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ABSTRACT

Damelle Dicken
A Comparison of the Attirudes of Experienced vs. Tnexperienced Teachers Toward
In¢lusion
Dr. Midge Shuff
Learning Disahilities

The purpose of this study was to examine the preference for a disability eachers with
previous expenence teaching included students have versus teachers with no experience
teaching special education students in the regular classroom. It was hypothesized that {a)
Teachers who hiave taught included students will have no sipnificant preference level for a
specific disability; and (b) teachers with o expericnce teaching included students will have
a delinitc level of preference.

The smidy uses a deseriptive design. A total of 50 teachers were surveyed among thice
dismicts. Twenty surveys from the experienced group and 20 surveys from the
inexperienced group were randomly selected.

The hypotheses was upheld in that findings of this study indicate that terchers with co
experience teaching students with disabilities in the regular ¢lass have a definite preference
tevel for specific dizsabilities. Also, both groups surveyed agreed that students with
behavior disahilities shonld not be o the repular class. Teacher competency and treining

were also discussed.



MINI-ABSTRACT

This is a study using & descriptive design. The purpose of this study was to exarnine the
preference for a disability teachers with previous experience teaching included students
have versus teachers with no experience teaching special education students in the
classroom. A tetal of 50 teachers werc surveyed. Twenty survevs from the experienced
group and 20 surveys from the inexperienced group were randomly selecied. It was
hypothesized that teachers who have taught included students would have no significant
preference level for a specific disability and teachers with no experience teaching inciuded
students will have a definite level of preference. Results indicate that teachers with no
experience teaching included students have a definite preference level for specific

disakilities.
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Chapter One

Introdoction

Witk the imptementaton of Public Law 94-142, students with disabilities have
participated with, other students in various school programs (Truesdell & Abramson,
1992) Initially, mainstreaming occurred in noninstructional settings such as the
playeround, lunch, and assemblies. Eventually, students with disabilities participated in
regular classes for physical education, art, music, and library. For these students, most of
thelr e was spent in a self-contained special education class.

During the last decade, we have seen the transition of students with disabilities
from self-contained special education classas into repular educatian clagses through what
is called Jrclusion. Inclusion refers to the educational option for all students, regardless of
their disability, to be educated in age-approprizie regular classes in their neighbarhood
schoois with necessary support (Nietupsk, McDonald & Nietupski, 1992}, ARtempis at
successfill efforts to plan, implement, and coatinue participation in a least restictive
environment are not easily found.

Bacon and Soholz {1991) note that regular education teachers heve not reacted
favorably to the iuc;eased inclusion of students into regular classrooms. Bender (1985)

reviswed a number of studies and found that teachers were very concemed about the
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ability of students to complete academic work and maintain social relations with peers, In
addition, teachers alse voiced concern about personal levels of preparation for inclusion
and the amount c.:f time that children wath disabilities may require. One reason for these
reactions may be the lack of ingervicing on the topic of nclusion.

Presently, teacher attitudes toward inclusion are a vital issue when examining
teacher influences vpon weluded students, Findings reveal the notion that resular
education teachers harbor negative attitades toward students included into regular classes
{Alfred, Brulle & Shank, 1950). According to Hudson, Reisberg, and Wolf (1983),
inclasion may not succeed if teachers do not hold positive attitudes toward this practice.
Since inclusion is now being practiced, research is needed to examine not only teacher
attitudes toward mcluded students but also preference for a disability. Teacher's atritudes
towerd inclusive education may be expected to vary based on the social, physical,
academic, or behavioral accommodations that stodents with digabiliries need in order to
participate in zctivities in regular classes regardless of their handicap classification
(Wilczenski, 1595).

Focus of th

The purpose of this study is to examine the preference for a disability teachers with
previous experience teaching included students have versus teachers with no experience
teaching special education students in the regular classroom. For the purpose of
discussion, the term "experience" refers to a classroom teacher with a minipmm of one
year teaching experience who has had an included student, with support, in his or her

classroom. The term "included student” refers to a student who is determined o have a
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classified handicap, is determined to be eligible for special education, and is serviced in a
regular classroom.

This study hypothesizes that: (a)Teachers who have taugh? included students will
have no significant preference level for a specific disability, and (b) teachers with no

expertence teaching included students will have a definite level of preference.



