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CHAPTER1I
INTRODUCTION

School systems in the United States (U.S.) and South Korea have been changed
by the way educational benefits and outcomes are maximized for students. One of the
most controversial challenges facing professional educators today is meeting the needs of
all students regardless of any individual differences they might have (be they classified
disabled, at-risk, homeless, or gifted) in school systems (Jenkins, Pious, & Jewel, 1990).
This challenge, which has gained impetus since the 1970’s, is the integration of regular
education with special education; called inclusion.

Special Education and “Inclusion” in the United States

In 1975, The United States Congress passed PL 94-142, the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act, mandating a “free appropriate education for all disabled
students in the “least restrictive environment (LRE)” (U.S. Senate, 1975). In 1990, PL
94-142 was reauthorized and renamed the “Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA).” According to the IDEA, students with learning disabilities must be educated in
what is known as the LRE. The term inclusion refers to providing the supports necessary
to promote disabled students’ learning while minimally restricting them to separate
special education classrooms (Westling & Fox, 1995).

Numerous studies have demonstrated the gains, academically that can be
achieved by students, when they are provided appropriate educational experiences and
support in inclusive settings (Stainback, Stainback, & Ayres, 1996). Furthermore, the
results of preliminary studies focusing on the academic performance of students who do

not have disability labels indicate that for all students there are no adverse effects of



inclusion, and anecdotal comments from general education teachers support the positive
gains experienced by these students (Stainback et al., 1996).
Inclusion has had an effect on the other children’s academic learning by
increasing awareness of their own capabilities and respect for themselves and
others, which affects the learning climate and susceptibility to learning
(Vandercook et al., 1991, p.1)
Due to the condition of inclusion within United States school systems today, teachers are
required to communicate not just with students and their parents, but also with each other.
This is obviously true within the special education areas. Special education teachers may
interact with an entire team of professionals to plan and implement instruction for each
student in their class. Regular education teachers have an impact on the lives of their
students on a daily basis; therefore, they play a key role in the success of mainstreaming
efforts (Bruno, 1996, Hollenbeck, 1996; Meadows, Neel, Scott, & Parker, 1994; Semmel,
Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Studies have indicated that teachers’ attitudes affect
their interactions with students and have been linked to student achievement (Ferguson,
Meyer, Jeanchild, Juniper, & Zingo, 1992; Jacobson, 1996; Lewis, Chard, & Scott,
1994). As the field of special education has tried to integrate students with disabilities, a
number of research studies have focused on examining the attitudes of regular education
teachers toward inclusion (Bruno, 1996; Landrum & Kauffman, 1992). Regular education
teachers noted that their ability to provide successful inclusion is dependent upon
empowerment. When teachers feel empowered the likelihood for success with inclusive
education might be increased. One of the most effective ways that regular educators feel

empowered is through sufficient training “...teachers may feel effective in inclusive



classrooms if they have had opportunities to experience some success in these settings
through training & education” (Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick, & Scheer, 1995, p.
144). The assumption by some professionals that regular educators in the U.S. are now
prepared to accept full responsibility for the education of students with disabilities may
be unrealistic, and merits further study. Some believe that the in-service training regular
education teachers receive is helpful, but that it is offered too late (Raj, 2002). In order to
help break down the barriers of a dual educational system, initiating the inclusion training
on the pre-service level is more important than ever (Culverhouse, 1998; Belcher, 1997).
However, due to the lack of pre-service teachers program that may stress collaboration
and communication skills; novice (or beginning) teachers may lack skills and crucial
experiences. Consequently, pre-service teachers make complex decisions; “yet specific
collaboration preparation is rare, especially in decision making for special needs learners”
(Little & Robinson, 1997, p. 147).
Special Education and “Inclusion” in South Korea

In 1894, the first special school in Korea was founded by Rosetta Sherwood Hall,
an American missionary and physician. She taught a girl with blindness using a program
adapted from the “New York points system” and also established a special school for
children with hearing impairments in 1909. Since six years of compulsory education for
elementary education were mandated in 1948, South Korean school systems have
changed in the way they maximize educational benefits and outcomes for students
throughout, for generations. When the first pre-service teacher programs for special
education was founded at Han-Kuk Social Work University (later renamed as Taegu

University) with several special schools affiliated to the University, education for



children with other disabilities started in the 1960s (Park, 2002).

The major structural provisions of the United States, PL 94-142 in 1975, the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act, mandating a “free appropriate education for
all disabled students in the “least restrictive environment (LRE),”contributed to the
enactment of the Korean Special Education Promotion Act in 1977. After the passage of
the Korean Special Education Promotion Act, special education in South Korea has
greatly advanced, both in significant increase of institutions and quality of educational

services (see Table 1).

