valuable in increasing our understanding of
growth and development and motor skill acquisition of children with dis-
abilities, also documented and highlighted the differences between groups
of children who were given labels——often by the medicat profession. Re-
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search within the comparative paradigm that highlighted differences
tended to support the question, “Can students with disabilities be accom-
modated in physical education?” (Kozub, Sherblom, and Perry 1999). Con-
siderable research attention was focused on comparing the attitude,
experience, and performance of teachers and students in “segregated” and
“integrated settings.” This was an attempt to demonstrate that the condi-
tions in one setting (e.g., teacher attitude, student ability, peer acceptance,
curriculum) were more beneficial than the conditions in another (Kozub et
al. 1999}. This research resulted in cautious claims about the benefits ofin-
clusion (Paul and Ward 1996). A drawback of focusing on how one type of
learner affected other learners, the quality of the program, or the attitudes
of those teaching the programs was less research attention being given to
how to support students with disabilities in physical education programs.

In time, with increased understanding of the abilities of children
with disabilities and the ideology of inclusive education resonating through
the school systems, a new line of inquiry emerged. In addition to a contin-
ued interest in evaluating the performance of students with disabilities,
there was a trend towards advancing knowledge about how to program ef-
fectively for students with disabilities in mainstream or typical classrooms
{Broadhead and Burton 1996}.

The question, “Can students be accommodated in physical educa-
tion?” was in contrast to the question, “How can students with disabilities
be accommodated in physical education?” The “how” question reflects the
ethical paradigm. The ethical paradigm provides a conceptual framework
from which to generate research questions that look at instructional models
and strategies that support inclusive learning environments (instructional
assistants, peer tutoring, team- teaching), facilitate the interpretation of
the curriculum, alleviate real and perceived barriers to inclusion, and in-
crease our understanding of the complex reciprocal interactions among the
student, the teacher, the environment, and the instructional program
{Kozub, Sherblom, and Perry 1999). Hutzler (2003) sums up the ethical
paradigm this way:

For some authors, inclusion is viewed as a moral imperative
(Bricker 1995; Rogers 1993; Stainback and Stainback 1996)
consisting of a noncategorical, almost limitless inclusion of chil-
dren of all abilities. With this in mind, inclusion becomes more
than simply placing children with and without disabilities to-
gether. It means allocating services, changing attitudes, and
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developing a sense of responsibility, suggesting that instead of
getting a child with a disability ready for the regular class, the
regular class gets ready for the child. (348)

Research under the ethical paradigm has looked at such important issues as
effective use of instructional assistants (Block 1994a); peer tutoring (Block
1995a; Houston-Wilson et al. 1997); understanding the experiences of
children with and without disabilities (Blinde and McCallister 1998;
Goodwin 2001; Goodwin and Watkinson 2000; Hutzler et al. 2002; Place
and Hodge 2001; Slininger, Sherrill, and Jankowski 2000; Taub and Greer
2000), and finding meaning in the curriculum for all learners (DePauw and
Doll-Tepper 2000).

In addition to the needs of the students, the needs of teachers must
also be placed in the equation of inclusive education. Teachers’ changing
attitudes and experiences (Kowalski and Rizo 1996), together with their
needs pertaining to preservice professional preparation, instructional sup-
port, and equipment have not kept pace with the rate at which students
with disabilities are being included in general physical education programs
(LaMaster et al. 1998; Lienert, Sherrill, and Myers 2001; Potter Chandler
and Greene 1995). The complex interactions that occur in an instructional
context among teachers, instructional assistants, and students require fur-
ther consideration if the needs of each are to be fully understood.

Finding Meaning in the Curriculum

Stein (1987) wrote about the myth of the adapted physical educa-
tion curriculum. The comparative paradigm of the 1960s and 1970s re-
sulted in curriculum guides, assessment devices, books, and articles advo-
cating corrective, therapeutic, or remedial physical education programs
that were to be implemented by teachers with specialized skills. This left
teachers unsure of their own skills and the appropriateness of participation
by students with disabilities in the regular physical education programs.
Concerns about professional preparation, safety, and curriculum suitability
were legitimately raised by practising teachers (Watkinson and Bentz
1986). Stein (1987) challenged the adapted physical activity community
to set aside its preoccupation with physical activities that were categorically
determined by the nature of a student’s activity limitation (e.g., bowling
and darts for students who used wheelchairs) and “influenced by percep-
tions of what could not be done, and offered little challenge and motivation
to participants” (35). He reminded the physical education community that
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the accommodations needed to include students with disabilities in their
instructional programs involved accommodations in instructional methods
and adaptive devices, not in the curriculum or in the activities themselves.
He asked, “Have you ever seen adapted physical education activities that
are different from activities found in good, appropriate, individualized, and
developmental physical education programs?” (34).

