California State University, San Bernardino

CSUSB ScholarWorks

Theses Digitization Project John M. Pfau Library

1997

A survey of attitudes of special and regular educators toward the
inclusion of students with severe disabilities in regular education
classrooms

Yvonne Patricia Holmes

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project

6‘ Part of the Special Education and Teaching Commons

Recommended Citation

Holmes, Yvonne Patricia, "A survey of attitudes of special and regular educators toward the inclusion of
students with severe disabilities in regular education classrooms" (1997). Theses Digitization Project.
1537.

https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/1537

This Project is brought to you for free and open access by the John M. Pfau Library at CSUSB ScholarWorks. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Theses Digitization Project by an authorized administrator of CSUSB ScholarWorks.
For more information, please contact scholarworks@csusb.edu.


https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/library
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1537&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/801?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1537&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/1537?utm_source=scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu%2Fetd-project%2F1537&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@csusb.edu

ATTITI JDES OF SPECIAL AND REGULAR EDUCATORS e

T()WARD THE INCLUSION OF STUDENTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES e
IN REGULAR‘ EDUCATION CLASSROOMS

A Pro;ect ;

“"iﬂ.j;;-gPresented to the "
Faculty °f |

Cahforma State Umversny, R T

| San Berna.rdmo

In Partlal Fulﬁllment

.of the Requlrements for the Degr ee'l’\ S

§ 'Yvonne Patnma Holmes o

ii;’vSeptember 1997 e

3 Stateunwerslty San Bemardlnb legary:_":f;i_;f -



A SURVEY OF

Lok ATTITUDES OF SPECIAL AND REGULAR EDUCATORS ‘1}-’};7; i G i c o
T TOWARD THE INCLUSION OF STU IDENTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES S e

]N REGULAR EDUCATION CLASSROOMS - L

AProject

Callforma State Umverslty, el

San Bernardmo

by

Yvonne PatrICIa Holmes S

September 1997




- Abstract

- "Thrs study assessed attrtudes towards teachrng students wrth severe drsabrhtles in the
' "regular class settlng The Inclusron Survey was sent to 193 speclal and regular educators
e w1th 86 (45%) surveys retumed Three schools were chosen from a large (26 elementary

A and mlddle schools) school d1str1ct One elementary and one rmddle school were chosen»_ .

i because they have programs for students wrth severe dlsabllrtles on regular educatron '

3 ”school srtes The remarmng elementary school was chosen as 1t is a segregated specral
B educatron s1te wrth a llmlted number of regular educatron classrooms These three o
o schools represent a sample srze of 62: regular educatron and 31 speclal educatlon e
fteachers Another smaller elementary and nuddle school district (four schools) served as |

a control These four schools. represent a sample size of 93 regular educatlon and seven

e vspec1al educatlon teachers Favorable attrtudes toward teachmg students with severe

B dlsablhtles in the regular educatron classroom were assoclated w1th 1ncreased classroom

| 'support such as teacher’ s alde consultant serv1ces and special materrals Respondents
were undecided as to whether the 1nclus10n of students with severe dlsabrhtles into the

‘ .—..regular classroom would be detnmental to the educatlonal achievement of the average

. student

T
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o

the general populatlon in then' nerghborhood schools has become one of the most

e ',’}-‘are most oﬁen aﬁ‘ected by soclal 1nﬂuences These soc1a1 mﬂuences in turn lead to
e v"'jleglslatlve reforms ” | | | SR |
| - fv'drsablhtles from pubhc schools Hundreds of thousands of students w1th drsablhtles |

o educatron began in part wrth two early cases In both ,P ‘ ! N

| Full rnclusron the practlce cf educatmg '"_tudents w1th rmld to severe drsablhtles with

controversral toprcs m speclal educatlon dunng the past few years Educatlonal pohcles E -,.5'.:' R

Eesiet:al_L_Gg_s_am Pnor to 1975 1t was common for states to exclude chrldren w1th 2

o ecerved httle if any, pubhc educatlon (Yudof 1984) T he process of legahzmg specral S

(1971) and Mﬂuﬁnard_oﬁﬂngatmn

B (1972) lower federal courts mterpreted the Fourteenth Amendment's equal protectlon
- 8 and due process clauses to requlre pubhc schools "to admrt prevrously excluded chlldren ,; : S " S
by »' :w1th dlsablhtres and to prov1de them with hearmgs and rewew procedures upon any »

change m thelr educatlonal classrﬁcatron" (Yudof 1984 p 163)

 The civil nghts movement of the 1960s was in ﬁlﬂ swmg and the tnmng was nght for ,' ol vy

