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The purpose of this study was to determine whether a selected number 

of variables can predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward specific issues on inclusion. Specifically, this study analyzed 

the relationship between the criterion variable of attitude, and the predictor 

variables of experience with teaching handicapped students, number of years 

of teaching experience, number of special education courses and inservice 

training hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender. Additionally, 

the issue of whether teachers have a positive attitude toward inclusion was 

addressed. 
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The instrument used in this study was developed by researchers at the 

Division of Special Education and Rehabilitation, Syracuse University 

(Erevelles, Black, & Meyer, 1992). It contains 22 questions and uses a 5-point 

Likert-type scale. However, after conducting a reliability study, only 16 of the 

22 questions were used for this study. Validation of the instrument was 

obtained by submitting the instrument to several authorities in the area of 

special education. Reliability was obtained by the use of a FORTRAN program 

to maximize coefficient alpha (Morris, 1978a, 1978b). The entire population of 

473 respondents showed a coefficient alpha of .85. 

The sample of 20 schools was randomly selected from the 115 

elementary schools within the Broward County Public School System in 

Florida, during the 1994-1995 school year. Surveys were distributed to 473 

regular-education teachers from the 20 elementary schools. 

Eight hypotheses were developed to determine if there was a 

significant difference between attitudes and the aforementioned variables. 

Multiple linear regression was the statistical tool used for data analysis. All 

hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. Based on the findings of 

this study, years of teaching experience and age were the only variables that 

predicted the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers 

toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular classroom 

setting. Additionally, a significant multiple correlation of .07 
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(E[7,465] = 4.97, 12 < .0005) was evidenced in predicting the criterion variable of 

attitude from all predictor variables. Results also revealed teachers' negative 

attitudes toward the topic of inclusion. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Problem 

Background of the Study 

An increasing number of parents and educators have been advocating 

that all students be integrated into the regular classroom, including those 

who have been labeled severely and profoundly handicapped. Proponents 

of this movement believe that the general educational setting must provide 

for instruction designed to meet the unique needs of all students (Stainback, 

Stainback, & Bunch, 1989). 

The concept of integrating students with disabilities into the regular 

classroom setting is referred to as inclusion. Sailor (1991) lists a number of 

common elements that the majority of full inclusion models share. 

They are: 

1. All students attend the school to which they would go if they 

had no disability. 



2. A natural proportion (i.e., representative of the school district 

at large) of students with disabilities occurs at any school site. 

3. A zero-rejection philosophy exists, so that typically, no student 

would be excluded on the basis of type or extent of disability. 

4. School and general education placements are 

age-and-grade-appropriate, with no self-contained special-education 

classes operative at the school site. 

5. Cooperative learning and peer instructional methods receive 

significant use in general instructional practice at the school site. 

6. Special-education supports are provided within the context of 

the general education class and in other integrated environments. (p. 10) 

Numerous reasons are given for educating all students in an integrated 

setting. The first of these is the legal basis for the education of students with 

disabilities. This was illustrated by the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975 

(also known as the Education for All Handicapped Act) that was renamed the 

Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) in 1990 by the United States Congress. 

This act was created with the expectation that all handicapped children would 

receive the appropriate educational services. A component of this law was 

that children with handicaps would receive their education in the "least 

restrictive environment (LRE)." The LRE mandated that to the maximum 

extent possible, handicapped students would be educated in the regular 
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classroom setting with their nonhandicapped peers. The placement of 

students in special classes would occur only when the nature of the handicap 

was so severe that the education of the student could not be attained 

satisfactorily in the regular classroom environment with proper support 

services (Education for the Handicapped Act, 1975). 

However, experience has shown that the educational outcomes for 

students with disabilities are not being achieved. A study by SRI International 

indicates high school dropout and failure rates, low enrollment levels in 

postsecondary education, low adult employment rates, and high arrest 

rates among students in special-education classes (Nathanson, 1994). 

In Winners All: A Call for Inclusive Schools, the National Association of 

State Boards of Education Study Group on Special Education (1992) noted: 

Lawmakers and advocates assumed that guaranteed access and 

individualization would ensure good educational outcomes for 

students with disabilities. Unfortunately, as educators examine 

the outcomes of special education, they realize that for many youth 

with disabilities, a fairly bleak future lies ahead. (p. 8) 

A second reason for educating disabled students in the regular 

classroom is that inclusive settings can be beneficial to all students. This 

includes developmental and academic gains for students with disabilities 
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(Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993; Roller, 

Rodriquez, Warner, & Lindahl, 1992; Strain, 1988). Research has also 

demonstrated that disabled students' teachers and their nonhandicapped 

peers showed perceived changes in the area of social, behavioral, and 

communication skills of the students with disabilities. Additionally, there 

was an increased acceptance of the disabled students by their classmates 

without disabilities (e.g., Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & 

Schattman, 1993; Hamre-Nietupski, Hendrickson, Nietupski, 

& Sasso, 1993; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992; 

Schwarz, 1994). 

A third reason for educating handicapped students in the 

regular classroom encompasses moral and ethical issues. As John Goodlad 

(1993) noted, 'Whether or not the America 2000 crusade achieves or fails 

to achieve its goals, all our children-poor; handicapped, dwelling in 

remote places-must have access to the knowledge most likely to ensure 

their effectiveness as parents, workers, citizens, and individuals." (p. 19) 

Another position taken is that it is simply unfair and unjustified to segregate 

any group from the mainstream setting (Stainback, Stainback, & Bunch, 1989). 

The landmark decision in Brown v. Board of Education (1954) found 

that "separate-but-equal" schooling had no place in education (Halvorsen 

& Sailor, 1990). This laid the foundation for other court cases, such as 

Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth 
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of Pennsylvania (1972), and Mills v. The Board of Education of the District 

of Columbia (1972), which ruled that all students were entitled to a free and 

appropriate education, including the disabled. In 1975, the Education for 

All Handicapped Act (P.L. 94-142) was passed. This law guaranteed a free and 

appropriate education to all children and youth with disabilities (National 

Information Center for Children and Youth With Disabilities, 1991). 

Examples of current case law that have emerged throughout the 

country are in support of inclusion and issues that surround inclusive 

education. These issues include the academic and nonacademic benefits of 

placing a student with a disability in the regular classroom setting, the effect 

this type of student will have on others in the classroom, and the cost of 

supplementary aids and services (Osborne & DiMattia, 1994). None of the 

cases have been ruled on by the United States Supreme Court. The case of 

Board of Education of Sacramento City Unified School District v. Holland, 

786 F. Supp. 874 (E.D. Cal. 1992), found that a student's individualized 

education goals could be implemented in a regular-education setting with 

some modification to the curriculum and with the assistance of a part-time 

aide. The Sacramento City School District voted to appeal the Holland 

decision to the United States Supreme Court, however the court refused to 

consider the case ("Holland Case Stands," 1994). This in effect demonstrates 

that school districts need to make every effort to include students with special 

needs in the regular classroom setting to the maximum extent possible. 
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A number of state boards of education have endorsed the concept of 

students with disabilities attending the same school and regular classroom 

setting that their nondisabled peers attend. In the document, Winners All: 

A Call for Inclusive Schools, the National Association of State Boards of 

Education Study Group on Special Education (1992) called for a way to 

reorganize the special- and regular-education system. They looked to an 

inclusive system of education that "strives to produce better outcomes for all 

students" (p. 4). The New Mexico State Department of Education, 

Administrative Policy on Full Inclusion (1991), and the Michigan Department 

of Education, Position Statement on Inclusive Education (1992), further 

support this concept. 

The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) adopted a policy on 

Inclusive Schools and Community Settings in 1993. CEC believes that 

whenever possible, all individuals should be served in the general 

classroom setting with the proper supports (CEC Policy, 1993). The National 

Education Association (1992) published a document entitled, Fast Facts, 

which states that national, state, and local policies should be developed to 

provide for the successful integration of students with special needs. 

In contrast, there is opposition from educational organizations and 

individuals to the practice of educating all handicapped students in the 

regular classroom setting. The American Federation of Teachers (AFT), 

adopted a resolution in 1993 stating that too many inclusion policies are 
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being implemented that may not be good educational practices for all 

students. Peter D. Hart Research Associates also released a poll that 

showed that teachers have numerous concerns relating to inclusion 

("Reckless Inclusion," 1994). 

Additionally, organizations such as the National Joint Committee on 

Learning Disabilities (NJCLD) and the Council for Children with Behavioral 

Disorders (CCBD), oppose the placement of all students in one setting. These 

groups call for a continuum of services (that is, a range of placement options) 

for all students (Willis, 1994; "Reaction to 'Full Inclusion'," 1993). 

Some opponents of inclusion feel that it is a "one-size-fits-all" 

approach to education that may actually violate the concept of least 

restrictive environment called for by the IDEA. They point out that the 

most appropriate educational setting is predetermined as a result of inclusive 

schooling and consequently does not always consider the unique needs of the 

student (Smelter, Rasch, & Yudewitz, 1994). 

The issue of inclusion has been a major concern on the national, state, 

and local level. The U. S. Secretary of Labor spearheaded a study concerning 

the nation's future economic success, entitled, The Secretary's Commission 

on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) Report. Submitted in June 1991, 

this report identified five competencies, along with a three-part foundation 

of skills and personal qualities needed in today's workplace. The study 

concluded that while we have worked to create equity for minority 
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Americans, the disabled, and immigrants, the work to be done is incomplete. 

A "revolution" is needed to train individuals to process information 

effectively and work productively in today's society. 

As a result of the Education Summit in 1990, President Bush and the 

nation's governors adopted a four-part strategy for achieving six educational 

goals to improve achievement for all students (Norman, Rostetter, & 

Smith-Davis, 1991). This national strategy for education improvement that 

was known as America 2000, became Goals 2000 under the Clinton 

Administration. As a result of this challenge, in 1991, the Florida Legislature 

developed its own accountability document, Blueprint 2000: A System of 

School Improvement and Accountability, in response to national 

and state concerns. The purpose of this document was to ensure that all 

students receive the kind of education needed to be successful citizens in 

society. It was a reform of the state system of education, which returned 

responsibility for education back to those closest to the student-the schools, 

teachers, families, and communities. The first of seven goals is Readiness to 

Start School, which outlines standards to prepare children and families for 

children's success in school. Noted in this goal was that "Inclusion and least 

restrictive environments provide children and families with the most 

normalized setting in which to foster their success" (p. 17). An outcome of 

this goal was to " ... provide for the inclusion of children with disabilities in 

the least restrictive environment ... " (p. 18). 
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In January 1993, the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Students, 

Florida Department of Education brought together a diverse planning team 

to develop a strategic plan for exceptional student education in Florida. 

The planning team was comprised of parents, regular educators, exceptional 

student educators, agency personnel, representatives from higher education, 

and staff from the Bureau of Education for Exceptional Students, Florida 

Department of Education. This document contained a mission statement, 

beliefs, objectives, and strategies that would impact exceptional student 

education in Florida in the future. Strategy VIII delineated an action plan that 

will ensure the successful inclusion of individuals with disabilities (Florida 

Department of Education, 1993). 

In 1994, a document entitled, Joint Philosophical Statement: Inclusion 

in Florida was collaboratively developed by representatives from groups such 

as the Florida School Boards Association, Florida Association of District 

School Superintendents, Florida Association of School Administrators, 

Coalition Education for Exceptional Students, and others. The purpose of this 

position paper was to seek endorsement from the respective boards to 

establish a shared vision of inclusion in Florida (Florida Department of 

Education, 1994). 

The concern in Broward County for the inclusion of students with 

special needs led to the formation of the Inclusion Community of Learners 

Committee. Comprised of a diverse group of administrators, regular- and 
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special-education teachers, parents, and other interested individuals, the 

intent of this group was to address the issues surrounding the 

implementation of inclusion in the Broward County public school system. 

The mission of this group was "to learn more about inclusive education and 

to use that knowledge for the promotion and support of inclusive 

educational environments that lead to increased opportunities for full 

integration in society" (Broward County, Florida, 1993). 

The role of the individual classroom teacher continues to change as 

inclusion becomes a reality in today' s classroom. The responsibilities of 

teachers in mainstreaming students with disabilities have dramatically 

increased since the implementation of Public Law 94-142, the Education for 

All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. Numerous studies that have 

investigated teachers' attitudes toward the inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the regular classroom setting continue to emerge (Bender, 

Vail, & Scott, 1995; Block & Rizzo, 1995; Denti, 1990; Erevelles, Black, & Meyer, 

1991; Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993; Janney, 

Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995a, 1995b; Murray, 1983; Stoler, 1991; Watjus, 1990). 

Additionally, Stetson (1984) reported the results of a study completed 

in 1982 by the United States Office of Education and the Office for Civil Rights. 

The intent of this research was to determine the critical administrative factors 

that would facilitate the successful inclusion of severely handicapped 

students in the least restrictive environment. In an attempt to assure that all 
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administrative factors would be revealed, six sites were chosen that varied 

in geographic location, population density, and service delivery model. 

The results yielded seven factors critical to facilitating integration. Among 

these were positive attitudes by regular-education staff and students. 

According to Jones and Guskin (1984), in order to achieve full integration, a 

better understanding of attitudes toward persons with disabilities is necessary. 

They stated that attitudes toward persons with disabilities need to be studied 

in order to change them. 

As the inclusion of students with disabilities in the mainstream 

educational setting increases, it becomes necessary to examine the attitudes 

of teachers toward this issue. A multitude of literature continues to emerge, 

which shows that teachers' attitudes toward the education of handicapped 

students greatly influence the classroom environment (Giangreco, Dennis, 

Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993; Jamieson, 1984). 

Few studies exist in the literature that examine teachers' attitudes 

toward educating children with disabilities in the regular classroom setting 

(Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). The needed reforms for 

educating these students " ... must be directly guided by the perceptions and 

attitudes of the service providers responsible for ensuring successful 

implementation of innovations" (p. 21). 
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem in this study was to determine the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion of students 

with disabilities into their classroom. A questionnaire was administered to 

473 regular-education elementary school teachers employed by the School 

Board of Broward County, Florida during the 1994-1995 school year. 