What was occurring in physical education was not undque to the
overall philosophy of education for students with disabilities. At the same
time that Stein (1987) was putting forth his view, the efficacy of a dual sys-
tem of education (i.e., regular education and special education) was being
challenged on ethical grounds around equality, the benefits to students
without disabilities in building tolerance and understanding, and avoiding
the ill effects of segregation (Stainback and Stainback 1984, 1992).

A residual effect of the early focus on corrective, therapeutic, and
remedial adapted physical education was uncertainty about the role of
physical therapy programs within the school se tting. There is evidence to
suggest physical therapy programs have been viewed as an appropriate sub-
stitute for physical education (Connor-Kuntz, Dummer, and Paciorek
1995). The goals of physical education and physical therapy are comple-
mentary: development and maintenance of movement are at the core of
both of these disciplines. One is not a suitable replacement for the other,
however, as the underlying assumptions and models guiding the two disci-
plines are fundamentally different. Physical education is grounded in an
educational or learning theory model, whereas physical therapy is grounded
in the medical model of illness and rehabsilitation (Stein 1987). The knowl-
edge, experiential, and social components of the goals of physical education
make them distinct and unique from those of physical therapy (Goodwin,
Watkinson, and Fitzpatrick 2003).

According to Davis (1989) and Sherrill and Montelione (1990),
the acquisition and improvement of motor skills and the improvement of
physical fitness are of primary importance for students with disabilities.
Equally important are a solid base of knowledge about how the body moves
and the application of movement skills to physical activity that support a
physically active lifestyle across one’s lifespan. In a study completed by Pot-
ter Chandler and Greene (1995) that included 148 regular physical educa-
tion teachers (98 elementary school, 31 middle school, and 19 high school),
an average of 46 percent of the instructional time was spent in traditional
games and sports, with this content being as high as 90 percent in some in-
stances. Traditional games are perceived to be difficult to adapt for stu-
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dents with disabilities and may be contributing to teachers’ reluctance to
include students with disabilities.

In order for inclusion to be successful, traditional curricula
need to be examined to ensure that the needs of the entire
school population are being met. Shifting emphasis away from
traditional games and sports skills instruction may in fact allow
all students access to knowledge and leisure skills that will re-
sult in a healthier and more profitable use of leisure time across

the lifespan. (ibid., 272)

Although social skills are a very significant part of physical educa-
tion, they should not become the main focus of the class. Social skills can
be taught across the educational curriculum; however, physical education
is the only class during the school day in which students can learn m_uﬁ.En
and benefit from participation in physical activity. If a lesson does not in-
clude a physical component, such as motor skill development or fitness, can
it really be called physical education {Davis 1989)7 In many respects, sec-
ondary school teachers are better prepared to implement an inclusive phys-
ical education program than their elementary school counterparts because
their solid background in the activities of the curriculum make a skill and
fitness focus of the physical education program very feasible,

Think about your own physical education experiences, or think
forward to the instructional program you would like to create for students
with disabilities. How would you answer the following questions?

@ Do the activities presented include motor skill development or
fitness components?

@ Are there parallel opportunities for participation in the com-
munity?

@ Is the activity socially valued among students of this age group?

@ Is this an activity students can continue to participate in through-
out their lifespans?

@ s there support for your instructional program available in the
community!?

® Are the students interested in the activity?

® Have the students been provided with the opportunity to make
choices?

@ Does the activity promote frequent and positive social inter-
actions?
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@ Does the activity promote equal status relationships among the
students? :

@ Have you made the best use of the instructional supports
available to you?

@ Does your program have a skill-enhancement or -application
and fitness focus?

After you have finished reading this chapter, return to these ques-
tions and answer them again. Compare your two sets of answers.

Disability Experiences in Physical Education

Instructional Assistants

Instructional assistants (also referred to as teacher aides and para-
professionals) have been utilized as key supports in the implementation of
inclusive physical education programs (Horton 2001). Recent literature
suggests, however, that instructional assistants are persistently underap-
preciated, undercompensated, lacking in role clarification, and increasingly
asked to take on instructional responsibilities (Giangreco, Edelmen, and
Broer 2003). There is also strong evidence to suggest that physical educa-
tors themselves do not have the information needed to best utilize the sup-
port of instructional assistants in physical education (Horton 2001). The
lack of direction by teachers and the resultant uncertainty experienced by
instructional assistants can lead to confusion and frustration by both par-
ties, with the experience of the students being potentially compromised.

