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ABSTRACT 

 

      

 

     While the impact of inclusion has been researched and debated for years, less effort 

has been directed at assessing how those individuals responsible for implementing the 

practice perceive the effects.  This research study was designed to determine the attitudes 

and perceptions of staff members at Western School Corporation concerning the current 

inclusion model.  The census consisted of educators who held the role of general 

education teacher, special education teacher, paraprofessional (aide), or administrator.  

There were 196 staff members who were asked to complete a paper survey; 98 educators 

responded, which generated a response rate of 50%.  The survey, The Inclusion 

Inventory:  A Tool for Measuring the Implementation and Use of Inclusive Practices, was 

used.  The Texas University Affiliated Program for Developmental Disabilities, the 

Education Service Center Region XIII, the Education Service Center Region 20, and 

Inclusion Works developed the instrument jointly.   

     The results of the study indicated that the administration at Western School 

Corporation supports inclusion, but there are not ample resources in place to support the 

overall model.  This was commensurate with the findings that the respondents did not 

feel that sufficient opportunities were being given for staff members to discuss inclusion 

issues.  Overall, the staff members appear to have a fairly positive perspective of the 

inclusion model, as well as the effects of student success they have seen.  Staff members  
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are utilizing a variety of instructional strategies to promote an inclusive setting, but they 

must continue to be trained in these to recognize their importance.  Possible reasons for 

these results were discussed and a need for further research was offered. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

    The recent efforts at reform in education have caused considerable debate about the 

location in which students with disabilities should receive their education.  “Educators 

have moved, reluctantly or assuredly, away from segregation of students with disabilities 

in special classes and toward the inclusion of such students in general education classes” 

(Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2000, p. 331).  This educational reform known as 

“inclusion” is emerging in schools throughout the nation.  It is a widely debated topic 

among educators.  A great deal of research has been done in order to assist schools in 

preparing for the inclusion movement.  However, methods and procedures to assess 

implementation of inclusive educational practices, as well as educators’ attitudes toward 

these practices, have received less attention (Becker, Roberts, & Dumas, 2000).   

     After thirty years of legislation and litigation, public schools in America have opened 

their doors to children with special needs.  After the passage of Public Law 94-142, also 

known as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA), the federal 

government partnered with the states in educating students with disabilities (Huefner, 

2000).   Public policy has mandated an equal educational opportunity for all students, 

including those with disabilities.  Federal regulations mandate that a continuum of 
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placement options be available and include instruction in regular classes, pull-out classes, 

special schools, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions (Bateman 

& Bateman, 2002).   

     The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 (IDEA) and the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) represent 

major milestones in the education of students with disabilities and accountability.  

However, the pressures of The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and Public Law 221 

(P.L. 221) have created an environment in which inclusion will no longer be an illusion; 

it is inevitable that more students will be placed in general education classrooms.  P.L. 

221 is Indiana’s accountability system for education in grades kindergarten through 

twelfth.  The law centers on improving student performance.  In order to measure student 

progress, P.L. 221 places Indiana school corporations and schools into one of five 

categories based upon improvement and performance data from the Indiana Statewide 

Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+) (Indiana Department of Education, 

2007).  “Because schools are increasingly moving toward integrating children with 

disabilities, it is important for educators, parents, and policymakers to recognize the 

complexity of this issue” (Rafferty, Piscitelli & Boettcher, 2003, p. 477).  As a result, all 

stakeholders need to continue to focus on the implementation of inclusive educational 

practices and educators’ perceptions of the model, to ensure that the needs of the students 

are considered first. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

 

     In 1975, P.L. 94-142 paved the way for students with special needs to be educated 

whenever possible with students without disabilities.  While this was a key legislative 
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piece, there were many individual cases that promoted students with disabilities to 

receive their education in the general education classroom.  In the Sixth Circuit Court of 

Appeals in Roncker v. Walter (1983), the court developed a two-part test to guide the 

appropriate placement for a disabled student (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002).  “The test 

posed two questions:  1.  Can the educational services that make the segregated setting 

superior be feasibly provided in a nonsegregated setting?  (If so, the segregated 

placement is inappropriate) and  2.  Is the student being mainstreamed to the maximum 

extent appropriate?”  (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002, p. 3).  Another landmark case, 

Sacramento City Unified School District v. Rachel H., arose in 1994.  The court ruled 

that in determining the appropriate placement, four factors must be considered:  1.  What 

are the educational benefits of full-time placement in a regular classroom?  2.  What 

effect does the student with disabilities have on the regular classroom teacher and 

children?  3.  What effect does the student with disabilities have on the regular classroom 

teacher and children?  4.  What are the costs of mainstreaming the student?  Both cases 

had a major impact in jumpstarting the inclusion movement.   

     These pieces of legislation, combined with the Regular Education Initiative (REI) 

movement of the 1980’s, have resulted in the current model known as inclusion.  In the 

mid-1980’s, the Regular Education Initiative granted more responsibility to general 

education staff members in the education of students with disabilities (Bateman & 

Bateman, 2002).  The expectation was that the student with disabilities would receive 

special education services, but also would be included in the general education 

classroom, with the general education teacher assuming part responsibility for the 

student’s education (Bateman & Bateman, 2002).   The subsequent amendments to P.L. 
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94-142, IDEA 1990 and IDEA 1997, continued this mandate by emphasizing access to 

the general education curriculum by students with disabilities.  By the 1990’s, the term 

full inclusion became a popular term in the world of education.  According to Hallahan 

and Kauffman (2006), full inclusion refers to: 

1. All students with disabilities-regardless of the types of severities of 

disabilities-attend only classes in general education.  In other words, 

there are no separate special education classes.   

2. All students with disabilities attend their neighborhood schools (i.e., 

the ones they would go to if they had no disabilities). 

3. General education, not special education, assumes primary 

responsibility for students with disabilities.  (p. 44) 

The term “partial inclusion”, also known as mainstreaming, means that “students receive 

most of their instruction in general education settings, but students may be “pulled out” to 

another instructional setting when it is deemed appropriate to their individual needs 

(Hardman, Drew, Egan, 1999).  While the definitions are significant, the overall goal of 

any inclusion model is to provide all students with equal opportunities to learn.   

     Educators today are faced with a variety of issues regarding the goals of inclusion.  A 

growing body of research has examined the effects of inclusive educational practices on  

students.  Overall, inclusive education has demonstrated promising positive outcomes in 

various program settings, although widespread implementation continues to pose 

numerous challenges to educators (Becker, Roberts & Dumas, 2000).  In many cases, 

staff members feel as if they have not been adequately trained to work with students with 

special needs.  With IDEIA and NCLB, “highly qualified personnel” must be working 
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with students with special needs.  Consequently, many schools have gone to the inclusion 

model because of this one clause.  This has not only prompted inclusion, but it has forced 

general education and special education staff to co-teach.  Furthermore, professional 

development opportunities to address these concerns are not being offered through 

schools.  Other educators believe they do not have the support from key staff members 

and administrators to make the inclusion model successful.  Often there are insufficient 

funding resources to assist the model.  More importantly, scheduling does not allow for 

effective planning time between general education teachers and special education 

teachers.   

INCLUSIONARY LEARNING MODEL AT WESTERN SCHOOL CORPORATION 

     Full acceptance of students with disabilities in the general education classroom is 

clearly indicative of a teacher’s attitude toward inclusion.  Despite the growth of the 

inclusion movement and the legal requirements to provide all students with equal 

opportunities to learn, the negative perceptions by teachers can present a serious obstacle 

to inclusion.  At Western School Corporation, a school district in the state of Indiana 

consisting of grades kindergarten through twelfth, the current movement toward 

supported inclusion has taken place at each school.   

     Formal training sessions were held at Western School Corporation for teachers (both 

general education teachers and special education teachers), paraprofessional staff, and 

administrators to jumpstart the inclusion process.  The trainings were led by the assistant 

superintendent (who also holds the title of “Director of Special Education” for Western 

School Corporation) as well as the building level principals.  The trainings began with a 

discussion of the participants’ overall feelings about students with special needs (learning 
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disabilities (LD) was focused on because those students are the majority of the students 

who are “included” into the general education classrooms).  The following open-ended 

statements were posed: 

 My feelings about the academic abilities of learning disabled students are… 

 The problems of learning disabled students stem from… 

 Among the techniques that are beneficial in assisting LD children are… 

 Learning disabilities affect the student’s ability to… 

Next, an excellent video, “How Difficult Can This Be?” by Richard Lavoie (1990), was 

shown which depicted various perspectives on how students with learning disabilities 

learn.  Following the video, the participants gathered in small groups to respond to 

follow-up questions about the video: 

 What kind of feelings did this program evoke in you? 

 What did you learn from the program that was surprising or new to you? 

 Do you feel that LD children have needs that require special consideration by 

teachers and/or parents? 

 In what ways would you modify your behavior toward the LD child based on 

what you have seen? 

Finally, early warning signs of learning disabilities were discussed in detail.   

     After discussing the early warning signs of learning disabilities, the legal aspects of 

inclusion were presented.  The focus of this section was on educating the participants on 

NCLB, IDEIA 2004, the definition of the term learning disability, eligibility 

requirements under special education (and how this has changed with IDEIA 2004), 

highly qualified teachers, and Response to Intervention models.  The trainings were 
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concluded with a discussion on universal design and interventions for accommodating 

special needs.  Practical resources and handouts were given to the staff members in order 

for them to easily access what they learned in the training.  Throughout the training 

sessions, it was key for administration to make sure the staff understood the 

responsibilities of both the general education and special education teachers.  Legal 

responsibilities, grading, and documenting were all discussed.  It was also recognized 

how these roles may change with future legislation such as Response to Intervention and 

Universal Design models.  The open discussion opportunities presented at the training 

sessions allowed for quality communication to take place on various pertinent issues 

related to role responsibility (modifications, grading, conferences).   

     Over the past couple of years, Western has offered professional development 

opportunities to address the continued needs for the inclusion model.  Meetings have 

been held to discuss how the model is working, to reevaluate the general education 

teachers’ role in case conferences, and to develop communication systems between 

general education and special education teachers.  Additionally, special education 

teachers have led trainings on how to make appropriate accommodations and 

modifications for students, as well as have provided information on working with a 

variety of students with disabilities (mild mental disabilities, learning disabilities, 

emotional disabilities, physical disabilities, visual and hearing impairments, etc.).  

Furthermore, the Special Education Cooperative that Western School Corporation is a 

part of has provided numerous trainings on how to work with students in the general 

education setting who have autism and other various disabilities.  Finally, the school has 

sent numerous staff members (including general education teachers, special education 
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teachers, paraprofessionals, and administrators) to conferences to learn more about the 

various issues that surround inclusion.   

     Western School Corporation administration has also implemented district-wide 

initiatives that enhanced the inclusionary model.  During the textbook adoption process 

each year, Western School Corporation personnel have made a valiant effort to ensure 

that they are selecting textbooks that meet the needs of all students, including those with 

various disabilities.  This includes obtaining additional resources that support the text, 

which can be used to remediate and differentiate instruction for all learners.  

Additionally, Western School Corporation has taken on curriculum mapping.  Curriculum 

mapping is a collaborative process that provides a documentation of what we teach and 

what our students should learn.  The maps created by both the general and special 

education teachers have been a great resource for communicating the students’ present 

levels of performance, for progress monitoring, and for providing resource for instruction 

and remediation.    

     Several models describe the inclusion efforts that have been implemented at Western 

School Corporation.  Many of the teachers utilize a “co-teaching consultant model,” in 

which the special education teacher still operates a pull-out program, but also co-teaches 

within the general education classroom teacher for several hours throughout the week.  

Likewise, a “team model” is intact in which the special education teacher is paired up 

with one or more general education teachers to form a team, who are then together 

responsible for all of the children in the class at a particular grade level.  These models 

are true for all schools at Western School Corporation.  However, at the secondary level, 

where the classes get more specialized, there is not the opportunity for the resource 
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teachers to pull out identified special education students due to highly qualified teacher 

requirements.  

     As previously mentioned, at Western School Corporation, the current movement 

toward supported inclusion has taken place at each school.  However, the effectiveness of 

the current model is unclear.  In order to ensure success for the model, the degree of staff 

and administration support must be measured, the level of use of inclusive practices must 

be analyzed, the teachers’ perceptions must be evaluated, the effects of inclusive 

practices must be examined, and the classroom-teaching practices must be assessed. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

      Providing a quality educational experience for special education students is a 

challenging endeavor.  Inclusion offers a viable option to schools in order to meet the 

high standards that have been set forth, while at the same time, remaining aware of each 

student’s individual needs.  Today many educators are finding it difficult to implement 

other options besides inclusion.  One primary reason for this is that IDEA requires an 

explanation of the extent to which the child will not participate with nondisabled peers in 

the regular classroom (Huefner, 2000).  In addition, the least restrictive environment 

(LRE) refers to the educational setting closest to the regular classroom in which a free 

appropriate public education (FAPE) can be delivered to students with disabilities 

(Huefner, 2000).  With the supports available in the general education classroom today, 

the majority of students’ LREs are in the general education setting because there are 

ample resources available in order to meet their needs. 

     While various inclusion models are being seen in the majority of schools across the 

country, implementing inclusion is a process and requires staff support in order to be 
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effective.  Teachers’ beliefs and attitudes toward inclusion are critical to the success of 

inclusive education.  The purpose of this study is to investigate the perceptions of 

elementary, middle, and high school staff members toward inclusive education in a 

school system that had implemented inclusion for two years.  In particular, the study 

explored the support staff members and administrators have for the model, the level of 

involvement of inclusive practices, the beliefs about inclusive practices, the effects of 

inclusive practices, as well as the current teaching practices being utilized in inclusion 

classrooms.  Overall, this data would portray how staff members are responding to the 

inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education classroom in order to 

meet the high expectations that have been set forth for all students.  Finally, it would 

determine the effects of the current inclusive practices, as well as the future needed 

supports to ensure a successful inclusive model. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

     The inclusion movement has captured the attention of the educational community.  An 

increasing number of students with special needs are being included in the general 

education classroom.  It is likely that with recent legislation that supports inclusion, 

mainly NCLB and IDEIA, as well as increasing support from advocates of inclusion, the 

trend toward including special education students in the general education classroom will 

continue.  Furthermore, Response to Intervention (RtI), has also prompted the movement 

of students with special needs into the regular classroom.   

     RtI is a tool being used in the general education classrooms to work with struggling 

learners.  For many years, the procedure for identifying students with learning disabilities 

has involved determining a discrepancy between a student’s IQ and achievement.  
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However, the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act permits states to discontinue the use of the discrepancy model, and allows such 

models as RtI for identification of LD (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  RtI is a system for 

identification and remediation of learning deficits.  Instead of waiting for students to fail, 

or simply referring a struggling student for testing for a learning disability, the RtI model 

encourages teachers to use various interventions in the general education classroom 

setting in order to help these students be successful.  According to Nolet and McLaughlin 

(2005), an RTI approach involves the following elements: 

1. Students receive a high quality educational program in their general education 

classroom.  High quality programs usually are research validated and 

generally effective with most students. 

2. Student progress is monitored continuously.  Curriculum-based measures 

often are used for this purpose.   

3. Those students who fail to make progress, as evidenced during routine 

monitoring, are provided with additional instructional support, which is often 

described as differing in intensity from the instruction that most students 

receive.  This additional support might take the form of additional 

instructional time or involvement of professionals other than the classroom 

teacher. 

4. Students who still do not make progress might be found eligible for special 

education or for special education evaluation.  (p. 66) 

     No longer are students automatically being taken out of the general education 

classroom and educated in a separate class.  With the RtI model, general educators are to 
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utilize various interventions with struggling learners in the regular classroom 

environment in order to help each student reach success.  “RtI has two goals:  (a) to 

identify risk early so that students participate in prevention prior to the onset of severe 

deficits, which can be difficult to remediate and (b) to identify students with LD who 

prove unresponsive to validated, standardized forms of instruction and instead require an 

individualized form of instruction” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007, p. 15).  There are obviously 

numerous advantages to the RtI model, including earlier identification, a stronger focus 

on prevention, and assessment with clear implications for planning a student’s academic 

program.   

     Because staff members and administrators are responsible for inclusion in schools, it 

is critical that their perceptions be recognized.  If teacher perceptions of students with 

disabilities in the general education setting are negative, then the inclusion model may 

not result in a beneficial experience for educators or students.  Research has indicated 

that general education teachers do not always feel prepared to teach students who have 

special needs, and special and general education teachers often lack the skills in teaming 

and collaboration needed to teach students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom (Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2000).  Furthermore, many school systems 

are not offering continuing inservice or providing the proper resources and supports to 

make the inclusion model successful.  Consequently, it is imperative that perceptions be 

analyzed and needed resources and supports be identified.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

The research questions addressed in this study were as follows: 
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1. Do staff and administrators at Western School Corporation support the 

current inclusion model? 

2. Which group of school personnel (general education teachers, special 

education teachers, administration, or paraprofessional staff) has the 

greatest level of involvement of inclusive practices? 

3. What are the perceptions of educators regarding inclusion at Western 

School Corporation? 

4. What are the perceived effects of inclusive practices at Western School 

Corporation? 

5. What classroom teaching practices are currently being utilized in order 

to enhance the inclusion model at Western School Corporation? 

DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

     This particular study examined only one school corporation in the state of Indiana.  

The school corporation selected possessed 17% of special education students in grades 

kindergarten through grade twelve (Indiana Department of Education, 2007).  The current 

Indiana average for the percent of special education students in public schools is 18% 

(Indiana Department of Education, 2007).  Additionally, according to the 2006 Disability 

Status Report, the national average of students with disabilities is 15%.   

     An additional delimitation was that not all staff members have students in their 

classrooms that possess disabilities; therefore, the setting they were working in was not 

considered an “inclusionary setting.”  Furthermore, not all staff members were present 

during the initial implementation of inclusion, and consequently are not aware of the staff 

development that was performed. 
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DEFINITIONS 

accommodations-  changes in the administration of an assessment, such as setting, 

scheduling, timing, presentation format, or response mode (Redfield & Sheinker, 2004) 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)-  An individual state’s measure of yearly progress 

toward achieving state academic standards.  “Adequate Yearly Progress” is the minimum 

level of improvement that states, school districts and schools must achieve each year 

(NCLB, 2002) 

assessment-  Another word for “test.”  Under No Child Left Behind, tests are aligned 

with academic standards.  Beginning in the 2002-03 school year, schools must administer 

tests in each of three grade spans:  grades 3-5, grades 6-9, and grades 10-12 in all schools.  

Beginning in the 2005-06 school year, tests must be administered every year in grades 3 

through 8 in math and reading.  Beginning in the 2007-08 school year, science 

achievement must also be tested (NCLB, 2002) 

content standards-  a measure of what students should know and be able to do in school 

(Elliott, 1996) 

co-teaching- two or more teachers who are equal in status located in the classroom 

together, working together, and providing instruction (Bouck, 2007) 

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)- means special education and related services 

that: (a) are provided at public expense, under public supervision and direction, and 

without charge, (b) meet the standards of the SEA, including the requirements of this 
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part, (c) include an appropriate preschool, elementary school, or secondary school 

education in the State involved, and (d) are provided in conformity with an individualized 

education program (IEP) (Federal Register for Department of Education, 2007, 34 CFR 

300.17 (a)(b)(c)(d) 

inclusion-  a student with special learning and/or behavioral needs is educated full time in 

the general education program (Idol, 2006) 

individualized education program (IEP)- A written statement for a child with a disability 

that is developed, reviewed, and revised (Federal Register for Department of Education, 

2007, 34 CFR 300.22) 

least restrictive environment (LRE)-  To the maximum extent appropriate, children with 

disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are 

educated with children who are non-disabled and special classes, separate schooling, or 

other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment 

occurs only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular 

classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily 

(Federal Register for Department of Education, 2007, 34 CFR 300.114 (a)(1)(2)(i)(ii)) 

 

modifications-  a change in what a student is expected to learn and demonstrate (Walsh, 

2001) 

 

performance standards-  a measure of the expected level of learning for students at 

different grade levels (Elliott, 1996) 
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standards-based reform-  a national movement led by state governments to improve the 

knowledge and skills that all students attain as a result of their schooling (Raber & 

Roach, 1998) 

SUMMARY 

     Perhaps the most widely and hotly discussed topic in education in recent years has 

been inclusion (Norwich, 2005).  The topic of inclusion may be debated for years to 

come due to the disagreements among educators.  The objective of the movement is to 

provide the most supportive learning environment that promotes academic and social 

success for all students.  In order for inclusion to be effective, both general education and 

special education staff members must support it.  Many educators may be positive about 

the overall philosophy, but negative about its implementation.  This study examined the 

attitudes of both general and special education staff members toward inclusion.  While 

exploring the inclusion program, it is the hopes that this study will help guide educators 

at Western School Corporation to more fully activate the complete potential of inclusion.  