“ speclal educatlon legrslatlon In 197 5, Congress passed the educatlon for All #
i e Handlcapped Chlldren Act (P L. 94-142) (20 U S C A s 1400- ss 1485 (1978 & Supp
. :' 1987)) provrdmg ﬁnancral 1ncent1ves for states estabhshmg educatlonal placement optlons o
: : for students wrth dxsabrlmes (Gallegos 1989) Thrs was a landmark law spemﬁcally for s

i~ f-speclal educatlon and educatron m general The major provrsrons of thlS legrslatlon were

a free and appropnate pubhc educatron m the least restnctlve envrronment due process

= 'procedures specral and related servrces whrch were determmed as necessary, a wntten i




B 1nd1v1duahzed educatronal program (]EP) and no ehglble chrld would be reJected ﬁorn .

v recelvmg servrces (Patton Berrne-Smlth & Payne 1990)

TheUS Supreme Court in Board of E ,‘ (1982) mterpreted the

g most crucral provrs1on of PL. 94-142 the requrrement that a cooperatmg state prov1de o
"free approprlate publrc educatlon“ to all chlldren with drsabrhtres The Court -held that | |

.the Educatlon for All Handrcapped Children Act (197 5) guaranteed only access to B "

school and some benefit to the chrldren (Gallegos 1989 p. 259) Thrs court ruhng

v ,provrded an entrance to pubhc educatron for students wrth severe d1sab111t1es R

EHA 1) Expanded the deﬁmtron of speclal educat1on to mclude 1nstructlon B
: conducted i in the classroom, in the home in hosprtals and 1nst1tutrons and physrcal
, 'educatron and 2) extended related services to mclude socral work serwces and )
ehablhtatrve counsehng In addrtron, the term "handrcap was replaced throughout the

AAct with the term "drsabrhty, "_ and termmology us1ng people ﬁrst has been utllrzed (ERIC'

| Drgest #E463) The law also requrred that:

to themaxiﬂrumextent appropri_ate, children with disabilities
.. aree_duc_ated with children who 1ar'e not disabled, and that
.'special. CIaSSes separate' scho'oling, or ‘other' rernoval of
_' chlldren with disabilities from the regular enwronmentv o
oceurs only when the nature or seventy of the dlsabrhty is
| 'such that educatlon in - regular classes- wrth the use of
supplementary ards and servrces cannot be attarned 'i _
: satrsfactonly (IDEA Sec 612 as 01ted in ERIC Dlgest
_:#E521) | | "



The 1990 Ind1v1duals w1th D1sab111t1es Educatlon Act (IDEA, s 412(5)(B)) a
_ reauthonzatlon of the Educatlon for All Handrcapped Chlldren Act (EHA, 197 5)
. guaranteed that chﬂdren w1th d1sab1ht1es have avarlable to them a free and appropnate

: pubhc educatron whtch emphas1zes spec1al educatlon and related serv1ces desrgned to

o ‘, meet thelr needs |

Although the federal leglslatlon is speclﬁc m deﬁmng who are consndered as clnldren
- with disabilities and what services wﬂl be prov1ded for them, it is still up to the mdmdual .T

© states and/or school dtstrrcts as to how they mterpret "the nature or seventy of the - 'f_ L
disability is such that educatlon in regular classes and services cannot be attamed .

satlsfactonly"

S.QL@.Lﬁgts_al;LQn The Cahforma Code of Regulatlon Title 5 (the regulatlons that
- govern specta:l educatlon) were adopted and went into eﬁ‘ect in March 1981 (Cahforma |
| l‘»Department of Educatlon 1992) Artlcle 3 1 states ehg1b111ty criteria for 1nd1v1duals w1th '
v exceptrona.l needs. The spe01ﬁc processes and procedures for 1mplementat10n of these |
crltena are to be developed by each Specral Educatxon Local Plan Area (SELPA) and
E mcluded in the local plan pursuant to Sectmn 56220(a) of the Educatlon Code 7
Whlle the states mterpret the federal legtslatlon each SELPA may in tum mterpret the :
vstate code If the code requlres Speclal Educatlon "to meet the unique needs of |
B _‘ '1nd1v1duals wnh exceptlonal needs whose educat10na1 needs cannot be met wrth
N ‘modiﬁcatlon of the regular mstructlon program " then how do we place these 1nd1v1dua1s |
) | in regular classes? How do they mterpret "mteraction" in order to promote maxrmum K
‘ ‘mteractlon between non-dlsabled puprls and students w1th dlsablhtles? It appears that
- ._"1nstructlona1 needs" is also a matter of i mterpretatlon if 1nd1v1duals w1th d1sab1ht1es shall

be grouped for mstructtonal purposes accordmg to thelr ,mstructronal needs. :