It has been demonstrated that teachers’ engagement with students
with disabilities is greater when they use a program-based instructional as-
sistant model rather than a one-on-one model (Giangreco, Edelman, and
Broer 2001). In a one-on-one model, the instructional assistant is assigned
to the student(s) with activity limitations, whereas in the program-based
model the instructional assistant supports the delivery of the program for all
students. Ina program-based model, teachers take more ownership and are
more engaged in the education of students with disabilities because the in-
structional assistants are not always available to work with the student(s)
with activity limitations. Being more engaged in the education of students
with disabilities translated into the teacher's being more knowledgeable
about the functioning level and learning abilities of the students; collabo-
rating more closely with the instructional assistant, parents, and other
members of the education team; retaining instructional decision making;
communicating more directly with students with disabilities; providing
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mentorship and direction to the instructional assistant; and fading out in-
structional supports as student independence increased. In one-on-one
models of instructional assistant support, students reported feelings of isola-
tion, experienced insular relationships, and were subject to stigma
(Giangreco, Edelman, and Broer 2001).

Additionsal insights into the roles and responsibilities of teachers
and instructional assistants in inclusive education settings were provided
by Giangreco (2003) through a multiyear research program. The research
program resulted in the development, implementation, and evaluation of a
Guide to Schoolwide Planning for Parseducator Supports (Giangreco,
Edelman, and Broer 2001). Some highlights of the self-assessment compo-
nent of the guide are provided below.!

Acknowledging Instructional Assistants

@ Consider instructional assistants as part of the educational
team that includes such people as parents, special educators,
rehabilitation professionals, and bus drivers.

@ Acknowledge that their services are important to student
learning, social develdpment, and often crucial to the success of
the inclusion process.

@ Recognize their work, unique competencies, and contributions
to the program.

Orienting Instructional Assistants

& Provide orientation to the student, class, and school.
Instructional assistants should be informed about the educa-
tional needs of the student, classroom practices, and school
policies.

@ Anaccurate written job description should be agreed upon and
its contents should be known to the supervising teacher.

@ Identify roles and responsibilities {e.g., 2 written outline of the
pature and extent of support needed referenced to the needs of
the student and the class as a whole).

@ Provide on-the-job training in light of assigned responsibilities.

& Instructional assistants should have access to ongoing learning
opportunities (e.g., workshops, Intemet courses that promote
their skill development).

@ Constructive interpersonal skills with students and other team
members are expected (e.g., all communication is respectful,
confidentiality is maintained, dignity of all involved is upheld).
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® Work habits should encourage student independence, foster
appropriate interdependence, promote peer interactions, en-
hance student self-image, and prevent the negative effects of
hovering.

Roles and Responsibilities

@ Instructional assistants function as vital support to students
under the direction and leadership of the teacher.

@ Instructions provided by the teacher and other team members
(e.g., special educators) are carried out by the instructional
assistant.

@ Opportunities for input into educational programs, instruction-
al plans, and activities discussed by the educational team
should be provided to the instructional assistant, but should not
be the assistant’s sole responsibility.

@ Some of the duties may include implementing the instructional
prograra, facilitating participation in learning activities, collecting
student data, and assisting in preplanning activities (e.g.,
contacting sport organizations for support with equipment).

@ Times and mechanisms (e.g., weekly scheduled meetings, daily
journals) should be in place to facilitate communication of

teacher plans to instructional assistants, and reporting of

student progress.

Supervising and Evaluating Instructional Assistants

® Ongoing supervision should be provided by the classroom
teacher.

@ Regular performance evaluations should be conducted based
on the job description using cleatly defined processes and
procedures. .

@ Teachers should be provided with preservice or in-service
training, or both, on effective supervisory practices.

@ An evaluation plan for fading instructional support to natural
supports (e.g., peers or classroom teacher) with increased
student independence should be in place.
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Experiences of Teachers

The attitudes and attributes of teachers associated with inclusive
physical education programs have received considerable research atten-
tion. The relationship between attitudes of teachers toward students with
disabilities and such variables as years of teaching, university course work,
nature of practicum experiences, gender of teachers, nature of disabilities,
and perceived competence have been investigated (e.g., Block and Rizzo
1995; Folsom-Meek et al. 1999; Hodge and Jansma 1998; Rizzo and
Vispoel 1991). The findings of this research have been somewhat conflict-
ing. A review by Hutzler (2003) of the literature on attitude toward stu-
dents with disabilities summarized the outcomes of the research.

@ Previous contact with children with disabilities has resulted in
controversial findings as to its importance in attitude develop-
ment.

® Course preparation seems to be a significant factor in the
development of positive attitudes. Teachers reported a defic-
iency in their course’preparation.