In Chapter 2, we will review the literature on the inclusion movement.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

 

     A large body of literature on the inclusion movement and how it is affecting students 

with disabilities provides a basis for the present study.  This chapter will examine those 

areas that have influenced this topic of study.  The chapter begins with a short discussion 

surrounding the various definitions of the term.  Next, a background of the legislation 

surrounding both special education and the accountability movement as they relate to 

inclusion, is examined.  Finally, the support of staff and administrators for inclusion, use 

of inclusive practices, staff members’ perceptions and beliefs of an inclusionary model, 

the effects of inclusive practices, as well as the classroom teaching practices utilized to 

build a successful program, are discussed. 

THE MEANING OF INCLUSION 

     “Inclusion is usually regarded as the placement of special education students in 

general education settings” (Sailor & Roger, 2005, p. 503).  “Inclusion really means less 

exclusion.  Inclusion can be described as a belief that values each person as an important, 

accepted member of the school and/or community”  (Haas, 1993, p. 35).  Inclusion can be 

thought of as a process of placing children with special needs in the same classes or 

programs as their peers and providing them with the necessary supports to be successful.  



18  

 

It is leveling the playing field for all students.  The term would essentially mean nothing 

without the legislation that has assisted in its implementation. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION LEGISLATION 

     Prior to 1975, the majority of disabled children living in the United States were not 

permitted to enroll in public schools.  It has been merely three decades since children 

with disabilities were placed in state-run institutions, educated at home, or not educated 

at all.  However, in 1975, this all changed when President Gerald Ford mandated the 

Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) (Public Law 94-142) (Davis, 2007).   This 

legislation established guidelines for eligibility criteria and identification procedures, 

defined ten specific categories of exceptionality, and clarified parental rights to due 

process (Huefner, 2000).  This domain became known as special education.  According 

to federal regulations, special education means “specifically designed instruction, at no 

cost to the parents, to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability, including 

instruction conducted in the classroom, in the home, in hospitals and institutions, and in 

other settings; and instruction in physical education” (Federal Register for Department of 

Education, 2006, 34 CFR 300.39).  The following will display the major legislative 

milestones that have affected the inclusion movement. 

THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT (PUBLIC LAW 94-142) 

     Public Law 94-142 was Part B of EHA.  “EHA was no longer just an indirect aid 

program but instead offered grants to participating states for direct aid to students with 

these disabilities” (Huefner, 2000, p. 21).  Hence, the federal government partnered with 

the states in educating students with disabilities at the preschool, elementary, and 

secondary level.  The basic rights that P.L. 94-142 gave to students with disabilities 
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included the right to a free appropriate public education (FAPE), in the least restrictive 

environment (LRE), governed by an individualized education program (IEP).  

Additionally, Congress mandated through the Act that the term “handicapped” be 

broadened to include physical, mental, emotional, and learning disabilities (Brodinsky, 

1999).  Overall, “the law focused public attention, public funds, and public sympathy on 

the handicapped”  (Brodinsky, 1999, p.5).   

     While P.L. 94-142 did a lot to enact the inclusion of students with disabilities into the 

general education setting, the law itself did not use the terms “mainstreaming” or 

“inclusion”  (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002).  The federal government does require “each 

public agency must ensure that a continuum of alternative placements (including 

instruction in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and 

instruction in hospitals and institutions) is available to meet the needs of children with 

disabilities for special education and related services” (Federal Register for Department 

of Education, 2007, 34 CFR 300.115 (a)(b)(1)).  There are varying definitions of what 

constitutes compliance with the least restrictive environment mandate and the concepts of 

mainstreaming and inclusion.  Further complicating the issue is that people often use the 

terms least restrictive environment, inclusion, and mainstreaming interchangeably when 

they are, in fact, not synonymous concepts (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002).  Regardless of 

the definition, the importance of several court cases ensured that children with disabilities 

would now have the opportunity to be educated with their nondisabled peers to the 

maximum extent appropriate.  The following table includes landmark cases that helped to 

shape the concept of LRE (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002). 
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Roncker v. Walter 1983 Two-part test for 

determining if LRE 

requirement is met. 

Daniel R.R. v. State Board 

of Education 

1989 Two-part test for 

determining if LRE 

requirement is met. 

Greer v. Rome 1991 Concept of “continuum of 

placement options” 

developed 

Oberti v. Clementon 1993 Case that begins the change 

from IDEA’s 

“mainstreaming” approach 

to the concept of 

“inclusion” 

Sacramento v. Rachel 1994 Three-pronged “Holland 

test” developed 

Light v. Parkway 1994 All circumstances 

surrounding a student must 

be taken into account when 

determining the proper 

placement. 

Clyde v. Puyallup 1997 Disruptive behavior that 

significantly impairs the 

education of others strongly 

suggests a mainstream 

placement is not longer 

appropriate. 

Hartmann v. Loudoun 1997 Mainstreaming is not 

required when a student 

with a disability will not 

receive an educational 

benefit from it. 

Hudson v. Bloomfield Hills 1997 Students can be placed in 

special education 

classrooms in order to 

receive “life skills” that 

may not be taught in the 

general education 

placement. 

Doe v. Arlington County 1999 The court upheld a 

segregated setting with 

some mainstreaming, rather 

than the full-inclusion 

program the parents 

advocated. 
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D.F. v. Western School Corp. (1996) also became a well-known case addressing 

inclusion.  In this case, the court ruled that a paraprofessional and a modified curriculum 

would not help inclusion of a student with moderate to severe mental disabilities.  Not 

only was this a critical case for the Western School Corporation, but also for other school 

systems across the country. 

THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT OF 1990 

     EHA was reauthorized in 1990 and became known as the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA).  Primarily, this act eliminated all use of the term handicap, and 

instead substituted the term disability.  Advocates felt that the term disability was less 

stigmatizing than the term handicap, which to many, implied dependence (Huefner, 

2000).  With the similar timing of The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, 

this further protected individuals with disabilities from discrimination.  Both ADA and 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provide the same definition of an 

individual with a disability; “an individual with a mental or physical impairment that 

substantially limits a major life activity” (Huefner, 2000, p. 49).  ADA prohibited 

discrimination on the basis of disability and mandated that public accommodations be 

made for individuals with disabilities.  With the implementation of these two laws, the 

social value of the acceptance of inclusion began to appear. 

     Furthermore, IDEA of 1990 added autism and traumatic brain injury to the other 

specified categories (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1990).  More 

specifically, the amendment authorized educational services to at-risk children who were 

ages three through five, consequently allowing preschool and kindergarten children with 
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disabilities to attend public schools.  Moreover, it established transition services for 

students with special needs that wanted to attend post-secondary schools (Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act, 1990).  IDEA now serves as the primary legislation for 

providing funding and guidelines for special education students between the ages of three 

and twenty-one.  

THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT OF 1997 

     In 1997, IDEA was once again revised to reflect the changes in the current educational 

system.  The new requirements of IDEA ’97 had significant implications for both general 

education and special education teachers.  The Amendments of 1997, also known as 

Public Law 105-17, emphasized the importance of providing access to the general 

education curriculum, so that students with disabilities could meet the educational 

standards that apply to all children.  The new act represented a needed change for 

students with disabilities.  “The changes were commensurate with federal efforts to 

encourage clearer state standards and increased national assessment of student 

achievement” (Huefner, 2000, p. 25).  The amendments focused on including students 

with disabilities in states’ accountability initiatives.  IDEA ’97 mandated that by July 1, 

2000, all students with disabilities must participate in any statewide or district-wide 

assessments that have been established for general education students (IDEA 

Amendments of 1997, 1997).  “If the IEP Team determines that the child must take an 

alternate assessment instead of a particular regular or State or districtwide assessment of 

student achievement, a statement of why the child cannot participate in the regular 

assessment and the particular alternate assessment selected” is required (Federal Register 

for Department of Education, 2006, 34 CFR 300.320 (6)(i)).   
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     “The mandatory involvement of general educators, the requirement of student 

participation in state and districtwide achievement testing; the requirements for 

measurable annual goals, regular progress reports to parents, and mandatory student 

involvement in the general curriculum; and the establishment of a legal presumption that 

special education services will be delivered in general education settings all involve as 

many risks as opportunities” (Huefner, 2000, p. 195).  While IDEA brought about a 

variety of changes, it was clear that all of the changes were interrelated.  Much emphasis 

was placed on the need for special education students to receive their education with 

nondisabled peers and through the general education curriculum.  The IDEA ’97 

reauthorization required that Individualized Education Plans for students with disabilities 

be related to the general education curriculum, and that parents be informed of their 

child’s progress (IDEA Amendments of 1997, 1997).  Additionally, the new amendments 

clearly stated that the IEP must include an explanation of the extent to which the student 

will not be participating with nondisabled children in the general education class:  “A 

statement of the child’s present levels of academic achievement and functional 

performance, including how the child’s disability affects the child’s involvement and 

progress in the general education curriculum (i.e., the same curriculum as for nondisabled 

children)” (Federal Register for Department of Education, 2007, 34 CFR 300.320 (1)(ii)).  

Regulations to IDEA sill provided a continuum of alternate placements.  Those settings 

could include instruction in hospitals or institutions, instruction in special classes, 

instruction in special schools, or homebound instruction.  However, schools must show 

that the student would not benefit academically or socially from an inclusive setting, or 

that the child would greatly disrupt other students’ learning in order for a segregated 
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placement to be legal.  This was similar for assessments as well.  If the IEP team 

determined that the student could not participate in assessments, then the IEP had to 

include a statement of why the assessment was not appropriate for the child and how the 

child was going be assessed (IDEA Amendments of 1997, 1997).   

     Prior to IDEA ’97, a student’s teacher had been required to be a member of the IEP 

team, but either the student’s general or special education teacher could attend.  With 

IDEA ’97, a general education teacher must be included if the student may be 

participating in the general education classroom (IDEA Amendments of 1997, 1997).  

Consequently, the general education teacher became a vital member of the IEP team.  

While the focus of IDEA ’97 was on the inclusion of special education students, greater 

emphasis was placed on the necessity of collaboration among general educators, special 

educators, parents, and other key IEP members.  It was the hopes with IDEA ’97 that 

utilizing the expertise of both special and general education teachers, combined with 

greater access to the general education curriculum set at high standards, will lead to 

improvement in academic performance for many students with disabilities.   

THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 

2004 

     The reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) 

was signed into law on December 3, 2004 (IDEIA, 2004).  Several sections of the 2004 

IDEA restate the least restrictive environment principle (Turnball, 2005).  Sections 

612(a)(5) and 614(b)(2)(A), (c)(1)(B)(iv) provide statements that students may continue 

to access the general education curriculum (IDEIA, 2004).  IDEIA continues to ensure 

that the student may participate and have the opportunity to make progress in the general 
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education setting.  Likewise, the act also retains the requirement for students’ IEPs to 

advance their participation in the general education curriculum (IDEIA, 2004). 

     This law links IDEA with NCLB in terms of testing and funding.  IDEIA aligns with 

NCLB stating that “all children with disabilities are included in all general state and 

districtwide assessment programs, with appropriate accommodations and alternate 

assessments where necessary and as indicated in their respective individualized education 

programs” (IDEIA, 2004).  In 1997, IDEA provided that students with disabilities will 

have a right to participate in state and district assessments, however, in 2004, IDEIA 

provides that students will participate in state standardized tests, with accommodations, 

and sometimes by alternate assessments.  Additionally, the new law mentions the term 

“qualified personnel” who provide special education or related services to special 

education students (Federal Register for Department of Education, 2006, 34 CFR 

300.18).  This strongly parallels the “highly qualified” clause in NCLB.  The hope of 

both laws is that all students should be taught by highly qualified individuals in order to 

improve student outcomes.   

     Furthermore, NCLB also requires highly qualified teachers to use scientifically based 

instruction.  IDEIA too reiterates the scientifically based instruction (Turnball, 2005).  

Specifically, local education agencies “must not require the use of a severe discrepancy 

between intellectual ability and achievement for determining whether a child has a 

specific learning disability, and must permit the use of a process based on the child’s 

response to scientific, research-based intervention”  (Federal Register for Department of 

Education, 2006, 34 CFR 300.307).  Response to Intervention (RtI), as the process has 

come to be called, is a general education initiative in some regard.  The prevention-
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intervention model focuses on increasingly more intensive instructional support to be 

provided to students who do not respond to particular interventions.   

     RtI is separated into tiers to assess whether they respond to various interventions.  

Movement of individual students among instructional tiers is fluid and is based on 

student data (Stecker, 2007).  One other change that was specified in IDEIA was that the 

federal government would be providing 15% of funding to go toward intervention.  The 

change in the discrepancy model will have a great affect on educating students with 

disabilities.  Teachers will be forced to work collaboratively to see what students are 

thriving with interventions, and which students truly may have a disability.  It will force 

teachers to utilize a variety of instructional strategies and interventions that are research-

based.  Teachers will have to be creative in working with students individually and in 

small groups to ensure that these interventions are being tried.  Furthermore, with these 

intervening services, the hope is that RtI will ultimately reduce the number of students 

referred for special education or even reduce the impact of a disability on a student’s 

progress. 

ACCOUNTABILITY LEGISLATION 

     While various acts have been passed to assure that students with special needs are 

receiving a quality education in America, so too has much legislation been implemented 

to assure that all students are being held to higher standards.  This “standards-based 

reform” has swept the educational world, carrying with it many promises.  The 

movement seeks to raise the standards for student achievement by providing challenging 

goals for student learning, by supporting students in their attainment of higher standards, 

by conducting assessments to find out if students are improving, and by spelling out 
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consequences for schools whose students fail to improve (Raber & Roach, 1998).  The 

call for more rigorous academic standards and higher expectations for all students sprang 

from a national effort to make our nation more competitive in a global economy.        

      The reform was generated by the perception of the “A Nation At Risk” Report in 

1983 that the nation’s public schools are providing an inadequate education (Kretovics, 

Farber & Armaline, 2004).  The report blamed education for declining productivity in 

America.  Consequently, American education has had to widen its focus to include the 

learning and achievement of all children.  Besides “A Nation At Risk” report, the recent 

version of reform, standards-based education, grew out of  several additional linked 

events:  Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, Goals 2000, and the 2001 

reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which is now 

commonly known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).   

IMPROVING AMERICA’S SCHOOLS ACT OF 1994 (IASA) 

     The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA), signed into law by President 

Clinton, was the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

(ESEA) (Redfield & Sheinker, 2004).  The primary focus of the statute was to support 

state and local reforms to improve teaching and learning for all students (Le Tendre, 

1996).  In order to receive Title I funding, IASA required states to establish content and 

performance standards for all students (IASA, 1994).  These state standards were to form 

the core of a new approach to education that focused curriculum, instruction, teacher 

preparation, and assessment around assisting all students in meeting higher standards set 

for them.  Furthermore, IASA required states to assess all students on those established 

standards, proving demonstration of “adequate” progress toward the standards.  These 
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assessments were to take place at least once a year within each of the three grade spans:  

3-5, 6-9, and 10-12 (IASA, 1994).  The subject areas covered would be reading/language 

arts and mathematics.   

     “The ultimate goal was for the United States to be first in the world in student 

achievement” (Redfield & Sheinker, 2004); it was the hope that IASA would help 

educators make this happen.  The new IASA changed Title I into a program with high 

expectations and standards instead of low expectations and remediation, with schoolwide 

reform instead of isolated programs, with extended learning time instead of pullout 

programs, and with continual staff development focused on attainment of high standards 

instead of on one-time, unrelated topics (Le Tendre, 1996). Through IASA, the act offers 

schools the opportunity to improve teaching and learning so that at-risk children reach the 

same high standards expected of all children.  While this act emphasized standards and 

assessments more than accountability, it certainly paved the road for future acts focusing 

on accountability and addressing the needs of all students in a general education setting. 

GOALS 2000:  EDUCATE AMERICA ACT 

     On March 31, 1994, President Clinton signed the Goals 2000:  Educate America Act 

(P.L. 103-227) into law (Goals 2000, 1994).  “The focus of Goals 2000 is on improving 

student learning by establishing goals for students and schools, encouraging states and 

school districts to adopt rigorous standards for their educational system, and improving 

the quality of teaching in K-12 schools”  (Earley, 1994, p. 7).  A key purpose of Goals 

2000 was to identify that all students can learn and achieve to high standards.  In fact, 

both “performance standards” and “content standards” were adopted (Goals 2000, 1994).  

According to author Richard Riley (1994), “Goals 2000 moves American education from 
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the old assembly-line version of education toward a new high-tech, high-knowledgeable 

approach better suited to the society and economy of the 21
st
 century” (p. 12).  This 

would be the jumpstart to greater accountability for all students, including those with 

disabilities. 

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT 

     Accountability for the achievement of all students toward academic standards is at the 

center of the NCLB of 2001.  Students with disabilities who have been traditionally 

excluded from standardized testing are now expected to participate and benefit from the 

accountability systems that have been established in each state.  While IDEA ’97 required 

students with disabilities to participate in state and district assessments, it was not until 

NCLB was passed that all states really began to pay attention to the requirements (Cole, 

2006).  The federal law requires that states administer standardized tests in every year to 

all students in grades 3-8 and in one year in high school (NCLB, 2002).   NCLB raised 

the consequences of test score results, while at the same time requiring more grade levels 

to be tested.  The state assessment in Indiana, Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational 

Progress Plus (ISTEP+) has had a significant influence on educators’ decisions and 

practices.   

     According to NCLB (2002), the participation of all students is required in state and 

district assessments, in specified subjects, and at the grade level in which they are 

enrolled.  NCLB requires states to meet Adequate Yearly Progress goals to ensure school 

accountability for all students, including those with disabilities.  Indiana’s accountability 

system, Public Law 221, takes into consideration student performance each year and 

improvement from one year to the next in order to judge schools (Plucker, Spradlin, Zapf, 
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& Chien, 2007).  As previously mentioned, the federal system focuses on student 

achievement levels against an annual performance target.   

     NCLB requires states to provide for the participation in assessments of all students, 

the reasonable adaptations and accommodations for students with disabilities, and to 

measure the academic achievement of students relative to state academic content and 

state student academic achievement standards (NCLB, 2002).  Lastly, NCLB (2002) 

requires that no less than 95% of all students in a school participate in state assessments.  

One overriding premise of NCLB is that all students will be “proficient” by the 2013-

2014 school year” (Elliott, 2003).  Special education students have been targeted as one 

subgroup to have all students passing standardized assessments.  According to the 

Indiana Department of Education (2008), in 2007, 846 of 1,848 Indiana schools (46%) 

did not make AYP as required by NCLB; 40% of schools reported not making AYP in 

the special education subgroup for English/Language Arts performance, while 27 % of 

schools reported not making AYP in the special education subgroup for Math 

performance.  Consequently, this is one primary reason why general education teachers 

are now striving to provide an inclusive environment filled with high expectations for 

students that possess special needs.   