Table 1

The Status of Special Education in South Korea Since 1965

Year 1965 1975 1985 1990 1995 2002
No. of Special Schools 20 49 86 104 108 136
No. of Students 2,537 6,523 14,274 19,971 21,607 23,453
No. of Teachers 234 662 1565 2757 3461 5068

Source: Adapted from 2003 Annual Report on Educational Statistics, by Korea Ministry
of Education and Human Resources Development, 2003, Korea

The primary content of Korean Special Education Promotion Act (KSEPA) in 1977
included: (a) free education for children with disabilities in compulsory education
agencies, and (b) support for private schools that enrolled children with disabilities. With
the needs of inclusion, the number of the students with disabilities placed in the inclusive
settings has been increasing, year by year (see Table 2). As a result, more comprehensive
legislation was called for and KSEPA was reauthorized in 1994 and 1997. Major

provisions of the reauthorized KSEPA are (a) principals at all schools are required not to



refuse the application of a student with a disability for the reason of his or her disability,
and (b) principals at all schools are required to provide appropriate accommodations for
students with disabilities, based on the type and severity of the disability, when they take

entrance exams or attend schools.

Table 2

The Status of Special Education Classrooms Located in Regular Schools in South Korea

since 1971

Year 1971 1980 1990 1995 2000 2002
No. of Classrooms 1 355 3,181 3,440 3,802 3,953
No. of Students 30 6,045 29,989 31,510 26,627 26,925
No. of Teachers 1 355 3,181 3,440 3,885 3,968

Source: Adapted from 2003 Annual Report on Educational Statistics, by Korea Ministry
of Education and Human Resources Development, 2003, Korea

Currently, inclusion in South Korea is a critical issue as to whether it can have a
positive effect on the students with disabilities. However, compared to the quantitative
extension of the inclusion of students with disabilities, the quality of the educational
service for them is very low (Kang, 2000). In 2002, the Korea Institute for Special
Education (KISE) conducted the survey to examine regular education teachers’
perception of inclusion (KISE, 2002). A total of 490 regular education teachers were
surveyed. Among them, 141 (28.8 %) regular education teachers would not agree to take
over inclusive classes, and 225 (45.9 %) of them were neutral. Only 124 (25.3 %) of the
regular education teachers had positive perceptions toward inclusive classes. Recently,

the Korea Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development has increased the



special education budget for teachers’ training program to develop instruments, field-test,
and utilize strategies for the successful inclusive educational practice. Today, inclusion in
South Korea is an ongoing challenge to meet the needs of all students.
Statement of the Problem

One of the major provisions of IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act) in the U.S. is LRE (Least Restrictive Environment). The special education student
must be educated in the least restrictive environment that is consistent with his or her
educational needs, to the maximum extent appropriate, with students without disabilities.
Until recently, regular and special education were regarded as separate institutions. They
each had their own teachers, students, grading system and curriculum. After adoption of
IDEA (reauthorized in 1997), an attempt was made to change the “School within a
School” and integrate the disciplines of both regular and special education (U.S.
Department of Education, 1997). Under IDEA, special education students are now
required to be included in regular education classrooms. Unfortunately, many regular
education teachers were not prepared to educate the special education students with the
regular education population (Raj, 2002).

Investigating both special and regular education teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion of students with disabilities is crucial to meeting the educational needs for these
students. Special education teachers’ attitudes and capacities influence interaction with
professional teams to plan and implement instruction for each student in their class.
Otherwise, regular education teachers are the front line educators who are most directly
responsible for implementing the majority of the day-to-day practices of inclusion (Smith

& Smith, 2000). Both regular and special education teachers must function as a team.



Mayhew (1994) states, “special education and regular education cooperatively assess the
educational needs of students with learning problems and cooperatively develop
educational strategies for meeting those needs (p.2).”

This study proposes to consider several specific questions regarding Korean
teachers’ attitudes of inclusion. Some of which include, an investigation as to whether
the total years of experience teachers reported has significant impact on the factors that
influence teacher’s perception of inclusion, such as educational position, teaching
assignment, the size of class taught, gender, and school district.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was (1) to investigate the factors that influence the
special and regular elementary education teachers’ perceptions of inclusion in South
Korea, and (2) to identify the two educational groups’ attitudes toward inclusive settings.
This comparison of attitudes will lead to a better understanding of the perceptions of
educators for inclusion, and the importance of both in-service and pre-service teacher’s
education programs.

Significance of the Study
The significance of the study will contribute to further research by providing
important evidence of attitudes toward inclusive settings between regular and special
education teachers in South Korea. An investigation of the comparison of attitudes
among those participants will focus on inclusion practices. In addition, this study will
enhance (1) school administrator’s understanding, (2) policy-making decisions, (3)
knowledge of inclusion practices and (4) the importance of regular teachers’ role to

include the special education students into their classroom.



Limitations of the Study
This study used a questionnaire survey. Responses to the questionnaire may be
limited by the bias associated with the participant’s knowledge of the purpose of the
survey, and individual perception concerning socially desirable attitudes (Dawes, 1988).
In addition to the limitations resulting from survey research, this study was
limited by the sampling procedure, which was utilized. Participants consisted of
elementary regular and special education teachers. Participants, who have experienced
inclusion practices and/or special education training, may have differing characteristics
than those who have not. As a result, the attitudes of the participants used in the sample
may not necessarily reflect the attitudes of all in-service teachers in South Korea.
Research Questions
1. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ in their overall
attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by “Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes
toward Inclusive Classroom (STATIC)”?
2. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ by the teaching
assignment in their attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by “STATIC”?
3. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ by the years of
teaching experience in their attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by
“STATIC”
4. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ by the size of class
taught in their attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by “STATIC”
5. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ by gender in their

attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by “STATIC”?