Chapter Two

Review of the Literature

Introduction

Today, in education, the current trend is directed toward inclusion. Inclusion is
based on the concept of students with disabilities artending the neighborhoed school that
he or she would normally go to if he or she were not handicappec {Wilmore, 1994) In
addition, students with disabilities would be placed in chronologically age-appropriate
grades (Guralnick, 1982). Inclusion also means that the necessary supports for a disabled
student would be provided within the general education classroom. With this model,
assistance is pravided in the areas of curricutum madification, participation, and social |
integration by special education/support teachers, paraprofessionals, integration
ﬁciﬁtaturs,-a.udfur nen-disabled peers (Hall & Hall, 1987).

Advocates of inclision argue that the regular classroom is the only true least
restrictive environment (Wilmore, 1994} They assert that all disabled children do better
sactally and academically when exposed to normal performing students. In addition
normal chldren need to learn how to live in society with handicapped peopte.

Successiul implementaton of nclusion programs is dependent upon many
variables. Some of the considerations are relevant to both special and regular education

teachers. One of the considerations is the relationship between the classrooms of regular



and special education.

The culture of special education has been maintained under conditions of 1salation
and segregation {(oessling, 1994). Therefore, a separate belief sysiem has been
established. Thus, regular education had no need for a connection. Although the two
groups of teachers have often taught in the same school building, classroom boundanes
were rarely crossed. Teachers have existed in separate worlds with no connection to one
another. This situation has been strengthened by feelings of ethnocentrism - a behef that
"nobady else can teach them" (Groessling, 1994).

As inclusion becomes more complex, regular education teachers are greatly
affected. Generally, teachers are overloaded to begin with. Fullan (1991) gives examples
of teachers handbing the Increasing demands of technology, curmiculum, at risk students,
and districts making badget cuts. A major change, such as inchision, may be viewed wiil
skepticism. Initial perception of change 15 often about the impact of the change on ones'
work (Hall & Hall, 1987). Fullan (1991) states that many innovations are adopted with no
clear explanation, thereby supperting skepticism. This fact, coupled with inadequate
resources, can resolt m teachers' expenencing their own level of confidence decrease.

It would be an advantage if teachers could have sufficient preparation, knowiedge
and training to make inclusion work. According to Wilezenski (1995), poor inclusion
practices (e.g., no inservice cor consultations, etc.) have had a negative effect on teacher
attitudes toward accepting an included srudent, However, review of the literature
suggests that teachers who have had a positive inclusion exp.-erience feel successfial and

base it on their own lavel of competence (Wilczenski, 1992).
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The rest of this chapter explores current literature regarding tescher ¢compstency
as it is related Lo inclusive educatii:;n. Studies in the area of inclusion have indicated that
teachers' positive attitudes and feelings of competency have been reported to be essential if
chisabled students are to have successiul inclusion experiences. As Wilczenski (1992) and
Bender (1985) have found, positive self competency attitudes maw result in postive
inclusive experiences. These studies have failed to link teacher competency with the
preferences for a specific level of disability.

The review continues with discussion about teacher training. It will continue with
the rationale for the currenr study and end with the statement. of the bypothesis.

Tencher Competency

Teacher compeiency 1s a term that has been consistently seem throughout
literature pertaining to inclusion. For example, Peterson {1983) states that teachers'
athitudes raward including children with disabilities tends to be more positive when
teachers perceive themselves to be competent educating these students Often, when
change occurs, teachers have a tendency to self-evaluate themselves in order to be
prepared. Having lirtle background in an ares also affects how one might approach a task
it often goes back to self~competancy (Fullan, 1991).

Teacher competency refe.rs 1o how a teacher views his or her abiliry to fullill a
task. For the purpose of this Iiterature review, teacher competency is related to inchigion,

Japney, Soell, Beers, and Raynes (1995) studied teacher competency by
intervievang 20 geoeral education teachers. In response to a guestion about initial beliefs

and ideas in regard to inchision, only 12% falt they were not competent 1o have an
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included child. The limitation to this study, in addition to the small sample size, was the
fact that 80% of the teachers in this district volunteered to be the general education
teacher of an mcluded student. Also, participants were part of a planned change from
segregated to integrated education (Janney, et al., 1995), These findings were very similar
to work done by Bradley and West (1994).