     NCLB of 2001, the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act, placed additional challenges on school systems that were already 

struggling to meet IASA requirements.  Not only did NCLB hold public education 

systems accountable for ensuring a quality education to students with disabilities, but also 

the act set requirements to ensure that a “highly qualified teacher” would teach every 

student (NCLB, 2002).  This is being interpreted by many schools in such a way that 
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special education teachers are not allowed to be the teacher of record in core academic 

areas unless they have specialized training in that core area.  Consequently, school 

administrators must staff special education classes with highly qualified special education 

content area teachers or move to an inclusion model.  “Co-teaching affords a solution 

beyond having every special education teacher who teaches more than one subject 

certified in multiple content areas”  (Bouck, 2007, p. 47).  As a result, when special 

educators are co-teaching in the general education classroom, they are collaborating with 

a highly qualified teacher. 

     While the ultimate goal of the IASA was for the United States to be first in the world 

in student achievement, the primary focus of NCLB was for every student to be proficient 

in the established set of standards.  This legislation was not specifically designed to 

address individuals with disabilities, however, it does offer special education an 

opportunity to pursue once again the pathway to integration.  Many parents, advocates, 

and educators have touted NCLB as the most significant piece of legislation that affects 

the education of students with special needs since the passage of the first IDEA 

legislation in 1975 (Cole, 2006).   

     NCLB makes clear that all children in public education are general education students 

(Sailor & Roger, 2005).  It is obvious that standards-based reform was born out of a 

desire to raise academic expectations through the use of common curricular standards.  

However, this uniform approach is much different than the overall philosophy of special 

education.  In this climate of high standards, many educators are wondering how students 

with disabilities will be able to meet these strenuous requirements.  As educators, we 

must continue to emphasize the process and differences in each student’s ability.  Both 
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special education and accountability legislation provide a long-awaited opportunity for 

general education and special education teachers to work together in order to bridge the 

gap that exists between the two fields.  More importantly, it is the hopes that with the 

legislation previously discussed that effective inclusion programs will be developed in 

order to assure that student performance and instructional programs will be improved.   

BUILDING A SUCCESSFUL INCLUSIONARY MODEL 

     Major reform efforts are occurring across our states in delivering to students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom.  It is evident that the effects of inclusion 

vary at different age levels.  However, many resources can be implemented across the 

board to strive for a valuable inclusionary model.  The following section will examine a 

variety of areas that will also be portrayed in the Inclusion Inventory:   support for 

inclusive practices, use of inclusive practices, beliefs about inclusive practices, the effects 

of inclusive educational practices, and the current teaching practices found in inclusive 

models.  

SUPPORT FOR INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

     Successful inclusion requires that personnel from general and special education 

collaborate as team members (Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick & Scheer, 1999).  The 

special education movement toward inclusion has not always embraced general education 

in the process.  Consequently, many educators have voiced concerns with the inclusion of 

special education students in their classrooms.  For an inclusion program to be successful, 

general education teachers must feel supported and empowered.  Just “dumping” students 

with special needs into their classrooms and not offering support can be detrimental to 

both the teacher and the students.  According to research done by Daane, Beirne-Smith, 
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and Latham (2000), they feel that in order to help administrators and teachers overcome 

some of their hesitation about inclusion that visits should be made to exemplary inclusion 

classrooms where they can observe first hand how both special education and general 

education teachers collaborate and deliver effective instruction.  Involving general 

education educators in critical decisions about curriculum, student grouping, and 

modifications can help form a positive partnership between the two groups of teachers.  

One study that explored teacher perceptions from both general education and special 

education teachers concluded, “The capacity for collaboration is enhanced when 

personnel from both systems receive preparation and support in order to understand the 

backgrounds and perspectives of each other” (Buell, et. al., 1999, p. 144).   

     Implementing an inclusion model into a school does not occur overnight.  

Unfortunately, in recent years, many school district administrators have required teachers 

to implement inclusion in a short time frame.  This has led to more frustration than 

benefits for students, parents, and educators.  The implementation of inclusion must be 

done with fidelity.  Primarily, it is recommended that educators in leadership roles of the 

implementation secure the support of all educators and direct service providers before 

implementing inclusion (Cook, Semmel & Gerber, 1999).  Providing the time for 

planning, the funding resources needed, and the appropriate training will help to lead to 

benefits for all.  According to research done by Cook, Semmel, and Gerber (1999), it is 

recommended that the attitudes of special education teachers be considered in the overall 

decision-making process regarding the implementation on inclusion.  Additionally, 

school personnel need to plan ahead and require that their resource needs be met prior to 

implementing an inclusion program. 
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     In addition to unifying teacher perceptions of inclusion, other supports must be 

implemented to create a successful inclusion program.  Primarily, time must be made 

available for collaborative planning.  Moreover, access to training and professional 

development opportunities should be an ongoing part of the model.  Continuous 

opportunities for learning must be provided to keep all educators abreast on effective 

methods of working with special education students.  One study done by researcher 

Lorna Idol (2006), concluded that more support was needed for teachers in the area of 

making more appropriate instructional and curricular modifications for students with 

special needs.  Additionally, it was noted that more professional development needed to 

be offered to instructional assistants.  After all, they are a key role to the success of any 

inclusionary model.   

     Positive attitudes among special education staff members are imperative for the 

success of any inclusion model.  “These professionals represent certified roles dedicated 

to meeting the needs of students with disabilities; they have received specialized training, 

are assumed to have special educational skills necessary for effectively working with 

such children, and are frequently seen as knowledgeable advocates for students with 

disabilities”  (Cook, Semmel & Gerber, 1999, p. 200).  Above all, support in the 

classroom by a special education teacher or aide is critical to the success of the program.   

Special education teachers directly influence inclusion by delivering instruction, offering 

guidance with special needs students, and collaborating with the general education 

teacher on day-to-day implementation of academic standards.   A study done by Taylor, 

Smiley, and Ramasamy (2003), concluded that special education teachers tend to be more 

supportive of the inclusion model than are general education teachers.  Consequently, 
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administrators and special educators must work diligently to provide the supports needed 

to ensure a positive inclusive model for all staff and students. 

     Lastly, support from administration is vital.  There is a definite need for top-down 

support in order to create a successful inclusionary setting in schools.  Not only is it 

important to gain the support of local and state agencies, it is also essential for the school 

administration to invest time and resources into creating a successful inclusive program.  

The proactive principal will address expectations before any instruction begins.  

Decisions need to be made about the roles of all teachers.  Additionally, principals should 

possess skills in establishing and supporting instructional teams (Barnett & Monda, 

1998).  They must structure time for teams to meet and provide willingness to support 

collaborative interactions.  Every inclusion model is not identical.  Principals must 

provide the leadership and expertise to implement an inclusive model that is going to 

meet the needs of their staff and students. 

     One study done by Praisner (2003) examined the attitudes of elementary school 

principals toward the inclusion of students with disabilities.  She found that principals are 

being prepared well to administer general education programs, but lack the training in 

dealing with special education programs.  Consequently, training needs to be provided for 

administrators on how to unite the two groups.  Another study done by Cole (2006) 

proved that 75% of Directors of Special Education in Indiana believe that the inclusion of 

students with disabilities has been beneficial, whereas only 37% of all other Indiana 

administrators feel that inclusion is beneficial.  As mentioned previously, it is key for all 

administrators to possess a positive attitude about inclusion, but moreover, they must 

have research-based reasons of why and how the program is going to be successful in 
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their own school setting.  Principals must establish a clear vision of an inclusive program 

that results in a commitment from both the school and community (Barnett & Monda, 

1998).   

USE OF INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

     “Collaboration between general education teachers and special education teachers is 

often mentioned in the literature as a means of accomplishing the inclusion of students 

with disabilities in general education” (Wallace, Anderson & Bartholomay, 2002, p. 349).  

The level at which individuals become personally involved in the implementation process 

of inclusion is critical to the success of all students.  In the case where the level is high, 

collaboration between general education and special education teachers is often seen.  

Administrators, teachers, and paraprofessionals must know how to collaborate, but they 

also must have the support and tools that foster collaboration and promote a strong 

inclusive model (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007).  Collaboration consists of teacher 

conversation, teacher development, and decision-making.   

     Communication is a key ingredient to our world.  Similarly, it is critical in any 

inclusionary model.  In one study done by Wallace, Anderson, and Bartholomay (2002), 

special education and general education teachers communicated on a regular basis about 

their students and instruction.  For all four high school studies, at least 75% or more of 

these conversations were due to unscheduled meetings.  While the focus on an 

inclusionary model should be on prescheduled planning time, these schools felt that the 

focus should not be on how communication and planning happens, but that it happens at 

all (Wallace, Anderson, & Bartholomay, 2002).  Other sources of communication were 

phone meetings, paper correspondence, or email.  No matter what source of 
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communication is used, it is imperative that the two cooperating teachers discuss their 

current inclusion model and how to address barriers in the implementation of inclusive 

strategies.  All four high schools had a very effective inclusionary model and felt that 

collaboration was a key factor associated with the schools’ success.   

     Most general education and special education educators will tell you that they do not 

have enough time for planning.  In one study done by Daane, Beirne-Smith, and Latham 

2000), all 366 teachers (both general educators and special educators) interviewed 

indicated that they had a need for more collaborative time in order to make their inclusion 

model successful.  Carpenter and Dyal (2007) believe that creating time for planning, 

teacher development, and decision-making is imperative.  They suggest numerous ideas 

for providing time for these professionals to engage in collaboration.  Primarily, they feel 

that “early release/late arrive” or what some call “inservice days” create time for 

professional development activities and training.  Furthermore, Carpenter and Dyal 

support the idea of using substitutes to release teachers for collaboration time.  A more 

feasible approach may be offering the special education teacher a rotating planning 

period so that at least once a week the special educator can meet and plan for instruction 

with each content area teacher (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007).  Successful inclusive schools 

provide a unified educational system in which all educators work collaboratively to 

provide services to all students. 

BELIEFS ABOUT INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

     “Arguments supporting inclusion generally center around the benefits derived both 

academically and socially for children with disabilities” (Daniel & King, 1997, p. 68).  

Advocates believe that academic achievement is heightened when children with 
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disabilities are expected to adhere to higher standards that exist in the general education 

environment.  Furthermore, proponents of inclusion feel that models of appropriate social 

behavior are more available in a general education atmosphere.  It is thought that students 

will feel less stigmatized, be better accepted, and will have more positive self-

perceptions.  Still others have claimed, “full inclusion can avoid harmful emotional 

effects of exclusion from general classroom settings, including loneliness and 

depression” (Wiener & Tardif, 2004, p. 20).  In particular, parents of children with 

mental retardation support full inclusion in the belief that it will produce more acceptance 

of their children within their community (Huefner, 2000).   

     There is no question that implementing an inclusionary model is challenging.  We 

may not know all of the unintended consequences of the reform, but it is critical to keep 

in mind the benefits it may bring to students with special needs.  Primarily, many 

advocates of the inclusion reform believe it will lead to an increased access to the general 

education curriculum for students with disabilities.  Having this access will help “even 

playing field” for students with disabilities.  In addition, it is assumed that the variety of 

teaching methods that are utilized to reach all students’ needs, will ultimately enhance the 

education for all students.  “If the goal of special education is to help children with 

disabilities so that they can function in everyday society, these children must not be 

totally segregated from peers without disabilities”  (Haas, 1993, p. 34).  Children with 

disabilities can teach children without disabilities valuable life lessons.  Full inclusion 

can show children and adults the value of accepting others for who they are, as well as 

demonstrate that children with disabilities can excel in certain areas and can be a positive 

contribution to society”  (Haas, 2005).   
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     Many local school boards, state departments of education, and legislators also back 

inclusion, but often for different reasons.  “They see it as an opportunity to cut back on 

expensive special education services” (Shanker, 1995, p. 18).  In recent years, special 

education has become a financial burden for many school corporations.  While many 

districts believe inclusion can save money, if inclusion is implemented effectively, it may 

cost corporations more money in the future.  Funding must be available to provide the 

range of services that were originally provided in a self-contained setting. 

     Contrary to many inclusion advocates, others feel that teaching as to a “one size fits 

all” class disregards the individual needs of special education students and that a 

continuum of service option is necessary to meet the LRE.  At the same time, critics of 

inclusion emphasize that inclusionary practices cause the more able students to 

experience boredom and be slowed down in pace because the others cannot keep up.  As 

a result of this, achievement test scores could decline across the board.  Some worry that 

a heavy focus on reading and math results in a greater portion of instruction during the 

school day being spent on these subject areas at the expense of other curricular areas 

(social studies, science, health, physical education, art, etc.) because so many students 

with special needs struggle with either math or language arts (Cole, 2006).  Similarly, at 

the high school level, some worry that the constant focus on high academic expectations 

and remediation may decrease the opportunities for students with disabilities to enroll in 

vocational programs (Cole, 2006).  Perhaps that explains the feelings in one study 

conducted by deBettencourt (1999), which investigated the attitudes of seventy-one 

secondary general educators. All of the teachers either disagreed with the concept of 

mainstreaming, or did not have strong feelings regarding the issues.   
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     Furthermore, opponents of inclusion assert that the lack of appropriate support for the 

general education teacher could lead to stress and burnout of the classroom teacher.  This 

burnout is sometimes the result of a lack of training.  It is often argued that regular 

education teachers are not appropriately trained to work with students with special needs.  

Additionally, much of the push for full inclusion is not based on empirical evidence, but 

more on feelings that it is the moral thing to do (Yell, 1995).  One large disadvantage is 

that if a student is so disruptive that the teacher cannot teach, it creates a poor learning 

environment for all students.   

     Full inclusion presents a challenge regarding students with emotional disabilities.  

Students with emotional disabilities require high degrees of support from skilled teachers 

(Heflin & Bullock, 1999).  Many opponents of inclusion feel that the presence of students 

with emotional disabilities in general education settings is overwhelming negative.  In the 

case Clyde K. v. Puyallup School District (1994), the court found that “the student posed 

a danger to other students, his behavior was disruptive to the educational process, and his 

behavior could subject the school to legal liability” (Shriner & Yell, 1996, p. 373).  

Numerous parents are concerned that teachers are unskilled and unable to provide 

necessary support to deal with severe behavior in the general education classrooms 

(Heflin & Bullock, 1999).  Without necessary training, teachers could potentially cause a 

safety concern to all students in the classroom.   

     Inclusion continues to create tensions for three primary reasons:  parents are split 

about the value of inclusion for their children with disabilities, special education 

professionals are also divided, and the general education community is deeply worried 

about its ability to meet the needs of students with severe disabilities in regular classroom 
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settings without extensive training and support in the classroom (Huefner, 2000).  

Though the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom 

shows great promise, the imposition of the high-stakes consequences for students who do 

not perform well gives rise to concern.  Many special educators are concerned that the 

focus on standards will take away from the development of functional or vocational 

skills.  Can we raise academic expectations, while at the same time prepare students with 

disabilities for employment and independent living?  Moreover, many educators are 

concerned about students with special needs’ well-being.  A recent survey of Virginia 

special education administrators revealed that 50% of administrators expressed concerns 

that students were experiencing lower self-esteems as a result of their participation in 

state standards assessments (Defur, 2002).  More importantly, 44% were concerned that 

students with disabilities would experience higher dropout rates as a result of inclusion, 

and fail to earn a diploma (Defur, 2002).   

EFFECTS OF INCLUSIVE EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES 

     Recently, much research has been performed in order for educators to truly understand 

the effects of inclusion on various student populations.  “Effective social skills involve 

the ability to initiate and respond appropriately to others.  They are the foundation for 

making and maintaining friends and interacting successfully with others both at school 

and in the workplace”  (Vaughn, Elbaum, & Boardman, 2001, p. 49).  Early intervention 

for students with disabilities is being encouraged across the United States in order to help 

children develop effective social skills.  One study performed by (Rafferty et al. , 2003, p. 

469) “examined the developmental progress of preschoolers with disabilities in inclusive 

and segregated classes focusing on language ability (auditory comprehension and 
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expressive language) and social competence (social skills and problem behaviors).”  The 

study was composed of 96 preschool students with special needs who attended a 

community-based preschool program.  The inclusion classes contained 12 to 18 students, 

one special education teacher, and one early childhood teacher.  The proportion of 

children with special needs in the class ranged from 53% to 75%.  Segregated classes also 

existed in which 75% of the students were categorized as having a severe disability.  

Children with less severe disabilities were more likely to be placed in an inclusionary 

class in this study.  One major finding of the study was that neither an inclusion nor 

segregated class had a differential impact in terms of language ability or social 

competence on preschoolers with less severe disabilities.  However, those students with 

severe disabilities placed in inclusionary classrooms had greater language development 

and social skills at the posttest than their peers in segregated classes.  Furthermore, these 

same students also displayed more problem behaviors in the inclusion classes. 

     A similar longitudinal study was performed by Peetsma, Vergeer, Roeleveld, & 

Karsten (2001) that also included primary-aged students.  The study compared the 

development of matched pairs of early childhood aged children in inclusion and special 

education settings over periods of two and four years.  “After two years, pupils made 

more progress in mathematics in mainstream education than in schools for children with 

learning and behavioral difficulties, and school motivation developed more favorably in 

schools for pupils with mild mental retardation” (Peetsma et al. , 2001, p. 125).  After 

four years, students in a general education setting had made more progress in academic 

performance than those students in a special education setting.  As a result, one could 
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conclude from this study that students in special education would not do any worse after 

inclusion in regular education, and would probably make more progress academically.   

     At the elementary level, students are beginning to learn about appropriate social skills.  

Such things as following rules, listening to the teacher, initiating play with others, and 

responding to conversations are all being acquired at this age.  So, to what extent does 

student placement in an inclusion setting affect an elementary-age student’s achievement, 

self-esteem, and behavior?  A study performed by Daniel and King (1997), which 

included 63 third graders, 52 fourth graders, and 63 fifth graders, attempted to answer 

this question.  This study looked at the effect of inclusion on both special education and 

general education students.  The results of this particular study showed a higher instance 

of behavior problems among students in inclusion classrooms.  Similarly, the study 

indicated that students who were placed in inclusion classrooms have lower self-esteem 

than students in noninclusion classrooms do.  Lastly, Daniel and King found that parents 

of children in inclusion classrooms consistently reported a greater degree of concern with 

their children’s school program than did parents of those students placed in noninclusion 

classrooms. As students enter into a middle school setting, the complexities of social and 

academic functioning for students are much greater.  In many cases, the gap of academic 

achievement widens between those students with special needs and those in the general 

education setting.  As a result, the inclusionary model becomes more difficult to 

implement successfully.   

     One study investigated how various settings can affect student performance.  Wiener 

and Tardif (2004) examined a sample of 117 students with learning disabilities.  The 

study was comprised of a similar number of both boys and girls in which the mean age of 
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the students was 11 (grades 4-8).  The students received special education according to 

different service delivery models:  In-Class (general education classroom for the entire 

school day with assistance from special education teacher who consulted with the general 

education teacher and came into the classroom for 30-90 minutes a day) and Resource 

Room (general education classroom for most of the school day but were withdrawn to a 

separate room for special education assistance for 30-90 minutes a day).  The result of 

this study, which looked at the individual placement of students, showed that the children 

in the more inclusive settings fared better.  Those students who received In-Class 

instruction “were better accepted by peers, had higher self-perceptions of mathematics 

competence, and fewer teacher-rated problem behaviors than children receiving Resource 

Room support” (Wiener & Tardif, 2004, p. 27).  Although the results display a slight 

superiority of the more inclusive programs in terms of social and emotional functioning, 

the difference between the two groups was not large.  

