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EXAMINING THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SECONDARY GENEAL EDUCATION
TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION, PROFESSIONARDEVELOPMENT, AND
SUPPORT FROM SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL
ABSTRACT
This correlational research study examined thdioglships between secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion reai professional development in topics
related to special education and hours of suppom Epecial education personnel addressing the
needs of students with disabilities received weeklye research also investigated whether this
information could be used to predict secondary gereglucation teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion. General education teachers in six S@afolina high schools completed the Scale of
Teacher Attitudes Toward Inclusive Classrooms (SIATand a demographic survey that asked
about hours of professional development in sp@taktation topics and hours of support
received weekly from special education personnélaministrators regarding students with
disabilities. Correlational and regression anaysere conducted to determine the strength and
direction of relationships, as well as the preditature of the data to determine secondary
general education teachers’ attitudes toward inmusResults indicated statistically significant
positive correlations between variables, with gtgly stronger correlation when hours of
professional development and hours of support wensidered together. These findings
suggest that additional training and support fackers in inclusive classrooms may lead to
more positive attitudes toward the concept of isidn, ultimately improving learning outcomes

for students with disabilities.



DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to my parents wistilled in me a love of learning
and the confidence that | could achieve any goaten Mom and Dad, your
encouragement has helped keep me focused duringritpenonths of this process. | am
truly blessed to have such godly parents!

| also dedicate this work to my amazing husbardicdmldren. Chris, | appreciate
your patience and willingness to carry more thamryair share of the load for the last
few years. You have been my rock, support, andriéeder for over 30 years. | love
you and thank God daily that He loved me enougtetal you to me. To my children, |
say thank you. You all have taught me more thabrarly full of books. Never forget
that all things are possible through Christ.

Finally, | would like to dedicate this dissertatito all students with disabilities
who deserve the opportunity to be “included” inshool environments and to reach
their God-given potential.

“Permit the children to come to Me. Do not hindsr. For the kingdom of God

belongs to such as these.” Mark 10:14



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I would like to thank Dr. Sandra Battige, my cortte® chair, for the wisdom and
knowledge that she graciously shared throughostgiocess. Dr. Battige, your kind

words and encouragement were always just whatdetew lift my spirits.

| would also like to that Dr. Meredith Furrow abd. Gayle Fellers for their
willingness to serve on my committee. | apprecibgetime they gave to review my

work and offer suggestions that made this work schrstronger.

Finally, | would like to acknowledge the facultf/ldberty University’s School of
Education. It was truly a wonderful experiencéetarn from those who not only have a

heart for children, but have a heart for God, a. we



Table of Contents

D] =To [ o3 11 0] o PSR UPPPPPPPUPUPPORRT 4
ACKNOWIEUAGEIMENTS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e eeees 5
LISt O TADIES ... et ereee e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeenenees 9
LISE OF FIQUIES .ttt e e e e e e e e e 10
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ......uuiiiiiiiis i et ee et e e e s e s ea e e eanas 11
BaCKGIOUNG ...t e r e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeees 12
Problem Statement ............ oo 14
PUrpoSe StateMENT....... . e 15
Significance of the StUAY ..o 16
ReSearCh QUESTIONS ... e e et e e e e e e e e e e 17
Research HYPOthESES ...t 18
Identification of Variables ... 19
RESEAIrCN SUMMANY ..o e e 19
DEIINITIONS. ...ttt bbb e e e e e e 20
CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ... 23
Introduction to Special Education Lawddnclusion..............ccoooiviiiiiiiiiiinnees 23
Theoretical FramewWOorK ..........oooeeeiiii e 26
DefiNiNg INCIUSION ....uuiiiiii et e e e s 29
Teacher Attitudes Toward INCIUSION...........oooviiiiiiiiiii e 41
TeaCher TraiNING .....ooo et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeees 48
TEACNET SUPPOIT ...t e+ttt ettt e s s e e e e e e e e e e aeaaaaeeeeaeeeeeeeeessnnnnes 53

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY ......cciviiiiiiiiiiii i e e 002,08



DS o | [T 58
Questions and HYPOtheSES ..........ooo it 59
Y= 11T PRSP PPUPPRPPPRRP 61
PartiCIPANTS.....eeeeieiitiiei e et e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e areraana 63
INSTIUMENTALION ..o ettt e e e e e e e e re e e e e e e e 64
PrOCEAUIES ... .t ettt et e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eeeas 66
Data ANAIYSIS ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e et aebneanneeeeaarannas 68
SUMIMABIY <.ttt ereae et e e e e e e et e e e e et e ebt e e e e e e eaaaaaaeaeeeeenrnnnsns 69
CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS ...ttt aeeeeeeeees 70
DESCrIPLIVE STALISTICS ... iie i eeeieee et et 70
ASSUMPLION TESTING «eeeevvrrrttiiiiee e emmmm s e e e e 78
HYPOTNESES TESHNG ....ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeee e eneneeeeeees 79
Summary Of the RESUILS .........ooiiiiiiiiit e e 84
CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION .......oiueeeieiiiieeeeeeeiee e 86
Review of the Study and FINAINGS ..........ummeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiii e 86
Discussion of the FINAINGS .........oooiiiiiiiiii e 88
Limitations of the Study..........oooiii 90
Implications of the StUY .........cooo oo 91
Recommendations for Further Research.......ccccceeviiiiii 4.9
CONCIUSION ... ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e as 96
REFERENGES ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e e e e 98
APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM ....ouiiiii ettt 123