Educational policies are most often affected by social influences. Full inclusion, the -
practice of educating students with mild to severe disabilitieé with the regular pdpulation
in their neighborhood schools, is no exception. Traditionally, stude'nts. with disabilities
were taught with other students with similar disabilitating conditions.‘ Often these séttiﬁgs
were physically or socially isolated from their peers without disabilities (Wisniewski & |
Alper, 1994). There existed two separate and distinct delivery models in educaﬁon:
regular education and special education (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). In a 1986 report té the/
U.S. Secretary of Education, Madeleine Will, then U.S. Secretary of the Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services, v,\ivroté that the dual 1s'ystem' of providing services
was flawed. She maintained that the pull-out programs designéd for students with mild
learning disabiiities were ineffective. She offered the regular educétion initiative (REi) in
response to special education prbblems. v

This call for reform of special education service delivery systems produced
considerable debate among professionals. Advocates of REI contend that effective
instruction by teachers in regular clasées should accommo.date the indi\}idual diﬁ‘erence‘sz :
for students with disabilities (Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Othérs_argued
that the bresence of students with dié#ﬁilities in regular classes would make demands for
increased instructional attention frém the teacher and Woﬁld thus adversely effect the.
~ achievement levels of all students. The policy changés proposed by the REI wouldno :

doubt effect both regular and special education service brbvidérs and their students.

* Kubicek (1 994) listed what Wil identified as the ’folloWing as major obstacles

affecting the quality and effectiveness of education programs for students with disabilities:






- ‘Change Model" or the posmon that calls for unmedlate and 'mplete mcIuswn o
R v ‘students w1th dlsablhtles regardless of the seventy‘of thelr condl on thermse known as.

5 Full Inclusron

Wlsmewslq and Alper (1994) reportedthat wh11 school professmnals had

-suppert for the concept of full mclusmn many had ‘negatlve attltudes toward the practice -




Many papers addressed the beneﬁts achleved through 1nc1usron (Donder & Lrpskr i |
B 1981; Brown, Ford Nrsbet Sweet Donnellan & Gruenewald 1983; Kennedy &
‘ 'Itkonen, 1994 Starnback Stamback, East & Sapon—Shevm 1994) These reports
: document some of the beneﬁts of 1nclusron as: 1ncreased mteractron wrth nondrsabled .
| ) 'students through peer tutorrng, the development of socral networks decreased busmg
| . trme that allowed more trme for extracumcular act1v1t1es and the opportumty to developi e
a posrtrve self-concept e | - . ' |

Kennedy and Itkonen (1994) found that regular class partrcrpatron 1ncreased a f' e

o ',student’s socral contacts w1th peers wrthout dlsabrhtres Berres and Knoblock (1987 )

view thrs classroom rntegratron as one rneans for nondrsabled persons to develop

favorable attitudes toward mdlvrduals w1th drsabrhtres Other beneﬁts for students 7
| w1th severe drsabrhtles in regular educatron classes 1ncluded 1ncrease awareness of self g
- and others addrtronal skill acqursrtron ‘and opportumtres that enhance the quahty of |

the student's hfe (Grangreco Denms Clomnger Edelman & Schattman 1993)

j There is. 1nforrnat10n avarlable documentrng strategles for effectlve 1nclusronar3r

. _placement of. students w1th drsabrh‘nes (Berres & Knoblock, 1987 Frrend & Cook,
‘;1993 Hunt Harmg, Farron—Davrs Staub Rogers Bekstead Karasoﬁ' Goetz and )

| ‘_jSarlor 1993, Starnback & Starnback 1990 and York & Vandercook, 1990) Wrsmewskr ‘,

. ~and Alpef (1994)> PfOVlde gu1de11nes to aﬁ’ect a change from segregated to inclusive - SO

- vschool settmgs Five systematrc phases or guldehnes are grven to brrng about successﬁﬂ

B mclusron of students wrth severe drsabrhtles Phase 1 1s to develop networks wrthrn the

o commumty It addresses obstacles to ﬁ,rll or partral mcluswn and offered solutlons

A prrmary obstacle addressed in phase 1of Wrsmewskr and Alper s (1994) gurdelrne



- is the attitudes that individuals without disabilities have foward students with disabilities.
Wisniewski and Alper (1994) further reported that while school professionals had mixed
support ‘for the concept of full inclusion, many had unfavorable attitudés toward the
practice of inclusion. Unfavorable attitudes were reportedly attributable to the lack of
pre-service training, resources, knowledge of best teaching practices, and personal
: experiences with students with disabilities (Wisiewski & Alper, 1994). Friend and Cook
(1993) contended that inclusion is about attitudes. They found inclusion works ‘when
teachers focus on students' abilities, not their disabilities. Berres and Knoblock (1987)
also assert the importance of changing ideologies and attitudes of school professionals to

support more inclusive professional behaviors.