The questionnaire consisted of a demographic profile and 16 questions 

that used a 5-point Likert-type scale. 

The specific questions addressed in this study were: 

1. Do regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive 

attitude toward inclusion? 

2. Can we predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary 

school teachers toward inclusion from one or more predictors: experience 

with teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, number of 

special education courses and inservice hours completed, age, grade level 

taught, and gender? 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of 

significance: 

12 



1. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and 

experience with teaching handicapped students. 

2. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and years 

of teaching experience. 

3. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and number 

of special-education courses completed. 

4. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the 

number of special-education inservice training hours completed. 

5. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and age. 

6. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and grade 

level taught. 

7. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and gender. 

8. There is significant relationship between experience with teaching 

handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, number of 
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special-education courses and inservice training hours completed, age, grade 

level taught, gender, and attitudes of regular-education teachers toward 

inclusion. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a selected number 

of variables can predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward selected issues on inclusion. It was hypothesized that factors 

such as experience with having taught students with special needs, years of 

teaching experience, the number of special-education courses and inservice 

training hours that the teacher had taken, age, grade level taught, and gender 

had an influence on attitudes. 

Significance of the Study 

A greater awareness of attitudes of teachers toward inclusive schooling 

may help in identifying areas of concern that exist with teachers. This can 

assist in the planning of future strategies for the integration of students with 

disabilities into the mainstream setting. Results may provide assistance to 

administrators in the area of inservice training and possibly enhance 

communication between teachers and administrators. Subsequent to 

these benefits is the possibility of improved success rate of students with 

special needs. 
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Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study, the following assumptions were made: 

1. All subjects had some general knowledge of the needs of 

students with disabilities. 

2. All subjects were able to follow the directions set forth in the 

survey instrument. 

3. All subjects expressed their true beliefs and attitudes when 

responding to the questionnaire. 

Delimitations 

1. This study was limited to the attitudes of regular-education 

elementary school teachers in the Broward County, Florida public school 

system; therefore generalizations of the findings may not be appropriate 

beyond this group. 

2. The data for this study were limited to one calendar school year. 

Limitations 

1. Responses of teachers were limited to the items contained in the 

survey instrument. 
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2. The possibility exists that respondents may have chosen a socially 

acceptable response to questions in lieu of their true belief or attitude. In an 

attempt to ensure that honest responses were obtained, those surveyed were 

assured anonymity and confidentiality for their responses. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are operationally 

defined: 

ACCOUNTABILITY: The responsibility of schools to report the progress of 

students and schools in meeting the goals, standards, and outcomes of 

Blueprint 2000. While the responsibility to report progress rests with 

the school, the responsibility for achieving the goals, standards, and 

outcomes is shared among the legislature, school board, school 

advisory council, principal, staff, students, and others. 

ATTITUDE: The mental disposition of the regular classroom teacher toward 

having students with various disabilities in their classroom according 

to the teacher attitude toward inclusion survey used in this study. 

BLUEPRINT 2000: A document developed by the Florida Legislature in 

response to state and national concerns about the nation's future 

economic success. This document provides guidelines for achieving 
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changes, restructuring schooling, and for "returning the responsibility 

for education to those closest to the students; that is, the schools, 

teachers and parent." 

ELEMENTARY TEACHER: A teacher who teaches kindergarten through 

grade five. 

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLAN (IEP): A written plan that describes 

an exceptional student's individual learning needs and the exceptional 

student education programs and services which will be given to that 

student. 

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT (IDEA): Formerly 

known as Public Law 94-142, this federal law provides for a child's 

overall entitlement to a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in 

the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). It also includes parental due 

process rights and the development of the Individual Educational 

Plan (IEP). 

INCLUSION/INCLUSIVE EDUCATION: The education of all individuals, 

regardless of the nature and severity of their disorder, in the regular 

classroom setting. 
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LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT (LRE): Term which means that, 

to the maximum extent appropriate, school districts must educate 

students with disabilities in the regular classroom with appropriate 

aids and supports, referred to as "supplementary aids and services," 

along with their nondisabled peers in the school they would attend 

if not disabled, unless a student's individual educational plan requires 

some other arrangement. 

MAINSTREAMING: The placement of students with special needs in regular 

classes whenever it is appropriate to meet their needs. 

OUTCOME: A measurable skill, knowledge, value, process, or event which 

helps define when a Blueprint 2000 standard has been achieved. 

PUBLIC LAW 94-142 (P.L. 94-142): The Federal law titled "The Education of 

All Handicapped Children Act of 1975," and is currently known as the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

REGULAR-EDUCATION TEACHER: A teacher not certified in an area of 

special education. 
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STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES OR SPECIAL NEEDS: Those individuals 

who have physical, emotional, cognitive, or communicative 

problems (or a combination of such problems), and need special 

education and related services. 

Organization of the Study 

Five chapters constituted this study. Chapter 1 focuses on the 

introduction and problem, background of the study, statement of the 

problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study, assumptions, 

delimitations, limitations, and definition of terms. 

The review of the literature is presented in Chapter 2. The topics

historical overview, inclusion and school reform, effectiveness of inclusion, 

attitudes, teacher attitudes and change, and teacher variables-are included in 

this chapter. 

Chapter 3 contains the research methods and procedures of the study. 

Included in this chapter are the following elements: research design, sample, 

data collection, instrumentation, and statistical analysis. 

The results of the study and interpretation of the data are discussed 

in Chapter 4: analysis of data, demographic profiles, multiple regression, and 

assessment of teachers' attitudes. 

Chapter 5 encompasses the summary, discussion of results, 

conclusions, recommendations and suggestions for further study. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of the Literature 

Educating students with special needs in the regular classroom is a 

relatively new approach to providing services for these students. Research 

studies, documentation of daily practices, legal issues, and outcomes for the 

education of students with disabilities in the mainstream setting are 

continually emerging throughout the literature. 

The problem that was investigated in this study was determining the 

attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion of 

students with disabilities into their classroom. Specific questions that were 

addressed in this study were: 

1. Do regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive 

attitude toward inclusion? 

2. Can we predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary 

school teachers toward inclusion from one or more predictors: experience 

with teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, 
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number of special-education courses and inservice hours completed, age, 

grade level taught, and gender? 

This chapter will begin by providing an historical overview of special 

education, inclusion and school reform, and a review of the effectiveness 

of inclusion. Next, the concept of attitudes will be discussed. This will be 

followed by the examination of teachers' attitudes and the change process. 

Teacher variables and their impact on attitudes will then be addressed. 

Historical Overview 

The 1800s and early 1900s marked a period of time when some 

individuals were assumed to be "ineducable," and consequently not entitled 

to educational opportunities (Scheerenberger, 1987, in Halvorsen & Sailor, 

1990, p. 114). Many handicapped individuals did not live beyond adolescence 

due to health problems, and others were kept from public view. Parents or 

those close to the handicapped person may have provided some educational 

services (Brown et al., 1983). 

One of the earliest documents dealing with a plan to provide 

instruction for the mentally deficient was published in 1820 by Johann 

Traugott Weise and rediscovered about 91 years later. The major teaching 

objectives were the "training of sense perception and the 'awakening of 

reason (Vernunft) generally'" (Kanner, 1964, p. 110). Its (translated) title was 

Thoughts about feebleminded children, with regard to varieties, basic causes, 
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manifestations and ways of getting at them easily by means of education 

(Kanner, 1964, p. 110). 

During the mid 1800s, the development of residential schools took 

place. The purpose of these schools was to educate and train persons with 

severe disabilities, and therefore bring about more positive changes in their 

treatment (Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990). These institutions were developed to 

make the "deviant less deviant," and were seen as temporary residences 

(Wolfensberger, 1975, p. 24). Once their skills improved, they returned to their 

own homes (Wolfensberger, 1975). 

However, during the 1870s, the focus of institutions shifted from 

schooling to protecting the retarded individual from society. The prevailing 

attitude was that many individuals were unable to adjust to society. Persons 

with disabilities were to be pitied and provided care and protection 

(Wolfensberger, 1975). 

As these residential settings expanded, it became evident that there 

was a need to provide special facilities for those children who were not 

"conspicuously defective," (Kanner, 1964, p. 112) but who still had problems 

being educated. Wallin (1955), noted that during this period, public education 

began developing special classes for "mentally deviating children and for 

unruly, disciplinary, or truant boys ... " (pp. 17-18). This marked the beginning 

of public education taking responsibility for the education and training of the 

mildly disabled student (Kanner, 1964; Wallin, 1955). 
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Changes in services and education for the severely handicapped 

were not seen again until the late 1940s and early 1950s (Halvorsen & Sailor, 

1990). These changes came in the form of community services and 

the beginning of public and private school programs. Wolfensberger (1975), 

felt that the Great Depression of the 1930s and the two world wars precluded 

emphasis on societal issues other than those that were essential. 

The growth of services and programs however, did not extend to the 

severely handicapped until the 1960s (Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990). Educational 

services for these students was initiated by parent-led organizations such as 

the National Association for Retarded Citizens, United Cerebral Palsy 

Association Inc., and the National Easter Seal Society for Crippled Children 

and Adults. These groups and others provided the basis for expanding direct 

services and policy issues pertaining to those with various handicapping 

conditions (Burrello & Sage, 1979). 

The principle of normalization has probably had the greatest impact on 

the right for services for the disabled (Scheerenberger, 1987). While the 

concept began as an attempt to "normalize" the lives of the mentally retarded, 

its definition, intent, and scope were modified during the late 1950s through 

the 1980s. Wolfensberger (1972), (cited in Scheerenberger, 1987) said: 

For normalization to be realized fully, people who are mentally 

retarded must not only live in a typical community setting, they must 
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be in a position to interact freely with others in the environs ... . (p. 118) 

In 1975, Public Law 94-142 (the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act) was implemented to insure that all handicapped children receive a free, 

appropriate, public education in the least restrictive environment. The least 

restrictive environment provision of the law states: 

to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, .. . 

are educated with children who are not disabled, and that special 

classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with 

disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs. only 

when the nature or severity of the disability is such that an education 

in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services 

cannot be achieved satisfactorily. 

One of the initial objectives was to move children from institutions to special 

schools or programs (Miller, 1994). 

The passage of P.L. 94-142, however, was interpreted by some as a 

mandate to "establish new and expand old segregated public schools" 

(Brown et al., 1983, p. 72) and as a consequence, segregated programs 

continued to expand and flourish. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, students 

moved from both segregated private and public schools to regular schools. 
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However, most students were still confined to handicapped-only classes at the 

regular school. It was not uncommon to have classes of severely handicapped 

teenagers with handicapped elementary students under the age of ten. Some 

schools had a disproportionate number of handicapped students in the same 

school (Brown et al. , 1983). 

Disagreement with the interpretation of P.L. 94-142 has provided the 

impetus for the integration of students with disabilities in the regular 

classroom setting (i.e., the setting they would normally attend if they were 

not disabled). These parents, students, educators, and researchers have used 

legal, ethical, theoretical, and research issues to support this position 

(Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990). 

Public Law 94-142 was renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Act 

(IDEA) in 1990 by the United States Congress. IDEA is currently undergoing 

significant changes by the United States Department of Education. Included 

in these proposed changes is the replacement of the thirteen disability 

categories with one disability definition. This definition indicates that IDEA 

services would be available if a child "has a physical or mental impairment 

which substantially limits the major life activity of learning, and who by 

reason thereof requires special education" ("LRE is Key to IDEA," 1995). 

Another recommended change is to replace the current funding 

formula. Currently, the formula is based on an annual child count in each 

disability category. This formula would be changed to a model based on each 
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state's census. Federal funds would be given to each state based on the total 

number of children. It is felt that this would eliminate the current incentive 

to identify more students with disabilities, and not penalize states whose 

reform efforts have decreased the number of students identified as 

handicapped ("LRE is Key to IDEA," 1995). 

The current status of the integration movement has been met with 

its share of opposition by regular- and special-education teachers. Regular 

educators point out that they already contend with large class size, lack of 

resources, and difficult students. Adding a child with disabilities would 

further exacerbate this situation. Special-education teachers fear that their 

positions would no longer be needed, and that students would be deprived 

of the special and unique services provided within the realm of special 

education (Sailor, Gee, & Karasoff, 1993). 

While many students with disabilities can be served adequately in 

regular classrooms, the setting may be not be appropriate for some students. 

For example, Brown et al. (1983) stated that serving severely handicapped 

students in regular schools may not be enough to prepare these individuals 

to function adequately upon graduation. They give examples of nonschool 

options such as recreation/leisure, vocational, and community 

environments, which may be more appropriate settings for the instruction 

of this unique population. 
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Some proponents of the inclusion movement believe that students 

should still be offered a continuum of placement options and that inclusion 

of students with disabilities may not be effective for every student 

("CEC Policy," 1993; Miller, 1994; "'Reaction to Full Inclusion'," 1993). 

This continuum of placement options may vary from pull-out services 

in the regular classroom to a self-contained classroom setting. 

In contrast, Mara Sapon-Shevin, professor of education at Syracuse 

University, takes the position that as long as these various placement options 

exist, general education will not have to be restructured to provide services 

for all children in the regular classroom setting. She calls for a continuum 

of supports in the regular classroom (Willis, 1994b). 

Fuchs and Fuchs (1994) believe that the inclusion movement could 

be counterproductive in its reform efforts to align with regular education. 