The purpose of the Bradley and West (1994) siudy initially was to asses stafl’
training needs. However, by proceeding with the study, they encountered the factor of
teacher competency. By interviewing 32 staff members, they found that the majority of
general education teachers believed themselves to be self competent and prepared for
nchusion, However, 1t 13 important to note that ooy 12 of the staff members were general
education teachers. The rest of the staff were special education teachers (5), related
services personnel (5), building administrators (5), and special education aides (5)
(Bradlevy & West, 1994).

Both Hanney et al. {1993) and Bradley and West (1994} have seriously honted the
proclaimed strenptha of their findings  Both studies, by usmg smell sample sizes, (Le., 26
and 32, respectively), may have limited the possibility of encountering true feelings of
competency. The other flaw of both studies is the method by which both went about
gathenng mformation. In mterviews, mterviewees may have a tendency to react to the
topic and mirror what the interviewer is expecting to hear (Fullan, 1991). The
generalization of the findings of these studies, therefore, cannot be assumed to other areas
of education, only to the specific arez from which they originated.

Another gtudy which replicates the method of gathering information by interview is
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an additronal study done by Janney, Snell, Beers, and Raynes (1995), Fifty-three teachers
and adnumstrators were interviewed in a group setting that was a round table discussion.
Ninety-two percent of the admmstrators believed teachers in their district were competent
to reach included students. In addition, 85% of teachers interviewed believed they were
competent to teach included students

There are important factors mvolved m the Janney et al., {1995) siudy that should
not be overlooked. First, admmmistrators picked the teachers to be involved in ting study,
Second, the wterviews ocourred 1o a large focus group. The possibility for bias here is
very evident. Teachers and adommstrators in the same focus group may foster a mirror
effect of reacting to those who speak before your,

Each of these studies (Janney =t al , 1995, Bradley & West, 1994, Jannev et al.
1995) have common weaknesses, such as small sample size, method of retrieving
infofmation, and previous background with the topic. Some strengths include the
diversity of teachng levels and expenience. Two of the studies (Bradley & West, 1994
Janney et al ) inchided administrators, relared service personnel, and spectal educators,
from grades Kindergarten through 8.

Although the studies described above involved teachers in grades Kindergaren
through &, other studies have been done with those not yet in the teaching field. Take, for
example, a study done by Leyser (1986). Two hundred and sixteen undergraduates
majoring in elementary education completed a Teacher Mainstreaming Competency
Questionnaire during their last week of student teaching. The first rating was of the extent

to which they felt teachers needed to be skilled, and the second was of the extent to which
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they possessed the competency. Seventy-five percent of respondents felt as thouph they
neaded to bae skilled but did not feel they posscssed the competency. The discrepancics
between importance and ability ratings were uszd for traiming priarties. Therefore, the
results of this study can be directly applied to college teacher training programs.

So far, the studies reviewed have focused on teacher competency. None of the
above studies proposed competency for a gpecific handicapping condition based on
severzty. mor do they mention the link hetween competency and attitude.

Teacher Training

A consistent factor retated to the inchision of handicapped students inte repular
classroom was teacher training (¥inn, 19%0) Teacher training is an is5ue that has been
res:s-.archf:d along with inclusion. Teacher training refers to the practice school districts
providing teachers with information and application procedures aboui mcluston {Stephons
& Brown, 1980).

According to Stephens and Brown (1980, in most teacher preparation programs,
perspective teachers often fail to receive information about full inclusion  Because of this,
they suggest, it i3 critical to make every effort to provide appropriate traiging for teachers.

Research done by Goessling (1994) examines 14 teachers, in grades Kindergarton
through 12, of siudenis with severe disabiities who are serviced in the temilar elassroon,
Although the definition vanes from state to state, i this smdy, a severe digability was
descrbed a8 & wide range of smadents with omltiple physical, medical, mental, social, and
emotional disabilities. The teachers identified themselves as 1egular education teachers

during a focus group. The focns group met in a meeting room together and responded to
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recorded all responses.

All of the teachers, according to Goessling (1954), noted an increased demand in
eollabaration, supervision of support services parsonuel, and curmiculum modification.
Most importantly, all noted that the one inservice training they received was suflicient for
their inclusion experience that vear.