6. Do regular and special education teachers significantly differ by the school districts
in their attitudes toward inclusive settings, as measured by “STATIC”?
Definition of Terms

Collaboration (Collaborative Consultation, Teacher Collaboration): A special education
teacher and a regular education teacher collaborate to come up with teaching
strategies for a student with disabilities. The relationship between the two
professionals is based on the premises of shared responsibility and equal authority.

Cooperative Teaching: An approach in which regular educators and special educators
teach together in the regular classroom; it helps the special education teacher
know the context of the regular classroom better.

In-service teachers: Practicing teachers.

Korean Special Education Promotion Act (1977, 1987, 1990): Free education for children
with disabilities in compulsory education agencies for 27 years. It supports
private schools that enrolled children with disabilities. The Act was reauthorized
to ensure free education for students with disabilities who attend kindergarten and
high school in 1987 and in 1990). The major changes of Korean Special
Education Promotion Act (1994, 1997) are (a) terms and their definitions are
changed, (b) procedures for diagnosis and assessment to decide whether a child is
qualified for special education or not are specified, and (c) principals at all
schools are required not to refuse the entrance of students with disabilities to the
school for the reason of disability when that student successfully passes the

entrance exam and review.



Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): Students with disabilities are to be educated with
their non—disabléd peers to the maximum extent appropriate.

Mainstreaming: The placement of students with disabilities in regular education classes
for all or part of the day and for all or only a few classes; special education
teachefs maintain the primary responsibility for students with disabilities
(Hallahan & Kauffman, 1997).

Pre-service teachers: Students who are studying in teacher education programs from
first entering a college to the completion of student teaching

Public Law 94-142 (The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 1975):

A mandatory provision stating that to receive funds under the act, every school
system in the nation must provide a free, appropriate public education for every
child between the ages of three and eighteen (now extended to ages three to
twenty-one), regardless of how or how seriously he or she may be disabled.

Public Law 101-476 (The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1990): The
Education of the Handicapped Act amendments are renamed the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Two new categories of disability are added:
autism and traumatic brain injury. IDEA requires that an individualized transition
plan be developed no later than age 16 as a component of the IEP process.
Rehabilitation and social work services are included as related services (Hardman,
Drew, & Egan, 2002, p.25).

Regular education teachers: Teachers who are currently teaching regular education

students in a public school setting within the K-12 range.
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Regular education initiative (REI): A philosophy that maintains that regular education,
rather than special education, should be primarily responsible for educating
students with disabilities (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1977).

Special education: Classroom or private instruction involving techniques, exercises, and
subject matter designed for students whose learning needs cannot be met by a
standard school curriculum.

Special education teachers: Teachers who are currently teaching students with special

needs in a public school setting.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The following chapter contains four sections relevant to this study. The first
section examines the history of special education in the United States. The second
section examines the history of inclusion. The third section provides information relative
to the effects of attitudes of in-service teachers and pre-service teachers towards inclusive
settings. The fourth section examines the current status of inclusion in South Korea.
History of Special Education in the United States

Children with special needs (physical, mental, or other learning handicaps) have
been a part of the public school system since the days of the one-room schoolhouse. In
the early years before knowledge of handicapping conditions existed, these students were
treated quite differently than their normal peers. Terms such as “behavior problems,”
“slow-witted,” “retarded,” and even “lazy” were often used to describe those students
who did not seem able to keep up academically with their fellow students. It was the
1960’s that the medical and educational professions finally began to realize the above
terms were not appropriate in identifying why these children could not succeed as well as
their peers. As Mercer (1983) states, “Education for the learning disabled is a field
unequaled in growth by any other area of education for exceptional students. Unknown
to most educators prior to 1965, it was familiar to all special educators by 1970” (p.113).
Development of Terms

In the early 1960s, educators began to define the challenges from this segment of
public schoolchildren. The term “exceptional children” was created, which defines these

children as: “(a) those who differ from the average to such a degree in physical or
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psychological characteristics that (b) school programs designed for the majority of
children do not afford them opportunity for all-around adjustment and optimum progress
and who therefore (c) need either special instruction or in some cases special ancillary
services, or both, to achieve at a level commensurate with their respective abilities”
(Dunn, 1963, p.93).

Once the educational world recognized these students (and labeled them), the
question arose of how to teach these students. Considering that the character of
education in the United States is guarantee to all children of the right to a free public
education, this caused a dilemma following PL; 94-142. Understanding that a certain
percentage (10% by government standards) of children would fit into the category of
“exceptional children,” public school personnel scrambled to find alternative ways in
which to teach these children. Certainly, at this time, many educators did not appreciate
the idea of having students with special needs in the regular classrooms where
modifications to the standard curriculum might weaken the current teaching strategies.
New programs had to be presented to fit the needs of this new category of student;
separate special educational schools, classrooms, tutoring programs, in-home programs,
and various other alternatives began to develop but not without criticism (Dunn, 1963).

