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ABSTRACT 

 

 Inclusive Education for students with special educational needs is a global 

phenomenon, a major event of momentous proportions affecting directly and indirectly a 

significant percentage of the world’s population. In response to international and national 

mandates requiring its implementation, educators everywhere are engaged in the daily 

task of providing educational services within inclusive general education classroom 

settings. It is expected that inclusion in the United States will become more prevalent in 

American classrooms over the next ten years due to progressively more stringent federal 

and state mandates. In order for inclusion to result in adequate yearly progress for all 

student subgroups, it is imperative that it be properly implemented. Research has 

established that a critical component for proper implementation is an understanding of 

baseline attitudes in regard to inclusive education held by educators. The purpose of this 

study is to explore the attitudes of pre-K-12 general and special education teachers, 

school site administrators, school psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and 

occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, certified non-teaching, school 

office staff and special education office staff in a medium-sized school district in 

southern Arizona. This study examines attitudes held by educators, their foundations of 

knowledge, attitudes, perceptions and opinions that shape their attitudes; and potential 

recommendations for implementation strategies that are predicted to be successful by 

these educators. 
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PREFACE 

 

This research study examined educators’ perceptions of and attitudes toward 

inclusive education. It also explored educators’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students 

with various specific disabilities in general education classroom settings and ultimately 

elicited their recommendations for enhancing inclusive educational programs. Data have 

been collected and analyzed, and interpretations have been made.  

I selected this particular southern Arizona school district as the research site while 

employed there as a special education teacher, during which time I developed substantial 

professional relationships with administrative, certified and classified employees. 

Moreover, the district at the time was in the process of refining its policy toward 

inclusive education and moving in the direction of a more inclusive plan utilizing a co-

teaching model. As a result, I decided it would be both beneficial and informative during 

this pivotal time to investigate the perceptions and opinions of educators working in the 

district.   

Chapter One introduces the problem with a research discussion presenting the 

significance of the study, theoretical framework and legal considerations. Chapter Two 

presents a review of professional literature relevant to the study, the theoretical 

background and justification of inclusive education including its nature and importance 

along with a description of some of the social cognitive and cognitive development 

constructivist theories associated with inclusive education. A description of the Chilean 

Focus Group Interview Study which supported the current study and examples of 
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inclusive education from around the world are also presented. Chapter Three describes 

the methodology utilized in the current study and identifies the research question, closed-

ended and open-ended survey questions and open-ended focus group interview questions. 

An explanation of the relevance of the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study and 

application of the data analysis resulting from the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study 

are presented. A portrayal of the participants, lists of terms and definitions, an account of 

the materials used and an explanation of the research procedures employed are also 

provided. Chapter Four introduces the data from the quantitative online survey Likert 

scale questions, the online survey qualitative open-ended questions, and the qualitative 

focus group interview discussion questions and details the data entry, scoring and 

screening processes which yielded the results.  Chapter Five presents a discussion of the 

findings, incorporating a disclosure of the limitations and delimitations of the study, 

makes suggestions for future research and summarizes the results of the study including 

implications coinciding with general attitudes, suggestions for implementation and 

recommendations to improve inclusive education. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 Many nations around the world have adopted national and/or international 

mandates calling for Inclusive Education (IE) for students with Special Educational 

Needs (SEN). There remains some question as to how the process of alignment and 

reorganization is being received by professional educators responsible for the 

operationalization of these policies (Mitchell, 2005; Tenorio Eitel, 2005). Research 

suggests that educational reform is complicated due to the fact that in many nations it has 

taken the form of a top down process with little input from key stakeholders (Fletcher & 

Artiles, 2005). It is not certain the degree to which these mandated reforms filtered down 

to school districts, schools and classrooms while transforming the practices of educators 

engaged in the day to day education of students with SEN.  What are the attitudes, 

perceptions and opinions of educators in Southern Arizona, with respect to IE for 

students with SEN receiving special education services in the general education 

classroom setting? First of all, what are these educators’ general attitudes and opinions 

about implementation and general recommendations in view of recent policy changes in 

their local school district related to IE? Secondly, how has the implementation process 

worked or not, as a result of these recent policy changes in their local school district? 

Finally, what recommendations for improvement does this particular cadre of educators 

suggest for themselves, their colleagues, administrative authorities, district authorities 
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and governmental jurisdictional authorities? I am hopeful that data collected from this 

research study project will be helpful to policy makers in similarly sized school districts 

in other states.  

 One of the most prevailing beliefs related to American educational practices of 

the past century is that all children are entitled to equal opportunity in education; 

American educators are legally mandated to follow the practice of inclusion, even though 

some oppose this educational approach (Smith, 2000).   

As IE services for students with SEN evolve, guided and directed for the most 

part by legislative mandates, general and special education teachers and 

paraprofessionals, along with school psychologists, physical and occupational therapists, 

speech therapists and school administrators are required to provide IE services, while 

maintaining successful IE programs.  As the current movement aimed at including more 

students with special educational needs within general education settings has spread, 

some educators have come to doubt and question their ability to efficiently serve students 

with various disabilities (Bruskewitz, 1998).  Many general education and special 

education teachers have expressed negative opinions and attitudes toward inclusion and 

others the world over have indicated that they are in need of far more support than they 

are currently receiving in order to better implement IE in their schools (Werts, Wolery, 

Synder, Caldwell, & Salisbury, 1996). 

Many factors contribute to the development of positive and negative attitudes, 

nonetheless it is important to arrive at an understanding of what may be informing and 

influencing educators’ opinions and attitudes toward inclusion in order to be able to 
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respond to their concerns, and provide them what they need in the way of resources, 

training and supports necessary to implement and carry out IE.  Horne and Timmons 

(2009) reported that teachers in general were in favor of inclusion, although they did 

indicate that they lacked sufficient time, necessary training, and assistance with 

modifying the curriculum, and moreover support, in the form of smaller class sizes in 

order to implement inclusion more successfully.  

These findings are supported by Hammand and Ingalls (2003), who asserted that 

teachers did not perceive that they had the adequate training needed to provide IE, nor 

sufficient opportunities for professional collaboration. Another group of general 

education teachers made the claim that pre-service and in-service trainings left them 

inadequately prepared for the realities of teaching in the inclusive classroom; they also 

indicated the need for specific teaching strategies to differentiate instruction for diverse 

learners and more planning time for their inclusive classes (Simone & Parmar, 2006). It is 

more important than ever for all policy makers and educational leaders to be informed as 

to educators’ attitudes, perceptions and opinions regarding IE in order to know exactly 

what is needed in terms of training, resources and supports to empower educators to more 

effectively implement and carry out IE for students with SEN (Buell, Hallam, Gamel-

McCormick, & Scheer, 1999).  

I am hopeful that my study will advance the overall understanding of IE and SEN 

by clarifying what educators in a medium sized school district in southern Arizona 

perceive, and specifically what are the opinions they hold which inform their attitude 

regarding IE? In particular, do they know what their district’s policy on inclusion actually 
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directs? What do they think is the biggest challenge with inclusion of students with 

disabilities in general education classrooms at their schools? Have general education 

teachers and paraprofessionals at their schools been adequately prepared and provided 

with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include students with 

disabilities into the general education classroom setting? Do they think that the money 

and available resources (including paraprofessionals) provided by their district are 

adequate to carry out IE in their schools? What would be some effective ways their 

district could provide training experiences and supports to better enable them to 

implement IE in their general education classrooms? What specific kinds of resources do 

they think might be helpful for teachers and paraprofessionals in their efforts to 

implement inclusion in the general education classroom? I hope that by collecting 

responses to the question of whether or not students with specific disabilities are 

experiencing success in the inclusive general education classroom that this will contribute 

to a more complete understanding of how specific disabilities figure into the 

implementation of IE.  I anticipate that the responses to these and other key questions as 

indicated by research will help to expound and expand our understanding of IE and 

specify some of the real-world challenges with respect to the implementation of IE in a 

medium sized southern Arizona school district. 

Educators engaged in the daily work of responding to the numerous challenges 

presented by students with SEN have expressed a need for resources and supports that 

they are currently lacking in order to effectively educate SEN students within general 

education classes. General and special education teachers will be more effective in the 
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inclusive classroom provided they have opportunities to experience success as recipients 

of more and better training, resources, professional collaboration and supports; these have 

not been sufficiently identified. Moreover, by specifying organizational supports which 

educational leaders can provide, teacher effectiveness in the inclusive classroom may be 

improved (Tanner, Linscott, & Galis, 1996).   

Educators from the United States, Latin America, Europe and the world over are 

in the process of transforming themselves into change agents as a result of sharing their 

perceptions of and attitudes toward IE. By expressing their perceptions, attitudes and 

subsequent recommendations, they are in effect actively participating in collaborative 

relationships with researchers and social activists with a goal of informing and refining 

their professional practice, and improving the quality of educational delivery for all 

students.  

 

Significance of the Study 

As a result of legislative action, on the national, state and local level, considerable 

attention has been given to the perceptions of general education teachers regarding the 

inclusion of students with SEN (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; Werts, Wolery, Snyder, 

Caldwell, & Salisbury, 1996; Wolery et al., 1997). As the implementation of IE continues 

to increase and expand within the realm of public education jurisdictions around the 

world, it would seem to follow that determined scholarly investigation concerning the 

perceptions and attitudes of general and special education practitioners must also be 

amplified. Fletcher and Martinez de Ramos (2005) reiterated the need to explore the 
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perceptions and attitudes of teachers involved in the day to day business of educating 

students with SEN. The current literature associated with IE programs has emphasized 

the importance of positive attitudes on the part of educators, as well as the need for 

organizational supports (Moore, 2005).   

 According to Fletcher and Martinez de Ramos (2005), while considering the 

changing educational landscape in the Latin American Republics of Mexico and Chile 

within the context of international and national decrees, new legislative mandates and 

governmental initiatives are aimed at retooling special education while prompting the 

following question to emerge: To what extent have these reforms filtered down to the 

classroom and transformed the practices of educators engaged in the education of SEN 

students?  Mexico and Chile are two Spanish-speaking countries that have made 

significant progress with respect to the advancement of IE in the national legislature, and 

it is important to examine the degree to which these reforms on the national legislative 

level have brought about any discernible changes in teaching practices at the classroom 

level.  Moreover, these two Latin American nations are significant research sites owing to 

their social, linguistic and culturally proximity to southern Arizona, USA. The question 

regarding the effect of legislative action on the national level and how this impacts 

pedagogical practices in the classroom, is one that seems to reverberate throughout the 

world as educational systems everywhere continue to restructure and reform with an eye 

toward improving educational outcomes of all students. One key element of this question 

speaks to the availability of qualified and trained educators, paraprofessionals, and 

related service providers, equipped to provide quality special education services to 
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individuals with SEN. In this study I collected educators’ responses to many of the same 

questions posed during the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study; this was done so that 

comparisons could be made between educator attitude in Chile and educator attitude in 

southern Arizona in order to determine any differences and/or similarities in opinion or 

perception regarding the implementation of inclusive education in the two countries. 

Differences and similarities having to do with recommendations regarding inclusive 

education suggested by Chilean educators were used to plan the formulation of the 

current study. The qualitative Chilean Focus Group Interview Study supports my study in 

that variations of the same questions which emerged during the course of the Chilean 

Focus Group Interview Study appeared in my study in the form of quantitative Likert 

scale questions and qualitative open-ended questions. My follow-up qualitative focus 

group interview questionnaire contained discussion questions which emerged during the 

Chilean Focus Group Interview Study discussion questions. Based on responses given in 

the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study, the following three themes emerged:  

Attitudes, Implementation and Recommendations. Educators’ responses from the online 

survey open-ended questions and the focus group interview discussion questions in my 

study have been classified using the matrix containing these three themes and their 

respective categories (see Table 2).  Chilean educators expressed the belief that they 

should be allowed to express their perceptions and make suggestions concerning the 

needs of special education students, this prerogative extending to IE both for their 

students and for themselves as educators, subject to any authority above them, be it the 

administrative staff of a school, the local education authority or the central government 
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(Fletcher et al., 2010).  I anticipate that the Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive 

Education Online Survey from my study, once tested can be replicated for use in a 

number of different educational jurisdictions throughout North and South America and 

around the world.  

 Results from a study examining changing paradigms in Mexico (Fletcher, 

Klingler, Mariscal Lopez, & Dejud, 2003), point to a lack of professional preparation 

necessary for teachers to facilitate educational integration, and make the claim that this 

lack of professional preparation is pervasive across the teaching profession (Bunch, 

Lupart, & Brown, 1997; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). This lack of professional 

preparation is further amplified by Edmunds (2000), “Teachers have many concerns 

about the overall concept…However, teachers have identified, in no uncertain terms, that 

their overwhelming concern is about their lack of skills and training to carry out their 

professional duties” (p. 14).     

 

Theoretical Framework 

 Social scientists, researchers and educational practitioners are postulating about 

the nature of the changes that are needed and wanted with respect to IE. The theoretical 

framework for IE supported in part by these postulations is influenced not only by the 

ideals that the individual investigators bring to the research, but also by orientations and 

motivations that envelop the issue of social change in their own societies, regardless of 

the political makeup or level of development characterizing these societies (Bennes, 

1971).  In other words, the theoretical justification for IE as a social phenomenon is to a 
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large extent dependent on the orientations and motivations that surround the subject of 

social change in any given society. For example, IE as it is implemented in the United 

States is based on the legal requirement that consideration be given to the least restrictive 

environment (LRE) so that children with SEN can be educated to the greatest extent 

possible with their non-disabled peers, in effect justifying the idea that not only do 

children learn best in an equitable social environment with their peers, but that learning 

and intellectual development are socially based activities. Within these social learning 

spaces, and with the assistance of a well-prepared and adequately supported teacher, the 

social interactions between students with and without SEN can be equitable, productive 

and developmentally useful making a positive contribution to the learning process.  

The term IE conveys a pledge to educate each individual student to the greatest 

extent appropriate taking into account his or her SEN; full inclusion denotes the practice 

of including all students, despite their disabilities or SEN or severity of either, into 

general education classrooms and/or programs on a full-time basis. In addition, full 

inclusion requires that all services be brought to all students in the general education 

setting. Full inclusion extends well beyond the act of seating a student at a desk in the 

general education classroom, but rather calls for the removal of the dual special and 

general education structure and the formation of a new system that is capable of meeting 

the needs of all students with SEN, regardless of the nature or severity of their 

disabilities. While educators are not in universal agreement as to the feasibility of full 

inclusion, governmental intervention has brought about changes in the traditional 

approach of educating students with disabilities (Mayrowetz & Weinstein, 1999). 



25 

Supporters of IE tout their passionate conviction that all students should be 

included in the general education classroom and that good teachers will be able to meet 

the needs of all (WEAC Website, 2011). Conversely, those who express firm opposition 

often take the view that inclusion as a policy is guided by an impractical hope that it will 

save money (Kauffman, 1989). Sandwiched between these two extreme positions is a 

substantially large contingent of educators who are perplexed by the idea of inclusion, as 

they have experienced it based on real life up-close experiences, which have informed 

their opinions,  perceptions, attitudes and recommendations. Owing to these experiences, 

educators as stakeholders are in a position to offer substantial insights into the practical 

aspect of IE in terms of its impact on students with and without SEN. 

Central to the discussion involving the theoretical framework of IE is the 

differentiation between full inclusion and the commonly accepted practice of 

mainstreaming; mainstreaming is the selective process of placing students with SEN in 

one or more general education classrooms. It is by and large assumed that students must 

somehow earn the opportunity to be included in the general education setting predicated 

on their ability to keep up with the class work assigned to them by the general education 

teacher. Traditional forms of special education service delivery are closely related to the 

practice of mainstreaming.  

There does not appear to be many research studies yielding significant 

comparative data on special education students’ academic gains and graduation rates, so 

an accurate comparison between separate programming and inclusive programming 

cannot be done. There are available however, a number of meta-analyses and reviews that 



26 

time after time report negligible benefits for students when they are placed in strictly 

special education settings (Kavale &  Glass, 1982; Madden & Slavin, 1983). 

Social interaction as an element of IE is essential to the cognitive development 

theories promoted by Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky. The perspectives of these theorists 

vary in terms of the meaning of language in cognitive development; the relative value of 

free examination as opposed to more ordered and guided activities, the comparative 

importance of interaction with peers versus adults, and the influence of culture. Even so 

both Piaget and Vygotsky assert the magnitude of social interaction in the cognitive 

development process. Likewise, intelligence, it appears, is far more social, as opposed to 

being narrowly individual as human beings are directed in their actions by socially 

subsidized and communicated meanings, norms and institutions. In short, human beings 

are guided by the normative human culture which by definition must exist within the 

social context of inclusive participation. This relationship between people everywhere 

and their environment is fundamentally about transactions, as Dewey clarified in his 

celebrated article on “The Reflex-Arc Concept” (1896). Dewey asserted that the human 

organism does not simply wait for stimuli generated by the environment in order to act in 

response, rather the goals of ongoing action are either furthered or frustrated as a result of 

taking on stimuli emanating from the environment. IE came about in response to human 

diversity as presented within the context of human societies and the societies’ responses 

to address inequity and social injustice. The same process Dewey describes resulting in 

the development of human intelligence in action, namely the formulating of human 

organism-environmental relations leading to more sufficient fitting and joining of human 
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organism demands, corresponds to environmental resources and the formation of a social 

cognitive theoretical justification for IE.   

 

Legal Considerations for Inclusive Education 

When considering the legal structure supporting IE in the United States, the 

following question must be addressed: Does U.S. Federal Law require inclusion? Recent 

reauthorization of IDEA and trends in judicial interpretation of “least restrictive 

environment,” imply that numerous judicial rulings have supported special education 

legislation (Moore, 2005). The first major piece of legislation that mandated a 

restructuring in the way educational services are delivered to students with disabilities 

was PL 94-142. This law codified the belief that education for students with disabilities 

constitutes part of their civil rights. Additionally, the law required that students with a 

variety of disabilities be provided a free and appropriate education in the least restrictive 

environment (Tompkins & Delaney, 1995). As amended in 2004, the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) 2004, does not call for inclusion. 

Rather, it necessitates that children with SEN be educated in the “least restrictive 

environment appropriate” to address their “unique needs.” IDEA, 2004 considers that 

“least restrictive environment” starts with placement in the general education classroom 

but at the same time recognizes that it is not appropriate to place all students in the 

general education classroom setting. Likewise IDEA requires that school districts have 

available a so-called “continuum of services,” beginning with the general education 

classroom and extending all the way to residential settings in order to provide services for 



28 

all students with SEN. While developing the Individual Education Program (IEP) for a 

student with special educational needs, the IDEA mandates that the IEP team take into 

account placing the student in the general education classroom as the starting point in 

deciding on an appropriate placement. If the IEP team decides that the “least restrictive 

environment” is not the general education classroom for all or a portion of the IEP, the 

team must incorporate an explanation in the IEP as to why the general education 

classroom setting is not appropriate. The objective of these requirements is to carry out 

the intent of the IDEA, which is to educate as many students with SEN as possible in the 

general education classroom, while at the same time meeting their exceptional and 

individual needs. Arnold and Dodge (1994) made the observation that Robert T. Stafford, 

the Republican Senator from Vermont and one of the bill’s primary sponsors, asserted 

that the legislation is crucial if children with SEN are to live normal lives. Another law 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 mandates that any recipient of federal 

funds provides for the education of each qualified handicapped person under its 

jurisdictional control with persons “who are not handicapped to the maximum extent 

appropriate to the needs of the handicapped person.” Due to the fact that categories of 

disabilities covered by IDEA have been extended during the past two reauthorizations in 

1997 and 2004, Section 504 is used less often in order to acquire access to public 

education for students with SEN. More than a decade ago, the No Child Left Behind Act 

(2002) set into motion requirements that all students, including subgroups of students 

with SEN, be identified in terms of their disability, socioeconomic status, language, race 

and ethnicity. Specifically, all students are required to take high-stake assessments 
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aligned with their state-wide learning standards (Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, 2004). In 

this way, school districts will demonstrate that they are facilitating adequate yearly 

progress for all students. School districts can no longer exempt students with SEN from 

taking standardized assessments; what is more, in order to be in compliance with the Act, 

and educate all students, districts are required to join together general and special 

education into a single system of instructional delivery (Matlock, Fiedler, & Walsh, 

2001). This instructional arrangement is known as inclusion, or more specifically IE.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

This chapter examines the literature related to Inclusive Education (IE) for 

Students with Special Educational Needs (SEN).  Included is a practical definition of IE 

and a comprehensive examination into the nature and significance of IE.  Related 

information including social and cognitive theories pertinent to the conception and 

subsequent implementation of IE are also included.  Attitudes toward and perceptions of 

IE on the part of theorists, researchers and practitioners from around the world are 

similarly presented in the literature and are examined in terms of their contributions to the 

advancement and universal understanding of IE. 

In order to find material associated with this topic, computerized database 

searches of ERIC, Dissertation Abstracts International and the Networked Digital Library 

of Theses and Dissertations were completed. 

 All over the world, arguments abound surrounding the nature and importance of 

IE juxtaposing those in favor and those in opposition; those arguments against it are 

inclined to be practical ones, while those supporting IE tend to be philosophical ones. Be 

that as it may, both those in favor and those opposed as a result of their purposeful 

deliberations and expressions, serve to enhance our professional collective knowledge of 

IE and empower us with the knowledge required to made thoughtful and well informed 

judgments regarding the cultural, social and cognitive impact of IE.   
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Inclusion and IE are terms often used synonymously and are frequently applied 

when referring to educational programs for students with disabilities included in the 

general education classroom setting. Both terms came into common usage resulting from 

world-wide discussions which sought to reduce segregation within mainstream schooling 

(Education Insights 2010). In recent years, the terms inclusion and IE have been utilized 

by the Education for All (EFA) movement to refer to all children who are excluded and 

marginalized from basic mainstream schooling, not only in relation to right of entry to 

schooling, but also with respect to access to rights within the schooling process. Once 

centered on the special needs of learners, the term IE has evolved to include a whole 

process which speaks to the diversity of all (Shaeffer 2010).  Congruently, UNESCO has 

characterized inclusion as a practice of responding to the various needs of all learners by 

means of augmenting participation in learning and reducing exclusion from education. 