Radical organizations, such as The Association of Persons with Severe 

Handicaps (TASH), are primarily concerned with their own agenda for full 

inclusion of those with severe disabilities. They further contend that 

positive outcomes as a result of inclusion are measured primarily in terms 

of improving students' socialization skills. They maintain that inclusion 

"deemphasizes curriculum, academic standards, and student and teacher 

accountability ... "(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994, p. 304), and call for an end to special 

education. TASH also indicates that organizations such as the Learning 
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Disabilities Association and the National Joint Committee on Learning 

Disabilities advocate for specialized instruction not typically found in the 

general classroom setting. Additionally, in the regular classroom setting, 

students with severe hearing or visual impairments may be deprived of 

socialization opportunities and unique cultural experiences inherent to 

these groups. These opportunities and experiences may only be promoted in a 

specialized setting. Fuchs and Fuchs (1994) predict: 

.. . if the full inclusionists adhere to their no-optional placement 

strategy, opposition to their movement will become increasingly 

vocal, especially now that prominent professional and parent 

groups have produced position papers rejecting full inclusion and 

supporting the continuum of services. (p. 304) 

Inclusion and School Reform 

Inclusion goes well beyond the concept of the placement of special 

needs students from segregated environments to the regular classroom 

settings. This approach to educating students with special needs impacts 

numerous aspects of education including the classroom settings from 

kindergarten through high school, funding formulas for education, 

acceptance of diversity among students, training of teachers and certification 

requirements, roles and responsibilities of staff members, curriculum, the 
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focus of research in education, and court decisions related to education 

(Moore & Carter, 1994). 

An example of a statewide reform effort in education can be found 

in the implementation of Vermont's Act 230. Passed by the Vermont 

Legislature in 1990, this alternative delivery system was designed to meet 

the needs of students with diverse learning needs. The main area of change 

was in the special-education funding system. The revised funding system 

decreased incentives for identifying students as eligible for special-education 

services and provided more flexibility to enable schools to meet the needs of 

their own students. It encouraged schools to develop a more comprehensive 

system of educational services to meet the needs of all students (Ve!mont's 

Act 230, 1993). 

The comprehensive plan consisted of school restructuring in areas 

of organization and curriculum, early identification of students at-risk for 

school failure, the development of instructional support teams in each 

school, and staff development opportunities (Vermont's Act 230, 1993). 

In response to schools' concerns regarding the ability to deal with students 

with challenging behaviors, the Vermont State Board of Education 

developed an initiative to assist schools to effectively meet the needs 

of these students by helping them review their needs and by providing 

resources for the development and implementation of locally developed 

plans (Vermont's Act 230, 1994). 
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Following the passage of Act 230, the regulation review task force 

recommended that further changes be made in state board rules which 

would increase parental involvement, make the special-education 

requirements more efficient, and implement technology to reduce 

paperwork. The statewide implementation of the revised special-education 

procedures was scheduled to begin in July, 1995 (Vermont's Act, 1994). 

Sailor, Gee, & Karasoff (1993), identified the key reform components 

of all school restructuring efforts. These components include: curriculum 

revision, performance-based assessment, decentralized instruction, school 

autonomy, site-based management and budgeting, shared decision-making, 

infusion and coordination of educational resources, and community 

involvement. 

Skrtic (1991) used the term "adhocracy" to describe alternative school 

organizational structure and professional culture. He states that collaboration 

and active problem-solving are crucial in providing students with the quality 

education they will need for entering the twenty-first century. 

From 1989 through 1993, the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitative Services (OSERS), supported four research projects whose 

goals were to collect information that would lead to a better understanding 

of the concept of including students with mild disabilities in the general 

education setting. In this study, the researchers introduced the term 

"supported inclusion," which was used to describe a set of instructional 
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conditions that teachers need to possess in order for them to commit to 

educating special needs students in the regular classroom setting. Some of 

these conditions are: a philosophical commitment, planning time, utilizing 

teaching practices that benefit all students, and working collaboratively with 

the special-education teacher (Joint Committee on Teacher Planning, 1995). 

In the area of educational change, Huberman and Miles (1984) revealed 

that the users of innovations (i.e., teachers) were generally able to predict 

problems that might occur with early implementation better than could 

administrators. Innovations were often seen by administrators as complex, 

difficult, and unclear. Administrators tended to overlook negative issues 

dealing with new practices and overemphasize the benefits of a program. 

They also found that in terms of desirable outcomes, "smooth, early 

use was a bad sign," (p. 273). Smooth, early use was often characterized by 

reducing the initial size of the project and the number of changes in teaching 

techniques. The projects that were initially difficult to start generally 

produced the strongest outcomes. Administrators who persisted in their 

support of innovation change in spite of opposition and general stress from 

the system, and who may have been seen as authoritative in their role, were 

the ones who obtained better overall results. It was also indicated by 

Huberman and Miles that when teachers were provided with strong 

administrative support, adequate assistance, and were committed to the 
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implementation of the innovation, more positive changes occurred in their 

attitudes and these teachers became even more committed to change. 

Effectiveness of Inclusion 

Special education evolved as a system that identified students who 

were different from the norm, labeled them, and then grouped them together 

based on their differences in segregated settings (Stainback, Stainback, East, 

& Sapon-Shevin, 1994). The intent of inclusion is not to put these students 

in the regular classroom setting and ignore their differences, but to find ways 

to promote and acknowledge differences and meet their unique needs. For 

example, students with a hearing disability may find it necessary to identify 

and seek out the support of others with similar problems. To encourage 

the development of an individual's positive self-identity, schools must be 

flexible and sensitive and allow students opportunities to form support 

groups and friendships with peers who have similar characteristics and 

needs. 

Sailor, Gee, & Karasoff (1993), discovered that the resources and 

modifications used to assist children with severe disabilities in the regular 

classroom were beneficial to all students. They also point out that the dual 

system of education, that of special- and general-education, was further 

reinforced as each group pursued its own reform efforts during the past 

decade. It is only recently that the benefits of combining both systems have 
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proven beneficial to all students. As a result, the authors question the 

necessity to continue the segregation of handicapped students. 

Torn Hehir, Director of the Office of Special Education Programs 

in the United States Department of Education, asserts that when inclusion 

is done correctly, there is no opposition to it. Proper implementation 

involves the following factors: teacher involvement and training, a support 

system for students in the classroom, parental involvement of disabled and 

nondisabled students, and the implementation of changes as needed. In 

contrast, when students are put into regular classes without supports and 

modifications, the reaction is negative (Miller, 1994). 

An ethnographic study reported by Stainback, Stainback, Moravec, 

& Jackson (1992) was conducted during the first year that full inclusion was 

implemented for several elementary school students in Cedar Falls, Iowa. 

Initially, the concept of full inclusion evoked anxiety, and in some cases, 

fear among students and teachers. There were also concerns that students 

with specific disabilities, such as behavioral problems, would not be able to 

keep up with the general-education curriculum. However, as the year 

progressed, the anxiety, fear, and behavioral concerns subsided. The teachers 

received assistance from a support facilitator, and this aided in the successful 

adaptation of the curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities. 

The observations and data analysis revealed that the students with and 

without disabilities, parents, and teachers had accepted the inclusion efforts. 

33 



They were pleased with the classroom setting and were willing to continue 

and improve the efforts of integrating students with disabilities. 

A number of studies concluded that successful inclusion occurs in 

schools where there is a strong commitment on the part of the 

administration, teachers, and parents (Biklen, 1985, 1988; Forest, 1988; 

Schattman, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1988; Stainback, Stainback, 

Moravec, & Jackson, 1992; Thousand and Villa, 1990). In addition, a key 

component to successful inclusion is collaboration and support among 

professionals and parents ("Heterogenicity: Strategies For," 1994; Stainback, 

Stainback, Moravec, & Jackson, 1992). 

Along with the commitment from the administration, teach~rs, 

and parents, Stainback, Stainback, Moravec, & Jackson (1992) concluded 

that another key element to the success of inclusion was the empowerment 

of teachers, parents, and students to make -decisions about issues such as the 

procedures and practices involved in inclusion. Another factor that may have 

contributed to the success of inclusion was a "sense of community" 

(p. 321) among everyone involved. This included professionals and parents 

working closely together, providing support during the challenges faced, 

and celebrating their successes. 

Good teaching practices can benefit all students. An example of this 

can be found in a study that demonstrated that modifications and specific 

strategies for learning disabled students benefited the entire class. Voluntary 
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teacher participation was also important in educating students with learning 

disabilities in the regular classroom setting. In terms of the implementation 

of good practices, some teachers may possess specific skills that are more 

suitable for working with these types of students, and consequently, these 

teachers should be selected to teach in an inclusive classroom ("Learning 

Disabled Students Experience Success," 1995). 

In addition to preparing students for employment, the educational 

system has a direct effect on the values and attitudes of students. If students 

see their handicapped peers being pulled out of the regular classroom setting 

or instructed in separate classrooms, it would be natural for them to feel 

that these same individuals need separate jobs or need to be pulled out of 

the work force (Henderson, 1995). 

Most of the current research related to inclusion is based on 

ethnographic and case studies, surveys, narratives, and anecdotes. Peck, 

Schwartz, Billingsley, & White (cited in White, 1993) reveal several caveats 

that affect research related to inclusion. For example, most research focuses 

on students with mild or severe disabilities, to the exclusion of those 

students with moderate disabilities. Therefore, conclusions dealing with 

the overall impact of inclusion cannot be accurately drawn. Additionally, 

there is much debate surrounding the definition of inclusion and the desired 

outcomes for students. The authors contend that inclusion is still a relatively 

new concept, and that minimal research has been done that identifies specific 
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variables that show successful outcomes in various settings. 

As a result of Vermont's Act 230, significant changes have been made 

in the Vermont school system's approach to the education of all students. 

A number of schools restructured their special-education services into the 

regular classroom setting. Most students were performing as well, if not 

better, when no longer receiving special-education services (Vermont' s Act 

230, 1993). Vermont had the highest percentage of students in the country 

(83.4%) who were receiving special-education services and were placed 

in the regular classroom setting (Vermont's Act 230, 1994). 

In Vermont, Individual Educational Plans (IEPs) were discontinued 

for the majority of students who had mild learning or speech/language 

disabilities. Generally, the students with emotional and behavioral problems 

or more serious disabilities continued with their IEPs (Vermont's Act 230, 

1993). 

Additional data collected in Vermont during 1993 and 1994 included 

the following: 

1. The number of students receiving special-education services 

declined by 18.4%. 

2. The success rate of students improved from 26% to 65% after 

Instructional Support Team (IST) intervention. 
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3. Ninety-eight percent of teachers interviewed felt it appropriate 

for students whose IEPs were discontinued to be in their classrooms. 

(Vermont's Act 230, 1994) 

Jones and earlier (1995) studied a team-teaching approach that utilized 

cooperative learning techniques in a classroom of 'students that included 

those with multiple disabilities and those without disabilities. Several 

outcomes were noted. Learners with and without disabilities shared in the 

duties of specific activities, such as being the presenter or timekeeper of an 

activity. Ordinarily, students with disabilities would have only taken on the 

role of a participant. Disabled students increased the number of interactions 

they either initiated or responded to with their classmates. These students 

also seemed to exhibit an increase in their confidence level. Aberrant 

behaviors decreased for the disabled students. The students without 

disabilities also showed gains in their confidence and ability levels, and 

over time, developed an attitude of equality with their disabled peers. 

While the successes were often difficult and caused frustration among 

learners with autism, solutions and problem-solving were a result of the 

team-teaching model (Jones & earlier, 1995). 

Another study by Pugach and Wesson (1995) involved 

9 learning-disabled students, 9 nondisabled peers, and 3 teachers 

(2 regular-education and 1 learning-disabled) in a team-teaching setting. 

Almost all of the students believed they were doing better academically in 
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an integrated model, even though they reported that the work was harder. 

Both sets of students said they felt better about themselves, their peers, and 

their teachers. A concern initially existed about the effect that integrating 

special- and general-education would have on high achievers. However, 

teachers in the team-teaching setting felt more capable of meeting these 

students' needs than when they were teaching alone. The same strategies, 

such as implementing flexible, small group assistance, were used with both 

the high and low-achievers. Having students taught in a team-teaching 

cooperative model involving the 3 teachers was beneficial to them in 

promoting their own positive peer relations. 

McLeskey and Pacchiano (1994) stated that overall, there is no 

support in the literature for educating learning disabled students in 

self-contained or separate classes. Leinhardt and Pally (1982), and Madden 

and Slavin (1983) concurred that with proper supports, the least restrictive 

environment is preferable for mildly handicapped students. 

However, in their study, Carlberg and Kavale (1980) reported that 

there may be some justification for the placement of learning-disabled, 

behaviorally disordered, and emotionally disturbed children in 

special-education classes. Some positive gain in academic and social 

variables for these categories of exceptionalities was demonstrated by the 

disabled students when placed in special classes. However, this study pointed 

38 



out negative consequences for the slow learner and educable mentally 

retarded in a special-education placement. 

Further support of the need for special-education placement is seen 

in a review of controlled studies that compared the progress of children with 

behavioral disorders in different educational settings. Schneider and Leroux 

(1994) examined the changes in academics, behavior, and self-concept of these 

students. Special programs were found to be more effective than the regular 

setting in the area of academic achievement of students. However, the less 

restrictive environment was more favorable in terms of promoting a 

student's positive self-concept. Improvement in behavior was more likely 

to take place in resource rooms. While suggesting that the studies they 

reviewed were limited and should be interpreted with caution, the 

researchers concluded that students with behavioral disorders require 

more support than is typically offered in the regular classroom setting. 

Furthermore, these students may need many years of ongoing support. 

While the least restrictive setting must always be considered in terms of 

placement, and could frequently be a well-equipped resource room in a 

regular school, the authors believed that not enough research had been 

done with regard to the effectiveness of this setting in managing students 

with behavior problems (Schneider & Leroux, 1994). 

In 1995, a study was conducted that examined three building-level 

models involved in restructuring efforts to accommodate students' diversity 
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and the enhancement of services for learning disabled students. Results 

showed that approximately half of the learning disabled students had 

undesirable achievement outcomes. Additionally, the outcomes of the 

three research programs did not answer the question of where effective and 

appropriate services for these students should be delivered. It was therefore 

concluded that there was no basis for the elimination of a continuum of 

services and there were insufficient data to support that positive outcomes 

were achieved in the regular classroom setting (Zigmond et al., 1995). 