However, special educational programming faces a critical danger of becoming
the means for preventing change in the general curriculum. Reger (1968) asserted over
30 years ago that if a school believes that its curriculum program is adequate, it will
never be proven wrong as long as any child who is unable to fit the pattern is removed
and placed into a special educational program. Today, it is becoming increasingly easier,

as programs multiply and our alertness to problems sharpens, to remove children who do
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not fit the general curriculum to accommodate the child.
Placement of Students

When a child was diagnosed as having a learning disability (no matter the
classification), it was easier for the school site or district to simply remove the child into
a special education program. In this manner, the core curriculum and how it was taught
would not have to be changed in the regular classroom setting. This manner of
misleading students out of the confines of regular education continues to engage regular
educators and many special education teachers a like.

According to Johnson (1969), special education is part of the arrangement for
“cooling out” (a chance for troubled- either academic or behavior- students to catch up
with their non-troubled peers) students. It has helped erect a parallel system which
permits relief of institutional guilt and humiliation stemming from the failure to achieve
competence and effectiveness in the task given to it by society. Special education is
helping the regular school maintain its spoiled identity when it creates special programs
for the “disruptive child” and the “slow learner” (p. 241).

One of the major problems with the early implementation of special education
was that many educators found Dunn’s 1963 definition of exceptional children to be too
broad and subjective. These educators believed students should have to meet more
stringent qualifications.

It is all too easy for some general educators to refer into special education

children with quite mild learning and behavioral disabilities, who are problems to

them. And educators of exceptional children have been all too willing to accept

these pupils — even though there is little evidence that they make greater progress
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in special programs (Dunn, 1973, p.221).

Despite the reaction of the 1963 legal definition of what an exceptional child was,
children diagnosed as such soon found themselves in varying academic settings apart
from their regular education peers.

Larger problems emerged as a stigma began to be attached to students that were
classified as having learning handicaps. The concept of “labeling” students was, to many
educators at this time, the same as the destructive influence of the self-fulfilling prophecy.
The premise was simple: If a child was labeled as learning handicapped, then the teacher
(both regular and special education) did not see the benefit of challenging the student
academically. If the teacher believed the student would fail, then soon the student, when
not challenged, would ultimately fail. Uschold (1995) defined this situation by observing
the following:

We as special educators step in with our curriculum deodorizers and spray

everything with a heavy mist of fancy medicine and everybody breathes a new

aroma of pseudo-understanding. “No wonder that éhild couldn’t read; he’s brain
injured!” And the reason the child was called brain injured was that he could not

read (p.31).

In 1969, a new definition was used and incorporated into the Public Law 91-230
(Children with Specific Learning Disabilities Act of 1969). In part, that law reads:

Children with special learning disabilities exhibit a disorder in one or more of the

basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using spoken or

written languages. These may be manifested in disorder of listening, thinking,

talking, reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They include conditions which

15



have been referred to as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain
dysfunction, dyslexia, developmental aphasia, etc. They do not include learning
problems which are due primarily to visual, hearing or motor handicaps, to mental
retardation, emotional disturbance or to énvironmental disadvantage.
Through the above definition proved to be more specific in defining an exceptional child,
it still did not answer how a school setting could identify such a student.

In 1973, a new and much more specific definition for classifying the exceptional
child was proposed and supported. The new definition explained that (a) an exceptional
pupil is so labeled on for that segment of his school career when his deviating physical or
behavioral characteristics are of such a nature as to manifest a significant learning asset
or disability for special education purposes; and therefore, (b) when, through trial
provisions, it has been determined that he can make greater all-round adjustment and
scholastic progress with direct or indirect special education services than he could with
only a typical regular school program (Dunn, 1973). First this definition allowed
educators a chance to view the entire school setting to insure that thére was not
something in his/her environment that could cause the learning handicap. Second, this
definition provided that the placement into a special program could not occur until all
other regular education trials proved to be of no benefit.

Major Changes in the Special Education Law

Two major breakthroughs in what is commonly referred to as special education
came in 1973 with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and in 1975 with Public Law 94-
142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (now referred to as Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act — IDEA).
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The legal language used in Section 504 clearly stated the following:
A recipient of federal assistance shall place a handicapped person in the regular
educational environment operated by the recipient unless it is demonstrated by the
recipient unless it is demonstrated by the recipient that the education of the person
in the regular environment with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot
be achieved satisfactorily (Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, 1973).
Proponents of the LRE viewed the above paragraph as one that stipulated that all
children qualifying as exceptional students should be taught in the mainstream. The
exceptions to this ruling would be those students who could not succeed after all attempts
within the regular education setting (e.g., modified assignments, longer time allotment for
assignments, etc.) were administered.
With the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975 and the modification in 1990 with
IDEA, the intent of the law became explicit. Children with learning handicaps must be
taught with similar strategies used in a regular education setting as could be provided
according to their specific handicaps:
To the maximum extent appropriate handicapped children, including children in
public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children
who are not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other
removal of handicapped children from regular environments occurs only when the
nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the
use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (Public
Law 94-142,1975).