 

Theoretical Background and Justification for Inclusive Education 

Social scientists, researchers and educational practitioners among others are time 

and time again making claims, explicitly and implicitly, about the nature and the “end-

points” of the changes that are needed and wanted. As previously mentioned, these 

claims are influenced not only by the ideals that the individual writers bring to their 

research, but also by the motivations and orientations that envelop the issue of social 

change in their own societies, regardless of the political makeup or level of development 

characterizing those societies (Bennes, 1971).  The theoretical background and 
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justification for IE as a social phenomenon is to a large extent dependent on the 

motivations and orientations that surround the subject of social change in a given society.  

In fact, the emergence of a biased viewpoint can only be thwarted if it is made explicit 

and is met head-on with analyses predicated on alternative perspectives. That having 

been said any purported justification for IE clearly must rest within the sphere of 

diversity appreciation and social justice.  

 Over the course of the last decade, the appearance of Disabilities Studies in 

Education (DSE) has resulted in an energetic push toward academic scholarship as well 

as a forum for social/educational theory and activism (Conor, Gabel, Gallagher, & 

Morton 2008). This impetus toward an enhanced understanding of IE including its 

practical application, demands that greater consideration be given to the theoretical 

background and subsequent justification of IE as social education theory. 

The World Health Organization (WHO) has reported that approximately 600 

million people around the world live with various disabilities and of this total, 80% live 

in low-income countries.  Equally astonishing is the assertion by the United Nations 

Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) claiming that the number of 

children under the age of 18 with disabilities around the world has been estimated to be 

between 120 and 150 million. Additionally, more than 90% of children with disabilities 

in developing countries do not attend school (UNESCO Website). Further, it is estimated 

that 40 million of these out-of-school children have some form of disability and that this 

number is increasing due to poverty, armed conflict, child labor, violence and HIV/AIDS. 

(UNESCO Website). Given this information it must be acknowledged that disability and 



33 

poverty cannot be regarded as events in isolation, but rather need to be seen as parallel 

conditions. It is imperative that stakeholders everywhere understand that disability exists 

not only as a cause, but paradoxically as a consequence of poverty; together in concert 

disability and poverty comprise a reciprocal relationship of cause and effect. In other 

words, in order to eradicate poverty the rights and needs of people with disabilities must 

be taken into account. Likewise, simply focusing on the issue of IE would be 

counterproductive without first examining the broader issues of poverty, debt relief and 

health for all (Armstrong & Spandagou 2009). This contention is also supported by 

Khasnabis and Motsch (2008) who assert that attaining the international development 

goals for economic, social and human development will certainly decrease the levels of 

disability in many low-income countries. 

IE presents the entire international community with the enormous challenge of 

being a proactive force in union with the continuing struggle for social justice and social 

inclusion; both of these struggles are legitimized by the indisputable evidence that the 

essential values of IE are to be found in all human philosophies, cultures and religions. 

These same values are reflected in the most fundamental articles in international human 

rights declaration instruments and include:  1) respect for one another, 2) tolerance, 3) 

being part of a community, 4) being given opportunities to develop one’s skills and 

talents, and 5) helping each other to help themselves and their communities (Stubbs 

2002). 

The fundamental principle of inclusive education is the valuing of diversity within 

the human community… When inclusive education is embraced, we abandon the 
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notion, that idea that children have to become normal in order to contribute to the 

world…We begin to look beyond typical ways of becoming valued members of 

the community, and in doing so, begin to realize the achievable goal of providing 

all children with an authentic sense of belonging (Kunc 1992, pp. 38-39).  

Inclusive education necessitates the restructuring of the cultures, policies and 

practices in schools so that they respond to the diversity of students in their communities. 

IE is concerned with the learning and participation of all students, not only those with 

impairments or those who are categorized as having special needs. In keeping with this 

portrayal of inclusive education as it relates to inclusion, the Enabling Education 

Network (EENET) puts forth a comprehensive explanation of inclusion, one which was 

devised during a participatory seminar involving educational practitioners from around 

the globe which met in Agra, India in 1998. This characterization of inclusion embraces a 

wide range of issues associated with inclusion as an educational practice, and 

consequently has been modified by a number of international organizations and  

governments which contend that inclusion has to do with restructuring education, 

cultures, policies and practices so they can be responsive to an assorted range of learners 

(EENET 1998); these learners include males and females, disabled and non-disabled 

individuals who represent diverse ethnic, linguistic, religious and financial backgrounds 

who will also be characterized by being of different ages, facing different health, 

immigration and refugee status issues or other vulnerability challenges.  

The 1990s and the following first decade of the 21
st
 Century are characterized as a 

time of stimulating and remarkable growth which resulted in greater impetus and 
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impressive gains for IE around the world (Fetcher et al., 2010).  During these years, a 

wide-range of individuals who believe that children should receive an education that is 

inclusive of all students has continued to promote and unequivocally support IE.  

Inclusion of students with disabilities and SEN into the general education 

classroom setting has consistently been gaining ground over the last twenty years as an 

international educational movement presenting serious legal, social and cultural 

implications. As previously mentioned,  propelled in large part by a number of 

international treaties and initiatives, including the UN Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989), the UN Standard Rules on the Equalization of Opportunities for Persons 

with Disabilities (1993) and the UNESCO Salamanca Statement (1994), IE is rapidly 

becoming not only a credible educational reform movement supported by international 

legal initiatives and accords, but a cultural and social intervention as well, constituting a 

full-scale global phenomenon. Encompassing an extensive array of legal, social and 

cultural considerations, the proliferation of IE on the world scene presents policy makers 

and educators alike with a harbinger, a forewarning as to the enormity of this 

international movement which addresses the special needs of varied student populations. 

Educating students with SEN continues to precipitate a contemporary and 

ongoing challenge throughout the world, most notably for the people of the Americas. As 

recounted by Porter (2001) a simple demographic projection validates the fact that there 

are millions of children with disabilities in the Americas; the challenge of educating these 

children will no doubt present a daunting task, one which will require a restructuring at 

the national, provisional and local jurisdictional levels.  
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Klaus Wedell, Emeritus Professor at the Institute of Education, University of 

London, while looking back over 35 years of developments in the realms of special 

education and IE, relates directly to the complications, in particular with the apprehension 

between the principles of inclusion and official policies on inclusion (Wedell, 2008).  

Wedell further reports, that some analysts have adopted controversial positions and have 

engaged in heated debates. He also discusses a problem that is surfacing as a major issue 

in the field, namely the relationships between "difference,” “stigma,” and equality of 

opportunity and "special.” The author explains the notion of a flexible IE system that 

could identify diversity and SEN among students, while at the same time, facilitating the 

learning process for all (Wedell, 2008)  Based on this notion, it appears that IE may 

represent more than simply a means of educating students with SEN, but rather it is a 

means to an end by which the affirmation is made that each child, despite the severity or 

intensity of his or her disability is an esteemed member of society, fully capable of 

participating in and contributing to society. The overriding justification of IE can perhaps 

be best summed up by the assertion that it represents an action that can be taken in our 

school systems to guarantee that all students start to learn, that belonging is a right, not a 

special status that is earned (Kunc, 1992). The nature or makeup of IE encompasses a 

sense of belonging which permits students with special educational needs to experience 

and then truly believe that they are part of the real world, a world to which they belong 

and with which they are an integral part. This sensation of belonging can guide them to 

the creation of warm, caring and long lasting emotional bonds and friendships with 

students with and without disabilities (Papakonstantopoulos, 2009). 
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  In response to EFA and Millennium Development Goals, substantial progress in 

increasing school enrollments highlighting universal access to primary school has been 

made (Hunt 2010).  Nonetheless, many so-called “hard-to-reach” children are left behind, 

remaining out of school systems and each year millions more drop out of school prior to 

completing basic education. It is anticipated that without increasing the prevalence and 

implementation of inclusive practices, many vulnerable children will continue to be both 

excluded overtly from school and moreover silently excluded within schools; in other 

words, they will learn little even though they are physically present in school. It must be 

noted that the full effects of IE are not well known simply because IE has only been 

around since the late 1980’s. This point notwithstanding, the research and studies which 

have been carried out so far, do indicate that IE benefits students when properly 

implemented (Papakonstantopoulos, 2009). Researchers have found that when comparing 

students without disabilities to students with disabilities who were educated in 

specialized segregated educational systems, the latter graduated at lower rates, exited 

school with inferior skills, were far less likely to find employment and by and large were 

unprepared to live in their communities as adults (Power-deFur & Orelove, 1997). These 

findings clearly speak to the reality that specialized segregated educational systems may 

not benefit students with disabilities. Conversely, IE provides positive benefits for all 

stakeholders and benefits individuals with disabilities. In general, students with SEN in 

inclusive settings have demonstrated improvements on standardized tests, developed 

social and communication skills previously undeveloped, shown augmented interaction 

with peers, achieved more and higher-quality IEP goals and are better prepared for 
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experiences after school (Power-deFur & Orelove, 1997).  Social and academic benefits 

notwithstanding, IE affords emotional benefits by promoting and facilitating a sense of 

belonging for the students. According to Kunc (1992), there is a substantial amount of 

evidence that suggests that providing a person with a sense of belonging is crucial for that 

person to excel. 

Students without disabilities are participating stakeholders in the IE process and 

as such receive benefits in terms of their ability to make and keep friendships with other 

students. Power-deFur and Orelove (1997) state that “Both research and anecdotal data 

have shown that typical learners have demonstrated a greater valuing of individual 

differences, enhanced self-esteem, a genuine capacity for friendship, and the acquisition 

of new skills” (p.5).  Likewise, low-achieving students who represent yet another 

stakeholder group derive benefits from IE in the form of clarity, practice, feedback and 

review (Power-deFur & Orelove, 1997).  Low-achieving students can manage to acquire 

supplemental assistance in the IE setting even though they did not qualify for special 

education services. Classmates of SEN students benefit from the growth they experience 

in social cognition; typically developing students learn skills that allow them to better 

communicate with their peers with SEN. At the same time they learn to be more 

supportive of students with SEN as a result of their daily interactions (Staub & Peck, 

1994).  Another stakeholder group whose members benefit from IE is the family of 

students with SEN; a direct benefit of IE for the family is that their children learn 

“normal” skills as a result of their social and academic interactions with their peers 

without SEN. Additionally dependence on the family unit is also drastically reduced as a 
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result of IE. The location of the education setting in the neighborhood school constitutes 

an indirect benefit for the families of students with SEN which may lead to a better 

quality relationship and improved communication and associations with other families in 

the neighborhood community. Lastly, teachers as stakeholders benefit in a positive 

manner from IE: “The research shows that teachers in inclusive settings collaborate more 

and spend more time planning, learn new techniques from one another, and use a wider 

range of creative strategies to meet students’ needs” (Power-deFur & Orlove, 1996, p.6).  

Due to lack of experience on the part of general education teachers who work with 

students with SEN, these teachers may feel obliged to seek out professional development 

experiences to improve themselves in order to better serve their students; better-prepared 

teachers equate to better education for all students.  

  

Importance of Educators’ Perceptions and Attitudes 

The issue of identifying educators’ perceptions of and attitudes toward inclusive 

education is important because of the assumption that successful implementation of IE 

programs depends on educators being positive. Educators’ perceptions and attitudes have 

informed many studies over the past twenty years and have advanced our ever-increasing 

scope of understanding regarding educational issues (Norwich, 2002; Scruggs & 

Mastropieri, 1996). 

 Just because IE has become a legitimate part of an expansive human rights 

movement does not mean that educators do not have serious reservations about its 

implementation. Research carried out in Australia about educators’ attitudes toward IE 



40 

has provided an array of information; studies carried out between 1985 and 1989 covered 

the attitudes of head teachers (Center et al., 1985), teachers (Center and Ward, 1987),  

psychologists (Center and Ward, 1989) and preschool administrators (Bochner & 

Pietorse, 1989), and demonstrated that educators vary significantly in their perceptions of 

which types of students are most likely to be effectively integrated into IE settings and 

that attitudes toward IE were strongly influenced by the nature of the disabilities and/or 

the education problem being presented. A comparable point of caution was reflected in a 

different Australian study concerning future teachers (Ward & Le Dean, 1996) who 

although optimistic toward the general idea of inclusion, made a distinction between 

different types of disabilities. It is worth noting that Center and Ward’s (1987) Australian 

study with general education teachers suggested that their attitudes toward IE indicated a 

lack of confidence both in their teaching skills and in the quality of human supports 

available to them. The Australian general education teachers in this study were positive 

about IE only for those students whose disabilities were not likely to require additional 

instructional or managerial skills on the part of the teacher.   

 An impressive array of researchers, have sought to inform and enlighten the 

question of inclusion with respect to educators’ impressions, attitudes and 

recommendations. General and special education teachers have completed various 

questionnaire surveys expressing their opinions and attitudes toward several basic 

assumptions about inclusion of students with disabilities including the following: 

perceptions of self-efficacy, professional competence, teaching satisfaction and 

judgments of the appropriateness of classroom adaptations (Minke & Others, 1996). 
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Additionally, other investigators have focused their research efforts on examining the 

sociopolitical environment and issues confronting elementary school administrators, 

(Brotherson, Sheriff, Milburn, & Schertz, 2001), as they work with public school students 

and their families toward the goal of inclusion. Further, another investigation of IE, on 

the high school level by Weller and McLeskey (2000), employed qualitative methods to 

look at the impact of the implementation of a block schedule on an inclusive high school 

program. Finally, in yet another study, the attitudes of both administrators and special 

education teachers on IE for students with mild disabilities were examined and 

scrutinized (Cook, Semmel & Gerber, 1999). The scope and sequence of these studies 

seems to illuminate the fact that although much has been done to shed light on the topic 

of IE, much remains to be done in order to enhance and expand the professional literature 

base.  

Attitude studies in the United States have suggested that general educators have 

not developed an empathetic understanding of disabilities (Berryman, 1989; Horne & 

Ricciardo, 1988), nor do they appear to be in favor of the placement of students with 

special educational needs into the general education classroom setting (Bacon & Schulz, 

1991; Barton, 1992). 

Although it is difficult to make an accurate comparison between inclusive 

programming and separate programming, there are a number of reviews and meta-

analyses that have reported minimal benefits when students are placed exclusively in 

special education settings (Kavale & Glass, 1982; Madden & Slavin, 1983). Conversely, 

Weiner (1985) indicated that when examining 50 studies in which the academic 
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performance of mainstreamed and segregated students with mild handicapping conditions 

were compared, the mean academic performance of the mainstreaming group was in the 

80
th

 percentile, while the segregated students’ score was in the 50
th

 percentile. Many 

proponents of IE use this evidence to back up their position that segregated programs are 

disadvantageous to students and are not in keeping with the original goals of special 

education. When focusing on both academic and social outcomes of students with SEN, 

certain current meta-analyses do substantiate the finding of a small to moderate beneficial 

effect of IE (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1994).  

While comparing the perceptions of general and special teachers regarding IE, 

both groups of educators have indicated a need for more support than they are currently 

receiving (Wolery et al., 1997).  Administrators, general education teachers, special 

education teachers, paraprofessionals, school psychologists, physical therapists and 

occupational therapists, all important stakeholders with regard to IE, endeavor daily to 

come to grips with their own personal and professional views on IE, as they attempt to 

implement the process of inclusion into their daily professional practice.  

 

Definitions of Terms 

Accommodation – Changes made to the environment, curriculum and instruction 

or assessment practices in order for a child to be a successful learner. Adaptations include 

accommodations and modifications. Adaptations are based on each student’s individual 

strengths and needs. 
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) – An individual state’s measure of yearly 

progress toward achieving state academic standards. Adequate yearly progress is the 

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

each year, according to federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Legislation (School Wise 

Online Press).  

Administrator – Official appointed to manage and direct the operations of a 

school. 

Appropriate – Able to meet a need; in special education it usually means the 

most suitable setting possible for the child, or the supports and services that can best meet 

the child’s educational needs so the student can benefit from his/her education. 

Continuum of Services – A variety of services available to meet the needs of 

students with disabilities. The continuum must include instruction in general education 

classes, special education classes, special schools, home instruction, instruction in 

hospitals and institutions and make provisions for supplementary services (such as a 

resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in conjunction with general class 

placement. The federal regulations require the placement decisions be made on an 

individual basis, not on the availability of a program or programs. 

Disability – Being physically or mentally impaired in a way that substantially 

limits activity especially in relation to employment or education. 

Educator – A practitioner trained in the theory and practice of teaching who 

engages in the practice of educating students.  
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Evaluation – Procedures to determine whether a child has a disability and the 

nature and extent of the special education and related services that the child needs. 

General Education Teacher – A teacher who instructs and implements the 

general education program and related curriculum. 

Individual Education Plan (IEP) – A written education plan for an eligible 

student with disabilities developed by a team of professionals along with the student’s 

parents. It is reviewed and updated annually and describes how the student is presently 

performing, what the student’s learning needs are and what services will be provided to 

the student.  

Inclusive School Environment – An educational setting that involves 

membership in general education classrooms with chronological age appropriate 

classmates, having individualized and relevant learning objectives, and being provided 

with the support necessary to learn (Inzanno, 1999). 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) – The general education classroom along 

with non-disabled peers, in the school that they would attend if they were not disabled, 

unless alternative placement is necessary, and specified in an individualized education 

plan (IDEA, Sec. 300.550-300.552). 

Mainstreaming – provision of any services, including education for students with 

disabilities, in a setting with other students who do not have disabilities so as to benefit 

all students (Center for Inclusive Child Care, 2003).  

Modification – Substantial changes in what a student is expected to learn and to 

demonstrate. Changes may be made in the instructional level, the content or the 
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performance criteria. Such changes are made to provide a student with meaningful and 

productive learning experiences, environments and assessments based on individual 

needs and abilities. 

Occupational Therapist (OT) – a special education related service provider who 

is focused upon the development of a students’ fine motor skills and/or the identification 

of adapted ways of accomplishing activities of daily living when a student’s disability 

precludes doing those tasks in typical ways. 

Paraprofessional – One whose position is either instructional in nature or who 

delivers other direct services to individuals and/or their parents. Also, works under the 

supervision of a professional staff member who is responsible for the overall 

management of the program area including the design, implementation and evaluation of 

instructional programs and the individual’s progress (Center for Inclusive Child Care, 

2003). 

Physical Therapist (PT) – A related service provider who is focused upon the 

development of a student’s gross motor skills and/or the identification of adapted ways of 

accomplishing physical activities of daily living when a student’s disability precludes 

doing those tasks in typical ways (Parent Information Center, 2008). 

Special Education Teacher – A teacher who instructs in a specialized area of 

education that is tailor-made to fit the unique learning strengths and needs of students 

with disabilities (Center for Inclusive Child Care, 2003) 
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Speech Language Therapist – A related service provider who provides speech 

and language services for the habilitation or prevention of communicative impairments 

(Parent Information Center, 2008). 

Student with a Disability – A student evaluated in accordance with 300.530-

300.536 (IDEA-1997) as having mental retardation, a hearing impairment including 

deafness, a speech or language impairment, a visual impairment including blindness, 

serious emotional disturbance, an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, 

another health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple 

disabilities, and who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services 

(United States Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative 

Services, 2004). 

School Psychologist – A specialist in the field of psychology who usually has a 

Master’s degree in school psychology and who works in a school setting (Center for 

Inclusive Child Care, 2003). 

Supports – Organizational resources including, but not limited to, time, human 

resources, and material resources such as curricula, computers and adaptive technology.  

Teacher – Classroom instructor in preschool through high school.  

 

Definitions of Inclusive Education and Special Education Needs  

The definition of IE has evolved to include not only those students with 

disabilities which affect their ability to learn, but also those students who possess any 

number of SEN.  Moreover, the expression SEN has also undergone changes in recent 
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years after having replaced the term special education. Today in many countries around 

the world, the term SEN now includes students who represent diversity in terms of 

religion, socio-economic level, age, immigration status, gender, language, culture, and 

educational ability, as well as disability, and extends well beyond those individuals 

traditionally included only in the disability categories. This concept of SEN is in fact a 

result of the Declaration of Salamanca, Framework for Action “Principles, Politics and 

Practice for Special Educational Needs” at the Salamanca Conference in Spain in 1994 as 

reported by Fletcher and Martinez de Ramos (2005). This shift in taxonomy and practice 

directly relates to the definition of IE as defined by UNESCO (2003) and  

is concerned with providing appropriate responses to the broad spectrum of 

learning needs in formal and non-formal education setting. Rather than being a 

marginal theme on how some learners can be integrated in the mainstream 

education, inclusive education is an approach that looks into how to transform 

education systems in order to feel comfortable with diversity and to see it as a 

challenge and enrichment in the learning environment, rather than a problem 

(p. 2).   

Based on data collected by the Centre for Educational Research and Innovation 

(CERI) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 

(2000; 2003), the term special educational needs is commonly utilized but its actual 

description differs considerably among various nations. In some nations it is applied only 

to students with disabilities, while in others it includes those students with disabilities and 
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learning difficulties, as well as students from socially disadvantaged or ethnic minority 

backgrounds and in some counties gifted children are included under the heading as well. 