As studies continue to emerge throughout the literature, there 

remains conflicting research findings as to the benefits of educating students 

with special needs in the regular classroom setting. While there are minimal 

empirical data from examining the academic effects of including students 

with disabilities in the regular classroom setting, there is considerable new 

research that supports the social and attitudinal gains by students and 

or teachers in this setting (Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & 

Schattrnan, 1993; Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis, & Goetz, 1994; 

Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995a, 1995b; Roller, Rodriquez, 

Warner, & Lindahl, 1992; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, 

& Caughey, 1992). 

It has been demonstrated that integration or part-time mainstreaming 

is not as effective as inclusion in the area of social benefits (Moore & Carter, 

1994). An example of positive gain in the area of socialization of students is 

40 



revealed in a study conducted by Kennedy and Itkonen (1994). In this study 

it was demonstrated that three severely, intellectually impaired high school 

students greatly increased their social contacts with their nondisabled peers 

in the regular classroom setting. The setting became an effective vehicle that 

allowed disabled students to meet and interact with their nondisabled peers. 

In their study, Kishi and Meyer (1994) discussed the long-term effects 

of social contact within the educational setting that takes place between 

students with and without disabilities. Their findings suggested that 

many of the relationships appeared to be maintained primarily as a result 

of students' memories or casual interactions in a public setting. They did not 

appear to be solid friendships. When nondisabled peers participate in 

programs such as "Special Friends" and "Circle of Friends," which are 

intended to promote social interactions and friendships, they may have 

done so primarily to promote their own needs. For example, participation 

in these programs boosted their self-concept and their need to feel valued 

and noticed. Activities such as "Circle of Friends" can have a negative 

backlash if it is seen as a situation where only the student with disabilities 

is in need of assistance. Instead of promoting the intended outcome of 

friendship development, it may reinforce the stereotype of persons with 

disabilities needing charity, and result in more caregivers, not friends, 

added to their lives. The researchers call for future research in the area of 

more normalized classrooms and community interactions. 
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Halvorsen and Sailor (1990) discussed the intended outcomes that 

have been shown to produce positive effects of the integration of students 

with severe disabilities. They cited studies that support a number of 

outcomes. The first of these refers to the probability that a student who has 

been in an integrated setting will be more likely to experience integration 

in future settings. The next outcome concerns social development. There 

is decreased inappropriate behavior and increased social initiations on 

the part of the disabled individual. Additionally, as a result of inclusive 

practices, the appearance of the disabled student seems to improve. 

Another outcome that is likely to occur as a result of integrated 

practices is more positive affective development of persons with severe 

disabilities than those who are in a segregated setting. Students with 

disabilities have shown significant changes in their responsiveness and 

interactions with nondisabled peers when they were included in the 

regular classroom setting. These interactions began to result in increased 

skill acquisition and generalization for disabled students. 

Another area of change was parental expectations for their child's 

future . The movement toward an integrated setting for the disabled student 

increased the expectations of parents for their child's future functioning. 

These expectations included the child's ability to function independently and 

future prospects for employment. Segregation may have a negative impact on 

parental expectations. 
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The authors also referred to research that showed increases in the 

proportion of IEP objectives obtained. Students who were placed in integrated 

settings outperformed their peers who were in traditional special-education 

classes. The quality of IEPs were shown to be better for the included students 

than for those who were in segregated settings . The research also showed 

that attitudes toward severely disabled peers improved. In addition, social 

acceptance occurred when all students were provided with the appropriate 

information about one another and their diversities, and when they were 

given the opportunity to interact with each other. There was increased 

tolerance for differences and diversity in general. Additionally, wages, 

placement options, and attitudes of employers were more positive for 

students who received their education in integrated settings, including 

those in community-based vocational programs. 

Halvorsen and Sailor (1990) suggested that for students with disabilities 

(who had been integrated into a mainstream setting), there is a variety of 

living arrangements available. Community awareness of handicapped issues, 

increases in parental expectations, and improvement in the quality of life for 

persons with disabilities also contributed to the increase of normalized living 

arrangements for students as they reach adulthood. 

The inclusion process for all students extends beyond the school 

setting into the community. Community Based Integration (CBI) provides 

opportunities for students with special needs to learn alongside their 
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nondisabled peers who also serve as models in the community setting. 

Additionally, it enables all students of various levels of ability to apply their 

skills in the community and allows for the enhancement between the 

special- and general-education teacher (Beck, Broers, Hogue, Shipstead, & 

Knowlton, 1994). 

Storey, Ezell, and Lengyel (1995) reviewed research designed to 

increase the social interactions of workers with disabilities in settings 

where there is supported employment. Supported employment is defined 

in the State Vocational Rehabilitation Services Program; Proposed Rule 

(1992) as: 

competitive work in an integrated work setting with ongoing support 

services for individuals with severe handicaps who traditionally have 

been unable to perform competitive work or who have performed 

competitive work only intermittently. It includes transitional 

employment for individuals with chronic mental illness. (p. 28432) 

Story, Ezell, and Lengyel (1995) also examined studies that show high 

rates of unemployment for individuals with disabilities. In addition, these 

studies reveal that persons with disabilities tend to live with families with 

very low incomes, and are twice as likely as persons without disabilities to 

live in poverty. They pointed to research that showed that supported 
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employment has been promoted for increasing the employment of persons 

with disabilities. 

Attitudes 

The legislation set forth in the passage of P.L. 94-142, the push by 

educators and parents for the inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

regular classroom setting, and current case law dealing with integrating 

handicapped students has had profound effects on teachers. Successful 

inclusion and changing views toward handicapped individuals can not 

be achieved without a better understanding of attitudes and attitude change 

(Jones & Guskin, 1984). 

A feature common to most definitions of attitudes is the degree of 

liking or disliking held toward a person, group, issues, or other object 

(Jones & Guskin, 1984). The definition of an attitude commonly used 

by the public is to denote a psychological state that predisposes a person 

to action (Triandis, Adamopoulos, & Brinberg, 1984). In his definition of 

attitudes, Triandis (1971) discusses three components: the idea (cognitive 

component), the emotion attached to it (affective component), and the 

predisposition to action (behavioral component). 

The cognitive component is associated with the thoughts about an 

object or category. The affective component deals with positive or negative 

experiences that occur simultaneously within a category, and becomes the 
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affect of that category. The behavioral component is the set of beliefs attached 

to an attitude object that causes one to go toward, away, or against an attitude 

object (Triandis, Adamopoulos, & Brinberg, 1984). 

According to Schellenberg (1970), attitudes are adjustments that an 

individual makes in order to cope with the world. Attitudes are determined 

by information that is gathered through the senses, social conformity, and 

personality differences that exist between individuals. In an attempt 

to change attitudes, a determination needs to be made as to what extent the 

attitude is influenced by these three elements. Change can then be focused in 

a particular direction. Negative attitudes of nonhandicapped persons toward 

those who are mentally handicapped are based on lack of information, social 

conformity, and individual feelings and beliefs (Gottlieb, 1975). 

Ashmore (1975) discussed the experimental literature on attitude 

change and delineates three approaches to changing attitudes. He labeled 

these the "communication paradigm," "forced compliance," and 

"self-confrontation." 

The communication paradigm was broken down into two categories: 

mass media campaigns to reduce prejudice, and educational programs to 

alter ethnic attitude. He discussed the need to carefully orchestrate these 

campaigns and programs, (e.g., mass media campaigns should focus on the 

strengths and potential of those with disabilities), in order to obtain 

maximum benefits. The success or failure of educational programs were 
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dependent on the effectiveness of the instructor and his or her relationship 

to the intended audience (Ashmore, 1975). In 1983, Murray added that 

communication and information can be delivered by those with 

handicapping conditions. Continuous exposure, interactions with disabled 

individuals, and open discussions with those experienced in this area can 

promote greater awareness and understanding, and reduce the "strangeness" 

of the issues relating to handicaps. 

Role-playing and enforced contact constituted the forced compliance 

paradigm. The effectiveness of role-playing can be enhanced by allowing the 

individual to choose whether to participate in the activity. The perception on 

the part of the individual that the role-playing is important is also necessary 

to assist in changing an individual's attitudes (Collins & Hoyt, 1972, in 

Ashmore, 1975). Enforced contact involves a number of factors that will 

help to produce positive effects. These are shared means and goals, equality 

of status, success, peer-group norms favoring contact and tolerance, 

acquaintance potential, and the breakdown of stereotypes (Ashmore, 1975, 

pp. 168-169). 

Methods of self-confrontation may include self-insight training and 

videotaping. Videotape playback of the nonhandicapped person's interaction 

with the handicapped individual is a useful tool that enables a person to note 

the differences in behavior between himself or herself and a person with and 

without a handicap. The difference in the behavior of a nondisabled 
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individual toward someone with a disability may actually impede the 

development of social skills in the disabled person. 

Teacher Attitudes and Change 

Denti (1990) presented three central themes that emerged with 

regards to educators' attitudes toward integrating severely- and 

profoundly-handicapped students into regular classrooms. One issue 

focused on whether the effects of integration were positive, negative, or 

neutral for the student. A second concern dealt with the teacher's ability to 

deal with this type of student. The third area focused on the effect that the 

disability had on the student with no handicaps. 

Studies have shown that teachers initially show apprehension, 

frustration, and fear when confronted with change in teaching practices 

(Pullan, 1991; Hall & Hord, 1987; MacKinnon & Brown, 1994). Pullan believed 

that the issue is not that individuals necessarily resist change, but that they do 

not know how to cope with it. Examining new and progressive teaching 

methods causes teachers to focus on the way they have historically taught 

students (MacKinnon & Brown, 1994). 

In their study, MacKinnon and Brown (1994) showed that fear was 

most strongly expressed by urban versus rural teachers. The reason for this 

may be that the special needs in urban schools were more complicated than 

those in rural areas. 
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Hall and Hord (1987) referred to the Concerns-Based Adoption Model 

(C-BAM) which represents a conceptual framework dealing with change. The 

C-BAM contains key components such as the Change Facilitator (for example, 

principals, teachers, and district personnel), and three diagnostic dimensions. 

The first of these dimensions is the Stage of Concern, which examines how 

teachers and others perceive and feel about an innovation. The second 

diagnostic dimension is Levels of Use. This addresses whether the teacher 

is using or not using an innovation. The dimension is further delineated 

into eight levels that determine at what stage a teacher is in with their use or 

non-use. The third diagnostic dimension is Innovation Configurations. This 

involves the innovation itself and how it is adapted or changed as it is used. 

Teachers need time to proceed through various stages involved in 

the change process and its implications (Fullan, 1991; Hall & Hord, 1987). 

Fullan (1991) discussed three components that need to occur when 

implementing a new program or policy. These are the use of new or revised 

materials, use of new teaching practices, and change in beliefs. He further 

stated that change has to "occur in practice" (p. 37) along the three dimensions 

in order for the outcome to be affected. He believed that the "subjective 

reality" (p. 35) of the teacher is not taken into account when change is 

introduced. 

Fullan (1991) concluded that successful educational change occurs as 

individuals proceed through a learning process that helps them create new 
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meanings about change. Hall and Loucks (1977) presented the view that it is 

imperative to determine not only whether teachers are using an innovation, 

but at what level of use they are in. In their study, they demonstrated that 

there may be a relationship between where teachers are with their level of 

use and the effects of the specific innovation in the classroom setting. 

MacKinnon and Brown (1994) asserted that collaboration with others 

is the most obvious way teachers change their traditional teaching practices. 

This helps with the learning and problem-solving process. York and 

Tundidor (1995) concurred that general- and special-education teachers 

believed that cooperation and collaboration among staff were necessary for 

the success of inclusive education. 

In York and Tundidor's (1995) study, it was reported that professionals 

expressed more skepticism, distrust, and frustration than other groups 

surveyed (i. e., support staff, parents, and students). However, other 

researchers have documented changes in attitudes and behaviors of 

regular-education teachers from initial hesitation, fear, and resistance, to 

cooperation and participation in working with students with disabilities 

(Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993; York, 

Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992). 

Giangreco and his colleagues found that of the 19 classroom teachers 

interviewed, 17 had changed their attitudes from initial apprehension, 

to a more positive attitude of integrating students with severe disabilities 
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into their classrooms. This change only occurred as teachers engaged in 

transforming experiences that resulted in increased ownership and 

involvement with students. In the study conducted by York, Vandercook, 

MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey (1992), middle school educators had 

developed positive experiences toward integrating students with severe 

disabilities and expressed that integration of these students should continue. 

Teachers' existing attitudes and beliefs about their roles and 

expectations in the classroom are crucial to the understanding of attitudes. 

They may not anticipate teaching students outside their area of expertise or 

specialization. Teachers generally expect to work independently and not 

have to collaborate with others. Additionally, they do not expect to make 

significant modifications or individualize instruction to a great degree for 

a particular student (Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995a). The authors 

revealed areas of teachers' concern toward integrating students with special 

needs. These included comprehending the purpose of integration, clarifying 

what to expect and what is expected of them, knowing the time and effort 

involved, what support and resources would be made available, and the 

rewards of integration. They pointed out the necessity for teachers to use 

problem solving to help determine individual needs and services, rather 

that relying on existing, standardized curriculum. 

York and Tundidor (1995) also found in their study that there is 

confusion about what inclusion means, and what its purpose is. This 
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confusion about inclusion was identified as a priority for change. Some 

special educators expressed the views that they were not interested in 

becoming consultants to the regular-education teachers. Many teachers, 

primarily special educators, expressed the fear of job loss. 

Teachers' fears may come from viewing a child initially as 9 I 10ths 

disabled and 1/10th an individual with unique traits. After several months 

of interaction with a child in the classroom, Norman Kunc presented the 

view that teachers generally become accepting of these students and find the 

inclusive classroom very rewarding ("Inclusive Education: Rediscovering 

Our Right," 1994). 