Although this study presenved the @sue of teacher traintng, it does not give an
adequare sample size. In addition, a focus group may be biased  Theare ig sometimes
concern with group discussions that pardcipants may share information that i3 sometimes
oot vabd (Goessling, 1992). Pariicipants may sometimes feel obligated to share
mformarion that is not necessarily true, only partially.

Tn a study done by Stephens and Braun (1980), 1,034 teachers in grades
Kindergarten through 8, from 10 school districts, responded to & questionnaire. On ting
questionnaire, teachers were zsked to answer questions about what would make a
successfil inclusion program. Sixty-one percent of the teachers asked indicated = need for
a additional tescher traming, Unforteoately what Stephens and Braun (1980) fail to
acknowledge is the fact that of the 61% who responded with a nesd for mare tratung,
only 13% received training prior to having an included student.

Another study done by Ziginond, Leven, and Laurie (1985), replicated the findings
of Stepbens and Braon (1930). Using the same methodology, a questionnaire was
completed by 131 secondary school teachers wha bad a learnmgs disabled student. Just as

Stephens and Braun (1930) asked what is needed to malce a successful inchigion prapram,
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these researchers posed a similar question: "What is the admimistrator's rele in iInclusion?”

Regubts similar to Stephens and Braun (1980) were reported, including the finding
that 68% of the staff felt that they did not have enough teacher training prior to having
angd included student (Zigmond et al., 1985). Of interest, however, was the finding that
55% felt positive about accepting students with disabilities.

Using the same methodology, Finn (1980), questioned 40 fourth and fifth grade
teachers in one rural school district. A questionnaire was used (0 measure the
effectiveness of previous inservicing and to identify concerns regarding inchision. The
guestiornaire used was a Likert type scale and left a section for open questions (e.g., list
your concerns about having an included student) (Finn, 1980). Seventy percent of the
regpondents said training provided by the district was effective.

However, there are serious limitations to this study. First, respondents were from
one rural district, himiting the sample Second, teachers who had included studenis
received additional training prior to receiving the included students. By having received
additional training, the respondents may not have considered the question of more
mservicing as relevant.

All of the studies reviewed so far bave similar streogths and weaknesses, Research
is more valid with 2 large sample, ag in the Stephens and Braun (1980) end Zigmond et al.
{1585) studies. Both of these siudies included larger numbers of teachers from multiple
districts. In addition, by using a questionnaire, you are entirt]jng the respendent to
canfidentiality, excluding the study done by Goessling (1994).

Bowever, despite the concerng regarding sample size and methodology, once
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common result is compelling: most teachers feel the need for more teacher training.
Statement of the Problem

Educating siudents with disabilities in the regular classroom with thetr age-
appropriate peers continues to be a topic of debate. Due to the continuing movement
roward inclusion, teachers are responsible for its implementation, Having reviewed
fiterature on inclusion, the comman underying factor with inclusion is teacher attitude.

The purpose of this study is to measure teachers' attitudes for a specific level of
disability and to see if teaching experience is a determining factor. To date, few it any
studies carrelate teaching experience and preference for a specific level of a disability.
Limitations of the Siudy

A questionnaive will be used to complete this research. One limitation is the return
rate of surveys., Using three schools will hopefully increase the rate of return, but does not
necessarily guarantee it. In addition, when using a questionnaire, you are forced to
depend upon the integrity of those completg 1t.
Statement of the Hypothesis

This smdy hypothesizes that: Teachers who have taught included students will
have no significant preference for a specific disability; and teachers with no experience

teaching included students will have a level of preference.
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Chapter Three

Methodology
Introdoction

This 18 & study using a descriptive design. This is a commonly used design to
investigate t=achers' attitudes toward the inclusion of handicapped students in the regular
classroom as reflected by ihe studieg reviewed in the previous chapter
Particpants

The sample inchuded 150 regular class teachers in New Jersey, representing urban,
suburban, and inner city school districts across the state. Questionnaires were distributed
(see Appendix A) dunng an afier school meeting in their respective schools. A total of 3G
questionnaires were retumed.