: 3 followmg research questlons are exammed

gl dlsablhtles belng taught in regular educatlon classrooms?

' ' students

The purpose of tlus study 1s to assess -attrtudes of regular and spec1a1 educatlon

: "teachers toward teachmg students w1th severe drsabrhtres 1n regular classrooms The, ;

o »1 What are the attltudes of regular educatron classroom teachers toward teachmg

i -students w1th severe dlsabrhtles?

: 1_2 What are the attltudes of specml educatron teachers toward students w1th severe B

Definn_onsnﬂ‘_eml_s et

i : FOr the purpose of thls study the followlng deﬁmtlons were used

i arlor (1991) deﬁnes Inclusron as

| wrthout dlsablhtles natural proportron of students wrth drsab1ht1es zero

| i reject phrlosophy, age-appropnate grade and class placement w1th no
- classes de31gnated as self-contamed for specral educatron students and g
o " f;~vspec131 educatlon support provrded mn: regular educatlon and other %

- 1ntegrated learnmg env1ronments

" achleved when students w1th dlsablhtles attend the same schools as peers? o




Kirk & Gallagher (1989) define Mainstreaming as "the process of bringing children
with disabilities in daily contact with children without disabilities in an educational setting:
the placement of children with disabilities in the regular education program whenever
possible" (p. 542).

The definition of " severely handicapped" that was applied in this study and used in the
survey was supplied by the i tion Han,  for rio-Montclair Sch
District, January, 1993 as follows:

A student with severe handicaps may be an individual who is
Autistic, Developmentally Handicapped, Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed, Trainable Mentally Retarded, or Multi-Handicapped.(part 6, p.

25)

The student identified as Autistic exhibits some combination of the
following characteristics: inability to use oral language for appropriate
communication, impairment in social interaction from infancy to early
childhood, obsession to maintain sameness, preoccupation with objects
and/or inappropriate use of objects, extreme resistance to controls,
display of peculiar motoric mannerism and motility patterns. (pai't 6, pbp.

25 -26).

The student with Developmental Handicaps is severely to
profoundly retarded and may have other physical disabilities.

- Students identified as Seriously Emotionally Disturbed will exhibit |
one or more of the following characteristics: severe disturbance in
learning that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health
factors, severe disturbance in relationships with peers and adults, sevére

disturbance in behavior of affect under normal circumstances, a pervasive



I “and prolonged state of depresswn or anx1ety, a constant or prolonged

e ,} dlsplay of psychosoma‘uc symptoms severe dnsturbance in thought

[ : processes (part 6 p 28)

o _,_”.' Students 1dent1ﬁed as Tramable Mentally Retarded have an IQ

L e ‘range of 25-55 There is reasonable possrblhty of acceptable behavnor in . -

L soc1al groups They may have some abrhty to acqurre personal

| wmpeten"y to become in Part self-drrectmg mdrvrduals (part 6, p. 31) 2

The student 1dent1ﬁed as Multx-handlcapped has concomrtant

g lrnpalrments (such as mentally retar ded'blmd mentally "etarded'

- | 'orthopedlcally unparred etc ) the combmatlon of whrch causes such

At severe educatronal problems that they cannot be: accommodated in. ‘j"#- L S

o Spec1a1 Educatlon programs solely for one of the 1mpa1rments The tenn ’-: f‘ii "

5 ‘:,fdoes not mclude deaf bhnd chlldren (part 6 p 32) : el




Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature

The purpose of this study is to assess classroom teacher's and special educator's
attitudes toward teaching students with severe disabilities in regular class settings.

Many researchers have assessed attitudes and changes in attitudes, the methodological
procedures, and research design varied from sociometric studies (Gottlieb & Davies,
1973; Johnson, 1950, Siperstein, Bak & O'Keefe, 1988) to questionnaires ranging from
semantic differential ratings (Harnadek, 1978; Spreen, 1977) to true-false formats. The
range in research design and quality of instruments used made generalizability of the
results from the studies difficult.

