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Abstract

The inclusion of students with special needs in the general education classroom has
become an essential component of education (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005). Including all
students in the least restrictive environment to the maximum extent possible is the law
and an innate human right (Idol, 2006). However, research reveals that some teachers do
not have positive attitudes toward including students with disabilities in their classrooms
(Cullen & Noto, 2007). The purpose of this study is to uncover factors behind teachers’
attitudes toward inclusion. Participants consist of 70 pre-service and 100 experienced
teachers. Methods used were 14 Likert scale survey items, five open-ended questions,
and 14 item interviews. Results were analyzed using a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA), a MANOVA, and ethnographic strategies. Results from the CFA revealed that the
ten-item factor structure from the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was not a good fit for
the data. A MANOVA was utilized to determine the extent that pre-service and
experienced teachers differ on the three components found in the EFA: (1) professional
development, (2) administrative support, and (3) exposure to inclusion. Ethnographic
approaches such as thinking, patterns, themes, and categories were used to search for
deeper meanings and emerging themes (Fetterman, 2010). By analyzing attitudinal
barriers through a mixed-method design comparing pre-service and experienced teachers,
underlying themes of disruptiveness of behavior and locus of control of the teacher
evolved to supplement bridging the gap between the law and the implementation of

inclusion in the classroom. Limitations and future implications have been addressed.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

If the United States does not provide all children with an educational opportunity
that “isn’t an option, [but] a civil right, a moral imperative, ...we [will] be accepting the
morally and economically unsupportable notion that we have some kids to spare. We
don’t,” spoken by Education Secretary Arne Duncan in January of 2015 in regards to the
reauthorization of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which
replaces the former No Child Left Behind (NCLB) law (Brenchley, 2015). As of the most
recent statistics in 2012, 61% of all students with disabilities are being served in the
general education setting more than 80% of the time. Brown versus the Board of
Education determined segregated classrooms were unjust. Even though this court
decision was based on the segregation of race, excluding students from the same general
education classroom based on any prejudice is not in compliance with the law
establishing equal rights (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005). Therefore, in order for all students to
have the same opportunity, inclusion needs to encompass all students 100% of the time.
To make inclusion effective for every child, its complete implementation must occur so
that all students in all subject areas are embraced.
Background of Problem

With laws like the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004),
NCLB (2002), and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 2015)
underway, it is vital that the implementation of inclusion is successful (U.S. Department
of Education, 2006; Elementary and Secondary Education Act). ESEA, which replaces

NCLB, not only continues the mandate of inclusion, but also builds upon it by



guaranteeing that all students will be successful in college and careers (ESEA, 2015).
These laws aim to provide additional opportunities and to prepare young people to fulfill
careers, with the ultimate goal of enhancing the American economy. Therefore, in order
to build upon the foundation of inclusion, the implementation of inclusion must be
adequately effective. Research indicates that inclusion is lacking because not all students
are proficient in reading, math, and science (Whitney, 2015). Sixty-eight percent of
fourth-grade students are not reading on grade level. Eighty-three and 82% of high school
seniors are incompetent in math and science, respectively (Whitney, 2015). To improve
these statistics, the effectiveness of inclusion needs to increase.
Statement of Problem

As stated above, in order for inclusion to fully work as it was intended, students
need to be included in general education classes 100% of the time. For students to be
included adequately, research indicates that teachers need to intrinsically hold positive
attitudes toward including students with disabilities (Brandes & Crowson, 2008). Because
many teachers do not have positive attitudes toward inclusion, the implementation of
inclusion continues to be limited by doubts about its efficacy (Cullen & Noto, 2007).
Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to identify barriers associated with teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion. If these barriers or constructs can be identified, it is possible that they
may shed light on possible solutions between the law of inclusion and the implementation
of inclusion in the classroom. By equipping teachers with the tools they need to

streamline their implementation of inclusion so that they can form positive attitudes, the



effectiveness as well as the degree of implementation of inclusion is likely to increase
(Brandes & Crowson, 2008).
Significance of the Study

For inclusion to be successful, teachers need to hold positive attitudes toward
including students with disabilities (Sailor, Gee, & Karsoff, 2000; Stainback &
Stainback, 1990; Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2002). Research suggests that teachers do
not hold positive attitudes because they do not feel they have adequate administrative
support. They do not have adequate professional training, and they do not embrace the
notion that these students are best served in their classrooms (Sailor, Gee, & Karsoff,
2000; Stainback & Stainback, 1990; Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2002). Even though the
law starting in 1975 has embraced the idea of optimal inclusion, a solitary legal action
does not change all teachers’ attitudes to believe in and support the law. Teachers’
negative attitudes must be overcome for the law to be implemented effectively in the
classroom (Wisniewski & Alper, 1994). Therefore, the present study attempted to further
bridge the gap between the theory of inclusion and its effective implementation in the
classroom.
Theoretical Framework

The theory behind inclusion includes Vygotsky’s social constructionism theory.
This theory is based on cooperative learning with children working together. According
to Vygotsky, the nature of learning is social. It uses the idea of learning in groups with an
expert facilitator, which in inclusion would most likely be the teacher. This theoretical
framework is based on the assumption that children learn when they engage socially. It

also assumes that each child has a zone of proximal development or tasks they cannot do



on their own but can do with the assistance of adults or peers. According to this theory,
much of a child’s learning is based on his/her historical and cultural environments. This
theory also believes in generalizing learned information to other environments or
disciplines. When working with children with disabilities, social constructionism uses the
technique of scaffolding such as the teacher offering greater levels of support to
particular students during the early stages of learning. This theory assumes that students
need less help over time so that the extra support diminishes.

This theory also denotes that language development is an essential part of the
learning process. This self-talk is a sign of learning that occurs as children internalize
signs of their culture, which enables them eventually to think and solve problems
independently. Learning new words from others then taking the words on as their own is
known as self-regulation (J. Gaa, personal communication, June 26, 2012). Interesting
and interactive activities are assumed to lead to increased learning. This theoretical
framework also assumes that learning is increased when children discuss their ideas aloud
(Gergen, 1985; Gindis, 2003; Thorne, 2005; Vygotsky, 1993).

Primary Research Questions

Quantitative. The quantitative research questions were:

* Did the CFA confirm the factor structure of the EFA?

* To what extent did students and experienced teachers differ in their attitudes

toward the three factors: professional development, administrative support, and
exposure toward students with disabilities as well as their overall score

regarding their attitudes toward inclusion?



Qualitative. The qualitative research question are:
* What, if any, emerging themes were present in the qualitative research?
Hypotheses

» The CFA will fail to reject the factor structure found in the EFA.

» Experienced teachers and pre-service (i.e., student) teachers will differ
significantly in regards to professional development, administrative support,
exposure and overall score. Experienced teachers will hold less positive
attitudes than teachers without experience.

* Emerging themes other than the three components will be found in the
qualitative portion of this study.

Research Design

A survey, using fourteen Likert-scaled items ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree, was used in the present study (Appendix B). An additional component of
the survey containing demographic information such as gender, educational status,
ethnicity, and age were included in the present study. Open-ended questions were added
to the end of each survey and four participants were interviewed. Convenience sampling
was used. The data were entered into a statistical program, SPSS. A CFA was employed
using AMOS. A one-way MANOVA and a two-way MANOVA were also conducted
using SPSS. Results were interpreted and discussed.
Limitations

Convenience sampling is a limitation in this study. The fact that the groups were

measured at different points in time is another limitation.



Definition of Terms

For a complete list of technical terminology used in this paper, please see
Appendix A.
Summary

Because some teachers do not hold positive attitudes toward including children
with disabilities in their classrooms, inclusion is not as extensive or as effective as it
would be if all teachers held positive attitudes. Using a five-point Likert scale, open-
ended survey items, and interviews, the present study aimed to identify some of the
barriers that are hindering teachers’ attitudes. In other words, this study sought to bridge
the gap between the theory of inclusion and its implementation. Using a CFA, a multiple
regression, and emerging themes, possible solutions to these barriers contributing to

teachers’ attitudes are discussed in the following chapters.



Chapter 11
Inclusion
History

The legal history of inclusion. Including children with special needs with
reasonable accommodations is a legal right, not a privilege (Zuna & Turnball, 2004).
Inclusion was founded on the premise of equality and equity for everyone (Renzaglia,
Karvonen, Drasgow, & Stoxen, 2003). Inclusion is not simply a classroom setting
placement, but a better quality of life. All people should have the opportunity to have a
home, live as equals in communities, perform a job, enjoy recreational activities, and
make friends with a variety of people (McDonnell, Hardman, McDonnell, & Kiefer-
O’Donnell, 1995).

However, not all people or students with disabilities are being included and
experiencing the same opportunities as people without disabilities. One reason for this
inequality includes a lack of a universal definition of inclusion and how to achieve it
(Brinker & Thorpe, 1985; Wright, 2004; Zuna & Turnbull, 2004). To move from theory
to practice, universal terms need to be in place (Brinker & Thorpe, 1985).

Historical examples discussing placements and home campuses. To understand
potential barriers, it is helpful to consider the contexts and processes of inclusion. Up
until the 1920s, students and adults with disabilities were segregated from their non-
disabled peers. They often were put in institutions away from even their families. From
the 1920s to the 1980s, students were gradually integrated into schools and their home
communities. There was more understanding of disabilities and less shame in their

differences. A paramount case happened in the ruling of Brown versus the Board of



Education in 1954. This ruling established that “separate education is inherently
unequal.” Even though this U.S. Supreme Court decision was based on the segregation of
race, this ruling applies to special education practices because segregation for any reason

is undeserved (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005). Then, desegregation led to inclusion (Figure 1).

0"

Segregation Integration Inclusion

Figure 1. Historical process of inclusion. How inclusion developed.

Starting in 1975, according to Congress’s Public Law 94-142, Education of All
Handicapped Children Act, to receive federal funds, states must develop and implement
policies that assure a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to all children. This
concept of FAPE is often seen in the form of mainstreaming, which refers to the practice
of educating students with special needs in regular classes during specific time periods
based on their skills and their needs (Wright & Wright, 2009-b). Since 1975, students
have been included more in general education settings (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005; Hegarty
& Alur, 2002). The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2004 mandated that
students be placed in the general education classroom to the maximum extent possible
while administrators and teachers continue to have difficulties meeting the needs of
distinct students. Including students with disabilities into public school settings is one of

the most important issues in education today (Bailey, 2004; Fisher & Meyer, 2002; Idol,



2006; Pivik, McComas, & LaFlamme, 2002; Praisner, 2003; Renzaglia, Karvonen,
Drasgow, & Stoxen, 2003). Hence, meeting the responsibility for providing a free,
appropriate, and public education is on the forefront of most educators' minds
(MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, & Algozzine, 2012;
Diaz, 2013; Wright & Wright, 2009-c).

Educational issue worldwide. In fact, national organizations and countries
worldwide have sought a resolution to concerns about including students with disabilities
in general education settings (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000). The National
Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) and the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) have issued reports indicating inclusion
as a priority in education. In 1992, NASBE initiated several recommendations for
inclusive education. The organization first called attention to extinguishing separate and
parallel systems of general and special education (NASBE, 1992). The second
recommendation proposed collaborative efforts between general education teachers and
special education teachers and joint training programs to prepare the teachers to work
together to serve all students in the same educational settings. The third recommendation
was aimed at bridging the gap between funding, placement, and labeling of students with
disabilities. In a 1994 UNESCO meeting with members representing 92 countries and 25
international organizations, a policy was passed directing the future of special education
toward inclusion (UNESCO, 1994). Research from Italy (Zambelli & Bonni, 2004), the
United Kingdom (Kelly & Norwich, 2004; Lindsay, 2007), India (Parasuram, 2007), and
Ireland (Ring & Travers, 2006) also supported the contention that educating children with

disabilities in inclusive settings is a global issue.
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Social/Cultural Implications. When teachers have these confident attitudes, peer
interaction is also fostered. Students with special needs want to measure up and fit in with
their peers without disabilities, so they try harder academically and improve their social
skills by reflecting the behaviors of these peers (Idol, 2006). In line with Vygotsky’s zone
of proximal development, students can do more when they cooperatively and socially
work with peers building on each other’s strengths and strengthening each other’s
weaknesses (Alper & Ryndak, 1992). Students with and without disabilities accept each
other more and feel more at ease around each other when there is increased exposure
(York, Vandercook, & MacDonald, 1992; Renzaglia et al., 2003).

Increases perception that students with disabilities are not easily identifiable.
These comparable educational opportunities increased understanding that students with
disabilities are not easily identifiable, and it has aided adults and children alike to grasp
the similarities between students with and without disabilities. These benefits improved
how students with disabilities viewed themselves, increased what teachers expected from
these students, and improved how differently peers judged them (Ritter, Michel, & Irby,
1999). When students with disabilities are included in the general education setting, they
put forth more effort and are assisted by the teacher more often than their peers without
disabilities, which leads to greater success, and thus students with disabilities in the
general education setting become less identifiable (Beaumont, 1999).

Greater acceptance of students with disabilities. Including students with
disabilities in the same classrooms as students without disabilities also has led to greater
acceptance of students with disabilities. When 77 kindergarten students were studied,

results found that when students are in the same setting working together as one unit of
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students, they understand each other more. When the students had a better understanding
of their peers, the level of acceptance significantly increased (Dyson, 2005).

Research supports that not only students, but also teachers, can benefit from
inclusion (Beaumont, 1999; Dyson, 2005; Kent-Walsh & Light, 2003). In a qualitative
study assessing teachers’ experiences with the inclusion of students using augmentative
and assistive communication devices, teachers reported increased interaction. They
gained acceptance of individuals with disabilities and personal growth as teachers (Kent-
Walsh & Light 2003).

Aids students in seeing similarities between students with and without
disabilities. Including students with disabilities in the general education classroom helps
students with disabilities to see how they are like students without disabilities as well as
helps students without disabilities to discover similarities to their peers with disabilities
(Renzaglia et al., 2003). Teachers who service students with special needs and students in
the general education classroom environment reported greater levels of understanding
and approval of students with special needs from their peers without special needs when
they are in the same classrooms (York et al., 1992). Students without special needs
learned how to better live and work in environments with persons with and without
disabilities (Alper & Ryndak, 1992). Results from these studies ascertain that children
benefit from learning in the general education environment when teachers’ attitudes and
philosophies remain unprejudiced (Brandes & Crowson, 2008; Bulterman-Bos, et al.,
2002; Smith & Kozlesky, 2005; Bulterman-Bos, et al, 2002; Ritter, Michel, & Irby,

1999).
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Improved life skills for students. When students with moderate to severe
disabilities are submerged in environments with students without disabilities, their
functional life skills are improved through techniques like modeling (Alper & Ryndak,
1992). Because the general education settings are more reflective of real-life settings than
a secluded classroom with other students who are impaired, the generalizability of
lessons learned increased for students with disabilities in the general education settings.
Socially and emotionally, inclusion has proven beneficial, leading to more friendships,
learned social skills, improved emotional self-regulation, and higher levels of self-esteem
(Downing et al., 1997). General education teachers raise their expectations of students
with disabilities closer to grade level when they are taught in the general education
classroom (Fisher & Meyer, 2002).

Current Working Definition

Despite these differences, one of the widely accepted definitions was founded by
Sailor (1991) who indicated that an effective inclusive environment includes: attendance
by students with and without disabilities in the same schools, a zero reject philosophy,
age-appropriate grade and class placements with no classes designated as self-contained
for special education students, and support provided by special educators in general
education classrooms and other integrated learning environments. While researchers may
accept this definition of inclusion, administrators and educators lack a universal
definition of inclusion. Therefore, this is problematic for inclusion to reach its optimal
potential in public school settings.

Similar/Dissimilar to mainstreaming. A worldwide definition of inclusion is

lacking (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burde, 2000; Sailor, 1991). In a study conducted in the
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UK, researchers defined inclusion as “restructuring educational provision to promote
‘belonging’ (as cited in Kunc, 1992; Avramidis et al., 2000, p. 278). In the United
States, inclusion is defined as “an effort to make sure students with disabilities go to
school with their friends and neighbors, while also receiving the ‘specially designed
instruction and support’ they need to achieve high standards and succeed as learners”
(Wright & Wright, 2007).
Practices

History of types of inclusive practices. Inclusion has become more prominent
since its onset. For example, inclusive practices for children with disabilities have
substantially improved with legal proceedings such as Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA, 2004) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002) (U.S. Department
of Education, 2006). As a result of these laws, schools are attempting to eliminate
traditional pullout special education programs in order to achieve optimal inclusion.
However, even with these continuous legislative actions affirming the rights of all
children, even those who may seem difficult to teach, it is still argued that students with
disabilities are systematically segregated from peers in the public school setting (Fisher &
Meyer, 2002; McDonnell, Hardman, McDonnell, & Kiefer-O’Donnell 1995; Walker &
McLaughlin, 1992; Wang & Reynolds, 2007). Often times, services needed to enable
students with disabilities to attend their home schools such as transportation, wheelchair
ramps, necessary faculty, and staff are not available. Students with disabilities are often
served in small group settings away from non-disabled students as a means for meeting
their so-called needs. However, research shows that students are not as well off

functionally, academically, and social-emotionally when they are only with other non-
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disabled peers (Cross, Traub, Hutter-Pishgahi, & Shelton, 2004; Fisher & Meyer, 2002;
Walker & McLaughlin, 1992). Because of these obstacles, inclusion remains a top
educational issue.

Types of disabilities. Despite, passing legal policies and publishing personal
philosophies of respected professionals in the field, research has not uncovered how to
effectively implement inclusion. There are 13 disability categories under IDEA today for
students six to 21 years old (IDEA, 2004). These disabilities can be divided up into high
incidence and low incidence disabilities. For example, academic disabilities, the primary
disability of children with a learning disability, have been found to be more qualified for
inclusion than students with behavioral disabilities.

Integration rates of children with mild disabilities. While current research does
acknowledge that children with mild disabilities are being integrated at higher rates,
children with moderate and severe disabilities are still the most segregated student
populations in public schools (Cross, Traub, Hutter-Pishgahi, & Shelton, 2004; Palmer,
Fuller, Arora, & Nelson, 2001; Wisniewski & Alper, 1994). Therefore, these barriers
between the policies and principles and the implementation of inclusion in the public
school settings need to be uncovered. They also need to be extinguished for inclusion to
reach its optimal potential.

Integration rates of children with moderate and severe disabilities. Students
with mild to moderate or more high-incidence disabilities are included more often than
students with severe and profound, low-incidence disabilities. Students with physical
disabilities are excluded from the same opportunities as their non-disabled peers because

schools were not setup to serve these students with accommodations like elevators,
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wheelchair ramps, and extra wide hallways and doors. Unfortunately, lack of funding
often keeps these issues from being improved (Pivik, McComas, & LaFlamme, 2002).
As stated earlier, 61% of students with disabilities are being included in the
general education classroom at least 80% of the time. Students with higher incidence
disabilities, such as speech impairment or a learning disability, are more likely to be
included than students with lower incidence disabilities, like autism, an intellectual
disability or multiple disabilities. Additionally, a little less than half of the students with
disabilities that are associated with behavioral problems, like autism and emotional
disturbance, are included in the general education setting more than 80% of the time
compared to students with disabilities that are not generally associated with behavioral
challenges, such as speech impairment or a learning disability (Digest of Education

Statistics, 2013) (Figure 2).

Multiple disabilities
Intellectual disability
Deaf-blindness

Autism

Emotional disturbance
Traumatic brain injury
Orthopedic impairment
Hearing Impairment
Developmental delay
Other health impairment
Visual impairment
Learning disability
Speech or language impairment

All students with disabilities |—— ——

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

p—
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Disability Type
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Figure 2. Inclusion rates. Percentage of children with disabilities included in the general
education setting at least 80% of the school day (Digest of Education Statistics, 2013).
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Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs Toward Students with Disabilities

Barriers. Because each and every child with a disability in the public school
system does not have the opportunity to be in a general education setting 100% of the
time, the implementation of inclusion still needs to be improved (Pivik et al., 2002). How
to successfully get from the ideas and laws of inclusion to the implementation and
effectiveness of it has become a highly debated topic among policymakers,
administrators, and educators (Brenchley, 2015; Sailor, Gee, & Karsoff, 2000; Stainback
& Stainback, 1990; Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2002). In addition to environmental and
physical obstacles keeping children with disabilities from having every opportunity to
participate with their nondisabled peers, belief and attitudinal barriers exist as well
(Cullen & Noto, 2007). In an extensive review of the literature regarding teacher’s
attitudes and the success of inclusive classrooms, three components were found to be
most important: 1) attitudes toward students with disabilities in inclusive settings; 2)
beliefs about professional roles and responsibilities; 3) beliefs about the efficacy of
inclusion (Cullen & Noto, 2007).

Pre-service training. Research has shown that unintentional attitudinal barriers
exist that adversely affect teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion (Brinker & Thorpe, 1985).
These obstacles include a lack of appropriate pre-service training and professional
development for teachers, lack of sufficient funding, inflexible curriculums and lack of
personnel. Unintentional attitudinal barriers include insufficient resources and staffing,
lack of knowledge of best practices, and lack of personal experience with children with

disabilities (Brinker & Thorpe, 1985; Bailey, 2004).
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Beliefs about Professional Roles and Responsibilities

Professionalism. For teachers to successfully implement inclusion, sufficient
classroom support is needed (Idol, 2006). An interview study with fifth and sixth grade
teachers, parents, and students demonstrated that 100% of the subjects testified to
increased levels of learning, claimed to achieve higher standards, and attested to
improving their education when given permission to stay in the same settings as their
peers without disabilities with appropriate classroom support and accommodations
(Ritter, Michel, & Irby, 1999). Teachers reported that if the responsibility of aiding every
student with a disability was not left solely to the professional role of one teacher, but
rather the classroom was equipped with paraprofessionals or teaching assistants, every
student would benefit more from this inclusion model. This study proved that general
education teachers back the concept of inclusion but support dwindles when they believe
the professional role and responsibility of student performance and success lies solely on
them (Idol, 2006).

Administrative support. Teachers were found to be more supportive of inclusion
when they had support from their administrators (Idol, 2006). The majority of elementary
and secondary teachers in a self-reported survey claimed to have positive attitudes toward
inclusion when they felt they had their administrators’ support. The only exception to this
data was reported with regards to students who have behaviors that disrupt the classroom.
Then, the bulk of teachers did not report positive attitudes about including these students
even with administrative support (Idol, 2006). The cycle of the success of inclusion, the
implementation of inclusion, teachers’ attitudes, contributing components, and the impact

of the components has been illustrated in Figure 3.
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Components of Inclusion
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Figure 3. Success of inclusion. How components determine effectiveness of inclusion.

Parents and Community Support

In several studies, attitudinal barriers were identified as the most deleterious to the
movement toward inclusive schools. Administrators, parents, and educators do not
uniformly exhibit positive attitudes regarding inclusion (Downing et al., 1997). Parents of
children with disabilities have reported bullying toward their children and school
placement in isolated settings (Pivik et al., 2002).

Parallel to the African-Americans seeking more understanding, acceptance, and
support from others to be included, students with disabilities need the same from their
communities (Brandes & Crowson, 2008). Communities must increase understanding by
providing awareness of inclusion programs and the inclusion process (Fletcher, Denton,
& Francis, 2005). Parents need to be informed and trained on best practices to support
their child’s development and growth at home and at school (Brandes & Crowson, 2008).

Peer facilitation and support is necessary for bullying to diminish and for open arms to
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take the place of bullying (Beaumont, 1999). The implementation of inclusion does not
reach its potential when students with disabilities are viewed as a group separate from the

students without disabilities. Thus, spreading peer, teacher, and community supports are

1deal.



Chapter I1I
Methods
Problem
Teachers’ attitudes. Teachers’ negative attitudes continue to retain inclusion
from reaching its optimal potential (Sailor, Gee, & Karsoff, 2000; Stainback & Stainback,
1990; Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2002). Research indicates that the primary reason for
negative teacher attitudes is that teachers do not intrinsically support it in their
classrooms (Sailor, Gee, & Karsoff, 2000; Stainback & Stainback, 1990; Thousand,
Villa, & Nevin, 2002). These personal attitudes against inclusion cannot be changed by a
single, mandatory legislative act or litigious result such as Public Law 94-142 in 1975 or
NCLB in 2002 (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005). Even though the law has been moving forward
toward inclusion for almost 40 years, not all children with disabilities are being included
in the general education setting throughout the school day. Therefore, to keep the
implementation of inclusion moving forward, this attitudinal barrier must transform so
that the whole system can change (Wisniewski & Alper, 1994). This research study posits
to bridge part of the gap between the idea and the implementation of inclusion.
Gap in Literature
Inclusion is not reaching its potential. Teachers doubt the effectiveness of
inclusion. They doubt having proper tools and training to meet the needs of children with
disabilities while still being responsible for the academic progress of every other student
in the classroom. Teachers doubt that they have the support from administrators that they
need for the students with disabilities to be successful (Cullen & Noto, 2007). However,

despite these doubts, when appropriate inclusive strategies are in place, teachers do not
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question the efficacy of inclusion (Brandes & Crowson, 2008). They believe in it. Their
beliefs are reflected in their attitudes, and their attitudes facilitate implications that are
even further reaching with positive effects on all students (Smith & Kozlesky, 2005).
When educators stay unbiased in their attitudes toward each student regardless of
disability, educational outcomes compare to those of nondisabled peers (Bulterman-Bos,
Terwel, Verloop, & Wardekker, 2002).
Purpose

The purpose of the present study was to investigate why teachers are opposed to
including students with disabilities in their classrooms (Cullen & Noto, 2007). This study
sought to determine what potential barriers are associated with teacher opposing
inclusion. Teachers supported the idea of every child having an equal opportunity.
However, in practice, many teachers were not supportive of including children with
special needs. The present study used quantitative and qualitative research methods to
identify these barriers.

Quantitative. The quantitative research questions were:

* Did the CFA confirm the factor structure of the EFA?

* To what extent did students and experienced teachers differ in their attitudes
toward the three factors: professional development, administrative support, and
exposure toward students with disabilities as well as their overall score
regarding their attitudes toward inclusion?