@ Teachers' perceived competence is a significant predictor of
positive attitudes.

® Attitudes towards students based on the nature of their disabil-
ities (e.g., learning disabilities, physical disabilities, intellectual
impairments) is nonconclusive. (355-56)

Taking an undergraduate course in adapted physical activity has
had mixed effects on the resulting attitudes of preservice teachers toward
teaching students with disabilities. Whereas Hodge and Jansma (1998,
1999) and Patrick (1987) reported more favourable attitudes toward
teaching students with disabilities following an adapted physical education
course, no pre-test/post-test differences were reported in a later study
(Hodge, Murata, and Kozub 2002).

A consistent message coming forward, however, is that teachers’ per-
ceived competence is a strong indicator of a positive attitude toward including
students with disabilities in physical education (Block and Rizzo 1995; Kowalski
and Rizzo 1996; Rizzo and Kirkendall 1995). This research suggests that the
more confident teachers felt in their ability to provide a physical education pro-
gram {possessed the knowledge base and instructional skills} for students with a
wide range of abilities, the better their attitiudes were toward inclusive physical
education settings. Perceived competence appears to be linked to the oppor-
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tunity to participate in hands-on experiences with persons with disabilities
during undergraduate courses (Folsom-Meek et al. 1999; Hodge, Murata,
and Kozub 2002; Kowalski and Rizzo 1996). But greater teacher experi-
ence or expertise does not necessarily result in better inclusion outcomes.
In other words, “less experienced and nonexpert teachers have the capacity
to be as effective as the experienced and expert ones” (Vogleret al. 1992).
Beyond the attitudes of teachers, relatively little work has been
completed on the experiences of practising teachers in inclusive physical
education settings. The completed research focuses primarily on the ele-
mentary school experience (e.g, Heikinaro-Johansson et al. 1995;
LaMaster et al. 1998; Lienert, Sherrill, and Myers 2001) or early education
programs (Vogler, Koranda, and Romance 2000). The paucity of research
addressing the experiences of teachers of secondary school requires us to
extrapolate from the experiences of elementary school teachers of physical
education to increase our understanding. The experiences of secondary
school teachers may or may not be reflected in those of their elementary
counterparts given the increased focus on motor skill application at the sec-
ondary level, the specialist physical education role, and the lack of opportu-
nity to see students outside of the physical education setting. An under-

standing of the needs and concerns, as well as the successes and celebra--

tions, of secondary teachers is direly needed.

Teachers’ perceptions of barriers to their success in inclusive physi-
cal education have been documented. A study of 148 physical education
teachers who had students with visual impairments in their classes reported
that the most prevalent barriers to their success were professional prepara-
tion, equipment, programming, and time {Lieberman et al. 2002). Many of
the participants in the study indicated that they did not know what to do
with children with disabilities, particularly children with visual impair-
ments, because of their lack of adequate professional preparation. Special-
ized equipment was the second most identified barrier. The teachers did
not have easy access to equipment that possessed tactile properties (e.g.,
changes in surface texture to demarcate boundaries), auditory properties
{e.g., balls with electronic sounding devices), guide wires (e.g., guide ropes
strung along the running track), or visually contrasting equipment (e.g.,
balls or other equipment in bright colours). It was also clear that the teach-
ers did not know how to interpret the curriculum to best meet the needs of
students with visual impairments. Group activities such as football, basket-
ball, and volleyball dominated the instructional time even though they are
less well suited to students with visual impairments than activities such as
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swimming, curling, track and field, and many fitness activities. Lack of time
for programming, for preparing peer tutors, and for creating a more individ-
ualized instructional setting was presented as a prevalent batrier to success-
fully including students with visual impairments in physical education.
Concern over lack of adequate professional preparation has been
reinforced in other studies, as have issues of management (LaMaster et al.
1998). Lack of administrative support in the provision. of instructional sup-
port resources, decision making, (e.g., resource allocations, staffing, infor-
mation flow, operating procedures) and collaboration among school
personnel has been identified as a frustration by practising teachers. The
need to rely on goodwill and a shared commitment to inclusion can resultin
resentment about workload and inequity between physical educators and
classroom teachers (LaMaster et al. 1998; Praisner 2003). These very real
and heartfelt concerns should not be ignored. It takes a sensitive adminis-
teation, self-assured teachers, and an emotionally healthy school climate to
address the diverse issues that are concomitant with inclusive education
settings. A whole-school approach, which embraces the need for a com-
mon aim of welcoming all students into their community school, home-
schoot liaison, planning and meeting requirements, and teacher equity, is
considered key to the successful implementation of inclusive education

(Utley, Whitelaw, and Hills 2001).