In the 1980s the literature was rich with national and international research that
focused on teachers' attitudes towards mainstreaming students with disabilities (Goupil &
Bruner, 1984; Harvey & Green, 1984; Larivee & Cook, 1979; Roberts & Pratt, 1987,
Stewart, 1983 and Winzer, 1985). Roberts and Pratt, (1987) surveyed regular and special
education teachers in Australia and found a somewhat negative attitude to integrating
students with disabilities into regular classes. In 1979, Larivee and Cooke reported the
significance of administrative support on teachers' attitude. In a survey of Canadian
principals and teachers, Goupil and Brunet (1984) reported negative attitudes to the
integration of students with intellectual handicaps.

In the United States, physical educators' attitudes toward teaching students with
disabilities was addressed in the works of Rizzo (1985), Rizzo and Wright (1988),
and Block and Rizzo (1995). These works explored the relationship of teachers'
attributes (i.e. gender of teachers, highest degree earned, age, coursework in physical
education on students with disabilities, and teaching experience with students with

disabilities) and their impact on attitudes.

12



The shlft 1n recent years has been ﬁom mamstreannng students w1th mﬂd dlsablhtres

- i,‘ ‘-1n some classes to ﬁﬂly mcludmg them m regular educatlon classrooms Th1s is a trend
S that may contmue in the future Putnam Splegel and Bmlmnks (1995) Condu"ted a
i Delph1 mvestlgatron to predrct ﬁrture dlrectrons in educatron and 1nc1us1on of students

g :.'vvrth d1sab111t1es Therr ﬁndmgs predlcted that the movement toward mclus1on wrll

- v,'contmue as wrll the behef that people wrth drsabrhtles have the nght to full partrcrpatlon m :
» ';mtegrated settmgs and actrvrtles Panehsts could not concede however on the B

S « desnablhty of full mclusron of students wrth moderate and severe drsabrlrtles 1n regular

. ';'f"classrooms To date students w1th moderate to severe drsabrhtles are bemg mcluded m |

o regular educat1on classrooms whether thrs trend contmues 1nto the future remams to be _f e

: -f seen

Grven thrs trend and notmg that teachers attrtudes toward mamstreammg Were S
Bl somewhat negatrve in the early 1980's 1t 1s unportant to contmually assess 1f attltudes

L towards teachmg students w1th dlsablhtles change over tune A comparrson between a

B ‘975 and v i"r_l‘988 study was conducted by Rees Spreen and Harnadek (1991) to ,; o

deterrmne 1f attltudes toward persons wrth dlsabrhtles shrﬂ over tlme They reported a

.'Frrst umversrty students attended a course on developmental dlsablhtles Second

:fexposure to mdlvrduals wrth mental retardatlon was provrded v1a 3 hours per week at

K sarn ‘y and Durand (1992) found that courses de51gned to educate teachers in the
. .ratronale mstructronal methods and goals of mamstrearmng would most hkely 1mprove

: 'attrtudes }and ﬂexrblhty toward mtegratlon

i ‘I 3




ttltudes and changes m attrtudes have been an nnportant

»-leen that studles have ranged ﬁom socrometnc studres tof N

semantlc dlﬁ’erentlal ratmgs and true-false questronnalres 1t stands to reason that

: .generahzablhty of thls research is drﬁ'lcv lt«’at best Teacher s attrtudes toward teachmg;. _ E

tudents w1th drsablhtles in regular classrooms was addressedsln the teachmg model

T “ _,_known as malnstrearmng Mamstreammg p aced students w1th dlsablhtles mto regular

K lassrooms for part of the school day Imtlally, teacher 3 had somewhat negatlve attltudes

toward mamstreammg

Given the ever-rncreasmg amount of research on teacher's attltudes 1t is 1mportant to

i deterrnme whether attrtudes Shlﬁ: over trme A companson study offered three pos51b €

. factors affectmg a pOSltlve change m attrtudes College courses desrgned to educate 2 N

o 'teachers on lisabilities and mstructronal methods were found';{

| “posrtrve change 1n attltudes . Even so other research mdlcated that teachers attnbutes '

_ _,such_as gender age and teachrng experlence also mﬂuence attltudes




| ‘}'}thap'ter}' o
A survey s sent to 193 Sp ecial and regular educators and 87 (45 %) teachers

o ;responded erty-SIX (76%) teachers Were female and 21 (24%) were male. The average |

| ‘age was 39 years Forty—srx (53%) of those surveyed were regular educatlon teachers, ‘
" and 33 (38%) were specral education teachers addrtronally, 8 (9%) 1dent1ﬁed themselves j5 '
as other Wrth classrﬁcattons such as Art Physrcal Educatron, or Musrc Grade levels -
B taught mcluded preschool through jumor hrgh school There were 28 (32%) Junlor hrgh
’_ school teachers elementary teachers mcluded 3 k1ndergarten, 21 pnmary and 27 nnddle