What is more the CERI makes the case that given this definition, IE within the 

educational mainstream is in fact a right for all learners and that neither parents nor 

professionals have the right to make the choice electing segregation for children and 

young people. In short, a thoroughly informed and fully comprehensive definition of 

inclusion as it relates to IE, merits more intensive examination.  

Although in order to even begin an informed discussion about inclusion as it 

relates to IE or even envisage a conceptual framework, it is first necessary to have a 

common vocabulary. According to Freire 1971 this is a seriously creditable task because 

the existing resources available, that is the lexicon currently relied on in order to bring 

about social change, is restricted by the “thought models” employed to define, express 

and implement them. 

 Quantitative, qualitative and mixed-method research methodologies have been 

employed to explore this question having to do with educators’ perceptions of and 

attitudes toward inclusion while collecting, organizing, analyzing and interpreting the 

related data. Considering the international experiences of educational practitioners, many 

of whom work within Vygotsky’s paradigm of special education (Gindis, 1999), it would 

appear that the social and cultural, developmentally oriented scientific legacy of 

Vygotsky, which offered the potential to unify, restructure and to promote special and 

remedial education as a science has also brought to the forefront numerous questions with 

respect to IE. According to Gindis, (1999), Vygotsky alluded to the notion that from the 
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social perspective, the primary problem of a disability is not the sensory or neurological 

impairment itself, but rather its social implications. Other studies examining international 

trends in IE have yielded informative data concerning the pros and cons of IE along with 

its numerous challenges in teaching under the umbrella of integration for all students 

(Fergusion, 2008; Savich, 2008). In an investigation conducted by Savich (2008), the 

results of the study clearly suggest that students with SEN, even those with severe and 

multiple disabilities, if given appropriate interventions, can be both integrated and 

included into general education classes and achieve a measure of academic success.           

 

Social Cognitive Theories 

 As previously stated the construct of intelligence appears to be far more social 

than being solely individual. Human beings are directed in their actions by socially 

constructed and communicated meaning, norms, and institutions; in short human beings 

are guided by a normative human culture. This connection between people everywhere 

and their surroundings is fundamentally transactional, as Dewey clarified in his 

celebrated article on “The Reflex-Arc Concept.” Dewey put forth the idea that the human 

organism does not just wait for stimuli generated by the environment and then merely act 

in response.  IE evolved because of human diversity as represented within the framework 

of human societies and societal responses in dealing with inequity and social injustice 

(Ratner, 1928). This prototype of intelligence constituting broadened and humanized 

scientific method as prescribed by Dewey, may serve to contribute to the formation of a 

justification for IE. 
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 Kurt Lewin theorized about his vision of required interrelations between research, 

training and action, which for Lewin meant specifically collaborative relationships 

between researchers, educators and activists with a view toward the resolution of human 

problems and  the recognition of requirements for change including the development of 

improved knowledge, technology and model of action in meeting these needs (Lewin, 

1948). These ideas led Lewin to emphasize action research as a line of attack for 

changing, and participation in groups as a means of education (Lewin, 1951).   

 

Cognitive Development Constructivist Theories 

 As mentioned earlier, a major component of IE in the form of social interaction is 

fundamental to the cognitive development constructivist theories espoused by Jean Piaget 

and Lev Vygotsky. Viewpoints of these theorists diverge in terms of the function of 

language in cognitive development, the relative value of free exploration as opposed to 

more structured and guided activities, the comparative importance of interaction with 

peers versus adults, and the impact of culture. Even so, both Piaget and Vygotsky affirm 

the magnitude of social interaction as in the cognitive development process. Piaget 

purported that children construct an ever increasingly complex understanding of the 

world around them as a result of their interactions within physical and social 

environments, theorizing that cognitive development advances through four distinct 

sequential stages. Although developmental researchers point to their findings that Piaget 

most likely underestimated the abilities of infants, preschoolers and elementary school 

children while overestimating the abilities of adolescents, a few theorists known as neo-
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Piagetians, advance the idea that children obtain more precise systems of concepts and 

thinking skills related to specific domains and that these systems may change in a stage-

like way. Vygotsky notably advanced the concept that the cognitive development of 

children is the result of adults passing along the significance and meaning that their 

culture gives to matter and actions; further, by scaffolding to help children with 

challenging tasks, cognitive development is consequently constructed. The social 

environment according to Vygotsky constitutes the antecedent of, and forms the basis for, 

complex mental processes. In other words, children from the onset employ newly 

acquired skills while in the process of interacting with adults and peers socially, thereby 

slowly internalizing these skills for their own independent use. Vygotsky’s theory has 

been broadened by contemporary theorists to advocate the idea that adults can help 

children take advantage of their familiarity with newly acquired skills through guided 

participation, joint construction of meaning and cognitive apprenticeships. Most 

developmentalists in fact, consider that children’s play activities facilitate readiness for 

adult life by allowing them to enact a variety of adult behaviors and to develop the skills 

in cooperation, planning, problem solving and self-restraint.    

 

Chilean Focus Group Interview Study  

Many nations the world over have implemented the international mandates calling 

for an equitable and just education by including children with SEN in the context of 

Education for All (EFA). In the Latin American country of Chile policymakers on the 

national level embraced the spirit of the international mandate of IE and put into effect a 



52 

policy intended to assimilate students with SEN into the general education system, 

ultimately providing curricular modifications to those students based on their SEN 

(Fletcher et al., 2010).    

The Chilean Focus Group Interview Study explored educators’ perceptions and 

attitudes of IE in Chilean public schools and was conducted within three public 

educational jurisdictions making up three specific regions of Chile: Vicuña and La 

Serena, Santiago and Lampa and Punta Arenas; this approach allowed for broad 

geographic coverage of the country from north to south.  

 The Chilean educators who participated in the study were comprised of general 

education teachers, special education teachers, school administrators, physical and 

occupational therapists and school psychologists representing five educational 

jurisdictional authorities in three different geographic regions of Chile (Fletcher et. al, 

2010).   

 The Chilean Focus Group Interview Study served as a departure point, supporting 

the current study while sustaining the use of participant educator role groups. The   

formulation of survey and focus group interview questions for the current study was also 

informed by the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study in that the substance of many of 

the questions emerged during the course of the focus group interviews.  

 

Inclusive Education Perspectives From Around the World 

According to the 1999 Organization for Economic Co operation and Development 

(OECD) report, Inclusive Education at Work: Students with Disabilities in Mainstream 
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Schools, the right of students with special educational needs to be educated in their local 

schools is increasingly becoming more widely accepted in most nations and numerous 

reforms are being enacted in order to reach this goal. Further, there is no rationale for 

segregating students with SEN in public education systems; rather educational systems 

must be reevaluated to meet the needs of all learners. 

Moreover, the OECD report clearly asserts that as a consequence of the expansion 

of IE, there is a decline in the proportion of students in special schools in most countries 

around the world.  In fact a number of low-income and developed countries alike have 

made considerable progress in the advancement of IE in the national legislation, some 

examples of which include Australia, Canada, Chile, Cyprus, Denmark, Iceland, India, 

Luxembourg, Malta, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, 

Uganda, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Italian law has in fact made 

provision for inclusive education since the 1970’s. Among high-income countries such as 

Australia, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States, children do not 

necessarily receive an education appropriate to their SEN.  Those students afflicted with 

poverty in wealthy countries often experience academic “deceleration” and attain SEN as 

they pass through the school system, leading to their eventual exclusion from those areas 

of the school system that present the greatest prospects for increasing social mobility 

(UNESCO, 1996).  Nonetheless, people living in low-income countries with and without 

SEN, fare far worse than their counterparts living in high-income countries. The United 

Nations Development Program (UNDP Newsroom, 2009) reveals that individuals living 

in low-income countries suffer significantly more than those living in high-income 
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countries, not just in terms of employment and loss of income, but also in terms of 

educational opportunity, lower life expectancy, poorer general health, higher infant 

mortality rate, lower school enrollment and lower graduation rates. As governments of 

high-income countries extend multi-million dollar bailout packages for struggling 

economies with banks, mortgage companies and assorted industries insisting all along 

that these bailouts are absolutely imperative so that these countries’ economies can and 

will survive (Armstrong & Spandagou, 2009), the following question looms large: What 

about education for all, inclusion, diversity, gender and equal opportunity for all? From 

this standpoint IE must be understood by taking into account the historical, social, 

cultural, financial and political contexts within each individual nation state, while at the 

same time providing an opportunity for genuine educational engagement with the poorest 

and most marginalized groups within any particular society 

It appears that a significant condition for successful IE of students with SEN in 

the general education classroom is a shift from negative to positive attitudes on the part 

of the general education teachers toward students with SEN. Another important condition 

for the successful implementation of IE seems to be the on-going support and assistance 

to teachers by other educators such as the school counselor, administrators, special 

education teachers, school psychologists, paraprofessionals and others. Frequently, 

teachers will take their attitudes from the principal and other administrators at their 

schools. In a fairly recent study of American principals and teachers concerning 

inclusion, principals were often more supportive of inclusive programs than the general 

education teachers they supervised (Cook, 2001). When supported by a proactive 
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administrator, general and special education teachers making the commitment to 

collaborate, plan and teach together can produce impressive achievement results for their 

school by including students with SEN into the general education classrooms (Causton-

Theoharis & Theoharis 2008).  

In the Minke and Others’ study (1996), American general education teachers in 

mainstream classrooms and general and special education teachers who team-taught 

students in the inclusive classrooms responded to a survey of attitudes toward several 

basic assumptions regarding inclusion of students with mild disabilities; perceptions of 

self-efficacy, competence and teaching, and satisfaction and judgments of the suitability 

of classroom adaptations were all considered. Special education teachers expressed the 

most positive perceptions of IE, as well as the highest perception of self-efficacy, 

competency and satisfaction. General education teachers in the IE classrooms showed a 

tendency to report opinions comparable to those of their special education counterparts 

and general classroom teachers in traditional classrooms held the least positive perception 

in these areas.  

Norwich (2008) examined placement questions having to do with disabilities in 

education; the investigation makes up part of a larger international study of the 

perceptions of education practitioners and administrators in England, the USA and The 

Netherlands with reference to inclusive versus separate placements for students with 

severe disabilities and SEN and points to commonalities in terms of how participants 

suggest resolving this debate in the three countries.  
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In Australia (Forlin, Keen, and Barrett (2008) identified the concerns of general 

education teachers working with students with learning disabilities in their classrooms; 

seven categories of concerns were investigated along with the use and effectiveness of a 

range of coping strategies leading to professional development being recognized as an 

important support to the general education teachers in maximizing the conditions of 

success.  

Cornoldi, Terreni, Scruggs, and Mastropieri (1998) found that twenty years after 

nationwide initiatives were instituted for students with SEN in Italy, teachers supported 

the concept of inclusion but responded less positively concerning such matters as time, 

training and resources provided for inclusion efforts.  

Lambe and Bones’ study (2008) in Northern Ireland found that although student 

teachers expressed support for the policy of inclusion from a human rights perspective, 

they seemed to become more convinced over time of the contribution that specialist 

settings can make for students with disabilities.   

The sociological points of special education as they relate to inclusive education 

throughout the world merit some serious consideration as well, in particular with respect 

to the social and minority backgrounds of students.  Kivirauma, Klemela, and Rinne 

(2006) found that although children from immigrant families in Finland accounted for 

less than 10% of students in general education, in special education classrooms they 

make up 14%,  and in pull-out special education programs they represented as much as 

25%. Research also found that students from lower socio-economic status groups 
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appeared to be over represented in the special education programs in Finnish public 

schools (Kivirauma, Klemela, & Rinne, 2006).   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This study investigated educators’ attitudes regarding Inclusive Education (IE) for 

Students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) in grades pre- kindergarten through 12 in 

a medium sized southern Arizona school district. I have organized this chapter into 10 

sections. These sections list the research question, the survey close-ended questions, the 

survey open-ended questions, and the focus group interview discussion questions, and 

describe the relevance of the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study used to support the 

current study; the research design utilized; the participants; the materials utilized; and the 

research procedures.  

 

Research Question 

What are educators’ attitudes regarding inclusive education? 

 

Survey Close-Ended Questions 

1. Has inclusive education at your school been a positive experience for students 

with disabilities? 

2. Has inclusive education at your school been a positive experience for students 

without disabilities? 

3. Has inclusive education at your school been socially advantageous for 

students with disabilities? 
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4. Has inclusive education at your school been socially advantageous for 

students without disabilities? 

5. Has inclusive education at your school been academically advantageous for 

students with disabilities? 

6. Has inclusive education at your school been academically advantageous for 

students without disabilities? 

7. Have general education teachers at your school been adequately prepared and 

provided with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom? 

8. Have paraprofessionals at your school been adequately prepared and provided 

with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom 

9. Do students with disabilities in general education classrooms develop a better 

self-concept than those in self-contained special education classrooms? 

10. Do students with disabilities monopolize teachers’ time in general classrooms 

at your school? 

11. Do most students with disabilities demonstrate behavior problems in the 

general education classroom? 

12. Would students with disabilities be best served in special education 

classrooms at your school? 
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13. Do students with disabilities included in the general education classroom at 

your school require additional time and attention which could be a 

disadvantage in students without disabilities? 

14. Is it more difficult to maintain order in a general education classroom that 

includes students with disabilities than in a general education classroom that 

does not include students with disabilities?  

15. Are you aware of your district’s policy toward inclusive education? 

16. Does inclusion seem to be successful for students with (indicate degree of 

success based on individual disability) Autism, Deafness, Deaf-Blindness, 

Emotional Disturbance, Hearing Impairment, Mental Retardation, Multiple 

Disabilities, Orthopedic Impairment, Other Health Impairment, Specific 

Learning Disability, Traumatic Brain Injury and Visual Impairment-Including 

Blindness? 

 

Survey Open-Ended Questions 

1. What do you think is the biggest challenge with the inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom at your school? 

2. What are your overall feelings or concerns about the inclusion of students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom at your school? 

3. What are some resources available to general education teachers at your 

school to support the inclusion of students with disabilities? 
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4. Do you think that the money and available resources (including 

paraprofessionals), currently provided by your district to the general education 

classrooms at your school are adequate to carry out inclusive education? 

5. Do you think that special education and general education teachers at your 

school collaborate and work together in order to support students with 

disabilities who are in the general education classrooms?  

 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Questions 

1. What is your district’s policy on inclusion? 

2. What would be some effective ways for the district to provide training, 

experiences and supports for teachers and paraprofessionals in order to enable 

them to implement inclusion in the general education classroom? (coaching, 

model, college courses, etc.) 

3. What would you consider some pedagogical practices that would promote 

inclusion in your school? 

4. What do you feel would be some effective means of implementing inclusion 

in your school? 

5. Do you think that your college level educational program prepared you to 

implement inclusion in the general education classroom? 

6. What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion 

has been a positive experience for students with disabilities?  
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7. What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion 

has been a positive experience for students without disabilities at your school? 

8. Why is order more difficult to maintain in a general education classroom 

which includes students with disabilities?  

9. Can you give some specific details of how special education and general 

education teachers at your school collaborate together with respect to 

inclusion of students with disabilities? 

10. What specific kinds of training do you think might be helpful to teachers and 

paraprofessional to better prepare them to implement inclusion in general 

education classes? 

11. What specific kinds of resources do you think might be helpful for teachers 

and paraprofessionals in their efforts to implement inclusion in the general 

education classrooms?  

 

Relevance of the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study  

on the Current Study 

 The Chilean Focus Group Interview Study was used as a departure point to 

inform and support my study and predisposed the formulation of a sequential mixed-

method descriptive exploratory research design which resulted in the creation of the 

Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive Education Online Survey and three follow-up 

focus group interview sessions. The American educators working in a medium sized 

southern Arizona school district  participated in my study, and were clustered into the 

following educator role groups: all participants or all educators participating in the online 
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survey, general education teachers, special education teachers, school site administrators, 

and a group consisting of school psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and 

occupational therapists, speech language therapists, certified non-teaching, school office 

staff and special education office staff.   The Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive 

Education Online Survey comprised 16 Likert scale close-ended questions; responses 

were clustered based on educator role groups. Responses from the 5 open-ended 

questions on the online survey were clustered together in one educator role group referred 

to as All Participants. The follow-up focus group interview sessions employed the use of 

a series of 11 open-ended discussion questions and the responses were clustered together 

in one educator role group referred to as All Participants. I based the formulation of the 

close-ended questions and open-ended questions for the online survey and the open-

ended focus group interview discussion questions on the questions and responses which 

emerged during the course of the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study. Additionally, 

both the online survey responses and follow-up focus group interview responses served to 

inform and enlighten professional knowledge while enhancing the professional literature 

about educators’ attitude toward inclusion for students with SEN. These results also 

contributed to efforts aimed at facilitating the improvement of collaboration among 

public school educators engaged in the process of inclusion of students within 

mainstream general education classroom settings, while adhering to political mandates 

from local and national governmental authorities. 
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Relevance of Data Analysis Resulting From Chilean Focus  

Group Interview Study on the Current Study 

 In consideration of the limited amount of research in this area, the researchers for 

the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study deemed it necessary to develop a system of 

data analysis which would focus on educators’ perceptions and attitudes of the inclusion 

phenomenon, while eliciting recommendations for its successful implementation. A plus 

negative coding system using tally sheets was utilized. In order to analyze the response 

data the tally sheets included three major themes: General Attitudes, Implementation and 

Recommendations (see Table 1). These three themes and their respective categories 

emerged from the responses received during each of the focus groups. The outcomes of 

the Chilean correlative study which supported my study, showed tendencies and unique 

concerns which merited attention both at the national and local authority levels. The 

coding system allowed indication of positive or negative opinions for each category 

under the themes of general attitudes and implementation. A check mark was used to 

indicate if participants made recommendations for any category under the general theme 

of Recommendation. This matrix system of classification served to clarify the 

participants’ responses and ultimately to simplify the process of interpretation. I utilized 

this same system of data analysis in the current study for both the open-ended question 

responses on the on-line survey and for the open-ended discussion question responses 

from the focus group interview study questions in order to quantify responses as they 

related to recommendations, implementation and general attitudes, and to their respective 

categories shown on the classification matrix (see Table 2). 
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As was the case in the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study, I conducted a 

review of the written responses to the open-ended survey questions and the written 

responses from the focus group interview discussion questions, reading through the 

written responses individually to get an overall impression of prevalent tendencies and 

topics which emerged. Next, I color-coded the written responses and classified them by 

category and corresponding theme using the Themes and Categories Matrix - Chilean 

Focus Group Interview Study (see Table 2).  

 

Table 1. 

Themes and Definitions -Chilean Focus Group Interview Support Study 

Theme Definition 

General attitudes What are general attitudes about recent changes in special education laws 

related to inclusion? Were intentions good? Is inclusion in theory a “good 

thing”?  

Implementation How has the implementation process been as a result of recent changes in 

special education laws related to inclusion? Have there been 

positives/negatives? Does it appear to be working? Why or why not?  

Recommendations What would you recommend for your i)school; (ii) yourself; (iii): your 

colleagues and your administrative authority, (iv) your school authority, (v) 

your local authorities and (vi) governmental authorities? 
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Table 2. 

Themes and Categories Matrix – Chilean Focus Group Interview Support Study 

Topic 

Area/Theme 

Categories 

Role Administrator, General Education Teacher, Special Education Teacher 

General Attitudes Agreement with Inclusion (+1/-1), Anti-Discrimination (+1/-1), Right to Equal 

Education (+1/-1), Conducive to Collaboration (+1/-1), Effect on Special Education 

Kids – Social (+1/-1), Effect on Special Education Kids – Academic (+1/-1), Effect 

on Regular Education Kids – Social (+1/-1), Effect on Regular Education Kids – 

Academic (+1/-1), Microcosm of Society (+1/-1) 

Implementation Top-Down Effect (+1/-1), Compliance with the Law (+1/-1), Training – Quantity 

for Inclusion (+1/-1), Training – Quality for Inclusion (+1/-1), Resources (+1/-1), 

Demands on Regular Education Teachers (+1/-1), Collaboration, Planning, and 

Communication (+1/-1), Transition from Old to New, Availability of Specialists – 

Quantity (+1/-1), Effectiveness of Specialists – Quality (+1/-1), Inclusion vs. 

Integration (+1/-1), Differentiation of Services, Evaluation of Teachers (+1/-1), 

Evaluation of Student Progress (+1/-1), Special Education Kids – 

Evaluation/Diagnosis (+1/-1), Parent Participation (+1/-1) 

Recommendation

s 

More/Better Resources, More/Better Trainings, More/Better Availability of 

Specialists, More/Fair Teacher Evaluations, More/Fair Evaluations of Student 

Progress, More/Better Special Education Kids Evaluation/Diagnosis, More/Better 

Parent Participation, Government Planning for Implementation,  School to 

Work/Vocational 

 

Next to the themes of general attitudes, implementation and recommendations, 

depending on the corresponding category as they related to the participants’ comments,  I 

indicated whether the participants’ responses were related to a specific category and 

recorded in the matrix the number of participants that referred to that item as classified 

under the specific category on the matrix (see Table 2). Next to the theme of 

recommendations and the corresponding category, I entered into the matrix the specific 
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recommendation being made by the participant and the number of times the 

recommendation was mentioned. 

The qualitative Chilean Focus Group Interview Study conducted with Chilean 

educators focused on highly prominent and substantive areas of concern which have been 

identified and examined in the professional literature, these include: formulation of  

policy and implementation of mandates, teacher training, support and preparation, 

collaboration of special education and general education teachers, positive and/or 

negative effects of IE on students with and without SEN, social and academic advantages 

and disadvantages for students with and without SEN and overall effectiveness and 

facilitation of IE for students with SEN in the general education classroom setting 

(Fletcher et al., 2010).  