In the document developed by the Joint Committee on Teacher 

Planning for Students with Disabilities (1995), researchers found that the 

following conditions need to be present for teachers to successfully engage 

in professional growth and change: 

1. ongoing administrative support at the district and school level, 

2. volunteer participation, 

3. participation of all teachers serving students targeted for 

inclusion, 

4. commitment to a long-term learning process, 

5. structured participation that enables teachers to collaborate, 

6. license for refinement and modifications, and 
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7. partnership between staff development personnel and 

educators. (pp. 5-6) 

Teacher Variables 

Previous studies regarding teachers' attitudes toward inclusion and 

mainstreaming have included regular- and special-education teachers, 

administrators, support personnel, and specific categories of teachers such 

as physical education instructors (Denti, 1990; Hughes, 1991; Larrivee & Cook, 

1979; Mandell & Strain, 1978; Stephens & Braun, 1980; Stoler, 1991; Wa~us, 

1990). According to Larrivee and Cook (1979) numerous studies have 

been conducted that attempted to relate teachers' attitude toward th~ 

mainstreaming of disabled students with a number of variables such as 

sex, age, years of teaching experience, and the number of courses taken in 

special education. Jamieson (1984) stated that no one variable was identified 

as a strong predictor of educators' attitudes. Studies have been inconclusive 

and indicated the need for further examination (Larrivee & Cook, 1979). 

Grade Level. Researchers have investigated teacher attitude toward 

the handicapped as a function of grade level taught. Stephens and Braun 

(1980) found that primary- and middle-grade teachers are more willing to 

integrate students with disabilities than were seventh- and eighth-grade 

teachers. According to Larrivee and Cook (1979), less positive attitudes toward 

mainstreaming students with disabilities occurred as grade level increased. 
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Bender, Vail, & Scott (1995) concurred with Larrivee and Cook that teachers 

who instruct in the higher grade levels had less favorable attitudes toward 

mains treaming. 

One reason for the difference in attitudes may be that secondary 

teachers are more focused on curriculum and have larger numbers of 

students to teach. It may also be more difficult to include students with 

severe cognitive deficits in courses that are academically more 

comprehensive and subject-matter specific (Hannah & Pliner, 1983). 

In having studied teachers' perceptions toward inclusion, York and 

Tundidor (1995) reported that elementary teachers were generally more 

positive toward accepting students with disabilities in their classrooms than 

were other teachers of other grade levels. Including students in the 

regular-education setting was appropriate only when course content 

matched student abilities. Teachers felt that the majority of courses might 

be too difficult for students with special needs. Additionally, many educators 

contended that the purpose of secondary schools was preparation for college. 

Knowledge/Course Work. Research has focused on the relationship 

between knowledge about handicaps and teacher attitudes. The more courses 

a teacher had taken in the area of teaching students with disabilities, the more 

positive attitudes they had toward mainstreaming (Bender, Vail, & Scott, 

1995; Stoler, 1991; Watjus, 1990). Teachers who had taken courses in special 
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education were more willing to accept students with disabilities compared 

to those teachers who had not. This willingness increased with the number 

of special education courses taken (Stephens & Braun, 1980). 

Jordan and Proctor (1969) revealed that teachers with extensive college 

credit in courses related to exceptional children were more willing to teach 

handicapped students. In a study by Mandell and Strain (1978), it was noted 

that previous coursework in special education or participation in inservice 

programs increased teachers' willingness to work with the mildly 

handicapped. In addition, Johnson and Cartwright (1979) demonstrated 

teachers' attitudes improved when they participated in a combination of 

an information course related to handicapping conditions and a course 

designed to provide experience in working with children with disabilities. 

Attitudes also improved when they attended an information-only course, 

but not when they had attended an experience-only course. 

In another study, it was demonstrated that a significant positive 

correlation occurred between academic coursework and attitudes of physical 

education teachers toward individuals with disabilities. There appeared to 

be an association between academic preparation and more favorable attitudes 

toward persons with disabilities (Block & Rizzo, 1995). 

Inservice Training. A study conducted by Stoler (1991) showed that 

teachers who had participated in inservice training showed more positive 

attitudes toward inclusion compared to those who had not. Teachers who 
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were provided with inservice training regarding integration issues found it 

extremely helpful with regards to their initial fears and concerns about 

working with special needs students in their classrooms. Information about 

handicapping conditions, curriculum objectives and instructional supports, 

videotapes about school and community integration, and visits to other 

schools where integration was already occurring helped to alleviate most of 

the initial concerns (Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995b). 

It does appear that those teachers who have more knowledge about 

children with handicaps tend to have more favorable attitudes toward 

educating these types of students. School districts should therefore continue 

to provide inservice training or credit to teachers through college courses 

(Hannah & Pliner, 1983). Additionally, Gans (1987) reported that inservice 

programs should be embedded in the daily routines of teachers, and would 

be more effective than inservice programs offered beyond class time. They 

contended that this would create more realistic adaptations of procedures 

and reduce fears that occur when new procedures replace current ones. This 

would also help to maintain teachers' optimistic outlooks and provide greater 

support for attitudinal change. 

Experience in Working with Students with Disabilities. Bender, 

Vail, & Scott (1995) found no significant difference between years of 

experience in working with students with disabilities and mainstreaming 

attitudes. Likewise, the amount of experience and or contact with 
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handicapped students is not related to their acceptance in the regular 

classroom setting (Jordan & Proctor, 1969; Watjus, 1990). 

It was, however, pointed out by Denti (1990), that structured contact 

and experience with severely- and profoundly-disabled students was a factor 

in achieving more favorable attitudes toward placement of them in the 

regular classroom setting. Block and Rizzo (1995) discovered that as the 

quality of teaching experiences improved, attitudes toward teaching 

students with severe disabilities became more favorable. In addition, 

other studies found that teachers who had worked with students with 

disabilities had a more positive attitude toward teaching these students 

than those teachers with no experience teaching disabled students 

(Marston & Leslie, 1983; Schmelkin, 1981). 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

This chapter contains the methods and procedures used in this study, 

which include the research design, sample, data collection, instrumentation, 

and statistical analysis. 

Research Design 

The problem investigated in this study was determining the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary school teachers toward the inclusion of 

students with disabilities into their classroom. 

This study included a nonexperimental, descriptive research design 
. ...._ 

that examined the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers 

toward inclusion. A survey consisting of questions related to demographic 

information and attitudes of teachers toward inclusion was used. The 

following research questions were posed: 
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1. Do regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive 

attitude toward inclusion? 

2. Can we predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion from one or more predictors: experience with 

teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses and inservice hours completed, age, grade level 

taught, and gender? 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of 

significance: 

1. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and 

experience with teaching handicapped students. 

2. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and years of 

teaching experience. 

3. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and 

number of special-education courses completed. 

4. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the 

number of special-education inservice training hours completed. 
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5. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and age. 

6. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and 

grade level taught. 

7. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and gender. 

8. There is no significant relationship between experience with 

teaching handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, 

number of special-education courses and special-education inservice training 

hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender, and the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion. 

Sample 

For the purpose of this study, the sample of 20 schools was selected 

from the 115 elementary schools within the Broward County Public School 

System in Florida during the 1994-1995 school year. Surveys were distributed 

to 473 regular-education teachers from all of the elementary schools chosen. 

All teachers had a minimum of a baccalaureate degree. To ensure an 

unbiased selection of schools, a table of random numbers was used to select 

the schools that were included in the study. 
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Data Collection 

Before beginning the data collection, permission to conduct the study 

was obtained from Florida Atlantic University and the Broward County 

School System Office of Research and Evaluation. Principals at eight of the 

twenty schools distributed and collected the completed surveys from the 

teachers at their schools. The survey packet, consisting of a cover letter to 

the principal, cover letter to the teacher, demographic profile form, and the 

survey instrument, was sent to each school in which the principal 

administered the survey (see Appendixes D, E, F, and G). The researcher 

distributed and collected the completed surveys from teachers during faculty 

meetings in the remaining 12 schools. The surveys administered by the 

researcher were handed out with verbal instructions, thereby eliminating 

the need for the cover letters to the principal and teacher with those groups. 

The demographic profile was used to collect information on years of teaching 

experience, gender, age, number of special-education courses, experience with 

having taught handicapped students, inservice training hours completed, and 

grade level taught. 

Instrumentation 

This survey was developed by researchers at the Division of Special 

Education and Rehabilitation, Syracuse University (Erevelles, Black, & Meyer, 

1992). The survey was designed to reflect current best practices regarding the 
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inclusion of students with disabilities, and to determine school personnel and 

parent attitudes and beliefs toward this topic. It had been administered 

throughout the State of New York in 1991 to 442 respondents consisting of 

regular- and special-education teachers, administrators, support personnel, 

and parents of students with disabilities. It contains 22 questions and uses 

a 5-point Likert-type scale. However, after conducting a reliability study, 

only 16 of the 22 questions were used for this study. 

For the purpose of validity, the instrument was submitted to several 

authorities in the area of special education. These included Broward County 

School's Curriculum Supervisor for Learning Disabilities, the Program 

Specialist for Mentally Handicapped Programs, the Director of Exceptional 

Student Education, and the Florida Inclusion Network Coordinator. These 

individuals were asked to determine if the items in the survey were easily 

understood, and if each item appeared to measure what it was intended to 

measure. 

Upon establishing the validity of the questionnaire, a pilot study was 

conducted with 21 regular-education elementary school teachers to test for 

reliability. A FORTRAN Program was used to conduct the reliability study 

(Morris, 1978a, 1978b). As a result, 16 questions were used, which showed 

a coefficient alpha of .88. Upon completion of the reliability for the entire 

sample surveyed in this study (i.e., 473 respondents), a coefficient alpha 

of .85 was obtained. This demonstrates high internal consistency for the 

instrument used. 
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The scoring of the instrument was determined by a summation of the 

number of questions on the survey (16) and the number of possible responses 

per question, that of 5 (1 - strongly agree, 2 - disagree, 3 - not sure, 

4- agree, and 5- strongly agree). Therefore, the lowest possible score tha t 

could be obtained was 16. The highest possible score obtained could have 

been 80. 

Statistical Analysis 

The statistical method used in this study was multiple linear 

regression to determine the relationship between the dependent variable 

of teacher attitude and the independent variables of experience with 

teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses completed, number of special-education inservice 

training hours completed, age, gender, and grade level taught. Tables for 

descriptive statistics were included for the mean, range, and standard 

deviation for each independent variable. Tables were also used to indicate 

the correlation between the independent variables and dependent variables, 

and to summarize the interrelations of all variables. The alpha level for 

testing all hypotheses was .05. 
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Chapter 4 

Analysis of Data 

The problem in this study was to examine the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion of students 

with disabilities into their classrooms. The purpose was to determine 

whether a selected number of variables can predict the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward selected issues on 

inclusion. The study analyzed the relationship between the criterion 

variable of attitude and the predictor variables of experience with teaching 

handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, number 

of special-education courses and inservice training hours completed, age, 

grade level taught, and gender. The population surveyed consisted of 473 

regular-education elementary school teachers employed by the School 

Board of Broward County, Florida during the 1994-95 school year. 
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The specific questions addressed in this study were: 

1. Do regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive 

attitude toward inclusion? 

2. Can we predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary 

school teachers toward inclusion from one or more predictors: experience 

with teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, number 

of special-education courses and inservice hours completed, age, grade level 

taught, and gender? 

All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. The specific 

hypotheses investigated in this study were: 

1. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and 

experience with teaching handicapped students. 

2. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the 

number of years of teaching experience. 

3. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the 

number of special-education courses completed. 
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4. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the 

number of special-education inservice training hours completed. 

5. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and age. 

6. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and grade 

level taught. 

7. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and gender. 

8. There is no significant relationship between a model composed of 

all predictor variables (experience with teaching handicapped students, 

number of years of teaching experience, number of special-education courses 

and special-education inservice training hours completed, age, grade level 

taught, and gender) and attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion. 

In this chapter, the findings are presented in relation to the hypotheses. 

A multiple regression analysis examined the extent to which the independent 

variables contributed to predicting the criterion variable of attitude of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion. 
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Demographic Profiles 

A demographic profile of the participants is displayed in Tables 1-7. 

The total number of respondents were 473 regular classroom teachers. 

The age of the respondents is shown in Table 1. The majority of 

teachers' ages were between 32-47 years (46.9%). Only 7.8% were between 

the ages of 20 and 25, and 2.1 % were over the age of 61. 

Table 1 

Age of Respondents 

Age of Respondents Frequency Percent 

20-25 37 7.8 

26-31 95 20.1 

32-47 222 46.9 

48-54 83 17.5 

55-60 26 5.5 

61+ 10 2.1 

Table 2 shows the distribution of gender of the respondents. A large 

discrepancy existed between the number of female and male teachers. The 

vast majority of teachers surveyed were female (92.8%). 
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Table 2 

Gender of Respondents 

Gender of Respondents 

Male 

Female 

Frequency 

34 

439 

Percent 

7.2 

92.8 

Table 3 shows the frequencies and percentages for grade level taught. 

Kindergarten teachers represented the largest group surveyed (21.1 %), while 

fifth grade teachers were the least represented (12.9%). Grades one through 

four were relatively evenly distributed (17.8%-15.0%). 

Table 3 

Grade Level Taught 

Grade Level Taught Frequency Percent 

Kindergarten 100 21.1 

First 84 17.8 

Second 81 17.1 

Third 76 16.1 

Fourth 71 15.0 

Fifth 61 12.9 
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Years of teaching experience is represented in Table 4. The majority of 

teachers in this study had three or more years of teaching experience (83.8%). 

The highest percentage of teachers (28.8%) had eighteen years or more of 

experience in the teaching field. 