Qualitative. The qualitative research question was:

* What, if any, emerging themes were present in the qualitative research?
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Participants

The population of this study was pre-service teachers in training for a university
education degree and experienced teachers with at least five years of experience teaching
class grade levels from pre-kindergarten to college level. Participants were informed that
their participation is voluntary, may be stopped at any time, and would not affect their
grade, student teaching assignment, or employment. Anonymity was guaranteed to the
participants. Informed consent was attained from each interviewee. The interviews were
individual and small group each lasting for less than thirty minutes.

Quantitative pre-service respondents. The pre-service teacher sample for the
revised TATIS consisted of 70 respondents in two educational psychology courses during
the Fall 2012 semester at a large public university. One course was a special education
undergraduate level requirement for an education degree. The other course was a
graduate level elective which was also a special education course. The sampling of
participants was based on convenience. Because the researcher was the teacher’s assistant
for these two classes, there was easy access to this sample of pre-service educators.

The 70 pre-service teacher respondents consisted of a gender composition of 92%
female and 8% male. In terms of educational status, 49% of respondents held a high
school diploma, 41% held an associate degree, 10% held a bachelor degree or higher.
With regard to teaching background, 77% reported having zero years of teaching
experience. Ten percent indicated one year of teaching experience. Three percent marked
two years of experience. Two percent had three years. Another two percent designated
four years. Seven percent denoted five or more years. These years of experience could be

attributable to substitute teaching or teaching a subject area different from the one
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currently being pursued. Considering ethnicity, 24% of the sample reported White, 18%
Black, 31% Hispanic, 21% Asian, 3% American Indian, and 3% other. With respect to
age, 86% of participants reported being in their twenties, 3% in their thirties, 4% in their
forties, 1% in their fifties, and 3% above 60. Forty-two pre-service teachers indicated that
they sought to teach at the elementary level. Twelve answered seeking junior high
certification. Four specified wanting to teach at the high school level, and three denoted
college level in Table 1.

Quantitative experienced respondents. For the experienced teachers, a minimum
of 70 respondents was sought through a snowball effect instigated by the primary
researcher. Teachers were contacted via Facebook. A personal message was sent to 109
teachers who were Facebook friends with the primary investigator asking them to
participate in the survey and to forward this message to their teacher friends or share the
post on their Facebook page. Participants self-identified as experienced teachers prior to
completing the survey.

The experienced teachers in the study in Spring 2016 were from public and
private school settings. These individuals who identified themselves as teachers with at
least five years of experience were asked to confirm this fact before being able to proceed
to the survey items. The survey was online using Survey Monkey. One $25 Amazon gift
card was used as an incentive. Participants also had to answer the consent form
affirmatively before they had access to the survey. Twelve of the 100 experienced teacher
participants either answered that they were not a teacher with at least five years of
teaching experience or they skipped the question, which led to an overall n value of 88

instead of the original 100 people who accessed the survey and consented to participate.
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The experienced teacher sample was comprised of 6% males and 94% females.
Ninety percent of the experienced teachers considered themselves to have white ethnicity,
1% black, 5% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 8% American Indian. This is clearly a less
diverse sample ethnically than the pre-service teachers at a large public university.
Eleven percent of the experienced teacher respondents reported being in their twenties at
the time the survey was taken. Thirty-three percent marked that they were in their thirties.
Eighteen percent indicated their forties. Another 18% noted their fifties while 18%
indicated age 60 or above.

Of the 88 participants, fifteen teach early childhood. Thirty-four teach elementary.
Fourteen teach at the junior high level. Nineteen teach high school, and one reported
college. One percent had a high school diploma, and one percent had an associate’s
degree. This can be attributed to teaching assistants, who considered themselves to be
teachers, that completed the online survey. All 88 experienced teachers noted that they
had at least five years of experience. Four teachers indicated they were not certified.
Again, this phenomenon can be explained by teaching assistants or paraprofessionals who
completed the survey. Fifty-six reported having traditional certification, and seventeen

specified having alternative certification (Table 1).



Table 1

Summary of Participants
Group _ Subgroup Pre-service Experienced
Quantitative component Number of participants 70 100
Number of surveys analyzed 61 79
Number of non-response surveys 9 21
Qualitative component Number of participants interviewed 6 4
Number interviewed individually 4
Number interviewed in small group 5 0
Gender Male 5 5
Female 56 74
Ethnicities White 24% 90%
Black 18% 1%
Hispanic 31% 5%
Asian 21% 1%
American Indian 3% 8%
Other 3% 0%
Agerange 20s 86% 11%
30s 3% 33%
40s 4% 18%
50s 1% 18%
60+ 3% 19%
Teaching level Early childhood 25 15
Elementary 42 34
Junior high 12 14
High school 4 19
College 3 1
Level of education High school diploma 44% 1%
Associate’s degree 37% 1%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 16% 43%
Master’s degree 0% 53%
Doctorate 0% 1%
Years of experience 0 years 77% 0
1 year 10% 0
2 years 3% 0
3 years 2% 0
4 years 2% 0
5 or more years 7% 88
Level of certification Not certified 65 4
Traditional certification 4 56
Alternative certification 0 17
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Instrumentation

Survey. To determine which questions to ask during the surveys, different
quantitative surveys were reviewed (Antanok & Larrivee, 1995; Getting, 1991; Loneman
et al., 2007; Malfo, Harris & Dedrick, 2002; McLesky, Waldron, & So, 2001; Sharma &
Desai, 2002; Sideridis & Chandler, 1995; Wilczenski, 1992). There were several different
components that needed to be in place to achieve a sufficient level of reliability. The
survey needed to include pre-service and experienced teachers because the sample
consists of undergraduate and graduate level college course students and experienced
teachers. The instrument must have been developed in the United States or at least tested
for reliability and validity in the U.S., so that participants in the United States could
adequately understand the items and yield valid results. Being less than eight years old at
the time of pre-service teacher data collection was important to reflect the changes of
inclusion since IDEA in 2004. Additionally, the survey ought to address the three
components from the literature review that correlated with teacher attitudes toward
inclusion. Lastly, and most importantly, a survey with proven validity and reliability was
necessary to increase the effectiveness of research findings.

Short-answer questions.
An review board of five experts with over 125 years of experience derived the five short
answer questions collaboratively. These short answer items were based on expertise in
the field. They were also based on prior experience as expert researchers.

Interview. For the present study, the qualitative component was created using the
Teacher Attitudes Toward Inclusion Scale (TATIS), the same scale used as the basis for

the quantitative section of the present study. The questions used for these interviews were
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reviewed in order to develop and pilot a survey, which may account for a greater
percentage of variability.

Selected instrument. The researcher examined a number of available
instruments, but none was deemed to be suitable for the current study. The CRI (Antonak
& Larrivee, 1995), the IDPS (Getting, 1991), the SACIE (Loneman et al., 2007), the
BAIES (Malfo, Harris, & Dedrick, 2002), the ISPS (McLesky, Waldron, & So, 2001), the
CIES (Sharma & Desai, 2002), the TIAQ (Sideridis & Chandler, 1995), the ATIE
(Wilczenski, 1992) were not found to meet all necessary criteria. Results regarding how
well reviewed scales met essential conditions are summarized in Table 2. However, the
TATIS, Teacher Attitudes Toward Inclusion Scale (Cullen, Gregory, & Noto, 2010), was
determined to be the best fit for the necessary criterion. Created in the United States
within the past ten years so as to reflect the alterations in IDEA in 2004, the TATIS was
piloted with pre-service and experienced teachers. Lastly, the validity of the first three
components was sufficient accounting for 58% of the variance and had an adequate alpha
reliability coefficient of 0.821 (Cullen & Noto, 2007). Thus, the first piece of the present
study improved the reliability and validity of the TATIS using research-based changes to
the current TATIS survey. Therefore, the TATIS became the basis for the survey and

interview questions (Appendix C).
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Interview questions revised from TATIS. An initial question was added to the
interview questions asking why the participants chose to become teachers. This question
was added to provide further insight into the history of the sample. Questions were
reworded and derived seeking the underlying themes, which included barriers to positive
teacher attitudes toward inclusion. The fourteen interview questions were as follows:

1.  Why did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.

2. How do you define inclusion?

3. How does your school currently address inclusion?

4. How has inclusion changed over time?

5. Which students should be included? To what extent? Why?

6. How did you learn about inclusion?

7. How thorough do you feel your understanding of inclusion is?

8. What is the current perception of inclusion for your school and among your

staftf?

9. What do you think is the district’s perception of inclusion?

10. How much do you think your school district prepares teachers and offers

professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

11. How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

12. How much exposure have you had to inclusion? When? How long?

13. If there was a new hire at your school, what advice would you give them

regarding inclusion?

14. Is there anything that our conversation did not cover that you think I should

know?
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Survey. After reviewing the scale with three experts who collectively had over 20
years of training and experience in educational assessment and measurement, a few
changes were made to the original survey to increase reliability and validity. Items that
contained the phrase “most or all” were simplified to state only “most.” The alternative
wording was used in place of teaching terminology that may have been more clearly
understood with a universal meaning to all who took the survey. For example, “Inclusion
is a more efficient model for educating students with mild to moderate disabilities
because it reduces transition time,” was reworded to “Inclusion is a more efficient model
for educating students with mild to moderate disabilities because it reduces the time
required to move from one setting to another.” Survey items were further simplified by
removing the beginning phrase, “I find that,” or “I feel that.” Because the person marking
the answers was the person completing the survey, it was understood that the person
taking the survey responded as the participant and not someone else. All but one of the
examples listed separately from the item statement were reworded to be included directly
with the item to decrease ambiguity and increase validity. This one example to define a
consultant teacher model was kept since a universal definition among participants was
lacking. General demographic information was added to the survey to explain the sample.
However, this information was not calculated into the results for the purpose of this
study.

Based on peer review from three experts who jointly have over 20 years of
experience in educational assessment and measurement, the format of the original survey
was altered to be more visually appealing and easier to follow. The font size was

increased to ten for the paper version and twelve for the online version for readability,
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and the font was changed from serif to sans serif to enhance the visual quality of the
survey. Answer bubbles were reassigned to numbers, so participants could more easily
mark the appropriate response. More spacing was used in between the survey questions to
enhance the survey visually. A table was created to keep questions and responses more
easily aligned. The response scale was reversed from strongly agree to strongly disagree
and strongly disagree to strongly agree as this is a more universal practice of the Likert
scale (Likert, 1932). Because the optimal number of response alternatives for a scale is
five, the number of item response choices was decreased from seven to five to increase
the speed of taking the survey by having fewer choices and forcing respondents to take a
more definitive stance in their attitudes (Sax, 1997). With a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
in the revised TATIS of 0.786, the revised measure accounted for six percent more of the
variance than the original TATIS (Cullen & Noto, 2007). Therefore, it was concluded
that the changes made to the original instrument yield more accurate respondent answers
and, thus, the validity of the survey increased.
Procedure

Quantitative pre-service teacher procedure. The survey for pre-service
teachers was distributed at the end of three-hour lecture sessions to willing student
participants. The students were awarded two extra credit points for participating in the
survey. To facilitate the opportunity for online students to participate, the paper-and-
pencil survey was made available for eight hours during one day in a convenient, shared,
university location. The teaching assistant administered the surveys with minimal verbal
instructions, which included, “Please complete this anonymous survey. Please fill out the

entire survey, and do not put any identification information on the form. You may put the
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survey on the front table upon completion. Please write your name on the sign-in sheet to
receive two extra credit points. Let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for
your participation.” The survey administrator also answered additional questions from the
participants.

Quantitative experienced teacher procedure. For the experienced teachers, an
online survey was used. Teachers were sent a message on Facebook with a link to the
online survey with open-ended questions on Survey Monkey. Instructions assuring
anonymity, voluntary participation, and an incentive were included at the beginning of
each survey. The researcher’s contact information was also included, and the researcher
made a point to respond to all questions regarding participation in this study.

Open-ended survey items for experienced teacher respondents. While seeking
to uncover some potential latent variables associated with the dependent variable,
teachers’ attitudes, open-ended survey items were added to the revised TATIS scale. The
open-ended items allowed participants to give narratives addressing the known
components and leaving an opportunity to add any additional potential factors. The open-
ended survey items were:

1. What could school administrators do to better support inclusion practices at

your school?

2. What changes in professional development and training at the university level

would you make to better prepare you for inclusion in your current job?

3. Describe the most successful stories based on your past experience with

inclusion.
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4. Describe problem situations you have encountered in your past experience with

inclusion.

5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding inclusion from a

teacher’s point of view?

The qualitative data responses were analyzed using ethnographic research
practices (Fetterman, 2010). Emerging themes, patterns, thinking, and categories were to
be identified and grouped. This underlying information shed light on the fact that more
professional development and additional courses at the college level need to be offered to
positively impact teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in
the general education classroom.

Interviews with pre-service teachers. Pre-service teachers included six student
teachers during the Fall 2012 semester at a large public university. As the facilitator of
these student teachers, I had convenient access to this sample. I went to the individual
schools where the student teachers were assigned and asked students if they would be
willing to participate in an interview. I notified them that their participation was
completely voluntary and would not affect their grade in the student teaching course.
Anonymity was guaranteed to the participants. Informed consent was attained from each
interviewee. The interviews were individual and small group. The interviews lasted for
under one hour.

Interviews with experienced teachers. During the online surveys, experienced
teachers were asked if they were willing to take part in an interview. Overall scores of
teachers, who consented to participate in the interview process, were sorted by ascending

order. The scores were divided into two groups, positive and negative attitudes toward
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inclusion. Two teachers were selected from the strong positive group and strong negative
group. The reason for selecting participants in the extremes was to better account for the
participants scoring in between the extremes. The participants were interviewed for less
than thirty minutes individually.

The TATIS became the basis for the interview questions. An initial question was
added to the scale asking why the participants chose to become teachers. This question
was added to give further insight into the history of the sample. The interview questions
are listed on page 29 and in Appendix D.

Using an ecological approach, interviews with participants were audio recorded
using an iPhone as this tool is one with which the participants are likely familiar
(Fetterman, 2010). The qualitative information was transcribed onto a computer from the
survey and from an audio recording of the interviews. The data were analyzed using
several ethnographic data analysis strategies including thinking, triangulation, patterns,
themes, and categories. Emerging themes were determined to give additional information
about the barriers to teachers’ attitudes beyond the information determined from the
quantitative component.

Factors affecting validity of quantitative results. Sampling method. Because
the survey participants were based on convenience sampling, the validity of the results
may have been adversely affected. A more stratified or random group of participants may
have improved representation of the target population of all educators. A sample not
based on convenience would likely have increased validity.

Non-response. In attaining statistically significant survey results, the quantity and

the quality of response rate are crucial (Sanchez-Fernandez, Munoz-Leiva, Montoro-
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Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2008). This means a high number of participants were sought in
order to yield results more representative of the population, and the responses need to be
reflective of how and what a particular person truly feels and thinks (C. Horn, personal
communication, February 21, 2011). Non-response affects the results of a survey study
by yielding less than accurate and representative results (Crede, 2010; Denscombe, 2009;
McCree, 2010). Non-response occurs in the form of not answering a survey in its
entirety, not answering items within a survey, or by randomly marking answers that do
not truly indicate the participant’s response (McCree, 2010; Crede, 2010). Rate of non-
response items negatively affects validity. Decrease in response rate, thus increase in
non-response rate, may have posed a threat to the validity of the surveys because the
results may not have been an accurate representation of the target population (Cullen &
Noto, 2007). Of the participants who affirmatively answered that they were a teacher
with five or more years of experience, nice participants were knocked offline by the
Survey Monkey website, and due to the setting of allowing only one entry per IP address,
these respondents were unable to log back in to complete the survey. Therefore, to
account for non-response items, participants with incomplete surveys were eliminated
from the study. To account for non-response items, nine participants with incomplete
surveys were eliminated from the study.

Design of survey. Nulty (2008) found strategies that can be used in survey
research, which increases response rates. Having a longer window of time during which
the participants can take the survey increases survey response. Thus, the surveys were
offered over an eleven-day period. Assuring anonymity positively affects response rate.

The instructor informed all participants that the survey results were anonymous. Offering
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training on how to access the survey and complete it, especially those online, increases
response rate (Nulty, 2008). Therefore, the administrator was available in person at all
pre-service survey administrations to answer questions and via email during the online
survey administration window. Researchers also need to keep questionnaires brief (Nulty,
2008). This is why the survey was limited to fourteen items and was formatted to fit on
one sheet of paper, front and back for the pre-service teachers or was formatted to display
within one computer screen window at a time for the experienced teachers. Implementing
these strategies helped to boost the validity of results.

Online surveys include disadvantages that add to the threat of non-response bias
(Sanchez-Fernandez, Munoz-Leiva, Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2008). Not all
participants in the target population may have had the financial means to access the
Internet, which would have contributed to potentially inaccurate results by yielding non-
representative data (Goritz, 2006b, as cited in Sanchez-Fernandez, Munoz-Leiva,
Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2008). A participant who possibly felt very strongly
about the subject being surveyed may have taken the survey multiple times, whereas a
participant who did not have strong feelings may have been more likely to not respond at
all (Cobanoglu & Cobanoglu, 2003; Goritz, 2006b, as cited in Sanchez-Fernandez,
Munoz-Leiva, Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2008). Therefore, to control for the same
individual taking the survey multiple times, the survey was set so that it could not be
taken from a single IP address more than one time.

Type of questions. The type of questions being asked by the researchers in the
survey was important to take into consideration when analyzing and accounting for non-

response rates (Denscombe, 2009). In a study with 466 participants, Denscombe (2009)



37

found that regardless of the mode of administration, fixed choice questions produced a
lower item non-response rate than open-ended questions. When designing a survey, it
was important to keep this finding in mind to increase validity (2009). Fixed choice
questions included binary “yes” and “no” items, Likert scale items, and multiple-choice
items (Bradburn, Sudmand, & Wansink, 2004). These items increased the item response
rate and contributed to validity by forcing participants to categorize their answers, fit
their answers according to certain guidelines or to think within the parameters of a given
scale (2004). Therefore, a five-point Likert scale was employed for this survey and used
as response choices to each item in the close-ended question section. This decrease in the
rate of non-response items contributed to the validity of the survey (2004).
Personalization. Personalization in contact emails increases the rate of response
of email surveys (Dodd & Markwiese, 1987; Boser, 1988, Sala & Lynn, 2007). This is
possible because the person may feel like his or her opinion matters more since they were
addressed by name. The person may feel more pressure to respond since the researcher
knew who does and does not take the email survey if they disclosed their name.
Personalization may also pose a threat to maintaining the anonymity of participants
because the participant was called by at least first name (Sala & Lynn, 2007).
Personalization in web-based surveys has yielded the same results as
personalization in email surveys (Schaefer & Dillman, 1988, as cited in Sala & Lynn,
2007; Newman et al., as cited in Sala & Lynn, 2007; Heerwegh & Loosveldt, 2002 &
2003, as cited in Sala & Lynn, 2007; Joinson & Reips, 2007, as cited in Sala & Lynn,
2007). While there have been no conclusive research results as to why personalization

increases response rates, there is research that contact frequency, as well as the quality of
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contact, increases survey interest (Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004;
Diaz, 2005, as cited in Sala & Lynn, 2007). Therefore, the use of personalization may
lead to more contact between researcher(s) and participants (Sala & Lynn, 2007).
Additionally, personalization is thought to increase the quality of the contact because it
addresses the participants as individuals (2007). Therefore, announcements were posted
regularly to potential participants giving instructions on opportunities as to when and
where to take the survey. Reminder announcements were also sent out to the potential
participants to increase the number of contacts between researcher and participant.
Reminders and follow-up contact. Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-Fernandez, Montoro-
Rios, and Ibanez-Zapata (2010) found that sending reminder email messages to
participants completing an email survey increased response rates. Sending between one
and three reminder emails significantly increased the rate of response for those subjects
who did not initially complete the survey (Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-Fernandez, Montoro-
Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2010). Given the information from this finding, one mass email
was sent out to potential participants as a reminder to complete the survey as well as the
information needed regarding the time and location to take the survey. Sending reminders
and having follow-up contact with participants may increase the responsibility an
individual feels towards completing a survey (C. Horn, personal communication,
February 21, 2011). Sending four or more emails would not significantly increase
response rate (Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-Fernandez, Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata,
2010). Thus, no more than three emails or three Facebook messages were sent to any

individual participant.
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Adversely, it is criticized that reminder emails may have led to rushed responses
from the participants (Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-Fernandez, Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-
Zapata, 2010). The participants would not be motivated for positive reasons such as
intrinsic motivation (Bradburn, Sudmand, & Wansink, 2004). Rather, the participants
would want the reminder messages to cease, and this would be why the participant
completes the survey (2004). Rushed responses may negatively affect the response
quality (Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-Fernandez, Montoro-Rios, & Ibanez-Zapata, 2010).
Thus, the survey would not reflect the participants’ true views toward the topic (2010).
Rushed responses would pose a threat to the validity of the results (2010). Therefore, to
avoid bogging participants down with reminders, the examiner only sent three electronic
reminder messages to eligible participants who had not already completed the survey.
This was determined by checking the names input in the online survey.

Incentives. In a laboratory study, response rates of pigeons pecking have been
found to increase when reinforcements are used (Nevin, Shahan, & Odum, 2008). Like
animals in laboratories, human participants have also been found more likely to respond
with the use of reinforcements, particularly in the form of incentives or rewards (McCree-
Hale, De La Cruz, & Montgomery, 2010). Considering appropriate incentives for the
population of interest, two extra credit points were offered as a reward to students who
completed the pre-service survey, and a drawing for one $25 Amazon gift cards was
presented to experienced teachers who completed the survey.

A criticism of the use of incentives is that it may lead to invalid results (McCree-
Hale, De La Cruz, & Montgomery, 2010; Nulty, 2008). Participants may mark answers

quickly without digesting the question in order to complete the survey more quickly and
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attain the incentive or reward (McCree-Hale, De La Cruz, & Montgomery, 2010). In a
study using downloadable Apple iTunes as an incentive, response rates increased to 18%
when two songs were offered as a reward for completing the survey (2010). The response
rate increased to 26% when four songs were offered as incentive (2010). While
increasing response rate is generally good in survey research, it might adversely affect the
results (2010).

Reverse items. Four of the fourteen items were reverse coded for the analyses.
Items seven, eight, nine, and ten were reverse coded because the items were negatively
worded. These items were reverse coded to make the code equivalent to the other
positively worded items. These four items were manually recoded into the same
variables.

Nonverbal communication during data collection. To increase the validity of the
responses during the interview portion of this study, clarifying questions were asked to
keep the participants on track during the interviews. Maintaining objectivity was sought
to the maximum extent possible. Participants were assured that there were no right or
wrong answers. The examiner was cognizant of nonverbal communication such as body
language, facial expressions, word choice, and tone. Participants were promised that
surveys and interviews were simply seeking their thoughts, beliefs, and opinions. The
dialog from the open-ended survey and interview items was transcribed from the iPhone

recording or a miniature electronic tape recorder at a later date.
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Chapter 1V
Research Findings
Recruitment

A Facebook post was added to the profile page of the primary investigator asking
teachers with five or more years of experience to take the linked Survey Monkey survey,
to share the post with their friends, and/or share the opportunity by posting it on their
own Facebook page. The primary investigator also sent out 109 individually personalized
Facebook messages to personal friends who are teachers asking them to take the survey
and share the post with their teacher friends and colleagues. Through this type of
snowball sampling, 100 respondents participated in the survey.

To obtain participants for the qualitative aspect of the study, experienced teacher
survey respondents were divided into positive and negative attitudes toward inclusion.
Thirty-six participants consented to be contacted for an interview and provided personal
contact information. Then, two teachers from each group, strong positive and strong
negative, were randomly selected for interviews conducted by the primary investigator.
Participants were contacted and interviews were scheduled.

Analyses

Quantitative. Exploratory Factor Analysis of pre-service teachers. To find the
best fitting analysis for the results, data were assessed using an exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). Varimax rotation was found to be the best model fit for the data. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) values, chi-square values,

and determinant values were compared.
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Because the KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were identical for the Varimax
rotation and the solution that was not rotated, to decide which listwise analyses to use,
communalities and factor loadings were compared (Crocker & Algina, 2008). For the
purposes of analysis, only components that achieved Eigenvalues of 1.00 or greater were
considered to be relevant because only those components together account for the
greatest amount of variance in the data. These Eigenvalues accounted for how much
variance all of the components, in this case, one through four, was explained. The four
components achieving Eigenvalues of one or greater, for both listwise tests, explained
60.073% of the total variance in Table 3.

Looking beyond the KMO, Bartlett’s and variance values, the distribution of the
explanation varied significantly between the two analyses. The listwise-nonrotated
analysis placed nearly half of the 60% variance explanation on the first component. The
listwise-rotated analysis placed a more equitable distribution of explanation across the
first three components, while component four was approximately the same for both.
Therefore, the Varimax, listwise rotation was determined to be the best fit for these data.

The data met the assumption of factor analytic techniques. The determinant, .012,
was greater than zero. Bartlett’s test of sphericity had a value of .000, which was less
than 0.05, the minimum qualifying criteria (Crocker & Algina, 2008). The KMO was
0.742, which was a value greater than the minimum guideline of 0.7 (Crocker & Algina,
2008). Because the listwise-rotation was determined to be the best fit for the data,
Cronbach’s test was conducted on this best construct. This described how well each item

was correlated to the other 13 items.
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The correlation values represented to what extent each survey item is related to
another survey item. A value of 1.00 indicated that there was a perfect correlation
between two survey items, which occurred when the item is being compared to itself. As
seen in Table 4, correlation values of 0.5 or higher were considered to be acceptable.
This indicated that the two survey items were highly correlated and thus probably
belonged to the same construct.