The three districts will be referred to as District A (urban), District B (suburban),
and Distriet C (inner city). District A is a lower middle, culturally diverse district with
approximately 8 200 stidents enrolied. District B is an upper middle, predominately
white, affluent district with approximately 6,400 students enrolled. Dhstriet C s a soco-
economically disadvantaged district with a larpe minority population. The approximate
number of students enrolied is 7,300.

Materialg

The 16-item scale was used to measure attitudes toward inclusive education. The

specific focus was on teacher's atitudes toward placement in the regular class for students

requiring social, physical, academis, or behavioral accommadations in the classtoom.
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Social wtegration referved to the placement of students with socizl difficulties in regular
classes. Items concerning physical integration referred to the placement of students with
physical or sensory disabilities in regular classes. Acaderic integration pertained to the
placement of students with learning problems i regular classes.

The survey used a 6-point Likert type scale and was anchored by extreme ratings
of strongly disagree (1) and swonghy agree (6). In addition, an information sheet relative
to teacher data (2 g, vears teaching, ethnic background) was also distributed.
Procedure

Questionnaires were disiributed duning meetings after school, Participants were
given a definition of inclusion and told to complete both sides of the survey on a voluntary
basis. Participants were directed to read the survey carefully before choosing one of the
six answers. When surveys were complete, participants were to place the survey in a

marked envelope m the school office. The researcher gathered surveys on a daily basis.
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This is a study using a deseniptive design. This i3 2 commen design used to investigate
teacher attitudes toward inclusion as reflected in the previous chapters. The purpose of
this srudy was to examine the preference {or a disability teachers with previous experience
teaching included students have versus teachers with no experience teaching special
education students in the classroom. A total of 50 teachers were surveyed. Twenty
surveys from the experienced group and 20 surveys from the inexperienced group were
randomly selected.

Saciat Factor
Mean rankings were obtained from the four statements on the survey questioping

social factors. The four questions were;

Students who are shy and withdrawn should be in regular classes. (4)

Students whose speech is difficult to understand should be in regular
classes. (6)

Students who use sign language or communication boards shouid be m
regular classes. {11)
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Students who are frequently absent from schooi should be in regular
classes. (16)

The mean ranking on these questions for the experienced group was 3.03 and for the
mexperienced 4.36. The difference between these means was significant, {158) =3.32,p

< .001. Tabie | presents the mean responses and standard deviations for each of these

guestions.

Statement Exp. Standard Deviation Inexp.  Standard Deviation
4 5.55 Q.51 5.25 0.97
B 4.9 0.64 4.3 1.59
'k 4.65 0.99 d.4 1.5
16 5 Q.88 4.5 1.7
Physical Factor

Mean rankings were obtained on the survey to establish differsnces between
experienced and inexperienced teachers toward students with physical disabilities based on

the responses to the following staternents:

Students who cannot move without help from others should be in regular
classes. (3)

Students who cannot read standard print and need to use Braille should be

in regular classes. (7)

Students who peed training in self-help skills and activities of daily living
should be in regular classes. (10)

Students who cannont hear conversarional speech should be in regnlsr
classes. (14)
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The overall mean ranking obtained by the experienced group was 4.30, while that obtained

by the wexperienced group was 2.99. Table 2 presents the mcan ratings and standard

deviation for each slatement in this ¢luster.

Statement  Exp.  Standaid Deviation Inexp. Standard Deviation
a 4 85 0.67 3.9 1.86
7 4.8 0.89 2.95 1.8
10 3.85 1.63 265 1.5
14 Jd.7 1.3 2.45 1437

There was a highly significant discrepancy berween ihe mean scores 1o tus cluster
between the gxperienced teachers (M — 4.30) and the inexperienced teachers, (M = 2.99),
1(158) = 5.52, 0 < .0001. Additionally, separate pairwise comparisons indicated that
significant discrepancies betwesn the two groups were evident for each of the four

questions in this cluster:

Staterment 3 1(38) =212, p<.05

Staterment 7 1(38)=4.13, p< 0001

Statemnent 10 1(38) = 2.42, p.< .03

Staternent 14 1{(38) =2.97, p < .01

Agademic Factor

Mean rankings were also obiained for the four statements on the survey questioning

acadernic factors. The statements are listed below,
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Students whose academic achievernent is 2 or more years below the other
students in the grade should be in regular classes. (1}

Students whose academic achievement is 1 year below the other students i
the grade should be in regular classes. (5)

Students who have difficulty expressing their thoughts verbally should be in
regulars classes. (9)

Students who need an individuslized functional academic program in
everyday reading and math skills should be in regular classes. (13)
Results are presented in Table 3. The mean scores indicate that, overall, there isa
sipnificant preference for a student with academic disabilities. The ratings are higher and
more positive. However, as indicated in Table 3, statcments 5 and 9 represent responses

more similar between the groups. The t-test differed, but the two items appear minimal.