Experiences of Students

Many scholars purport the need for contact between individuals
with differences to bring about changes in attitude. Contact theory
(Allport 1954) supports one of the often cited variables in success for inclu-
sive physical education that bring about positive social-attitudinal chenges
in students without disabilities (Slininger et al. 2000). The direction of the
change, positive or negative, depends upon the conditions associated with
the contact between groups. Attitudes will shift depending upon such vari-
ables as whether contact s of equal status or produces competition between
groups; whether the social climate is rewarding and pleasant or unpleasant,
involuntary, or tension-laden; and whether the contact is intimate and in-
volves common goals that are higher ranking than the group goals, or
whether the groups differ overall on moral or ethical standards that are ob-
jectionable to each group (Tripp, French, and Sherrill 1995; Tripp and
Sherrill 1991; Slininger et al. 2000),

The term segregated inclusion has been used to describe the infre-
quent social interaction that can occur between students with and without
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disabilities in physical education (Place and Hodge 2001). In a study o

eighth grade students of mixed genders, social talk time occurred betwee

three girls with physical disabilities and their nineteen classmates only

percent of the time. Positive social interaction does not necessarily occ

spontaneously when students with diverse abilities are placed in close prox-.

imity to each other (Goodwin and Watkinson 2000). Students with dis

abilities have been viewed as objects of curiosity by their classmate

ignored altogether due to perceptions of inability, or outwardly rejecte
through the words or actions of classmates (Goodwin and Watkinson 2000

Place and Hodge 2001). Social isolation can result (Verdetber, Rizzo, and |
Sherrill 2003; Vogler, Koranda, and Romance 2000). It has been suggested ;
that gitls have more positive attitudes toward their peers with disabilities
than do boys (Tripp, French, and Sherrill 1995; Slininger et al. 2000) and
previous experience with someone with a disability, such as a family mem-
ber or a classmate in an earlier grade, also appears to influence attitudes
positively (Block 1995b; Block and Zeman 1996). Although more informa-
tion is needed on social climates within inclusive physical education
classes, there is also evidence to suggest that peers without disabilities can
be accepting of students with disabilities when their interactions are posi-
tive (i.e., respectful, supportive, non-threatening), frequent, meaningful
and encourage equal status relationships (Goodwin 2001; Sherrill
Heikinaro-Johansson, and Slininger 1994),
A study by Murata, Hodge, and Little (2000) investigated the atti-

tudes, experiences, and perspectives of high school students toward class-
mates with disabilities four years after they had been in the same class. The
results clustered around three themes: initial skepticism, direct interac-
tion, and appreciable differences. Over time the students lost their initial
feelings of discomfort and uneasiness. Although the students had classes
together during other parts of their school day, there was little need or op-
portunity for interaction. During these initial encounters the students
came to realize that their classmates with disabilities were able to do many
of the same things as they. During this early period of coming to know each
other, some students expressed concern, however, at being asked to take
regular responsibilities for being a helping peer. With ongoing direct inter-
action, the students came to see past the disabilities and to experience fun
and positive contact with their classmates. The third theme reflected the
emergence of an open-mindedness about their classmates with disabilities,
and an appreciation of the differences between themselves and others.
Supportive interactions may need to be systematically encouraged and
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not necessarily result in atti ¢ . .
- Bringing students with and without disabilities together in physical educa-

tion requires that the following variables related to intetpersonal contact be

“-considered (Slininger et al. 2000, 179):

: nitored. More research on how to provide positive, frequent, Bmmaﬁm.\
, and equal-status relationships within the physical education context is
]

certainly needed. Simply putting children in proximity to each other does

itudinal change or positive social interactions.

@ The frequency and duration of, the number of persons involved
in, and variety in the nature of the contact o |

& The status established through coatact (ie., inferior, equal,
supetior) . N

& Roles within the contact (i.e., cooperative or n..qumn»nEmv

& Social atmosphere surrounding the contact (i.e., real or art-
ificial, voluntary or involuntary) .

& Personslities and prejudices held by those brought in contact
with each other.