Table 4 

Years of Teaching Experience 

Years of Teaching Frequency Percent 
Experience 

0-2 77 16.3 

3-6 104 22.0 

7-11 61 12.9 

12-17 95 20.1 

18+ 136 28.8 

The number of special-education courses and inservice training hours 

taken by teachers in this sample is shown in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. The 

majority of teachers (77.6%) had between 0 and 2 courses in special-education 

training, and 75.9% had between 0 and 2 hours of inservice training. 
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Table 5 

Number of Courses in Special Education 

Number of Courses 
Taken 

0-2 

3-6 

6+ 

Table 6 

Number of Hours of Inservice Training 

Number of Hours 

0-2 

3-6 

7-12 

13+ 

Frequency 

367 

59 

47 

Frequency 

359 

47 

19 

48 

Percent 

77.6 

12.5 

9.9 

Percent 

75.9 

9.9 

4.0 

10.1 

Table 7 shows whether teachers had experience with teaching 

handicapped students. A preponderance of teachers (71 %) had experience 

with teaching students with disabilities. 
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Table 7 

Experience Teaching Handicapped Students 

Experience Teaching 
Handicapped Students 

Yes 

No 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Frequency 

336 

137 

Percent 

71.0 

29.0 

Group means and standard deviations for all variables are presented 

in Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations For All Variables 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation 

ATT 48.20 9.59 

AGE 2.99 1.05 

ETS 1.29 .45 

GEN 1.07 .26 

GLT 3.25 1.70 

IHC 1.48 .97 

SEC 1.32 .65 

YTE 3.23 1.47 

Note. ATI =attitude; AGE= age; ETS =experience teaching handicapped 

students; GEN = gender; GLT =grade level taught; IHC = inservice hours 

completed; SEC = special-education courses completed; YTE = years teaching 

experience. 

The intercorrelation matrix including all predictor variables and the 

criterion variable is presented in Table 9. Probabilities for predictor-criterion 

correlations are included in the first row. The predictor variables are shown 

along the left column, and their correlations with attitudes are presented in 

the remainder of the table. 
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Table 9 

In tercorrela tion Matrix for Teacher Variables that Affect Teacher Attitudes 

Toward Inclusion 

ATT AGE ETS GEN GLT IHC SEC YTE 

ATT 1.000 .0125 .5075 .2573 .4727 .3146 .2244 <.0005 

AGE -.115 1.000 

ETS -.031 -.110 1.000 

GEN .052 -.045 -.015 1.000 

GLT -.033 -.031 -.057 .234 1.000 

IHC .046 .129 -.266 .030 .016 1.000 

SEC .056 .026 -.219 .000 -.004 .567 1.000 

YTE -.220 .689 -.195 -.021 -.045 .186 .113 1.000 

Note. Probabilities for predictor-criterion correlations are included in the 

first row. A TI = attitude; AGE = age; ETS = experience teaching handicapped 

students; GEN =gender; GLT =grade level taught; IHC = inservice hours 

completed; SEC = special-education courses completed; YTE = years teaching 

experience. 

Multiple Regression 

A multiple regression procedure was used to test the null hypotheses. 

First, the multiple regression procedure was performed to determine the 

relationship between the predictor variables of experience with teaching 
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handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses and inservice training hours completed, age, 

grade level taught, and gender, and the criterion variable of attitude of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion. Second, 

a multiple regression procedure was performed to determine if there was a 

significant relationship between a model composed of all predictor variables 

(experience with teaching handicapped students, number of years of teaching 

experience, number of special-education courses and special-education 

inservice training hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) and 

attitude of regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion. 

Third, a multiple regression procedure was performed with all predictor 

variables excluding years of teaching experience, and the criterion variable 

of attitude. Years of teaching experience was excluded because it was the 

only variable that made a significant contribution to the variance when all 

variables were used. 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of 

significance: 

Hypothesis 1. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and experience with teaching handicapped students was tested 

using the following null hypothesis: There is no significant relationship 
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between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and experience with teaching handicapped students. 

Null Hypothesis 1 was not rejected because there was not 

a significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education 

teachers toward inclusion and experience teaching handicapped students 

(E[1,471] = .44, r = .031, Q = .51). See Table 10. 

Table 10 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Experience with Teaching 

Handicapped Students 

Regression 

Residual 

DF 

1 

471 

Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square 

40.53187 40.53187 

43401 .98399 92.14859 

.43985 .51 .00093 

Hypothesis 2. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and years of teaching experience was tested using the following null 

hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and years of 

teaching experience. 
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Null Hypothesis 2 was rejected because there was a significant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education elementary 

school teachers toward inclusion and years of teaching experience 

(£[1,471] = 24, r = .220, !2 <.005) . (See Table 11.) The negative correlation (-.220), 

as seen in the intercorrelation matrix in Table 9 denotes that as the years of 

teaching experience increased, the attitudes of teachers toward inclusion were 

more negative. 

Table 11 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Number of Years of Teaching 

Experience 

Regression 

Residual 

DF Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square 

F 

1 2106.73484 2106.73484 24.00516 <.0005 

471 41335.78102 87.76174 

.04849 

Hypothesis 3. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and the number of special-education courses completed was tested 

using the following null hypothesis: There is no significant relationship 
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between attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and the number of special-education courses completed. 

Null Hypothesis 3 was not rejected because there was not a significant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion and the number of special-education courses 

completed (.E[1,471] = 1.48, r = .056, £ =.22). See Table 12. 

Table 12 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Number of Special Education 

Courses Completed 

Regression 

Residual 

DF Sum of 

Squares 

1 136.08796 

471 43306.42790 

Mean 

Square 

136.08796 

91.94571 

1.48009 .2244 .00313 

Hypothesis 4. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and the number of special-education inservice training hours 

completed was tested using the following null hypothesis: There is no 

significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education 
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elementary school teachers toward inclusion and the number of 

special-education inservice training hours completed. 

Null Hypothesis 4 was not rejected because there was not a significant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion and the number of special-education inservice 

training hours completed (E[1,471] = 1.01, r. = .046, 12 = .31). See Table 13. 

Table 13 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Number of Special-Education 

Inservice Training Hours Completed 

DF Sum of Mean 

Squares Square 

Regression 1 93.26365 93.26365 1.01333 .3146 .00215 

Residual 471 43349.25221 92.03663 

HyQothesis 5. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers 

toward inclusion and age was tested using the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education 

elementary school teachers toward inclusion and age. 
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Null Hypothesis 5 was rejected because there was a significant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion and age (f[1,471] = 6.28, r = -.115, 12 = .01). See 

Table 14. 

Table 14 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Age 

DF Sum of Mean f R2 

Squares Square 

Regression 1 571.63359 571.63359 6.28024 .0125 .01316 

Residual 471 42870.88227 91 .02098 

Hypothesis 6. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and grade level taught was tested using the following null 

hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion and grade 

level taught. 

Null Hypothesis 6 was not rejected because there was not a 

significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education 
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elementary school teachers toward inclusion and grade level taught 

(!:[1,471] = .52, I = -.033, 12 = .47). See Table 15. 

Table 15 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Grade Level Taught 

DF Sum of Mean f R2 

Squares Square 

Regression 1 47.57541 47.57541 .51637 .4727 .00110 

Residual 471 43394.94044 92.13363 

Hypothesis 7. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion and gender was tested using the following null hypothesis: There 

is no significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education 

elementary school teachers toward inclusion and gender. 

Null Hypothesis 7 was not rejected because there was not a significant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion and gender (!:[1,471] = 1.29,!. = -.052, p = .26). 

See Table 16. 
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Table 16 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitude and Gender 

DF Sum of Mean F R2 

Squares Square 

Regression 1 118.30173 118.30173 1.28612 .2573 .00272 

Residual 471 43324.21412 91.98347 

Hypothesis 8. The possibility that there was a significant relationship 

between a model composed of all predictor variables (experience with 

teaching handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, 

number of special-education courses and special-education inservice training 

hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) and attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion was tested 

using the following null hypothesis: There is no significant relationship 

between a model composed of all predictor variables (experience with 

teaching handicapped students, number of years of teaching experience, 

number of special-education courses and special-education inservice training 

hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) and the attitudes of 

regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion. 

Null Hypothesis 8 was rejected because there was a significant 

relationship between a model composed of all the predictor variables 

(experience with teaching handicapped students, number of years of teaching 
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experience, number of special-education courses and special-education 

inservice training hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) 

and attitudes of regular-education elementary school teachers toward 

inclusion (£:[7,465] = 4.97, 12 < .0005). A multiple regression predicting attitudes 

from all predictor variables yielded an R square of .07. These 

results indicate that the linear composite of predictors accounted for 7% of the 

variance in teachers' attitudes toward inclusion. Ninety-three percent of the 

variance in teachers' attitudes was not predictable. Using even a lenient 

critical effect size of 10% of the variance accounted for, these results are not 

practically significant. See Table 17. 

Table 17 

Test of Significance of Multiple Correlation Predicting the Criterion Variable 

from All Predictor Variables 

DF Sum of 

Squares 

Regression 7 3022.31312 

Residual 465 40420.20274 

Mean 

Square 

413.75902 

86.92500 
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Table 18 represents multiple regression weights and tests of individual 

contributions to the model. Years of teaching experience made a significant 

contribution to variance in teacher attitude accounted for by the model, 

beyond what can be explained by the other predictors (1 = 4.818, 12 < .0005). 

Table 18 

Multiple Regression Weights and Tests of Individual Contributions 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

AGE .740199 .566797 .080980 1.306 .1922 

ETS -1.270839 .998303 -.060150 -1.273 .2037 

GEN 2.286598 1.709971 .061627 1.337 .1818 

GLT -.353653 .260469 -.062667 -1.358 .1752 

IHC .480887 .550996 .048623 .873 .3832 

SEC .699185 .811607 .047144 .861 .3894 

YTE -1.975171 .409982 -.303526 -4.818 .0000 

(Constant) 51.066647 2.965380 17.221 .0000 

Note . AGE= age; ETS =experience teaching handicapped students; 

GEN =gender; GLT =grade level taught; IHC = inservice hours completed; 

SEC =special-education courses completed; YTE =years teaching experience. 
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Table 19 represents the test of the significance of the multiple 

correlation predicting the criterion variable from all predictor variables 

excluding years of teaching experience. Years of teaching experience was the 

only variable that made a significant contribution to the variance when all 

variables were used. 

Table 19 

Test of Significance of Multiple Correlation Predicting the Criterion Variable 

from All Predictor Variables Excluding Years of Teaching Experience 

DF Sum of Mean E R2 

Squares Square 

Regression 6 1004.75905 167.45984 1.83884 .0899 .02313 

Residual 466 42437.75681 91.06815 

Table 20 represents multiple regression weights and tests of individual 

contributions excluding years of teaching experience. Age also made a 

significant contribution to the variance in teacher attitude accounted for by 

the model when years of teaching experience was excluded from the equation, 

beyond what can be explained by the other five predictors (1 = 2.63,12 = .009). 
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Table 20 

Multiple Regression Weights and Tests of Individual Contributions 

Excluding Years of Testing Experience 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

AGE -1.118599 .424986 -.122378 -2.632 .0088 

ETS -.629329 1.012686 -.029787 -.621 .5346 

GEN 2.134360 1.749948 .057524 1.220 .2232 

GLT -.296206 .266325 -.052487 -1.112 .2666 

IHC .343451 .563217 .034727 .610 .5423 

SEC .485652 .829484 .032746 .585 .5585 

(Constant) 49.882536 3.024781 16.491 .0000 

Note. AGE= age; ETS =experience teaching handicapped students; 

GEN =gender; GLT = grade level taught; IHC = inservice hours completed; 

SEC = special-education courses completed 

Assessment of Teachers' Attitudes 

A computer program was used to address the question, "Do 

regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive attitude 

toward inclusion?" (Morris, 1979). Of the 16 items on the survey (see 

Appendix G), a significant positive attitude was found for the 

following six statements: 
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1. Students with severe disabilities can probably be included in classes 

such as art, music, and physical education. 

2. Most regular-education elementary school teachers will not accept 

students with severe disabilities in their classes. 

3. When students with severe disabilities are required to attend 

handicapped-only schools, they are deprived of invaluable social and learning 

experiences available to them only in regular schools through interactions 

with nondisabled peers. 

4. I believe that many nondisabled students would be interested in 

becoming friends with a student with severe disabilities. 

5. Students with severe disabilities who also have severe behavior 

problems require separate educational environments. 

6. There will always be exceptions for students whose disabilities are 

so severe that they can not benefit from an education in the regular school. 

In contrast, a significant negative attitude was found for the following 

nine statements: 

1. Students with severe disabilities can probably be included in 

academic subjects such as science, mathematics, social studies, and English. 

2. I am confident that I could explain the benefits of educating all 

students with severe disabilities in their home schools to a group of parents 

from my district. 
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3. Including students with severe disabilities in regular-education 

programs would be a positive contribution to the overall quality of general 

education. 

4. It should be easy to design an appropriate program for a student 

with severe disabilities, attending a regular-education classroom, at the 

elementary level. 

5. Students with severe disabilities would make better gains in 

achievement and social skills if they attended regular classes rather than 

special schools. 

6. I would like to see students with severe disabilities welcomed into 

my district's regular schools and classrooms. 

7. Special-education services could be delivered to enable even those 

students with the most severe disabilities to attend the regular classroom. 

8. Adapting instruction to include students with severe disabilities in 

regular classes would improve teaching and learning for all students. 

9. Having one or more students with severe disabilities in regular 

schools and classrooms could enhance the academic achievement and social 

skills of nondisabled peers. 

The Cooper z and Whitney t tests and their associated p values are 

reported in Table 21 (Morris, 1979). Because teachers expressed a negative 

attitude on more items than they expressed a positive attitude, these results 

suggest that teachers' attitudes toward inclusion lie toward the negative end. 
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Table 21 

Cooper z and Whitney t Tests 

Item Strongly Disagree Not Agree Strongly z t 
Disa~ree Sure A~ree 

1. 40 77 107 189 60 5.00* 6.1* 

2. 84 106 133 123 27 3.10* 3.8* 

3. 39 105 140 135 54 2.00* 2.5* 

4. 87 139 176 60 11 7.50* 10.5* 

5. 38 109 102 182 42 2.60* 3.3* 

6. 11 48 106 267 40 9.00* 14.7* 

7. 24 39 58 168 184 14.60* 18.1* 

8. 66 119 139 132 17 2.70* 3.5* 

9. 141 174- 95 58 5 12.60* 17.4* 

10. 64 105 165 122 17 2.50* 3.3* 

11. 65 125 156 112 15 3.70* 4.9* 

12. 75 106 144 138 10 3.20* 4.1* 

13. 90 139 117 116 11 5.90* 7.4* 

14. 13 23 81 206 150 14.90* 21.8* 

15. 94 120 124 123 12 5.20* 6.5* 

16. 48 96 126 166 37 1.60 2.0 

Note. *12 < .05 
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Chapter 5 

Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a selected number 

of variables can predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward issues on inclusion. Specifically, this study analyzed the 

relationship between the criterion variable of attitude and the predictor 

variables of experience with teaching handicapped students, number of years 

of teaching experience, number of special-education courses and inservice 

training hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender. 