' grade teachers and 4 preschool teachers I—Irghest degree eamed were reported as 2 (2%):. o

o A. A, 41 (47%) B A., and 43 (49%) M.A. Please refer to table 1 for detarled

o mforrnatlon | S | S
- Ass_ess;_gAtlmdﬁs T he Regular Educatron Imtlatrve (REI) Survey (Phillips, Allred
* Brullea and Shank, 1990) was modrﬁed to assess attltudes toward teachmg students Wlth

severe dlsabrhtres in regular educatron classrooms The REI mstrument was operatlonally '

o deﬁned as a measure of teachers w1lhngness to have students w1th drsablhtres in their e

. classrooms and to rate their skills at provrdlng servrces for these students (Phllhps et al

- ‘1990) The ﬁrst sectron asked for demographrc mformatron from the respondents (e g o
- gender, age years of teachmg expenence etc.). The second sectlon cons1sted of 30
) ‘-attltude statements Expressmg agreement or drsagreement toward teachrng students wrth B
. }drsabrhtres m regular classrooms ona S-pomt erert scale | " | T
 Inthe demographrc sectron three questrons were omrtted (that of geographrc locatron,‘

.'students workmg at grade level and percentage of students from mmonty groups) |

Questrons in this sectlon were changed from categorized responses to open ended



RIS ;'}-}f_‘questrons A questron 1dent1fy1ng severe dlsablhtres was added ("Have you worked w1th

- S handrcapped") A questlon was also added that addressed prlor expenence wrth

‘:any students who have the followmg severe drsabrhtres? Autrstrc Developmental

Handrcaps Senously Emotronally Drsturbed Tramable Mentally Retarded Multl— \

f 1nclus10nary programmmg ("Have you personally partrcrpated in an mclusronary program SR

e =for students wnth drsabrhtres?) All references to dlsabrlmes were changed to reﬂect the
5 : : categorres w1thm severe drsabrhtles | '_ " | o o | :
i In Sectlon II the term marnstrearmng Was replaced w1th mclusron Statements were

L ormtted that would not yleld an attltude toward 1nclus1on Statements were added that

- addressed the needs of students wrth severe dlsabrhtles (i e Students wrth severe

i dlsablhtles requlre a cumculum that is too drfferent from the other students in my S
| classroom ) Teachers were asked to rate therr skrlls at provrdmg servrces for these i

students in the statement " presently have the skrll to successﬁrlly 1nclude the followmg

| students in my class Autlstrc Developmentally Handlcapped Serlously Emotronally

‘ Drsturbed Tramable Mentally Retarded and Multl-handlcapped The resultmg survey
R _.'1: cons1sted of 20 statements that assessed teachers attltudes toward teachrng students wrth‘
5 severe dlsabllmes in regular educatlon classrooms | . |
‘g The revrsed survey was revrewed by four experts in the area of teachlng students '
: F wrth severe dnsabrhtles for content vahdrty Two of these were faculty members ata -

o Cahfomra State Umversrty wrth doctoral degrees (one wrth an extensrve background in -

ot 'specral educatron, and the other in Adapted Phys1cal Educatlon wrth extensrve it

e background in related research) the thrrd was an elementary school prmc1pal wrth a

o »master s degree at a segregated school for students w1th severe drsabrhtres and the fourth :



was a school psychologist with extensive experience with students with severe disabilities.
Their critique lead to further modifications in the survey. This panel concluded that the

survey had content validity.

Table 1
Age, Gender and Other Teacher Characteristics
N=87 n 0%
Age
20-29 16 18
30-39 - 28 32
40-49 25 29
50-59 18 21
M=39 SD=10
Position :
General Education 46 53
Special Education 33 38
Other 8 9
Highest Degree
AA. 2 2
B.A. 41 47
M.A. 43 50
1 missing
Experience with inclusionary programs
yes 35 40
no 50 58
2 missing
Gender
Male 21 24
Female 66 76
Grade Level .
preschool 4 5
kindergarten ’ 3 3
primary 21 24
middle 27 31
junior high 28 32
4 missing



S etti gg Slte selectlon focused on seven schools in two southern Cahforma SChOOl
U drstrlcts Three schools chosen ﬁ-om a large (26 elementary and rmddle schools) school o

T h o .dlstnct provrded a purposeﬁrl samplmg (McMrllan & Schumacher 1993) for three

’ reasons F 1rst th1s was an nnportant populatron to survey grven two of the schools have [

“ programs for students w1th severe drsabrlrtres on regular educatron school s 1tes and one