Students with disabilities have been described as dbm&n.m signifi-
cantly less positive attitudes toward high school physical mm._.ﬁMQM.n nﬂmﬁ
their peers without disabilities (Toon and .Owa.pnr 1990). This Hmu EM as
also been supported across elementary and middle school years (Goo win.
2001; Goodwin and Watkinson 2000; Hutzler et mr. 2002). Hﬂnﬁ.mn_wonm
with peers in physical education can have dual meanings. .mncmnﬂ.nm A_u Mu.
per elementary school age experienced good and _um@ a.wmﬁ in physical e :M.
cation. Good days were characterized by o_uvonnsgﬁwm to feel a mmHMm Om
belonging, demonstrate skilful @mnﬂoﬁmno? and experience n.Tn bene : ﬁM o&
the program. Bad days were defined by feelings of moo.ﬂm_ ﬂmo_maoawﬁmmm.nnn Mm
participation, and having their competence questioned (Goodwin &

i 0).
dqmnfﬁmmwvwwmﬁ Wp physical education from pee rs can also r.&wm .w.:m.ﬂﬁ“w%?
ings. Help from peers was supporting if it was instrumental in acili " nﬂM
participation and caring in nature, but #.no:ﬁ also m.m threatening i the
help provided resulted in loss of independlence or restricted opportunitie

for participation (Goodwin 2001). Experiences of this nature, accumulated

over time, may help to explain why students come to the high school pro-

gram with negative attitudes about physical n&:nm.mm? _ﬂm&m Hﬂoamwwv
brings cause for reflection on the use of peer tutors in inclusive physical ed-
Providing students with opportunities demonstrate

ucation settings.
; participants in the program should notbe

skill competence and to be active
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thwarted by peers who are overzealous in their help by assuming that the
student is not capable of participating independently. An educational
stance taken by students and teachers which sees students with disabilities
as needed members of the group rather than needy members of the group
may create an instructional climate worth adopting and promoting. Using
the peer group to “expand...experience repertoire(s] and to creatively sug-
gest solutions to potentially stressful events” (Hutzler et al. 2002, 310) may
build relationships that are empowering and built on mutual respect. Peers
can provide effective and meaningful instructional support when given spe-
cific instructional and feedback information (Houston-Wilson et al. 1997).

Creating a Positive Learning Environment

To foster positive outcomes for inclusive physical education pro-
grams, there is a need to reflect carefully upon the appropriate application of
curriculum adaptations, instructional modifications, and the experience of
the students. The following suggestions highlight ways to think about your
program from the perspective of students with activity limitations (Murate et
al. 2000; Place and Hodge 2001; Potter Chandler and Greene 1995):

Curriculum Balance

@ Bring a lifestyle approach to selective activities.

@ Scarchout certain individual and team activities that bring unique
opportunities for participation for students with disabilities.

@ Include activities that showcase a student’s accomplishments
(sledging during skating, sit-skiing during a skiing unit,
swimming prowess during an aquatics unit, wheelchair curling
during curling).

Curriculum Adaptations

@ Provide flexibility in skill forms used to meet activity goals.
@ Modify rules.

@ Provide equipment choices.
® Emphasize lifelong activity participation.

Instructional Modifications

@ Be sensitive when grouping students.
@ Share instructional assistant support amongst all students.
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@ Provide choice in how activities are completed.

@ Encourage equal status relationships in peer tutoring.

@ Provide instrumental support only when needed to facilitate
participation.

® Encourage independence whenever possible.

Informed Decision Making

@& Share participation responsibility with the students (e.g., ideas
for rule changes, equipment options).

@ Ask students with activity limitations for input on how acti-
vities could be organized to foster participation by everyone.

@ Gather information from previous teachers and instructional
assistants.

Tuned into Student Experiences

@ Listen for and intervene in incidents of negative language, inap-
propriate comments, or barbs directed at individual students.

@ Watch for behavioural indicators of social isolation, such as,
moving to the periphery of instructional spaces, groups of

students with disabilities working together, or a lack of personal
interaction during classes.

It is very easy to create the list of items you just read. Itis quite an-
other thing to take the information and apply it to a particular group of stu-
dents, within a curriculum unit, and with a specific teacher’s skill set. It
takes pedagogical thoughtfulness. Pedagogically tactful teachers are those
who do not believe their own education to be completed, who know why
they are doing what they are doing, who have developed a sensitivity to
what is best for the student, and who can breathe life into their subject area
(van Manen 2002). It takes time to becorne a master teacher. Not all in-
structional units will be successful and there will always be room for im-
provement. Reflecting upon what worked, what was less successful, and
what could be changed will permit you to build depth in your instructional
experiences and result in pedagogical tactfulness in your teaching.