The factor loadings indicated how well each item was related to each of the four
constructs. Some items had double loadings (o > 0.5) in Table 5. Most items were related
to constructs one and two. Three components or constructs, mentioned in the beginning
of the paper, were intended. One item loaded on a fourth construct: “Inclusion is a more
efficient model for educating students with mild to moderate disabilities because it
reduces the time required to move from one setting to another.” This may have occurred
because this item requires teaching experience to adequately answer, and 84% of pre-

service respondents had less than three years of teaching experience in Table 1.
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Table 5

Factor Loadings Using Rotated Component Matrix

Factor

Item > @ g g §

e 5" 2 g

£ 2 5 5
Extent 285 307 495 419
Remove 158 052 811 -.097
SepClass -.230 -.094 780 185
ModReg 241 365 211 467
Effective 058 432 370 427
Efficient -.010 -.084 -.036 831
RevTeacherTime 340 612 -.064 -.114
RevSocialSkills -018 832 .109 081
RevAcademicSkills 268 .639 316 .095
RevTeacherSuccess .103 .680 -.165 .066
TeamTeach 831 078 .007 .020
Pairing 759 209 .099 146
SharedResp 611 142 -.146 154
ConsultantModel 852 .093 .160 -.098

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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CFA. To analyze the data, a CFA was initially conducted (Figure 4). Was the
three-factor structure found in the EFA rejected or did it fail to be rejected? The CFA was
utilized to answer the first research question. Results from the CFA were compared to the
results from the exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The EFA provided the a priori model
for the CFA. The CFA yielded information about the error of the factor structure.
Standardized estimates were used. Because there were three components, two degrees of
freedom (df) were used. In order to assess the model fit, a probability (p) value of 0.05
was used for a good fit. In order to be significant at the 0.05 level, the critical chi-square
() value must be greater than or equal to 5.991 (Cozby, 2009). The chi-square value
was used to determine whether the factors were independent.

To assess the model fit, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
was also used for the absolute fit index and the badness of fit index (W. Fan, personal
communication, March 22, 2012). This value established how closely the model
approximates a perfect fit. An acceptable value for the RMSEA must be less than or
equal to 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). This value established how far off the model was
from a perfect fit. Unfortunately, this CFA yielded an RMSEA value of 0.130. The
probability level of the CFA was 0.000, which met the first criteria for goodness of fit
meaning that the model found in the EFA was possible for the CFA. However, this p-
value coupled with a large chi-square (y* = 178.399) did not indicate goodness of fit. This
phenomenon can probably be attributed to a small sample size. Therefore, this model
does not appear to be plausible for the original factor structure.

CFA with EFA factor structure. The CFA rejected the model structure found in

the EFA. The chi-square value (x> = 77.12) was large (Bollen & Long, 2003). Even
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though the CFA rejected the EFA’s three-factor structure, it did come up with a three-
factor structure. A LaGrange model was conducted adding parameters to the model.
However, the added parameters resulted in a non-significant change, no change, actually,
of the chi-square value (3* = 77.12), which still did not indicate a goodness of fit.

CFA with additional pathways. While seeking possible goodness of fit,
additional covariance pathways were added to the CFA factor structure based on the
covariance text output as shown in Figure 5. The best fit for the model came after adding
four additional covariance pathways. These four pathways brought the chi-square value
divided by the degrees of freedom below two, which was another method used for
assessing the goodness of fit. However, the RMSEA value was still not less than 0.06 as
seen in Table 7.

The CFA revealed the correlation values between the three factors and the items
on which the EFA determined they would each load (Table 8). Correlation values were
compared. The cutoff value for moderately significant correlations was determined to be
0.50 (W. Fan, personal communication, March 22, 2012).

Four of the four items on the first latent variable were found to be significant. The
first item for the professional development factor was, TeamTeach pd (item 11: “I would
welcome to team teach as a model for meeting the needs of students with mild/moderate
disabilities in regular classrooms,”) with a p-value of 0.85. The second item for
professional development was labeled ConsultantModel pd (“I would welcome the
opportunity to participate in a consultant teacher model [i.e. regular collaborative
meetings between special and general education teachers to share ideas, methods, and

material(s) to address the needs of students with mild/moderate disabilities in regular
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classrooms,”]) (p = 0.78). Pairing_pd and SharedResp pd were also found to be
significant. Pairing pd (p = 0.69) was item 12 on the survey (“All students benefit from
team teaching: that is, the pairing of a general and a special education teacher in the same
classroom.”) SharedResp pd (p = 0.66) was item 13 (“The responsibility for educating
students with mild/moderate disabilities in regular classrooms should be shared between
general and special education teachers.”)

Three of the four correlation values on the latent variable named administrative
support, were considered significant. The first significant item, RevTeacherTime as (p =
0.66) was reverse coded for teacher time (Item 7. “Students with mild to moderate
disabilities should not be taught in the regular classes with non-disabled peers because
they will require too much of the teacher’s time.”) The second significant item,
RevSocialSkills as (p = 0.98), was reverse coded for the variable labeled social skills (“T
have doubts about the effectiveness of including students with disabilities because they
often lack the social skills necessary for success.”) The third significant survey item was
also reverse coded with the label of RevAcademicSkills as (p = 0.78) (Item 9. “I have
doubts about the effectiveness of including students with mild/moderate disabilities in
regular classrooms because they often lack the academic skills necessary for success.”)

Furthermore, as more components were identified, the association between
variables became more convoluted as seen in Figure 5. This model can be explained by
examining the factor loadings of the original scale (Appendix E). The covariance
pathways leading to a better model fit all matched the double loadings on the original
instrument. Unfortunately, the three-factor structure from the EFA only yielded items that

load on a single latent variable instead of multiple factors. Therefore, it was ultimately
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concluded that the CFA rejected the model from the EFA. The EFA model, which was

established by using pre-service teacher data, was not a good fit for the experienced

teacher survey data.

3
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Development 66 44
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Figure 1. Intended CFA model. Correlations between three factors and intended items.
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Figure 2. CFA model with added pathways. Correlations between three factors and

intended item with additional pathways.
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Table 6

CFA item analyses

52

Model X df CFI RMSEA
One-factor 77.12 32 0.873 0.127
One-factor, cov es -

. 0.117
ProfDev 67.86 31 0.896
One-factor, cov es -

. .099
ProfDev, e; - AS 33.66 29 0931 0.09
One-factor, cov es -
ProfDev, e; - AS, e4 48.54 28 0.942 0.092
- Exp
One-factor, cov es -
ProfDev, €; - AS, ¢4 41.80 27 0.958 0.079

- EXp, €7-C€10
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Descriptive statistics from MANOVA. The pre-service and experienced
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion were both in the positive range. However, pre-service
teachers had a higher positive attitude. The mean (p) equaled 3.89 for pre-service
teachers and 3.49 for experienced teachers on the revised TATIS’ fourteen Likert-scaled
items, ranging from one for strongly disagree to five marked strongly agree in Table 6.

One-way MANOVA. MANOVA results. There was a statistically significant
difference in teachers' attitudes toward inclusion depending which group the teacher
participant belonged, pre-service or experienced, F(3, 136, p < 0.0005; Wilk's A = 7.67,
partial n° = 0.145 in Table 10. There was a significant effect on all three factors:
professional development (ProfDevFactorAvg) (F(1, 138, p = 0.021; partial n> = 0.04),
administrative support (AdminSupportAvg) (F(1, 138, p < 0.005; partial n* = 0.13) and
exposure (ExposureAvg) (F(1, 138, p = 0.001; partial n* = 0.08) in Table 11.

Two-way MANOVA. A multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to
analyze the second hypothesis testing whether or not there was a significant difference
between pre-service teachers’ attitudes and experienced teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion. Based on the literature review, the primary investigator hypothesized that
experienced teachers would have attitudes that were in the negative range with a value
less that 3.00. Even though the results were in the positive range, the results were still
significant. All but one item had a correlation value above 0.05. There were two items
that had two values above 0.50, but this makes sense because both of those items loaded
on the same factor, professional development. There was interaction between pre-service

versus experienced teacher and gender. However, the interaction between teacher group
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and gender was not statistically significant F(3, 134) = 0.78, p = 0.509; Wilk's A = 0.983
in Table 12.
Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Three Factors and Overall Scores

Group Mean Std. Deviation N
Professional Pre-Service 4.18 .64 61
Development

Experienced 3.89 78 79

Total 4.02 .74 140
Administrative Pre-Service 4.09 .50 61
Support

Experienced 3.54 .82 79

Total 3.78 5 140
Exposure to Pre-Service 3.59 .53 61
Students with
Disabilities Experienced 3.18 78 79

Total 3.36 71 140
Overall Score Pre-Service 3.89 0.40 61

Experienced 3.49 0.63 79

Total 3.66 0.58 140
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Qualitative Data

The qualitative components sought to uncover deeper issues that may not have
been identified in the quantitative component. The qualitative component employed
open-ended survey questions, individual, and small-group interviews. The open-ended
items were administered to all experienced teachers at the end of the online survey while
the interviews were conducted with only four of them, two random experienced teachers
with positive attitudes and two with negative (Fetterman, 2010). The analyses of the data
from these two qualitative methods served to answer the third research question.

As the researcher, I asked clarifying questions and kept the participants on track
during the interviews. I remained as objective as possible assuring pre-service teachers
that there was no right or wrong answer. [ was cognizant of my body language and facial
expressions, and I assured participants that [ was simply seeking their thoughts, beliefs,
and opinions. These actions increased the reliability of the results.

Pre-service teacher interview data. The six pre-service teacher interviews were
transcribed. The dialog from the one-on-one interview with the first pre-service teacher
participant (PP1) and the small group interview with pre-service teacher participants two
through six (PP2-PP6) was combined. The interview data is in Appendix F.

Intrinsically motivated to become teachers. Interview data revealed that all
participants became teachers due to an innate passion for teaching or working with
children. Participants’ responses illustrative of their motivations for selection of the
teaching career included statements such as “I liked helping students,” “Teaching was
just natural,” “I fell in love with it,” “I loved it,” “This really is something I want to do,”

and “It just comes so naturally for me to work with kids.” It was also apparent through
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analysis of the data that pre-service teachers did not have a deep or clear understanding of
inclusion. This conclusion was developed as participants were asked how she/he defines
inclusions, and responses ranged from, “Inclusion is like for special education,” “So
when I think of the word inclusion, I think of the word include,” “[Inclusion] seems more
like how we can adapt to their learning,” and “I see inclusion as teamwork...to help their
entire community...” Some of their responses contradicted their previously stated
understanding when asked how to define inclusion. When asked about their experience
with special education students, one participant reported that she had no exposure to
students with special needs. When asked by the researcher, “Even ADHD students?” the
participant responded, “Special education? No. A couple of ADHD? Yes.” Since ADHD
students are part of the special education umbrella, this participant, like her colleagues,
did not clearly understand what inclusion entails. When asked directly how thorough they
felt their understanding of inclusion is, participants gave answers such as, “...[my
understanding] might be a little wrong...,” “I don’t feel thorough at all...,” “Same,” from
two respondents, “That’s a general consensus,” and “Ditto [to not thorough at all.]” None
of the participants knew about their district’s perception of inclusion when asked giving
answers such as, “I don’t even know,” “I don’t know,” “Yeah,” “Me either,” “Yeah,” and
“Yes.”

Exposure. A critical event occurred when participants were exposed to children
with special needs for the first time during their student teaching experience (Fetterman,
2010). They revealed that they had no previous exposure to students with special needs
until student teaching, which occurs during their fourth and fifth years in college.

Inclusion seemed to be a new idea to most of the participants. Upon examination of the
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history of inclusion, participants reported not growing up with inclusion practices in
place. They reported not knowing children with special needs when they were children.
In fact, they did not even know that children with special needs existed. One pre-service
teacher participant reported that she knew a person in a wheelchair, who had no other
impairment, when they were growing up. However, the child attended a special school
because he looked different than other children. Their answers about segregation
supported what research described as part of the history of inclusion. When asked how
she/he learned about inclusion, participants responses included, “In my college
classrooms...no [before,]” “I learned...from the textbook,” “I was going to say the
same,” “The most I’ve learned about is about a textbook,” ...in textbooks,” .. .like a
little in high school...but mostly from the textbook.” Students reported that they had
taken one online special education course during their academic endeavors at a public
university. They conveyed that the course was textbook based and did not prepare them
for the classroom, “I don’t think we get enough training to work with special needs kids,
but I also don’t think we take enough classes to work with special needs kids. We had
one class, and it was online, and that was it for our training for special needs kids...I
learn much better with those hands on experience,” “There is no amount of bookwork to
prepare us to work with these kids because what works with one child is not going to
work with another one,” and “...I definitely don’t think I learned...from my class. I think
I learned...from working with my students in the classroom. That’s what works best.”
Additional responses included, “I learned the definition [of inclusion] from a textbook.
It’s still really textbook for me still,” “It’s really textbook for me too. I don’t feel I

understand it as much as I should. We haven’t had any formal observations or anything
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like that in school,” “...the most I’ve learned is about a textbook. I haven’t learned a
positive way to interact with special needs students in the classroom, “I’ve learned about
inclusion in textbooks,” and “...mostly from the textbook.”

Included versus excluded students. There were some discrepancies among
responses about which students should and should not be included in the regular
education classrooms. Students responses included, “I think maybe just a little bit at a
time,” “I believe all students should be included. However, if the kids are welcoming and
want to be included because some students are not comfortable being included, so the
environment has to be very safe, and I mean make them feel welcome and like not being
bullied. If not, I think they should you remove a child for their own safety,” “I think
students should be included but only depending on how the teacher feels like if he or she
is capable of doing it because it is a huge responsibility. You might want to make people
feel comfortable, but the teacher should also feel like making them feel comfortable. You
can handle the student, but it really depends on the teacher, research, and what she wants
to put in to help a child. I think that factors in as well,” “The teachers shouldn't affect
students’ learning because it's their life here. They should not get that education they
deserve just because of the teacher,” and ““...when you have a student who is keeping
other students from learning, I don't think that student should be included. I don’t think
any one teacher should be left to handle that major behavioral issue, that everyone knows
about, by themselves.” An older respondent stated that students should not be included
based on physical or cognitive ability but rather on how disruptive the student’s behavior
is to other students. This participant remarked, “So when you have a student who is

keeping other students from learning, I don't think that student should be included.”
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The unanticipated issue of bullying arose while discussing this topic of which
students should and should not be included. One of the participants stated that students
who were bullied should be removed from the general education classroom. Her
statement included, “I believe all students should be included. However, if the kids are
welcoming and want to be included because some students are not comfortable being
included, so the environment has to be very safe, and I mean make them feel welcome
and like not being bullied. If not, I think they should you remove a child for their own
safety.” One of other pre-service teacher respondents disagreed during the small group
interview that students who are bullied should be removed from the general education
classroom, “I don't think that the students have to leave because he was being bullied.”

Covert labeling. Regarding inclusion today, respondents claimed that children
with special needs now are currently not labeled as having a disability. However upon
further analysis of their responses, the teachers utilized labeling of children with special
needs amongst themselves, administrators, counselors, and etc. Additionally, they
reported that other students knew who did and did not have special needs. Thus, even
though a particular “label” was not used such as retarded, an underlying form of labeling
occurred.

Locus of control and pre-service teacher training. Most participants did not
report an intrinsic obligation to investigate or further understand how to meet the needs of
children in special education. They blamed their lack of understanding on the university’s
education program claiming that they were never required to attend a special education

classroom or were provided with any opportunities to work with children with special
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needs. None of the participants stated that they felt obligated to seek out their own
opportunities or study special education on their own.

Even though participants blamed their lack of training for not being ready to
include all students, when asked what advice they would give to a new hire at their
school regarding inclusion, they reported answers indicating that the success of inclusion
was beyond their control. One participant advised, “Hopefully you are one of the teachers
that the student doesn’t fly off the handle with.” Another one claimed, “It [inclusion] has
to be a chemistry thing.” None of the participants advised things such as visit a special
education class, volunteer at Special Olympics, read additional texts to familiarize
yourself with students with special needs, seek specialists who have experience, and etc.

Open-ended survey items for experienced teachers. Open-ended survey items
were added at the end of the experienced teachers’ online survey. The reason for adding it
at the end was so that participants would be more likely to complete the Likert scale
fourteen responses if they were not overwhelmed by the work asked of them or ran out of
time to finish, and since more replies were needed to run statistical analysis on the
quantitative data, this procedure made sense. The open-ended items allowed participants
to give narratives addressing the known components and leaving an opportunity to add
any additional potential factors. The five questions added included:

1. What could school administrators do to better support inclusion practices at

your school?

2. What changes in professional development and training at the university level

would you make to better prepare you for inclusion in your current job?
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3. Describe the most successful stories based on your past experience with

inclusion.

4. Describe problem situations you have encountered in your past experience with

inclusion.

5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding inclusion from a

teacher’s point of view?

Using audio recording and a computer, the raw data was transcribed for the
interview data (Appendix G). For the short answer responses, responses were copied and
pasted directly from the exported Survey Monkey document. For both, the data were
analyzed using the same method. Inter-rater reliability was implemented by having two
other people check for accuracy of transcription.

The qualitative data responses were analyzed using ethnographic research
practices (Fetterman, 2010). Emerging themes, patterns, thinking, and categories were
identified and grouped. This underlying information shed light on the fact that more
professional development and additional courses at the college level need to be offered to
positively impact teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in
the general education classroom.

An integrative approach between totally inductive coding using de novo line by
line coding and the start list approach, which derives codes from already developed initial
codes based on previous experience from the researcher, prior knowledge, and/or review
of the literature. Because this method is somewhat deductive, objectivity is limited as
opposed to the grounded de novo method. An integrative approach means that all of the

data was read before doing any coding. Initial codes with properties were derived.
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Objectivity was increased by having two people discuss the data, codes, and the
code properties were revised the codes during the coding process. Then, the final coding
structure was applied. Codes were reviewed to ensure that as little as possible was
inferred from the data by the researcher.

Overall codes were clustered and developed in “chunks” based on the de novo
coding. One word and short phrase coding was employed to codify or categorize the data
and to acquire a “code structure”. Constant comparisons were used between the codes or
themes developed and the raw data. Themes were expanded, added, and changed as
needed to fit the data. Ultimately, there were ten coding categories or themes that were
found in the short-answer responses.

Increased administrative and in-class teacher support (special education co-
teachers, aides or paras). Experienced teachers believed that increasing their support
would improve the implementation of inclusion. They also believed that lack of support
decreased the success of inclusion. Responses for this theme included statements such as,
“Our school has paras and that person stays with them in our classrooms and transitions
with them. It works really well, and it helps out the general teacher who has 27 other
students in their class,” “Build in more opportunities for co-teaching in to the schedule,”
“If there is a full time special education teacher and a full time regular education teacher
in the classroom, then inclusion could work,” “Allow help with extra teachers in the
room,” “I think pairing a regular education teacher with a special education teacher
would help both feel more comfortable about inclusion of special education students,”
and “Administrators need to have a better understanding of special education and the

needs of the special education students.”
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Increased collaboration and planning time. Teachers believed that inclusion was
facilitated through collaboration time. Teachers also felt that increasing planning time
help them to make necessary lesson plans that could be altered to include all students.
Responses supporting this theme were, “Provide release time for team, collaboration, and
planning meetings,” “Provide necessary professional development and time in the
schedule for teachers to plan,” “I think that allowing teachers more time to collaborate on
strategies to work with these students in the regular classroom would be a big benefit,”
“Provide more opportunities to collaborate with special education teachers,” and “More
collaboration time between special education and general.”

Teacher relationships. Teachers reported that relationships with those whom they
interact were important. These relationships include those with other teachers, students,
and policymakers. The stress or ease of these relationships have a stated effect on
inclusion. Statements which supported this theme included, “Some working relationships
are very strained, and students pick up on it very quickly,” “I would appreciate open lines
of communication to be able to solicit help from those more knowledgeable about
mild/moderate disabilities,” “The population that I teach is usually only afforded a small
amount of inclusion time due to their functional level and needs, but my most successful
students have been with teachers with which I have had great communication and support
and who have an open mind. Most recently was a first grade student with autism,” “The
population that I teach is usually only afforded a small amount of inclusion time due to
their functional level and needs, but my most successful students have been with teachers

with which I have had great communication and support and who have an open mind,”
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and “I encountered a problem with a team teacher who was highly uncomfortable with
taking the lead.”

Student placement. Teachers indicated strongly that student placement affected
the success of inclusion. Student placement was codified to include the ratio of students
with special needs per paraprofessional in the classroom, the number of students with
disabilities per class, and class size. Answers noting the importance of student placement
were, “I see all to often they put multiple inclusion students into a classroom and still
expect the teachers and an aide to help them all while still teaching to the general
students. They can reduce the number of inclusion students per group,” “Moderate to
severe work better with higher achieving students,” “Smaller class sizes, avoid having to
be lock step as a grade level or department, don't just say we approve and encourage
differentiated instruction but give teachers the freedom to do it,” “Smaller class sizes so
more time to assist those in need,” and “Class sizes are too large to give students,
disabled or not, the attention they deserve.”

Modifications and accommodations for students with disabilities. Several
respondents mentioned the significance of modifying assignments and accommodating
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. Many teachers reported a
lack of resources for accommodations and a lack of appropriate evaluations for students
with disabilities. For this stance, participants noted, “His general education teacher and I
took the time to modify assignments and projects to allow him to participate with his
classmates,” “I type or write out all of his assignments, other wise the teacher would not
be able to read them,” “The kids are not separated but it is modified throughout,” “The

special education teacher was able to assist the general education teacher with appropriate
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accommodations for several students besides the special education students,” and “I am
also having an amazing success this year with my first totally blind student. It takes a lot
of planning for many things, due to the need for Braille transcription of materials, but we
are also finding success with heat-activated capsule paper, Microsoft word files on a
Braille note taker, and Wikki Stix.”

Flexibility. Teachers conveyed that for inclusion to be successful, all
professionals involved with a student need to remain open and willing to effectively
reach each child. A strategy that worked with one child with a particular disability may
not work for another student with that same disability. Teachers indicated this theme
through the following responses, “Open to new procedures and willing to try new
accommodations for each student,” “Administrators could be more flexible and recognize
that one model does not fit all situations,” “There needs to be flexibility in meeting
student needs,” “I think that dependent on the population/ specific child that inclusion
could be very beneficial for students with special needs as long as all parties are willing
to put in the time and energy to meet the students' needs,” and “Having some flexibility
in the model of inclusion seems to be the best strategy for ensuring success for all
students.”

Behavior. Several teachers reported that behavior problems disrupting the rest of
the class hinder the optimal implementation of inclusion. Participants noted that some
students with disabilities became too distracted when in the general education setting.
Responses incorporated, “It would help if discipline problem students would not be in the
inclusion classes,” “Students with moderate disabilities can still have a wide range of

behaviors,” “In low income school districts with many behavior students in one class
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inclusion can be challenging,” “I like to take charge of the student’s growth and have the
aide for backup, assistance with the class if I have a behavior issue. Just depends on the
child's needs,” and “Usually issues that [ have encountered are due to students that have
sensory issues or behavior issues and the time out in the inclusion environment just
becomes too overwhelming and the adults are either inexperienced or unwilling to deal
with issues that arise.”

Professional development and university training. Experienced teachers stated
that it would be helpful to have professional development courses about successful
inclusion. Teachers also reported that additional university special education courses
would have been helpful in preparing them to meet the needs of a diverse group of
students. This theme was signified by answers such as, “Provide professional
development and opportunities for co-teaching,” “Provide training to help both teachers
be successful team teachers; allow teachers to visit sites where this method has been
successful,” “Provide professional development to train regular education teachers in co-
teaching rather than just placing special needs students in the classroom and providing 15
minutes of support daily in the classroom,” “More professional development
opportunities for both teachers,” and “Require general education teachers who have a
pattern of non-success with inclusion to take additional coursework or do additional
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT to bring their teaching into line with the mandated
inclusion requirements!!!”

Increased exposure. Teachers noted that observing successful inclusion would be
helpful. Teachers also marked that increasing the required time to student teach as well as

rotating classroom assignments would have been beneficial. Interest was also shown in
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increasing the exposure to successful inclusion models and effectively working with
students with special needs. Responses included, “Having some time during my
observations and student teaching to observe inclusion and general education settings,”
“Working with students with special needs,” “Internships in a special education
classroom,” “ Exposure to school settings that do inclusion well and where demonstrated
techniques can be viewed,” and “Future educators need to have more training in
understanding all categories of special education.”

Peer support. Teachers documented the significance of student-student
relationships. When students with disabilities were accepted by their non-disabled peers,
the effectiveness of inclusion increased. This theme was marked by statements such as, “I
was able to get one student accepted by her peers in class and students could help her and
she felt comfortable asking for help when I wasn't available,” “By the end of the year, he
had gone from having a one on one aid to transitioning to the general education
classroom independently and just having a peer buddy within the room as well as
transitioning to P.E., fine Arts, and specials with his class and back to our classroom,” “I
loved having peer models in the room for the students who needed them. I saw my
special needs kids grow socially in a huge way,” “I have always appreciated the
understanding, compassion and acceptance that the regular students learn from tutoring or
working with students that have learning differences,” and “They are generally very
willing to help the SPECIAL EDUCATION kids, and the special education kids aren't
alienated, and don't stick out as easily.”

Experienced teacher interview data. The experienced teachers were also

individually interviewed. The first two participants were randomly selected from the
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teachers who had overall low scores below 3.0 on the five-point Likert scale survey,
which indicated a more negative attitude. The second two experienced teacher
respondents were randomly selected from the teachers who scored high above 3.0. An
overall score above 3.0 signified a more positive than negative attitude toward including
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. The raw data was
transcribed in Appendix H.

Most teachers were very familiar with inclusion having experience on a daily
basis in their classrooms. This phenomenon differed from pre-service teachers, who
reported their experiences with students with disabilities were few to none. Their
exposure to students with disabilities came from professional experience and less from
personal contact. Two underlying themes were found to influence teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion.

Behavior. The first theme was disruptiveness of behavior. If the teacher felt like
the behavior of the student with the disability would hinder the learning of other students,
then they were more reluctant to welcome that child being included. Participants stated
things like, “It really depends too on the, you know, behavior issues,” ““...the students
that have behavioral issues...of course, I think it should be on an individual basis. Some
of them can handle a classroom full of twenty to 25 other kids and some of them just
can’t, and as long as it’s not disruptive to the other students in the classroom as a whole, I
think they should be in a regular classroom,” and “...it’s more of a behavior issue. They
have more behavior issues sometimes with those kids.”