As a response to this law (as well as Section 504), educators are looking for the
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most accommodating ways in which to teach children with learing handicaps. Inclusion
is thought by many to be the most beneficial program, not only to meet the needs of
students with special needs but also to best adhere to the language of the law.

History of Inclusion in the United States

Inclusion in the public school setting is a relatively new circumstance. The time
between the mid 1960°s and 1975 saw the beginning of state and federal legislation that
culminated in legislation that guaranteed a free and appropriate education for all children.

Before the 1960’s some students with mild disabilities were educated in public
school, albeit in basements or back rooms. Many school systems established criteria for
entrance into “public” classroom. Most children who were wheelchair bound, not toilets
trained, had severe behavior problems or were considered “uneducable” (Martin, Martin,
& Terman, 1996) and were excluded from the public schools because of the cost and
problems associated with providing an appropriate education (Karagiannis, Stainback, &
Stainback, 1996). Many advocacy groups led by parents and professionals felt these
restrictions were illegal and these groups began to appeal the exclusion through the court
system and by putting pressure on legislators.

A review of some of litigation affecting education for students with disabilities,
including the explanations of some of the educational jargon used to describe the
components mandated by law, are below.

Brown v. Board of Education (1954) was a class action suit brought on behalf of
African American children in Topeka, Kansas. The United States Supreme Court ruled
that separate educational facilities are inherently unequal.

In 1972, the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children, a parent advocacy
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group, brought a class suit on the behalf of their children against the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. The case was settled by a Consent Decree that declared the needs of
handicapped children could best be met by providing educational programs that were
similar to those provided for children who were not handicapped (Abramson, 1980).
This ruling opened up a myriad of educational opportunities for Pennsylvania children
who had developmental disabilities and who had previously been denied educational
opportunities (Heron & Harris, 1982).

Mills v. Board of Education (1972) was a class action suit filed against the
District of Columbia’s Board of Education on behalf of all students with disabilities who
were not receiving an education in the public schools. The judgment against the School
Board mandated that the Board provide all children with disabilities a publicly supported
education (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, 1998). The court mandated that regardless of the cost,
equal access to educational programs be provided to all children with disabilities (Martin
et al., 1996).

Spurred by the court decision outlined above and mounting pressure from their
constituents, legislators began to pass laws addressing education for students with
disabilities.

P. L. 93-380, Education Amendments of 1974 was the first federal law that
established a national policy of equal educational opportunity. It mandated that every
citizen is entitled to an education at public expense and that this education should be
designed to ensure that each individual can achieve his or her full potential. This
amendment required that each state receiving federal special education funding establish

a goal of providing full educational opportunities for all children with disabilities (Heron
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& Harris, 1982; Yell et al., 1998).

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, PL 94-142 was the first federal
law that extended equal opportunities to all students with handicaps and established the
legal right of all children to an appropriate public education in the least restrictive
environment (LRE) possible (Blenk & Landau-Fine, 1995). P. L. 94-142 mandated that a
continuum of services from homebound/segregated school services to placement in
regular education classes be available to all students with disabilities (Nietupski, 1995).
This law contained a major financial support mechanism for states to receive
reimbursement for providing education to students with disabilities (Heron & Harris,
1982). In exchange for federal money, school districts had to guarantee that all children
with disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education (FAPE).

The least restrictive environment requirement set forth a general rule of
integration in the mainstream but did not require the rule to be adhered to when
integration was inappropriate. P. L. 94-142 favored integration but recognized that for
some students, a more restrictive or segregated setting may be appropriate or even
necessary if they were to receive an appropriate education (Yell & Drasgow, 1999).

As aresult of this legislation, the late 1970°s saw an increase in the variety of
available educational programs and an influx of students with a variety of disabilities
entering the public schools. While the number of students with disabilities entering the
classroom increased, so did the number of labels, acronyms and specialists. The
educational system went from a small number of public school classrooms with a single
special education teacher to a variety of teachers who specialized in teaching students

with disabilities.
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Specialized teachers were able to assist students in mastering some of the basics
they needed. However, these students were denied the opportunity to experience the
services and opportunities that were offered to the students without labels. While the
practice of classifying children enabled them to obtain additional services and personnel
to support them while they obtained their education, the price was social segregation
from their educational experience. The same labels that enabled them to obtain the
previously unobtainable kept them isolated from their peers with disabilities.

During the 1980’s, the assumption that placing students with disabilities in
segregate classes provided them with a better education came under increased scrutiny
and was rejected by a growing number of parents and professionals. The beginning of
the Regular Education Initiative (REI) is usually attributed, in part, to a speech made in
1985 by Madeleine C. Will, the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS), (Smith & Dowdy, 1998) and to a 1987 study by
Wang, Reynolds, and Walberg (Coates, 1989) which advocated a merger of special and
regular education for students with mild disabilities. In supporting REI, Will criticized
the dual system of education being offered to the students in the United States. She felt
that placing special education students in separate programs fragmented services,
stigmatized students with disabilities and established a system where parents had to fight
to get their children classified in order to obtain the services necessary to help them
achieve.