A Framework for Planning, Instructing, and Evaluating

Motor skill acquisition is one of the primary goals of physical edu-
cation (Davis 1989). To facilitate the learning of motor skills, teachers are
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increasingly taking an ecological approach to their instruction. By looking
at the interaction of the motor task, the environment, and the capabilities
of the student, the teacher can plan and implement lessons that take ad-
vantage of the opportunities presented to the learner while minimizing the
constraints. In an ecological approach, curriculum activities are catego-
rized by function and intention (e.g., send an object such as a curling rock
and place it in the house). Achieving the intention of the motor task or ac-
tivity {placing the rock in the house) takes precedence over achieving the
“correct” movement form of delivering a curling rock (Davis and Burton
1991). Students, with the support of the teacher, identify the movement
form that best meets the desired intention or outcome. Movement solu-
tions are often determined through exploration and self-discovery by the
student and direct instruction from the teacher (Balan and Davis 1993).
(A sample of an ecological approach to curling is presented in Appendix
B.)? An ecological approach to instruction removes the onus of having to
know, or presuming to know, the best movement form for all students and
all activity limitations. It is designed to provide strategies for individualiz-
ing instruction, providing student choices, and enhancing collaborative de-
cision making. Hence, this approach is well suited for inclusive physical
education programs (Balan and Davis 1993).

There are four steps involved in ecological task analysis. The first
is to identify the task in terms of function {e.g., moving from one place to
another, sending an object, receiving an object, or changing the position of
the body or an object). The second step grants the learner choices in the
determination of skills, which when carried out will achieve the task. The
third step involves the identification and manipulation of relevant task
variables to determine the optimal skill choice and movement form in rela-
tion to the performer. Finally, the instructor further manipulates the task
variables, such as equipment or rules, thereby varying the complexity of the
task to continually challenge the learner (Davis and Burton 1991). For an
ecological approach to be embraced by teachers and students there must be
a willingness to interpret the curriculum from the perspective of the stu-
dents’ interests and abilities, create alearning environment where students
can succeed, and create opportunities for choice in the manner in which
motor tasks are achieved.
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Creating Choice for Students

An ecological approach to teaching inclusive physical education
means creating choice in movement solutions, thereby matching student
abilities to the desired movement outcome (e.g., score a goal, hit the target,
move the ball forward, put the ball in play). This is achieved by maximizing
the interaction of the environment (e.g., playing surface, equipment, stu-
dent and teacher attitudes), the task (the outcome desired rather than the
mechanism for achieving the outcome), and the students (their skills, in-
terests, and abilities). Curling, for example, is a Canadian passion in many
parts of the country. Itissocially valued in many communities, participated
in by people of all ages, and even the smallest of communities seem able and
willing to sustain curling facilities. Unfortunately, some people may not
consider curling possible for students with reduced mobility or who use 2
wheelchair, However, with minor adaptations, curling can be made acces-
sible to diverse learners.

The first step is to identify the task in terms of function (e.g., send a
curling rock down the ice toward the house). The second step provides
choice in skills that can be used to achieve the release and sending of the
curling rock down the ice. The task of delivering the curling rock to the
house can be accomplished by throwing, sliding, or pushing the rock. The
third step involves the identification and manipulation of relevant task
variables in relation to the performer to determine the most appropriate
skill movement form of the selected skill. In the case of curling, performers
can be standing or sitting, or using a delivery stick, depending upon their
balance, strength, and mobility. Finally, the instructor can manipulate
other performance variables, such as the use of a junior-weight curling rock
and a delivery point forward of the hack (Davis and Burton 1991). Rather
than staying back at the school or watching their classmates through the
glass, students with disabilities can actively participate at ice level and curl
with family and friends outside of school hours for years to come.

By utilizing an ecological approach to instruction, teachers assist
students with disabilities to be involved actively and meaningfully in much
of the physical education curriculum. An ecological approach may help
you find more meaning in the curriculum as it applies to students with dis-
abilities. Your interpretation of participation and success may expand.
There is no right way and no wrong way to complete the activity. Instruc-
tional efforts are directed toward finding the best way to complete the ac-
tivity goal. How the student gets there is specific to the child and often
independent of the traditional skill form.
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Teaching an inclusive physical education class can be a profession-
ally rewarding experience if it is approached with a willingness to celebrate
student diversity and a recognition of the importance of a physically active
lifestyle to all students’ health and enjoyment of life. Successes will be
found in daily accomplishments. Flexibility in program planning, curricu-
lum implementation, skill performance requirements, rule adaptations, and
student expectations will contribute positively to your experience as a
teacher and the experiences of your students. A physical education pro-
gram that promotes personal achievement, fosters relationships of equality
among students, monitors the use of peer and adult help to students, re-
spects the abilities of all students, and creates an environment of growth
and personal challenge is one where self-determination is possible. Active
and shared decision making with and among your students will create op-
portunities for you and your students to learn together and share in the joy
of each other’s accomplishments. Celebrate your successes and greet the
challenge of including meaningfully all of the students in your programs as
an opportunity to grow in your professionalism. You and your students will
share the rewards.