Locus of control of the teacher. The second theme that was found was the locus

of control of the teacher. If the teacher felt as if there was something they could do to
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help the child, then the teacher was more likely to have a positive attitude toward
inclusion. One participant spoke of this theme exactly, “It really depends...if that teacher
is not willing to take the time to build that relationship with that student, they’re
automatically going to discount that student because they don’t want to deal with it.”
Another teacher with a positive attitude also touched upon this theme, “...students need
to be in our classrooms as much as possible, and we need to give everything we can to
help them be successful. Teachers that had a negative attitude toward inclusion, with a
mean score below 3.00 on the survey, stated things such as, “In some cases it works
great... you know it depends on the kid. Does the kid--does the kid want to succeed or
are they--do they feel that they are so behind and so dumb that they can’t do anything
and--and fail. And they give up. But take it student-by-student basis. You are going to
have successes, and you’re going to have ones that fail. That just, that’s just the way it is.
Again, it depends--it depends on the kid. There are some kids that--uh...there are some
kids that--that--that want to succeed, and there are some kids that--that use their
[individualized education plan] (IEP) as a crutch,” “I can't force little Sally to do her
work. I can't force her to do her work. I can't force her to do everything she is supposed to
do. She has to or he has to, at some point in time, be accountable to themselves, which is
one of our tasks--tasks to actually get done. Are you going to do this? And that goes back
to the parents. Are they helping their child succeed? Because if they're not, then I mean--I
can't--1 can't be at that house to make sure they're doing their work. I can't make sure that
they're not up until four in the morning playing Call of Duty. I can't make sure that--that
they're--they're--doing what they're supposed--all I can do is just give them the

opportunity to try to succeed, and then they have to--they have to--I have to also want to
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do it,” “I mean you can't really can't really make any kid do their work,” and “[Inclusion
failing due to] some students [using] their IEPs as a crutch is the way it is. There’s
nothing you can do about it.”

Teachers with positive attitudes with mean survey scores above 3.00 said things
such as, “I think it's successful...I think that the students who have been diagnosed with
mild to moderate disabilities--you know--to see that they can be successful, and they are
not ostracized, and they see success just like the other students do. And if they have the
right people working with them then they can soar, and they can shine just like anybody
else. I think from that perspective, it's very successful,” “Inclusion is where you include--
you know--those kids that need that extra help in the regular classroom,” and
“Luckily,...they understood some kids are--they need a little help. Uh... but they are,
they are able to grow ...they were able to develop those social skills a little bit more. So I
mean it’s--if done correctly, it can be done correctly. I mean--it can be good.” One
participant summed up this theme in one statement, “Every student has different interests.
When you find out the interests, and take--and make that connection--connection with
that interest--you can help them grow faster and further than they would do just by
forcing things upon them.” Thus, this theme is stating that teachers who viewed
themselves as responsible for the success with inclusion had more positive attitudes. This
could be due to feeling some sense of control, which gives them hope that there is
something they can do to help that child to succeed. Their counterparts, who had more
negative attitudes, thought the responsibility lied outside of themselves. This may be
explained by feelings of hopelessness and powerlessness over helping a child with special

needs to succeed.
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Frequencies of emerging themes
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Theme Question Total
1 2 3 4 5

1 23 1 17 11 12 64

2 14 0 5 6 5 30

3 2 0 6 2 8 18

4 8 0 2 15 15 40

5 0 0 13 11 5 29

6 6 0 0 5 6 17

7 2 0 2 22 8 34

8 11 35 0 0 7 53

9 0 14 0 0 0 14

10 0 1 9 4 3 17

Total Number
of Theme 66 51 54 76 69 316
Occurrences

Number of 55 50 46 54 40 245

Responses

Theme legend in Table 14.
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Table 14
Theme Legend
Theme Codes and Properties
1 Increased teacher support (special education co-teacher, aides, or
administrative support)
2 Increased collaboration/planning time
3 Teacher -teacher relationships/ teacher -student relationships/teacher-
policy maker relationships
4 Student-placement/ratio per para/per class, reduce number of special
education students per class, reduce class size/per para support staff
5 Modifications/accommodations for students/resources for
accommodations/appropriate student evaluations
6 Flexibility
7 Behavior problems/distractions
3 Professional development on successful inclusion/university special
education courses
9 Observe successful inclusion/student teaching/classroom exposure
10 Peer support/student-student relationships




Chapter V
Discussion
Hypotheses

In revisiting the original hypotheses, results from the present study confirmed the
factor structure originally projected. Experienced teachers had significantly different
attitudes toward inclusion than pre-service teachers. The themes of the disruptiveness of
behavior and locus of control for helping students with disabilities to succeed emerged as
a result of the qualitative portion of this study.

Potential Bias

With the revisions to the original TATIS survey, data supported that the validity
and reliability were improved. While these are notable gains in research, the current
proposal did have limitations. One of these limitations included convenience sampling.
Another included a relatively small sample size.

Threats to validity. Sample. The pre-service teacher sample for the revised
TATIS EFA consisted of 70 respondents with a gender composition of 89% female and
11% male. In terms of educational status, 44% of respondents held a high school
diploma, 37% held an associate degree, 16% held a bachelor degree or higher. With
regard to teaching background, 84% reported having zero to three years of teaching
experience, while 7% reported four years or more of teaching experience. Considering
ethnicity, 24% of the sample reported White, 18% Black, 31% Hispanic, 21% Asian, 3%
American Indian, and 3% other. With respect to age, 86% of participants reported being

in their twenties, 3% in their thirties, 4% in their forties, 1% in their fifties, and 3% above
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60. Because this sample was one of convenience, and limited in demographic
representation of the population, the validity of the survey results may have been limited.

The sample for the CFA consisted of 100 respondents, but after excluding cases
that were missing data, 77 were left. Since the scale had 14 items, the minimum of above
ten participants per parameter would have been optimal. Since this study had between
five and ten per estimated parameter, the statistical power may have been compromised.
However, because the study did have at least five for the CFA, the statistical stability of
the model was acceptable (Kline, 2004).

Additionally, a larger group of participants would be more representative of the
target population of all pre-service teachers. While this data gave much needed insight
into the perceptions and barriers of successful inclusion, validity of the current study
would be even greater as the number of participants was raised and the diversity
increased.

Measure biases. Instrument validity. The TATIS was subjected to a principal
components analysis to assess its construct validity. This procedure revealed three factors
that accounted for 54% of the variance. Communalities for the 14 items when rotated
using max rotation with Kaiser Normalization ranged from 0.44 to 0.77 with a mean
component loading of 0.61. The items for two of the three constructs were found to load
on the expected factors. These results confirm that the TATIS is aligned with at least two
of the factors identified from the literature and was designed to measure.

Instrument reliability. The reliability of the TATIS was established through the
Cronbach’s alpha correlation procedure. The results revealed that along with two strong

factor loadings indicating good content validity, the reliability of the survey was
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determined and found to have an overall correlation coefficient of 0.775. The alphas for
the two factors were also computed and found to be sufficient. Cronbach’s alpha for the
first factor, items eleven through fourteen, was 0.786 and 0.700 for the second factor,
items seven through ten. Cronbach’s alpha for the third component was 0.632. The third
component was supposed to be comprised of items one through six. In this sample, the
third component consisted of items two and three. Overall, the reliability coefficients
indicated that the TATIS was a reliable instrument for measuring teacher attitudes toward
inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities on two of the three intended
components (Crocker & Algina, 2008). Not only was the Cronbach’s alpha for the third
factor low, the third factor had two items, which was not sufficient to be its own
standalone scale. Cronbach’s alpha was not calculated for the forth construct because it
had only one item.

Limitations. Problematic Items. Based on these data, items that appeared to be
problematic for respondents included item one and item seven. Item seven states,
“Students with mild to moderate disabilities should not be taught in regular classes with
non-disabled students because they will require too much of the teacher’s time.” This
item may not have been adequate for pre-service teachers because it required more
teaching experience to appropriately answer this item. This item did not yield strong
component scores for any of the components. These were insufficient data to retain this
item on an upcoming scale.

Item 1 did not score high, meaning above .500, on any of the components. The
threshold value for a high component score was .500 because the determinant score was

low at .012, and the KMO score was low at .742. Item 1 read, “All students with mild to
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moderate disabilities should be educated in regular classrooms with non-disabled peers to
the fullest extent possible.” This may have not been a good item because the sample size
was too small. It had a component score of .494 for the first component. This component
score may have likely increased as the amount of data increased, and the results became
closer to the target population.

Weaknesses of study. Constructs. The two final constructs included professional
development (a = 0.786) and administrative support (o = 0.700). Professional
development was defined as beliefs about the efficacy of inclusion. Administrative
support regarded the participants’ beliefs about professional roles and responsibilities.
The third factor (o = 0.632) was referred to as exposure. Exposure intended to measure
teacher attitudes toward students with disabilities in inclusive settings. This third factor of
exposure was not significant (o = 0.632), perhaps because the sample size was too small
with 72% of participants reporting no teaching experience. In order to appropriately
answer survey items regarding exposure to inclusion, the participants needed to have
teaching experience prior to taking the survey.

Future Research

Quantitative. Factor analytic techniques. The analysis of component one found
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.786, which was reliable. Reliability was also assessed on the
second component and found to be significant with an alpha value of 0.700. Two of the
four factors were found to have sufficient reliability and may be considered as separate
subscales on a resultant instrument. This instrument would be one, which purports to
measure attitudes towards professional development and administrative support. The

resultant instrument can be utilized in teacher preparation programs to help determine the
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individual’s level of positive attitudes toward inclusion and potentially evaluate the
effectiveness of teacher education programs with respect to these constructs. However,
future research should also be conducted with a larger sample size that is more
representative of the overall population. This would likely result in higher levels of the
reliability (Crocker & Algina, 2008), and perhaps identify a three factor structure as
originally hypothesized.

Item number six was the only item that loaded significantly on the fourth factor.
Additionally, item six was not strongly correlated to any other item with a value of 0.5 or
greater. Item six read, “Inclusion is a more efficient model for educating students with
mild to moderate disabilities because it reduces the time required to move from one
setting to another.” On future scales, this item may not be adequate because it could be
considered double-barreled (Crocker & Algina, 2008). While respondents may believe
that inclusion is a more effective model for educating students with mild to moderate
disabilities, they may not agree that inclusion reduces the time required to move from one
setting to another. This item may also have low validity because it requires teaching
experience to answer adequately and most respondents had less than three years of
teaching experience.

MANOVA. Additional two-way MANOV As comparing other factors such as
ethnicity, grade level taught, education level, and specific years of experience could also
be insightful. Further analyses looking at how results change as a result of years of
teaching experience could be interesting. Another EFA could be conducted on the
experienced teachers only from the present study to find a new model fit for the data. A

CFA could then be run using a new group of experienced teachers. A CFA with a new
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group of only pre-service teachers could be run on the EFA originally found in this study
using only pre-service teachers.

Qualitative. Short-answer research. Additional experts could code the data
separately and discuss the results. This could boost the number of themes found and
break down any themes that could have been combined. Additional interviews could be
coded de novo, using line-by-line coding with objective codes for each line. Additional
interviews could be conducted. A interview with a focus group of experienced teachers
with negative attitudes, positive attitudes, and mixed attitudes focus group could also be
enlightening as the participants bounce ideas off of each other.

Interviews. The most mentioned perceived barriers to inclusive education
according to the interview data included lack of training, lack of exposure, disruptiveness
of behavior, and the teachers’ loci of control. Training for pre-service teachers in the
institutional setting needs to be improved. Therefore, future research investigating the
most appropriate content and context for pre-service training is needed. Research
addressing strategies that result in pre-service teachers having greater readiness to serve
students with special needs would also be beneficial. These strategies may include
additional courses, coursework, exposure, professional development, training, and
seminars.

Conclusion

Educational leaders agree that inclusion is not a single law passed one time. It is
nothing that immediately happens because of a policy adoption or a legislative mandate.
Rather, inclusion is a social and political progression that takes time and a change in

attitude (Stetson, 1984, Wang & Reynolds, 1997; Wisniewski & Alper, 1994). It requires
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that key players, politicians, policymakers, educators, faculty, parents, and the
neighborhood community, commit to the mission of including every student, regardless
of any form of discrimination, into one educational population. The importance of these
key players working together in the inclusion process and sharing the leadership required
for such success is crucial for the mission of inclusion to be achieved.

For some teachers, inclusion is a mandatory legal command put forth by IDEA
that they are forced to follow. For others, inclusion is a much sought-after shift from
segregated education to a unified setting which gives all students equal rights that they
inherently deserve (York & Tundidor, 1995). For yet others, inclusion is an empirically
supported practice that benefits both children with disabilities and children in general
education classrooms in numerous ways. Regardless of how inclusive education derives
personal significance to the individual, there are multiple barriers to inclusion, each of
which requires acknowledgment and warrants further investigation as schools and parents
struggle to provide equitable educational opportunities to all children.

Offers insight into how to address barriers that may hinder the optimal implementation of
inclusion.

While the results of this study did not establish the model for assessing pre-
service and experienced teachers attitudes toward inclusion, it did shed some light on the
fact that inclusion may be a different construct to pre-service teachers who do not
understand it and experienced teachers who are involved with inclusion daily. This
phenomenon would be something to research further.

Supplementary investigation of potential solutions would be valuable. Potential

solutions could include increasing exposure to students with disabilities, providing
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opportunities to observe effective inclusion models and successful co-teaching. Requiring
one full-year of students teaching, including a rotation in a special education classroom,
or requiring added university courses could be possibilities. Professional development,
especially ones that give strategies to help students with disabilities, may be beneficial.
Experimenting with increased collaboration opportunities, additional planning time,
reducing class sizes, increasing in-class support, and facilitating relationships between
administrators, general education teachers, and special education teachers could be
effective in optimizing the implementation of inclusion. Lastly, employing administrative
leaders who have sufficient knowledge, offer adequate support to teachers, and know
how to handle students with disabilities may additionally aid in the success of inclusion.
Once a solution is in place, attitudes of teachers could be assessed like a pre and post
treatment group.

Returning to the introductory analogy of inclusion versus segregation, segregation
is ultimately ending, as people no longer see others through a racial lens. Likewise,
inclusion will ultimately cease when teachers, administrators, parents, and other students
no longer see students with special needs through a labeling lens. All involved in the
education process will need to see children for who they truly are and not see them as
merely actualizations of their weakness or disability. When students with disabilities are
no longer categorized by their disability that will be the beginning to the optimally
effective implementation of inclusion and the end of discrimination of children with

special needs.
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Ability. “A characteristic that is indicative of competence in a field” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-a).

Ability Testing. “Use of standardized tests to evaluate an individual’s
performance in a specific area (i.e., cognitive, psychomotor, or physical functioning)”
(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Accommodations. “Changes in how test is administered that do not substantially
alter what the test measures; includes changes in presentation format, response format,
test setting or test timing. Appropriate accommodations are made to level the playing
field, i.e., to provide equal opportunity to demonstrate knowledge” (Wright & Wright,
2009-a).

Achievement test. “Standardized tests that measure knowledge and skills in
academic subject areas (i.e., math, spelling, and reading)” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Age equivalent. “The chronological age in a population for which a score is the
median (middle) score. If children who are 10 years and 6 months old have a median
score of 17 on a test, the score 17 has an age equivalent of 10-6” (Wright & Wright,
2009-a).

Aptitude. “An individual’s ability to learn or to develop proficiency in an area if
provided with appropriate education or training. Aptitude tests include tests of general
academic (scholastic) ability; tests of special abilities (i.e., verbal, numerical,
mechanical); tests that assess ‘readiness’ for learning; and tests that measure ability and

previous learning that are used to predict future performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-

a).



98

Aptitude tests. “Tests that measure an individual’s collective knowledge; often
used to predict learning potential. See also ability test” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Assessment. “The process of testing and measuring skills and abilities.
Assessments include aptitude tests, achievement tests, and screening tests” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-a).

Attention deficit disorder/attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADD/ADHD). “Child with ADD or ADHD may be eligible for special education under
other health impairment, specific learning disability, and/or emotional disturbance
categories if ADD/ADHD condition adversely affects educational performance” (Wright
& Wright, 2009-b).

Autism. “Developmental disability that affects communication and social
interaction, adversely affects educational performance, is generally evident before age 3.
Children with autism often engage in repetitive activities and stereotyped movements,
resist environmental change or change in daily routines, and have unusual responses to
sensory experiences” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Competency tests. “Tests that measure proficiency in subject areas like math and
English. Some states require that students pass competency tests before graduating”
(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Composite score. “The practice of combining two or more subtest scores to
create an average or composite score. For example, a reading performance score may be
an average of vocabulary and reading comprehension subtest scores” (Wright & Wright,

2009-a).
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Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).“Type of factor analysis that starts with
theoretical framework, then assesses the data-model fit to determine if the model or
theory should be rejected” (Crocker & Algina, 2008).

Content area. “An academic subject such as math, reading, or English” (Wright
& Wright, 2009-b).

Content Standards. “Expectations about what the child should know and be able
to do in different subjects and grade levels; defines expected student skills and
knowledge and what schools should teach” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Core curriculum. “Fundamental knowledge that all students are required to learn
in school” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Criterion-referenced tests. “The individual’s performance is compared to an
objective or performance standard, not to the performance of other students. Tests
determine if skills have been mastered; do not compare a child’s performance to that of
other children” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Curriculum. “Instructional plan of skills, lessons, and objectives on a particular
subject; may be authored by a state, textbook publisher. A teacher typically executes this
plan” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Curriculum-based measurement (CBM).“A method to measure student
progress in academic areas including math, reading, writing, and spelling. The child is
tested briefly (1 to 5 minutes) each week. Scores are recorded on a graph and compared
to the expected performance on the content for that year. The graph allows the teacher
and parents to see quickly how the child’s performance compares to expectations”

(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).
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Deaf-blindness. “IDEA disability category; includes hearing and visual
impairments that cause severe communication, developmental and educational problems
that adversely affects educational performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Deafness. “IDEA disability category; impairment in processing information
through hearing that adversely affects educational performance” (Wright & Wright,
2009-b).

Disability. “In Section 504 and ADA, defined as impairment that substantially
affects one or more major life activities; an individual who has a record of having such
impairment, or is regarded as having such an impairment” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Due process hearing. “Procedure to resolve disputes between parents and
schools; administrative hearing before an impartial hearing officer or administrative law
judge. Called a "fair hearing" in some states” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Emotional disturbance (ED).“Disability category under IDEA; includes
depression, fears, schizophrenia; adversely affects educational performance” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-b).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA).Type of factor analysis that starts with data,
then explores data to discover an underlying structure (Crocker & Algina, 2008).

Factor analysis (FA).“Statistical approach that can be used to analyze
interrelationships among a large number of variables and to explain these variables in
terms of their common underlying dimensions, factors, or components” (Crocker &

Algina, 2008).
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Free appropriate public education (FAPE).“Special education and related
services provided in conformity with an IEP; are without charge; and meets standards of
the SEA” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Hearing impairment. “Disability category under IDEA; permanent or fluctuating
impairment in hearing that adversely affects educational performance” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-b).

Inclusion. “Practice of educating children with special needs in regular education
classrooms in neighborhood schools. See also mainstreaming and least restrictive
environment” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004)
(IDEA).“Law providing students with disabilities the right to a free, appropriate, public
education(FAPE)” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Intelligence quotient (IQ).“Score achieved on an intelligence test that identifies
learning potential” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Learning disability. “Disability category under IDEA; includes disorders that
affect the ability to understand or use spoken or written language; may manifest in
difficulties with listening, thinking, speaking, reading, writing, spelling, and doing
mathematical calculations; includes minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental aphasia” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Least restrictive environment (LRE).“Requirement to educate special needs
children with children who are not disabled to the maximum extent possible” (Wright &

Wright, 2009-b).
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Mainstreaming. “Practice of placing special needs children in regular classrooms
for at least a part of the children’s educational program. See also least restrictive
environment and inclusion” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Mean. “Average score; sum of individual scores divided by the total number of
scores” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Median. “The middle score in a distribution or set of ranked scores; the point
(score) that divides a group into two equal parts; the 50th percentile. Half the scores are
below the median, and half are above it” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Mental retardation. “Disability category under IDEA; refers to significantly sub-
average general intellectual functioning with deficits in adaptive behavior that adversely
affects educational performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Modifications. “Substantial changes in what the student is expected to
demonstrate; includes changes in instructional level, content, and performance criteria,
may include changes in test form or format; includes alternate assessments.” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-a)

Mode. “The score or value that occurs most often in a distribution” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-a).

Modifications. “Changes in the content, format, and/or administration of a test to
accommodate test takers who are unable to take the test under standard test conditions.
Modifications alter what the test is designed to measure or the comparability of scores”
(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Multiple disabilities. “Disability category under IDEA; concomitant impairments

(such as mental retardation-blindness, mental retardation-orthopedic impairment, etc.)
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that cause such severe educational problems that problems cannot be accommodated in
special education programs solely for one of the impairments; does not include deaf-
blindness” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Normal distribution curve. “A distribution of scores used to scale a test. Normal
distribution curve is a bell-shaped curve with most scores in the middle and a small
number of scores at the low and high ends” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Norm-referenced tests. “Standardized tests designed to compare the scores of
children to scores achieved by children the same age who have taken the same test. Most
standardized achievement tests are norm-referenced” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Orthopedic impairment. “Disability category under IDEA; orthopedic
impairment that adversely affects child’s educational performance” (Wright & Wright,
2009-b).

Other health impairment (OHI).“Disability category under IDEA; refers to
limited strength, vitality or alertness due to chronic or acute health problems that
adversely affects educational performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Progress monitoring. “A scientifically based practice used to assess students'
academic performance and evaluate the effectiveness of instruction; can be implemented
with individual students or an entire class” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Public Law (P.L.) 94-142.“The Education for All Handicapped Children Act;
enacted into law in 1975” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Rehabilitation Act of 1973.“Civil rights statute designed to protect individuals

with disabilities from discrimination; purposes are to maximize employment, economic



104

self-sufficiency, independence, inclusion and integration into society” (Wright & Wright,
2009-b).

Related services. “Services that are necessary for child to benefit from special
education; includes speech-language pathology and audiology services, psychological
services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, early identification and
assessment, counseling, rehabilitation counseling, orientation and mobility services,
school health services, social work services, parent counseling and training” (Wright &
Wright, 2009-b).

Reliability. “The consistency with which a test measures the area being tested;
describes the extent to which a test is dependable, stable, and consistent when
administered to the same individuals on different occasions” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Response to Intervention (RTI). “Use of research-based instruction and
interventions with students who are at risk and students who are suspected of having
specific learning disabilities” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Score. “A specific number that results from the assessment of an individual”
(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Section 504.“Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act protects individuals with
disabilities from discrimination due to disability by recipients of federal financial
assistance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Special education. “Specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parents, to
meet the unique needs of a child with a disability” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Specific learning disability (SLD).“Disability category under IDEA; includes

disorders that affect the ability to understand or use spoken or written language; may
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manifest in difficulties with listening, thinking, speaking, reading, writing, spelling, and
doing mathematical calculations; includes minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental aphasia” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Speech or language impairment. “Disability category under IDEA; includes
communication disorders, language impairments, voice impairments that adversely
educational performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Standardization. “A consistent set of procedures for designing, administering,
and scoring an assessment. The purpose of standardization is to ensure that all individuals
are assessed under the same conditions and are not influenced by different conditions”
(Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Standardized test. “Norm-referenced test that compares child’s performance
with the performance of a large group of similar children (usually children who are the
same age)” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Standards. “Statements that describe what students are expected to know and do
in each grade and subject area; include content standards, performance standards, and
benchmarks” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Subtest. “A group of test items that measure a specific area (i.e., math calculation
and reading comprehension). Several subtests make up a test” (Wright & Wright, 2009-
a).

Test. “A collection of questions that may be divided into subtests that measure
abilities in an area or in several areas” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Traumatic brain injury. “Disability category under IDEA; includes acquired

injury caused by external physical force and open or closed head injuries that result in
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impairments; does not include congenital or degenerative brain injuries or brain injuries
caused by birth trauma” (Wright & Wright, 2009-b).

Validity. “The extent to which a test measures the skills it sets out to measure and
the extent to which inferences and actions made on the basis of test scores are appropriate
and accurate” (Wright & Wright, 2009-a).

Visual impairment including blindness. “Disability category under IDEA;
impaired vision that adversely affects educational performance” (Wright & Wright, 2009-

b).
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Directions: The purpose ofthis confidentizal survey isto obtain an accurate and valid appraisal of your perceptionsofthe
inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilitiesin regular classrooms. It also contzains questions pertaining to
your beliefs about professional roles, attitudes toward collegizlity, and perceptionofthe effectiveness of inclusion [i.e.
whether or not you believe that inclusion can succead). Because there are no “right” or “wrong” answersto thess items
please respond candidly. Use the following scale for all items.

Definition of Full Inclusion: For the purpose of thissurvey, fullinclusionisdefined as the integration of students with
mild to moderate disabilitiesinto regular classrooms for 80% or more of the schoolday. Under federal special education
law, mild to moderate disabilitiesinclude Learning Disabilities; Hearing Impairments; Visual Impairments; Physical
Handicaps; Attention Deficit Disorders; Speech/Language Impairments; and mild/moderate Emotional Disturbance,
Mental Retardation, Autism, or Traumatic Brain Injury.

1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4= Agree, 5=Strongly Agree

Strongly | . Strongly
|
Disagree Disagree [ Neutra Agree Agree

1. Allstudentswith mild to moderate disabilities should be
educated in regular classrooms withnon-disabled peersto the 1 2 3 - 5
fullest extent possible.

2. ltisseldom necessary to remove students with mild to
moderate disabilities from regular classroomsin order tomeet 1 2 3 < 5
their educational needs.

3. Most separate classroomsthat exclusively serve students
with mild to moderate disabilities should be eliminated.

4. Most regular classrooms can be modified to meet the
needs of students with mild to moderate disabilities.

5. Studentswith mild to moderate disabilities can be more
effectively educated in regular classrooms as opposad to 1 2 3 < 5
special education classrooms.

6. Inclusion isa more efficient modelfor educating students
with mild to moderate disabilities because it reducesthetime 1 2 3 - 5
required to move from one setting to another.

7. Studentswith mild to moderate disabilities should notbe
taught in regular classes with non-disabled students because 1 2 3 4 5
they will requiretoo muchofthe teacher'stime.