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 amended P. L. 94-142
and became known as IDEA. The new title reflected the “people first” language

requirement outlined in the law. The terms “handicapped student” or “handicapped”
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became “child/student/individual with a disability.” The law also identified students with
autism and traumatic brain injury as a separate and distinct class entitled to the law’s
benefit and required that a transition plan be included on every student’s Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) by age 16 (Yell et al., 1988).

The revised law contained requirements that spoke to inclusion practice. The first
requirement was that students with disabilities be educated with non-disabled students in
the regular education setting and “to the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities. ...are educated with children who are not disabled” (IDEA, 1990). This
section of the law ensured that students with disabilities were provided with educational
opportunities in the LRE that were suitable for their needs. The second requirement was
that a student with disabilities could not be removed from a regular education setting
unless the school districts could show that an appropriate education in that setting could
not be achieved satisfactorily. It was expected that school districts assume that students
with disabilities should be educated with non-disabled peers to the greatest degree
possible. The school districts were permitted to move a student to a more restrictive,
appropriate environment if they could show that education in a regular classroom was not
appropriate for the student with disabilities or for his or her peers without disabilities.

IDEA also mandated that a “continuum of alternative placements be available”
that vary in restrictiveness so that a student may be placed in the setting that is most
appropriate and least restrictive. If an appropriate placement was not available in the
school district, the district was mandated to secure an appropriate placement for the
student (Coutinho & Repp, 1999; Tilton, 1996; Wright, 1999).

These two provisions of the law, LRE and the mandate to provide a free
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appropriate public education seemed to conflict. An appropriate education may not
always be available in a regular education setting and the regular education setting may
not always provide the most appropriate education (Chesley & Calaluce, 1997). The
principle of LRE and the tension between the least restrictive environment and the
mandate of a free appropriate public education have provoked more confusion and
controversy than any other issue in special education. As both of these mandates are also
in the current revision of the law (IDEA, 1997), this controversy continues today (Yell &
Drasgow, 1999).

In 1997, President Clinton signed the Individual with Disabilities Education Act
Amendments of 1997, P. L. 105-17, (IDEA, 1997) into law. The 1997 version of the law
included a number of changes to the IEP format and requirement that a method to
accurately determine a student’s progress toward his or her annual goals be available in
the IEP. In addition, in an attempt to encourage parents and educators to resolve their
differences outside of the due process system, the 1997 amendments required states to
offer mediation as a voluntary option to parents and educators to resolve differences of
opinion. For students with behavioral difficulties, the amendments require that a
proactive behavior management plan, based on a functional behavioral assessment, be
included in the students’ IEP. The transition from school to work section of the IEP was
expanded and the age for the transition planning was lowered to age 14.

Twenty-five years after P.L. 94-142, education for students with disabilities has
moved from one of exclusion to an educational system that offers them a continuum of

educational options to best meet their needs.

23



The Effects of Teacher’s Attitudes:

In-service teachers

The most remarkable feature of the inclusion movement has been that regular
educators are not included in decision-making with regard to inclusive practices at the
same time that special education professionals are in charge of consultation, collaboration,
and parity (Cronis, & Ellis, 2000). As students with disabilities are increasingly placed in
general education classrooms, teachers are also encountering greater diversity in student
ability and achievement levels (Hourcade, & Bauwen, 2001). As shown in Table 3,
during the 1998-99 academic years in the U.S., 47.4 percent of students with disabilities
spent 80 percent of the day or more, 28.4 percent of students with disabilities spent 40-79
percent of the day and 20.1 percent of students with disabilities spent less than 40 percent
of the day in regular classroom. Other 4.1 percent of student with disabilities who are in
separate facilities, residential facilities, and a home/hospital did not attend school with
their non-disabled peers. Thus nearly three-fourths of students with disabilities received
most or all of their educational programs in general education classrooms in the U.S.
That trend is likely to continue in the predictable future (National Center for Education

Statistics, 2002).
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Table 3

Percentage Distribution of Students Ages 6-21 with Disabilities, by Educational

Environment: 1988-89 and 1998-99

Percentage of day in a Notin a
Year regular education classroom regular
80 or more 79-40 Less than 40 school
1988-89 30.5 39.0 243 6.3
1998-99 47.4 28.4 20.1 4.1

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistic. (2002).
The Condition of Education 2002 (NCES 2002-025), Indicator 28.

Regular education teachers’ attitudes toward special needs students have been
regarded as a main factor in the success or failure to include these students into the
mainstream (Bennett, 1996; York & Tundidor, 1995). Noticeably, a number of studies
have found regular education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion of students with
disabilities to be generally negative (Bruno, 1996; Landrum & Kauffman, 1992). Thus, in
the classroom, stucients with disabilities who are perceived negatively, or for whom
teachers have lowered expectations, may be subject to higher rates of negative attention
and criticism, along with lower rates of cuing, prompting and positive reinforcement
(Jenkins, Jewel, Leicester, Jenkins & Troutner, 1991).