 

Research Design  

 My current study employed a sequential mixed-method descriptive research 

design to investigate educator attitudes regarding IE practices in a medium sized southern 

Arizona school district.  According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) the descriptive 

research design is a variety of quantitative research that has to do with the making of 

careful descriptions of education phenomena; this descriptive research design, was 

utilized in conjunction with the statistic presentation from Survey Monkey, in order to 

analyze the quantitative close-ended Likert scale question responses from the online 

survey. Survey Monkey also provided a rating count and rating average for each Likert 

scale item. I analyzed the frequencies and the correlations. Both the qualitative open-
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ended on-line survey question responses and the follow-up qualitative responses from the 

focus group interview discussion questions were quantified using a variation of the 

coding scheme system of data analysis developed and utilized for the Chilean Focus 

Group Interview Study.  

 This approach to data gathering incorporated the use of a quantitative on-line 

survey consisting of Likert scale close-ended questions and open-ended questions to 

which participants are asked to type their responses; three succeeding focus group 

interview sessions were conducted approximately one month after the online survey was 

conducted (Creswell, 2009). This methodology is compatible with two-phase studies, 

such as my current study, in which a qualitative stage followed a quantitative phase 

(Creswell, 2009). The methodology concerned three segments of data collection. The first 

segment involved my review of the questions and responses which emerged from the 

Chilean Focus Group Interview Study, which informed the Likert scale close-ended 

questions, as well as the open-ended questions on the online survey and the open-ended 

discussion questions for the three follow-up focus group interview sessions. The second 

segment had to do with collecting the results from the online Likert scale close-ended 

questions which had been tabulated by Survey Monkey, showing frequencies, 

correlations, rating counts and rating averages for the different educator role groups (see 

Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, Table 8). I analyzed the frequencies and correlations. I 

merged the frequencies and correlations for the five educator role groups and created 

tables for each of the 16 close-ended questions, showing frequency responses for each 

educator role group (see Table 9, Table 10, Table 11, Table 12, Table 13, Table 14, Table 
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15, Table 16, Table 17, Table 18, Table 19, Table 20, Table 21, Table 22, Table 23, Table 

24). The third segment of data collection concerned the participants typed responses to 

the 5 online open-ended questions. I quantified the typed responses and placed them into 

the Themes and Categories Matrix which emerged from the Chilean Focus Group 

Interview Study (see Table 25, Table 26, Table 27, Table 28,Table 29). I also quantified 

the written responses from the 11 follow-up focus group interview open-ended discussion 

questions by classifying them by theme and category and placing them into the Theme 

and Categories Matrix which emerged from the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study 

(see Table 30, Table 31, Table 32, Table 33, Table 34, Table 35, Table 36, Table 37, 

Table 38, Table 39, Table 40). 

  

Participants 

The participants for this research study included the entire cadre of educators 

employed by a medium sized southern Arizona school district including educators from 

the preschool, all elementary, middle and high schools. The term “educator” included the 

following: general and special education teachers, school site administrators, school 

psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and 

language therapists, certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education 

office staff. At the time of the study this southern Arizona district had an enrollment of 

more than 17,000, while over 14% of students qualified for exceptional education 

services. Although the Arizona Department of Education does not classify school districts 

as small, medium and large, with a student enrollment of over 17,000 the district can be 
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considered medium sized.  Data collected from this research endeavor may be useful to 

policy makers in similarly sized school districts in other states.  

. I selected southern Arizona, as the geographical setting of this study owing to the   

absence of similar research in the area.  This southern Arizona school district takes in an 

area of 93.6 square miles and is located in the southern part of the City of Tucson and 

areas adjacent including the northern two miles of the Tohono O’odham Nation. 

Consequently, the district can be considered as both a rural and an urban school district. 

The district was established in 1921 and is the second largest school district in southern 

Arizona. At the time of the study, the percentage of students in the district who were 

identified as minority was 94.4%. Specifically, the ethnic composition of the student 

body was 87.7% Hispanic, 5.6% Anglo, 4.1% Native American, 2.1% African American 

and 0.5% Asian American. Moreover, 86% of the district’s students were eligible for free 

or reduced meals and about one-third of the students were classified as English Language 

Learners (ELL).  

 There were over 1,000 classroom teachers in the district at the time of the study, 

and 432 participants from all educator role groups took part in the Educators’ Attitude 

Regarding Inclusive Education Online Survey. Determination of sample size needed for 

these 1,000+ teachers involved the question of how much sample error can be tolerated. 

The 432 participants were clustered in the following educator role groups: all educator 

participants in the online survey, general education teachers, special education teachers, 

school site administrators, and a collective group of school psychologists, 
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paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff.  

 The independent variable was “inclusion of students with SEN,” which I 

investigated in order to evaluate its possible effects on the dependent variables of 

educators’ attitude toward inclusion and their concerns about its implementation and their 

recommendation related to its implementation. The independent variable was quantitative 

in that inclusion for students with SEN can be demonstrated as existing in varying 

degrees. The dependent variables related to general attitudes; concerns about 

implementation and recommendations were quantitative as well, in that they too can be 

shown to exit in varying degrees. An extraneous variable is the position of authority 

occupied by an educator in a public school district or jurisdiction. 

 The independent variable, “inclusion students with SEN,” was nominal in terms 

of scale. The dependent variables of “educators’ perceptions, attitudes and concerns,” 

were ordinal, in that based on the results of the survey the data were classified and 

quantified and subsequently ordered based on the response categories from the Chilean 

Focus Group Interview Support Study. Confidentiality and anonymity of the participants 

were protected. 

I analyzed and interpreted the data in an attempt to determine if the data 

converged together upon any single position or positions of understanding regarding IE.  

The current study consisted of the Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive 

Education Online Survey which was made up of 16 Likert scale close-ended questions 

and 5 open-ended questions and 11 follow-up focus group interview discussion questions.    



72 

 The function of this current study was to provide a strong and reliable instrument 

by which educators in  the medium sized southern Arizona school district were able to 

express their attitudes toward and perceptions of IE in their local schools for students 

with SEN in the general education classroom setting. The results were reviewed and 

summarized so that inferences or conclusions could be made.  

I hope that the Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive Education Online Survey 

instrument will be replicated for use by educators in other countries within their 

respective national and local administrative educational jurisdictions. 

 The results from this current study may not yield data which is as profound or 

substantive in nature as those which emerged from the focus group interview process 

utilized in the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study.  

 

Materials 

I based the formulation of the Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive Education 

Online Survey on areas of concern identified through the Review of the Literature and the 

Chilean Focus Group Interview Study. The information addressed issues related to 

educator attitude on training, administrative support, collaboration, and student variables 

as they relate to inclusion. The Educators’ Attitude of Inclusive Education Online Survey 

(see Appendix D) consisted of two parts, the Likert scale close-ended questions and 

open-ended questions. The Focus Group Interview Discussion Questions (see Appendix 

E) which were posed for discussion were based on areas of concern as identified through 
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a Review of the Literature and as informed and supported by the Chilean Focus Group 

Interview Study.  

 

Research Procedures 

Following the approval of the research proposal, I enacted the following 

procedure to conduct the research. A letter requesting permission to carry out the study 

was sent to the Assistant Superintendent for Student Services (see Appendix C). The 

Assistant Superintendent for Student Services approved my request to conduct the study 

and the use of the district listserv to electronically send the online survey to perspective 

participants.  In conjunction with the letter requesting permission, a brief proposal 

delineating the purpose, procedure of the study and a statement about the benefit of the 

study for the students as well as for the district was also sent. I was informed of the 

district’s research approval requirements which are as follows: 1) A final written 

summary report of the study and significant district findings sent to the Research 

Department upon completion of the project, 2) Continual interim update reports for 

projects requiring more than one semester to complete consisting of 10-15 minute 

summary reports to the district and to the Tucson Brown Bag, and 3) An acceptance 

notice based upon the formal district approval letter informing the district of the 

investigator’s commitment to comply with these requirements. I agreed to comply with 

all of the district’s approval requirements. 

 The 16 Likert scale close-ended statements and the 5 open-ended questions for the 

online survey were prepared taking into account the clarity of instructions, ambiguities 
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and the possibility of poorly phrased questions. Following the approval to conduct 

research in the district, the Educators’ Attitude Regarding Inclusive Education Online 

Survey was administered; 432 respondents participated. At the end of the online survey 

an invitation was extended to participants inviting them to participate in one of three 

focus group interview sessions which took place after the online survey concluded. I 

provided the eleven focus group interview discussion questions to the participants in 

writing and the participants discussed the questions orally and recorded their own 

responses in writing on the copy of the questionnaire which I provided to each 

participant.  

 Content-related validity refers to the degree to which the on-line survey 

instrument used in the study reasonably appeared to measure an intended variable; this 

was determined and cross-checked by expert judgment. Some questions which were 

addressed are as follows: How appropriate was the content? How comprehensive? Did 

the content logically get at the intended variable? How adequately did the sample of 

items or questions represent the content to be assessed? Was the format appropriate? 

Were the content and the format consistent with the definition of the variable and with 

the sample of subjects surveyed?  

 Survey Monkey utilized a spread of the overall range to tabulate the number of 

responses under each response group of the Likert Rating Scale (Strongly Agree-1, 

Agree-2, Undecided-3, Disagree-4, Strongly Disagree-5).  Survey Monkey disaggregated 

the online Likert scale statement responses based on the following educator role groups: 

1) All Participants, 2) General Education Teachers, 3) Special Education Teachers, 4) 
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Site Administrators, and 5) School Psychologists, Physical and Occupational Therapists, 

Speech and Language Therapists, Certified Non-Teaching, School Office Support Staff 

and Special Education Support Staff. Each response was given a numerical value based 

on the response rating group and a percentage value was assigned based on the number of 

responses under a particular response rating group based on the total number of 

participants responding to a particular Likert scale statement. The total score was 

presumed to specify the perception, belief or attitude expressed in the question.  

 The typed written responses to the follow-up questions on the on-line survey 

questionnaire were classified by category and then entered, screened and scored for data 

analysis. Survey Monkey reported the number of responses for each statement on the 

Likert scale, as well as the total of responses for each of the educator role groups. The 

percentage and degree of agreement or disagreement on each for each item on the Likert 

scale questionnaire was also reported. Tables were created to display responses for each 

educator role group.  

 I evaluated and summarized the typed responses from the open-ended questions 

from the online survey; they were then quantified, classified and coded by category using 

the Themes and Category Matrix from the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study (see 

Table 2). Categorized responses were then screened and analyzed by the researcher so 

some conclusions and correlations could be inferred from the data.  

Approximately one month after the online survey was concluded I conducted 

three focus group interview sessions. Participants considered the discussion questions and 

consulted with me and discussed them orally, and recorded their comments in writing. At 
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the conclusion of the focus group interviews, I analyzed the written comments from the 

focus group interview discussion questions, evaluated and summarized the data. 

Responses and comments were then coded by theme and category based on the Themes 

and Categories Matrix from the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study. I then screened 

and analyzed the categorized responses and comments in order to determine conclusions, 

correlations and any specific recommendations with respect to the implementation of 

inclusive education.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to determine educator’s attitudes about inclusion for 

Students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) in the general education classroom 

setting in a medium sized school district in southern Arizona. The principal interest of the 

study was to identify differences and commonalities in attitudes among educator role 

groups, regarding Inclusive Education (IE).  All participants, including preK-12  

educators, participated in the survey: general education teachers, special education 

teachers, school site administrators, and a wider group consisting of school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language specialists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff. In addition, 

perceived obstacles such as training and need for supports were also explored. This 

chapter presents the results of the data gathered, including data entry and a statistical 

analysis of the results. 

 

Data Entry, Scoring and Screening 

The Attitudes Regarding Inclusive Education Online  Survey, the instrument 

developed for this particular study, consisted of 16 Likert scale close-ended statement 

questions and 5 open-ended questions, all of which served as the basic measure of 

educator attitudes. The 11 Focus Group Interview discussion questions sought to elicit 
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responses which might provide more profound information with respect to specific 

recommendations that educators might suggest with regard to inclusion for SEN students.  

Data entry for participant responses involved the scoring and screening of the 

frequencies of total individual responses for all educators and frequencies of total 

individual responses for each of the educator role groups. 

The data gathered included responses from all participants (N=432) who 

completed the Educator Attitude Regarding Inclusive Education Online Survey. The data 

from the 16 Likert scale close-ended questions were extracted using Survey Monkey, and 

placed into a Microsoft Excel File with each question constituting a variable in order to 

set up a database illustrating the percentages of responses to each close-ended question as 

follows: 1) strongly disagree, 2) disagree, 3) undecided, 4) disagree, and 5) strongly 

disagree. This Excel file was then converted to a Word document for subsequent 

presentation and analysis.  

The data were entered in four parts.  Part A identified the educator role of 

participants. Part B was comprised of appropriate Likert scale responses (1=Strongly 

Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Undecided 4=Disagree 5=Strongly Disagree) based on 

individual responses and educator group responses as follows: All Participants, General 

Education Teachers, Special Education Teachers, Site Administrator and School 

Psychologists, Paraprofessionals, Physical and Occupational Therapists, Speech and 

Language Specialists, Certified Non-Teaching, School Office Staff and Special 

Education Office Staff.  Part C consisted of the written answers to the 5 open-ended 

questions based on individual responses for all participants. Part D comprised the 11 



79 

focus group interview discussion question responses for those participants who agreed to 

participate based on their positive responses to the invitation embedded within the online 

survey. 

 

Table 3. 

Triangulated Data Sources 

Part A Part B Part C Part D 

Educator Role Groups: 

All Participants 

General Education 

Special Education 

Site Administrators 

School Psychologists 

Paraprofessionals 

Physical Occupational 

Therapists 

Speech Language 

Therapists 

Certified Non-Teaching 

School Office Staff 

Special Education Office 

Staff 

Likert Scale Survey 

Close-Ended Question 

Responses 

Open-Ended Survey 

Question Written 

Responses 

Focus Group Interview 

Open-Ended Discussion 

Question Responses 

 

For Part B, Survey Monkey calculated and scored the close-ended question 

responses in percentages of agreement, disagreement or being undecided on the Likert 

scale and screened the data grouped by educator role group as follows: 1) All 

Participants, 2) General Education Teachers, 3) Special Education Teachers, 4) Site 

Administrators, 5) School Psychologists, Paraprofessionals, Physical and Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and Language Therapists, Certified Non-Teaching, School Office 

Staff and Special Education Office Staff. (see Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, Table 8)  

Frequencies of responses for each individual Likert Scale close-ended statement question 
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were entered and screened for each educator role group (see Tables 9-24) For Part C, I 

read through and evaluated the individual open-ended question responses to acquire an 

overall impression of the prevalent tendencies and their applicability to the Themes and 

Categories Matrix form the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study (see Table 2). I noticed 

that just as in the case of the Chilean Focus Group Interview Study, that although the 

open-ended question responses from the current study expressed agreement with the 

overall concept of inclusion, these same participants expressed concerns about the 

implementation of inclusive education having to do with such categories as adequate 

training for teachers and paraprofessionals, differentiation of instruction, time resources 

and supports, and planning collaboration and communication. I then printed hard-copies 

of the open-ended question responses from Survey Monkey in order to enter, screen and 

score the data; this was accomplished by using colored markers to color code the written 

responses in order to determine their applicability and relevance to the Themes and  

Categories Matrix (see Table 25, Table 26, Table 27, Table 28, Table 29).  For Part D, I 

examined the qualitative Focus Group Interview open-ended discussion questions and 

corresponding written responses in order to determine their applicability and relevance to 

specific themes and respective categories and then entered, scored and screened the 

responses on the Themes and Categories Matrix (see Table 30, Table 31, Table 32, Table 

33, Table 34, Table 35, Table 36, Table 37, Table 38, Table 39, Table 40). 
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Analyses 

 This section reports the results of the Educators’ Attitudes Regarding Inclusive 

Education Online Survey and the focus group interview sessions. The Likert scale close-

ended statements are presented by educator role group and by individual Likert scale 

close-ended question statement showing responses for all participants and for each of the 

5 educator role groups. Additionally, the total number of responses for each statement 

and the percentage of agreement or disagreement for each of the educator role groups are 

also shown. I had anticipated that this presentation of the data will facilitate comparative 

analysis between educator role groups. The rating average and the rating count for each 

Likert scale statement question are depicted as well. The rating average is the actual 

average of responses based on the Likert scale range of responses, from “strongly agree” 

to “strongly disagree.” The rating count is total number of participants who answered that 

particular question. I classified the open-ended question responses from the survey as 

well as the open-ended questions from the focus group interviews and entered, scored and 

screened the responses based on the classification by theme and respective category (see 

Table 2). 

 Statistically interesting is the finding that based on the responses from all educator 

role groups to questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 that special education teachers as a role group 

were least supportive of IE. Special education teachers agreed least with the Likert scale 

question statements regarding IE being a positive experience for students with and 

without disabilities, IE being socially advantageous for students with and without 

disabilities and IE being academically advantageous for students with disabilities. With 
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respect to the question 6,  asking if IE is academically advantageous for students without 

disabilities, general education teachers were least likely as a role group to agree with this 

statement; special education teachers were the second least likely to agree that IE is 

academically advantageous for students without disabilities. It is also noteworthy to 

consider that in response to question 12 which asked if students with disabilities can best 

be served in the special education classroom, special educators were the least likely to 

agree with the statement that students with disabilities can best be served in the special 

education classroom. This incongruity between special education teachers being the least 

supportive of IE while at the same time being the least likely of all educator role groups 

to agree that students with disabilities can best be served in the special education 

classroom presents an interesting discovery. One possible explanation could be that   

special education teachers reading the term “special education classroom” may have 

miscued rendering the term as “self-contained classroom.”  

 General education teachers expressed the view while responding to the survey 

open-ended questions and during the course of the focus group interviews that in order to 

effectively carry out inclusion in their classrooms they needed more resources in the form 

of training and supports. Although, most general education teachers indicated that they do 

collaborate often with special education specialists at their schools, they do require more 

assistance. Many general education teachers stated that they needed more 

paraprofessionals to support them in their efforts with included students. Students with 

autism and emotional disturbance were identified by general education teachers as being 

the most challenging and disruptive to the inclusive classroom environment. General 
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education teachers expressed the view that their college level programs did not 

adequately prepare them to effectively implement IE and indicated the need for more and 

better parent participation. 

 

Table 4. 

Frequencies of Responses for Likert Scale Close-Ended Questions for All Participants 

  answered question 432 

  skipped question 211 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1.  Inclusive education at 

my school has been a 

positive experience for 

students with 

disabilities. 

10.4% 

(45) 

40.8% 

(176) 

28.3% 

(122) 

16.2% 

(70) 

4.2% 

(18) 

2.63 431 

2.  Inclusive education at 

my school has been a 

positive experience for 

students without 

disabilities. 

12.3% 

(53) 

40.9% 

(176) 

31.6% 

(136) 

11.9% 

(51) 

3.3% 

(14) 

2.53 430 

3.  Inclusive education at 

my school is socially 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

18.7% 

(80) 

51.8% 

(221) 

17.3% 

(74) 

10.3% 

(44) 

1.9%  

(8) 

2.25 427 

4.  Inclusive education at 

my school is socially 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

19.1% 

(82) 

49.9% 

(214) 

20.3% 

(87) 

9.1% 

(39) 

1.6% 

(7) 

2.24 429 

5.  Inclusive education at 

my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

13.1% 

(56) 

38.3% 

(164) 

25.0% 

(107) 

16.6% 

(71) 

7.0% 

(30) 

2.66 428 
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Table 4.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

6.  Inclusive education at 

my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

10.7% 

(46) 

34.3% 

(148) 

28.1% 

(121) 

20.0% 

(86) 

7.0% 

(30) 

2.78 431 

7.  General Education 

teachers at my school 

have been adequately 

prepared and are 

provided with enough 

training, experiences 

and supports in order to 

include students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

3.0% 

(13) 

12.5% 

(54) 

14.4% 

(62) 

36.4% 

(157) 

33.6% 

(145) 

3.85 431 

8.  Paraprofessionals at my 

school have been 

adequately prepared and 

are provided with 

enough training, 

experiences and 

supports in order to 

include students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

4.6% 

(20) 

17.6% 

(76) 

23.4% 

(101) 

31.6% 

(136) 

22.7% 

(98) 

3.5 431 

9.  Students with 

disabilities in general 

education classrooms 

develop a better self-

concept than those in a 

self-contained 

classroom. 

10.9% 

(47) 

31.1% 

(134) 

36.0% 

(155) 

16.9% 

(73) 

5.1% 

(22) 

2.74 431 

10. Students with 

disabilities do not 

monopolize teachers’ 

time in general 

education classrooms. 

4.7% 

(20) 

22.3% 

(96) 

22.3% 

(96) 

36.3% 

(156) 

14.4% 

(62) 

3.33 430 
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Table 4. Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

11. Most students with 

disabilities do not 

demonstrate behavior 

problems in the general 

education classroom. 

4.4% 

(19) 

33.3% 

(143) 

16.7% 

(72) 

35.1% 

(151) 

10.5% 

(45) 

3.14 430 

12. Students with 

disabilities can best be 

served in special 

education classrooms. 

14.5% 

(62) 

24.7% 

(106) 

31.2% 

(134) 

24.9% 

(107) 

4.7% 

(20) 

2.81 429 

13. Students with 

disabilities included in 

the general education 

classroom, require 

additional time and 

attention which can be 

a disadvantage to 

students without 

disabilities. 