8. |have doubtszbout theeffectiveness ofincluding students
with mild/moderzte disabilitiesin regular classrooms because 1 2 3 - 5
they often lack the social skills necessary for success.

9. |have doubtszbout the effectiveness ofincluding students
with mild/moderate disabilitiesin regular classrooms because 1 2 3 4 5
they often |lack the academic skills necessary for success.

10. General education teachers often do not succeed with
students with mild to moderate disabilities.

11. |would welcome the opportunity to team teach asa
model for meeting the needs of students with mild/moderate 1 2 3 - 5
disabilitiesin regular classrooms.
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12. All students benefit from team teaching: thatis, the
pairing of 2 general and 2 special education teacher in the 1 2
same classroom.

13. The responsibility for educating students with
mild/moderate disabilitiesin regular classrooms should be 1 2
shared between general and special education teachers.

14. |would welcome the opportunity to participateina
consultant teacher model (i.e. regular collzborative meetings
between special and general education teachersto share 1 2
ideas, methods, and materials) to address the needs of
students with mild/moderate disabilitiesin regular classrooms

Please answer a few questions about your background and teaching position by circling your answers accordingly.

1. Please identify your highest level of completed education.

High School  Associates’ Degree Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree

2. Gender: Male Female

3. Race/Ethnicity: (Please circle all that apply.)

White Black Hispanic Asian
Other please specify:
4. Age: 20-29 30-39 4043

5. What numerical grade level dp you or will you teach?

6. What isor will be your main teaching assignment: (Please cirdeall that apply.)

Early Childhood Elementary Junior High High School

Math Science Social Studies Reading Language Arts

7.Years ofteaching experience:

8. Type of teaching certification you have:

Not certified Traditional 4 year college Certification

Doctoral Degree

American Indian

50-59 60+
College
Fine Arts
Alternative Certification
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Teachers’ Attitudes’ Toward Inclusion Scale Original



Directions: The purposg of thia confidential survey 18 to obtain an accurate and valid appraisal of
four perceptione of the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities in regular classrooms.

t also contains questions pcrtaim'n%to your beliefs about professional roles, attitudes toward
collegiality, snd perceptions of the efficacy of inclusion (i.e., whether or not you believe that inclusion
can suceeed). Because there are no “right” or "wrong” anewers to these items, please respond

candidly,
Definition of Full Inc!gﬁggn: For the purposes of this survey, full inclusion is defined as the
integration of students with mild to moderate disabilities into regular clasarooms for 80% or more of
the scheol da{l. Under federal special education law, mild to moderate disabilities include Learning
Disabilities; Hearing Impairments; Visual Impairments; Phygical Handicaps; Attention Deficit
Disarders; Speech/Language Imparrments; and mild/moderate Emotional Disturbance, Mental
Retardation, Autism, or Traumatic Brain Injury.

Use the following scale for all items:

I=Agree Very Strongly (AVS), 2=Strongly Agree (SA), 3=Agree (A), 4=Neither Agree nor Disagree
(NAD), 5=Disagree (D), 6=Strongly Disagree (SD), 7=Disagroo Very Strongly (DVS)
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1 2| 8 [ 4 5|6
AVS | SA | A |NAD | D | 8D

1, All students with mild to moderate disabilities should be educated in
regular classrooms with non-handicapped peers to the fullest extent 0O O 0 O 0O ©0
poasible.

2. Itis seldom necessary to remove students with mild to moderate '
disabilities from regular elacsrooms in order to meet their educational | © 0 0 O 0 O

noeds. .

3, Most or all saparate classrooms that exclusively serve © 0o o o o o
students with mild to moderate disabilities should be eliminatod.

4. Most or all repular clazsrooma can be modified to meat the needs of 0O o0 o o o0 0
gtudents with mild to moderate mild to moderate dizabilities.

5. Students with mild to moderate disabilities can be moré effectively o o o o o0 o
educated in regular classrooms as opposed to special education
classrooms.

6. Inclugion is a more efficient model for educating students with mildte | O O O c 0 O
moderata dissbilities because it reduces transition time (i.c., the time
required to move from one setting to another).

7. Students with mild to moderate disabilities should not be taught in o o o o o o
regular clasees with non-disabled students bocause they will require
too much of the teacher's time.

8. 1 have doubts about the effectiveness of including students with
mild/moderate dizabibitics in regular clagarooms bocause they cften
lack the academic skills necessary for euccazs,

9. 1 have doubts about the effectiveness of including students with
mild/moderate disabilities in regular classrooms because they often 0 o 0 0
lack the social skills necessary for success,

10. 1 find that general education teachers often do not succeed with
students with mild to moderate disabilities, oven when they tryther | © © O O O O
bost,

11. I would walcome the spportunity to team teach as a model for meeting
the needs of students with mild/moderate disabilities i regular 6 o o o©
clasarooms. ’

12, All etudents benefit from team teaching; that is, the pairing of a
general and a special education teacher in the same classroom.

13, The responsibility for educating studenis with mild/moderate
disabilities in regular clasarooms ehould be shared between genaral O O 0 O 0 o©
and special education teachers,

14, 1 would welcome the opportunity to participate in a consultant teacher
model (i.¢., regular collaborative meetings between special andgenaral | 0 O O 0O 0o o©0
education teachers to share ideas, methods, and matenale) a5 a means
of addressing the needs of students with mild/moderate dizabilities in
regular clasgrooms,
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Fourteen Interview Questions



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
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Why did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.

How do you define inclusion?

How does your school currently address inclusion?

How has inclusion changed over time?

Which students should be included? To what extent? Why?

How did you learn about inclusion?

How thorough do you feel your understanding of inclusion is?

What is the current perception of inclusion for your school and among your
staff?

What do you think is the district’s perception of inclusion?

How much do you think your school district prepares teachers and offers
professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

How much exposure have you had to inclusion? When? How long?

If there was a new hire at your school, what advice would you give them
regarding inclusion?

Is there anything that our conversation did not cover that you think I should

know?
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Teachers’ Attitudes’ Toward Inclusion Scale Score Sheet



Appendix B: Scoring Sheet for the TATIS

(T-Scores have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10; Percentile ranks range from 1 to 99)
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Part 1: TATIS Factor Scores

Item

1

Factor 1: POS Factor 2: BEI Factor 3: PRF

oW N9 A | B W N

e
—]

ey
[

o
o

ot
w

14

Factor Raw Scores

1-6 7-10 11-14

Factor T-Scores
(See tables 6 to 8)

Factor
Percentile Ranks
(See tables 6 to 8)

Part 2: TATIS Full Scale

Total Raw Score

Raw score POS = +

(32-Raw Score BEI = ) +

RawScorePRF= ___ =

TATIS Total Raw Score

Total T-Score
(See table 5)

Total
Percentile Rank
(See tables 5)
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Question 1. Researcher: Why or how did you choose to become a teacher?

Explain.

PP1: I liked helping students. I was always that person that was struggling and never
received the right attention, so I just always wanted to help the kids. You know, break it

down to their level.

Researcher: What do you mean struggling?

PP1: Like, if I asked a question, I would be dismissed or something. I had a horrible time
in math. So if [ was like 12 plus 12, I was like I don’t get how you add two and two and
then like you know the one I want, I didn’t understand the concept. So each teacher
would basically be like, “Well if you don’t get it then I can’t help you.” She would
dismiss me, and you know I was always in math tutoring. I failed my TAKS test. I just
never got the right help. And so I finally had an influential teacher who was my third
grade teacher and that’s the one I always talk about. And I still talk to her to this day. She

has always influenced me to become a teacher.

Researcher: And did she spend time to help you more?
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PP1: Yes. She told me that I could come in early, and she would go over things. We
would just talk normal, and then we would go into math problems. I thought it was so

cool. So I would come in early or I would stay later.

PP2: T have been a retail manager for 11 years, so I taught every single day. I taught new
cashiers, new associates, so teaching was just natural because it’s really systematic and
procedural. So I’ve always taught adults and never young kids, so that’s why I wanted to

do it at that level was teaching kids.

PP3: Well before I was an education major, I used to be a biology major. I wanted to go
into optometry school, and I finished all my prerequisites and everything. But, um, and
then one summer, I did this religious summer camp with kids ages six through seventeen.
I fell in love with it. I felt like it came very naturally to me. I think it was one thing I
would be very good at. And I started taking these classes, and I felt like I was very good

at them. It was kind of like just a calling for me, so I wanted to go into teaching.

PP4: Well, I was part of a science summer camp. And I was 14, 15 years old. I was
working with the kids, and I loved it. I had never thought about teaching before then. And
I was just like I want to make an impact on children. I want to do my part. I want to shape
our future, and I really believe it starts in the classroom. So I know that I can have a
positive impact on our children. I love seeing them grow. That’s the good feeling I get

from being a teacher.
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PP5: I’ve been in the medical field for 13 years, and within that timeframe, same thing. I
ended up training a lot of people, and I would go through and give them instructions on
how to do something new, and I have always been the go-to person if there is somebody
that comes in and is new, so when I no longer felt like that career was working for me,
one of the things that everybody was like was, “Why don’t you teach? Why don’t you
teach? Why don’t you teach?”” And um, I always loved working with kids, so I was like,
hum...you know, I thought about what you think about when you’re growing up, “Oh I
want to be a teacher.” But then I really kind of looked at it and thought, “This really is

something that I want to do.” You know, and so I just jumped in with both feet.

PP6: From a young, kids were just drawn to me, so when my little brother was playing
baseball, his little teammates would come and mess around with me, and I was like ok.
And then, from sixth grade on up, I’ve been coaching baseball, basketball, football, and
it’s just an awesome feeling when you see them get that Eureka moment. Then you’re
like, “Ok, I don’t know what I’'m doing.” Then they do a play correctly, and you’re like,
“Holy cow!” So that’s a reason. As well, I’'ve worked with special needs kids in camps as
well as teaching them baseball and football. It just comes naturally for me to work with

kids, so that’s why.

Question 2. Researcher: How do you define inclusion?
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PP1: Inclusion is like for special education That they’re included into what the normal
routine of what the kids are doing, that you’re giving them everything that the normal

students have.

PP2: I define inclusion as having all children with multiculturalism and diversity engage
and be able to participate with their regular classroom peers having the rights to be able

to learn like everybody else and be included all the way.

PP3: So when I think of inclusion, I think of the word include and that I feel like that
includes everyone just by their—if they have special needs, if they require extra special
accommodations, anything, all students working together to achieve that common goal to

be successful in school.

PP4: 1 would define inclusion as all students, no matter what their special needs, being
together in the same classroom, working together, you know learning the same
curriculum, making adaptations when necessary of course, but all learning together for

one common purposc.

PP5: 1 kind of have a different view on it. I feel that all kids need to be included, but I
feel—I think that for me, it seems more like how we can adapt to their learning because I
mean you can say all of the kids are going to be in the same classroom, and you can put
all of the children in the same classroom, but if you don’t make some sort of change to

make all of the students work on their own level, then it’s not going to be successful. I



121

mean if you have a student that has ADHD and you don’t find a way to keep them

focused, then they’re not going to be learning anything.

Researcher: Ok. So you are defining inclusion as how effective it is?

PP5: Yeah, because you can say, “Oh, we have an inclusion school, and all of the kids
can be in regular classrooms,” but if you’re not making any change to make it include

them, then it’s not inclusion.

PP6: I agree, but I see inclusion as teamwork. Everyone working together to help their
entire community of the students in the classroom. So if you have a special needs child
and you have the gifted and talented child and then you have a regular student, you have
all of them in one group, so they can bounce stuff off of each other and help each other
out. Just because this child may have special needs, depends on the severity of the special
needs, doesn’t mean they can’t have an effect on the community as a whole. That’s
something I’ve learned from working with special needs children. A bunch of people
automatically count them out. They’ll be like they don’t know what they’re talking about.
They don’t know this. They don’t know that. But at the end of the day, they are very,
very intelligent. And, they can also see something that us as a whole probably won’t see.
And they know all of the sudden about the feelings of a person. You can put on a clean
face and come to the school, but if they know something is bothering you, they will call
you on it. They will be like, “We know something is wrong,” and they’ll start talking to

you about it. But I feel that inclusion—we have to adapt toward each individual person,
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so when we have a lesson, what you would give to the GT students may be a bit more

difficult than what you would give the special needs children or the regular students.

Question 3. Researcher: How does your school currently address inclusion?

PP1: They have their own special classrooms. There isn’t any special needs in the

classrooms that [’ve seen.

Researcher: Like even ADHD students?

PP1: Special education, no. A couple of ADHD, yes.

PP2: I mean I don’t know the rules because I’m not here enough, but from what I see
from my experience and the last class that I had in my first rotation, we had three autistic
kids. Some of them had ELA, so ELA would come and pick them up and bring them to
wherever and he would spend some time. Another child, he had someone stay in the
classroom with him. So for about an hour or so, they would—and one, in the beginning,
he was severely low—I can’t remember the word. He was pretty gone all day. I did not
know what he did. I saw him in the morning for morning message and lunch count. I
didn’t see him again until lunch. They brought him back for lunch with his group of
friends and after lunch, he left again, and he didn’t come back until dismissal. So I didn’t
know what he actually did. But I’'m assuming from what I see that they are doing the best

that they can by looking at their IEP plan and doing what they can accordingly and if
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they’re diagnosed with having these labels, they’re doing accordingly. And if they don’t,
they’re trying their best to accommodate the students as best as they can to help them

further along.

PP3: So I have the same teacher she is talking about for this rotation, and this student that
she is talking about right now is the one that used to be in the morning and then come
back for dismissal, he is no longer there. Then there is another student who gets
somebody in the morning. He gets 15 minutes a day. He goes on walks with an aide. I
think it really calms his down in the morning, and then he is fine the rest of the day.
There’s also one that does not know English at all. Well, he does know a little bit, but he
is basically gone for reading and writing, and he comes back during math and science in
the afternoon right before our class. But I feel like the school is working very hard with

these students.

PP4: My experience I was in the first grade, so we had to special needs students. They
were in there most of the day. One of them would get a helper, which was good cause
that's a school fulfilling its duties. Then there was one that only came in during health for
a 15 minute long period of time. The teacher just kind of wrote him off. She was like,
"He's not going to listen to me anyways." She kind of talked like that about it like its
pointless. Now, I don't have any experiences with it. I know the school legally has to

address it. They have an ARD meeting. And they have to follow the IEP and everything.
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PP5: For us, there were two kinds of students who received services. And they were
pulled out a couple of times during the day. I think for the most part, they are really in the
classroom. There are a couple of activities that their [EPs say that they do not have to do
based on what subject is. Like in the morning, somebody comes and gets them for ELA

activities. In the afternoon---

PP6: That teacher comes and gets them again. It really just depends on what they're doing
because for some of them-- usually they will go out for English and out for math, but at
different parts when they integrate the social studies and English together, they will keep
one of them and take one of them away. The student who stayed had to write like two
sentences instead of two paragraphs and he would just color stuff instead of doing the

elaborate things that all of the other classmates were doing.

PP5: So, for us, it really just depends on what we're doing. And actually for us they had
an aide come in a couple of times a day and work with him. I think it feels like they are
really attempting to work with all the students. But not being here all the time makes it

really hard to make that judgment, but from what I've seen, it seems like they really put

the effort out to try to help them.

Question 4. Researcher: How has inclusion changed over time?
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PP1: They’re not labeled as something is wrong with them. They are normal. They just
have special needs that need to be attended to. As an ADD child, maybe he just needs

help refocusing or try some different activity or technique.

PP2: I haven't been in elementary schools for a very long time. When I was growing up, I
didn't know inclusion. There was no such thing as special needs kids in the classroom.
The special needs kids, especially ones with disabilities, were kept away from the regular
classroom. The only time I ever saw them was getting in line during lunch, and I
remember classmates poking fun because they did things that were unusual. They spoke
out, had outbursts, things like that. But just being in education field now and seeing these
kids in the classroom now a lot of kids know that these kids are different than the other
kids, and it's okay. I find there's a lot of buddy teaching involved, and I really like that I

feel like we've come a long way.

PP3: When I was in elementary school and middle school, I never remember special
education kids. The only time I would ever see them was like during art, music or
something like that. But they were never really involved in education, but now I see that

it has changed a lot, and I think that it's for the best.

PP4: When I first saw this question, I thought over time. I talked to my first teacher and
she said a special needs student was included last year, and she said that students were
included in a regular education classrooms, but this year, they switched inclusion to

taking out the Gifted and Talented students out of the classroom, so that's what I've seen.
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I do remember having lunch with a special needs student in my classroom growing up.
That was important because it gave me a different perspective giving me that time to be
with someone who is different and not like everybody else. I think that’s something that
we all need to learn, but I'm not sure that I agree putting special needs with GT because I
feel like that difference is so extreme that the GT students will be able to help a special
needs students, but I also feel like that takes away from the GT students because the GT
students should not be having to teach a special needs student. I think special needs
students should be with the regular kids in the levels that are closer. This is just for my

experience, but I think we have a long way to go.

PP5: When I grew up, there was no such thing is inclusion. We had a student that was
wheelchair bound in a special education class, but that was the only difficulty that he had,
but he was in a special education class because the teachers were not be equipped to deal
with this student in a wheelchair. That was his only disability, so yeah. I grew up in a
small town, so things were a little bit different because funding was limited and things
like that, but I do remember as we were going to high school things were getting better
mainly though because one of my teachers had a son who is autistic, and we never heard
of it really. Like what is autistic? We didn't know. We had never heard of that before.
Then with pictures and communication devices, he went from not being able to do any
work to being a working student because he can actually communicate, but if it hadn't
been for the mother really stepping out for her child, then he would still be unable to

communicate. So [ mean it's changed a lot, but I still think I have a long way to go.
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PP6: Just like everyone else, when I was growing up, there was no such thing as
inclusion. The special needs children had their own like little area that they pretty much

stayed in for the entire day except for lunch.

Researcher: Do you mean classroom?

PP6: They had their own like little wing that they would stay at. And you would see them
when they were coming to lunch, but now you actually see them in the classroom. I know
I see them coming in and out, but there are some schools that have the adaptations to do it
correctly, but some schools shouldn't be doing it because they don't have the teachers. I
don't think they should be doing it because some teachers don't know how to work with
the students with a special education child. You have to take time and effort to work with
a special education student so that's nothing that I still see a problem for inclusion
because teachers are not equipped to work with them, and they say they don't have hands

on experience then the teachers really don't know how to work with them.

PP4: I agree with you. I don't think we get enough training to work with special needs
kids, but I also don't think we take enough classes to work with special needs kids. We
had one class, and it was online, and that was it for our training for special needs kids. I
had experiences with special needs kids, and I learn much better with those hands on

experience.
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PP5: I totally agree. There is no amount of bookwork to prepare us to work with these

kids because what works with one child is not going to work with another one.

PP4: Yeah, you know we just have to learn their strengths and weaknesses and go from
there, but I definitely don't think I learned that from my class. I think I learned that from

working with my students in the classroom. That’s what works best.

PP2: There's a special needs camp called, “The River.” It's off of West Gray, and it's a
special needs camp, and special needs kids can go there and do things like children in
wheelchairs can go. It’s amazing, so if you ever want to go, you can, and it's affiliated
with Theatre Under the Stars, and every Friday night, they have a special event where

family and friends can come.

Question 5. Researcher: Which students should be included to what extent and

why?

PP1: What do mean which students should be included?

Researcher: Which students should be included like all students or students with special

needs or how should the school decide who is included and who is not included?
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PP1: I think everyone should be included because you can learn different things. Cause
the students, you know the special needs students, shouldn’t always be in the special

needs classroom. They need to come in here--am I answering it right?

Researcher: There is no right or wrong.

PP1: Ok. I think they should come in here. They can learn from different kids you know

like what are they thinking.

Researcher: Do you think they should be in here the whole time?

PP1: I think maybe just a little bit at a time. You know, like maybe come in for like 30

minutes then go somewhere else for a while. Or half days. Whatever.

PP2: I believe all students should be included. However, if the kids are welcoming and
want to be included because some students are not comfortable being included, so the
environment has to be very safe, and I mean make them feel welcome and like not being
bullied. If not, I think they should remove a child for their own safety. For example, my
stepson has Down syndrome, and he was going to the regular school, but he was being
bullied, and there's only so much the school can do. He did have help like with the
classwork and stuff, but he still couldn't keep up, so my husband and his ex-wife decided
that he would go to special needs school, so he could be with teachers that were certified

to handle such things, so he was with people that you know really like working him.
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PP3: I think students should be included but only depending on how the teacher feels like
if he or she is capable of doing it because it is a huge responsibility. You might want to
make people feel comfortable, but the teacher should also feel like making them feel
comfortable. You can handle the student, but it really depends on the teacher, research,

and what she wants to put in to help a child. I think that factors in as well.

PP4: In this situation you talked about, I think it would be very important to me to handle
the situation appropriately, but I don't think it's a student that should be removed because
I don't think that the student should have to leave and not the regular education teachers
because I don't think that the students have to leave because he was being bullied. But at
the same time, I also think that he should feel comfortable so he can learn the best he can
and you know not be stuck in that situation. I believe what you say but I don't think it's
realistic because I think a lot of teachers would say no I can't handle it because a lot of
them don't want to work with children with special needs, so I think the teacher should
get more training so they do feel comfortable and then they won't have those negative
feelings and then you have some teachers show positive attitudes, and that just improves

everything.

PP2: The teachers shouldn't affect students’ learning because it's their life here. They

should not get that education they deserve just because of the teacher.

PP4: I think there's a certain kind of prejudice from the teachers, and I think that

something that's overlooked because maybe the student can't speak for themselves. You
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know, like their prejudices that we know about, but they can’t say anything because some
of them literally cannot say hello. They have prejudice against them you know I think
other people, teachers, think this is just another kid in my class and don’t look at the
positive side of the situations and don't look at it as a learning experience. You don't

know how to do something when you're not confident about doing it.

PP2: I think with the right kind of training and workshops. You are going to have to start

somewhere in order to learn. You’re going to have to learn how to do it.

PP4: Yeah.

PP5: In my opinion, as far is which students should be included, the part I disagree with
the most is the students with behavior problems in a regular classroom. I say this because
my husband has a student who is verbally loud and cusses. That's part of his inclusion,
but the other students have a right to learn too. But how do you handle that because that
is part of his IEP? So when you have a student who is keeping other students from
learning, I don't think that student should be included. I don’t think any one teacher
should be left to handle that major behavioral issue, that everyone knows about, by

themselves.

PP6: I think we need to narrow down what we mean. We are using inclusion and special
needs as a broad term. You know you can have ADHD and you can have Tourette’s and

everything else. You can include this kid a lot easier than you can include this other kid.
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In my first rotation in [the student teacher program], they put me in a school where I was
teaching a little lesson, and I didn’t know that we had a special needs kid in the class.
Then all of the sudden I hear this kid cursing in the classroom. I’m like this kid is
dropping the f bomb five times during my lesson. So it’s pretty much once he gets to
know you, he is like this is wrong. When I first got there, he blurted out the entire day.
Now he says something every once and a while. So when I was teaching another lesson
later on, he only blurted out one time. I was like big improvement. So I think as far as
inclusion, we should include everyone. Our class who will be teaching in about a year

should have a training to learn to work with a variety of special needs students.

PP2: You know force us to be involved with students with special needs.

PP5: Make it a requirement to go to a special needs classroom. I would have liked to go,
but only teachers who majored in special education got to go. Even if it’s only once or
twice a week, let us realize there is more to it than a label. There is a whole spectrum of

things we have to look at.

PP4: My friend’s mom is a special education teacher, and it really helped me a lot. It
made me realize a lot. Being knowledgeable is half the battle. Not knowing puts us at a

disadvantage right away.

Question 6. Researcher: How did you learn about inclusion?
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PP1: In my college classrooms.

Researcher: Not until college?

PP1: Huh-uh.

PP2: I learned the definition from the textbook. It’s still really textbook for me still.

PP3: I was going to say the same. It’s really textbook for me too. I don’t feel I understand

it as much as I should. We haven’t had any formal observations or anything like that in

school.

PP4: Just based on that, I truly believe the most I’ve learned is about a textbook. I haven’t

learned a positive way to interact with special needs students in the classroom.

PP5: I’ve learned about inclusion in textbooks.

PP6: Like I’ve worked with these kids before. I learned a little high school volunteer club

but mostly from the textbook.

Question 7. Researcher: How thorough do you feel your understanding of

inclusion is?
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PP1: I feel like it might be a little wrong, but I think a little. I would have to read a touch

on some things.

PP2: 1 don’t feel thorough at all. I need time and experience. Like at least three years.

PP3: Same.

PP4: Same.

PP5: That’s a general consensus.

PP6: Ditto.

Question 8. Researcher: What is the current perception of inclusion for your

school and among your staff?

PP1: They point it out. They point it out before I even know what is happening. You

know, I understand that they are trying to tell me what is going on, but—

Researcher: Point it out like they’re positive and happy or point it out so you’re aware

and can offer more help?
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PP1: Pointing it out as I’ve had the negative ones. “This kid is ADHD, can you tell?”

kind of like that.

Researcher: So they have kind of a negative attitude?

PP1: Yes. As for example, the other classroom, she pointed out for—and I kind of was

seeing it but she pointed it out and so I was like well maybe he needs different technique

or different things to help him to focus, but she was making it in a negative way.

PP2: We already answered.

PP3: Yeah.

PP4: Yeah.

PP5: Uh-huh.

PP6: Yeah.

Question 9. Researcher: What do you think of the district’s perception of

inclusion?

PP1: I don’t even know.
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PP2: I don’t know.

PP3: Yeah.

PP4: Me either.

PP5: Yeah.

PP6: Yes.

Question 10. Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares

teachers and offers professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

PP1: Well I’ve heard, she talked about how she went to training programs, services they

have sometimes about what you can do or how you can—certain techniques she showed

me activities that you could give me. I think that was all she was talking about.

PP2: I don’t know.

PP3: I think there is still very little. I feel like there is a lot that can still be done.

PP4: Yeah.
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PP5: They are giving it lip service, but nothing is being done.

PP6: Special needs students used to be zoned to go to a certain school in 2007. Now, |

don’t know.