Although inclusion is recognized as an important recent challenge, few studies
have been done to judge how teachers feel about inclusion. Research conducted by
Pearman, Huang, Barnhart, and Mellblom (1992) used teachers from a single district in

Colorado and found that male teachers had significantly more negative opinions about

25



inclusion than did females. Also, noted were significant differences between the regular
education teachers and the special education teachers with the latter having more positive
attitudes about inclusion? Results indicated that a little over half of the respondents in
the survey agreed or strongly agreed that the staff at their school was resisting inclusion.
Pre-service teachers

The negative attitude of teachers has been documented in many studies (Mayhew,
1994; Stoler, 1992; Taylor, Richards, Goldstein, & Schilit, 1997; Vaidya, 1997). Much of
this negativity results from lack of knowledge. There is considerable research that
suggests that classroom teachers feel inadequate when students with disabilities are
included in a regular classroom (Monahan, Marino & Miller, 1996; Schumm & Vaughn,
1992; Semmel et al., 1991). Although the reasons for this may vary, one contributing
factor is the lack of training in special education (Monahan et al, 1996; Schumm &
Vaughn, 1992; Semmel et al., 1991). The significance of the gap in education of future
teachers continues to grow along with teaching requirements beyond the traditional
classroom. Teachers are expected to integrate many programs into the lives of students
they teach.

Now, with need for inclusion, pre-service teacher education programs are
recognizing that the integration of the two fields (special & regular education) is
necessary. To achieve this goal, pre-service teachers are required to take classes in both
regular and special education, regardless of the area in which they are seeking
certification. Many colleges and universities in the U.S. are now requiring students with
a regular education major to be exposed to coursework that introduces working with

special needs students and includes courses on collaboration (Raj, 2002). Additionally, in
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1996, the Special Areas Studies Board of the National Council for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) approved the Council for Exceptional Children’s (CEC)
outline for pre-service education training (Belcher, 1997). This action mandates that the
states who have affiliation with NCATE to align their standards for the professional
preparation educators with the CEC’s guidelines (Belcher, 1997).

In a study of first year teachers, almost half indicated that they felt ill prepared to
instruct students with special needs (Williams, 1990). Additionally, only a few secondary
teachers of first year indicated that they had a single course in teaching students with
disabilities. This lack of exposure to educating students with disabilities prompted
colleges and universities to implement additional coursework that the potential graduates
from the disciplines of both special and general education must complete. In a 1996
study, results indicated that in addition to a lack of preparation, teachers also lacked the
desire to teach those with special needs (Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, Slusher & Saumell,
1996). In addition to developing a concept of the theory behind the practice of inclusion,
the course attempts to alter the attitudes and preconceived prejudices of general education
majors toward persons with disabilities. The course is designed to enhance awareness
and to promote acceptability among would-be teachers. Students in the class are made
aware of how the simple use of language helps promote a negative perception of students
and persons with disabilities. The course goes even further in attempting to break
barriers for those who are disabled, and includes examination into social prejudices such
as culture, race and medical issues.

Another aspect of the course focuses on strategies to teach the pre-service student

to be accepting of persons with disabilities. In order to facilitate this objective, the use of
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simulation exercises and discussions are used. Culverhouse (1998) states, “until the
classroom teacher can in some way experience the diversity the students present, she/he
will not be effective in creating an inclusive classroom” (p. 4).

Finally, the course emphasized the concept and promotion of cooperative learning
strategies in the pre-service teacher’s future classrooms. This aspect helps ensure a
philosophy of students working together toward a common goal. By having students help
other students, it aids in reduction on the competition level among the students as well as
making the classroom teacher available to assist individual students (Raj, 2002).

Although pre-service teachers may in fact come into the profession with
prejudices and negative attitudes toward persons with disabilities, research has showed
that their initial negativity does change with experience, adequate training and support
(Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 1996).

Factors affecting In-service Teachers’ Attitudes toward Inclusion

Research has identified a number of factors which appear to affect the attitudes
of teachers toward inclusion of students with disabilities. These factors include (a)
gender, (b) grade level taught, (c) teacher knowledge of special education, (d) years of
teaching experience, (e) self-rating of confidence in ability to teach students with
disability, and (f) availability of special education support.

Pearman et al. (1992) used teachers from a single district in Colorado and found
that male teachers had significantly more negative opinions about inclusion than did
female teachers. Female teachers showed more positive attitudes toward inclusion.

Grade level taught 1s a factor which has consistently been found to influence

teacher attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities. Brophy and Evertson
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(1981) attribute this to demands placed on teachers and teacher expectations. They found
first through third grade teachers tended to spend more time teaching basic concepts
requiring smaller group instruction and individualization. While upper elementary
teachers spent more time engaged in large group instruction and independent seat work.

Stoler (1992) studied the attitudes of secondary school teachers toward the
inclusion of students with differing levels of education had different perception of
inclusion. The higher the education level, the more negative the attitudes were toward
inclusion. Teachers of secondary students have consistently shown more negative
attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities, perhaps due to increases in
number of students served, higher expectations for independent work, and increases in
teacher accountability (Glassberg, 1994; Hollenbeck, 1996).