Statement Exp. Standard Deviation Inexp. Standard Deviation
1 3.75 1.56 2.55 11
g 5 1.03 4.75 1.53
L 5.2 0.7 4.85 1.64
13 3.75 0.97 29 1.44

There was a significant discrepancy between the responses of expetienced and
inexperienced teachers, t (158) = 2.83, p < .01. The mean scores obtained for this cluster

appeat 10 be swayed by two statements. A comparson of clusters appear in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Total Mean Responses

sl
Behavior

Fhysical Academic
[l Expenenced HE Inexperienced

Behavior Factor

The rankings obtained on the survey related to the behavior clusters indicate that
there was no significant discrepancy between the responscs of the two groups
{experienced M = 3.23; inexperienced M = 2.79). Table 4 represents this. The four

staiements are listed below.
Students who are physically agoressive toward their peers should be in
regular classes. (2)

Students wha are verbally aggressive toward their peers should be i
regular classes. (8)

Students who cannot control their behavior and disrupt activities should be
in regular classes. {12)
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Students who do pot follow school miles for conduct should be in regular
classes. (15)

Statemant Exp. Standard Deviation Inexp. Standard Deviation
2 2.3 113 2.15 1.04
B a5 1.27 275 0.87
12 22 0.95 1.78 .85
15 2.25 1.37 245 119

Although there waa na significant difference between groups for the clusier as a
whote, there was a significant difference between groups o thelr responses 1o siaterment
number 3, 1{38) = 2.09, p = .05, This sugpests experienced teachers might be more

polarant of verbal outbursts than the inexperienced.

SUITHIATY

As illustrated above, it appears that experience does make a difference in terms of

eacher aritedes, specifically preference for a specific disability.
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Furpase of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the preference for a disability teachers
with previous experience teaching included students have versus teachers with no
experience teaching special education students in the regular classroom. ki was
hypothesized that (a) Teachers who have taughi included swdents will have no significant
preference level for a specific disability; and (b) teachers with no experience teaching
included students will have a definite level of preference. The hypothgses of this study
were met although the difference is not as clear as originally anticipated.

Teachers who had experience teaching included students had consistent scores
within the four factors of stongly agree and agree. The one exception was the behavior
factor. The experienced teachers disagreed that smdents with behavior disabilities should
be in regular classes.

The teachers who did not have experience teaching included students had scores
ranging from the agree to the disagree range. Social disabilities were the preference for
this aroup as indicated by most of the ratings being in the agree range. Inexperienced
teachers somewhat agreed that students with physical and academic disabilities should be
in the regular class. Consistent with the experienced teacher, inexperienced teachers felt

that students with behavior disabilitics should not be in the regular class.
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These findings provide insght 1n:0 the ways inexperienced teachers respond to the
possibility of bving a handicapped student in his or her class. In addition, it gives an
indicarion of which disabilites are secn as more difficult 1o acconumadate.

Social Factor

The mean scores indicated that both groups believed that stndenis with social
disabilities should be in the vegular classroom.

These findings underscore the {ension between mmplementing instructional
madifications in the inclusive aetting a3 opposed to social imerventions. Perhaps the
demands of both teachers involved in the inclusion of social disabilities seem to be {ess
sipnificant and therefore easier to accomodatc.

Physical Factor

The physical factor was the area with the most severe discrepancy. Expenenced
teachers believed students with physical disabitities should be in the regular class. The
inexperienced proup on the other hand indicated that they would not prefer 2 student with
nhysicol disabilities in the regular class.