Question 11. Researcher: How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

PP1: As what I’ve seen, I see that the students are working the same as everybody, but I

feel that their needs just aren’t being addressed maybe. Or they’ll dismiss it because it’s

not like what everybody else is doing.

PP2: We answered number 11.

PP3: Yeah.

PP4: Yes.

PP5: Yeah.

PP6: Yeah.

Question 12. Researcher: How much exposure have you had to inclusion? How

long? And when?
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PP1: I’ve only had it when I’ve been in these classrooms.

Researcher: So just for this year?

PP1: No, it was when I first started so maybe like three years ago, two years ago.

PP2: We talked about number 12.

PP3: Yeah.

PP4: Yeah.

PP5: Yeah.

PP6: Yeah.

Question 13. Researcher: If there was a new hire at your school, what advice

would you give them regarding inclusion?

PP1: Huh. That’s odd. Umm...I don’t how I could say it without being like biased about

it, I guess opinionated.

Researcher: If you have an opinion, tell me. What is your opinion on that?
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PP1: Well, everyone should be treated the same. You should know what their needs are.

Like always make notes of it in lesson plans or remember what to use. Like I can see you

write it, but no one actually does it.

PP2: It has to be a chemistry thing.

PP3: Yeah, and follow their IEP.

PP4: Just do your best to meet the students’ needs.

PP5: Kids respond differently to different people. Hopefully you are one of the teachers

that the student doesn’t fly off the handle with.

PP6: Just keep trying. If something doesn’t work, just try something else, and keep trying

and trying.

Question 14. Researcher: Is there anything that our conversation did not cover

about inclusion that you think I should know?

PP1: No, I don’t think so.

PP2: No.
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PP3: No.

PP4: 1 don’t think so.

PP5: No.

PP6: No.




Appendix G

Raw Experienced Teacher Participant Short Answer Data
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Question 1. What could school administrators do to better support inclusion

practices at your school?

EP: I think that administrators need to have a better understanding of special education
and the needs of the special education students in order to understand how they would
thrive in the inclusion classroom. As well, they need to really collaborate with other
administrators that have successful programs in place instead of trying to push book

practices that do not work in the classroom and with every student.

EP: Be there to support teachers.

EP: Our school has paras and that person stays with them in our classrooms and
transitions with them. It works really well and it helps out the general teacher who has 27

other students in their class.

EP: I am interested in the team teaching model. The school where I teach is very attentive
to special needs students (particularly for the country in which I teach), and we have
dedicated special needs classrooms and teachers where special needs students learn
depending on the subject. More cooperation or teamwork with special needs teachers

could be advantageous.

EP: Provide release time for team/collaboration/planning meetings.
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EP: I see all to often they put multiple inclusion students into a classroom and still expect

the teachers and an aide to help them all while still teaching to the general students. They

can reduce the number of inclusion students per group.

EP: Be open to new procedures and willing to try new accommodations for each student.

EP: Provide necessary professional development and time in the schedule for teachers to

plan.

EP: Provide professional development and opportunities for co-teaching.

EP: Make sure that all mild to moderate students are in one home room in order to allow

the special education teacher to move with that group and team teach with the regular

teacher.

EP: Provide training to help both teachers be successful team teachers; allow teachers to

visit sites where this method has been successful.

EP: Build in more opportunities for co-teaching into the schedule.

EP: We include students with needs in the regular education classroom as much as

possible. I don't think any changes need to be made.
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EP: Giving para support at all times in the classroom and not over assigning too many

children to paras and/or classroom.

EP: I think that allowing teachers more time to collaborate on strategies to work with

these students in the regular classroom would be a big benefit.

EP: I teach at a K-12 independent college prep school that has a learning specialist each
for lower, middle, and upper school. While there are times when I wish I had more
knowledge about what actionable things a family could do to help a child, for the most
part I am supported. It is a difficult environment overall for a student with more than a
minor learning difference, and our school limits our modifications to extra time. While a
teacher is welcome to allow other accommodations for his or her course, the only

required accommodation is time and a half on assessments.

EP: They need to be better educated in special education and interact with ALL students

on a regular basis.

EP: Support us.

EP: Allow special educators to attempt it. We have done inclusion in some reading

classes and it has been beneficial. Currently, our regular education teachers have a rather

antiquated view of special education and rely on pullout programs.
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EP: Educate themselves on evidence-based best practice.

EP: If there was a full time special education teacher and a full time regular education

teacher in the classroom, then inclusion could work. Lack of sufficient staff to help the

students is an issue.

EP: Make special education teachers who are assigned to "co-teach" actually teach and

not sit at the back and grade.

EP: Provide more opportunities to collaborate with special education teachers.

EP: Scheduling and monitor cooperative between special education and general education

teachers.

EP: It would help if discipline problem students would not be in inclusion classes.

EP: Moderate to severe work better with higher achieving students.

EP: Support all teachers involved with inclusion students.

EP: The administrators could be more flexible and recognize that one model does not fit

all situations. Students with moderate disabilities can still have a wide range of behaviors.

For example, if a student yells out all the time, disrupting the learning of others, the
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administrators should recognize that it is necessary for the para to take the child out of the
classroom. Every situation and every student is unique. One set of rules does not fit all

scenarios.

EP: Retired.

EP: Require general education teachers who have a pattern of non-success with inclusion
to take additional coursework or do additional professional development to bring their

teaching into line with the mandated inclusion requirements!!!

EP: Not employ a one approach fits all model. We use full inclusion for our students with
learning disabilities. Every year, there are one or two students for whom this is not the

right fit. There needs to be flexibility in meeting student needs.

EP: More collaboration time between special education and general.

EP: Stop pulling my FANTASTIC support facilitator out of my classroom to facilitate
state testing, attend a million meetings, or play behavior consultant when his focus is
academic support. Exceptional student education (ESE) support facilitators need to be in
the classroom. We built our successful inclusion classroom around him pushing in
weekly or daily to 3 of my classes based on student needs. When he can’t come to class
because he's testing a homeschooled student for state testing that is not on his caseload

my students suffer, foster a culture of collaboration, align planning periods, same
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trainings, share lesson plans and allow our support facilitators and the general education
teachers in making classroom decisions like deviating from pacing guides/using station

teaching.

EP: Actually use the inclusion model as intended and allow time for general education
teachers and special education teachers to collaborate and plan lessons and activities
designed to benefit all students in the general education classroom. Provide professional
development to train regular education teachers in co-teaching rather than just placing
special needs students in the classroom and providing 15 minutes of support daily in the
classroom. I am all about students being in the regular classroom but it requires the
teachers to be accepting and willing to provide alternate ways of teaching and

assignments.

EP: School administrators can ensure that team teachers have the adequate amount of
time on a daily or weekly basis to collaborate. This time is necessary to discuss individual
students and appropriately adapt lesson plans with the proper accommodations or
modifications. In my experience, it is this lack of planning time that has led inclusion
teachers to fall into more of a teaching assistant role where students don't view them as
lead teachers. It also prevents the general education teacher and the special education
teacher from fostering an important working relationship that ultimately impacts student

SucCCess.

EP: Hire more special education teachers
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EP: Pay attention to class sizes and allow help with extra teachers in the room.

EP: More team teaching assignments.

EP: Create collaboration time between regular and special education teachers, find out

needs of special education teachers to support them, training times.

EP: Smaller class sizes.

EP: Staff development to coordinate goals and techniques to benefit all students within

the classroom.

EP: Be more aware of the time involved.

EP: At my school we do inclusion, but all of our disabilities are mild: ADHD, dyslexia,

autism and some math disabilities. We are a college prep independent high school.

EP: We use the inclusion model at my school, but administrators could work in a few
specific classes to make sure that there is true-shared responsibility and ownership of all
students. Some working relationships are very strained, and students pick up on it very

quickly.
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EP: I think pairing a regular education teacher with a special education teacher would
help both feel more comfortable about the inclusion of special education students. Most
teachers worry that they do not have the skills to handle academic, social, and emotional
needs of special education students, extra planning time for this team to prepare for each

new unit of study, more professional development opportunities for both teachers.

EP: School administrators at [my] public school support both the general education

teachers, and the special education teachers.

EP: Provide support when the student requires it in the regular classroom. Often the

student requires a part time or full time aide but budgets do not allow for that.

EP: Build schedules that accommodate it.

EP: Smaller class sizes, avoid having to be lock step as a grade level or department, don't
just say we approve and encourage differentiated instruction but give teachers the

freedom to do it. Talk is cheap.

EP: I would appreciate open lines of communication to be able to solicit help from those
more knowledgeable about mild/moderate disabilities. I have provided accommodations
based on students’ education plan, but I never felt clear about various thoughts of how to
implement those accommodations from people knowledgeable about the student’s

condition. I often consulted with the student about how best to provide services and that
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did not feel ideal, given my position of power in the situation. However, I did not know

who I should contact should concerns arise or for consultative guidance.

EP: Smaller class sizes, provide enrichment for students who qualify for it.

EP: We don't have much guidance, other than test modification and giving copies of
notes, so a lot of my inclusion practices are trial and error. Specific suggestions for
helping students with attention disorders, or who have trouble reading, would be really
helpful. I want to help my students so that they can learn to the best of their ability, but
with no background in special education I often find this difficult, especially with all of
the other tasks I had to complete on a daily basis. A support teacher would be helpful. Or

someone who can help me adjust my lessons for these students that need it.

EP: Smaller class sizes so more time to assist those in need.

EP: We use inclusion. The only thing I can think that would make it better, would be if
the special education teacher traveled from class to class vs. the students going to her for

their specified time.

EP: Our school system does a really good job of having both regular class and special
education classes. They identify when students can handle regular classes and when they

need to be pulled out for direct services.
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Question 2. What changes in professional development and training at the

university level would you make to better prepare you for inclusion in your current job?

EP: I personally do not remember any training in college over this and I think it would

have been extremely helpful.

EP: Having some time during my observations and student teaching to observe inclusion

and general education settings.

EP: Working with students with special needs.

EP: Hands on experiences.

EP: I didn't get an education degree, so I feel ill suited to answer this question.

EP: More training in classroom strategies that works in inclusive classrooms.

EP: From an alternative program standpoint, I believe they need to go more in depth on

inclusion and how to help the different needs.

EP: I took a class that focused on the different disabilities and their characteristics.
However, I could have benefitted from an additional class where effective strategies and

modifications/accommodations discussed.
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EP: Internships in a special education classroom.

EP: Observe real situations where this method is used and is successful. Provide ideas,

methods, and how to establish each teacher’s role in the classroom.

EP: Modeling co/team teaching in all types of courses. For instance, when a special
education teacher team-teaches in an unfamiliar subject they should do more than just act
as an aide to the lead teacher. So training on how to involve and plan with the team

teacher would be helpful.

EP: I don't know.

EP: More behavior intervention classes.

EP: Most regular education teachers do not have any training in students with any kinds

of special needs. I feel that multiple classes on this topic and how to include these kiddos

would be beneficial.

EP: I'm not sure. Professional development about tricks and tools I could use the next day

would be the most helpful!

EP: Educating beyond "labels."
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EP: Exposure to school settings that do inclusion well and where demonstrated
techniques can be viewed, access to professionals who have participated in inclusion
programs that could relate pros and cons of the program, and strategies for dealing with

autistic and emotionally disturbed students.

EP: Practical applications, universal design for learning principles, and learning how to

modify objectives and assignments.

EP: Experience in a successful inclusion classroom at the university level would be
helpful. Training in the latest research in helping students with disabilities in an inclusion

setting would also be helpful.

EP: Give more coursework on differentiating for struggling learners in every content

area, not just math/reading.

EP: Much more instruction on the best methods to work with different disabilities. At this

time I feel it is up to the general education teachers to find techniques and methods to

work with the children. The IEPs offer very general instruction without specific details

for individual students.

EP: There should be some training on inclusion itself.

EP: More Special education courses for regular education teachers.
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EP: One full year of student teaching.

EP: General education teachers need better introductions to the different models of
service they may encounter in different districts. I did not receive this information until I
was already a teacher in a school with a resource specialist model of service! I had a
fantastic resource teacher who taught me about this and it made me much better able to
serve all my students. I believe that more teachers would be more inclusive if they

understood what the heck is going on in their school or district.

EP: I don't know. More exposure to collaborative models, I suppose.

EP: More inclusion classes and examples.

EP: There should be a required team teaching inclusion class that focused on study skills,

academic support and behavior support as a unit.

EP: More classes focused on teaching students with mild and moderate disabilities.

EP: Future educators need to have more training in understanding all categories of special
education. In our schools disabilities are blended. Example OHI for ADHD....frequently
used but student could have SLD as well. There are many layers to a student and learning
to use appropriate strategies for behaviors related to autism and emotional disturbance

(ED) is vital. Learn to teach the whole child, not just academics.
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EP: Professional development and training at any level should include model examples of

successful team teaching in the classroom. Teachers would also benefit from learning

how these successful duos plan together to meet all students' needs.

EP: Actually teach how to make accommodations and interventions

EP: More special education classes. I only remember one, vaguely, for my education

classes.

EP: Making sure that it relates to classroom issues that will benefit the teachers and also

how to work in collaboration with teachers and para professionals.

EP: General education teachers need a better understanding of disabilities.

EP: Special certification for teachers to learn how to work as a team to benefit regular

and special needs students.

EP: Teach the pros and cons.

EP: Teaching methods that encourage inclusion. Maybe training teachers with programs

and devices that cause them to learn like the students with mild disabilities. Personal

simulations.
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EP: Observing the inclusion model.

EP: How to handle social and emotional needs of special education students, classroom
management styles that really work, how to use visuals effectively, how to use
augmentative devices. how to incorporate technology into the classroom (Smart Board,

iPad, Chromebook).

EP: The university prepares teachers to identify specific academic weaknesses, but a

class to discuss strategies to improve these weaknesses would be beneficial!

EP: It makes no difference why it is the law or the in-depth description of different

disabilities. Teachers need tools, ideas and practice with students, so they are not afraid

and know where to start with a student.

EP: Do a better job of teaching foundational teaching skills.

EP: Have student teachers attend department meetings such as a professional learning

class.

EP: Train general education teachers on best practices with special education students.

EP: I'm not sure what [ would have had time for my recommendation would be to

provide resources on the accommodations letters the students provide to teachers. I would
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envision this potentially including links and content specific to a given student that have
been compiled about their disability and ways in which teachers can best accommodate in
ways specific to a particular student within a typical college classroom setting. Brevity
with any of these resources would be most helpful given the many demands of my time

as a graduate instructor.

EP: I took one class that focused on Special Ed, but I recall it being more about laws and
IEPs than specific instruction modification. A reference guide or chart for each need with
suggestions on how to help would be nice. Any professional development on inclusion

would be great. Other than brief talks with our special education coordinator I can't recall
being offered or attending professional development related to inclusion during the time I

was teaching.

EP: Modeling and practicing differentiated instruction.

EP: It has been a long time since I have taken classes. I don't know what is offered and\or
taught now. I don't feel I have enough information to adequately answer this question for
college level. However, in professional development knowledgeable presenters need to
be secured for sessions. Just because someone is/was a special education teacher, doesn't
mean they have the skills to present. Teachers want useful information and ideas, not just

a bunch of rhetoric and statistics thrown at them. Need to know laws and "how to's."
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EP: They are no college classes that can effectively prepare you to teach. They can try to
prepare you to the best of their ability but nothing in a classroom setting ever goes by the

book.

Question 3. Describe the most successful stories based on your past experience

with inclusion.

EP: I worked at a school where inclusion was done very well in both math and reading
workshop. I really enjoyed teaching in that environment. However, I think you have to
look at each child and see what is the best situation for them and their learning. I think
that both ways are appropriate depending on the child and their specific needs. I do think

time in the regular education classroom is important for all children.

EP: The population that I teach is usually only afforded a small amount of inclusion time
due to their functional level and needs, but my most successful students have been with
teachers with which I have had great communication and support and who have an open
mind. Most recently was a first grade student with autism. We were able to fade
supervision in the classroom and give the student as much independence as possible and
allow him to interact more with his classmates. By the end of the year, he had gone from
having a one on one aid to transitioning to the general education classroom independently
and just having a peer buddy within the room as well as transitioning to P.E., fine arts,
and specials with his class and back to our classroom. His behaviors had decreased and

attention had increased. His General education teacher and I took the time to modify
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assignments and projects to allow him to participate with his classmates. Everyday he

was so excited get to go out to [my] class!

EP: Very little experience with inclusion.

EP: Having a para in my classroom this year at a new school that I moved to. My old
school doesn't have paras and sometimes it was hard to teach because of the things that

happened.

EP: Presently working with a sophomore student, who cannot read, tell time, write
legibly and stutters with every sentence. He has a wonderful attitude about life and is
accepted very well by other students. He struggles with math, reading and school in
general. If his attitude weren’t so great, he would probably be kept in "inclusion". He
knows his capabilities and freely admits to them. Helps make my time with him more
enjoyable. Sam is fun to be around, as he doesn't take life too seriously. I type or write
out all his assignments; otherwise, the teacher would not be able to read them.

EP: I have tried inclusion in a few settings, but I have not found it to be successful.

EP: This year I have a full inclusion autistic student and the experience has been

wonderful for me, the student and the rest of the class as well.

EP: At my current school I have been able to team-teach with the honors/regular English

IT teacher. Because I also teach that subject in the resource room classroom we do our
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lesson plans together and we have been able to move several students from the resource

room setting to the team taught setting without them being behind or feeling lost.

EP: I had an autistic child, a blind child, and one with cerebral palsy last year. They were
in my classroom at all times except for their pullout for lab time, speech, occupational
therapy or physical therapy. I included them in class discussions and activities with a peer

for help if needed. They did great!!

EP: This year I have a very high needs child with obsessive-compulsive disorder and
ADHD, and oppositional defiance. My current school site has meet with me monthly,
developed plans, and stuck to them. He has needed immediate time out room outside of
the classroom and in the classroom. He is currently able to now successfully stay in the
classroom with one minor meltdown a week for a half of a day. Before the meltdowns
were lasting up to two hours and sent home. If he was left in the classroom it disrupted
the entire education process for others. The need for a pull out calm down room was a
must and the extra staff was a must. He had to be placed on half days in hopes to go to

full day as his behavior continues to improve.

EP: I currently do inclusion with my Gifted and Talented students. I come up with part of
the lesson, and the teacher comes up with the other part. We also have an aid in our room
so that is extremely beneficial. We do rotations on the day that I push in. We usually have
each created a science experiment and some sort of independent lesson on that topic. The

students all learn how to rotate through after we go over our content and language
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objectives as well as any vocabulary associated with the lesson. We try to cover all areas

in this science rotation. The kids are not separated but it is modified throughout.

EP: My experience with inclusion is relatively limited.

EP: As the only art teacher, I teach all 1,150 students from general education, English as
a second language, bilingual, to special education including life skills and preschool
programs for children with disabilities. We modify for all learners and are completely

inclusive.

EP: All students were afforded additional support from having two professional educators
in the classroom setting. The special education teacher was able to assist the general
education teacher with appropriate accommodations for several students besides the

special education students.

EP: Never been a part of an inclusion program.

EP: A book report project based on a mystery in which a fourth grade student with Down

syndrome checked out a book from the library on his/her reading level, primer first grade,

and could participate in same activity just his/her level, a respectful task.

EP: I taught in an inclusion classroom with seven students that had individualized

education plans and disabilities. When the special education teacher was with me in the
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classroom, the students functioned well and were successful, because there was enough

teacher help. Unfortunately, she was only in the classroom about six hours a week.

EP: Building a relationship with a kid that struggles in every other subject and then

seeing them have success with my content area despite significant academic gaps.

EP: When I had support from qualified para educators and frequent conversations with
special education teachers as well as not many behavior students in one class I was most
successful with inclusion. In low-income school districts with many behavior students in

one class inclusion can be challenging.

EP: Our school does not have a complete inclusion practice. The time is split between
instruction time in the classroom and time in the special education room. This is not very
successful as we have four gen. teachers feeding into the special education classroom. It
is difficult for us to coordinate completely so that the special education teachers are
reinforcing the same lesson. Our special education teacher does not feel it is her
responsibility to prepare lessons to meet the needs of the students. Therefore, the children
are often cut short in the classroom of time to complete and assignment and they are not
receiving the help they need to finish or work on understanding of a lesson. On the
successful side is a previous special education teacher that would place her students in the
classroom on a monitor basis. I have had very good success with these students because I
can follow through and make certain the lesson is understood. This is a direct result in not

being under time constraints of having to send them on to special education. We worked
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closely discussing the best methods to use to work with certain disabilities. It is difficult,

however, to develop a positive working relationship.

EP: My best experiences have been with an aide to help with one-on-one help in the
classroom where I have two or more inclusion students. I have found higher achieving

students work best with them also.

EP: Having full time paras in the regular classroom, resulted in success of the regular

education children and inclusion children.

EP: I had several autistic students and students that were highly over medicated, but they

were very high functioning and didn't need teacher assistants.

EP: I have had great success with students who are extremely autistic and also high
achieving. My training and experience in mindfulness meditation helped me to form an
alliance of trust with these students and with their parents so that we could identify how
far a student was ready to "go" inclusion-wise; then we could lay out a plan so the student
was/is also included in their own social and emotional learning. The other critical success
factor I have experienced in working with autistic students is having a strong speech
language pathologist who can work on social language development with autistic
students in a group setting away from the general education classroom. These students
need a lot of support in learning how to read the social cues being given in context. I am

also having an amazing success this year with my first totally blind student. It takes a lot
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of planning for many things, due to the need for Braille transcription of materials, but we
are also finding success with heat-activated capsule paper, Microsoft word files on a
Braille note taker, and Wikki Stix. I have been shocked at how little many teachers will
do to accommodate blind students even though this is our job! Our visual impairment

teacher and special education teacher have both been super supportive.

EP: I have worked in a special education role for many years and am now working in
general education. As a result, my teaching experience has primarily revolved around the
team teaching model. The most successful experiences have been the result of the right
partnerships. It is essential that colleagues have a shared philosophy, common planning,
and the opportunity to work together over several years to build the relationship
necessary for success. Also, I have found the greatest benefit when I work with someone

with whom I don't have a lot of overlapping skill sets.

EP: I have a fabulous support facilitator. He pushes in to two classes based on student
needs (two to three times per week) and attends 1 class for daily support. He also uses my
classroom as his office and we share a planning period. We collaborate on lesson plans
and assessments for all my students, and he helps me ensure we're making class
structures work for my inclusion students. It's a team effort so that I ensure I meet student
needs. He is my team teacher not my class assistant as we share the teaching load and
vary our methods on instruction. We focus on fostering self-advocacy with our inclusion
students, so they feel comfortable using all of their accommodations (and asking for them

if another teacher forgets about them) without being nervous about what others think.
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This has helped several of our students move into advanced classes when they were

placed on level in the past and have shown consistent learning gains.

EP: I had the most success teaching my kiddos that had been diagnosed with autism. I

had a lot of support from the special education teachers and the administration.

EP: The most successful experiences were when I was matched with a teacher and
subject area and allowed to participate in the classroom the entire period. It benefited my
co-teacher, and it benefited the students the most. It allowed us opportunity to meet the

needs of students and track progress.

EP: I once taught inclusion with a veteran special education teacher. She and I had very
similar philosophies, treated students in a similar fashion, and had the type of working
relationship that team teachers should have. Unfortunately, we did not have an abundance
of time to plan together, but our time together in the classroom was successful because of

our rapport with each other.

EP: None.

EP: I was able to get one student accepted by her peers in class and students could help

her and she felt comfortable asking for help when I wasn't available.
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EP: I taught in a blended pre-k class (twelve typical kids and four special needs students).
It was truly the best teaching job I have ever had! I loved having peer models in the room
for the students who needed them. I saw my special needs kids grow socially in a HUGE

way due to this.

EP: When a student stated that she never did well in her classes and she now feels good

and successful.

EP: A general education teacher told the nurses of two severe need students which are in
the classroom for the majority of their instructions that the nurses could not come and go
as they please, they could leave the room and enter the room at scheduled transitional

intervals. One of the significant needs student loves being in his class with his peers, and

his peers are more compassionate and understanding of his needs.

EP: The regular education students developed compassion for the student with special
needs. The student I have in mind is now a successful engineer and married mother. The
experience of being included with regular students made her focus more on what she

could do and less on what she could not easily do.

EP: I have always appreciated the understanding, compassion and acceptance that the
regular students learn from tutoring or working with students that have learning

differences.
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EP: I don't have any specific success story, but in general, I feel like the special education
students pick up on more social skills in the inclusion setting, and the general education
kids are a little more apathetic to the needs of others. They are generally very willing to
help the special education kids, and the special education kids aren't alienated, and don't

stick out as easily.

EP: A child I had last year part of the time was able to use a device in the classroom to
communicate, better develop executive functioning skills and is able to spend much more

time in a regular education class this year.

EP: The inclusion classrooms where both the regular education teacher and the special
education teacher planned weekly lessons together were the most effective. The special
education teacher made the appropriate modifications to meet individual needs. Plus,
both teachers were there to provide a mini-lesson to those students needing a skill

retaught, or more practice for mastery.

EP: I've worked with many students over the years, some not walking, some major
behavior issues, not speaking, severe autism and many less severe. I've only had one
student I truly feel didn't benefit from being included and he was functioning at about a 6
month age. He took all the time of my additional aide and so some of my other students
didn't get as much one on one time learning. I will say that year my other typical students
tried to develop a relationship with that student and praised his successes. Most years my

students showed growth in socialization, speech, motor skills, potty training, and
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academics. I like to take charge of the student’s growth and have the aide for backup,

assistance with the class if [ have a behavior issue. Just depends on the child's needs.

EP: Shakespeare.

EP: I don't have any stories that stand out as particularly positive nor do I have
experiences that stand out as particularly negative. Overall I felt as though students with
disabilities have not detracted from the classroom environment and have at times been
able to discuss content from a unique perspective. When I say this I don't mean unique
perspective because they have a disability, but rather they seem to have an out-of-the-box

way of looking at things, which can really add to classroom discussions in a helpful way.

EP: I had several learning disabled students make good progress; however, they were on
the high end of intellectual disability. They also had the executive function skills to work

on their own with minimal assistance.