     According to a study done by Sharene Smoot  (2003) which examined the social 

aspects of inclusion, 57% of the special education students in the study were not chosen 

at least once by a general education peer as their “friend.”  It is important to note that 

middle school students with mild disabilities were chosen more often by their peers 

without disabilities as a friend than either high school or elementary school students with 

mild disabilities.  While much research has been done on how elementary level special 

education students are affected by inclusion, very few studies have been performed on 

how general education students fare with the trend of inclusion.  “Many schools continue 

to resist the pressure to become more inclusive because they are concerned that to do so 

will have a negative effect on the academic progress of other pupils and lower academic 
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standards” (Florian, Rouse, Black-Hawkins, Jull, 2004, p. 116).  A 2001 study produced 

by Huber, Rosenfeld, and Fiorello, examined the impact of inclusive practices on high, 

average, and low achieving regular education students (grades 1-5).  The data supported 

that “lower skill students made stronger academic gains, while higher skill students’ 

achievement decreased”  (Huber, Rosenfeld & Fiorello, 2001, p. 502).  Furthermore, 

these practitioners found that the number of students with disabilities in the general 

education classroom did not appear to have a significant effect on the general education 

students’ reading achievement; however, in math a significant effect was present.   

     With the standards-based movement and the implementation of The No Child Left 

Behind Act, many high schools are being forced to transition to a full-inclusion model.  

New legislation on “highly qualified teachers” has taken special education teachers out of 

the self-contained classroom and placed them in the general education classrooms to 

assist their students.  While there have been few studies to portray the effects of how 

special education students are coping with curriculum standards and standardized testing, 

one study has explored this topic.  Research performed by Luster and Durrett (2003) 

looked at the relationship between general education placements and the performance of  

students with disabilities on state level assessments.  Data were collected for the 2001-

2002 school year for all 66 school districts in Louisiana.  The students involved in the 

study were those students with disabilities who spent less than 21% of the school day 

outside general education and who took the statewide-standardized test.  The findings 

portrayed significant correlations of greater inclusion to higher rates of high school 

diplomas. 
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     “Negative peer attitudes are generally recognized as being a major barrier to full social 

inclusion for children and youth with disabilities” (McDougall, DeWit, King, Miller, & 

Killip, 2004, p. 287).  This is especially true with high school aged students.  A recent 

study examined the attitudes of approximately 1,200 ninth grade students toward their 

peers with disabilities.  “The majority of students (61%) held attitudes toward peers with 

disabilities that ranged from slightly above neutral to very positive” (McDougall,et al. , 

2004, p. 287).  At the same time, 21% held slightly below neutral to very negative 

attitudes.  While high school students are more mature and consequently become more 

accepting of others’ differences, there are still issues of teasing and bullying that take 

place at this level.  Additionally, at the high school level, social skills are not reinforced 

as they are at the primary and elementary levels. 

CLASSROOM PRACTICES 

     The percentage of students with special needs served in the general education setting 

has risen steadily over the past two decades.  In 1990, 32.8% of students with disabilities 

were educated outside of the regular classroom for less than 21% of the school day, 

which grew to 46.5% ten years later in the 2000 (U.S. Department of Education, 2003).  

“Although students with disabilities have increasingly had access to general education 

classes, reports concerning the effectiveness of practices associated with inclusion have 

been mixed, leading researchers to question whether and how inclusive practices are 

actually being implemented”  (Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna, 2004, p. 

104).  For inclusive education to be successful, teachers must have a wide variety of 

teaching techniques from which to draw.   
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     The ability of general education and special education teachers to collaborate and 

work together in the classroom setting has become increasingly important due to the 

inclusion movement.  This is especially true for secondary teachers.  Often content-area 

secondary teachers are not trained to meet the needs of students with disabilities because 

the majority of their training is in their content specialization.  Additionally, with the new 

mandates of highly qualified teachers, co-teaching is becoming a popular strategy for 

implementing inclusion.  “Co-teaching is an approach in which the content-area teacher 

and the special education teacher instruct students jointly in an educationally integrated 

setting”  (Lerner, 2003, p. 296).  According to Lerner, in order for a successful 

coteaching partnership to exist, it must include the examination of current practice, the 

determination of each teacher’s strengths, the development of trust and respect, voluntary 

participation, administration support, and communication and time (Lerner, 2003).   

     According to Bouck (2007), it is vital for both teachers to share a common planning 

time every day.  This is critical for the partners to discuss and evaluate lessons, student 

progress, and needed changes within the classroom.  Furthermore, it promotes 

communication, which is essential in a co-teaching situation.  “Co-teaching requires that 

both teachers be open to conversations on how to use the service delivery option to create 

instructional and classroom freedom” (Bouck, 2007, p. 50).  One particular study done by 

Austin in which he surveyed 139 collaborative teachers, found that “offering feedback to 

one’s partner, sharing classroom management, providing daily mutual planning time, and 

using cooperative learning techniques” were perceived to be the most beneficial co-

teaching practices (Austin, 2001).  Throughout Bouck’s research, she also found that it 

was beneficial if both teachers volunteered to teach together (2007).  In many cases, if the 
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teachers were able to volunteer with whom they would like to work with based on their 

similar teaching philosophies; it made for a better learning environment for all students.   

     Co-teaching reduces the student-teacher ratio, while at the same time reducing the 

stigma for students with disabilities by placing them in the general education classroom 

(Magiera & Zigmond, 2005).  A study done by Magiera & Zigmond (2005) found that 

students received more individual instructional interactions under co-teaching situations.  

Bringing the special education teacher into a general education classroom will not only 

assist the children with disabilities, but will help all students as well.  One teacher may 

teach a large group while the other teacher circulates around the room, focusing on 

assisting those students with disabilities.  Furthermore, teachers might teach a subject 

jointly or divide the class in half, each teaching the same information to a smaller group.  

Another model of co-teaching, alternative teaching, is a common form of special and 

general education co-teaching (Nolet &McLaughlin, 2005).  “In this model, special and 

general educators jointly plan instruction, but the special educator focuses on re-teaching 

or reinforcing materials taught, differentiating instruction, and making curricular 

accommodations and modifications for small groups of students that may need extra 

assistance” (Nolet & McLaughlin, 2005, p. 112).     

     No matter what model is being performed, “Both co-teaching partners must be active 

instructors in order to provide students with disabilities more opportunities for 

instructional experiences leading to student progress”  (Magiera & Zigmond, 2005, p. 

84).  Moreover, it is imperative that both teachers take on the responsibility of becoming 

knowledgeable in each other’s domains.  A special education teacher may need to do 

further research on the content area, while the general education teacher may need to 
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attend a local workshop to gain more knowledge about learning styles.  Co-teachers will 

essentially provide professional support for one another.  It is critical that all teachers are 

valued and respected for their expertise.  More importantly, it is critical that school 

districts provide effective professional development opportunities so that teachers choose 

the most successful cooperative teaching models (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007).  If both 

teachers make the commitment to the challenge of co-teaching, all students can benefit 

from having two teachers in the classroom that can provide extra more options for 

learning (Haas, 1993).   

     “Differentiating instruction, a comprehensive approach to teaching, enables the 

successful inclusion of all students, including the disabled”  (Broderick, MehtaParekh, & 

Reid, 2005, p. 194).  Offering the same lesson to all students is not effective when 

classrooms are evidently quite diverse.  Differentiated instruction encourages teachers to 

tailor instructional content, process, and product to an individual student’s needs 

(Broderick, MehtaParekh, & Reid, 2005).  According to the 25
th

 Annual Report to 

Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (U.S. 

Department of Education and Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 

2003), 51% of teachers utilize both curriculum and instructional modification in order to 

support special education students’ access to the general education curriculum.  

Differentiated instruction focuses on constantly assessing students’ understandings, 

teaching responsively to the various needs in the classroom, and enabling students to 

demonstrate their understanding in various ways.  Not only does the shift in instructional 

focus support the provision of access to the general education setting required by NCLB 
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and IDEIA, but more importantly, it creates an environment in which all students can 

successfully be members of an inclusive classroom. 

     Teachers may choose to differentiate content by using flexible grouping.  One study 

performed by Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) concluded that heterogeneous groupings 

and cooperative learning were rated highest in both extent of use and perceived 

effectiveness in inclusive practices.  Students may choose to work on a particular task in 

pairs, small groups, or independently.  However, they are all working toward the same 

performance standards and goals.  Flexible grouping encourages students to take on 

various roles.  Students with disabilities should be allowed to work in groups in which 

they act as both a helper, as well as a helpee (Broderick, MehtaParekh, & Reid, 2005).  

This not only promotes social skills, but collaboration skills as well. 

     Differentiating the product component of a lesson means affording students various 

ways of demonstrating what they have learned from the lesson (Anderson, 2007).  The 

purpose of any product is for a student to demonstrate what they have learned in a lesson.  

“Differentiated products challenge students at all levels to make decisions, be responsible 

for their own learning, as well as affording them opportunities to demonstrate what they 

know through products that are representative of their unique learning preferences, 

interests, and strengths”  (Anderson, 2007, p. 51).  Differentiated instruction provides not 

only a quality education for students with disabilities, but it is a powerful tool that 

enables teachers to reach all children’s needs in the classroom.       

     SUMMARY 

     Student diversity is one of the greatest strengths of public schools. Students with 

different learning styles and ability levels, students from various cultures, and students 
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with physical challenges all bring unique gifts that enrich our school.  However, 

providing an equal education in the same environment that enables all students to achieve 

to their highest potential presents a challenge.  Common ground must be found, with a 

balance between accountability, and a desire to be fair and sensitive to individual 

difference in children (Cole, 2006).  Inclusion is a philosophy that begins, not at the 

classroom level, but at a much more global level (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007).  With 

inclusive models of education being widespread in schools across the country, educators 

and community members must embrace diversity and possess the determination to meet 

the unique needs of each student.  Furthermore, all stakeholders must come together and 

work toward a common model.  “Many researchers and policy makers have 

acknowledged that teachers’ beliefs and attitudes toward inclusion are critical to the 

success of inclusive education” (Dedrick, Marfo & Harris. 2007, p. 116).  



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 

     Schools are under increasing pressure to change, and the push is coming from many 

directions.  Governments and citizens want more accountability and higher standards set 

for all students.  Consequently, a new phase of education, known as inclusion, has been 

brought to the table. Throughout this study, the researcher explored the perceptions and 

beliefs of educators at Western School Corporation regarding the inclusionary learning 

model.  These data would help determine the attitudes and beliefs staff members had 

toward inclusion and if there were conflicts that needed to be addressed.  Furthermore, it 

was crucial to determine the future needed resources and supports, the level of use of 

inclusive strategies, the effects of the current inclusive practices, as well as the current 

teaching practices to ensure that all students are empowered and successful.  The study 

addressed five key questions regarding the inclusion program at Western School 

Corporation: 

1.  Do staff and administrators at Western School Corporation support the 

current inclusion model? 
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2. Which group of school personnel (general education teachers, special 

education teachers, administration, or paraprofessional staff) has the 

greatest level of involvement of inclusive practices? 

3. What are the perceptions of educators regarding inclusion at Western 

School Corporation? 

4. What are the perceived effects of inclusive practices at Western School 

Corporation? 

5. What classroom teaching practices are currently being utilized in order to 

enhance the inclusion model at Western School Corporation? 

This chapter outlines the methods used in carrying out the study, devoting special 

emphasis to the analysis of data. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

     The study encompassed a descriptive research picture.  Quantitative data were 

examined through a survey to view the perceptions of administrators, teachers, and 

support staff about the inclusion model at Western School Corporation.  According to 

authors Dierdorff, Surface, Meade, Thompson, and Martin (2006), “the survey is one of 

the most popular and highly used methods of data collection in organizations” (p. 20).  

The mission of the researcher in this particular study was to gather data in order to 

illustrate a true picture of the current inclusionary program.  According to author Matz 

(1999), paper surveys generate a higher response rate than using web-based surveys.  

Consequently, a paper survey was distributed to staff members at Western School 

Corporation.  
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DESCRIPTION OF CENSUS 

     Researcher Angela Dale (2006) believes that one of the most important benefits of 

survey research is the ability to generalize to the population sampled.  The study was 

conducted in an Indiana school district of approximately 2,500 students in grades 

kindergarten through twelfth grade.  The school corporation, which is located in central 

Indiana, is split into four buildings: Western Primary School (kindergarten through 

second grade), Western Intermediate School (third grade through fifth grade), Western 

Middle School (sixth grade through eighth grade), and Western High School (ninth grade 

through twelfth grade).  The schools are all located on one campus.  Western School 

Corporation resides in a country setting and is composed of a diverse population of 

students.  The school is comprised of students from two small rural towns and one larger 

city.   

     The census used in the study was composed of 8 administrators (principals, assistant 

principals, assistant superintendent, and superintendent), 145 teachers (both general 

education and special education), and 43 paraprofessional staff (aides).  This census 

included all staff members in these designated positions.  All subjects were employed by 

Western School Corporation.  All subjects were given a survey; a random sample was not 

utilized.  Consequently, there were a total of 196 subjects who received the survey.  A 

census of the school corporation was chosen because the researcher had a vested interest 

in the progress of the inclusion model that had been implemented for two years.  It was 

important for the researcher to examine the effectiveness of the current inclusion program 

in order to make needed changes. 
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THE INSTRUMENT 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT 

     This study is a replication of a study completed by Becker, Roberts, and Dumas 

(2000).  One primary instrument, which was developed by Becker, Roberts, and Dumas, 

was utilized in the data collection process (see Appendix B).  The Inclusion Inventory:  A 

Tool for Measuring the Implementation and Use of Inclusive Practices was developed 

jointly by the Texas University Affiliated Program for Developmental Disabilities, the 

Education Service Center Region XIII, the Education Service Center Region 20, and 

Inclusion Works.  The primary author of the instrument, Dr. Heather Becker, was 

contacted and permission was granted to use the instrument in this study (see Appendix 

A).  The tool consists of statements that were responded to by general education and 

special education teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, and other support 

personnel.  The items are organized into seven core scales (not including The 

Background Information Section) (Becker, Roberts, & Dumas, 2000): 

 The Background Information Section (18 items) assesses the respondents’ role in 

the school, teaching experience, teaching arrangements, diversity of children taught, and 

previous experience with inclusion.   

 Planning for Inclusive Practices (17 items) asks respondents to rate the adequacy 

of staff development on inclusion they have received.   

 Support for Inclusive Practices (5 items) explores perceived support for inclusive 

practices available from teachers and administrators, as well as opportunities for planning 

and adequacy of resources. 



56  

 

 Use of Inclusive Practices (10 items) utilizes Hall’s Level of Use framework to 

explore what respondents have done to adopt inclusive education. 

 Implementation of Inclusive Practices (14 items) assesses how often students 

receiving special education services are involved in various activities.  For example, 

respondents rate how often these students receive the same feedback as other students 

and how often they interact socially with other students. 

 Beliefs about Inclusive Practices (11 items) explores respondents’ agreement with 

various statements about inclusive education.  For example, respondents are asked if 

students from general education benefit socially from inclusive practices. 

 Effects of Inclusive Practices (4 items) asks respondents if they believe students 

receiving special education services in inclusive settings do worse, the same, or better in 

social skills, academic skills, self-esteems, and attendance than they would in traditional 

special education settings. 

 Classroom Teaching Practices (7 items) assess how frequently respondents use 

various teaching strategies, such as cooperative learning. 

RELIABILITY 

     The reliability of the survey was determined by examining the internal consistency 

reliability of the scales derived from the inventory.  Following the initial field test, the 

researchers examined the internal consistency reliability of the originally developed ten 

scales from the first version of the Inventory.  The resulting Cronbach alpha coefficients 

ranged from .66 to 95.  As a result, the lower alpha coefficients found for some scales led 

to the modification or elimination of the items or overall scales before the second field 

test was performed (Becker, Roberts, & Dumas, 2000).  “The resulting Cronbach alpha 
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coefficients were .72 or greater, and four of the seven scales were greater than .85.  The 

results suggest that the items within each scale on the Inclusion Inventory form internally 

consistent scales, at least measured across the 2,763 respondents who completed the 

survey (Becker, Roberts, & Dumas, 2000, p. 64).   

VALIDITY 

     Numerous steps were taken in the development of the Inclusion Inventory to address 

its content validity.  “First, a team of professionals with considerable experience 

consulting with schools and parents about inclusive education developed the original pool 

of items.  The seven domains covered by the Inclusion Inventory were acknowledged by 

experts in this area as being central to measuring inclusive practices” (Becker, Roberts, & 

Dumas, 2000, p. 65).  In addition, the Use of the Inclusive Practices Scale was developed 

based upon the Level of Use framework developed by Loucks, Newlove, and Hall (1975) 

(Becker, Roberts, & Dumas, 2000).  An expert review process was also utilized.  

Following the refinement of the items and structure, five experts were asked to review the 

content and structure of the inventory.  Four of the reviewers were experts in the field of 

special education and rehabilitation, and the fifth reviewer was a measurement specialist.  

They were given a 12-item questionnaire to guide their review (Becker, Roberts, & 

Dumas, 2000). 

     State education specialists chose five schools to participate in the initial field test, 

which was composed of 137 respondents.  Following the initial test, the Inclusion 

Inventory was further refined and shortened based upon results of the first field test.  In 

the second test, eleven schools were recruited through a statewide inclusion conference.  

A total of 265 surveys were collected.  Based upon the results of the second field test, the 
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items on the Inventory were retained and the Inclusion Inventory was made available to 

schools throughout the state.  Seventy-two schools (a total of 2,763 respondents) returned 

completed surveys in the following academic year.  Data from this group formed the 

norm sample for the Inclusion Inventory. 

DATA COLLECTION 

The researcher distributed the survey and a cover letter to each staff member’s 

mailbox (in respective buildings:  Western Primary School, Western Intermediate School, 

Western Middle School, Western High School) on April 14, 2008.  The cover letter 

explained the purpose of the survey, described the researcher’s expectations of the 

participant administrators, teachers, and support staff, as well as informed participants of 

their right to decline or withdraw from participation at any time.  Also stated in the letter 

was a list of statements about the confidentiality of the participants.  A pre-addressed 

enveloped (titled:  Heather Hendrich, Western Intermediate School) was enclosed with 

the paper survey in order for the respondent to easily place the survey in and return to the 

researcher through inter-office mail by April 25, 2008.  The surveys were not coded in 

any way that the researcher would be able to identify the staff members that had 

completed the survey. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

     The data were collected from the paper surveys and placed in an Excel spreadsheet.  

The data were reduced according to the seven inventory scales.  In order to calculate the 

average item mean for each subscale, the researcher summed up responses to all items 

within a section and divided by the number of people who answered to those items.  The 

researcher eliminated scores for subjects who responded “Don’t know” since they did not 
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have enough information to rate the statement.  Scores were reversed for those “Beliefs 

About Inclusive Practices” subscale items (items 65, 68, 69, 71, 72, 74, 75) prior to 

adding up the responses on the scale.  Similarly, the score was reversed for one item on 

the “Implementation of Inclusive Practices” subscale (item 56).  Once the mean scores 

were calculated, the researcher located the value in the table developed by the inventory 

author in order to determine the corresponding percentiles.  The computer program, 

Statistics Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS v 15), also aided the researcher in 

analyzing the data.  The results of the analysis will be displayed in narrative text and 

tables.  The data was kept anonymous and confidential.   

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

     This study examined the responses of administrators, teachers, and support 

staff in one school corporation.  Results from the study are based on the perceptions of 

those who returned the surveys.  Since there was a 50% return rate for the survey, the 

results of this study are not representative of the entire school corporation.  An additional 

limitation of the study was that not all staff members were involved in the inclusion 

training (not hired yet, not present during training, etc.).  Furthermore, some teachers 

have not experienced inclusion if they have not had identified special education students 

within their classroom.  Consequently, their surveys may not portray an effective view of 

the inclusion model at Western School Corporation.  Finally, the findings of this study 

only represent a snapshot in time.  Since the inclusion model is constantly evolving, the 

results from this study are not necessarily indicative of where the school is at this time.   
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SUMMARY 

     This chapter has explained the methods used in this quantitative study.  The results 

from the instrument utilized will present valuable information that the educators at 

Western School Corporation can utilize.  The next chapter will present the results 

obtained with the aforementioned methods.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

     The purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of elementary, middle, 

and high school staff members toward inclusive education in a school system that had 

implemented inclusion for two years.  In particular, the study explored the support staff 

members and administrators have for the model, the level of involvement of inclusive 

practices, the beliefs about inclusive practices, the effects of inclusive practices, as well 

as the current teaching practices being utilized in inclusion classrooms.  This chapter 

contains the results and analysis of the data that was collected from respondents on a 

survey instrument.  The data were analyzed using the Statistics Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS v 15) for Windows.   