19.7% 

(85) 

45.8% 

(198) 

15.3% 

(66) 

15.5% 

(67) 

3.7% 

(16) 

2.38 432 

14. Maintaining order in a 

general education 

classroom that includes 

students with 

disabilities is more 

difficult than in a 

general education 

classroom that does not 

include students with 

disabilities. 

16.3% 

(70) 

33.8% 

(145) 

20.0% 

(86) 

23.5% 

(101) 

6.3% 

(27) 

2.7 429 

15. I am aware of my 

district’s policy toward 

inclusive education. 

17.6% 

(75) 

47.3% 

(202) 

15.5% 

(66) 

14.8% 

(63) 

4.9% 

(21) 

2.42 427 
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Table 4. Continued 

16. Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students with: Total 

Respondents 

  answered question 432 

  skipped question 211 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

1.  Autism 48.3% (199) 51.7% (213) 1.52 412 

2.  Deafness 68.2% (277) 31.8% (129) 1.32 406 

3.  Deaf-Blindness 40.1% (161) 59.9% (240) 1.6 401 

4.  Emotional 

Disturbance 

28.1% (115) 71.9% (294) 1.72 409 

5.  Hearing 

Impairment 

86.1% (359) 13.9% (58) 1.14 417 

6.  Mental 

Retardation 

32.5% (131) 67.5% (272) 1.67 403 

7.  Multiple 

Disabilities 

33.7% (136) 66.3% (268) 1.66 404 

8.  Orthopedic 

Impairment 

88.7% (370) 11.3% (47) 1.11 417 

9.  Other Health 

Impairment 

78.9% (318) 21.1% (85) 1.21 403 

10. Specific Learning 

Disability 

79.1% (333) 20.9% (88) 1.21 421 

11. Speech or 

Language 

Impairment 

83.9% (354) 16.1% (68) 1.16 422 

12. Traumatic Brain 

Injury 

42.4% (170) 57.6% (231) 1.58 401 

13. Visual 

Impairment – 

Including 

Blindness 

58.8% (237) 41.2% (166) 1.41 403 
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Table 5. 

Frequencies of Responses for Likert Scale Close-Ended Questions for General Education 

Teachers. 

  answered question 212 

  skipped question 0 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided 

Disagre

e 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1.  Inclusive education at 

my school has been a 

positive experience 

for students with 

disabilities. 

9.0% 

(19) 

38.2% 

(81) 

33.5%  

(71) 

16.0% 

(34) 

3.3%  

(7) 

2.67 212 

2.  Inclusive education at 

my school has been a 

positive experience 

for students without 

disabilities. 

8.1% 

(17) 

40.3% 

(85) 

33.6%  

(71) 

15.2% 

(32) 

2.8%  

(6) 

2.64 211 

3.  Inclusive education at 

my school is socially 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

12.3% 

(26) 

54.5% 

(115) 

22.3%  

(47) 

10.4% 

(22) 

0.5%  

(1) 

2.32 211 

4.  Inclusive education at 

my school is socially 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

12.3% 

(26) 

53.8% 

(114) 

24.5%  

(52) 

8.5% 

(18) 

0.9%  

(2) 

2.32 212 

5.  Inclusive education at 

my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

10.0% 

(21) 

37.0% 

(78) 

27.0%  

(57) 

18.0% 

(38) 

8.1% 

(17) 

2.77 211 

6.  Inclusive education at 

my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

6.6% 

(14) 

32.1% 

(68) 

30.2%  

(64) 

22.6% 

(48) 

8.5% 

(18) 

2.94 212 
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Table 5. Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

7.  General Education 

teachers at my school 

have been adequately 

prepared and are 

provided with enough 

training experiences 

and supports in order 

to include students 

with disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

1.9%  

(4) 

12.7% 

(27) 

17.0%  

(36) 

34.0% 

(72) 

34.4% 

(73) 

3.86 212 

8.  Paraprofessionals at 

my school have been 

adequately prepared 

and are provided with 

enough training 

experiences and 

supports in order to 

include students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

3.8%  

(8) 

17.5% 

(37) 

33.2%  

(70) 

26.5% 

(56) 

19.0% 

(40) 

3.39 211 

9.  Students with 

disabilities in general 

education classrooms 

develop a better self-

concept than those in 

a self-contained 

classroom. 

8.5% 

(18) 

28.8% 

(61) 

43.9%  

(93) 

15.1% 

(32) 

3.8%  

(8) 

2.77 212 

10. Students with 

disabilities do not 

monopolize teachers’ 

time in general 

education classrooms. 

4.3%  

(9) 

19.5% 

(41) 

21.0%  

(44) 

36.7% 

(77) 

18.6% 

(39) 

3.46 210 

11. Most students with 

disabilities do not 

demonstrate behavior 

problems in the 

general education 

classroom. 

2.9%  

(6) 

33.3% 

(70) 

14.8%  

(31) 

36.7% 

(77) 

12.4% 

(26) 

3.22 210 
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Table 5. Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided 

Disagre

e 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

12. Students with 

disabilities can best 

be served in special 

education 

classrooms. 

18.4% 

(39) 

27.8% 

(59) 

31.1%  

(66) 

19.8% 

(42) 

2.8%  

(6) 

2.61 212 

13. Students with 

disabilities included 

in the general 

education classroom, 

require additional 

time and attention 

which can be a 

disadvantage to 

students without 

disabilities. 

22.2% 

(47) 

47.2% 

(100) 

17.5%  

(37) 

10.4% 

(22) 

2.8%  

(6) 

2.25 212 

14. Maintaining order in 

a general education 

classroom that 

includes students 

with disabilities is 

more difficult than in 

a general education 

classroom that does 

not include students 

with disabilities. 

20.8% 

(44) 

37.7% 

(80) 

18.4%  

(39) 

19.8% 

(42) 

3.3%  

(7) 

2.47 212 

15. I am aware of my 

district’s policy 

toward inclusive 

education. 

9.6% 

(20) 

50.2% 

(105) 

16.3%  

(34) 

19.1% 

(40) 

4.8% 

(10) 

2.59 209 

 
16.  Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students with:  

General Education 

  answered question 212 

  skipped question 0 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1. Autism 41.7% (86) 58.3% (120) 1.58 206 

2. Deafness 59.6% (121) 40.4% (82) 1.4 203 
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Table 5. Continued 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

3. Deaf-Blindness 33.7% (67) 66.3% (132) 1.66 199 

4. Emotional Disturbance 22.1% (45) 77.9% (159) 1.78 204 

5. Hearing Impairment 82.6% (171) 17.4% (36) 1.17 207 

6. Mental Retardation 27.7% (56) 72.3% (146) 1.72 202 

7. Multiple Disabilities 29.5% (59) 70.5% (141) 1.71 200 

8. Orthopedic Impairment 83.9% (172) 16.1% (33) 1.16 205 

9. Other Health Impairment 71.6% (141) 28.4% (56) 1.28 197 

10. Specific Learning Disability 72.1% (150) 27.9% (58) 1.28 208 

11. Speech or Language Impairment 79.0% (166) 21.0% (44) 1.21 210 

12. Traumatic Brain Injury 26.6% (53) 73.4% (146) 1.73 199 

13. Visual Impairment – Including Blindness 52.8% (105) 47.2% (94) 1.47 199 

 

Table 6. 

Frequencies of Responses for Likert Scale Close-Ended Questions for  

Special Education Teachers 

  answered question 71 

  skipped question 0 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school has been 

a positive 

experience for 

students with 

disabilities. 

4.2%  

(3) 

40.8% 

(29) 

25.4%  

(18) 

23.9% 

(17) 

5.6%  

(4) 

2.86 71 
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Table 6. Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

2.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school has been 

a positive 

experience for 

students 

without 

disabilities. 

7.0%  

(5) 

39.4% 

(28) 

39.4%  

(28) 

9.9%  

(7) 

4.2%  

(3) 

2.65 71 

3.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

socially 

advantageous 

for students 

with 

disabilities. 

18.3% 

(13) 

47.9% 

(34) 

16.9%  

(12) 

11.3% 

(8) 

5.6%  

(4) 

2.38 71 

4.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

socially 

advantageous 

for students 

without 

disabilities. 

12.9%  

(9) 

51.4% 

(36) 

25.7%  

(18) 

5.7%  

(4) 

4.3%  

(3) 

2.37 70 

5.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

academically 

advantageous 

for students 

with 

disabilities. 

5.6%  

(4) 

38.0% 

(27) 

29.6%  

(21) 

18.3% 

(13) 

8.5%  

(6) 

2.86 71 

6.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

academically 

advantageous 

for students 

without 

disabilities. 

4.2%  

(3) 

31.0% 

(22) 

39.4%  

(28) 

19.7% 

(14) 

5.6%  

(4) 

2.92 71 
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Table 6 Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

7.  General 

Education 

teachers at my 

school have 

been adequately 

prepared and 

are provided 

with enough 

training 

experiences and 

supports in 

order to include 

students with 

disabilities in 

the general 

education 

classroom. 

2.8%  

(2) 

8.5% 

(6) 

9.9%  

(7) 

32.4% 

(23) 

46.5% 

(33) 

4.11 71 

8.  Paraprofession-

als at my school 

have been 

adequately 

prepared and 

are provided 

with enough 

training 

experiences and 

supports in 

order to include 

students with 

disabilities in 

the general 

education 

classroom. 

2.8%  

(2) 

14.1% 

(10) 

8.5%  

(6) 

38.0% 

(27) 

36.6% 

(26) 

3.92 71 

9.  Students with 

disabilities in 

general 

education 

classrooms 

develop a better 

self-concept 

than those in a 

self-contained 

classroom. 

10.0%  

(7) 

34.3% 

(24) 

21.4%  

(15) 

21.4% 

(15) 

12.9%  

(9) 

2.93 70 
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Table 6  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

10. Students with 

disabilities do 

not monopolize 

teachers’ time 

in general 

education 

classrooms. 

4.2%  

(3) 

21.1% 

(15) 

25.4%  

(18) 

38.0% 

(27) 

11.3%  

(8) 

3.31 71 

11. Most students 

with disabilities 

do not 

demonstrate 

behavior 

problems in the 

general 

education 

classroom. 

7.0%  

(5) 

29.6% 

(21) 

16.9%  

(12) 

38.0% 

(27) 

8.5%  

(6) 

3.11 71 

12. Students with 

disabilities can 

best be served 

in special 

education 

classrooms. 

7.0%  

(5) 

22.5% 

(16) 

38.0%  

(27) 

29.6% 

(21) 

2.8%  

(2) 

2.99 71 

13. Students with 

disabilities 

included in the 

general 

education 

classroom, 

require 

additional time 

and attention 

which can be a 

disadvantage to 

students 

without 

disabilities. 

14.1% 

(10) 

46.5% 

(33) 

15.5%  

(11) 

21.1% 

(15) 

2.8%  

(2) 

2.52 71 
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Table 6.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

14. Maintaining 

order in a 

general 

education 

classroom that 

includes 

students with 

disabilities is 

more difficult 

than in a 

general 

education 

classroom that 

does not include 

students with 

disabilities. 

11.3%  

(8) 

29.6% 

(21) 

16.9%  

(12) 

32.4% 

(23) 

9.9%  

(7) 

3 71 

15. I am aware of 

my district’s 

policy toward 

inclusive 

education. 

24.3% 

(17) 

38.6% 

(27) 

21.4%  

(15) 

11.4% 

(8) 

4.3%  

(3) 

2.33 70 

 
16.  Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students with:  

PED Teachers 

  answered question 71 

  skipped question 0 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1. Autism 42.2% (27) 57.8% (37) 1.58 64 

2. Deafness 78.8% (52) 21.2% (14) 1.21 66 

3. Deaf-Blindness 40.0% (26) 60.0% (39) 1.6 65 

4. Emotional Disturbance 30.8% (20) 69.2% (45) 1.69 65 

5. Hearing Impairment 91.2% (62) 8.8% (6) 1.09 68 

6. Mental Retardation 25.4% (16) 74.6% (47) 1.75 63 

7. Multiple Disabilities 32.8% (21) 67.2% (43) 1.67 64 

8. Orthopedic Impairment 92.8% (64) 7.2% (5) 1.07 69 

9. Other Health Impairment 87.0% (60) 13.0% (9) 1.13 69 
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Table 6.  Continued 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

10. Specific Learning Disability 87.3% (62) 12.7% (9) 1.13 71 

11. Speech or Language Impairment 91.2% (62) 8.8% (6) 1.09 68 

12. Traumatic Brain Injury 60.3% (38) 39.7% (25) 1.4 63 

13. Visual Impairment – Including Blindness 64.6% (42) 35.4% (23) 1.35 65 

 

Table 7. 

Frequencies of Responses for Likert Scale Close-Ended Questions for 

Site Administrators 

  answered question 15 

  skipped question 0 

  
Strongl

y Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school has been a 

positive 

experience for 

students with 

disabilities. 

13.3% 

(2) 

40.0% 

(6) 

33.3%  

(5) 

13.3%  

(2) 

0.0%  

(0) 

2.47 15 

2.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school has been a 

positive 

experience for 

students without 

disabilities. 

20.0% 

(3) 

40.0% 

(6) 

33.3%  

(5) 

6.7%  

(1) 

0.0%  

(0) 

2.27 15 

3.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is socially 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

40.0% 

(6) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0%  

(0) 

6.7%  

(1) 

0.0%  

(0) 

1.73 15 
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Table 7.  Continued 

  
Strongl

y Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

4.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is socially 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

33.3% 

(5) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0%  

(0) 

13.3%  

(2) 

0.0%  

(0) 

1.93 15 

5.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

20.0% 

(3) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0%  

(0) 

20.0%  

(3) 

6.7%  

(1) 

2.4 15 

6.  Inclusive 

education at my 

school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

20.0% 

(3) 

40.0% 

(6) 

13.3%  

(2) 

20.0%  

(3) 

6.7%  

(1) 

2.53 15 

7.  General 

Education 

teachers at my 

school have been 

adequately 

prepared and are 

provided with 

enough training 

experiences and 

supports in order 

to include 

students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

0.0% 

(0) 

6.7% 

(1) 

13.3%  

(2) 

53.3%  

(8) 

26.7% 

(4) 

4 15 
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Table 7.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

8.  Paraprofessionals 

at my school have 

been adequately 

prepared and are 

provided with 

enough training 

experiences and 

supports in order 

to include 

students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

6.7% 

(1) 

6.7% 

(1) 

13.3%  

(2) 

53.3%  

(8) 

20.0% 

(3) 

3.73 15 

9.  Students with 

disabilities in 

general education 

classrooms 

develop a better 

self-concept than 

those in a self-

contained 

classroom. 

6.7% 

(1) 

46.7% 

(7) 

20.0%  

(3) 

26.7%  

(4) 

0.0%  

(0) 

2.67 15 

10. Students with 

disabilities do not 

monopolize 

teachers’ time in 

general education 

classrooms. 

0.0% 

(0) 

26.7% 

(4) 

33.3%  

(5) 

40.0% 

(6) 

0.0%  

(0) 

3.13 15 

11. Most students 

with disabilities 

do not 

demonstrate 

behavior 

problems in the 

general education 

classroom. 

0.0% 

(0) 

46.7% 

(7) 

26.7%  

(4) 

26.7% 

(4) 

0.0%  

(0) 

2.8 15 

12. Students with 

disabilities can 

best be served in 

special education 

classrooms. 

0.0% 

(0) 

46.7% 

(7) 

13.3%  

(2) 

40.0% 

(6) 

0.0%  

(0) 

2.93 15 
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Table 7.  Continued 

  
Strongl

y Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating Rating 

Average Count 

13. Students with 

disabilities 

included in the 

general education 

classroom, 

require additional 

time and attention 

which can be a 

disadvantage to 

students without 

disabilities. 

0.0% 

(0) 

80.0% 

(12) 

0.0%  

(0) 

13.3% 

(2) 

6.7%  

(1) 

2.47 15 

14. Maintaining 

order in a general 

education 

classroom that 

includes students 

with disabilities is 

more difficult 

than in a general 

education 

classroom that 

does not include 

students with 

disabilities. 

0.0% 

(0) 

53.3% 

(8) 

20.0%  

(3) 

20.0% 

(3) 

6.7%  

(1) 

2.8 15 

15. I am aware of my 

district’s policy 

toward inclusive 

education. 

13.3% 

(2) 

73.3% 

(11) 

6.7%  

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

6.7%  

(1) 

2.13 15 

 
16. Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students with: 

  answered question 15 

  skipped question 0 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1.   Autism 73.3% (11) 26.7% (4) 1.27 15 

2.   Deafness 60.0% (9) 40.0% (6) 1.4 15 

3.   Deaf-Blindness 40.0% (6) 60.0% (9) 1.6 15 

4.   Emotional Disturbance 14.3% (2) 85.7% (12) 1.86 14 

5.   Hearing Impairment 93.3% (14) 6.7% (1) 1.07 15 
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Table 7.  Continued 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

6.   Mental Retardation 33.3% (5) 66.7% (10) 1.67 15 

7.   Multiple Disabilities 40.0% (6) 60.0% (9) 1.6 15 

8.   Orthopedic Impairment 100.0% (15) 0.0% (0) 1 15 

9.   Other Health Impairment 92.9% (13) 7.1% (1) 1.07 14 

10. Specific Learning Disability 93.3% (14) 6.7% (1) 1.07 15 

11. Speech or Language Impairment 93.3% (14) 6.7% (1) 1.07 15 

12. Traumatic Brain Injury 53.3% (8) 46.7% (7) 1.47 15 

13. Visual Impairment – Including Blindness 53.3% (8) 46.7% (7) 1.47 15 

 

Table 8. 

Frequencies of Responses for Likert Scale Close-Ended Questions for School  

Psychologists, Paraprofessionals, Physical and Occupational Therapists, Speech  

Language Therapists, Certified Non-Teaching, School Office Staff and Special  

Education Office Staff 

  answered question 136 

  skipped question 0 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

1. Inclusive education 

at my school has 

been a positive 

experience for 

students with 

disabilities. 

15.6% 

(21) 

45.2% 

(61) 

20.7%  

(28) 

13.3% 

(18) 

5.2%  

(7) 

2.47 135 

2. Inclusive education 

at my school has 

been a positive 

experience for 

students without 

disabilities. 

20.0% 

(27) 

43.0% 

(58) 

24.4%  

(33) 

8.9% 

(12) 

3.7%  

(5) 

2.33 135 

3. Inclusive education 

at my school is 

socially advent-

ageous for students 

with disabilities. 

25.8% 

(34) 

50.0% 

(66) 

11.4%  

(15) 

10.6% 

(14) 

2.3%  

(3) 

2.14 132 



100 

Table 8.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

4. Inclusive education 

at my school is 

socially 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

30.6% 

(41) 

43.3% 

(58) 

12.7%  

(17) 

11.9% 

(16) 

1.5%  

(2) 

2.1 134 

5. Inclusive education 

at my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students with 

disabilities. 

21.1% 

(28) 

39.1% 

(52) 

21.8%  

(29) 

13.5% 

(18) 

4.5%  

(6) 

2.41 133 

6. Inclusive education 

at my school is 

academically 

advantageous for 

students without 

disabilities. 

18.5% 

(25) 

39.3% 

(53) 

20.7%  

(28) 

16.3% 

(22) 

5.2%  

(7) 

2.5 135 

7. General Education 

teachers at my 

school have been 

adequately prepared 

and are provided 

with enough 

training experiences 

and supports in 

order to include 

students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom. 

5.2%  

(7) 

14.8% 

(20) 

13.3%  

(18) 

40.7% 

(55) 

25.9% 

(35) 

3.67 135 

8. Paraprofessionals at 

my school have 

been adequately 

prepared and are 

provided with 

enough training 

experiences and 

supports in order to 

include students 

with disabilities in 

the general 

education 

classroom. 

6.6%  

(9) 

19.9% 

(27) 

17.6%  

(24) 

34.6% 

(47) 

21.3% 

(29) 

3.44 136 



101 

Table 8.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

9. Students with 

disabilities in 

general education 

classrooms develop 

a better self-concept 

than those in a self-

contained 

classroom. 

16.2% 

(22) 

30.1% 

(41) 

33.1%  

(45) 

16.9% 

(23) 

3.7%  

(5) 

2.62 136 

10. Students with 

disabilities do not 

monopolize 

teachers’ time in 

general education 

classrooms. 

5.9%  

(8) 

27.9% 

(38) 

22.1%  

(30) 

33.1% 

(45) 

11.0% 

(15) 

3.15 136 

11. Most students with 

disabilities do not 

demonstrate 

behavior problems 

in the general 

education 

classroom. 

5.9%  

(8) 

33.8% 

(46) 

18.4%  

(25) 

32.4% 

(44) 

9.6% 

(13) 

3.06 136 

12. Students with 

disabilities can best 

be served in special 

education 

classrooms. 

13.5% 

(18) 

20.3% 

(27) 

28.6%  

(38) 

28.6% 

(38) 

9.0% 

(12) 

2.99 133 

13. Students with 

disabilities included 

in the general 

education 

classroom, require 

additional time and 

attention which can 

be a disadvantage to 

students without 

disabilities. 

19.9% 

(27) 

41.2% 

(56) 

13.2%  

(18) 

20.6% 

(28) 

5.1%  

(7) 

2.5 136 
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Table 8.  Continued 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Rating 

Average 

Rating 

Count 

14. Maintaining order 

in a general 

education classroom 

that includes 

students with 

disabilities is more 

difficult than in a 

general education 

classroom that does 

not include students 

with disabilities. 

13.5% 

(18) 

28.6% 

(38) 

23.3%  

(31) 

25.6% 

(34) 

9.0% 

(12) 

2.88 133 

15. I am aware of my 

district’s policy 

toward inclusive 

education. 