EP: My favorite thing about teaching is when I can see a student grasp a difficult concept
or surprise himself or herself when they accomplish something they thought they couldn't
and this is no different for my inclusion students. I once had a student who had trouble
reading so I provided daily summaries with questions he had to answer about the topic at
hand. He would get really excited to turn them in and even more so when he saw proof

that he was correctly grasping the topic. I read his tests to him, and it was encouraging to
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see how much he improved over the course of the semester after introducing the daily

summary.

EP: I have two children currently: one autistic and one intellectually disabled. They both
come for partial days, and their special education teachers give the children the grades. It

is great socialization for both.

EP: Anytime you have a student that is willing to work knowing that they have a
disability and don't use their IEP as s crutch but use it, as a tool for success, is the best

example I can give you.

Question 4. Describe problem situations you have encountered in your past

experience with inclusion.

EP: Usually issues that I have encountered are due to students that have sensory issues or
behavior issues and the time out in the inclusion environment just becomes too
overwhelming and the adults are either inexperienced or unwilling to deal with issues that

arise.

EP: Very little experience with inclusion.
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EP: I was punched in the face due to a student. Another told me to kill myself and

nothing was done about it.

EP: I have seen several students who have been diagnosed with learning difficulties but

for social reasons refused to be "labeled" and have stayed in the general classroom going

on to struggle with motivation issues.

EP: Class sizes are too large to give students, disabled or not, the attention they deserve.

EP: I have 3 students with different needs in the same classroom by myself, and it is

difficult to give them each what they need while helping general.

EP: There is no time for teachers to plan together. Also, children who need entirely

different instruction from regular education students seem to spend their inclusion time

working on an individual computer program.

EP: Some students are disruptive and demanding of individual attention even when the

teacher doesn't have the time. Others seem afraid to ask for help when they need it.

EP: Lack of support.

EP: Students who are mild to moderate tend to be the more severe behavior issues in the

classroom; without a resource room for them to retreat to for a cool off period or to work
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in smaller settings, some students end up becoming major distractions and behavior

problems.

EP: Teachers not knowing how to implement modifications for special education students

or being unwilling to have a special education teacher offer them advice on how to do so.

EP: None.

EP: At past school site, I would have a para with up to 5 children she would have to help
me educate. That many children with very high needs made it extremely difficult to meet
not only their needs, but also the regular education kids. Or we had them without para
support and it would make me the special education teacher and regular education
teacher, keeping me from teaching the class to the fullest of my ability. Also the special
education teacher’s number is so high she could not service all the kids the way they

deserve.

EP: When my son was in second grade, we did not have a successful year. He is

diagnosed ADHD and was on an IEP. The teacher tried her best to modify his work and
deal with his behaviors, but she did not know how to properly do this. I do not think the
special education teacher had much time to work with her on strategies since she had to

see her kids and do that too!
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EP: There is only one time when I had a bad experience, and this was when I was
teaching in public school in Houston. At one point a student with an emotional disorder
was added to my roster, but I did not know about his situation until the day there was a
trigger in class. I spent a good portion of that day locked in my classroom (per

instructions from the office) because of threats he was making.

EP: There has only been one occurrence that qualifies as a problem situation in my

experience with inclusion. The situation was with a student with moderate disabilities

with some behavioral issues. The child became very disruptive and even violent in the

classroom affecting both teaching time and other students' learning. In this case, the child

was able to thrive more in a separate classroom.

EP: Resistance to a different educational setting...general education teachers feel most

special education students should be pulled out of the classroom.

EP: None.

EP: Teachers who are lazy and lack creativity.

EP: Lack of sufficient help in the classroom at all times.

EP: Behaviors that disrupt the whole class, constantly missing work and not making any

effort to turn it in because they can't do it, not able to even follow along during
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instruction, uses modifications like copy of teacher’s notes as a reason to check out and

not listen.

EP: This was explained in the previous question. A complete inclusion with team

teaching may help with the problems mentioned.

EP: If there are severe discipline problems in the class with the inclusion students. Even

with a para or aide, it is almost too much. The bad example doesn't help either.

EP: None.

EP: I have had students whose behavior is so disruptive that no learning is going on.

When this has happened, nothing was done to remove the child from the room.

EP: Students who were verbally disruptive to the point that the other students could not

concentrate. Additional teachers talking in the room also disrupted the class.

EP: I've had a deeply autistic, high-achieving student whose parent may have antisocial
personality disorder. So unlike my other autistic students in the past, this student has a lot
of difficulty with truthfulness, grandiosity, and contempt for others. The parent resists
having his student receive services, and so the student is also resistant. But the student
wants to succeed and is frustrated when he cannot seem to achieve success using his

existing maladaptive strategies. All efforts to really "get through" to the parent have
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failed so far, but we keep trying. The family is also a recent immigrant family, which
means the student could also really benefit from a social language group (in multiple
ways, since there seem to be cultural blockages as well), but again there has been

resistance.

EP: Resistant general education partners. Conflicting teaching philosophies.

EP: A student with autism being unable to interact properly with other students.

EP: Just because a student can function in the general classroom, doesn't mean they
understood what is being learned.

EP: When I first started, I was handed IEPs and just made sure I followed
accommodations. Checking the boxes isn't enough, especially when the IEP hasn't been
updated based on a student's changing needs. Also when I first got a support facilitator I
used him mostly as an aide ("Take them during small group time and re-teach"). That too

was a mistake. Students didn't learn and felt singled out.

EP: The special education teachers are pulled in too many directions and we're not

always able to provide as much support, as they wanted to or as the child needed.

EP: Currently in our site we are flying from one room to another. I sometimes go to three
classes in one period. I refer to it as a shotgun approach. Shoot and hit where I can. I

never know what is going to happen in the class until I arrive. Mondays are the toughest
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and then I have a general idea of the plan for the week but it changes frequently. I have

no input into methods strategies and classroom management.

EP: I encountered a problem with a team teacher who was highly uncomfortable with
taking the lead. She wanted to remain in a secondary role to me and was, overall,

ineffective.

EP: Not all can be properly serviced in general education, but most can. Some special

education teachers create learned helplessness for their students.

EP: Students end up going back to self-contained classrooms.

EP: Wheelchair bound student with no assurance has been difficult. Having to manage
and make certain I have fulfilled his requirements, as well as the other eight students on
an IEP in the class. Then on top of this, there are 37 students. I'm in charge of all of them

on my own.

EP: Too many students on caseload and finding the time to ensure they are learning the

curriculum.

EP: Students who make disruptive noises and movements disrupt the learning of other
students who are easily distracted. It can also be over whelming for students who are not

able to follow along with the class and can make them feel inadequate.
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EP: One student who was included in my second grade class of gifted students had
frequent emotional outbursts. Even so my regular students developed patience and

compassion.

EP: Taking too much time and behavioral problems.

EP: Not all students are mature or compassionate enough to work with students that learn

or behave differently from the expectations.

EP: Some special education students won't put themselves out there, or try because they
might fail, or people might make fun of them, so it is easier to not try, than to be wrong.
From a parent of a regular education student in an inclusion class, I feel like my daughter
could have been pushed a little harder, but instead spends a lot of time on iPad, or
computer when the inclusion kids are getting much more one on one instruction. She also

has not many classmates that challenge her, and push her to work harder.

EP: When a regular education teacher did NOT want special education students and

refused to do anything with them.

EP: Regular education teacher did not make the appropriate modifications to meet
individual needs, lack of planning with special education teacher (definitely TEAM

Approach).
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EP: A student who functioned below a year of age. Not enough aides to help with

bathroom assistance.

EP: Sixty-five sophomores in a classroom for two hours, twenty were special education

without support; special education is a burden for English as a second language teachers.

EP: Students with autism will require a lot of my time and became a distraction for the

rest of the class.

EP: I have had difficulties with students that have disabilities in my classroom. However,
I attribute these issues more to one or two student’s personality rather than to issues
specific to their disability. I have had a student be quite disruptive in the classroom and
also poorly prepared each week for class. This was also paired with very entitled
behavior of what she expected from me as an instructor. However, many instructors have
had similar issues with the students and this is why I wrote regarding this as more

character logical rather than related to disability.

EP: There were too many kids for both of us to help in the class. There were about six or
seven students in that class who lacked the executive function skills and focus. They
would have been better served in a small group setting with less distraction. They
required one-on-one assistance to complete almost every assignment. It was extremely

exhausting as a teacher because we were expected to follow the district pacing guide even
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though our students weren't ready to move on. In addition, we also had many behavior

problems to handle.

EP: The biggest problem I encountered with my inclusion students was apathy. That may
be the incorrect word, but a lot of them assumed that they would have trouble in my class
and gave up before we even got started. I can make all the adjustments but if they don't
meet me partway then nothing will change. Another problem for me was finding the time
to figure out modifications for my inclusion students while also making sure the other
students in my class were where they needed to be learning wise. I feel like a lot of time

one of these groups was neglected during the lesson.

EP: Behaviors: running away...I can't leave my class to help, deal with a special

education child.

EP: Students who had more severe disabilities (generally behavior) who do not function
well in-group settings. They have been very disruptive; affecting the class ability to get

through lessons smoothly.

EP: IEP students not being able to keep up with the standard work load of the class. A
teacher should not have to lower the expectations of the class to meet the needs of the
lowest functioning students. Too much time is spent making sure their accommodations

are being met while the regular and advanced students get less time.
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Question 5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding

inclusion from a teacher’s point of view?

EP: I think that dependent on the population/specific child that inclusion could be very
beneficial for students with special needs as long as all parties are willing to put in the
time and energy to meet the students' needs. As well, teachers need to be educated that
inclusion actually means including all of the students in the activities that are taking place
not just having all of the students in the same room with one off in the corner with their

aid doing something different defeating the purpose.

EP: No.

EP: Have the child support in the general education classrooms.

EP: It has been my experience that all students benefit in ways that never show up on a

standardized test with diverse classrooms.

EP: With today's education, we are to teach students the way they learn, then apply a

standardize test as a blanket.

EP: If you are unprepared for the student’s particular disability it is quite a struggle.
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EP: I don't feel that total inclusion should ever be mandated based on individual cases;

some students still need small group settings.

EP: I think inclusion has a place in every school. As a resource room teacher I don't feel
confident in saying that the resource room could be replaced by inclusion because of the
individual planning and smaller class size the resource room offers. With the added
challenges of enlarged class sizes I worry about some of my special education students
being lost in the shuffle if they are completely mainstreamed into all aspects of the

general education curriculum.

EP: No.

EP: I think that if regular education teachers knew more about how to deal with these
types of students, it would work better. Class sizes are getting larger and it is getting

more challenging to differentiate for students. Also, the teachers need more plan time.

EP: I think that inclusion is much more practical and realistic in eighth grade and under.
Once they hit high school, students with moderate disabilities need to be focusing on
transition related curriculum. In the district I teach in, 90% of students in the general

education classes are geared towards college.
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EP: Every student and every situation is a learning experience. When we know better, we
do better. I think that sometimes more information is best when handling severe

situations.

EP: My current school's special education population is increasing and with limited
funding, additional staff is not realistic. We are considering implementing inclusion and

this survey helps focus on strengths and potential issues that might arise.

EP: As an educator, first as a classroom teacher and now a specialist in gifted education, I
understand the limitations people put on children. Do not limit a child! Do not let your
personal perceptions interfere with a child's learning! You have a no idea what that

child's mind is capable of achieving!

EP: As I stated earlier, inclusion can be successful if there is a full time special education

and a regular teacher in the classroom at all times.

EP: Need more face time and support from teachers of record and co teachers who

actually take a 50% share of instruction responsibilities.
y p

EP: More training and more cooperation between special education and general will be
necessary before inclusion with be successful. All of your questions referred to mild to
moderate disabilities. The students that are causing stress on our program are often those

students that have learning disabilities and also an emotional diagnosis. Often the
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emotional diagnosis makes it very difficult to successfully work with the student without

it interrupting the learning environment of the other students.

EP: Reading and math should be in smaller groups, but social studies, science, music, and

PE are good inclusion subjects.

EP: Regular education teachers need support in the classroom from paras and the special

education teacher.

EP: Some special needs students can integrate into a regular classroom, but no one can

concentrate if there are too many interruptions.

EP: To me, inclusion is not an all-or-nothing thing. Having some flexibility in the model
of inclusion seems to be the best strategy for ensuring success for all students. I also think
that it is important for the majority of general education students to experience learning in
an inclusive environment because we live in an inclusive world! And it's so important to

learn to be kind.

EP: It is not a one fits all fix and neither should it be just because they have to take the

same standardized test and be held to that unrealistic accountability.
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EP: It's a tough road. Most schools don't support inclusion classrooms the way they
NEED IT, they just meet the minimum required by law. I'm lucky to have the support and

staff that [ have at my school.

EP: I love inclusion when it is done appropriately. However, in public education with the
financial disaster that we have in [my state], I can't see inclusion being done in the
manner it should be. I am also concerned about appropriate evaluations being conducted
to determine a student’s strengths and weaknesses. Once a student is identified, obtaining
additional assessments other than classroom teacher input, district benchmarks and state

assessments, there is seldom any other type of assessments done on the student.

EP: From both observing and participating in team teaching, I value time to collaborate
more than anything else. Lack of time to plan lessons and discuss students is a huge

barrier.

EP: No.

EP: It's not always the best idea, and when inclusion is the choice made, school
counselors or case managers should look at the roster of the class. The student is included
to make sure the number of students in the class isn't too large and also that there aren't

too many others in the class with special needs and no helping teacher provided.
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EP: Just as an IEP is an Individualized Education Plan each situation, student, school and
classroom is unique. I have seen very effective center based programs and I have also
seen significant need student’s benefit from being in general education. Some teachers
are great with students with supporting student’s needs and others are terrible. The
smaller the class size the easier it is to deal with the need. If students disrupt the learning
of others there needs to be an alternative place for learning. Schools today are not
developmentally appropriate. Many children are not developmentally ready for the
classroom demands. Children need to play and learn from their play. Inclusion will work

better in a setting, which is not academically demanding.

EP: My main concern is that classroom teachers should be supported and trained on how
to provide best for all students in her charge. I do not feel I was given adequate support.
It can work, but requires planning between the regular education and special education

teachers.

EP: When teachers are in agreement team teaching and teaching in an inclusive

classroom can be a positive experience for all involved.

EP: From a teacher's point of view (when I taught third grade), I found it very difficult to
not devote most of my time to my lower groups, and not spend equal time working with

my higher groups, especially in a state testing grade, because it was stressed to work with
your "on-the-bubble" kids that you could bump into he next bracket. Basically, make sure

your advanced kids stay advanced, and if there is absolutely no chance of getting your
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below basic kids up to basic, don't waste your time. So, I think that state testing really
made certain groups miss out on equal time. As a non-inclusion special education
teacher, there are some kids that just don't fit into the inclusion model, and that's ok. I try
to push them into as much regular education time as possible, but finding cooperative

teachers that are truly accepting and accommodating to my kids is difficult.

EP: I firmly believe that most regular education teachers would welcome special
education teachers given enough support. One must realize that children are much more
difficult than in the past, even regular education children. There are so many societal
changes that have affected them, making teaching much more stressful. Once teachers
learn how to use visuals, social stories, construct a definite routine, and learn how to role-
play and teach definite expectations from day one, they feel much better about having

special education students.

EP: In respect, the regular education teacher is responsible for ALL the students in
his/her classroom! This can be very stressful and frustrating. It is important for both the
regular education teacher and the special education teacher to work together to provide an
effective learning environment for the entire class. A TEAM approach is crucial for the

success of the inclusion model for students with mild to moderate disabilities.

EP: I feel students are in my room to do as much as they can independently. I want them
to make choices and mistakes like everyone. I expect them to meet my behavior

expectations to the best of their abilities and I'm willing to help them do so when needed.
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I truly believe pre-k students should be fully included because for some this will be the
best time for inclusion. I do think with the limited resources schools continue to face
inclusion for more moderate students becomes a bigger burden on older grade teachers,

especially when the child has behavior issues.

EP: Inclusion can be a beautiful thing. It depends on how restricted the teachers are. If
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) is running
the curriculum then a special education teacher should be available for special education

kids even if it is in a regular classroom.

EP: Teachers are extremely stressed with all of the legislation that undermines their
credibility. Inclusion may be beneficial for some LD students but some moderate students
would be better served in a small class setting so they can focus better and get more one-
on-one help. The general education class has too many distractions for the ones who can't
focus or have numerous behavior issues. Most times there is little parental support too. I
do think that some LD students would benefit from inclusion. They need to be around the
other students to hear their thinking too. It truly depends on the student. It will benefit

some but not all.

EP: While I think inclusion is potentially great for the student as he/she gets to learn with
peers, a lack of resources and support can make the classroom teacher overwhelmed and

often disappointed that the instructional needs of all her students are not being met.
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EP: I love working with these children and their teachers. We need more time to plan.

EP: Inclusion is great for most students with mild to moderate disabilities. I feel many
times they need to be looked at on an individual basis. Sometimes they can function and

flourish much better with a smaller group.

EP: In many cases inclusion works well, especially when the mild to moderate has a good
support network starting with the home. Too many times we see IEP students who are
forced to work outside of school and don't have the support at home to be successful in
the classroom. There is only so much the classroom teacher can do. If the student is
unwilling to take the accountability of their success into their own hands, not much can

be done.




Appendix H

Raw Experienced Teacher Participant Interview Data
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Experienced Teacher Participant 1 (EP1). Question 1. Researcher: Why or

how did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.

EP1: Ok. I struggled as a student--as a kid myself with reading. I really didn’t--phonics
didn’t work. Everything you could think of didn’t really work on me--the typical route to
learn to read. Until I got into fifth grade, and I had a teacher who just kind of took me
under my wing--her wing, and I really got into reading, and I really thought that I
hopefully could inspire other kids that way one day especially the kids who are like me
that struggled for so long just to give them that hope when everybody else has kind of

given up on them. So.

Question 2. Researcher: How do you define inclusion?

EP1: Inclusion would--is--well, that is a toughie because-- inclusion would be with all the
students being able to help. Well, let me think. Inclusion would be where everybody is
learning, but at the same time, they learn different and so inclusion is hard because not
everybody learns the same. And to have an inclusion setting doesn’t always really work

the same with everybody. So.

Question 3. Researcher: How does your school currently address inclusion?

EP1: Currently we have set up where it’s kind of a mixture of RTI time where I work

one-on-one for 45 minutes with some of our most struggling students, and then I do the in
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class support inclusion model where I’m kind of co-teaching with another teacher in the
classroom. So, I go into the classroom, and I work with the students with whatever they
are working on or come up with something that’s lower, that’s more on their level, that’s

still accessing the same need that they are accessing.

Question 4. Researcher: How has inclusion changed over time?

EP1: Over time, it’s gotten to where we’re really focused so much more on them passing
a test that it’s not been as beneficial. I have gotten students who inclusion has been
awesome for them. Putting them in that classroom, having them be social with other kids,
and pushing them academically--it’s been amazing to see them grow. But I also have
kids, who--it’s just not the setting for them. It’s not the right setting for them. They might
be considered ID, and they are just going to struggle, and they are always going to
struggle and to have them sit in the classroom where they are probably not getting what
they should get can be hard to watch, and so it’s come a long way for some kids and for

some ways of teaching, but for some of our students it’s just not the right format.

Question 5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding

inclusion from a teacher’s point of view?

EP1: I think all kids should be included for things like academics, for like activity
periods, P.E., social time, lunch and for as much to their least restrictive environment that

they can be in the classroom. But at the same time, you want some those students, who
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are [.D. or have a level of state autism, that they struggle with social functions, they need
that separate environment, so as much as possible be included, but at same time have
them be able to have that structured environment where they have a room or a, maybe, a
co teacher maybe, somebody following them to give them that reassurance, as much as

possible but at same time, being hopefully able to meet their needs in other settings.

Researcher: You mentioned co-teaching. I am curious what you think of--I think you are

the first person I have ever met that has been doing that model--especially being the

person whose going in to do it. What do you think of that or how do you think that’s

working?

(Pause without response.)

Researcher: It’s not a question on here, but I---

EP1: For some of my kids, oh ok—

Researcher: I was just curious.

EP1: For some of my students it’s been great because it’s been the push they need to

move them on, especially for some of them who have learning disabilities, and it’s been

good to work with those teachers, um, to work with them to come to something that is on

their level.
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Researcher: Uh-huh.

EP1: However, you have to build that relationship with that co-teacher. Because if you
don’t have that relationship with that co-teacher, you are not going to be able to meet

those kids needs the way they are going to need to be met.

Researcher: Are most teachers, like, welcoming and happy to have them in their

classroom or...?

EP1: It depends. It depends really on the student. It really depends too on the, you know,
behavior issues, if that teacher is not willing to take the time to build that relationship
with that student, they’re automatically going to discount that student because they don’t

want to deal with it.

Researcher: Uh-huh.

EP1: But if they are willing to take that time--and they should take that time--because

that kid deserves just as much of an education as everybody else does, then it works out

well. I’ve seen both sides of it.

Researcher: That makes sense.

Question 6. Researcher: How did you learn about inclusion?
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EP1: Well, they touched on it in college. When I was in college, a little bit, but more
when it--in the past couple of years as it’s becoming more of a way that we are pushing

special needs kids to be through workshops and things like that.

Question 7. Researcher: How thorough do you feel your understanding of

inclusion is?

EP1: I feel like I am still learning about it because it is ever changing, and I feel like it’s
something that is going to ever be changing as different things come about in our world
and in society. You’re going to have to take these things into account. Depending on
standardized testing, if that’s the way we are going with everything, I can understand
students having to be helped with that expectation, but its not realistic for kids who may
never be able to meet that expectation. So, inclusion may work for some but not

everybody.

Question 8. Researcher: What is the current perception of inclusion for your

school and among your staff?

EP1: I have kind of half and half. Half, some people are for it and some people are
against it. Some people feel like we need to have a little more of a resource setting, and I
kind of a agree. Some kids--again, it just really depends on your students and your--their

level of academics at that time.
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Researcher: Do you think it has—

EP1: But it’s kind of half and half.

Researcher: It sounds like it has more to do with behavior, would you say it does have

more to do with behavior? Or it has more to do with academics? Or just equal?

EP1: More to do with behavior. I would say more to do with behavior because we just
have more behavior issues, BIPs and things that are there to help the students. And we
just don’t have the support I think because people just don’t want to take the time, and

that’s sad.

Question 9. Researcher: What do you think of the district’s perception of

inclusion?

EP1: I’'m not sure. I really, I am really not sure. I mean like I would--we have a big push
for the inclusion model, but I feel like we need to be there for that. All the students need
to be learning, and all the students need to be having access to that curriculum at the

grade level curriculum as much as possible. So.

Question 10. Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares

teachers and offers professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?
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EP1: Alright. Could you say it one more time for me?

Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares teachers and offers

professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

EP1: Not enough. I feel like they need more--as much more as possible. I would even say
like if we could do a training before school starts each year like a professional
development afternoon—just to give them ideas and tips and strategies, it would be very

helpful.

Question 11. Researcher: How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

EP1: Yes, for some students, because like I said it has helped push them especially some

of those with learning disabilities that just need that extra help, but not for everybody. I

just don’t think it’s for everybody.

(Pause.)

EP1: I can give you an example--is the best way to explain it.

Researcher: Okay.
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EP1:I have a student who I have taught for two years now, and she was reading on
probably a middle of first grade reading level and within the past two years is almost

reading on a third grade reading level and is almost doing fifth grade work on her own.

Researcher: What grade is she in?

EP1: So by having her in that inclusion model--she is in fifth grade--it has pushed her.

So, it’s been successful for her. But I have another student, who is also in fifth grade,

who is just struggling because he doesn’t really understand what’s going on.

Question 12. Researcher: How much exposure have you had to inclusion? How

long? And when?

EP1: This is my fifth year teaching. So, almost all 5 years at some point, and in some
capacity, I’ve done inclusion by either going into the classroom for just one class or
going with a student to say either P.E. or band. I’ve been at least five years in some form

somewhere.

Question 13. Researcher: If there was a new hire at your school, what advice

would you give them regarding inclusion?

EP1: Get to know your student. Get to know your kids especially your special needs kids.

Read the paperwork. Ask questions. Get to know them because you are not going to be
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able to help them until you get to know them. And really get to find out where they
struggle and where they need help. And ask. Ask the teachers from last year. Ask their

teachers. Ask me. I'm the special education leader on my campus.

Researcher: Wow.

EP1: So, I do a lot of the paperwork, and I do a lot of interaction with all the kids and
their parents. And ask questions. That is the biggest thing I can say is make sure and ask
questions. And don’t be afraid. Don’t be afraid to approach them and get to know them
because your best bet of getting them to work for you and to understand and be
successful is building that relationship with them. because you don’t know what’s going

on at home.

Researcher: Huh.

EP1: They could be coming to school, and this could be the one place where they can

open up and learn and grow, and you’ve got to build that relationship.

Question 14. Researcher: Is there anything that our conversation did not cover

about inclusion that you think I should know?
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EP1: It’s just really--the biggest thing I think is we have to determine how much--
standardized testing is here but, how much is it worth putting some of our special

education kids through?

Researcher: Uh-huh.

EP1: Just, inclusion is great for those it can benefit but with standardized testing, it’s one
of those things we have to do, but at the same time, you just wonder if its doing what it

needs to do.

Researcher: And just a personal question, and you totally don’t have to answer this if you
don’t feel comfortable, but you talked about how you became a teacher and were
interested in special education because of something from your personal experience, and
having difficulties like with reading when you were growing up. Were you ever in an
inclusion environment, and you struggled? Or were you ever in a special education

environment and wished that you could have been included? I am just curious.

EP1: I never was. I was always kind of one of those on-the-fence kids. I wasn’t low
enough to be considered special education or needing any extra help, but I wasn’t high
enough. I was high enough to be functioning and to be working and to be able to graded
that way, but I did attend summer school a lot just to keep up with. I will give you an
example. I struggled, but I have my masters in sociology, so I have kind of overcome

that.
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Researcher: Yeah, I noticed that. I noticed you had your masters. And I'm like, is it

dyslexia or something?

EP1: A little bit of that. It’s more of the dyslexia, the flipping of the letters.

Researcher: Okay

EP1: That type of thing.