     A survey was sent via inter-office mail at Western School Corporation to each 

individual, along with a self-addressed envelope to return his or her survey to the 

researcher.  Table 1 describes the data on number and percentage of mailed and returned 

instruments.   
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Table 1. 

Total Staff Members Response Rate Present Assignment    

 

No. Mailed          No. Returned          % Returned          Usable Number          Usable %  

196      98                            50                         98                               100  

 

 

The researcher distributed the survey and a cover letter to each staff member’s mailbox 

following the school corporation’s Spring Break on April 14, 2008.  The respondents 

were to place the survey in an inter-office envelope and return to the researcher by April 

25, 2008.  The response rate in this study was 50%.  The response rate may contribute to 

the timing of the school year, for the staff members were rejuvenated and made the time 

to complete the survey.  Descriptive statistics are first analyzed and then detailed findings 

from this research study are organized sequentially around the research questions as 

presented in Chapter 1.   

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

     The survey items are organized into seven core scales (not including The Background 

Information Section):  Planning for Inclusive Practices, Support for Inclusive Practices, 

Use of Inclusive Practices, Implementation of Inclusive Practices, Beliefs about Inclusive 

Practices, Effects of Inclusive Practices, and Classroom Teaching Practices (Becker, 

Roberts, & Dumas, 2000).  As a result, each of the questions falling under these scales 

has been combined in groups in order to analyze the survey items that are closely related 

and to reduce Type I error.  Firstly, the background information regarding each subject 

was collected on the instrument including (1) present assignment, (2) type of disabilities 

that the staff member is currently working with, (3) professional teaching staff who are in 
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the classroom, (4) staff members who plan for daily instruction, (5) members of the 

inclusion team for planning and implementing instruction, (6) frequency of inclusion 

team meetings, and (7) amount of time paraprofessionals are in the classroom (see Tables 

2-8).  In Tables 2-8, you will view both a percent and valid percent.  The percent 

includes the missing values, while the valid percent excludes them.   

Table 2. 

Present Assignment    

 

Position   Frequency            Percent            Valid Percent 

General Education Teacher 69             70.4  71.9 

Special Education Teacher 11             11.2  11.5 

Administration  4   4.1   4.2 

Paraprofessional Staff  12   12.2  12.5 

Missing   2   2.0  

Total    98              100.0             100.0 
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Table 3. 

 

Type of Disabilities  

 

Disability   Frequency  Percent   

Deaf/Hearing Impairment 18   18.4   

Learning Disability  81   82.7   

Emotional Disability  65   66.3   

Physical Disability  49   50.0   

Speech    74   75.5   

Blind/Visual Impairment 28   28.6   

Developmental Delay  39   39.8   

Mild Mental Disability 58   59.2   

Traumatic Brain Injury 9   9.2   

Autism    46   46.9   

Multiple Disabilities  47   48.0 

  

 

Note.  Respondents marked all disability areas they were currently working with.  The percent indicates the 

frequency divided by the overall number of respondents (98). 
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Table 4. 

 

Professional Teaching Staff in the Classroom 

 

Position   Frequency  Percent Valid Percent 

General Education Teacher 71   72.4  76.3 

Special Education Teacher 5   5.1  5.4 

Both Teachers   13   13.3  14.0 

Related Services & Teachers 4   4.1  4.3 

Missing   5   5.1  

Total    98              100.0             100.0 
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Table 5. 

 

Staff Members Planning Daily Instruction  

 

Position   Frequency  Percent Valid Percent 

General Education Teacher 81   82.7  89.0 

Special Education Teacher 2   2.0  2.2 

Both Teachers   8   8.2  8.8 

Missing   7   7.1  

Total    98              100.0             100.0 
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Table 6. 

 

Members of the Inclusion Team  

 

Characteristic   Frequency  Percent Valid Percent 

No team   51   52.0  58.0 

Special Ed. Teacher Only 7   7.1  8.0 

Gen. and Spec. Ed Teachers  

and other professionals 29   29.6  33.0 

Missing             10   10.2  

Total    98              100.0             100.0 
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Table 7. 

 

Frequency of Inclusion Team Meetings 

 

Characteristic   Frequency  Percent Valid Percent 

Never    39   39.8  48.1  

Weekly   12   12.2  14.8 

Monthly   4   4.1  4.9 

As Needed   26   26.5  32.1 

Missing   17   17.3  

Total    81              82.7             100.0 
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Table 8. 

 

Amount of Time Paraprofessionals are in Classroom  

 

Characteristic   Frequency  Percent Valid Percent 

Never    25   25.5  27.8 

Occasionally   24   24.5  26.7 

Frequently   26   26.5  28.9 

Full time   15   15.3  16.7 

Missing   8   8.2  

Total    90              91.8             100.0 

   

     The results indicate that 70.4% of the participants were general education teachers.  

Learning disabilities is the most prevalent type of disability we service in Indiana schools 

today with 62,554 students serviced in the 2007-2008 school year (2007-2008 Special 

Education Statistical Report, 2008).  Consequently, this was commensurate with the 

82.7% of the responding teachers who stated that they were currently working with 

students possessing learning disabilities.  Likewise, 75.5% of responding teachers said 

they currently had students in their classroom that were receiving speech services.  

Again, these results were not surprising due to the prevalence of students receiving 

speech services.  During the 2007-2008 school year, 86,947 communication disorder 

students were serviced (2007-2008 Special Education Statistical Report, 2008).       

     The data also revealed that 13.3% of the respondents claimed that both the general and 

special education teachers were in the classroom teaching together, while only 4.1% 

indicated that related service personnel, as well as teachers are in the classroom to 

support all students.  Similarly, a small group of respondents (8.2%) stated that both the 
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general education and special education teachers plan for daily instruction of students in 

an inclusive setting.  More importantly, only two of the eleven special education teachers 

surveyed responded that they are involved in the planning of daily instruction.  These 

data together may suggest that there is little collaboration when it comes to the planning 

of instruction for students with special needs. 

     The majority (52.0%) of the respondents indicated that there was no inclusion team 

that existed for planning and implementing instruction.  However, 29.6% of the 

individuals exhibited that both general and special educators, as well as other 

professionals met for planning purposes.  Comparably, 26.5% of the respondents 

expressed that their team met on an as needed basis, while 39.8% never met.  Lastly, the 

amount of time paraprofessionals are in the classroom was generally evenly distributed:  

25.5% stated that paraprofessionals are never in the classroom, 24.5% stated that 

paraprofessionals are occasionally in the classroom, 26.5% stated that paraprofessionals 

are frequently in the classroom, and 15.3% stated that paraprofessionals are in the 

classroom full time.  From this data, it appears that many students with disabilities are 

being supported by a paraprofessional for at least part of their day.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

     The following research questions were examined using cross tabulations and, when 

comparing group means, one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  The equality of 

equal error variance assumption for the ANOVA was tested by the Levene’s test.  If the 

assumption was found to be violated, the Welch test was used as a more robust 

alternative to the traditional F test.  Post hoc analyses for significant findings were made 
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using the Tukey HSD or, if the variance assumption was not met, the Tamhane 

procedure.   

Research Question 1 

Do staff and administrators at Western School Corporation support the current 

inclusion model? 

Tables 9-13 portray the responses for items 36-40, which posed questions to respondents 

about the support for inclusive practices. 

Table 9. 

Item 36-Campus administrators are responsive to immediate, everyday concerns 

regarding inclusion.   

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count   5  0          0     1        6 

Percent          7.7             0          0                      10.0     6.7  

 

D Count            16  1          0      1      18 

Percent                   24.6          9.1          0           10.0   20.0   

 

A Count            35  8          2     7      52 

 Percent        53.8        72.7     50.0                      70.0   57.8  

 

SA Count   9  2          2     1      14      

            Percent         13.8        18.2     50.0                      10.0   15.6  

 

Total Count            65           11                   4              10             90 

 Percent         100         100      100                       100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 10. 

Item 37-There are sufficient opportunities for those implementing inclusive practices to 

periodically meet and discuss issues, problems, and successes.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count            12  2          0    1      15 

Percent        18.5        18.2          0                     12.5   17.0  

 

D Count            23  1          1     4      29 

Percent                   35.4          9.1     25.0          50.0   33.0  

 

A Count            27  5          2     3      37 

 Percent        41.5        45.5     50.0           37.5   42.0  

 

SA Count   3  3          1     0        7      

            Percent           4.6        27.3     25.0     0     8.0  

 

Total Count            65           11                   4                8             88 

 Percent         100         100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 11. 

Item 38-Administrators at my campus are committed to inclusion.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              1  0          0     0        1 

Percent          1.5             0          0                           0     1.1  

 

D Count              5  0          0      1        6 

Percent                     7.7             0          0           10.0     6.7  

 

A Count            46  5          1     7      59 

 Percent        70.8        45.5     25.0           70.0   65.6  

 

SA Count            13  6          3     2      24      

            Percent            20        54.5     75.0           20.0   26.7  

 

Total Count            65           11                   4              10             90 

 Percent         100         100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 12. 

Item 39-Other teachers in this school support inclusive education.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              1  1          0     0        2 

Percent          1.5          9.1          0                           0     2.3  

 

D Count            27  3          1      3      34 

Percent                   41.5         27.3     25.0           37.5   38.6  

 

A Count            29  7          2     3      41 

 Percent        44.6        63.6     50.0           37.5   46.6  

 

SA Count             8  0          1     2      11      

            Percent         12.3             0     25.0                      25.0   12.5  

 

Total Count            65           11                   4                8             88 

 Percent         100         100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 13. 

Item 40-We have the supports we need to implement inclusive education.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count            14  1          0     1      16 

Percent        21.5          9.1          0                      11.1   18.2  

 

D Count            26  5          0      1      32 

Percent                   40.0        45.5          0           11.1   36.4  

 

A Count            23  5          2     6      36 

 Percent        35.4        45.5     66.7           66.7   40.9  

 

SA Count              2  0          1     1        4      

            Percent           3.1             0     33.3                      11.1     4.5  

 

Total Count            65           11                   3                9             88 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree.     
  

 

     From looking at Table 9, it is evident that the majority of staff at Western School 

Corporation believes that the campus administrators are responsive to the concerns 

regarding inclusion.  A total of 53.8% of the general education teachers and 72.7% of the 

special education teachers tend to agree that the administration is supportive of the needs 

that arise due to inclusion.  Likewise, a total of 92.3% of the respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed that administrators at Western School Corporation are committed to 

inclusion.  Comparably, 44.6% of the general educators surveyed stated that they tend to 

agree that teachers in their corporation support inclusive education, while a similar 41.5% 
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of general educators tend to disagree that other teachers in the school support inclusion.  

At the same time, 63.6% of special education teachers feel that other teachers support 

inclusion, while 27.3% of these teachers disagreed with this statement.  As a result, it 

appears that inclusion is more supported by the administration at Western School 

Corporation than the overall staff.  This too was commensurate with Becker, Roberts, and 

Dumas’ study (2000) in which 88% of respondents agreed that administrators are 

committed to inclusion, while only 68% believe that other teachers in the school support 

inclusive education.   

     Just about half (45%) of the respondents agree or strongly agree that they have the 

supports needed to implement inclusion.  That leaves quite a few staff members believing 

that there are not ample supports in place to implement inclusive education.  Moreover, 

50% of individuals surveyed disagreed or strongly disagreed that there were sufficient 

opportunities available for staff members to meet and discuss inclusion issues and 

problems.  Consequently, more time must be set aside for staff members to meet to 

discuss issues, and more supports must be implemented in order for inclusion to be 

successful at Western School Corporation.  According to Buell, Hallam, Gamel-

McCormick, and Scheer (1999), successful inclusion requires general and special 

educators to collaborate as team members. 

     Table 14 provides a comparison of the respondents to the scale entitled “Support for 

Inclusive Practices” (survey items 36-40).   The internal consistency of this scale as 

measured by the Cronbach’s Alpha was .76.  A visual analysis of the data indicates 

consistency among groups regarding their perceptions of support for inclusive practices. 
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Table 14. 

Comparison of Results of Support for Inclusive Practices  

 

Groups    N   M   SD 

General Education Teachers 64  2.61  .536 

Special Education Teachers 11  2.87  .441 

Administration  4  3.33  .486 

Paraprofessionals  8  2.75  .665  
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     A one-way ANOVA was computed to test for significant differences between 

respondent groups on a mean composite of items 36-40.  An assumption of the ANOVA, 

equality of error variances, will be tested by the Levene’s test and any violations found 

will be reported for that analysis.  As seen in Table 15, the results indicated significant 

among the groups on the overall mean of these items and a violation of the assumption of 

equal error variances was found (Levene’s test, F(3, 83) = 2.79, p = .046). Using the Tukey 

HSD as a post hoc test, general education teachers were found to have a significantly 

lower mean than the administration group (m=2.61, 3.33, respectively) with the 

remaining groups falling between those two extremes.  

Table 15. 

 

One-Way ANOVA Analysis for Support for Inclusive Practices  

 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square    F           Sig. 

Between Groups 2.401   3 .800     2.787          .046 

Within Groups  23.833   83 .287     

Total   26.234   86  
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Research Question 2 

 

Which group of school personnel (general education teachers, special education 

teachers, administration, or paraprofessional staff) has the greatest level of 

involvement of inclusive practices? 

     It is apparent from looking at Table 16 that Special Education teachers have the 

greatest level of involvement of inclusive practices.   

Table 16. 

Comparison of Respondent Groups on Use of Inclusive Practices  

 

Group    N  M   SD  

General Ed. Teachers  66  2.002  .534 

Special Ed. Teachers  11  2.718  .368 

Administration  4  2.575  .386 

Para-prof. Staff (aide)  10  1.930  .789      

Total    91  2.105  .596 

     

 

 

Research Question 3 

 

What are the perceptions of educators regarding inclusion at Western School 

Corporation? 

Tables 17-27 portray the responses for items 65-75, which posed questions to 

respondents about their beliefs of inclusive practices. 
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Table 17. 

Item 65-Doing inclusion requires substantial extra effort on the part of participating 

teachers.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count             1  1          0     0        2 

Percent          1.4          9.1          0                           0     2.1  

 

D Count            13  5          2      2      22 

Percent                   18.8        45.5     50.0           20.0   23.4  

 

A Count            33  2          2     3      40 

 Percent        47.8        18.2     50.0           30.0   42.6  

 

SA Count            22  3          0     5      30      

            Percent         31.9        27.3          0                      50.0   31.9  

 

Total Count            69           11                   4              10             94 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 18. 

 

Item 66-Students from general education benefit socially from inclusive practices.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count             3  0          0     0        3 

Percent          4.3             0          0                           0     3.1  

 

D Count            14  1          0      0      15 

Percent                   20.3          9.1          0                0   15.6  

 

A Count            37  6          0     7      50 

 Percent        53.6        54.5          0           58.3   52.1  

 

SA Count            15  4          4     5      28      

            Percent         21.7        36.4      100                      41.7   29.2  

 

Total Count            69           11                   4              12             96 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 19. 

 

Item 67-Students from general education benefit academically from inclusive practices.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count            16  1          0     1      18 

Percent        23.2          9.1          0                        9.1   18.9  

 

D Count            20  1          0      2      23 

Percent                   29.0          9.1          0           18.2   24.2  

 

A Count            30  6          3     6      45 

 Percent        43.5        54.5     75.0           54.5   47.4  

 

SA Count             3  3          1     2        9      

            Percent           4.3        27.3     25.0                      18.2     9.5  

 

Total Count            69           11                   4              11             95 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



83  

 

Table 20. 

 

Item 68-Curriculum and instruction in inclusive settings are generally “watered down” 

for all students.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count            13  4          1     2      20 

Percent        19.1        36.4     25.0                      18.2   21.3  

 

D Count            32  7          3      7      49 

Percent                   47.1        63.6     75.0           63.6   52.1  

 

A Count            18  0          0     2      20 

 Percent        26.5             0          0           18.2   21.3  

 

SA Count             5  0          0     0        5      

            Percent           7.4             0          0                           0     5.3  

 

Total Count            68           11                   4              11             94 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 
Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 21. 

 

Item 69-Students with disabilities in inclusive settings have behavior problems that take 

up a disproportionate amount of staff time.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              4  3          0     2        9 

Percent          6.0        27.3          0                      18.2     9.7  

 

D Count            33  4          3      2      42 

Percent                   49.3        36.4     75.0           18.2   45.2  

 

A Count            26  3          1     7      37 

 Percent        38.8        27.3     25.0           63.6   39.8  

 

SA Count             4  1          0     0        5      

            Percent           6.0          9.1          0                           0     5.4  

 

Total Count            67           11                   4              11             93 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree.  
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Table 22. 

 

Item 70-Most students receiving special education services should be in inclusive 

settings.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              3  0          0     0        3 

Percent          4.5             0          0                           0     3.2  

 

D Count            16  1          0      1      18 

Percent                   23.9          9.1          0             9.1   19.4  

 

A Count            40  7          2     7      56 

 Percent        59.7        63.6     50.0           63.6   60.2  

 

SA Count             8  3          2     3      16      

            Percent         11.9        27.3     50.0                      27.3   17.2  

 

Total Count            67           11                   4              11             93 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 23. 

 

Item 71-With inclusion, campuses still need a range of traditional services that will meet 

the unique needs of some students (i.e. life skills, resource room).  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              1  0          0     0        1 

Percent          1.5             0          0                           0     1.1  

 

D Count              1  0          0      1        2 

Percent                     1.5             0          0             8.3     2.1  

 

A Count            33  1          0     5      39 

 Percent        48.5          9.1          0           41.7   41.1  

 

SA Count            33           10          4     6      53      

            Percent         48.5        90.9      100                      50.0   55.8  

 

Total Count            68           11                   4              12             95 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 
Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 24. 

 

Item 72-Students who are not successful in the inclusive setting should be evaluated and 

placed in an environment that will better meet their needs.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              2  0          0     0        2 

Percent          2.9             0          0                           0     2.1  

 

D Count              1  0          0      0        1 

Percent                     1.5             0          0                0     1.1  

 

A Count            24  3          2     5      34 

 Percent        35.3        27.3     50.0           41.7   35.8  

 

SA Count            41             8          2     7      58      

            Percent         60.3        72.7     50.0                      58.3   61.1  

 

Total Count            68           11                   4              12             95 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



88  

 

Table 25. 

 

Item 73-Teaching in an inclusive setting helps teachers develop new skills that are 

valuable in any instructional setting.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              0  0          0     0        0 

Percent             0             0          0                           0        0  

 

D Count            15  0          0      0      15 

Percent                   22.1             0          0                0   15.8  

 

A Count            37  3          2     6      48 

 Percent        54.4        27.3     50.0           50.0   50.5  

 

SA Count            16             8          2     6      32      

            Percent         23.5        72.7     50.0                      50.0   33.7  

 

Total Count            68           11                   4              12             95 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

  
Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 
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Table 26. 

Item 74-Working with another teacher in an inclusive setting requires all school 

personnel to give up some individuality.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              4  2          0     1        7 

Percent          6.0        18.2          0                      10.0     7.6  

 

D Count            38  4          3      3      48 

Percent                   56.7        36.4     75.0           30.0   52.2  

 

A Count            20  3          1     6      30 

 Percent        29.9        27.3     25.0           60.0   32.6  

 

SA Count              5             2          0     0        7      

            Percent           7.5        18.2          0                           0     7.6  

 

Total Count            67           11                   4              10             92 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree.  
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Table 27. 