: .school 1s a segregated srte for students wrth severe dlsabrhtres and has a lrmrted number
T (7) of regular educatloh classrooms Second the drstrrct provrdes regular 1nserv1ce

o "‘_f'Ytrarmng s addressmg specral educatlon teachers concerns m workmg wrth severely

- handrcapped students (1 e behaworal management strategres apphed behavror analySls T
B Etechmques and assultrve behavror defense strategles) and resources such as support staff o
/. "‘f."'..‘-?biservrces are readtly avatlable Thrrd these school srtes also provrde regular educatron

o ‘teacher s W"‘h the Opportumty for personal expenences wrth students w1th drsabllrtres

. :.‘_";;;through marnstreammg,; A nearby, smaller elementary school drstnct was chosen for

g :ff: i "-companson for 1ts relatlve srze (four schools) and for the fact that 1t does not have a R

o ”;_F_,program for students wrth severe drsabrlrtres The two school drstncts Were approached

| t ough the Drrector

" pec1a1 Educatron at the larger drstnct and the Drrector of Puprl

. "-.ijersonnel at the smaller drstrrct Copres of the survey were provrded for revrew

,Pernnssron ‘as obtamed from these.. drrectors to survey the teachers The drrectors then . '

| .,_';voutlmed contact procedures to be used at each dtstrrct At the larger dlstnct the

fdrst' ict provrd "dfthe names of teachers at each school to contact »Surveys were then

2l . _-'drstnbuted to the varrous contact people These people then dtstrtbuted and collected fvj =

'the surveys ﬁ'om the teachers ATh ‘*completed surveys were -then retumed to the

yresearcher




Distribution procedures relied heavily upon contact people to distribute and retrieve
completed surveys. A varying number of teac’hérs were 'surveyed at each school site.
This variability waS due to the differing sizes of the schools, the effort of the contact
person at each site to distribute and pick up the sﬁrveys, and the willingness of the
teachers to complete the sﬁrvey. Three of the schools returned less than 10 ‘completed_

: sufveys; three schools returned between 10 and 20 completed surveys; and one school

’surVeyed more that 20 teachers.



The purpose of thrs study to assess attrtudes of spec1a1 and regular educatlon teachers

= ‘fv toward teachmg students Wrth severe d1sab111t1es in: regular classrooms

: _ Four questrons attempted to assess. teachers past and present expenences wrth

i students with drsabrlrtres "Have you personally partrcrpated inan mclusronary program o

for students Wlth disabilities?" Thrs questlon mcluded all levels of dlsabrhtres from nuld to : "

severe, Thlrty—ﬁve teachers (40%) 1nd1cated they had part1c1pated inan mclusronary

. program for students w1th drsabrlrtles These repreSents 26 teachers from the large dlstrlct o

and 23 teachers from the small d1str1ct- Teachers responded that thelr teachmg experlence

o was favorable Slxty-three teachers (73%) reported a favorable expenence whlle 12

. (14%) were undecrded about the1r expenence and only 10 (1 1%) teachers reported an

unfavorable experience. An analysrs of varlance revealed a srgmﬁcant dlfference between o

the two school drstncts on this questlon Teachers from both dlstrrcts reported favorable
| experlences in workmg w1th students w1th dlSabl]ItleS . o |

|  Teachers were questloned as to what addltlonal serv1ces may be needed to t
- successfully teach students with severe drsabrlmes in therr classrooms Teachers ranked
| therr preferences n the followmg order (l) teacher' s alde (2) specral educatlon -
fconsultant (3) 1nserv1ce (4) specral materlals (5) hand’s on experlence (6) ﬁnanclal
compensatron and (7) more college courses There were no srgmﬁcant drﬁ‘erences in thev
'_ k responses between the large district and the small dlstrlct in any of these. areas See table.
L d 2 for each of these 1tems Favorable attltudes toward teachmg students w1th severe o
B drsabrhtles m the regular educatron classroom were assoc1ated w1th mcreased classroom

ﬁ support such asa teacher's arde consultant services, and specral materlals
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Table2 . -
Needed to successfully teach students with sevére disabilities

Combined . Large District Small District

Teacher's Aide ’ 46 47 4.6
Consultant ' 45 4.4 45

~ Inservice ' 4.4 42 45
‘Special Materials ‘ 44 4.3 4.4
‘Hand's.on experience. 43 42 43

' Financial Compensation 36 3.6 36
~More College courses ' : 3.5 3.3 3.7

Note: A 5-point Likart scale was used, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree

Teachers indicated with a high degree of agreement that they were confident bin‘their
abilities to work with parents, participate in IEP conferences and modify materials. An
analysis‘ of variance indicated a significant difference between thé two districts in the areas
of writing IEP's, adapting curriculum, and pérceived administration suppdrt for inclusion.