Researcher: Ok because clearly, you are highly intelligent.

EP1: Irlen’s syndrome where I just have a lot of trouble with--Irlen’s--do you know what
Irlen’s syndrome is? Irlen’s is where some kids say like the words like move off the page.
When they are looking at a reading, they say the words are floating or moving off the
page or they might be really blurry. When I am working on a computer or working or
reading, the white paper bothers me. And so I usually have to print it on something else
or blow it up. It is just when you are reading books where there are little bity print I
struggle with that and words, a little bit. I said flipping the words, flipping the letters. I
never really picked up--1 picked up some of the phonetics later on, so I have always still
kind of struggled with some of those. When I was in kindergarten, my kindergarten did
phonemic awareness for the first semester, and they switched us to whole word the
second semester. They completely dropped one and picked up the other. And so it’s

really kind of funny. In my entire graduating class, none of us could spell, but we have
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people who have doctorates and who are actual doctors, and it’s just we’ve always

struggled, and, so, it’s kind of a running joke that none of us could spell.

Researcher: Wow. Now, were these people in your special education class or?

EP1: No, these were people in my graduating class in from high school.

Researcher: Oh, okay. I got you. Okay.

Experienced Teacher Participant 2 (EP2). Question 1. Researcher: Why or how

did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.

EP2: Oh, good God! Seriously? I don’t know why! I had an interest in coaching, and the

only way you can really coach is teach, and it just kind of went that. I wanted to coach, so

I wanted to teach, and it kind of goes hand in hand. And I kind of see myself as a coach

first, but teaching is part of coaching, so that’s kind of how it started.

Researcher: Okay. You say you don’t see yourself as a coach first?

EP2: No.

Researcher: Okay.
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EP2: It doesn’t. I mean, honestly, teaching pays the bills. Coaching is an extra duty. So,
you got to. You kind of have to. There are guys out there that see themselves as coaches

first and teachers second. But, we live off the teaching salary, not the coaching salary.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 2. Researcher: How do you define inclusion?

EP2: Inclusion is--would be--alright, are you just looking for a standard or what I think?

Researcher: Yes.

EP2: Of pulling out--of taking IEP, special education kids and placing them into a regular

classroom instead of a direct service class.

Question 3. Researcher: How does your school currently address inclusion?

EP2: Right now we,--right now, it’s basically--if the kid is--for all--for basically--we
have direct pullout service for English, and math. For science, we have what we consider
a--what is considered a contextual biology class, which is a--are you familiar with

contextual classes?

Researcher: The textbook classes?
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EP2: Contextual.

Researcher: Oh, no.

EP2: Contextual just means it’s at a lower level.

Researcher: Oh.

EP2: Okay, so we have contextual biology, which is the same biology because everybody
takes. Everybody takes, in Oklahoma, the same end-of-instruction class at the end of the
year. Okay. There is no more modified English test. There is no modified algebra test.
There is no modified geometry, U.S. history, so on. Everybody takes--it doesn’t matter if
you are a 36 ACT, or you are--one point above mentally retarded, you take the same test.
So what we’ve done is direct service: direct service for English, direct service for math,
and then a contextual biology class, and a contextual U.S. history class, which is a lower-
-you put a--basically, you are, in not so many words, you are--I teach a special education

U.S. history class without it being called that.

Researcher: Are only students in there on the contextual level or all--?

EP2: Are they all IEP’s? No, but of the eighteen I have, fifteen are on the IEP.

Researcher: And the other three, are they...?
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EP2: The other three are--they may have some type of--and yet they don’t necessarily

have an IEP. They are just a lower functioning type of student.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 4. Researcher: How has inclusion changed over time?

EP2: No. I think it’s gone--we have actually gone from just not having, I mean, having

normal classrooms to actually pulling people out and having direct services. So, we’ve

actually gone the other way. We found that we found that inclusion doesn’t really work.

Researcher: Okay.

EP2: For a lot of things.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding

inclusion from a teacher’s point of view?

EP2: When you’re talking a mild to moderate kid, you’ve got--they should not be in a

normal classroom. Well, let me see. Let me say that again. What do you consider to be
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mild to moderate? What is your opinion of that? What is--what do you consider to be

mild to moderate, special education?

Researcher: I would say that could vary...

EP2: Okay, so, well, I'm talking kids that should not be in the classroom or the ones that

are so profound. Okay?

Researcher: Okay.

EP2: I’ve had a very high functioning autistic kid who did fine, but I have also had a
lower level. I mean, I have had an autistic kid who wasn’t as bad as the other ones, and he
totally couldn’t handle it because he didn’t have the parent support at home. I mean, so, if
you want to look at it that way--if you have an autistic kid and his mom and dad are
supportive at home and hold him accountable to his schoolwork, then it works. But if you
have one where you have no support at home, and there is no support structure around

that person, then they’re not going to get their stuff learned.

Researcher: Okay. So, do you think that the students who have the parental support at

home are the ones that should be included?



205

EP2: Yeah. Those are the ones that can handle the normal class workload. The ones that
don’t, they struggle. Then, they become so disconnected to the regular classroom that

don’t even--they can’t even function.

Researcher: Okay, and on the last one---

EP2: Let me give this example right here. Okay, so in my contextual class, there’s
eighteen of them in there. Of the eighteen, there is fifteen on IEP. Of those fifteen, they
have--there’s ten of them that have a class called study skills where they go to a special
education teacher and they work on work. Okay, so they’ve gotten to the point now. They
become so disconnected from the normal classroom, which they see my room as a normal
classroom, and they won’t even do work in my class. But they will go to her--they will go
to the study skills class, and they work there. Because that’s where they have become
comfortable working on stuff. That’s where they associate that classroom with--ok, this is
the classroom where we do work in. The regular classroom is the classroom where we’ve

been behind in our entire lives.

Researcher: Huh.

EP2: So we don’t do any work there.

Researcher: So in the last--
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EP2: So go figure that one out.

Researcher: So in the last question where you said basically your school figured out that

[inclusion] didn’t work. Is this what you are referring to?

EP2: Do what now?

Researcher: Is that fact that the students have gotten used to working in the resource or

special education room, secluded room, what did you call it?

EP2: Study skills.

Researcher: Study skills room. The fact that the special education students have gotten

used to being in the study skills room and not in the regular classroom is that why on the

last question you said that basically your school had been moving back away from

inclusion?

EP2: Oh, no, no. I wouldn’t say that we’ve moved totally away from it because that’s not

necessarily true.

Researcher: Oh, I am sorry. I misunderstood.
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EP2: It’s more along the lines of, they’ve identified within, say the junior class, the worst
performing twenty, and they have pulled them out and put them in a contextual class.
There’s other ones, who in my normal class,--I have some that are on an IEP, but they are
able to, they are able to function and...and...and...do the work. Ok, it’s the ones that, it’s
the ones that struggle that they are trying to give them some type of success, when they
can. So they will--you know--they will pull them out. But the ones who are successful,

yeah. They’ll leave them in there.

Researcher: Okay, so the ones that don’t succeed are the ones that are the severe,

profound ones?

EP2: Nah, I wouldn’t even say they’re severe. I would say they’re mild. The severe ones

aren’t included at all. They are in a totally separate area. And the ones who have like

you’re talking like the ones who are, you know, like blindness is severe, right?

Researcher: Okay.

EP2: Well, let’s say--we don’t have a blind kid right now, but--you know--we are talking

mentally retarded. That’s severe right? Is that what you would consider severe?

Researcher: It could be that or cerebral palsy or muscular dystrophy, like those to the

point where they like can’t talk or you know--
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EP2: We don’t even see those kids. They’re in their own separate teacher hallway and

they get out at lunch and that’s about it.

Researcher: How many are in your junior class?

EP2: How many what?

Researcher: There are twenty, but like twenty out of like a thousand students? Twenty out

of one hundred?

EP2: Oh, the total is like--I think there is 365 juniors.

Researcher: Oh, Okay.

Question 6. Researcher: How did you learn about inclusion?

EP2: Just being a teacher.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 7. Researcher: How thorough do you feel your understanding of

inclusion is?
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EP2: I mean, like pretty thorough. It’s just from working with the special education
teachers, and--you know--and just trial and error, and seeing what works and what they
have to say and everything else. It’s--it’s not really a secret. It’s not really something that
they sit down and say let’s have a PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT over inclusion.

It’s just--it’s just something that you do.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 8. Researcher: What is the current perception of inclusion for your

school and among your staff?

(Prolonged silence.)

Researcher: Do teachers welcome having students with special needs?

EP2: There’s not really a perception at all. Like I said it’s just something that you go
through. I’m sure it takes time because you have to go to IEP. It takes extra time because
those kids take more minutes. In some cases they require a lot more work than normal
kids. It makes it difficult. It makes the classroom hard to teach when we have to worry
about--okay, I have a kid who is a national honor society student in my class, but, yet, |
also have a kid, who can barely write his name because the national honor society kid
can’t take the AP class because he’s taking three other AP courses. So, do I spend more

time with the kid who is going to college or do I go and spend an extra hour trying to
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catch up the kid who can’t even write his name or who the first President of the United

States was? So, that’s the reality of it. You’ve got to find a balance in it some place.

Question 9. Researcher: What do you think of the district’s perception of

inclusion?

EP2: They’re just going to give you the standard textbook. We do everything we can
possible to make everyone successful. Standard line that everybody gets. Makes sure that

everybody who comes to school is given the opportunity to learn.

Question 10. Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares

teachers and offers professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

EP2: Oh, not very much, hardly at all. Are you talking like sit down and actually talk

about strategies or what--with like the special education teachers and what to do and

stuff? Yeah. Very little actually. Not at all.

Researcher: Okay.

EP2: I haven’ yet in the five years I’ve been there. We haven't had any--yeah...in the five

years in [my district] that I've been there, we haven't had any.

Question 11. Researcher: How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?
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EP2: With some kids, yeah, it’s been very successful. We’ve got kids that have been on
IEPs that have gone to college. In some cases, it works great. It depends on the kid. Does
the kid want to succeed or are they--do they feel that they are so behind and so dumb that
they can’t do anything and fail, and they give up. But, take it on a student-by-student
basis. You are going to have successes, and you’re going to have ones that fail. That just
the way it is. Again, it depends on the kid. There are some kids that want to succeed, and
there are some kids that--that use their IEP as a crutch. I don’t have to do it because my
teacher says I have an extra day. Well, that extra day turns into I put it off, but--and then
they get all--they don’t understand why they are so behind. So, in a way, we allow them
to get away with everything because school districts are so afraid that they are going to
get sued because if they don’t follow the IEP to a T--when, if the kid would take his
accountability a little more serious, then we wouldn’t have this problem. But, it’s the way
it is. There’s nothing you can do about it. If you tell a kid quit being lazy, you are going

to get in trouble--do his work and not get it done, and it’s how it is.

Question 12. Researcher: How much exposure have you had to inclusion? How

long? And when?

EP2: How much exposure have I had to inclusion? It’s been every year I’ve taught.

Researcher: Okay. Which has been fourteen...?

EP2: Fourteen to fifteen years.
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Researcher: Okay.

Question 13. Researcher: If there was a new hire at your school, what advice

would you give them regarding inclusion?

EP2: It’s that you have to follow their IEP. You have to touch base with--make parent
contacts. You have to keep in touch with their IEP file folder and make sure that you are
giving them everything they can to succeed. It may take a little bit more work, but you
have to do it. Or you--there’s always that threat of you didn’t accommodate my son or

daughter. Do what their plan says.

Question 14. Researcher: Is there anything that our conversation did not cover

about inclusion that you think I should know?

EP2: Nah, I mean write the IEP in order for them to succeed. What they do with it is up
to them. I can't force little Sally do her work. I can't force her to do everything she is
supposed to do. She has to or he has to, at some point in time, be accountable to
themselves, which is one of our tasks to actually get done. Are you going to do this? And
that goes back to the parents. Are they helping their child succeed? Because if they're not,
then, I mean, I can't be at that house to make sure they're doing their work. I can't make

sure that that they're not up until four in the morning playing “Call of Duty”. I can't make
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sure that they're doing what they're supposed to. All I can do is just give them the

opportunity to try to succeed, and then they have to also want to do it.

Researcher: So if little Sally doesn't succeed, and she's on an IEP, then she goes ahead
and passes the class whereas a student who is not on an IEP, and they don't do their work,

then you can fail them?

EP2: Yeah. Well, we have full--we can fail any IEP kid we want to.

Researcher: Okay.

EP2: If you have followed everything that is on their modification sheet and their IEP--

have done everything possible, then you--we can fail them.

Researcher: Ok.

EP2: If they don't give us any work, we can still give them zeros. If they don't follow suit
with their end of the deal, then there's nothing we can do about it. We don't just handout
passing grades just because you have a sheet of paper that says you're supposed to
succeed even if it's a modified grading system that a 35 is considered a C, let's say, and if
they get a 32, they still may not pass. Because if they don't do the work, they don't get a

passing grade, so they have to be accountable to themselves also.
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Researcher: Okay. You said you couldn't make little Sally do her work, but I mean you

can't really make any kid do their work, can you?

EP2: No, exactly. So a normal kid, if they don't do their work, they just fail.

Researcher: Uh-huh.

EP2: We see that all the time.

Researcher: And what happens if an IEP student fails? Or an IEP student doesn't do their

work?

EP2: Then they have to repeat the class.

Researcher: Oh, ok.

EP2: No, they come back and they take the class again. We've had it happen. I've had it

happen. I’ve had multiple kids on IEP's that have failed one semester or the other because

they didn't do their work or they didn't--or they fail--they'll even fail if they don't come to

school enough.

Researcher: Huh.
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EP2: So if you miss too many days, you get no credit for the class. So it's not here you go
just because you were on an [EP we are passing you. They have to do whatever their [EP
says. If they get an extra day, they get an extra day. If they turn it in the second day, then
it's late. If they turn it in the third day, then it goes by what the teacher determines. Do
they take late work or do they not? If a teacher takes late work, then it just goes by what
each individual teacher--so in my classroom, if it's a day late, it's 10 points off, and then
that's how to do them also. I had a kid try to turn in a paper that was due from the
previous semester. | was like dude! Those grades are already in! I can't take this work!

Your IEP says you get two extra days, not three weeks!

Experienced Teacher Participant 3 (EP3). Question 1. Researcher: Why or how

did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.

EP3: Oh, gosh. I always wanted to work with kids and just kind of--those light bulb
moments, those “ah-ha” moments, when they get it, and the best way I knew how to do
that was be a teacher, and so I started kind of late. I didn’t go back to school fulltime until
I was 25. But at that time, I thought this is what I’ve always dreamed of and wanted to
do, and the only way I can do it is with that certificate in my hand, and I know I can do
just as good a job as anybody out there. So, I went back to college and got my teaching

degree.

Question 2. Researcher: How do you define inclusion?
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EP3: Well, to me inclusion is taking those students that have just a mild disability and
including them into the classroom setting as much as possible with maybe a little bit of
extra help from the resource room, and the resource teacher, where they get a little bit
more one-on-one help. But they’re included in the classroom as much as possible, of their

day to be part of the group.

Question 3. Researcher: How does your school currently address inclusion?

EP3: Well, kind of--basically, just--in that way--we’ve got a resource room that if a
student has a disability that qualifies them, they have a certain amount of time that they
are in the resource room, and the classroom teacher and the resource teacher do a lot of
collaboration for where that student is and what they need, and now they’re in the

classroom as much as possible, but they have that resource available if needed.

Question 4. Researcher: How has inclusion changed over time?

EP3: Well, a lot of it kind of depends on your area. I know that there’s some schools that
they don’t have any kind of a pullout, resource room. Those teachers go into the
classroom exclusively. Ours is where those students are pulled out, but I think it has
gotten to where most of the students that have just a mild diagnosis or some type of a
small learning disability, we’ll call it, they’re more in the classroom than they are out of

the classroom where, before, a big part of their day might have been outside of the



217

classroom, and they might have only been included in a regular classroom for the specials
like P.E. and music and those types of things. So I think it’s the kids are more in the
classroom. They’re more part of the group, and I don’t think there’s that big of stigma on

the--the diagnosis of disabilities as there used to be.

Question 5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding

inclusion from a teacher’s point of view?

EP3: You mean like they’re as far as diagnoses and that? I think if they can function with
a group, I think they should be included. The students that have behavioral issues, I think
it should be on an individual basis. Some of them can handle a classroom full of twenty

to 25 other kids and some of them just can’t, and as long as it’s not disruptive to the other

students in the classroom as a whole, I think they should be in a regular classroom.

Question 6. Researcher: How did you learn about inclusion?

EP3: Through my teaching and in-services and working with--every school I’ve ever
been at has always had programs for students that have been diagnosed with disabilities--
of various--mild to moderate clear up to severe. I’ve been in different schools that have
had the different programs and both through working with those people and having those

programs in the schools.
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Question 7. Researcher: How thorough do you feel your understanding of

inclusion is?

EP3: For how we use it? I think I understand it pretty well. I mean, again, it's just
working with--we had great teachers, who are special education teachers, and how to
work with and everything and help us work through anything we might not understand.
But as far as certain schools that look at inclusion where the resource teacher comes in,
not as big of an understanding of how all that works. And I'm just kind of not sure about
all that. But as far as we use it, and as far as students being in the classroom as much as
possible and working with them as much as possible one-on-one and having the resources

that we need? I think I understand that pretty well.

Question 8. Researcher: What is the current perception of inclusion for your

school and among your staff?

EP3: I think everybody looks at it as what's best for the student. We are very much a
school that looks at what we need to make it best for the child and, if they're not--if they
can't be in a classroom because of their disabilities, we have a couple of classes that have
severe disabilities. We have a couple of severe disability classrooms. But I think
everybody in our building kind of receives it the same way I do--that students need to be
in our classrooms as much as possible, and we need to give everything we can to help

them be successful.
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Question 9. Researcher: What do you think of the district’s perception of

inclusion?

EP3: Oh, I think much the same. Sometimes, I’'m not sure about our high school because
we’re a real small district. Sometimes, I’m not sure our high school looks at it quite the
same as maybe the elementary classes, and I think a lot of times once they get up into
those grades, it’s more of a behavior issue. They have more behavior issues sometimes

with those kids because they kind of, unfortunately, tend to shut down at that time.

Question 10. Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares

teachers and offers professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

EP3: Well, we have in-service on it every once in a while, but especially if we request
one, then they'll give us what we need. But, I'd say basically, on a scale of one to ten,
maybe a five for preparing us and I--because everybody's been there for so long, I'd say

moderately, not a great deal.

Question 11. Researcher: How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

EP3: Did you say why?

Researcher: Yes, why.
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EP3: Okay, I think it's successful. I think it has gotten--in most cases, I think that the
students who have been diagnosed with mild to moderate disabilities to see that they can
be successful, and they are not ostracized, and they see success just like the other students
do. And if they have the right people working with them then they can soar, and they can

shine just like anybody else. I think from that perspective, it's very successful.

Question 12. Researcher: How much exposure have you had to inclusion? How

long? And when?

EP3: Well, in the district that [ worked at before...they started having some resource
teachers come into the classroom with the teacher in the classroom more so then to
pullout. That was just the beginning of that, so I wasn't real sure of that. But, where I've
worked the last nine years, it's been the resource room, and I'd say probably when I first
started teaching, they were doing some of the resource room, and it has just progressed
and has gotten better to where they've worked with all the kids and done a little more

with them to bring them on level with the No Child Left Behind stuff.

Researcher: So how long would you say you’ve had exposure to inclusion?

EP3: How many years? I’d say 20, at least 20.




221

Question 13. Researcher: If there was a new hire at your school, what advice

would you give them regarding inclusion?

EP3: Work with the team, as far as yourself with the resource teacher, and sometimes the
counselor gets involved, and the parents, as much as possible to help make the student as

successful as they can be just like anybody else.

Question 14. Researcher: Is there anything that our conversation did not cover

about inclusion that you think I should know?

EP3: I don't think so. I myself would like to work a little bit more on the basis of where
the resource teacher comes in and works with a child in the classroom a little bit more,
and I think then it kind of tends to leave the child because when I've had them come into
the classroom, they've haven’t just been with that child. They’ve kind of helped others,
too, to kind of help that child see you're not the only one having these problems, and
they're not the only one that needs the extra help, and I think it would be good if they

could get to where they do a little bit more of that.

Experienced Teacher Participant 4 (EP4). Question 1. Researcher: Why or how

did you choose to become a teacher? Explain.
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EP4: Well, I started out as an instructor of tackwondo, and I just felt like I wanted to
work with children. So, in college, I worked with our church group. I worked with youth
groups, and after college, I couldn’t find a job. And I started as a substitute teacher and
thought I felt called to work with the youth and stuff, and I joined the [district’s] patient

program, which is their post master teacher certification program to become a teacher.

Question 2. Researcher: How do you define inclusion?

EP4: Inclusion is where you include those kids that need that extra help in the regular
classroom whether it’s help them read, dealing with their emotional disturbances. There’s

a wide--it’s too wide of a range sometimes for me. That’s the way I picture it.

Question 3. Researcher: How does your school currently address inclusion?

EP4: Well, I work at a middle school, sixth, seventh and eighth grade. Right now, we
have special education coaches who pullout some students. We also have aides in all the
core classes that work with the students. To the best of my knowledge, being an art
teacher, I have students getting pulled out of my class to go get some extra help

sometimes.

Question 4. Researcher: How has inclusion changed over time?
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EP4: I think it’s gotten more difficult just from the standpoint of we have these kids with
needs that we have to address but we still have to teach the test. They get modifications
and lower level stuff in the classroom. When it comes to the state testing they are still

required to take the same test as everyone else.

Question 5. Are there any final thoughts you would like to share regarding

inclusion from a teacher’s point of view?

EP4: I couldn’t hear you. What?

Researcher: Which students should be included to what extent and why?

EP4: Which students should be included?

Researcher: Yeah. Which students should be included... to what extent and why?

EP4: Um...I am not understanding the question. In inclusion?

Researcher: What?

EP4: In inclusion, you mean--like who should be included in inclusion?
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Researcher: Do you think all students should be included? Or just certain students or

students with certain disabilities? Or just students who have higher academics?

EP4: In inclusion?

Researcher: Yeah.

EP4: Okay. It would be wonderful if we could get every student the individual attention

that inclusion included. But, I do feel there are certain students that should be included

within it. I’ve worked with a variety of students from substituting to as a teacher.

Inclusion has helped quite a bit. Yeah.

Researcher: So, do you--

EP4: So did that answer your question?

Researcher: Do you think all students should be included then?

EP4: If it can be done correctly, yes.

Researcher: Okay. Gotcha.

EP4: Let’s put it that way.
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Question 6. Researcher: How did you learn about inclusion?

EP4: Honestly, on the job. Being a post act program, they didn’t really talk about
inclusion. I didn’t understand that just being on a 504 myself with dyslexia, I never heard

the term inclusion until I got involved in actual teaching at a school.

Question 7. Researcher: How thorough do you feel your understanding of

inclusion is?

EP4: I would say moderate.

Researcher: And to what do you attribute this?

EP4: What?

Researcher: What do you attribute this?

EP4: What?

Researcher: What gave you a moderate level of understanding of inclusion?
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EP4: Just dealing with the situations I deal with at the school every day. I mean I have

never worked in inclusion.

Researcher: Uh-huh.

EP4: 1 was just kind of handed a notebook and told what to do up to right now where I

am a teacher in my own class, but I have students pulled out for extra work.

Question 8. Researcher: What is the current perception of inclusion for your

school and among your staff?

EP4: I would say it’s a little frustrating. Right now, the way my school works is that our

core teachers have two conferences, one planning period, and one period where they pull

students for that extra inclusion time, for that one-on-one time.

Researcher: Wow. Every teacher has that?

EP4: (big grin) Core staff only.

Researcher: Ok. Wow.

EP4: But the down side to that is our classrooms are larger right now. We have teachers

that have twenty-five students in class with multiple students in that class period that
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need inclusion. So that’s the drawback to it. It’s nice in theory but it’s a pain in other

ways.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 9. Researcher: What do you think of the district’s perception of

inclusion?

EP4: They’re going more towards it. Just because of the way the state is wanting us to go.

Researcher: Okay.

Question 10. Researcher: How much do you think your school district prepares

teachers and offers professional development to prepare teachers for inclusion?

EP4: Very little.

Question 11. Researcher: How successful is inclusion in your experience? Why?

EP4: It can be great. It can. Just knowing the students I’ve worked with, working with
emotionally disturbed, working with an autism student in the same year, they built up

their social skills
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Researcher: You said in the same mirror?

EP4: Yeah, they were in the same year.

Researcher: Oh! Year. Sorry. Sorry, okay.

EP4: Yeah. They were in the same school year. I worked with both of them. But I also
see the downside to it too, because they are not on the same level as other students, and it
is harder on other students sometimes. Luckily, it was a small school district, and they
understood some kids need a little help. But they are able to grow. They were able to
develop those social skills a little bit more. So, if done correctly--it can be done correctly-

-it can be good.

Researcher: I understand.

Question 12. Researcher: How much exposure have you had to inclusion? How

long? And when?

(Long silence.)

Researcher: Like when? And how long?

EP4: I would say for at least three years of inclusion exposure.
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Researcher: Every day?

EP4: One full school yea--well...if you are talking about art, I have students with special

needs in my art classes every day.

Researcher: Okay. Are they in all of your art classes or just some of them?

EP4: The way our population is I do have the majority. I have a lot of inclusion kids in

my classes. I even have a life skills student in one of my classes as well to help develop

his life skills.

Researcher: Okay.

EP4: So I mean I have to. I have a class period now where I have three different needs in

one class period. So.

Question 13. Researcher: If there was a new hire at your school, what advice

would you give them regarding inclusion?

EP4: What advice would I give them?

Researcher: Yeah.
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EP4: Every student learns differently. Every student has different interests. When you
find out the interests, and take--and make that connection--connection with that interest--
you can help them grow faster and further than they would do just by forcing things upon

them.

Question 14. Researcher: Is there anything that our conversation did not cover

about inclusion that you think I should know?

EP4: No.

Researcher: Okay.

EP4: I think that covers it, so.

Researcher: Okay.




Appendix I

Teachers’ Attitudes’ Toward Inclusion Scale Score Sheet
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