25.9% 

(35) 

45.2% 

(61) 

11.9%  

(16) 

11.1% 

(15) 

5.9%  

(8) 

2.26 135 

 
16. Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students with: Other 

  answered question 136 

  skipped question 0 

  Agree Disagree 
Rating Rating 

Average Count 

1. Autism 58.1% (75) 41.9% (54) 1.42 129 

2. Deafness 77.4% (96) 22.6% (28) 1.23 124 

3. Deaf-Blindness 50.8% (63) 49.2% (61) 1.49 124 

4. Emotional Disturbance 39.8% (51) 60.2% (77) 1.6 128 

5. Hearing Impairment 88.4% (114) 11.6% (15) 1.12 129 

6. Mental Retardation 44.0% (55) 56.0% (70) 1.56 125 

7. Multiple Disabilities 39.4% (50) 60.6% (77) 1.61 127 

8. Orthopedic Impairment 93.1% (121) 6.9% (9) 1.07 130 

9. Other Health Impairment 84.8% (106) 15.2% (19) 1.15 125 

10. Specific Learning Disability 84.6% (110) 15.4% (20) 1.15 130 

11. Speech or Language Impairment 87.0% (114) 13.0% (17) 1.13 131 

12. Traumatic Brain Injury 57.9% (73) 42.1% (53) 1.42 126 

13. Visual Impairment – Including Blindness 66.7% (84) 33.3% (42) 1.33 126 
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Table 9. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group  

for Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 1 

Inclusive education at my school has been a positive experience for students with 

disabilities.  

 

Question 1 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 51.2% 

10.4% 

(45) 

40.8% 

(176) 

28.3%  

(122) 

16.2% 

(70) 

4.2%  

(18) 

431 

General Education 

SA and A = 47.2% 

9.0%  

(19) 

38.2% 

(81) 

33.5%  

(71) 

16.0% 

(34) 

3.3% 

(7) 

212 

Special Education  

SA and A = 45.0% 

4.2%  

(3) 

40.8% 

(29) 

25.4% 

(18) 

23.9 

(17) 

5.6% 

(4) 

71 

Site Administration 

SA and A =53.2% 

13.2% 

(2) 

40.0% 

(6) 

33.3% 

(5) 

13.3% 

(2) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational Therapists, 

Speech Language 

Therapists, Certified 

Non-Teaching, School 

Office Staff and Special 

Education Office Staff  

SA and A = 60.8% 

15.6% 

(21) 

45.2% 

(61) 

20.7% 

(28) 

13.3% 

(18) 

5.2% 

(7) 

135 

 

 The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role group, regarding 

the question of inclusive education being a positive experience for students with 

disabilities, ranged from a high of 60.8% as reported by site school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education teacher office staff, to a 

low of 45.0% as reported by special education teachers.   
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Table 10. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group  

for Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 2. 

Inclusive education at my school has been a positive experience for students 

without disabilities.  

Question 2 Strongly  

Agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly  

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

53.2% 

12.3% 

(53) 

40.9% 

(176) 

31.6% 

(136) 

11.9% 

(51) 

3.3% 

(14) 

430 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

48.4% 

8.1% 

(17) 

40.3% 

(85) 

33.6% 

(71) 

15.2% 

(32) 

2.8% 

(6) 

211 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

46.4% 

7.0% 

(5) 

39.4 

(28) 

39.4% 

(28) 

9.9% 

(7) 

4.2 

(3) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 60% 

20.0% 

(3) 

40.0% 

(6) 

33.3% 

(5) 

6.7% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

School  

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, 

School Office 

Staff and Special 

Education Office 

Staff 

SA and A  = 

20.0% 

(27) 

43.0% 

(58) 

24.4% 

(33) 

8.9% 

(12) 

3.7% 

(5) 

135 

 

 The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role group, regarding 

the question of inclusive education as a positive experience for students without 
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disabilities ranged from a high of 60% as reported by school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff, to a low of 

46.4% as reported by special education teachers.  

 

Table 11. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 3 

Inclusive education at my school is socially advantageous for students with  

disabilities.  

Question 3 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

70.5% 

18.7% 

(80) 

51.8% 

(221) 

17.3% 

(74) 

10.3% 

(44) 

1.9% 

(8) 

427 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

66.8% 

12.3% 

(26) 

54.5% 

(115) 

22.3% 

(47) 

10.4% 

(22) 

0.5% 

(1) 

211 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

66.2% 

18.3% 

(13) 

47.9% 

(34) 

16.9% 

(12) 

11.3% 

(8) 

5.6% 

(4) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

93.3% 

40.0% 

(6) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0% 

(0) 

6.7% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non- 

25.8% 

(34) 

50.0% 

(66) 

11.4% 

(15) 

10.6% 

(14) 

2.3% 

(3) 

132 
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Table 11.  Continued. 

Question 3 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

75.8% 

      

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role group, regarding the 

question of inclusive education as socially advantageous for students with disabilities 

ranged from a high of 93.3% as reported by site administrators to a low of 66.2% as 

reported by special education teachers. 

 

Table 12. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 4 

Inclusive education at my school is socially advantageous for students without  

disabilities.  

Question 4 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 69% 

19.1% 

(82) 

49.9% 

(214) 

20.3% 

(87) 

9.1% 

(39) 

1.6% 

(7) 

429 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

66.1% 

12.3% 

(26) 

53.8% 

(114) 

24.5% 

(52) 

8.5% 

(18) 

6.9% 

(2) 

212 
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Table 12.  Continued 

Question 4 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

64.3% 

12.9% 

(9) 

51.4% 

(36) 

25.7% 

(18) 

5.7 

(4) 

4.3 

(3) 

70 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

86.6% 

33.3% 

(5) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0% 

(0) 

13.3% 

(2) 

0.0 

(0) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

73.9% 

30.6% 

(41) 

43.3% 

(58) 

12.7% 

(17) 

11.9 

(16) 

1.5 

(2) 

134 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role group, regarding the 

question of inclusive education being socially advantageous for students without 

disabilities ranged from a high of 86.6% as reported by site administrators to a low of 

64.3% as reported by special education teachers.   
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Table 13. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 5 

Inclusive education at my school is academically advantageous for students  

with disabilities. 

Question 5 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

51.4% 

13.1% 

(56) 

38.3% 

(164) 

25.0% 

(107) 

16.6% 

(71) 

7.0 

(30) 

428 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 47% 

10.0% 

(21) 

37.0% 

(78) 

27.0% 

(57) 

18.0% 

(38) 

8.1% 

(17) 

211 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

43.6% 

5.6% 

(4) 

38.0% 

(27) 

29.6% 

(21) 

18.3% 

(13) 

8.5 

(6) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

73.3% 

20.0% 

(3) 

53.3% 

(8) 

0.0% 

(0) 

20.0% 

(3) 

6.7% 

(1) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

60.2% 

21.1% 

(28) 

39.1% 

(52) 

21.8 

(29) 

13.5 

(18) 

4.5% 

(6) 

133 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of inclusive education being academically advantageous for students with 
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disabilities ranged from a high of 73.3% as reported by site administrators to a low of 

43.6% as reported by special education teachers. 

 

Table 14. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 6 

Inclusive education at my school is academically advantageous for students  

without disabilities.  

Question 6 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 45% 

10.7% 

(46) 

34.3% 

(143) 

28.1% 

(121) 

20.0% 

(86) 

7.0% 

(30) 

431 

General Education 

SA and A = 38.7% 

6.6% 

(14) 

32.1% 

(68) 

30.2% 

(64) 

22.6% 

(48) 

8.5 

(18) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 43.6% 

5.6% 

(4) 

38.0% 

(27) 

29.6% 

(21) 

18..3% 

(13) 

8.5% 

(6) 

71 

Site Administration 

SA and A = 60% 

20.0% 

(3) 

40.0% 

(6) 

13.3% 

(2) 

20.0 

(3) 

6.7 

(1) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech 

and Language 

Therapists, Certified 

Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff 

and Special 

Education Office 

Staff 

SA and A = 57.8% 

18.5% 

(25) 

39.3% 

(53) 

20.7% 

(28) 

16.3% 

(22) 

5.2% 

(7) 

135 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of inclusive education being academically advantageous for students without 
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disabilities ranged from a high of 60% as reported by site administrators to a low of 

38.7% as reported by general education teachers.  

 

Table 15. 

Frequencies of Responses from all Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 7 

General education teachers at my school have been adequately prepared and  

are provided with enough training, experiences and supports in order to  

include students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 

Question 7 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A =15.5% 

3.0% 

(13) 

12.5% 

(54) 

14.4% 

(62) 

36.4% 

(157) 

33.6% 

(145) 

431 

General Education 

SA and A = 14.6% 

1.9% 

(4) 

12.7% 

(27) 

17.0 

(36) 

34.4 

(72) 

34.4% 

(73) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 11.3% 

2.8% 

(2) 

8.5% 

(6) 

9.9% 

(7) 

32.4% 

(23) 

46.5% 

(33) 

71 

Site Administration 

SA and A = 6.7% 

0.0% 

(0) 

6.7% 

(1) 

13.3% 

(2) 

53.3% 

(8) 

26.7% 

(4) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech 

and Language 

Therapists, Certified 

Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff 

and Special 

Education Office 

Staff 

SA and A = 20% 

5.2% 

(7) 

14.8% 

(20) 

13.3% 

(18) 

40.7% 

(55) 

25.9% 

(35) 

135 
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The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of general education teachers having been adequately prepared and provided 

with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom, ranged from a high of 20% as reported by 

school psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and 

language therapists, school office staff and special education office staff, to a low of 

6.7% as reported by site administrators.  

 

Table 16. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for 

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 8 

Paraprofessionals at my school have been adequately prepared and are  

provided with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include  

students with disabilities in the general education classroom.  

Question 8 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

22.2% 

4.6% 

(20) 

17.6% 

(76) 

23.4% 

(101) 

31.6% 

(136) 

22.7% 

(98) 

431 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

21.3% 

3.8% 

(8) 

17.5% 

(37) 

33.2% 

(70) 

26.5% 

(56) 

19.0% 

(40) 

211 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

16.9% 

2.8% 

(2) 

14.1% 

(10) 

8.5% 

(6) 

38.0% 

(27) 

36.6% 

(26) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

13.4% 

6.7% 

(1) 

6.7% 

(1) 

13.3% 

(2) 

53.3% 

(8) 

20.0 

(3) 

15 
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Table 16.  Continued 

Question 8 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

26.5% 

6.6% 

(9) 

19.9% 

(24) 

17.6% 

(24) 

34.6% 

(47) 

21.3% 

(29) 

136 

 

The ranges of percentages of agreement based on the educator role groups, regarding the 

question of paraprofessionals having been adequately prepared and provided with enough 

training, experiences and supports in order to include students with disability in the 

general education classroom ranged from a high of 26.5% as reported by school 

psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and 

language therapists, certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education 

office staff to a low of 13.4% as reported by site administrators.  

 



113 

Table 17. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants for Each Educator Role Group for Likert  

Scale Close-Ended Question 9 

Students with disabilities in general education classrooms develop a better self- 

concept than in a self-contained classroom.  

Question 9 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 42% 

10.9% 

(47) 

31.1% 

(134) 

36.0% 

(155) 

16.9% 

(73) 

5.1% 

(22) 

431 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

37.3% 

8.5% 

(18) 

28.8% 

(61) 

43.9% 

(93) 

15.1% 

(32) 

3.8% 

(8) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

44.3% 

10.0% 

(7) 

34.3% 

(24) 

21.4% 

(15) 

21.4% 

(15) 

12.9% 

(9) 

70 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 53.4 

6.7% 

(1) 

46.7% 

(7) 

20.0% 

(3) 

26.7% 

(4) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

46.3% 

16.2% 

(22) 

30.1% 

(41) 

33.1% 

(45) 

16.9% 

(23) 

3.7% 

(5) 

136 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator response groups, regarding the 

question of students with disabilities developing a better self-concept in general 
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education classrooms than in self-contained classrooms ranged from a high of 53.4% as 

reported by site administrators to a low of 37.3% as reported by general education 

teachers.   

 

Table 18. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for 

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 10 

Students with disabilities do not monopolize teachers’ time in general education  

classrooms. 

Question 10 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 27% 

4.7% 

(20) 

22.3% 

(96) 

22.3% 

(96) 

36.3 

(156) 

14.4% 

(62) 

430 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

23.8% 

4.3% 

(9) 

19.5% 

(41) 

21.0% 

(44) 

36.7% 

(77) 

18.6% 

(39) 

210 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

25.3% 

4.2% 

(3) 

21.1% 

(15) 

25.4% 

(18) 

38.0% 

(27) 

11.3% 

(8) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

26.7% 

0.0% 

(0) 

26.7% 

(4) 

33.5 

(5) 

40.0 

(6) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching,  School 

Office Staff and  

5.9% 

(8) 

27.9% 

(38) 

22.1% 

(30) 

33.1% 

(45) 

11.0% 

(15) 

136 
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Table 18.  Continued 

Question 10 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

33.8% 

      

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of students of disabilities not monopolizing the teachers’ time in general 

education classrooms ranged from a high of 33.8% as reported by school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff to a low of 

23.8% as reported by general education teachers.  

 

Table 19. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 11 

Most students with disabilities do not demonstrate behavior problems in the  

general education classroom. 

Question 11 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants  

SA and A = 37.7% 

4.4% 

(19) 

33.3% 

(143) 

16.7% 

(72) 

35.1% 

(151) 

10.5% 

(45) 

430 

General Education 

SA and A = 36.2% 

2.9% 

(6) 

33.3% 

(70) 

14.8% 

(31) 

36.7% 

(77) 

12.4% 

(26)` 

210 

Special Education 

SA and A = 36.6% 

7.0% 

(5) 

29.6% 

(21) 

16.9% 

(12) 

38.0% 

(27) 

8.5% 

(6) 

71 
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Table 19.  Continued 

Question 11 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

Site Administration 

SA and A = 46.7% 

0.0% 

(0) 

46.7% 

(7) 

26.7% 

(4) 

26.7% 

(4) 

0.0% 

(0) 

15 

 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech 

and Language 

Therapists, Certified 

Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff 

and Special 

Education Office 

Staff 

SA and A = 39.7% 

5.9% 

(8) 

33,8% 

(46) 

18.4% 

(25) 

32.4% 

(44) 

9.6% 

(13) 

136 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of most students with disabilities not demonstrating behavior problems in the 

general education classroom ranged from a high of 46.7% as reported by special 

education teachers to a low of 36.2% as reported by general education teachers.      

 

Table 20. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 12 

Students with disabilities can best be served in the special education  

classroom.  

Question 12 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 39.2% 

14.5% 

(62) 

24.7% 

(106) 

31.2% 

(134) 

24.9% 

(107) 

4.7% 

(20) 

429 
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Table 20.  Continued 

Question 12 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

General Education 

SA and A = 46.2% 

18.4% 

(39) 

27.8% 

(59) 

31.1% 

(66) 

19.8% 

(42) 

2.8% 

(6) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 32.5% 

7.0% 

(5) 

25.5% 

(16) 

38.0% 

(27) 

29.6% 

(21) 

2.8% 

(2) 

71 

Site Administration 

SA and A = 46.7% 

0.0% 

(0) 

46.7% 

(7) 

13.3% 

(2) 

40.0% 

(6) 

0.0$ 

(0) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech 

and Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 33.8% 

13.5% 

(18) 

20.3% 

(27) 

28.6 

(38) 

28.6% 

(38) 

9.0% 

(12) 

133 

 

The range of agreement of percentages based on the educator role groups, regarding the 

question of students with disabilities being best served in special education classrooms 

ranged from a high of 46.7% as reported by site administrators to a low of 32.5% as 

reported by special education teachers.  
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Table 21. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 13  

Students with disabilities included in the general education classroom  

require additional time and attention which can be a disadvantage to students  

without disabilities.  

Question 13 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

65.5% 

19.7% 

(85) 

45.8% 

(198) 

15.3% 

(66) 

15.5% 

(67) 

3.7% 

(16) 

432 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

46.2% 

18.4% 

(39) 

27.8% 

(59) 

31.1% 

(66) 

19.8% 

(42) 

2.8% 

(6) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

60.6% 

14.1% 

(10) 

46.5% 

(33) 

15.5% 

(11) 

21.1% 

(15) 

2.8% 

(2) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 80% 

0.0% 

(0) 

80.0% 

(12) 

0.0% 

(0) 

13.3% 

(2) 

6.7 

(1) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

61.1% 

19.9% 

(27) 

41.2% 

(56) 

13.2% 

(18) 

20.6% 

(28) 

5.1% 

(7) 

136 
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The range of percentages of agreement based on educator role groups, regarding the 

question of students with disabilities in the general education classroom requiring 

additional time and attention which can be a disadvantage to students without disabilities, 

ranged from a high of 80% as reported by site administrator to a low of 46.2% as reported 

by general education teachers.  

 

Table 22. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 14 

Maintaining order in a general education classroom that includes students  

with disabilities is more difficult than in a general education classroom that  

does not include students with disabilities.  

Question 14 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

50.1% 

16.3% 

(70) 

33.8% 

(145) 

20.0% 

(86) 

23.5% 

(101) 

6.3% 

(27) 

429 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

58.5% 

20.8% 

(44) 

37.7% 

(80) 

18.4% 

(39) 

19.8% 

(42) 

3.3% 

(7) 

212 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

40.9% 

 

11.3% 

(8) 

29.6% 

(21) 

16.9% 

(12) 

32.4% 

(23) 

9.9% 

(7) 

71 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

53.3% 

0.0% 

(0) 

53.3% 

(8) 

20.0% 

(3) 

20.0% 

(3) 

6.7% 

(1) 

15 
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Table 22.  Continued 

Question 14 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching, School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

42.1% 

13.5% 

(18) 

28.6% 

(38) 

23.3% 

(31) 

25.6% 

(34) 

9.0% 

(12) 

133 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on the educator role groups, regarding the 

question of maintaining order in a general education classroom that includes students 

with disabilities being more difficult than in a general education classroom that does not 

include students with disabilities ranged from a high of 58.5% as reported by the general 

education teachers to a low of 40.9% as reported by special education teachers.   
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Table 23. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 15 

I am aware of my district’s policy toward inclusive education. 

Question 15 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

Responses 

All Participants 

SA and A = 

64.9% 

17.6% 

(75) 

47.3% 

(202) 

15.5% 

(66) 

14.8% 

(63) 

4.9% 

(21) 

427 

General 

Education 

SA and A = 

59.8% 

9.6% 

(20) 

50.2% 

(105) 

16.3% 

(34) 

19.1% 

(40) 

4.8% 

(10) 

209 

Special Education 

SA and A = 

62.9% 

24.3% 

(17) 

38.6% 

(27) 

21.4% 

(15) 

11.4% 

(8) 

4.3% 

(3) 

70 

Site 

Administration 

SA and A = 

86.6% 

13.3% 

(2) 

73.3% 

(11) 

6.7% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

6.7% 

(1) 

15 

School 

Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, 

Speech and 

Language 

Therapists, 

Certified Non-

Teaching School 

Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

SA and A = 

71.1% 

25.9% 

(35) 

45.2% 

(61) 

11.9% 

(16) 

11.1% 

(15) 

5.9% 

(8) 

135 

 

The range of percentages of agreement based on the educator role groups, regarding the 

question of educators being aware of their district’s policy toward inclusive education 
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ranged from a high of 86.6% as reported by site administrators to a low of 59.8% as 

reported by general education teachers.  

 

Table 24. 