Teacher knowledge of special education is another variable that influences
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities. Increased
knowledge of special education has been shown to increase teacher acceptance of
students with disabilities, though not necessarily agreement concerning inclusion issues
(Bennett, 1996; George, George, Gersten, & Grosenick, 1995). College coursework and
in-service training in special education are two means of increasing teacher knowledge of
inclusion which have been related to more positive attitudes toward students with
disabilities. The more special education coursework the teachers had completed, the
more positive their attitudes were toward inclusion. Teachers with inclusion in-service
training showed more positive attitudes toward inclusion than those teachers without such
training (Jobe, Rust, & Brissie, 1996).

Reported years of teaching experience is another factors related to attitudes
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toward inclusion by regular educators. Tallent (1986) found that regular education
teachers with one to five years of experience had more positive attitudes toward inclusion
than teachers with more than 10 years. A study by Center (1993) indicated that teachers’
attitudes toward inclusion became increasingly negative with years of experience.

Several studies have indicated that a relationship exists between teachers’ self
ratings of confidence in their ability to teach students with disabilities and their attitudes
toward these students. High self-ratings from teachers concerning their ability to serve
students with disabilities have been related to positive attitude measures (Jacobson, 1996;
Karasoff, 1992). These factors may be related to the amount of pre-service and/or in-
service training.

A final factor that research has indicated influences teachers’ attitudes toward the
inclusion of students with disabilities is the availability of support from special education
personnel. Several studies have shown that teachers who indicated high levels of
available support from special education personnel had more positive attitudes toward
inclusion of students with disabilities (Martin, 1995; Wolery, 1995).

The Current Status of Inclusion in South Korea

With an increasing awareness of the need for education for students with
disabilities, the number of special education schools has steadily increased in recent years
(see Table 1, p 5). As of 2002, there were 129 special education schools in the nation,
with a total of 24,196 students. These include 12 for students with visual impairment, 18
for students with hearing impairment, 17 for students with physical disabilities, 82 for
students with mental retardation (Korea Ministry of Education & Human Resources

Development, 2003).
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In addition to these special schools, some general schools also have been
providing inclusive settings for students with disabilities by opening special classes
within their schools. The number of special education classrooms located in general
schools has been rapidly increasing year by year (see Table 2, p. 6), posting 1 in 1971,
355 in 1980, 1601 in 1985, 3181 in 1990, 3440 in 1995, 3764 in 2000, and 3953 in 2002
(Korea Institute for Special Education, 2002). This trend reflects the will of Government
to incorporate students with disabilities in inclusive settings. To improve the quality of
special education, the government established the Korea Institute for Special Education in
1994, which has been responsible for developing special education programs and
providing training for teachers in special education. Today, inclusion in Korea is an
ongoing challenge to fulfill the needs of all students.

Elementary and Secondary Education System in South Korea

For all school-aged children in South Korea (Korea has a 6-3-3 system),
elementary education has been free and compulsory since 1953; and middle school
education (seventh to ninth grade in the U.S. system) has been free and compulsory since
1985. But high school education (ninth to twelevth grade in the U.S. system) is not
compulsory and is provided in three different types of high schools: academic (regular);
vocational; and special purpose high schools.

It is estimated that about 2.11 % of school aged children have disabilities in
South Korea (Korea Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development, 2003).
This estimated percentage is far less than the actual population of children with
disabilities. There are several reasons for this result: (a) children staying at home because

of severe disability conditions, (b) parents’ unwillingness to register their children with
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disabilities at an early age, (c) limited definitions of disability categories, (d) children
with mild disabilities being included in regular classrooms with no support, and (e)
parents putting off children’s entrance to elementary schools until their children show
more progress (Park, 2002). The number of students with disabilities who receive special
education under elementary and secondary education system is about 53, 987 (Korea
Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development, 2003). Among them, 22,740
students are educated in 129 special schools, 26, 368 students are educated in 3, 746
special education classes located in general schools, and 3, 879 students are fully
included in general classrooms with support from special education teachers.

The large number of elementary and secondary students who receive special
education represents rapid progress in the special education programs of South Korea,
considering that there were only 38 special schools and one special education class in the
early 1970s. Students with disabilities who are eligible for special education services are
provided with individualized education that meets his or her individual needs, based on
their individualized education programs (IEPs). The IEP, established for each student
before the beginning of the academic year, includes current achievement level, goals and
objectives, starting and ending date, instructional strategies, and procedures to evaluate
progress.

Regular Education Teachers’ Attitudes toward Inclusive Settings

Even though inclusion is a hot issue in Korean education systems, regular
education teachers, the frontline educators in inclusive settings, seem to be ill- prepared
to take over students with disabilities in their regular education classrooms. As

previously noted in chapter 1, the Korea Institute for Special Education surveyed 490
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regular education teachers about attitudes toward inclusive settings (2002). As shown in
Table 4, 124 (25.3%) regular education teachers have positive attitudes toward inclusive
settings, 225 (45.9 %) of them are neutral, 141 (28.8 %) of them have negative attitudes

respectively.

Table 4

Tendency of Regular Education Teachers to take over an Inclusive Class

N (%)
Total Agree Neutral Disagree
490 (100) 124 (25.3) 225 (45.9) 141 (28.8)

Source: An Index of Special 