Notes

1. Refer to the full guide for more complete information. Itcanbe downloaded in
its entirety from the University of Vermont website at:
www.uvm.edu/~cdei/parasupport

2. Materials ate available through Curl BC and Curl Ontario (www.curlbe be.ca
and www.curlontario.com). Curling manuals are also available from Curl BC
for students who have visual impairments and for those who are eligible for the
Special Olympics.
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Appendix A

Tips for Successful Inclusion

Celebrate Your Successes
Tell someone, take photographs, skare with parents

Avoid Looking for “Issues”
Identify what worked well and apply what you leamed to other activities

lgnore “perceived” barrers and eliminate “real” barders where possible

inuolve the Students
sk the student how he or she would like to be involved

Share problem solving with members of the class

Provide Opportunities for Students to Shine
Permit students to demonstrate accomplishments such as proficency in
wheelchair basketball or swimming

Use Instructional Support

Fadilitate your instruction by involving support personnel in planning
and implementation

Faster Equal Refationships

Use a needed rather than needy framework for establishing sodial
and instructional relationships among students
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Appendix B
Wheelchair Curling

Aetivity Goal

[} Intention:
a) To send an object.
b) To deliver a curling rock down the ice.

2} Purpose:
a) To learn the skills involved in curling—delivery, rules, and strategies.

3} Meaning:
a) The student can meaningfully and skillfully participate with classmates.
b) The student will have an opportunity to participate with family and friends
in the game of curling.

Preparation

1) There must be wheelchair access to the curling rink and ice surface.

2) Participants should dress in layers. People in wheelchairs can become
cold quickly due to poor circulation.

3) Good wheelchair brakes are important for rock delivery.
4) Awheelchair seatbelt is recommended to prevent falling out of the wheelchair.

5) Bring clean towels to clean wheelchair tires before accessing ice surface to
prevent damage to the surface.

6) Upon entering the ice surface area, allow time for the wheelchair tires to
“coot down” so that marks are not left on the ice surface.

7) If a wheelchair tire becomes flat, do not roll the wheelchair because this
will seriously damage the ice surface. The wheelchair must be tiited and
rolled on the remaining good tires.

Skill Choices

To send the curling rock down the ice:
a) Throw the rock down the ice (traditional delivery).
b) Slide the rock down the ice.
c) Push the rock down the ice.
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Movement Forms Available

)

2}

Throw the rock down the ice from a sitting jposition:
a} The student must have adequate strength and mobility to perform this task.
b} Bend over the side of the wheelchair and throw the rock down the ice.

Push the rock down the ice from a sitting position using a delivery stick.
a) Side delivery:
i) Use one hand on the delivery stick beside the wheelchair,
ii) Rotate your wrist either to the “palm up” (in turn) or “palm down” (out
turn) position near the end of the push to apply curl to the rock.

b) Front delivery:
i) Use two hands on the delivery stick in front of the wheelchair.

A. This works well with manual or electric wheelchairs,

8. Physical strength and mobility are not necessary.

C. Use the rubber grip attached to the delivery stick to increase
the friction on the handle.

D. Modify the delivery stick as necessary to facilitate the
student’s arm movement.

¢) Electric wheelchair delivery:

i) Secure the delivery stick (with hockey tape, tensor bandages,
velcro tape, etc.) to the student wheelchair if the student is using
an electric wheelchair.

ii} Drive the wheelchair down the ice pushing the rock with the delivery
stick to the release point. Stop the wheelchair at the release point
thereby sending the rock down the ice.

Manipulate Task Variables

h

Position of the wheelchair:
a) Place one of the back wheels in the hack for stability, or
b} Position the wheelchair just behind the hog line to decrease the distance
of the throw.
i) If a participant is using an electric wheelchair to push the rock, he
or she should allow enough distance before the hog line to do this.

Stabilizing the wheelchair:
a) Thewheelchair must be stabilized to prevent it from rolling or sliding backwards
during delivery, There are three main methods to stabilize the wheelchair:
i} Good brakes keep the wheelchair from sliding or rolling badkwards during
delivery,
i) The “buddy system™ works well alone or in conjunction with good
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wheelchair brakes. A curler holds the back wheels of the sender’s
wheelchair. This significantly increases safety and stability.
ii} A stabilizng bar or curling rocks can be used.
A. Curing rocks can also be placed behind the sender’s back wheels to
stabilize the wheelchair. This is a simple and effective technique

that increases student confidence.

3} Size and weight of the curling rock;
Junior rocks are lighter and easier to send down the ice.

4) Shorten the target distance:
A shorter distance will be easier to reach and requires less strength.
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