Frequencies of Responses from All Participants and from Each Educator Role Group for  

Likert Scale Close-Ended Question 6 

Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for  

students with: 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

1. Autism 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Administrators 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

48.3%  (199) 

 

41.7%  (86) 

 

42.2%  (27) 

 

73.3%  (11) 

 

58.1%  (75) 

 

 

51.7%  (213) 

 

58.3%  (120) 

 

57.8%  (37) 

 

(4) 

 

41.9%  (54) 

 

 

412 

 

206 

 

64 

 

15 

 

129 
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Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

2. Deafness 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Administrators 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

68.2%  (277) 

 

59.6%  (121) 

 

78.8%  (52) 

 

60.0%  (9) 

 

77.4% (96) 

 

 

31.8%  (129) 

 

40.4%  (82) 

 

21.2%  (14) 

 

40.0%  (6) 

 

22.6%  (28) 

 

 

406 

 

203 

 

66 

 

15 
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3. Deaf-Blindness 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Administrators 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

40.1%  (161) 

 

33.7%  (67) 

 

40.0%  (26) 

 

40.0%  (6) 

 

50.8% (63) 

 

 

59.9%  (240) 

 

66.3%  (132) 

 

60.0%  (39) 

 

60.0%  (9) 

 

49.2%  (61) 

 

 

401 

 

199 

 

65 

 

161 

 

124 

 



124 

Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

4. Emotional 

Disturbance 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Administrators 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

28.1%  (115) 

 

22.1%  (45) 

 

30.8%  (20) 

 

14.3%  (2) 

 

39.8%  (51) 

 

 

 

71.9%  (294) 

 

77.9%  (159) 

 

69.2%  (45) 

 

85.7%  (12) 

 

60.2%  (77) 

 

 

 

409 

 

204 

 

65 

 

14 

 

128 

5. Hearing 

Impairment 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

86.1%  (359) 

 

82.6%  (171) 

 

91.2%  (62) 

 

93.3%  (14) 

 

88.4%  (114) 

 

 

 

13.9%  (58) 

 

17.4%  (36) 

 

8.8% (6) 

 

6.7%  (1) 

 

11.6%  (15) 

 

 

 

417 

 

207 

 

68 

 

15 

 

129 
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Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

6. Mental Retardation 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Educations 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

32.5%  (131) 

 

27.7%  (56) 

 

25.4%  (16) 

 

33.3%  (5) 

 

44.0%  (55) 

 

 

67.5%  (272) 

 

72.3%  (146) 

 

74.6%  (47) 

 

66.7%  (10) 

 

56.0%  (70) 

 

 

403 

 

202 

 

63 

 

15 

 

125 

7. Multiple Disabilities 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

33.7%  (136) 

 

29.5%  (59) 

 

32.8%  (21) 

 

40.0%  (6) 

 

39.4%  (50) 

 

 

66.3%  (268) 

 

70.5%  (141) 

 

67.2%  (43) 

 

60.0%  (9) 

 

60.6%  (77) 

 

 

404 

 

200 

 

64 

 

15 

 

127 
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Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

8. Orthopedic 

Impairment 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

88.7%  (370) 

 

83.9%  (172) 

 

92.8%  (64) 

 

100.0%  (15) 

 

93.1%  (121) 

 

 

 

11.3%  (47) 

 

16.1%  (33) 

 

7.2%  (5) 

 

0.0%  (0) 

 

6.9%  (9) 

 

 

 

417 

 

205 

 

69 

 

15 

 

130 

9. Other Health 

Impairment 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

78.9%  (318) 

 

71.6%  (141) 

 

87.0%  (60) 

 

92.9%  (13) 

 

84.8%  (106) 

 

 

 

21.1%  (85) 

 

28.4%  (56) 

 

13.0%  (9) 

 

7.1%  (1) 

 

15.2%  (19) 

 

 

 

403 

 

197 

 

69 

 

14 

 

125 
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Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

10. Specific Learning 

Disability 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

79.1%  (333) 

 

72.1%  (150) 

 

87.3%  (62) 

 

93.3%  (14) 

 

84.6% (110) 

 

 

 

20.9% (88) 

 

27.9%  (58) 

 

12.7%  (9) 

 

6.7%  (1) 

 

15.4%  (20) 

 

 

 

421 

 

208 

 

71 

 

15 

 

130 

11. Speech or 

Language Impairment 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

 

83.9%  (354) 

 

79.0%  (166) 

 

91.2%  (62) 

 

93.3%  (14) 

 

87.0%  (114) 

 

 

 

 

16.1%  (68) 

 

21.0%  (44) 

 

8.8%  (6) 

 

6.7%  (1) 

 

13.0%  (17) 

 

 

 

 

422 

 

210 

 

68 

 

15 

 

131 
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Table 24.  Continued 

Question 16 Agree Disagree Total Responses 

12. Traumatic Brain 

Injury 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists, 

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

42.4%  (170) 

 

26.6%  (53) 

 

60.3%  (38) 

 

53.3%  (8) 

 

57.9%  (73) 

 

 

 

57.6%  (231) 

 

73.3%  (146) 

 

39.7%  (25) 

 

46.7%  (7) 

 

42.1%  (53) 

 

 

 

401 

 

199 

 

63 

 

15 

 

126 

13. Visual Impairment 

Including Blindness 

 

All Participants 

 

General Education 

 

Special Education 

 

Site Administration 

 

School Psychologists, 

Paraprofessionals, 

Physical and 

Occupational 

Therapists, Speech and 

Language Therapists,  

Certified Non-Teaching, 

School Office Staff and 

Special Education 

Office Staff 

 

 

 

58.8%  (237) 

 

52.8%  (105) 

 

64.6%  (42) 

 

53.3%  (8) 

 

66.7%  (84) 

 

 

 

41.2%  (166) 

 

47.2%  (94) 

 

35.4%  (23) 

 

46.7%  (7) 

 

33.3%  (42) 

 

 

 

 

403 

 

199 

 

65 

 

15 

 

126 
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With respect to question 16 which asked participants if they agreed whether 

inclusion was successful for students with specific disabilities, the responses varied 

depending on educator role group. A percentage of agreement of 50% or more was 

deemed as constituting agreement. The following information reports the ranges of 

percentages of agreement from the high rate of agreement to the low rate of agreement 

and identifies the educator role group in agreement at the high rate of agreement and the 

educator role group at the low rate of agreement.   

With respect to students with deafness there was general agreement expressed on 

the part of all educator role groups that inclusion is successful; special education teachers 

expressed agreement at a rate of 78.8% with site administrators reporting 60.0% in 

agreement. Site administrators agreed at a rate of 93.3% that inclusion for students with 

hearing impairment is successful; general education teachers expressed their agreement at 

a rate of 82.6%. Site administrators agreed by a rate of 100% that students with 

orthopedic impairment are successful in inclusive classrooms with general education 

expressing agreement at a rate of 83.9%. Concerning students with other health 

impairments the rate of agreement ranged from a high of 92.9% from site administrators 

to a low of 71.6% expressed by general education teachers. Site administrators indicated 

a 93.3% rate of agreement that students with specialized learning disability would be 

successful with inclusion and general education teachers echoed this agreement with 

72.1% agreement. Site administrators again report the high rate of agreement at 93.3% 

indicating their agreement to the statement that students with a disability in the area of 

speech and language can enjoy success in an inclusive classroom; general education 
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teachers once again agree but with the low rate of agreement at 79.0%. As regards 

students with visual impairment including blindness, school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff account for 

the high rate of agreement at 66.7% and general education teachers agreed at a rate of 

52.8%.  

When asked about students with emotional disturbance, mental retardation and 

multiple disabilities there was general disagreement among all five educator role groups 

about the success of inclusion for these students. The following information recounts the 

ranges of disagreement, the high rate of disagreement and the low rate of disagreement 

and identifies the role group reporting both the high and the low rate of disagreement.  

When questioned about the success of inclusion, specifically for students with 

emotional disturbance, the high rate of disagreement was indicated at 85.7% by site 

administrators and the low rate of disagreement was reported at 60.2% by school 

psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and 

language therapists, certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education 

office staff.  The range of disagreement that inclusion can be successful for students with 

mental retardation ranged from a high of 74.6% reported by special education teachers to 

a low range of disagreement of 56.0% indicated by school psychologists, 

paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, 

certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff. The question 

of success for inclusion for students with multiple disabilities ranged from a high 
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disagreement rate of 70.5% from general education teachers to a low rate of disagreement 

of 60% from site administrators.  

When questioned about success for students with autism, deaf blindness and 

traumatic brain injury the rates of agreement and disagreement were mixed based on 

educator role group. For example, when questioned about the success of inclusion for 

students with autism there was general disagreement as expressed by 51.7% of all 

participants. General and special education teachers disagreed at 58.3% and 57.8% 

respectively. However, site administrators and the collective group of school 

psychologists, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, 

certified and non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff reported 

agreement at the rates of 73.3% and 58.1% respectively. In relation to the question 

having to do with success for inclusion for students with deaf blindness there was a 

moderate rate of disagreement reported at 59.9% for all participants combined. General 

and special education teachers and site administration showed only slightly higher levels 

of disagreement. Interestingly, the wider group of school psychologists, physical and 

occupational therapists, speech and language therapists, certified non-teaching, school 

office staff and special education office staff indicated a rate of agreement to the 

statement about success of inclusion for students with deaf blindness; the rate of 

agreement was reported at a modest 50.8%. The question of success for inclusion for 

students with traumatic brain injury yielded mixed results as well, in that all participants 

together disagreed at a modest 57.6%, conversely site administrators and the collective 

group of school psychologists, physical and occupational therapists, speech and language 
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therapists, certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education office staff 

agreed at rates of 53.3% and 57.9% respectively. Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that 

general education teachers disagreed at a significant 73.3% while special education 

teachers agreed at a considerable 60.3%. 

 

Open-Ended Survey Questions 

Table 25. 

Responses for Online Open-Ended Question 1 Classified by Theme and Category for All  

Participants 

What do you think is the biggest challenge with the inclusion of students with  

disabilities in the general education classroom at your school? 

Theme Categories Responses Total 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More and Better Training (117) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More Time, More Resources and 

Supports 

(76) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Large Class Size (56) 432 

Implementation Differentiation of Instruction (56) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More and Better Collaboration, 

Planning and Communication  

(13) 432 

 

 Challenges with inclusion of students were reported by participants and ranked by 

number of responses identifying that challenge. The need for more and better training, the 

need for more time, more resources and supports, smaller class sizes, differentiation of 
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instruction and need for more and better collaboration, planning and communication were 

all indicated and classified as recommendations.  

 

Table 26. 

Responses for Online Open-Ended Question 2 Classified by Theme and Category for All  

Participants 

What are your overall feelings or concerns about the inclusion of students  

with disabilities in the general education classroom at your school? 

Theme Categories Responses Total 

General Attitude Overall Agreement with IE (134) 432 

General Attitude Overall Disagreement with IE (65) 432 

General Attitude Positive Social Effect on Students with 

Disabilities 

(21) 432 

General Attitude Positive Academic Effect on Students with 

Disabilities 

(23) 432 

General Attitude Positive Social Effect on Students without 

Disabilities 

(10) 432 

General Attitude Positive Academic Effect on Students with 

Disabilities 

(15) 432 

Implementation Autism, ED and “Severe Disabilities” (19) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More and Better Collaboration, 

Planning and Communication 

(6) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More and Better Training  (65) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Need for More Time and More and Better 

Training, Resources and Supports 

(53) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Differentiation of Instruction (30) 432 
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Participants expressed a substantial overall agreement with IE as a general policy 

with only a relatively small number indicating disagreement with IE. When expressing 

feelings and concerns, participants mentioned specifically, positive and negative social 

effects on students with and without disabilities. Autism, emotional disturbance and what 

they referred to as “severe disabilities” were also mentioned. Participants also stated 

needs for more and better collaboration, planning and communication, as well as needs 

for more time and more and better training, resources and supports. Differentiation of 

instruction was also cited as a concern. 

 

Table 27. 

Responses for Online Open-Ended Question 3 Classified by Theme and Category for All  

Participants 

What are some resources available to general education teachers at your school to  

support the inclusion of students with disabilities? 

Theme Categories Responses Total 

Implementation  Availability of Specialists (Site Administrators, 

Special Education Teachers, Paraprofessionals, 

School Psychologists, Occupational and Physical 

Therapist, Speech and Language Specialists, 

Counselors, and School Nurses) 

(251) 432 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Lack of Resources  

“None,” “I don’t know,” “I am not Sure,” “I have 

no idea,” “I am not aware of any.” 

(91) 432 

 

 The resources available to general education teachers were almost all referenced 

in the form of human resources and defined by participants as their colleagues on their 

school campuses, as reported by 251 of the participants; virtually no other resources were 
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mentioned. The data reports that 91 participants reported that they did not know, were not 

aware of or were not sure of any other resources available at their sites.  

 

Table 28. 

Responses for Online Open-Ended Question 4 Classified by Theme and Category for All  

Participants 

Do you think that the money and available resources (including  

paraprofessionals), currently provided by your district to the general education  

classrooms at your school are adequate to carry out inclusive education? 

Theme Category Adequate Inadequate Not Sure Total 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

Money and Available 

Resources, Including 

Paraprofessionals 

(27) (335) (70) 432 

 

 Out of the 432 participants responding to this question regarding money and 

available resources including paraprofessionals being adequate in order to carry out 

inclusive education, a significant 335 or 77.55% of participants responded that these 

resources are inadequate, with 70 or 16.20% of participants saying they were not sure, 

and only 27 or 6.25% stating that money and available resources are adequate.  
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Table 29. 

Responses for Online Open-Ended Question 5 Classified by Theme and Category for All  

Participants  

Do you think that special education and general education teachers at your  

school collaborate and work together in order to support students with disabilities  

who are in the general education classrooms?  

Theme Category Yes No 
Not 

Sure 
Total 

Implementation Collaboration of General Education and 

Special Education Teachers at the School Site  

(197) (139) (96) 432 

 

 Of the 432 participants responding to the question about special education and 

general education teachers collaborating and working together, 197 or 45.60% indicated 

that they do while 197 or 32.18% indicated that they do not and 96 or 22.22% said they 

were not sure.  

 

Focus Group Interview Sub Questions 

Table 30. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 1 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What is your district’s policy on inclusion? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

General Attitudes Right to Equal Education  

and Compliance With the 

Law 

Least Restrictive Environment for Students 

with SEN 
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Table 30.  Continued 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation Top Down Effect 

Transition From Old To 

New 

 

Transition From Old To 

New 

 

Transition From Old 

To New 

 

Collaboration, Planning 

and Communication 

Striving to Become More Inclusive 

Shift From Self Contained Special Education 

Classrooms to General Education Classrooms 

 

Shift from LD Classrooms to General 

Education Classrooms 

 

Shift to Co-Teaching Inclusion Model 

 

General Education Setting with Special 

Education Support 

 

Inclusion of Two Year Old Children with Five 

Year Olds 

 

 The range of the close-ended Likert scale question asking if educators are aware 

of their district’s policy on inclusive education yielded a range of agreement percentages 

from a high of 86.8% as expressed by site administrators to a low of 59.8% as expressed 

by general education teaching. During the course of the focus group interviews, the 

discussion surrounding the question of exactly what is the district’s policy on inclusion 

prompted many participants expressing the general attitude that the district’s policy is in 

response to equal right to education and compliance with the law. In particular, the legal 

requirement of least restrictive environment was mentioned often with respect to 

explaining the district’s policy on inclusion.  The top down effect related to the district’s 

policy of inclusive education and was also discussed in relation to striving to be more 

inclusive while shifting from self-contained class settings to general education classroom 

settings and shifting to co-teaching inclusive teaching models involving special and 

general education teachers. Collaboration, planning and communication were cited as 
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being imperatives for the successful adherence to the district’s policy on inclusive 

education. Although, while explaining well the district’s policy on inclusive education 

one teacher spoke of the inappropriateness of placing two year old children with five year 

old children in an inclusive setting.  

 

Table 31. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 2 Responses Classified by Theme and  

Category 

What would be some effective ways for the district to provide training, 

experiences and supports for teachers and paraprofessionals in order to enable 

them to implement inclusion in the general education classroom? (coaching, 

model, college courses, etc.) 

 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation and 

Recommendation 

 

 

 

Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Collaboration, Planning and 

Communication 

 

 

 

Collaboration, Planning and 

Communication 

 

Effectiveness of Specialists 

 

 

 

 

More and Better Trainings 

 

 

 

 

 

More/Better Availability of 

Specialists 

On Site Professional 

Development – Systematic, On 

Site Coaching Model, Led by 

Special Education Teachers 

 

Professional Development for 

Paraprofessionals 

 

Opportunities for General 

Education and Special Education 

Teachers to Collaborate and Plan 

For a Specific Inclusion Class 

 

Specialized Training for 

Paraprofessionals, General and 

Special Education Teachers 

Focusing on Preschooler 

Children with SEN 

 

Use of Out of District 

Professionals for Training 

 

One Inclusion Specialist 

Assigned to Each School 

 

More Paraprofessionals 
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Table 31.  Continued 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

General Attitudes 

 

 

 

 

Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Conducive to Collaboration 

 

 

Differentiation of Services 

 

Quantity and Quality of Training 

for Inclusion 

 

More and Better Parent 

Participation 

Integrated Classroom Projects 

and Assignments 

 

Collaborative Team Teaching 

 

Training On Differentiation of 

Instruction 

 

Allowing More Time for 

Professional Development 

 

Parent Education 

 

 When asked about ways the district could provide training, experiences and 

supports for teachers and paraprofessionals to enable them to implement inclusion in the 

general education classroom, focus group interview participants indicated a need for on-

site professional development and systematic coaching. More collaboration with 

paraprofessionals and with general and special education teachers was also called for as 

well as a recommendation for more specialized training aimed at the needs of preschool 

aged children. Participants seemed to express the attitude that integrative classroom 

projects and team teaching would be conducive to collaboration. Training on 

differentiation of instruction would help with the implementation process along with 

more and better parent education. Allowing more time for professional development was 

also a concern. 
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Table 32. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 3 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What would you consider some pedagogical practices that would promote  

inclusive practices in your school? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

General Attitudes 

 

 

Implementation 

 

 

Recommendations 

Agreement with Inclusion  

 

 

Anti-Discrimination  

Quality Training for Inclusion 

 

 

More and Better Parent 

Participation 

Child First, Disability Second 

 

Build Strategies Around 

Strength of Child 

 

Cooperative Learning 

 

More Modeling 

 

Differentiation of Instruction 

 

Parent Education 

 

 Some pedagogical practices that participants felt would promote the inclusive 

practices are considering the child first and the disability second while building teaching 

strategies around the strengths of the individual child. Cooperative learning, modeling of 

effective instruction and differentiation of instruction were also referenced as pedagogical 

practices that would help to encourage inclusive practices. The recommendation was 

made for more parent education which hopefully will lead to more and better parent 

participation.  
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Table 33. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 4 Responses from All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What do you feel would be some effective means of implementing inclusion  

in your school? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Quantity of Training 

More and Better Trainings 

 

Availability of Specialists 

Effectiveness of Specialists 

Government Planning for 

Implementation 

 

Parent Participation  

More Training and Supports 

 

 

Collaboration, Planning and 

Communication 

 

 

 

More and Better Trained 

Teachers and Paraprofessionals 

More Money Allocated 

Smaller Class Sizes 

Educating Parents on Inclusive 

Education 

 

 Participants discussed effective means of implementing inclusion and suggested 

more and better training and supports in the form of collaboration, planning and 

communication. Participants also articulated the need for greater availability of 

specialists which may be accomplished by having better trained teachers and 

paraprofessionals. Under the category of government planning for implementation, 

participants stated that more money allocated to education would be helpful while 

working for smaller class sizes. Parent education surfaced again as an effective means of 

implementing inclusion.  

  



142 

Table 34. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 5 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

Do you think that your college level educational program prepared you to  

implement inclusion in the general education classroom? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Compliance with the Law 

Effectiveness of Specialists 

Quality of Training for Inclusion 

 

Government Planning for 

Implementation of IE 

Requirement for Dual Majors in 

General Education and Special 

Education 

 

Requirement for Dual 

Certifications in General 

Education and Special Education  

 

 The discussion regarding the question of college programs having prepared 

participants to implement inclusion in the general education classroom brought forth the 

recommendation to institute a dual-major and dual-certification program to better prepare 

teachers to implement inclusion. There were just a few participants who did possess 

certification for both general education and special education; these individuals did say 

that they felt their college programs had prepared them to implement inclusion.  
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Table 35. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 6 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion  

has been a positive experience for students with disabilities?  

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

General Attitudes 

 

 

 

 

Implementation 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Positive Social Effect on 

Students With and Without 

Disabilities 

 

 

Positive Academic Effect on 

Students With and Without 

Disabilities 

 

Evaluation of Student Progress 

 

 

Positive Academic Effect on 

Students With and Without 

Disability 

 

More and Better Parent 

Participation 

Increased Self-Esteem in 

Students and Increased 

Interaction with Students 

Without Disabilities  

 

Successful Inclusion of Students 

with ED in the IE Classroom 

 

 

Increased Benchmark Test 

Scores 

 

Increased Student Motivation to 

Participate in Higher Level 

Activities 

 

Increase in Parental Support and 

Increased Student Motivation 

 

The general attitude was voiced that inclusion has been a positive social and 

academic experience for students with disabilities evidenced by increased self-esteem, 

increased interaction with students without disabilities and successful inclusion for 

students with emotional disturbance and increased benchmark assessment scores. An 

increase in motivation to participate in high level activities was also cited as proof that 

inclusion has been a positive experience for students with disabilities.  
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Table 36. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 7 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion  

has been a positive experience for students without disabilities at your school? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

General Attitudes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

Positive Social Effect for 

Students Without Disabilities 

 

Positive Academic Effect For 

Students Without Disabilities 

 

 

 

Anti-Discrimination  

 

 

 

More and Better Parent 

Participation 

Opportunity to Learn About 

Students With Disabilities 

 

Empowerment, Awareness and 

Improvement in Metacognitive 

Skills While Peer Teaching 

Students With Disabilities 

 

Shift in Focus From Disability to 

Ability and Acceptance of 

Students with Disabilities 

 

Increased Empathy and 

Understanding on the Part of 

Students and Parents for 

Students with Disabilities 

 

 Participants reported having seen students without disabilities learning about their 

disabled peers while improving their own metacognition as they peer taught their peers 

with disabilities. Some participants said that they had seen a shift in focus from disability 

to ability, in other words students without disabilities started to see what their peers with 

disabilities could do as opposed to seeing what they couldn’t do. An increase in empathy 

was also reported on the part of students without disabilities and their parents toward 

students with disabilities. 
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Table 37. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 8 Responses for All Participants  

Classified by Theme and Category  

Why is order more difficult to maintain in a general education classroom  

which includes students with disabilities?  

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation Differentiation of Services Levels and Degrees of Differentiation 

Required and  Allowing More Time 

For Processing 

 

Differences in Attention Spans, 

Cognitive Abilities, Reading Abilities 

and Reading Abilities 

 

Large Class Sizes 

 

Large Numbers of Students With 

Disabilities 

 

Students with Severe Disabilities 

 

 In general the participants agreed that order is more difficult to maintain in an 

inclusive general education classroom because of the intensity and level of differentiation 

of instruction necessary and the fact that more time must be allowed for students to 

process their thinking. Larger class sizes coupled with large numbers of students with 

disabilities and students with severe disabilities contribute to the challenge of a more 

difficult situation in which to maintain order.  
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Table 38. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 9 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

Can you give some specific details of how special education and general  

education teachers at your school collaborate together with respect to  

inclusion of students with disabilities? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation Availability of Specialists 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration, Planning and 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Conducive to Collaboration 

Examples of Availability of 

School Psychologists, Physical 

and Occupational Therapists, 

Special Education Teachers, and 

Speech and Language Teachers 

for Collaboration 

 

Collaboration for IEP Meetings, 

Child Study Meetings Activity 

Planning Meetings With Parents 

And Disciplinary Meetings  

Questions and  Concerns Sent 

Via Email  

 

Discussions Regarding 

Individual Students or Teaching 

Strategies During Planning Time 

or After Contract Time 

 

 Participants responded to this question and explained that general and special 

education teachers collaborate when specialists are available during IEP meetings, Child 

Study meetings, planning meetings, parent meetings and communicate often via email to 

discuss specific questions related to students. Participants indicated often this 

collaboration takes place during planning time or after contract time.  
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Table 39. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 10 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What specific kinds of training do you think might be helpful to teachers and  

paraprofessional to better prepare them to implement inclusion in general  

education classes? 