- The larger district's mean scores were slightly more positive than the smaller disirict. See

‘table 3 for the mean ratings from each district on each all of these items.

- Table 3 .
Confidence in ability to perform specific duties
’ Large District Small District
Work with parents 41 4
Participate in IEP conferences : 4 4
Modify materials : 3.9 ' 3.6
* Adapt curricula 2 3.8 : 3.4
. Give individual assistance : 3.8 3.2
Write behavioral objectives - 3.7 i 3.3
Write IEP's B 3.7 29
Manage behaviors 36 34
Interpret assessment results 3.6 3.2

Note: A 5-point Likart scale was used,‘ where 1 = strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree
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Table 4 shows that all three categories of respondents were undecided as to whether
~ the inclusion of students with severe disabilities into the regular classroom would be
detrimental to the educational achievement of the average student. They

uniformly agreed that the regular education classroom was not the best placement for

most students with disabilities, with special education teachers feeling most strongly

about this.

Table 4

Inc¢lusion woul detrimental to average student
General Educators 3.2
Special Educators : ' 3.4
Other Y : 34

Note: A 5-point likart scale was used, where 1 = strongly disagree
and 5 = strongly agree '

Digcussj on

The results of this study indicate that both the special and regular education teachers
surveyed generally held positive attitudes toward students with disabilities. Previous
experience in working with students with disabilities Was reported as a positive
experience for both groups. Favorable attitudes toward teaching students with severe
disabilities in regular education classrooms were associated with additional classroom
“support (teacher's aide and special materials) and additional teacher support (special
education consultant and inservices). However, the data did show that current special
education practices (such as special classrooms or special schools) were preferred for
students with severe disabilities by all categories of respondents. These findings stand in |

interesting contrast to the expectations of the literature for favorable attitudes toward
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teaching students with severe disabilities in regular education classrooms. There were no
statistically significant differences between the two districts on this point. Thesé findings
were consistent with what Phillips, Allured, Brulle and Shank (199O)Freported about
Illinois edacators willingness to work with students with special needs. Phillips (et.al.,
1990) reported that the type and severity of the disability appear to mediate teacher's
willingness to work with students with disabilities.

Teachers respohded to the survey based on their present teaching situation. No
allowances were made in the survey for ideal circumstances for inclusion (i.e. smaller
class size, support staff availability, inservices). This may ha;fe contributed to the attitude
of "Yés, inclusion is a good idea, but not in my classfoom" as evidenced by the results of
this study. |

Two implicatiohs may be taken from this study. First, the type of classroom and
teacher support may need to be taken into account when preparing for inclusive
classrooms. Teachers in this study felt strongly that a teacher's aide, consultant advice,
inservices, and special materials were all needed to ‘sucvcessfully include »stqdenfs' with
severe disabilities into regular classrooms. |

The other implication is that ‘institutions responsible for the credentialing of new
teachers may do more to develop the’ skills needed to successfully include students with
severe disabilities. Regular education teachers in this study indicated that thej lacked
skills needed to write IEP's and behavioral objectives, adapt curriculum. Course design in
teacher preparation programs at the introduétory level could include both regular and
special education pre-teachers in actual experience in working with students with
disabilities. Such courses might include techniques in applied behavior analysis, |
augmentative coinmunication, and writing objectives (such experiences not uSually

offered in regular education courses).
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econ ed on, fr hrR h

As the 1nclus1on of students wnh severe d1sab111t1es 1nto regular educatlon classrooms S

| ', contmues ﬁthher study 1s needed The results of tlns study support the B
| need for ﬁlrther study partlcularly in the area of assessmg the att1tudes of regular
‘educatlon teachers who have students w1th severe d1sab111t1es already in place in the1r ‘ o

&5 classrooms.: An more drverse sample of educatorsrmght k1nc‘lude hlgh school teachers;_ o |

e }L’imitation o
Two lmntatlons of the present study are ev1dent First, the present sample was
| relatlvely small with regular and spec1a1 educators teachmg in selected elementary schools
v from two suburban school dlstrrcts in Southern Cahforma As such 1t 1s unhkely that the .
results of this study can be generahzed beyond the parameters of thlS populatlon sample ik :
Second the survey limited respondents accounts to thelr present teachrng cond1t1ons.b
| ,It is not beyond reason to assume that teachers may have had a more favorable response :

to 1nclus1on 1f they thought teachmg condrtlons would be 1deal
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