One of the rationales for inchision is the perceived independence and improved
Funcrional skills for smudents with physical disabilities. However, the rankings gmven by the
inexperienced group reprosent 4 preconceived notion that smdents with physical
disabilites would require more reacher involvement and time. The responses made by the
inexperienced group are a good indicator of why it is important that teachers be inserviced
prior to any type of inclusion taking place,

Academic Factor

There was a discrepancy betwecn the rankings obtained by the experienced group
and the inexpericheed group. Responses indicated that experienced teachérs bad no
sipnificant preference, but the inexperienced teachers did not feel as though students with
academic disabilities should be educated in the regular class.
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Responses to this cluster of statements indicate that it is possible that
wexpenenced teachers feel more accountable to meet academic needs . By not taking
advantage of alternate assessment, grading, and other academic adaptations, students with
academic disabilities could truly suffer in the included setting.

Behavior Factor

Neither the experienced group, nor the inexperienced group had a preference for
grudents with behavior disabilities. They both apreed with the statemenss addressing the
integration of students manifesting behavioral problems.

Thesc responses are representative of attitudinal comrnents frequently made when
discussing inclusion. Feelings of fear and frustration about having to deal with the new
role are often expressed. In addition, teachers found it easiest to deal with statements
describing the need for only minor regular ¢lass accommodations, such as social
integration. Integrating students with behavioral disabilities would require substantial
accormadations.

By using a survey, researchers rely upon the honesty and integrity of the
respondents. Although surveys were collected from three distriets, the responses may have
been determined by what the respondent felt he or she should state.

Perhaps the response pattern seen was due to the structure of the staternents. The
statements were phrased in a manner that forced teachers to respond.
Recommendations

These findings seem to indicate the stereotypical fear that education has toward
change. [t appears that without experiencing inclusion, one can make assumptions about
what the change in the regular class will bring. |

For future studies, it would be beneficial to either interview teachers either by
phone or in person. Future research should also include some type of inservice prior o

participation in the survey.
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Conclusions

Inclusion for students with all disabilities is a very difficult task. It requires
waining, teacher competency, and consultations. Having preconcerved notions, or
preference for a specific disability can be interpreted as a natural reaction to the confusion
and unceriainty that result froin the changing role expectancies in a scaool. Thae challenge
for schools wday is 1o understand that teachers will try to do their job, as long as they are
aware of the changes involved. These changes should be supported ihrough contibucus
etforts w develop new skills and provide teachers with the knowledge base and support

neaded to make inclusion successiul.
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5 S;a.Ll:.' ClaliveEL 1o
-equirements g
-tive" educaticnal environment.

ekl

for placing students with disabilities in tne
Inclusive education means that all

TLEadn -

-z with disabilitlies are mainstreamed and become the responsibility of
jular class teacher who is supported by specialists.

INSTRUCTIONS

t+he blank line, please place the
jtem according to how much you agree

number indicating your reaction to
or disagree With each statement.

provide an answer for every item.
gtrongly Agree Disagree strongly
Agree Agree Somewhat Somewhat Disagres Disagree
6 5 4 . 3 2 1
. Students whose academic g. students who have difficulty

achievement is 2 oY more
vears below the other
students in the grade
chould be in regular classes.
10.
students who are physically
aggressive toward thelr
peers should be in regular

classes.
11,

cannot move
from others
regular classes.

. Students who
without help

should be in
- 12.

L. students who are shy and
withdrawn should be in regular
classes.

;. gtudents whose academi¢ ° 13,
achievement is 1 year below
the other students in the
grade should be in regular
classes,

6. Students whose speech is 14.

Aifficult to understand

he in Tegular classes.

students who cannot read 15.
standard print and need to
yse Braille should be in
regular classes.

16.

8. Students who are verbally
aggressive toward their
peers should be in regular
classes.

expressing their thoughts
varbally should be 1in regular
clagsas.

gtudents who need training in
self-help skills and activitie
0f daily living should be in
ragular classes.

students who use sign language
or communication bpards
should be in regular classes.

2tudents who cannot control
their behavior and disrupt
activities should be in

_regular c¢lasses.

gtudents Who need an
individualized functicnal
academic program in everyday
reading and math skills
chould be in regular c¢lasses.

atudents who cannot hear
conversational speech should
be in regular c¢lasses.

do not follow
for conduct
regular classes.

students who
school zules
should be in

students who are freguently
absent from school should
be in regular classes.
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