The problem investigated in this study was to determine the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion of students 

with disabilities into their classrooms. The specific questions addressed in this 

study were: 

1. Do regular-education elementary school teachers have a positive 

attitude toward inclusion? 
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2. Can we predict the attitudes of regular-education elementary school 

teachers toward inclusion from one or more predictors: experience with 

teaching handicapped students, years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses and inservice hours completed, age, grade level 

taught, and gender? 

The instrument used in this study was developed by researchers at 

the Division of Special Education and Rehabilitation, Syracuse University 

(Erevelles, Black, & Meyer, 1992). Validation of the instrument was obtained 

by submitting the instrument to several authorities in the area of special 

education. These individuals were asked to determine if the items in the 

survey were easily understood, and if each item appeared to measure what it 

was intended to measure. Reliability was obtained by the use of a FORTRAN 

program to maximize coefficient alpha (Morris, 1978a, 1978b). 

For the purpose of this study, the sample of 20 schools was selected 

from the 115 elementary schools within the Broward County Public School 

System in Florida during the 1994-1995 school year. To ensure an unbiased 

selection of schools, a table of random numbers was used to select the schools 

that were included in the study. Surveys were distributed at the 20 schools to 

473 regular-education teachers. All teachers had a minimum of a 

baccalaureate degree. 

Principals at eight of the twenty schools distributed and collected the 

completed surveys from the teachers at their schools. The survey packet, 
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consisting of a cover letter to the principal, cover letter to the teacher, 

demographic profile form, and the survey instrument, was sent to each 

school in which the principal administered the survey (see Appendixes D, E, 

F, and G). The researcher distributed and collected the completed surveys 

from teachers during faculty meetings in the remaining 12 schools. The 

surveys administered by the researcher were handed out with verbal 

instructions, thereby eliminating the need for the cover letters to the 

principals and teachers within those groups. The demographic profile was 

used to collect information on experience with teaching handicapped 

students, years of teaching experience, number of special-education courses 

and inservice training hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender. 

A pilot study was conducted prior to the administration of the survey. 

The results showed a coefficient alpha of .88. The entire sample of 473 

respondents showed a coefficient alpha of .85, thereby demonstrating high 

internal consistency for this instrument. 

Multiple linear regression was the statistical tool used for data analysis. 

All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

Discussion of Results 

The problem investigated in this study was to determine the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary school teachers toward inclusion of students 
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with disabilities. All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

This study resulted in the following findings: 

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and experience 

with teaching handicapped students. This hypothesis was not rejected 

because there was not a significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education teachers toward inclusion and the number of years of 

experience teaching handicapped students. 

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and years of 

teaching experience. This hypothesis was rejected because there was a 

significant relationship between the attitudes of regular-education teachers 

toward inclusion and years of teaching experience. 

Hypothesis 3. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and the number 

of special-education courses completed. This hypothesis was not rejected 

because there was not a significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education teachers toward inclusion and the number of 

special-education inservice training hours completed. 

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and the number of 
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special-education training hours completed. This hypothesis was not rejected 

because there was not a significant relationship between the attitudes of 

regular-education teachers toward inclusion and number of special-education 

inservice training hours completed. 

Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and age . This 

hypothesis was rejected because there was a significant relationship between 

the attitudes of regular-education teachers toward inclusion and age. 

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and grade level 

taught. This hypothesis was not rejected because there was not a sig~ificant 

relationship between the attitudes of regular-education teachers toward 

inclusion and grade level taught. 

Hypothesis 7. There is no significant relationship between the attitudes 

of regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion and gender. This 

hypothesis was not rejected because there was not a significant relationship 

between the attitudes of regular-education teachers toward inclusion and 

gender. 

Hypothesis 8. There is no significant relationship between a model 

composed of all predictor variables (experience with teaching handicapped 

students, number of years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses and special-education inservice training 
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• 
hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) and attitudes of 

regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion. This hypothesis 

was rejected because there was a significant relationship between a model 

composed of all predictor variables (experience with teaching handicapped 

students, number of years of teaching experience, number of 

special-education courses and special-education inservice training 

hours completed, age, grade level taught, and gender) and attitudes of 

regular-education elementary teachers toward inclusion. 

Additionally, when tests of significance for increments to the multiple 

correlation from each predictor variable was analyzed, years of teaching 

experience made a statistically significant contribution to variance in teacher 

attitude with better than chance accuracy beyond what the other predictors 

contributed. Age also made a statistically significant contribution to the 

variance in teacher attitude when years of teaching experience was excluded 

from the equation with better than chance accuracy beyond what the other 

predictors contributed. 

A computer program was used to address the question, "Do teachers 

have a positive attitude toward inclusion?" (Morris, 1979). Of the 16 items on 

the survey (See Appendix G), a significant positive attitude was found for the 

following six statements: 

1. Students with severe disabilities can probably be included in classes 
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such as art, music, and physical education. 

2. Most regular-education teachers will not accept students with 

severe disabilities in their classes. 

3. When students with severe disabilities are required to attend 

handicapped-only schools, they are deprived of invaluable social and learning 

experiences available to them only in regular schools through interactions 

with nondisabled peers. 

4. I believe that many nondisabled students would be interested in 

becoming friends with a student with severe disabilities. 

5. Students with severe disabilities who also have severe behavior 

problems require separate educational environments. 

6. There will always be exceptions for students whose disabilities are 

so severe that they cannot benefit from an education in the regular school. 

In contrast, a significant negative attitude was found for the following 

nine statements: 

1. Students with severe disabilities can probably be included in 

academic subjects like science, mathematics, social studies, and English. 

2. I am confident that I could explain the benefits of educating all 

students with severe disabilities in their home schools to a group of parents 

from my district. 
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3. Including students with severe disabilities in regular-education 

programs would be a positive contribution to the overall quality of general 

education. 

4. It should be easy to design an appropriate program for a student 

with severe disabilities, attending a regular-education classroom, at the 

elementary level. 

5. Students with severe disabilities would make better gains in 

achievement and social skills if they attended regular classes rather than 

special schools. 

6. I would like to see students with severe disabilities welcomed into 

my district's regular schools and classrooms. 

7. Special-education services could be delivered to enable even those 

students with the most severe disabilities to attend the regular classroom. 

8. Adapting instruction to include students with severe disabilities in 

regular classes would improve teaching and learning for all students. 

9. Having one or more students with severe disabilities in regular 

schools and classrooms could enhance the academic achievement and social 

skills of nondisabled peers. 

Of the 473 respondents, 402 disagreed with the statement, "I am 

confident that I could explain the benefits of educating all students with 

severe disabilities in their horne schools to a group of parents from my 
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district." The results of this statement combined with the outcome that 

teachers expressed a negative attitude on more items than they expressed a 

positive attitude demonstrates that teachers showed a negative response 

to the question, "Do teachers have a positive attitude toward inclusion?" 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were generated based on the outcomes of 

this study: 

One conclusion that can be drawn from this study was that the 

independent variables of years of teaching experience and age were the only 

predictors of teachers' attitude toward inclusion. The negative correlation 

indicated that as years of teaching experience and age increased, the attitudes 

of teachers toward inclusion were more negative. The results that years of 

teaching experience has an impact on teachers' attitudes have been 

demonstrated in past research studies (Olsen, 1987; Stoler, 1991; Watjus, 1990). 

Several factors may account for the determination that those with 

more experience in the teaching profession and who are older, have less 

favorable attitudes toward inclusion. One possible factor is that since the 

implementation of P.L. 94-142 in 1975 (now known as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Act [IDEA]), the expectation by some teachers has been that once a 

student is identified as having special needs, he or she is removed from the 
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regular classroom setting and placed in a special-education program. Other 

teachers, who may be aware of the legal aspects of IDEA, expect that the 

student will be placed in the least restrictive environment (LRE). (In the past, 

the LRE frequently has not been the regular-education classroom. Generally, 

regular-education teachers had not been called upon to educate many 

students with disabilities .) It is expected that many students will receive the 

needed services in a special-education class taught by a teacher certified in a 

specific area of special education. 

A second factor may be that teachers who have been in their profession 

for many years are not as amenable or adaptable to innovations in 

educational reform or teaching practices. Educators with fewer years. of 

teaching experience may be more enthusiastic and idealistic toward 

educational outcomes. They are probably more receptive to new ideas and 

more willing to incorporate them into everyday teaching practices. 

A third factor may be that older, more experienced teachers probably 

had minimal training pertaining to special education. The results in this 

study demonstrated that only 22.4% of teachers had more than 0 to 2 courses 

in special-education training. Younger, less experienced teachers could have 

completed coursework that has prepared them for the inclusion of students 

with disabilities in their classroom. Those who have recently graduated from 

universities have probably been educated in areas of current educational 

reforms, trends, and teaching innovations. 

98 



The remaining predictor variables, that of experience with having 

taught handicapped students, number of special-education courses and 

inservice training hours completed, grade level taught, and gender, did not 

predict the attitudes of teachers toward the inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the regular classroom setting. Several factors may account 

for this. 

The variable of experience with having taught a handicapped student 

did not yield significant results. While 71 % of teachers surveyed said they 

had experience with teaching handicapped students, it is possible that the 

student(s) did not have a severe disability. The teacher may have had 

experience teaching students with a mild to moderate speech and language 

or learning disability. These teachers were probably unaware of the 

modifications and resources that should be available when working with 

the population of students with severe disabilities. Studies by Bender, Vail, 

and Scott (1995), Jordan and Proctor, (1969), and Watjus (1990) also 

determined that experience with having taught handicapped students was 

not related to the acceptance of them in the regular classroom setting. 

As this survey did not distinguish between students with mild or moderate 

disabilities, and those with severe disabilities, it is possible that responses 

may have been different if this distinction had been made. 

The variables of number of special-education courses and inservice 

training hours completed revealed that 77.6% and 75.9%, respectively, had 
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completed between 0 and 2 courses or hours in special-education training. 

The majority of teachers (28.8%) had eighteen years or more of teaching 

experience. Most teachers probably received their training early in their 

careers. The information they obtained regarding special education may 

have consisted only of a course in an overview of disabilities or general 

information pertaining to mainstreaming of students with mild to moderate 

disabilities. Numerous studies have shown that teachers' attitudes were more 

favorable or that they were more willing to teach students with special needs 

as the amount of coursework increased (Bender, Vail, & Scott, 1995; Block and 

Rizzo, 1995; Jordan & Proctor, 1969; Mandell and Strain, 1978; Stephens & 

Braun, 1980; Stoler, 1991; Watjus, 1990). 

Since most teachers had between 0 and 2 inservice training hours in 

special education, it is also likely that the information received was general 

in nature, and did not provide specific information pertaining to issues such 

as curriculum modifications or instructional strategies in dealing with 

students with severe disabilities. In his study, Stoler (1991) determined that 

teachers who had participated in training related to the integration of 

students with disabilities had more favorable attitudes toward inclusion. 

This study did not determine when teachers received coursework or training 

during their teaching careers. Results may have revealed different outcomes, 

had the survey addressed the point at which teachers obtained their training, 

and the specific content of the training. 
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The variable of gender did not show any significant relationship with 

attitude. The results of this study showed that 92.8% of teachers were female . 

The population of male teachers was under-represented, therefore the results 

did not allow for equal representation of opinions from both groups. If a 

larger number of participants had been male, the null hypothesis pertaining 

to attitudes and gender may have been rejected. While a study conducted by 

Hughes (1991) consisted of a larger representation of males (38%), the results 

concurred with the outcome of this study. 

The variable of grade level taught did not show any significant 

relationship with attitude. The reason for this may be the overall lack of 

training of teachers at all grade levels as revealed by the results of this study. 

The number of special-education courses and inservice training hours 

completed revealed that 77.6% and 75.9%, respectively, had completed 

between 0 and 2 courses or hours in special-education training. 

A number of reasons could be given that might have impacted the 

overall results of teachers' responses. When this research was conducted, 

most teachers in Broward County had not received any training with regard 

to the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom 

setting. This was confirmed by consulting with individuals responsible for 

the training of teachers in the area of inclusive education. Therefore, many 

teachers may not have understood the issues that surround this topic. If this 

survey was administered to teachers after they had received training 
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pertaining to inclusion, significant variations in responses may have been 

obtained. 

The instrument used in this study limited teachers to answering 

questions about inclusion based on the choices given. It did not allow 

teachers to elaborate on their opinions or provide specific comments 

pertaining to this topic. The results may have been different if the design 

of this study allowed the teachers to respond verbally to the questions, 

or if selected teachers were interviewed following the administration of 

the instrument. 

The survey used in this study did not address specific issues such as 

smaller class size, use of support personnel in the classroom, and appropriate 

instructional materials. A questionnaire that addressed these topics may have 

yielded more positive results in teachers' attitudes. 

Results may have differed if the researcher had been available to 

conduct the research at all the schools chosen for this study. While written 

instructions were given to the principals who administered the survey 

in an attempt to establish consistency, it is not certain that the administration 

of the survey was uniform in those schools. The implementation of the study 

should have allowed the researcher to administer the instrument in all of the 

selected schools in order to assure uniformity in the instructions given to 

respondents, and to answer questions that may have been posed at the time 
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of administration. This issue necessitates the need that the researcher be 

available to conduct studies of a similar nature. 

This study dealt with students with severe disabilities. Upon 

administration of the survey to teachers, the researcher was often asked 

to define the term "severe." This survey should have clearly provided a 

definition of terms that might have been questionable to the respondents. 