Item 75-Working with another teacher in an inclusive setting requires a period of 

adjustment.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

SD Count              1  0          0     0        1 

Percent          1.4             0          0                           0     1.1  

 

D Count              8  0          0      0        8 

Percent                   11.6             0          0                0     8.5  

A Count            48  7          1     7      63 

 Percent        69.6        63.6     25.0           70.0   67.0  

 

SA Count            12             4          3     3      22      

            Percent         17.4        36.4     75.0                      30.0   23.4  

 

Total Count            69           11                   4              10             94 

 Percent         100          100      100            100    100  

 

Note.  SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. 

 

 

    Tables 17-27 reveal the respondents’ varied beliefs about inclusive practices.  

Primarily, there was a similar response rate by general educators (31.9%) and special 

educators (27.3%) strongly agreeing that doing inclusion requires substantial extra effort 

on the part of the participating teachers.  Similarly, 50% of the paraprofessional 

respondents strongly agreed with this statement.  While staff members did feel that 

inclusion requires extra effort on their part, they do see the positive outcomes of inclusive 

practices.  Approximately 81% of respondents felt that students from general education 

benefit socially from inclusive practices, while at the same time, only 57% of respondents 

felt that the students benefit academically from inclusion.  Special education teachers 
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displayed greater percentages in both of these areas agreeing that students benefit both 

socially and academically in inclusive settings.  Likewise, all administrators believe there 

are benefits for these students as well.  While the staff feels that the social gains outweigh 

the academic gains, it is evident from the response rates that the majority feel that the 

benefits of inclusion are valuable.   

     Western School Corporation staff members evidently believe that setting high 

expectations for all students in an inclusive model is critical.  About three-fourths of the 

respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that curriculum and instruction are “watered 

down” for all students in inclusive classrooms.  An examination of Table 22 indicates 

very similar results across the area of placement of students with special needs; 77.4% of 

respondents agree or strongly agree that students receiving special education services 

should be in inclusive settings.  Both special educators and paraprofessionals surveyed 

felt most strongly about this.  However, with that being said, almost 97% of the 

respondents feel that there is still a need for a range of traditional services that will meet 

the needs of some students, such as life skills programs or resource rooms.   

     Many believe that working with students with emotional disabilities or behavioral 

issues is often one of the most challenging parts of teaching in an inclusive setting.  The 

data indicates that about 55% of respondents disagree or strongly disagree that students 

with disabilities possessing behavioral problems take up a disproportionate amount of 

staff time.  At the same time, that leaves 45% of the respondents feeling that students 

with behavioral problems take up a significant amount of classroom time.  While special 

and general education teachers surveyed were nearly split, Western School Corporation 

must continue to place skilled special education teachers in the inclusive settings in order 
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to assist with students with emotional disabilities.  Additionally, proper supports such as 

behavioral plans must be implemented in order for the environment to be successful for 

both the student and teachers.  

     A one-way ANOVA was computed to test for significant differences between 

respondent groups on a mean composite of items 65-75.  However, due to a violation of 

the equality of variance assumption (Levene’s test, F(3, 87) = 4.42, p = .006) the Welch test 

was used as a robust alternative to the F statistic.  As seen in Table 28, the results 

indicated differences among the groups on the overall mean of these items (Welch F(3, 

23.54) = 10.67, p < .001).  Using the Tamhane as a post hoc test, general education teachers 

were found to have a significantly lower mean than the administration group (m=2.35, 

2.66, respectively) with the remaining groups falling between those two extremes (p < 

.001). 

Table 28. 

Welch Robust Test of Equality of Means for Beliefs about Inclusive Practices  

 

Welch Statistic  df1  df2    Sig.   

10.67     3  23.54  <.001  

 

 

Research Question 4 

 

What are the perceived effects of inclusive practices at Western School 

Corporation? 

Tables 29-32 portray the responses for items 76-79, which posed questions to 

respondents about the effects of inclusive practices. 
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Table 29. 

Item 76-In general, do you believe that students receiving special education services do 

“Worse,” the “Same,” or “Better” than if they were placed in a more traditional special 

education setting.  Academic achievement is…  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Worse Count            20  1          0     2      23 

Percent        35.7        12.5          0                      33.3   31.1  

 

Same Count            12  1          0      2      15 

Percent                   21.4        12.5          0           33.3   20.3  

 

Better Count            24  6          4     2      36 

 Percent        42.9        75.0      100           33.3   48.6  

 

Total Count                       56  8          4                           6             74 

 Percent          100         100               100                       100    100  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



94  

 

Table 30. 

 

Item 77-In general, do you believe that students receiving special education services do 

“Worse,” the “Same,” or “Better” than if they were placed in a more traditional special 

education setting.  Self-esteem is…  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Worse Count            11  1          0     1      13 

Percent        17.7        10.0          0                      10.0   15.1 

 

Same Count            17  1          0      1      19 

Percent                   27.4        10.0          0           10.0   22.1  

 

Better Count            34  8          4     8      54 

 Percent        54.8        80.0      100           80.0   62.8  

 

Total Count                       62           10          4                         10             86 

 Percent          100         100               100                       100    100  
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Table 31. 

 

Item 78-In general, do you believe that students receiving special education services to 

“Worse,” the “Same,” or “Better” than if they were placed in a more traditional special 

education setting.  Attendance is…  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Worse Count              9  0          0     0        9 

Percent        19.6             0          0                           0   14.1  

 

Same Count            23  3          1      5      32 

Percent                   50.0        42.9     33.3           62.5   50.0  

 

Better Count            14  4          2     3      23 

 Percent        30.4        57.1     66.7           37.5   35.9  

 

Total Count                       46             7          3                           8             64 

 Percent          100         100               100                       100    100  
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Table 32. 

 

Item 79-In general, do you believe that students receiving special education services to 

“Worse,” the “Same,” or “Better” than if they were placed in a more traditional special 

education setting.  Social skills and interpersonal relations are…  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Worse Count              5  0          0     1        6 

Percent          8.5             0          0                      10.0     7.2  

 

Same Count            16  1          0      1      18 

Percent                   27.1        10.0          0           10.0   21.7  

 

Better Count            38  9          4     8      59 

 Percent        64.4        90.0      100           80.0   71.1  

 

Total Count                       59           10          4                         10             83 

 Percent          100         100               100                       100    100  

 

 

     Tables 29-32 emphasize the true effects of inclusion at Western School Corporation.  

Based on staff members’ direct experience with inclusion, almost half (48.6%) of the 

respondents felt that academic achievement was better for special education students who 

were placed in an inclusive setting as opposed to being placed in a more traditional 

special education atmosphere.  As seen in Table 29, a breakdown of staff members show 

that almost 43% of general educators, 75% of special educators, 100% of administrators, 

and 33% of paraprofessionals feel academic achievement is better with inclusive 

education.  Comparably, 31.1% of respondents felt that academic achievement for 

students with special needs in an inclusive setting was worse.  As a result, while many 

staff members feel academic gains are being made by special education students in an 
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inclusive setting, still over a quarter of them feel that an inclusive setting is not improving 

their academic skills. 

     On the other hand, well over half (62.8%) of the staff surveyed felt that the self-

esteem of these identified special education students was better in an inclusive 

environment than if they were placed in a traditional special education classroom.  

Similarly, 71.1% of staff members felt that the social skills and interpersonal relations of 

students with special needs in inclusive settings fared better in an inclusive setting than if 

they were placed in a special education environment.  Lastly, half of the respondents 

viewed attendance of special education students in inclusion classrooms to be about the 

same as their general education peers.  An examination of Tables 29, 30, and 32 reveals 

very similar results across all areas between this study and that of Becker, Roberts, and 

Dumas (2000).  In the 2000 study, 61% of respondents believe that students receiving 

special education services will have better self-esteem and 63% believe their social skills 

and interpersonal relations will be improved, while only 46% believe their academic 

achievement will be better in inclusive settings than in pull-out settings.  For this specific 

study, 63% of respondents feel students receiving special education services in inclusive 

settings will have better self-esteem, 71% of respondents believe students in an inclusive 

environment will have better social skills and interpersonal skills, and almost half (50%) 

believe the academic achievement of those students in inclusive classrooms will be 

better.  

     In summary, it is obvious from the data that many of the staff members view positive 

effects of inclusion, especially as seen by the gains in social skills and interpersonal 

interactions.  Once again, special education staff possesses the highest percentages of 
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viewing inclusive education as better for students’ academic achievement, self-esteem, 

attendance, and interpersonal relations.  However, Western School Corporation must 

continue to look at how inclusive settings are affecting the academic achievement of all 

students.  Additionally, the strong beliefs of special educators about why they feel 

students are faring better academically in inclusive environments should be shared with 

other staff members.   

     A one-way ANOVA was computed to test for significant differences between 

respondent groups on a mean composite of items 76-79.  As seen in Table 33, the results 

indicated little significance among the groups on the overall mean of these items.  Using 

the Tamhane as a post hoc test, general education teachers were found to have a 

significantly lower mean than the administration group (2.25, 2.92, respectively) with the 

remaining groups falling between those two extremes. 

Table 33. 

Welch Robust Test of Equality of Means for Effects of Inclusive Practices  

 

Welch Statistic  df1  df2    Sig.   

8.26     3  11.01  <.001  

 

 

Research Question 5 

 

What classroom teaching practices are currently being utilized in order to enhance 

the inclusion model at Western School Corporation? 

Tables 34-40 portray the responses for items 80-86, which posed questions to 

respondents about their classroom teaching practices. 
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Table 34. 

Item 80-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Collaborative teaching between general and special 

education teachers.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count            21  1          1     0      23 

Percent        30.9          9.1     25.0                           0   25.3  

 

Some Count            31  4          0      2      37 

 Percent                   45.6        36.4          0           25.0   40.7  

 

Most Count            11  4          1     5      21 

 Percent        16.2        36.4     25.0           62.5   23.1  

 

All Count                         5             2          2                           1             10 

 Percent           7.4        18.2              50.0                      12.5   11.0  

 

Total Count            68           11          4                           8             91 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 35. 

 

Item 81-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Cooperative learning strategies.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count              4  1          0     0        5 

Percent          6.0          9.1          0                           0     5.6  

 

Some Count            39  4          0      2      45 

 Percent                   58.2        36.4          0           25.0   50.0  

 

Most Count            19  4          3     6      32 

 Percent        28.4        36.4     75.0           75.0   35.6  

 

All Count                         5             2          1                           0               8 

 Percent           7.5        18.2              25.0                           0     8.9  

 

Total Count            67           11          4                           8             90 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 36.      

Item 82-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Teaching to students’ learning styles.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count              2  0          0     0        2 

Percent          3.0             0          0                           0     2.2  

 

Some Count            13  2          1      2      18 

 Percent                   19.4        18.2     25.0           25.0   20.0  

 

Most Count            44  5          2     4      55 

 

 Percent        65.7        45.5     50.0           50.0   61.1   

 

All Count                         8             4          1                           2             15 

 Percent         11.9        36.4              25.0                      25.0   16.7  

 

Total Count            67           11          4                           8             90 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 37. 

 

Item 83-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Learning centers.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count            27  2          1     2      32 

Percent        39.7        18.2     25.0                      25.0   35.2  

 

Some Count            27  7          1      3      38 

 Percent                   39.7        63.6     25.0           37.5   41.8  

 

Most Count            11  2          1     3      17 

 Percent        16.2        18.2     25.0           37.5   18.7  

 

All Count                         3             0          1                           0               4 

 Percent           4.4             0              25.0                           0     4.4  

 

Total Count            68           11          4                           8             91 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100 

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 38. 

Item 84-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Mixed-ability grouping for instruction.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count            12  0          0     0      12 

Percent        17.6             0          0                           0   13.2  

 

Some Count            25  4          1      3      33 

 Percent                   36.8        36.4     25.0           37.5   36.3  

 

Most Count            25  5          2     4      36 

 Percent        36.8        45.5     50.0           50.0   39.6  

 

All Count                         6             2          1                           1             10 

 Percent           8.8        18.2              25.0                      12.5   11.0  

 

Total Count            68           11          4                           8             91 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 39. 

Item 85-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Peer tutoring.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count              7  1          0     1        9 

Percent        10.3          9.1          0                      14.3   10.0  

 

Some Count            48  9          3      6      66 

 Percent                   70.6        81.8     75.0           85.7   73.3  

 

Most Count            10  1          1     0      12 

 Percent        14.7          9.1     25.0                0   13.3  

 

All Count                         3             0          0                           0               3 

 Percent           4.4             0                   0                           0     3.3  

 

Total Count            68           11          4                           7             90 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 
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Table 40. 

 

Item 86-To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom (teacher) or 

on your campus (administrator)…Varying whole group, small group, and individual 

instruction.  

 

Gen. Ed. Spec. Ed. Admin. Para Prof. Total 

Never Count              2  0          0     0        2 

Percent          2.9             0          0                           0     2.2  

 

Some Count            14  2          0      3      19 

 Percent                   20.6        18.2          0           42.9   21.1  

 

Most Count            31  7          3     3      44 

 Percent        45.6        63.6     75.0           42.9   48.9  

 

All Count                       21             2          1                           1             25 

 Percent         30.9        18.2              25.0                      14.3   27.8  

 

Total Count            68           11          4                           7             90 

 Percent                    100                  100               100                       100           100  

 

Note. Some = sometimes; Most = most of the time; All = all of the time. 

 

 

     Staff members were asked to rate the degree to which they were using various 

instructional strategies that have been shown to create more inclusive classrooms.  From 

analyzing the data, it is evident that a variety of instructional strategies are being utilized.  

Primarily, approximately 40% of respondents stated they are sometimes using 

collaborative teaching strategies, whereas 23% utilize collaborative teaching most of the 

time.  On a similar note, half of the respondents emphasized that they sometimes use 

cooperative learning strategies, while almost 36% use this strategy most of the time in 
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their classrooms.  Well over half (61.1%) of the staff members expressed that they teach 

to the students’ learning styles most of the time. 

     While only 18.7% of respondents stated that they used learning centers most of the 

time in their classrooms, this may be due to the fact that many of the respondents were 

middle and high school teachers.  At these age levels, we see less of learning centers than 

we do at the elementary level.  This may also contribute to the paraprofessionals 37.5% 

response rate of utilizing learning centers.  The majority of the aides in the school 

corporation are found at the lower grade levels in order to help reduce teacher-student 

ratio.  Three-fourths of respondents claimed that they utilized mixed-ability grouping on 

a “most of the time” or “sometimes” basis.  Likewise, many staff members are making 

use of peer tutoring in their classrooms.  Only 10% of the respondents said they never use 

this instructional strategy.  Lastly, probably one of the most utilized instructional 

strategies in inclusive settings at Western School Corporation is varying whole group, 

small group, and individual instruction.  A combined 97.8% said they utilize this strategy 

to some degree in their classroom.   

     Formal training sessions were held at Western School Corporation for teachers, 

paraprofessionals, and administrators.  However, the effectiveness of this training has not 

been analyzed.  One of the seven scales, “Planning for Inclusive Practices” asks the 

respondents to answer various questions about how the staff development opportunity 

met their needs.  As a result, a Pearson Correlation was computed to examine the 

responses between the sections “Planning for Inclusive Practices” and “Classroom 

Teaching Practices” to view if there was any correlation between the two.  See Table 41. 
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Table 41. 

 

Correlations between Sections “Planning for Inclusive Practices” and “Classroom 

Teaching Practices” 

Pearson Correlation  .255*  

Sig. (2-tailed)   .033 

N    70 

 

*p < .05, two-tailed. 

 

     The results indicate a significant positive correlation between respondents’ planning 

and staff development experiences and use of various classroom teaching practices to 

promote an inclusionary education.  In other words, the more positive that one felt the 

staff development opportunities were for inclusion, the more likely the respondent was to 

implement classroom teaching strategies which support inclusive education.  

Respondents of the survey were asked to rate how well the staff development met their 

needs in various areas such as:  planning and working as an inclusionary team, strategies 

for making time for planning and collaboration, and roles and responsibilities of 

personnel involved in inclusive practices.  A deep understanding in these areas may have 

led to effective teaching strategies utilized in the classroom (collaborative teaching, 

cooperative learning strategies, and mixed-ability grouping for instruction).  The positive 

correlation seen in the study reiterates the continuous need for professional development 

in order for inclusion models to be successful. 

SUMMARY 

     The data in this study revealed a consistent general agreement that the administration 

at Western School Corporation supports inclusion, but there are not ample resources in 
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place to support the overall model.  Secondly, it was apparent from the data that special 

education teachers at Western have a large part in the inclusion program, but that may be 

due primarily to the change in their roles since the model has been implemented.  

Overall, the staff members appear to have a fairly positive perspective of the inclusion 

model, as well as the effects of student success they have seen.  It was obvious that the 

staff members are utilizing a variety of instructional strategies to promote an inclusive 

setting, but staff members must continue to be trained in these to recognize their 

importance.  The following chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations for 

further investigation based on the responses from this study.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

     This study was a replication of an earlier investigation by Becker, Roberts, and Dumas 

(2000).  The study addressed the effectiveness of the current inclusion model at Western 

School Corporation, a school district in Indiana consisting of approximately 2,500 

students.  Specifically, the degree of staff and administration support was measured, the 

level of use of inclusive practices was analyzed, the teachers’ perceptions were evaluated, 

the effects of inclusive practices were examined, and the classroom-teaching practices 

were assessed.  Five research questions drove this study: 

1. Do staff and administrators at Western School Corporation support the 

current inclusion model? 

2. Which group of school personnel (general education teachers, special 

education teachers, administration, or paraprofessional staff) has the 

greatest level of involvement of inclusive practices? 

3. What are the perceptions of educators regarding inclusion at Western 

School Corporation? 
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4. What are the perceived effects of inclusive practices at Western School 

Corporation? 

5. What classroom teaching practices are currently being utilized in order 

to enhance the inclusion model at Western School Corporation? 

     In order to examine these issues, one survey was utilized in the data collection 

process.  The Inclusion Inventory:  A Tool for Measuring the Implementation and Use of 

Inclusive Practices, was used.  The tool was organized into seven scales (not including 

The Background Information Section):  The Background Information Section, Planning 

for Inclusive Practices, Support for Inclusive Practices, Use of Inclusive Practices, 

Implementation of Inclusive Practices, Beliefs about Inclusive Practices, Effects of 

Inclusive Practices, and Classroom Teaching Practices.   

     The census used in the study was composed of 8 administrators (principals, assistant 

principals, assistant superintendent, and superintendent), 145 teachers (both general 

education and special education), and 43 paraprofessional staff (aides).  This census 

included all staff members in these designated positions.  All subjects were employed by 

Western School Corporation.  All subjects were given a survey; a random sample was not 

utilized.  Consequently, there were a total of 196 subjects who received the survey.  A 

census of the school corporation was chosen because the researcher had a vested interest 

in the progress of the inclusion model that had been implemented over the past two years.  

The school corporation is split into four buildings: Western Primary School (kindergarten 

through second grade), Western Intermediate School (third grade through fifth grade), 

Western Middle School (sixth grade through eighth grade), and Western High School 

(ninth grade through twelfth grade).  The schools are all located on one campus.   
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     The researcher distributed the survey and a cover letter to each staff member’s 

mailbox (in respective buildings:  Western Primary School, Western Intermediate School, 

Western Middle School, Western High School).  A pre-addressed enveloped (titled:  

Heather Hendrich, Western Intermediate School) was enclosed with the paper survey in 

order for the respondent to easily place the survey in and return to the researcher through 

inter-office mail.  The surveys were not coded in any way that the researcher would be 

able to identify the staff members that had completed the survey.  Results from the study 

are based on the perceptions of those who returned the surveys.  Since there was a 50% 

return rate for the survey, the results of this study are not representative of the entire 

school corporation.  Furthermore, some teachers have not experienced inclusion if they 

have not had identified special education students within their classroom.  Consequently, 

their surveys may not portray an effective view of the inclusion model at Western School 

Corporation.  Finally, the findings of this study only represent a snapshot in time.  Since 

the inclusion model is constantly evolving, the results from this study are not necessarily 

indicative of where the school is at this time.   