Themes Categories Key Points of Discussion 

Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Quality of Training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

More Training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

More and Better Parent  

Participation 

Observation of Effective 

Inclusive Classrooms 

 

Provision of Multiple Teaching 

Strategies, Interventions, 

Techniques and Sample Lesson 

Plans for IE Classes 

 

IE Training for 

Paraprofessionals 

 

Training for General Education 

Teachers Regarding Specific 

Learning Disabilities and Child 

Development 

 

Multiple Intelligences Theory 

and Practice 

 

Incorporation of Technology in 

the IE Classroom 

 

Training Regarding How to 

Improve Communication With 

Parents of Students With 

Disabilities in the IE Classroom 

 

 Participants talked about how they would like to observe effective inclusive 

teachers engaged in the actual process of teaching in inclusive classrooms.  They also 

want to know more about specific teaching strategies, interventions and techniques that 

have been proven to work in the real world of teaching. Participants also called for more 

inclusion training for paraprofessionals and more training for general education teachers 
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focusing on various learning disabilities. Several focus group participants suggested 

specifically more training in the area of Multiple Intelligences. They indicated a desire to 

have more training helping them to better communicate with parents of students with 

disabilities in inclusive classrooms.  

 

Table 40. 

Focus Group Interview Discussion Question 11 Responses for All Participants Classified  

by Theme and Category 

What specific kinds of resources do you think might be helpful for teachers  

and paraprofessionals in their efforts to implement inclusion in the general  

education classrooms?  

Themes Categories Key Discussion Points 

Implementation  

 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

Effectiveness of Specialists 

 

 

 

More and Better Resources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

More and Better  

Availability of Specialists 

Mentoring and Coaching 

Opportunities to Work With 

Experienced Teachers 

 

Availability of Lists of 

Instructional Materials Specific 

to Disabilities to Assist With 

Students With Disabilities in IE 

Classrooms. 

 

More Planning Time 

 

More and Better Trained General 

and Special Education Teachers 

and Paraprofessionals 

 

Suggestions and recommendations for resources that might be helpful for teachers 

and paraprofessionals while implementing inclusion in general education classroom were 

for the most part human resources as referred to in open-ended question 3 in the online 

survey when participants were asked to say what resources are available to them at their 
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school sites for the implementation of inclusion. Focus group participants spoke of 

needing more availability of experienced specialists to provide mentoring and coaching 

opportunities. More planning time and lists of available online instructional materials for 

convenient reference were also requested.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

Summary of Findings 

 The intention of this study was to investigate the attitudes of preK-12 educators 

concerning Inclusive Education (IE).  In particular, this dissertation focused on the 

question as to whether differences in attitudes regarding inclusion are to be found based 

on the specific role of the educator. I also explored concerns which emerged during the 

Chilean Focus Group Interview Study such as inadequate training for teachers and 

paraprofessionals, time and resources, supports and planning; collaboration and 

communication were also examined. Lastly, I examined educators’ concerns about 

differentiation of instruction and severe disabilities. It appears that inclusion will 

probably become more common in general education classrooms over the next ten years. 

Indeed, as a consequence of numerous acts of legislation mandating special education 

students be removed from more restrictive classrooms and placed into classrooms with 

their non-disabled peers, it is essential to determine educator attitude regarding IE.  

Recognizing that general education teachers are in fact the main service providers for 

teaching Students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) in the inclusive classroom 

setting, their attitude regarding IE contributes to its failure or success.  

 The results of this study suggest that there is no significant difference in opinion 

between educator role groups in relation to their attitudes regarding IE.  However, special 

education teachers as a role group did express the least supportive attitude toward IE of 
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all other educator role groups surveyed.  It is noteworthy that special education teachers 

as an educator role group were the least likely of all their colleagues to agree with the 

statement that inclusive education is a positive experience for students with and without 

disabilities; special education teachers were the least likely of all of the other educator 

role groups to agree with the statements that inclusive education is socially advantageous 

for students with and without disabilities; and they were the least likely of their 

colleagues to agree with the statement that inclusive education is academically 

advantageous for student with disabilities. Conversely, their general education 

counterparts were the least likely to agree that inclusive education is academically 

advantageous for students without disabilities and that students with disabilities in 

general education classrooms develop a better self-concept than in a self-contained 

special education classroom. These results are not inconsistent with the existing research 

that suggests that teachers, overall, are not entirely adverse to the concept of inclusion 

(Bargerhuff & Wheatley, 2004; Cook, 2001; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  The finding 

that special education teachers were the least supportive of IE compared to all other 

educator role groups surveyed is nevertheless, noteworthy and perhaps may be due to 

reluctance on the part of special education teachers to relinquish their professional 

ascendancy. Perhaps this attitude is partly attributable to their training which emphasizes 

the legal perspective of special education which is based on the least restrictive 

environment (LRE) and focuses on the unique needs of the individual student with (SEN) 

rather than on any collective social or academic benefit for the group at large. 

Paradoxically, special education teachers were the least likely of all educator role groups 
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to agree with the statement that students with disabilities can best be served in special 

education classrooms. Shortly before, during and directly after the survey was conducted, 

the district was in the process of refining its policy on inclusion and considering the 

implementation of  a co-teaching model which would have compelled many content area-

designated special education classroom teachers to surrender their classrooms and co-

teach in general education inclusive classrooms in partnership with general education 

teachers. This anticipated transition to a dual teaching model may have precipitated 

anxiety, consequently influencing the perceptions of special education teachers in terms 

of their attitude toward how students with SEN can best be served.  

 There was statistically significant general disagreement expressed by all educator 

role groups, with the statement that general education teachers have been adequately 

prepared and are provided with enough training and supports in order to include students 

with disabilities into the general education classroom. The results are consistent with the 

existing research. Mastropieri and Scruggs (1996) found that general education teachers 

obtain limited preparation in order to meet the academic needs of students with special 

educational needs. There was also statistically significant general disagreement expressed 

by all the educator role groups with the statement that paraprofessionals are adequately 

prepared and are provided with enough training and supports in order to work with 

included students in the general education classroom. Participants from all educator roles 

indicated that some of the biggest challenges with inclusion for students with disabilities 

are a lack of more and better training and a lack of time, resources and supports. When 

asked what specific kinds of training they think would be helpful to teachers and 
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paraprofessionals in order to implement inclusion, participants from all role groups 

recommended more opportunities to observe effective inclusive classroom instruction, IE 

trainings tailored for paraprofessionals and trainings tailored for general education 

teachers regarding specific learning disabilities and child development. When asked 

specifically what are some resources available to general education teachers at their 

schools to support the inclusion of students with disabilities over half of the 432 

participants responding cited their colleagues or human resources as the only resources 

available to them. Differentiation of instruction was also identified as a challenge for 

implementing inclusion and as a particular reason as to why it is difficult to maintain 

order in an inclusive education classroom.  These findings although not statistically 

significant are consistent with the literature in that educators claim that the training they 

do receive is inadequate and that they do not have sufficient opportunities for 

collaboration (Hammand & Ingalls 2003). In addition, in reference to the perception that 

differentiation of instruction is a challenge for inclusion, this view is also consistent with 

the literature pointing out the need expressed by educators for more differentiation of 

instruction.  All educator role groups with the exception of site administrators disagreed 

significantly that students with disabilities develop a better self-concept in general 

education classrooms than in self-contained classrooms.  

 The results of this study suggest that participants from all educator role groups 

were in general agreement with the overall concept of inclusion. Although participants 

clearly indicated they do not believe that the district provides adequate amounts of money 

and resources to implement inclusive education.  
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 While examining individual response, it is worth mentioning that general 

education and special education teachers’ responses were for the most part consistent 

with what is indicated by the review of the literature. Both general and special education 

teachers were in general agreement that students with mild disabilities (e.g., 

speech/language impairments, specific learning disability) should be educated within the 

general education classroom setting. However, students who exhibit more severe 

difficulties (e.g., autism, emotional disturbance) should be educated within the special 

education classroom setting. Given that a higher occurrence of overt behavioral 

difficulties may exist in the urban setting, a less positive attitude towards inclusive 

education may have resulted.  

 There appears to be a normative shift in the attitudes and perceptions of both 

general education and special education teachers with respect to their attitudes regarding 

just how they view inclusive education for both students with and without disabilities. 

However, there is a lack of evidence as to just how beneficial inclusive education is for 

the general education and special education students. It appears from the Chilean Focus 

Group Interview Study and from the current study that more research needs to be done in 

this area. The results of this study do suggest that there are benefits with regard to the 

socialization of the special education and general education students but it may be that 

there is a collective ambivalence which is related to the educator role groups and their 

collective mentality. 
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Limitations and Delimitations 

To begin with  participants in the research survey were a sample of educators 

including general education teachers, special education teachers, site administrators, 

school psychologists, paraprofessionals, physical and occupational therapists, speech and 

language therapists, certified non-teaching, school office staff and special education 

office staff employed by a southern Arizona school district, which may have limited the 

ability to generalize results to educators working in other districts, states, or other 

national or educational jurisdictions. 

Secondly, another significant limitation of this study is the relatively small sample 

size. In all likelihood there would have been a larger sample size and more information 

resulting in more significant findings, had there been more than one southern Arizona 

school district utilized in this study.  

Thirdly, given the fact that the district was in the process of refining its policy 

toward inclusive education, it is possible that only those educators experiencing a sense 

of feeling secure in the knowledge that they knew the current policy on inclusive 

education, participated in the survey and/or focus group interviews. Consequently, this 

particular sample may not have been representative of all educators in the district.  

Fourthly, attitude toward education in general is a contributory factor of educator 

attitude regarding inclusive education regardless of the role of the educator. Taken as a 

whole, fulfillment with their jobs as educators may influence their opinions and 

perceptions of inclusive education. Since attitude regarding contentment with their jobs 

as educators was not independently determined it is possible that the issue of job 
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satisfaction may have influenced their opinions, perceptions and overall attitude toward 

inclusive education.  

Finally, the instrument employed was designed exclusively for this study. 

Although, it was evaluated and approved by a peer group prior to its utilization, it has not 

been empirically tested, nor has it been approved as being a valid and reliable instrument. 

An empirically supported instrument may have resulted in more identifiable results.  

 

Assumptions 

1. Participants will respond honestly and accurately to the online survey 

questions and to the discussion questions for the focus group interviews. 

2. Participants are representative of educators in southern Arizona. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 Prior to surveying educator attitude regarding inclusive education more research 

could be conducted in order to survey overall job satisfaction with their jobs as educators; 

these two dynamic aspects could then be compared and commonalities could be 

identified. Taking into account the vital role that administrators enact in molding 

teachers’ attitude with respect to inclusive education, surveying administrators’ attitudes 

regarding inclusive education would a worthwhile endeavor. Parents represent another 

influential stake holder group wielding authority in relation to their children’s educational 

experience; it may be of value to survey parental attitude regarding inclusive education. 

Additional investigation into the correlation between administrative support and peer 
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support in molding positive educator attitudes toward inclusive education may result in 

useful information as well. Given the expectation that inclusive education will become 

more prevalent in American classrooms over the next ten years owing to more and more 

rigorous federal mandates, it may be helpful to survey students’ attitudes related to its 

implementation. In view of this probability that the practice of inclusive education will 

become more widespread in the future, and an in view of the results which indicated that 

educators do not believe that general education teachers and paraprofessionals have been 

adequately prepared and provided with enough training, experiences and supports in 

order to include students with disabilities in the general education classrooms, it may be 

practical to investigate how professional development programs in school districts are 

being implemented and carried out for these two educator role groups. Finally, in view of 

the finding that special education teachers are the least supportive of IE compared to all 

other educator role groups, this warrants additional research. 

More mixed-method sequential exploratory research studies yielding  triangulated 

data sources could be conducted among educational jurisdictions in other North and 

South American countries, so that researchers may capitalize on the interrelational 

features of qualitative and quantitative research designs in terms of the convergence and 

divergence of correlation of data, including their interpretation and generalizability. Even 

if the results of future exploratory mixed-method studies prove contradictory, it may be 

useful to present the findings in parallel form with the recommendation that more 

research be conducted. Additional data could be gathered in this case to resolve any 
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inconsistencies of the findings or these contradictions may be regarded as catalysts, for 

future investigation and study. 

 

Participants’ Recommendations for Improvement of Inclusive Education 

Participants in this study representing all educator role groups recommended 

greater allocation of time and money for training and human resources in the form of 

paraprofessionals and special education specialists in order to better facilitate the 

implementation of IE in their schools. With respect to training, participants recommended 

they be provided more opportunities to observe effective instruction in inclusive 

classroom settings, especially for paraprofessionals and general education teachers. 

Specifically, participants called for training which focused on individual disabilities and 

effective differentiation of instruction. In addition, participants recommended more and 

better collaboration, planning and communication, all of which require greater 

allowances of time and money. The recommendation was also made for smaller class 

sizes and more differentiation of instruction in inclusive classroom settings for more 

effective implementation and for better improvement of outcomes. 
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Table 41. 

Participants’ Recommendations for Improvement of Inclusive Education 

Recommendations 

More money allocated for supports and resources including paraprofessionals. 

More time allotted for training, collaboration, planning and communication. 

More opportunities to observe effective instruction in inclusive classrooms. 

Training opportunities focusing on specific disability categories. 

Training opportunities focusing on differentiation of instruction. 

More and better opportunities for collaboration, planning and communication. 

More availability of special education specialists. 

Smaller class sizes.  

More and better parent communication. 

 

Summary  

In summary, a significant finding of this research suggests that each educator role 

group by a substantial margin indicated that they are aware of their district’s policy 

toward inclusive education. Secondly, special education teachers as an educator role 

group are the least supportive of inclusive education. Ironically, special education 

teachers were also the least likely to agree that students with special educational needs 

are best served in the special education classroom. Other significant findings point to the 

perception expressed by all participants in this study indicating that general education 

teachers and paraprofessionals have not been adequately prepared, nor have they been 

provided with enough training and supports in order to carry out inclusive education for 

students with special educational needs in the general education classroom. Participants 

strongly indicated that available funding and resources, including paraprofessionals 



160 

currently being provided by their district to general education inclusive classroom are 

inadequate. Congruently, participants indicated that some of the challenges with inclusion 

are lack of quality training, time, money, resources and supports. Specifically with regard 

to the question of inclusion being successful for students with specific disabilities, it is 

statistically significant to point out that participants across all role groups indicated that 

for students with emotional disturbance, mental retardation, multiple disabilities, autism, 

deaf blindness and traumatic brain injury inclusion was not successful. Conversely, 

participants indicated that for students with deafness, hearing impairment, orthopedic 

impairment, specific learning disability and speech or language impairment inclusion was 

successful.  
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APPENDIX B – APPROVAL TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN  

SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 
 

 
Department of Student Services 

2238 E. Ginter Road • Tucson, AZ 85706 

(520) 545-2065 • FAX: (520) 545-2149 

Jeannie Favela, Ph.D. Assistant 

Superintendent 

Gina Gomez, Administrative Assistant 

Sally Ray, Secretary/Translator 

 

August 30, 2011 

 

Bradford J. Harkins 

University of Arizona 

College of Education 

Department of Disability and Psychoeducational Studies 

P.O. Box 210069 

Tucson, Arizona 85721 

 

Dear Mr. Harkins, 

 

Your request to conduct research in the Sunnyside Unified School District has been approved.  

 

Upon completion of your program, please provide a final written summary report of the study and 

significant district findings.  Electronic submission of the report is preferable; you may send it to 

my e-mail address. 

 

Also through e-mail communication, please confirm that you have read and understand the 

conditions of your acceptance to conduct research in Sunnyside. 

 

Best wishes on your project.  We look forward to reviewing your summary.  Please contact me if 

you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely yours,  

 

 

Jeannie Favela, Ph.D. 

Assistant Superintendent for Student Services 

jeanf@susd12.org 

mailto:jeanf@susd12.org
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APPENDIX C – LETTER TO ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT OF  

STUDENT SERVICES 

 

July 27, 2011 

 

Sunnyside Unified School District #12 

Jeannie Favela, PhD 

Assistant Superintendent, Student Services 

2238 E. Ginter Road 

Tucson, AZ 85706   

 

Dear Dr. Favela. 

 

I am writing this letter to request your permission to collect data for my dissertation study that 

would use a cadre consisting of elementary, middle, and high school site-based administrators, 

school psychologists, occupational therapists, physical therapists, special education teachers and 

general education teachers.  

 

To briefly tell you about me, I am a special education literacy teacher assigned to Billy Lane 

Lauffer Middle School. Concurrently, I am also an advanced level doctoral student at the 

University of Arizona, College of Education, Department of Disability and Pychoeducational 

Studies, and work under the supervision of Dr. Todd Fletcher who is also my dissertation advisor.   

 

The study that I propose to undertake will involve utilizing a two-part. on-line survey 

questionnaire. The first part will consist of five statements regarding inclusion requiring the 

participants to indicate on a Likert scale their level of agreement or disagreement; the five-point 

scale ranges from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.” The second part will contain five 

open-ended question having to do with inclusion for which the participants will be invited to 

answer in writing.  

 

After the completion of the study, the results will be presented to the appropriate personnel of the 

permission granting agency. I will be available to meet with any staff or your designee. In 

Addition, I will give credit to your school district in the work that will be published or 

copyrighted.   

 

I would also like to assure you that the identity of the educator participants in the study will be 

kept confidential and all the work of my dissertation study will be completed within 

professionally approved ethical boundaries.  

 

I thank you for your attention to my request and I look forward to receiving your positive 

response at your earliest convenience. Please, do not hesitate to contact me at 520-982-5737 or 

via email at BradfordH@susd12.org for any clarification or follow up questions that you may 

have concerning my request. 

 

Sincerely, 

Bradford Harkins

mailto:BradfordH@susd12.org
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APPENDIX D – EDUCATORS ATTITUDE REGARDING INCLUSIVE 

EDUCATION ONLINE SURVEY 

 

1. Inclusive education at my school has been a positive experience for students with 

disabilities.  

2. Inclusive education at my school has been a positive experience for students without 

disabilities.  

3. Inclusive education at my school is socially advantageous for students with 

disabilities.  

4. Inclusive education at my school is socially advantageous for students without 

disabilities.  

5. Inclusive education at my school is academically advantageous for students with 

disabilities.  

6. Inclusive education at my school is academically advantageous for students without 

disabilities.  

7. General Education teachers at my school have been adequately prepared and are 

provided with enough training, experiences and supports in order to include students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom.  

8. Paraprofessionals at my school have been adequately prepared and are provided with 

enough training, experiences and supports in order to include students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom.  

9. Students with disabilities in general education classrooms develop a better self-

concept than those in a self-contained classroom.  

10. Students with disabilities do not monopolize teachers’ time in general education 

classrooms.  

11. Most students with disabilities do not demonstrate behavior problems in the general 

education classroom.  

12. Students with disabilities can best be served in special education classrooms.  

13. Students with disabilities included in the general education classroom, require 

additional time and attention which can be a disadvantage to students without 

disabilities.  

14. Maintaining order in a general education classroom that includes students with 

disabilities is more difficult than in a general education classroom that does not 

include students with disabilities.  

15. I am aware of my district’s policy toward inclusive education.  
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16. Among students with disabilities, inclusion seems to be successful for students 

with: Total Respondents  

1. Autism  

2. Deafness  

3. Deaf-Blindness  

4. Emotional Disturbance  

5. Hearing Impairment  

6. Mental Retardation  

7. Multiple Disabilities  

8. Orthopedic Impairment  

9. Other Health Impairment  

10. Specific Learning Disability  

11. Speech or Language Impairment  

12. Traumatic Brain Injury  

13. Visual Impairment Including Blindness  
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APPENDIX E – FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

1. What is the District’s current policy on inclusion? 

 

2. What would be some effective ways for the District to provide training, experiences 

and supports for teachers and paraprofessionals in order to enable them to implement 

inclusion in the general education classroom?  (coaching model, college courses, etc.) 

 

3. What would you consider some pedagogical practices that would promote inclusive 

practices in your school? 

 

4. What do you feel would be some effective means of implementing inclusion in your 

school?  

 

5. Do you think that your college level educational program prepared you to implement 

inclusion in the general education classroom? 

 

6. What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion has 

been a positive experience for students with disabilities? 

 

7. What are some things you have seen at your school that indicate that inclusion has 

been a positive experience for students without disabilities? 

 

8. Why is order more difficult to maintain in a general education classroom which 

includes students with disabilities? 

 

9. Give some specific examples of how special education and general education teachers 

at your school collaborate together with respect to inclusion of students with 

disabilities.  

 

10. What specific kinds of training do you think might be helpful to teachers and 

paraprofessional to better prepare them to implement inclusion in general education 

classes? 

 

11. What specific kinds of resources do you think might be helpful for teachers and 

paraprofessionals in their efforts to implement inclusion in the general education 

classroom? 
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