The survey did not address students with mild or moderate disabilities. 

Responses by teachers to the topic of inclusion might have been more 

favorable had the survey addressed the population of students with mild to 

moderate disabilities, as opposed to those with severe disabilities. The terms 

"mild" and "moderate" would require an explanation in future stuqies. 

Another reason that may account for teachers' negative attitudes is that 

in addition to factors such as curriculum modifications that are involved 

with including students with disabilities in the classroom, there are 

continuous demands on their time both in the classroom and beyond the 

school day. Teachers are faced daily with behavior issues within the class 

setting that may drain their energy and take away time from other students. 

Often, there is a lack of resources and support personnel in the regular 

classroom setting. Additionally, teachers may not be aware of the potential 

that many special-needs students have to be productive members of society. 
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations are offered for consideration based on 

the problem, findings, and conclusions of this study: 

1. It is recommended that training for regular-education teachers be 

conducted before students with special needs are placed in the regular 

classroom setting. This training needs to involve a number of topics. 

Training should begin with an overview of inclusion and how it has been 

successful in other large, urban districts. The focus of training should be 

on specific teaching situations, as opposed to broad, philosophical issues 

(National Association of State Boards of Education, 1995). Areas of training 

need to include curriculum adaptation and instruction for individual 

students, including the use of technology designed to meet individual 

student needs. 

Putnam, Spiegel, and Bruininks (1995) found that successful inclusion 

involves a variety of instructional methods to meet the individual needs of 

students. They also believe that teacher-education programs need to change 

to prepare educators to deal with diverse learners. Specific areas that need to 

be targeted include understanding of individual learning styles, instructional 

strategies such as peer tutoring and cooperative learning, curriculum 

adaptations such as the writing process, and curriculum-based instruction. 

This researcher also concurs with Gans (1987) that inservice training needs 

104 



to be incorporated into the daily routines of teachers. 

2. It is recommended that special-education teachers be called upon 

to assist in the formal training of regular education teachers. Additionally, 

special-education teachers should be available to regular-education teachers 

in providing them with ongoing consultation and hands-on experience in 

the classroom setting. 

3. It is recommended that collaboration occur with individuals 

other than those directly responsible for the student's education. These 

include individuals from the student's educational planning team, support 

personnel, administrators, and family members who all need to consult 

on an ongoing basis regarding the student's current and future educational, 

emotional, and social needs. 

4. It is recommended that mentoring programs be used to provide 

support and assistance to new teachers. There needs to be an increase in 

partnerships between staff from universities and the public school system. 

This will assist in the development of quality professional training programs. 

Staff development plans need to concentrate on long-term support and 

training (Showers, 1985). 

5. It is recommended that future researchers be involved in the 

implementation of inclusive programs while conducting their research. 

Research led by Alice Udvari-Solner of the University of Wisconsin-Madison 

and Julie Frentz of the Madison Metropolitan School District demonstrated 
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that while researchers were conducting their study and were available to 

answer questions regarding inclusive practices, there was a positive impact on 

the teachers' confidence level ("Tips for Managing the Change Process," 1996; 

"Reflective Adaptation Increases," 1996). 

6. It is recommended that public school administrators be aware of the 

teacher's attitude of educating a student with special needs before the student 

is placed in that individual's classroom. Administrators need to select 

regular-education teachers who are receptive and willing to work with this 

population and who may have experienced success in dealing with these 

students. 

7. It is recommended that changes be made in teacher education 

programs and the certification and licensing of teachers. This is supported by 

the National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI) 

study (1995). Universities need to provide dual certification in special and 

regular education for teachers. This, in effect, will better prepare individuals 

for the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom 

setting. 

8. It is recommended that regular education teachers be consulted 

regarding the restructuring efforts of schools, particularly as it pertains to 

the implementation of inclusive programs. When regular educators are 

consulted, a smoother transition is likely to occur. Additionally, staff morale 

is enhanced ("Re-creating Inclusion by Listening," 1996). These teachers 
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should also be included in the initial development and ongoing changes 

made in the student's individual educational plan. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

As the future of inclusion is likely to continue and increase (Putnam, 

Spiegel, & Bruininks, 1995), it is necessary to continue to focus future research 

on the following: 

A study should be conducted that examines issues directly affecting 

the acceptance of students with disabilities into the regular-classroom setting. 

These include teachers' attitudes, what stage and level of change teachers are 

in, school restructuring, cost factors, administrative support, curriculum 

modifications, and legal issues. The necessity to continue to examine these 

issues is supported by a study conducted by the Pennsylvania State Education 

Association (1995). Factors such as the learning environment, adequate staff 

and resources, appropriate instructional materials, and sufficient time to 

implement the goals and objectives for students with disabilities were found 

to impact teachers' attitudes toward special education. 

Further studies need to specifically examine the various levels of 

change in teachers as they pertain to educational reform and innovations in 

the classroom. For example, while teachers may have philosophically 
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changed their attitude toward a particular educational innovation, they may 

not may have reached a stage of implementation in the classroom setting. 

This is supported by past research studies (Fullan, 1991; Hall & Hord, 1987; 

Hall & Loucks, 1977; "Tips for Managing the Change Process," 1996). 

Future research should continue to examine inclusive programs that 

have been successful in improving the academic aspects of students' 

education in the regular classroom setting. Numerous studies have focused 

primarily on the social or emotional gains that individuals with disabilities 

have achieved. Most of the current research related to inclusion is based on 

ethnographic and case studies, surveys, narratives, and anecdotes. It is 

necessary to determine the specific variables that contribute to impr.oving 

the educational gains of students when placed in the regular classroom. 

Additional studies also need to concentrate on the population of 

individuals with severe disabilities. Past research has generally examined 

issues surrounding students with mild or moderate disabilities. Specific 

areas of focus need to include the examination of the unique needs of 

severe and profound students and determine what gains can be made 

through inclusive models. 
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October 12, 1994 

Dr. Luanna H. Meyer 
School of Education 
150 Huntington Hall 
Syracuse University 
Syracuse, New York 13244·2340 

Dear Dr. ivieyer, 

I am cunently a doctoral student at Florida Atlantic University. As 
part of the requirements for my degree, I will be writing a dissertation. 
The topic I have chosen to researw.lt is teachers' attitudes toward 
inclusion. 

I would like ycur permission to use t.'-1e attitude survey that you and 
your colleagues had developed. I would appreciate a written response 
as ~oon as possible. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~!mr 
Ellen Breslow, M.Ed., CCC 
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October 31, 1994 

TO: Katherine Blasik 
Director, Program Evaluation 

FROM: Ellen Breslow~Yr 
Program Specialist, FDLRS/ ESE 

SUBJECT: Permission to Conduct Research 

I am currently a member of the FAU Doctoral Cohort Program in 
Educational Leadership. I am requesting permission to conduct a 
research study within the Broward County School System in the area of 
teachers' attitudes toward inclusion. The study involves the use of a 
survey instrument, which was developed at the Division of Special 
Education and Rehabilitation at Syracuse University. 

I intend to conduct a pilot study in order to validate the survey 
instrument. This will involve one or two elementary schools and 
about 20-30 teachers. 

Following the pilot study, I will disseminate the instrument to 
approximately 300 regular education teachers, which would involve 
about 10-15 elementary schools. The schools will be randomly selected. 
Participation in the pilot and the study will be voluntary, with 
assurances to participants that anonymity will be maintained and that 
results will be reported in aggregate. 

The Director of the Exceptional Education Department has reviewed 
the proposal and instrument, and supports its use. 

I would appreciate a response at your earliest convenience. Thank you. 

Attachments: 
Cover letter to teacher 
Teacher attitude survey I demographic information 
Teacher attitude survey 
Permission to use instrument 
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The Nation's Largest Fully 

THE SCHOOL BOARD OF BROW ARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 

Kathenne A. Blas1k, Ph D. 
D1rector 
Program EvaluatiOn 
1305) 760-7342 

November 4, 1994 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Ellen Breslow, Program Specialist 
FDLRS/ESE , 

v.j:) 
Katherine A.\Blasik, Ph.D. 
Director, Research and Evaluation 

Research Study- Florida Atlantic University 

Chairperson Mr. Robert D Parks 
Vice Chairperson Mrs. M1nam M. Oliphant 

Mrs. Karen D1ckerhoof 
Ms. Eileen S. Schwartz 
Mrs. Ton1 J. S1sk1n 
Ms. D1ana Wasserman 
Mrs. Lo1s Wexler 

Dr Frank R. Petruz1elo 
Supeflntendent of Schools 

Following discussion of the study with you and review of the materials which 
you provided, I support your request to conduct research on attitudes of regular 
elementary teachers toward the issue of inclusion of students with special needs 
in their classrooms. Please be sure to keep Fay Clark apprised of your activities 
related to the study. 

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

KAB:dh 

cc: Fay Clark 
Merrie Meyers 

EqutJI Opportunity Employer. Using AffirmtJtive Action Guidelines 

ADMI NISTRATION OFFICES o 600 SOUTHEAST THIRD AVENUE • FORT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 3330 1 • 305 ; 765 -6000 
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(Date) 

Dear (Principal's Name), 

Thank you again for assisting me with the administration of the teacher 
attitude survey on inclusion. 

Each survey has the directions attached. 

If possible, would you please hand out the surveys at a faculty meeting, ask 
the teachers to fill them out at that time, and immediately collect them. Ask 
that only the regular education teachers, K-5, fill them out. This EXCLUDES, 
special education teachers, preschool, ESOL, Chapter 1, art, music, P.E., etc. 

The completed surveys can then be ponied back to me at FDLRS, KCW, 9th 
floor (I've enclosed a self-addressed pony envelope for your convenience). 

Thanks again. 

Sincerely, 

~)!( 
Ellen N. Breslow 
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Dear Teacher, 

Thank you for completing the attached survey, which should only require 
about 10 minutes of your time. 

Your willingness to do so is voluntary. 

All responses will be anonymous and confidential. 

Please complete all questions . 

For the purpose of this survey, inclusion is defined as "Integrating all 
students with special needs, including those with severe impairments, in 
the regular classroom setting." 

Thank you very much for your time and responses. 
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Attitude Toward Inclusion Survey 
Demographic Information 

Please check the appropriate answer: 

1. Years of teaching experience 

0-2 years 12-17 years 

3-6 years 18 years+ 

7-11 years 

2. Gender 

Female Male 

3. Age 

20-25 49-54 

26-31 55-60 

32-47 60 + 

48-53 

4. Special Education classes completed 

0-2 more than 6 

3-6 
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5. Experience teaching a student who has a disability 

yes, currently no 

yes, previously 

6. Inservice hours completed in special education 

0-2 
3-6 

7. Grade level you teach 

kindergarten 

first 

second 

••• 

133 

7-12 
more than 12 

third 

fourth 

fifth 
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TEACHER ATTITUDE SURVEY ON INCLUSION 

Instructions: Do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? Depending upon how you feel, 
circle a number ranging from 1 =strongly disagree to 5 =strongly agree. 

Strongly Not Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree 

1. Students with severe disabilities can probably 2 3 4 5 
be included in classes such as art, music, and 
physical education. 

2. Students with severe disabilities can probably 1 2 3 4 5 
be included in academic subjects like science, 
mathematics, social studies, and English. 

3. Most regular education teachers will not accept 1 2 3 4 5 
students with severe disabilities in their classes. 

4. I am confident that I could explain the benefits 1 2 3 4 5 
of educating all students with severe disabilities in 
their home schools to a group of parents from my 
district. 

5 . When students with severe disabilities are 1 2 3 4 5 
required to attend handicapped-only schools, 
they are deprived of invaluable social and learning 
experiences available to them only in regular schools 
through interactions with nondisabled peers. 

6. I believe that many nondisabled students would 1 2 3 4 5 
be interested in becoming friends with a student 
with severe disabilities. 

7. Students with severe disabilities who also have 1 2 3 4 5 
severe behavior problems require separate 
educational environments. 

8. Including students with severe disabilities in 1 2 3 4 5 
regular education programs would be a positive 
contribution to the overall quality of general 
education. 

9. It should be easy to design an appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 
program for a student with severe disabilities, 
attending a regular education classroom, at 
elementary level. 

10. Students with severe disabilities would make 1 2 3 4 5 
better gains in achievement and social skills 
if they attended regular classes rather than 
special schools. 

(Continued ... ) 
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Strongly Not Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree 

11 . I would like to see students with severe 2 3 4 5 
disabilities welcomed into my district's regular 
schools and classrooms. 

12. Special education services could be delivered to 1 2 3 4 5 
enable even those students with the most severe 
disabilities to attend the regular classroom. 

13. Adapting instruction to include students with 1 2 3 4 5 
severe disabilities in regular classes would 
improve teaching and learning for all students. 

14. There will always be exceptions for students 2 3 4 5 
whose disabilities are so severe that they cannot 
benefit from an education in the regular school. 

15. Having one or more students with severe 1 2 3 4 5 
disabilities in regular schools and classrooms 
could enhance the academic achievement and 
social skills of nondisabled peers. 

16. I believe that all students-even those with 1 2 3 4 5 
the most severe disabilities-have the right to 
attend their home schools (the .schools they 
would attend if they were not disabled) . 

• •• 
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Education: 

Professional Experience: 

Professional Organizations: 

VITA 

Ellen Nancy Breslow 

Doctor of Education 
Educational Leadership 
Florida Atlantic University 

Education Specialist 
Educational Leadership 
Florida Atlantic University 

Master of Education 
Speech Pathology 
University of Georgia 

Bachelor of Arts 
Speech Pathology 
University of Florida 

Program Specialist 
Florida Diagnostic and Learning Resources 
System 
School Board of Broward County, Florida 

Speech/Language Pathologist 
Markham Elementary School 
School Board of Broward County, Florida 

Speech/Language Pathologist 
Public Education Providing Preschool Evaluation 
and Remediation (PEPPER) Program 
School Board of Broward County, Florida 

American Speech-Language-Hearing 
Association 

Florida Speech-Language-Hearing Association 
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