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

     “When the term inclusion is spoken in the realm of education, it sparks controversy” 

(Worrell, 2008, p. 43).  Students with special needs have a history of being excluded 

from receiving the same quality of education as their non-disabled peers.  However, in 

recent years, public policy has mandated an equal opportunity for all students to learn, 

including those with special needs.  The basic rights that P.L. 94-142 gave to students 

with disabilities included the right to a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the 

least restrictive environment (LRE).  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
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(IDEA) Amendments of 1997 and the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004 represent major milestones in the education of 

students with disabilities and accountability.  Furthermore, the pressure of No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) and Indiana’s Public Law 221 (P.L. 221) has caused schools to move 

toward educating students with disabilities in a general education setting.   

     The major premise of NCLB is that all students achieve at a proficient level based on 

standardized tests of academic achievement developed by each state by the 2013-2014 

school year (Elliott, 2003).  NCLB requires states to provide for the participation in 

assessments of all students.  Special education students have also been targeted as a 

subgroup to have all students passing ISTEP in Indiana.  Group-administered 

standardized achievement test scores have become valued in educational systems across 

the United States.  Consequently, this has placed pressure on schools and teachers to 

produce students with high test scores.  As a result, many schools feel that the best way to 

prepare students for these tests is to place them in an inclusive setting where grade-level 

standards are being taught, and high expectations are being set.   

     Today many educators are finding it nearly impossible to implement other options 

besides inclusion.  IDEA requires an explanation of the extent to which the child with 

special needs will not participate with nondisabled peers in the general education 

classroom (Huefner, 2000).  With the supports available today in the general education 

setting, the majority of students’ least restrictive environments are in the general 

education classroom because there are ample resources available to them.  The 

importance of several early landmark court cases such as Roncker v. Walter (1983) and 

Daniel R.R. v. State Board of Education (1989) ensured children with special needs to 
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have the opportunity to be educated with their nondisabled peers to the maximum extent 

appropriate. 

     The inclusion of students with disabilities has increased over the past ten years 

(Kamens, Loprete, & Slostad, 2003).  According to the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitative Services, approximately 76% of students with disabilities are educated in 

the general education classroom for some part of the school day (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002).  Recent educational trends have supported this increased movement 

toward inclusion.  Most recently, Response to Intervention (RtI) has prompted the 

movement of special education students into the general education classroom.   

     As part of IDEIA, the criteria for learning disabilities may include measures other than 

discrepancy models (Shaw, 2008).  One measure gaining popularity is RtI.  With RtI, 

students are no longer automatically taken out of the general education classroom and 

education in a separate class.  Under the RtI model, general education teachers are to 

utilize a variety of interventions with struggling learners in the regular classroom 

environment in order to help each student reach success.  Students who do not show 

progress with the various interventions may be found eligible for special education or for 

special education evaluation.   

     Indiana’s Title 511 Article 7 was approved by the State Board of Education on June 4, 

2008 and became official on August 13, 2008 (Indiana Department of Education, 2008).  

It mentions RtI under the newly named disability category of Specific Learning Disability 

(SLD), stating that a student can qualify as a student under this classification if 

“insufficient progress to meet age or state approved grade level standards in one or more 

of the areas identified when using a process based on the student's response to scientific, 
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research based intervention” (Article 7, 511 IAC 7-41-12 (2)(a)).  While the state of 

Indiana has not made the use of RtI mandatory, it has become part of the referral process.  

“The initial educational evaluation must be conducted and the Case Conference 

Committee convened within fifty instructional days of the date the written parental 

consent is received by licensed personnel.  The time frame does not apply when a student 

has participated in a process that assesses the student's response to scientific, research 

based interventions, in which case the time frame is twenty instructional days” (Article 7, 

511 IAC 7-40-5(d)).  As a result, inclusion has become even more prevalent in schools 

today due to the promise that RtI is a large part of the special education referral process, 

as well as its major goal to raise achievement for all students through modification of 

lesson plans based on progress monitoring.  Moreover, legislation requires that before 

any student is placed in special education, the school must ensure that his or her learning 

is not linked to inadequate instruction, the underlying premise of RtI.   

     On a similar note, Indiana’s One Plan has recently been developed in order to address 

Indiana’s perspective on Response to Intervention.  A video presented by the Indiana 

Department of Education’s exceptional learners specialist, Tara Rinehart, informs us that 

the suggested delivery model calls for supporting student success through six core 

components of highly effective schools:  leadership, data-based decision making, 

evidence-based core curriculum, instructions, and interventions/extensions, assessment 

and progress monitoring, cultural responsivity, and family/community/school 

partnerships (Rinehart, 2008).  The overall purpose of the One Plan is to foster positive 

academic, behavioral and emotional outcomes for all students utilizing the six core 
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components.  This may promote yet another reason for schools to provide inclusive 

settings. 

     “Inclusion is usually regarded as the placement of special education students in 

general education settings” (Sailor & Roger, 2005, p. 503).  While the word inclusion has 

become a popular term in the world of education, educators are posed with challenges on 

how to best implement the model.  Due to the recent legislation of IDEIA and NCLB, 

“highly qualified personnel” must be working with special education students.  As a 

result, many schools have made a quick transition to inclusion without giving much 

thought to the implementation process.  In order to ensure success for a model, various 

aspects of the model must be evaluated.  According to Becker, Roberts, and Dumas 

(2000), methods and procedures to assess implementation of inclusive educational 

practices, as well as educators’ attitudes toward these practices, have received little 

attention.   

     At Western School Corporation, a school district consisting of grades kindergarten 

through twelfth, the current movement toward supported inclusion has taken place at 

each building.  A variety of models describe the inclusion efforts that have been 

implemented at Western School Corporation.  Many of the teachers use a “co-teaching 

consultant model,” in which the special education teacher still utilizes a pull-out program, 

but also co-teaches within the general education classroom teacher for several hours 

throughout the week.  Similarly, a “team model” has been piloted in which the special 

education teacher is paired up with one or more general education teachers to form a 

team, who are then together responsible for all of the children in the class at a particular 

grade level.  While inclusion has offered the school corporation a way to meet the 
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legislation requirements, as well as to address the high standards that have been 

established, the effectiveness of the model is unclear.   

     Full acceptance of students with disabilities in a general education classroom is clearly 

indicative of a teacher’s attitude toward inclusion.  Because staff members and 

administrators are held responsible for inclusion in schools, it is vital that their 

perceptions be recognized.  Research has shown that general education teachers do not 

always feel prepared to teach students with disabilities.  Likewise, in many cases, special 

and general educators often lack the skills in collaborating needed to teach students with 

special needs in a general education setting.  Moreover, many schools are not providing 

professional development opportunities for staff members to ensure that proper supports 

and resources are implemented in order for the inclusion model to be successful.  

Consequently, the purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of staff 

members at Western School Corporation in which inclusion had been implemented over 

the past two years.  It was the hope that the data would portray how staff members are 

responding to the inclusion movement in order to identify future needed supports and 

improve the current model. 

CONCLUSIONS 

     Support is critical to the success of any emerging innovation, and this is not any less 

true for the educational practice of inclusion.  In order to monitor or promote the use of 

inclusive strategies, one must be aware of staff perceptions.  It is evident from the 

findings of this study that staff members feel that administration is responsive to the 

immediate, everyday concerns regarding inclusion.  A total of 92.3% of the survey 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that campus administrators are committed to 
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inclusion.  In one Indiana study (Cole, 2006), 75% of Directors of Special Education in 

Indiana felt that inclusion of students with disabilities was beneficial, while only 37% of 

all other Indiana administrators felt that inclusion was beneficial.  Support from 

administration is vital in creating a successful inclusionary setting in schools.  It is key 

for all administrators to possess a positive attitude about inclusion, but moreover, they 

must provide effective instructional support for students with disabilities. 

     While the administration at Western School Corporation is perceived to support 

inclusion, the findings emphasized that a large percentage of teachers do not support 

inclusive education.  Perhaps this is due to the majority (55%) of the respondents feeling 

that they do not have the necessary supports needed to implement inclusion.  This was 

commensurate with the findings that the half of the respondents did not feel that 

sufficient opportunities were being given for staff members to discuss inclusion issues.  

Successful inclusion requires that personnel from general and special education 

collaborate as team members (Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick & Scheer, 1999).  

Additionally, providing time for planning, the funding resources needed, and the 

appropriate training will help to lead to benefits for both staff and students (Cook, 

Semmel, and Gerber, 1999).  Therefore, administrators must provide time for 

collaborative planning.  In one study done by Daane, Beirne-Smith, and Latham (2000), 

all 366 educators (both general educators and special educators) interviewed indicated 

that they needed more time to collaborate in order to make their inclusion model 

successful.  Continuous professional development opportunities and access to training 

must also be part of the model in order for it to be successful.  Staff development should 

be offered to all staff, including paraprofessionals.  One study done by Idol in 2006 noted 
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that more professional development needed to be offered to instructional assistants 

because of their key role in working with students with disabilities. 

     Increased support for a new practice can often lead to its greater use.  However, it is 

helpful to know specifically about which individuals become personally involved in the 

process.  The findings in this study indicated that special education teachers have the 

greatest level of involvement of inclusive practices at Western School Corporation.  It is 

not surprising that special education teachers have the greatest level of involvement in the 

process due to their role.  Carpenter and Dyal (2007) believe that offering the special 

education teacher a rotating planning period at least once a week so they can meet with 

the content area teacher to plan for instruction is valuable.  Administration must provide 

prescheduled planning time and foster collaboration among general and special education 

staff.  School officials must continue to encourage all personnel to be involved in the 

inclusion process, for all staff members (special educators, general educators, 

administrators, and paraprofessional staff) are vital to the success of the model and all 

staff members are now being held accountable for student success.   

     Peoples’ behaviors often reflect their own beliefs.  One study conducted by 

deBettencourt (1999) investigated the attitudes of seventy-one secondary general 

educators who either disagreed with the concept of mainstreaming or did not have strong 

feelings regarding the issues.  The responses on the “Beliefs Subscale” in this study 

represent the range of attitudes that educators hold with respect to inclusion.  A great 

number of respondents agreed that inclusion requires substantial extra effort on the part 

of participating teachers; 31.9% of general educators and 27.3% of special educators 

strongly agreed with this theory.  However, they expressed that there are positive 
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outcomes of inclusive practices.  While proponents of inclusion feel that models of 

appropriate social behavior are more available in a general education setting, 81% of the 

respondents of this study also felt that students from general education benefit socially 

from inclusive practices.  The analysis of the participants’ responses indicated that the 

majority of them (57%) felt that students with special needs benefit academically from 

inclusion.  This concurs with many advocates’ beliefs that academic achievement is 

heightened when children with disabilities are held to higher standards that exist in a 

general education classroom.  It can be concluded from the study that the majority of the 

respondents feel that the benefits of inclusion are valuable; however, it may be helpful for 

the administration to provide evidence of how the inclusion model is benefiting all 

children based on various social and academic assessments. 

     While many opponents of inclusion assert that inclusionary practices cause the more 

capable students to experience boredom and to be slowed down in pace, the majority of 

the staff surveyed do not feel that the curriculum and instruction is “watered down” for 

all students.  Staff members must carry-over this belief into the regular classroom and set 

high expectations for all students throughout the implementation of inclusion.  Similar 

results were found with the staff members’ beliefs in regards to continuum of services.  A 

large majority of the respondents believe that students receiving special education 

services should be in inclusive settings.  While at the same time, almost all of the 

respondents expressed that they feel that there still needs to be a range of traditional 

services offered to the students in order to meet all needs.  This was commensurate with 

Becker, Roberts, and Dumas’ study (2000) that also utilized the Inclusion Inventory 

survey.  In this particular study, 95% of respondents believed that students who are not 
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successful in the inclusive environment should be evaluated and placed in a setting that 

will better meet their needs (Becker, Roberts, Dumas, 2000).  It can be concluded from 

this study that the staff members surveyed have an overall positive outlook of inclusion 

and how it can benefit all students.  However, the true effects of the inclusive model must 

be analyzed in order to assess the success of the model. 

     Research has shown that a new idea or practice will be implemented over time only if 

its users find that it produces the anticipated benefits.  The section, Effects of Inclusive 

Practices, measured the degree to which educators at Western School Corporation felt 

the inclusion model was successful.  A growing body of research has yielded evidence 

that inclusionary settings produce a variety of benefits for all students.  One study 

performed by Wiener and Tardif (2004) proved that students placed in inclusive settings 

were better accepted by peers, had higher self-perceptions of mathematics competence, 

and fewer teacher-rated problem behaviors than students who were placed in a non-

inclusive environment.  A second study done in 2001 (Peetsma et al.) concluded that after 

two years in an inclusionary setting, students with learning and behavioral disabilities 

made more progress in math, while students with mild mental disabilities fared better 

with their overall school motivation.  Conclusions concerning the participants’ responses 

in this study indicated that the staff members were split about whether special education 

students were faring better academically in an inclusive setting.  On the other hand, 

responses emphasized that respondents felt that the self-esteem of identified special 

education students was better in an inclusive environment, as well as the social skills and 

interpersonal relations.  As a result, a systematic collection of information about the 
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effects of inclusive practices on students will be necessary in order to gain momentum for 

the model.   

     For inclusive education to be successful, teachers must have a wide variety of teaching 

techniques from which to draw.  The ability of general and special education teachers to 

collaborate and work together in the classroom setting has become increasingly important 

due to the inclusion movement.  New legislation on “highly qualified teachers” has taken 

special education teachers out of resource rooms and placed them in the general 

education setting.  From analyzing the data, it is obvious that a variety of instructional 

strategies, which have proven to create more inclusive classrooms, are being utilized at 

Western School Corporation.  The participants of the study are making use of 

collaborative teaching, cooperative learning strategies, and varying whole group, small 

group, and individual instruction.  According to Bouck (2007), it is vital for both teachers 

to share a common planning time every day.  This is critical for the partners to discuss 

and evaluate lessons, student progress, and needed changes within the classroom.  

Administration needs to ensure that some sort of collaborative time is offered to teachers 

who are implementing the inclusion model in order to ensure success for all students.   

     Over half of the staff members expressed that they were teaching to the students’ 

learning styles.  The participants’ responses and the current research concerning 

differentiated instruction are consistent.  According to Broderick, MehtaParekh, and Reid 

(2005), differentiated instruction enables the successful inclusion of all students, 

including those with special needs.  Differentiated instruction encourages both special 

and general education teachers to tailor the instruction to the individual student’s needs.  

While the data proved that learning centers were being utilized the least, a large number 
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of respondents claimed they were using mixed-ability grouping and peer tutoring in their 

classrooms.  This is consistent with Barnett and Monda-Amaya’s study (1998) that 

concluded that heterogeneous groupings and cooperative learning were rated highest in 

both extent of use and perceived effectiveness in inclusive practices.  It may be beneficial 

for administration to provide evidence of other schools’ successful inclusive models and 

the teaching strategies that accompany the models.  Providing examples of how various 

classroom instructional techniques can positively affect an inclusion model can be 

invaluable to both staff and students. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

     Based on a review of literature and the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are made: 

School-based recommendations: 

1. Future research should compare the perceptions of teachers at each 

building level (Western Primary School, Western Intermediate School, 

Western Middle School, Western High School) with regards to how 

effective inclusion is at each level. 

2. Future research should compare the perceptions of the building level 

administrators and those of the teachers that work in inclusive settings 

in order to determine whether administrative support truly affects the 

overall model. 
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State-based recommendations: 

1. Further research should be conducted to see how Response to 

Intervention initiatives are affecting the overall inclusion models at 

various schools.  

2. Future research should examine responses from the Inclusion 

Inventory from schools that vary in size, geographic location, type of 

school, and experience with inclusion models. 

Federal-based recommendations: 

1. Future research should include studying systematic collections of 

information about the effects of inclusive practices (academic and 

social gains) on students with special needs. 

2.  Further studies should be conducted to view how effective classroom 

     practices proven to create more inclusive classrooms are affecting the 

     academic performance of all students in inclusive settings.  Academic    

     performance could be based on standardized assessments and the      

     number of IEP goals students are meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



124  

 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, K.  (2007).  Differentiating instruction to include all students.  Preventing  

     School Failure, 51(3), 49-52.   

Austin, V.  (2001).  Teachers’ beliefs about co-teaching.  Remedial & Special Education,  

     22(4), 245-255. 

Barnett, C., & Monda-Amaya, L.  (1998).  Principal’s knowledge of and attitudes toward  

     inclusion.  Remedial & Special Education, 19(3), 181-192. 

Bateman, D., & Bateman, C.  (2002).  What does a principal need to know about  

     inclusion?  Arlington, VA:  ERIC Clearinghouse on Disabilities and Gifted Education.   

     (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.  ED473828) 

Becker, H., Roberts, G., & Dumas, S.  (2000).  The inclusion inventory:  A tool to assess  

     perceptions of the implementation of inclusive educational practices.  Special Services  

     in the Schools, 16(1-2), 57-72. 

Bouck, E.  (2007).  Co-teaching..Not just a textbook term:  Implications for practice.   

     Preventing School Failure, 51(2), 46-51. 

Broderick, A., MehtaParekh, H., & Reid, D.  (2005).  Differentiating instruction for  

     disabled students in inclusive classrooms.  Theory Into Practice, 44(3), 194-202. 

Brodinsky, B.  (1999).  Top 10 education events of the 20
th

 century.  Education Digest,  

     64(8), 4-7. 

Buell, M., Hallam, R., Gamel-McCormick, M., & Scheer, S.  (1999).  A survey for  

     general and special education teachers’ perceptions and inservice needs concerning  

     inclusion.  International Journal of Disability, Development & Education, 46, 143- 

     156. 



125  

 

Burstein, N., Sears, S., Wilcoxen, A., Cabello, B., & Spagna, M.  (2004).  Moving toward  

     inclusive practices.  Remedial and Special Education, 25(2), 104-116. 

Carpenter, L., & Dyal, A.  (2007).  Secondary inclusion:  Strategies for implementing the  

     consultative teacher model.  Education, 127(3), 344-350.  

Clyde K. v. Puyallup 35 F.3d 1396 (9
th

 Cir. 1997). 

Cole, C.  (2006).  Closing the achievement gap series:  Part III  What is the impact of  

     NCLB on the inclusion of students with disabilities?  (Volume 4, Number 11).   

     Bloomington, Indiana:  Indiana University, Center for Evaluation & Education Policy. 

Cook, B., Semmel, M., & Gerber, M.  (1999).  Attitudes of principals and special  

     education teachers toward the inclusion of students with mild disabilities critical  

     differences of opinion.  Remedial & Special Education, 20(4), p. 199-208.   

Daane, C., Beirne-Smith, M., & Latham, D.  (2000).  Administrators’ and teachers’  

     perceptions of the collaborative efforts of inclusion in the elementary grades.   

     Education, 121(2), 331-338. 

Dale, A.  (2006).  Quality issues with survey research.  International Journal of Social  

     Research Methodology, 9(2), 143-158.  

Daniel, L., & King, D.  (1997).  Impact of inclusion education on academic achievement,  

     student behavior and self-esteem, and parental attitudes.  Journal of Educational  

     Research, 91, 67-81. 

Daniel R.R. v. State Board of Education, 874 F.2d 1036 (5
th

 Cir. 1989). 

Davis, M.  (2007).  Special education law was signed by Ford, despite reservations.   

     Education Week, 26(18), 21. 

deBettencourt, L.  (1999).  General educators’ attitudes toward students with mild  



126  

 

     disabilities and their use of instructional strategies.  Remedial and Special Education,  

     20(1), 27-35. 

Dedrick, R., Marfo, K., & Harris, D.  (2007).  Experimental analysis of question wording  

     in an instrument measuring teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education.   

     Educational and Psychological Measurement, 67(1), 116-131.   

Defur, S.  (2002).  Education reform, high-stakes assessment, and students with  

     disabilities.  Remedial and Special Education, 23(4), 203-211. 

D.F. v. Western School Corp., 921 F. Supp. 559 (S.D. IN 1996).  

Dierdorff, E., Surface, E., Meade, A., Thompson, L., & Martin, D.  (2006).  Group  

     differences and measurement equivalence:  Implications for command climate survey  

     research and practice.  Military Psychology, 18(1), 19-37.   

Doe v. Arlington County, 41 F.Supp. 599 (ED.VA. 1999). 

Douvanis, G., & Hulsey, D.  (2002).  The least restrictive environment mandate:  How 

     has it been defined by the courts?  Arlington, VA:  ERIC Clearinghouse on  

     Disabilities and Gifted Education.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.  

     ED469442) 

Earley, P.  (1994).  Goals 2000:  Educate America Act:  Implications for teacher  

     educators.  (AACTE Publication No. 20036-1186).  Washington, DC:  American  

     Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.  (ERIC Document Reproduction  

     Service No.  ED367661) 

Elliott, E.  (1996).  What performance-based standards mean for teacher preparation.   

     Educational Leadership, 53(6), 57-58. 

Elliott, J.  (2003).  IDEA 2003:  Reauthorization or retrofit?  School Administrator, 60  



127  

 

(3), 28-30. 

Federal Register for Department of Education, 34 C.F.R. 300.39 (2006). 

Florian, L. Rouse, M., Black-Hawkins, K., & Jull, S.  (2004).  What can national data sets  

     tell us about inclusion and pupil achievement?  British Journal of Special Education,  

     31, 115-122. 

Fuchs, L., & Fuchs, D.  (2007).  A model for implementing responsiveness to  

     intervention.  Teaching Exceptional Children, 39(5), 14-20. 

Glatthorn, A.  (1998).  Writing the winning dissertation:  A step-by-step guide.   

     California:  Corwin Press, Inc.   

Goals 2000:  Educate America Act.  (1994).   

Greer v. Rome, 950 F.2d 688 (1LTH Cir. 1991). 

Haas, D.  (1993).  Inclusion is happening in the classroom.  Children Today, 22(3), 34- 

     35. 

Hallahan, D., & Kauffman, J.  (2006).  Exceptional learners:  Introduction to special  

     education.  10
th

 edition.  Needham Heights, MS:  Allyn & Bacon. 

Hardman, M., Drew, C., & Egan, M.  (1999).  Human exceptionality:  Society, school  

     and the family.  6
th

 edition.  Boston, MS:  Pearson Education, Inc. 

Hartmann v. Loudoun, 118 F.3d 996 (1997). 

Heflin, L., & Bullock, L.  (1999).  Inclusion of students with emotional/behavioral  

     disorders:  A survey of teachers in general and special education.  Preventing School  

     Failure, 43(3), 103-111. 

Huber, K., Rosenfeld, J., & Fiorello, C.  (2001).  The differential impact of inclusion and  

     inclusive practices on high, average, and low achieving general education students.   



128  

 

     Psychology in the Schools, 38, 497-504. 

Hudson v. Bloomfield Hills, 108 F.3d 112 (6
th

 Cir. 1997). 

Huefner, D.  (2000).  Getting comfortable with special education law:  A framework for  

     working with children with disabilities.  Massachusetts:  Christopher-Gordon  

     Publishers, Inc.   

Huefner, D.  (2000).  The risks and opportunities of the IEP requirements under IDEA  

     ’97.  Journal of Special Education, 33(4), 195-204. 

Idol, L.  (2006).  Toward inclusion of special education students in general education.   

     Remedial and Special Education, 27(2), 77-94. 

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA).  P.L. 103-382.  (October 20, 1994).   

     20 U.S.C. § 6301 (1994). 

Indiana Department of Education (2008).  Article 7.  Retrieved September 14, 2008 from  

     http://www.doe.in.gov/exceptional/speced/pdf/2008-08-06-Article7.pdf 

Indiana Department of Education (2008).  AYP.  Retrieved November 6, 2008 from  

     http://www.doe.in.gov/ayp/ 

Indiana Department of Education (2007).  Public Law 221.  Retrieved September 3, 2007  

     from http://www.doe.state.in.us/pl221/ 

Indiana Department of Education (2007).  Indiana K-12 school data.  Retrieved January  

     19, 2008 from http://mustang.doe.state.in.us 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1400 (1990). 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997, P.L. 105-17; 20 U.S.C.  

     § 1401 (1997). 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, 20 U.S.C. § 4332  

http://www.doe.in.gov/exceptional/speced/pdf/2008-08-06-Article7.pdf
http://www.doe.state.in.us/pl221/
http://mustang.doe.state.in.us/


129  

 

     (2004). 

Kamens, M., Loprete, S., & Slostad, F.  (2003).  Inclusive classrooms:  What  

     practicing teachers want to know.  Action Teacher Education, 25(1), 20-26.   

Lavoie, R.  (Speaker).  (1990).  How difficult can this be?  [Video].  Greater Washington  

     Educational Telecommunications Association, Inc.   

Lerner, J.  (2003).  Learning Disabilities.  Boston:  Houghton Mifflin Company.   

Le Tendre, M.  (1996).  The new improving America’s Schools Act and Title I.   

     Journal of Education for Students Placed At Risk, 1(1), 5-8. 

Light v. Parkway 41 F.3
rd

 1223 (8
th

 Cir. 1994). 

Luster, J., & Durrett, J.  (2003).  Does educational placement matter in the performance  

     of students with disabilities?  Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Mid-South  

     Educational Research Association, Biloxi, MS.   

Magiera, K., & Zigmond, N.  (2005).  Co-teaching in middle school classrooms under  

     routine conditions:  Does the instructional experience differ for students with  

     disabilities in co-taught and solo-taught classes?  Learning Disabilities Research &  

     Practice, 20(2), 79-85. 

Matz, C.  (1999).  Administration of web versus paper surveys:  Mode effects and  

     response rates  (Doctoral dissertation, University of North Carolina, 1999).   

     Dissertation Abstracts International, 40, 87.  

McDougall, J., DeWit, D., King, G., Miller, L., & Killip, S.  (2004).  High school-aged  

     youths’ attitudes toward their peers with disabilities:  The role of school and student  

     interpersonal factors.  International Journal of Disability, Development and  

     Education, 51, 287-307. 



130  

 

National Information Center for Children and Youth with Disabilities.  (1998).  The  

     IDEA amendments of 1997 (Report No.  H030A30003).  Washington, DC.  (ERIC  

     Document Reproduction Service No.  ED420943) 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, § 115, Stat. 1425  

     (2002). 

Nolet, V., & McLaughlin, M.  (2005).  Accessing the general curriculum:  Including  

     students with disabilities in standards-based reform.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Corwin  

     Press. 

Norwich, B.  (2005, December).  All-inclusive:  celebrating difference.  Curriculum  

     Management Update.  Retrieved February 3, 2008 from  

     http://www.teachingexpertise.com/articles/all-inclusive-celebrating-difference-425 

Oberti v. Clementon, 995 F.2d 1204 (3
rd

 Cir. 1993). 

Peetsma, T. Vergeer, M., Roeleveld, J., & Karsten, S.  (2001).  Inclusion in education:   

     Comparing pupils’ development in special and regular education.  Educational  

     Review, 53, 125-135. 

Plucker, J., Spradlin, T., Zapf, J., & Chien, R.  (2007).  2006 public opinion survey on  

     education in Indiana.  Bloomington, Indiana:  Indiana University, Center for  

     Evaluation & Education Policy. 

Praisner, C.  (2003).  Attitudes of elementary school principals toward the inclusion of  

     students with disabilities.  Exceptional Children, 69, 135-145. 

Raber, S., & Roach, V.  (1998).  The push and pull of standards-based reform:  How  

     does it affect local school districts and students with disabilities?.  Alexandria, VA:   

     Center for Policy Research on the Impact of General and Special Education Reform.   



131  

 

     (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.  ED417531) 

Rafferty, Y., Piscitelli, V., & Boettcher, C.  (2003).  The impact of inclusion  

     on language development and social competence among preschoolers with disabilities.   

     Exceptional Children, 69, 467-479.   

Redfield, D., & Sheinker, J.  (2004).  Framework for transitioning from IASA to NCLB.   

     The Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Riley, R.  (1994).  Celebrate Goals 2000!  Teaching PreK-8, 24(8), 12-13. 

Rinehart, T.  (Speaker).  (2008).  Introducing Indiana’s OnePlan (Indiana Video  

     Information Network).  Indiana Department of Education  

     (http://media.doe.in.gov/exceptional/2008-07-OnePlan.html) 

Roncker v. Walter, 700F.2d 1058 (6
th

 Cir. 1983). 

Sacramento v. Rachel H. 14 F.3d 1398 (9
th

 Cir. 1994). 

Sailor, W., & Roger, B.  (2005).  Rethinking inclusion:  Schoolwide applications.  Phi  

     Delta Kappan, March 2005, 503-509. 

Shanker, A.  (1995).  Full inclusion is neither free nor appropriate.  Educational  

     Leadership, 18-21.   

Shaw, S.  (2008).  An educational programming framework for a subset of students with  

     diverse learning needs:  Borderline intellectual functioning.  Intervention in School  

     and Clinic, 43(5), 291-299. 

Shriner, J., & Yell, M.  (1996).  Legal and policy developments in the education of  

     students with emotional/behavioral disorders.  Education and Treatment of Children,  

     19(3), 371-385. 

Smoot, S.  (2003).  An outcome measure for the social goals of inclusion.  (ERIC  



132  

 

     Document Reproduction Service No. ED479370) 

2007-2008 Special Education Statistical Report.  Indiana Department of Education  

     Center for Community Relations and Special Populations, March 2008. 

Stecker, P.  (2007).  Tertiary Intervention.  Teaching Exceptional Children, 39(5), 50-57. 

Taylor, R., Smiley, L., & Ramasamy, R.  (2003).  Effects of educational background and  

     experience on teacher views of inclusion.  Educational Research Quarterly, 26(3), 3- 

     16. 

Turnball, H.  (2005).  Individuals with disabilities education act reauthorization:   

     Accountability and personal responsibility.  Remedial and Special Education, 26(6),  

     320-326. 

U.S. Department of Education.  (1999).  IDEA Regulations, 64, C.F.R.300.26. 

U.S. Department of Education.  (2002).  Twenty-fourth annual report to Congress on  

     the implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.  Washington,  

     DC:  Office of Special Education Programs and Rehabilitative Services. 

U.S. Department of Education and Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative  

     Services.  (2003).  Twenty-fifth annual report to Congress on the implementation of  

     the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.  Washington, DC:  Office of Special  

     Education Programs and Rehabilitative Services. 

Vaughn, S., Elbaum, B., & Boardman, A.  (2001).  The social functioning of students  

     with learning disabilities:  Implications for inclusion.  Exceptionality, 9(1&2), 47-65. 

Wallace, T., Anderson, A., & Bartholomay, T.  (2002).  Collaboration:  An element  

     associated with the success of four inclusive high schools.  Journal of Education and  

     Psychological Consultation, 13(4), 349-381. 



133  

 

Walsh, J.  (2001).  Getting the big picture of IEP goals and state standards.  Exceptional     

     Children, 33(5). 18-26. 

Wiener, J., & Tardif, C.  (2004).  Social and emotional functioning of children with  

     learning disabilities:  Does special education placement make a difference?  Learning  

     Disabilities Research & Practice, 19(1), 20-32. 

Worrell, J.  (2008).  How secondary schools can avoid the seven deadly school “sins” of  

     inclusion.  American Secondary Education, 36(2), 43-56. 

Yell, M.  (1995).  Least restrictive environment, inclusion, and students with disabilities:   

     A legal analysis.  Journal of Special Education, 28(4), 389-404. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



134  

 

 

 



135  

 

INCLUSION INVENTORY 

The purpose of the following inventory is to assess the status of inclusive 

educational practices at your school.  The information will be used to 

improve practices.  Indicate your answer to each item by completely filling 

in the appropriate bubble.  Please read the response options carefully.  They 

change from section to section. 

 

I.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

              Gen. Ed.          Spec. Ed.         Para-prof. 

                  Teacher        Teacher        Administration         Staff (aide)           

1.  Please indicate your present 

assignment. 

 
This year, will you or are you working with students who have the following 

disabilities: 

 
                    Yes                 No              Don’t Know Doesn’t Apply 

2.  Deaf/Hearing Impairment 

 

3.  Learning Disabilities 

 

4.  Emotional Disability 

 

5.  Physical Disability 

 

6.  Speech 

 

7.  Blind/Visual Impairment 

 

8.  Developmental Delay 

 

9.  Mild Mental Disability 

 

10.  Traumatic Brain Injury 

 

11.  Autism 

 

12.  Multiple Disabilities 
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The following questions relate to your teaching arrangements and supports. 

 
        Gen.Ed.      Spec. Ed              Both              Related Services &  

                            Teacher           Teacher             Teachers                   Teachers 
13.  What professional teaching 

staff is generally in the  

classroom?                              

 

14.  Who usually plans the    

daily instruction for students   

in an inclusive setting?   

 

15.  Who usually implements the 

daily instruction for  

students in an inclusive 

setting? 

 

 
            No Team      Spec. Ed       Gen. and Spec. Ed Teachers and 

          Teacher Only               Other Professionals 

16.  Who is on your inclusion 

team for planning and  

implementing instruction? 

 
               Never        Weekly    Monthly        As Needed 

17.  How often does your team  

meet? 

 

   
               Never    Occasionally      Frequently                Full Time 

18.  What amount of time are 

paraprofessionals in the 

classroom? 

 

II.  PLANNING FOR INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

              Yes                   No 

19.  Please indicate if you 

were on your present campus 

when formal inclusion  

practices were first initiated 

on this campus. 
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Did the planning and staff development 

in the following areas meet your needs?    

            Poor   Fair      Good           Excellent            Don’t Know 
20.  Basic concept of inclusion 

 

21.  Needs of students with 

disabilities 

 

22.  Behavior/discipline 

management in inclusive setting 

 

23.  Grading procedures for 

students with and without 

disabilities 

 

24.  Instructional modifications 

 

25.  Roles and responsibilities 

of personnel involved in  

inclusive practices 

 

26.  Collaborating with all parents 

 

27.  Planning and working 

as an inclusion team 

 

28.  Promotion practices 

 

29.  Assessment practices 

 

30.  IEP procedures for inclusion 

 

31.  Strategies for making 

time for planning and collaboration 

 

32.  Topics related to legal issues 

 

33.  Staff development received 

prior to implementing inclusive practices 

 

34.  Staff development received 

while implementing inclusion 

 

35.  Staff opportunities for  

providing input about staff development 
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III.  SUPPORT FOR INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

               Strongly        Tend to    Tend to  Strongly  

               Disagree           Disagree     Agree   Agree 

36.  Campus administrators 

are responsive to immediate, 

everyday concerns regarding  

inclusion. 

 

37.  There are sufficient 

opportunities for those 

implementing inclusive practices 

to periodically meet and discuss  

issues, problems, and successes. 

 

38.  Administrators at my campus 

are committed to inclusion. 

 

39.  Other teachers in this 

school support inclusive education.  

 

40.  We have the supports we 

need to implement inclusive 

education. 

 

IV.  USE OF INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

Please indicate your level of use of inclusive strategies by responding to the 

following items with “No,” “Planned,” or “Completed/Ongoing.” 
                        

     No              Planned       Completed/Ongoing       

41.  I have informally discussed 

inclusion with others at my school. 
                               

42.  I have participated on a  

team at my school working on 

implementing inclusive strategies. 
            

43.  I have sought additional 

information on inclusion. 
       

44.  I have shared information 

about inclusion with others at 

my school. 
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No              Planned            Completed/Ongoing 
45.  I have tried to figure out 

ways to address barriers in  

implementation of inclusive  

strategies. 
       

46.  I have considered how to 

collaborate with others outside 

my school in implementing 

inclusive strategies. 

 

47.  I am looking for new and 

innovative ways to make my 

school more inclusive. 

 

48.  I have considered who in 

my school I could approach to 

create an inclusive setting for 

a given student. 
       

49.  I am working as a member 

of a collaborative team in  

implementing an inclusive setting 

for a given student. 
       

50.  I have worked to adapt  

instructional strategies or  

curricula in a regular classroom to 

meet the needs of an included student. 

 

V.  IMPLEMENTATION OF INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 
How often are (do) students receiving special education in the general 

education classroom… 
              Most of           All of 

                Never     Sometimes     the Time        the Time       Don’t Know 

51.  the same age as the general 

education students? 

 

52.  provided special education 

instructional support in the  

classroom? 

 

53.  given the same  

responsibilities and duties as 

general education students? 



140  

 

 
       Most of           All of 

                Never     Sometimes     the Time        the Time       Don’t Know 

54.  attending their home school? 

 

55.  receiving the same feedback 

as other students? 

 

56.  sitting apart from other 

classmates? 

 

57.  expected to meet the same 

expectations as other students? 

 

58.  receiving the curricular 

and instructional modifications 

that meet their needs? 

 

59.  attend special events with 

other students? 

 

60.  involved in extra-curricular 

activities? 

 

61.  interacting socially with 

other students? 

 

62.  placed in an inclusive 

setting for academic classes? 

 

63.  placed in an inclusive 

setting during elective classes? 

 

64.  interacting socially outside 

of school? 

 

VI.  BELIEFS ABOUT INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

               Strongly        Tend to    Tend to  Strongly  

               Disagree           Disagree     Agree   Agree 

65.  Doing inclusion requires 

substantial extra effort on the part 

of participating teachers. 
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          Strongly        Tend to    Tend to  Strongly  

              Disagree           Disagree     Agree   Agree 

66.  Students from general 

education benefit socially from inclusive practices. 

 

67.  Students from general 

education benefit academically 

from inclusive practices. 

 

68.  Curriculum and instruction 

in inclusive settings are generally 

“watered down” for all students. 

 

69.  Students with disabilities in 

inclusive settings have behavior 

problems that take up a 

disproportionate amount of staff time. 

 

70.  Most students receiving 

special education services should 

be in inclusive settings. 

 

71.  With inclusion, campuses 

still need a range of traditional 

services that will meet the unique 

needs of some students (i.e. life  

skills, resource room). 

 

72.  Students who are not 

successful in the inclusive setting 

should be evaluated and placed in 

an environment that will better meet their needs. 

 

73.  Teaching in an inclusive 

setting helps teachers develop 

new skills that are valuable in any 

instructional setting. 

 

74.  Working with another teacher 

in an inclusive setting requires all 

school personnel to give up some individuality. 

 

75.  Working with another 

teacher in an inclusive setting 

requires a period of adjustment. 



142  

 

VII.  EFFECTS OF INCLUSIVE PRACTICES 

In general, do you believe that students receiving special education 

services do “Worse,” the “Same,” or “Better” than if they were placed 

in a more traditional special education setting.  Answer questions 76-79 

based on your direct experience with inclusion or beliefs you have 

developed based on your readings and interactions with others.  In an 

inclusive setting: 
               Worse         Same     Better             Don’t Know 

76.  Academic achievement is… 
 

77.  Self-esteem is… 
 

78.  Attendance is… 
 

79.  Social skills and interpersonal 

relations are… 

 

VIII.  CLASSROOM TEACHING PRACTICES 

To what extent do you use the following strategies in your classroom 

(teacher) or on your campus (administrator)? 
          Most of  All of 

               Never       Sometimes    the Time           the Time 

80.  Collaborative teaching 

between general and special 

education teachers 
 

81.  Cooperative learning strategies 

 

82.  Teaching to students’ 

learning styles 

 

83.  Learning centers 

 

84.  Mixed-ability grouping 

for instruction 

 

85.  Peer tutoring 

 

86.  Varying whole group, small 

group, and individual instruction 

 