APPENDIX B: DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY ..ot 125

APPENDIX C: SCALE OF TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARD BILUSIVE
EDUCATION (STATIC) ceeeiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeiiee e 127

APPENDIX D: DEMOGRAPHIC DATA BY SCHOOL.......ccceiiiiiiiii e 129

APPENDIX E: PARTICIPANTS BY YEARS' OF TEACHING EXPRIENCE ........ 130

APPENDIX F: PARTICIPANTS BY SUBJECT TAUGHT ...ccceiiiiiiiiii, 131
APPENDIX G: VARIABLES OF INTEREST BY SCHOOL..couuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiines 132
APPENDIX H: FREQUENCY TABLE FOR STATIC SCORES.............cccovviiiininne 133

APPENDIX I: FREQUENCY TABLE FOR HOURS OF PROFESSIAL

DEVELOPMENT ...ttt sreesene e 134
APPENDIX J: FREQUENCY TABLE FOR HOURS OF SUPPORT..................... 135
APPENDIX K: HISTOGRAM OF STATIC TOTAL SCORES..........oviiiiiiieeee 136

APPENDIX L: HISTOGRAM OF HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL

DEVELOPMENT ...ttt sveeneae e 137

APPENDIX M: HISTOGRAM OF HOURS OF SUPPORT ..o 138

APPENDIX N: SCATTERPLOT OF STATIC TOTAL SCORES AND

HOURS OF PROFESSIONALNHE.OPMENT ... 139

APPENDIX O: SCATTERPLOT OF STATIC TOTAL SCORES AND

HOURS OF SUPPORT ettt 140

APPENDIX P: PERMISSION TO USE STATIC IN RESEARCH..........cccccceeiinnnn. 141



List of Tables
Table 1: Comparison of County and State Demogeaphii...............evceiiiiiiieeeeeeeenn.. 2.6
Table 2: School Demographic INformation .....ccccc...ceiiiiiiiii s 63
Table 3: Comparison of Highest Degree Earned $itlte and National Percentages ...73
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Variables ffarest .............cccooeeeiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 75
Table 5: Correlation Coefficients for Variableslioferest ..............ccccoovviiiiiiie s 81

Table 6: Summary of Regression Analysis for IndiiNl Variables Predicting

STATIC TOLAl SCOMES ...ttt ettt ena e e e as 83
Table 7: Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis$TATIC Total Scores ............. 84
Table 8: Regression Coefficients for STATIC TAEDIes ..........cccccceeeiiiiieiieeeeeennnn. 84..



Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:

Figure 6:

List of Figures

Participants by Years of Teaching BExgr@e...............oooovriiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnenn. 71
Participants by Highest Degree Earned..............ccceeeeeiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiennans 72
Participants by Subject Taught. ... 73
Participants by Average Number of Sgdédaication Students Per Class .....74
Participants by Hours of Professionat@epment............cccccoeeeeeviinnnnnnnnn. 76..
Participants by HOUIS Of SUPPOI woeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiieeeiiiii e 77

10



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental beliefs in the Americancation system is that all children,
regardless of race, religion, socio-economic statnd ability level have the ability to learn and
deserve the opportunity to obtain an educationceRiechanges in legislation requiring that
students with disabilities have access to the ggrelucation curriculum and make adequate
yearly progress (AYP) have prompted educatorscadmn providing more opportunities for
students with disabilities to be educated in gdrestacation classrooms. According to the
National Center for Educational Statistics (2011l#, percentage of students with disabilities
receiving more than 79% of their instruction in temeral education setting has risen from
31.7% in 1989 to 59.4% in 2009. In this same tirame, the placement rate of students with
learning disabilities in the general educationisgthas grown 166% (McLeskey, Landers,
Hoppey, & Williamson, 2011). While some of thetgdents have pull-out services for a portion
of the school day, many receive their entire acadeorriculum in the general education
classroom. This service model is referred tmakision(ldol, 2006). Inclusion means more
than just the integration of students with disaiesi into general education classes. Rather, it
suggests that these students are part of the a@adathsocial environment of the school
(Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010).

The inclusion movement has resulted in more gemehatation teachers being presented
with the task of educating students with disaleiti Voltz, Sims, and Nelson (2008) reported
that approximately 82% of public school teacheashen classrooms that include students with

disabilities. With an increased focus on accouhtgalfor the academic achievement of all
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students, it is important for educational leaderariderstand the variables that affect secondary
general education teachers’ attitudes towards snmmtu
Background

The history of special education has been onedfision and segregation. Prior to
1975, students with disabilities were primarily edied in segregated classrooms, away from the
general school population. In the past three desddderal legislation has been enacted,
resulting in changes to the way special educas@ravided. Specifically, PL94-142, also
known as the Education for All Handicapped Childéen (1975), mandated that in order to
receive federal funds, states must develop andeimgnht policies that assure a free appropriate
public education (FAPE) to all children with disi#i®s. Later, the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) (1997) and the No Child Lefel@ind Act of 2001(NCLB) (2002)
specified that students with disabilities have asde the same general education curriculum as
students without disabilities, be taught by “highlyalified teachers”, and make adequate yearly
progress (AYP). This legislation also placed t&ponsibility on schools to educate students in
theleast restrictive environmeLRE). LRE is defined as the setting where stislerth
disabilities are educated with students who arelisatbled to the maximum extent appropriate
(U. S. Department of Education, 2012). One metifdchplementing LRE is the practice of
inclusion, where students with disabilities arggtaun the general education classroom. The
term “full inclusion” is used to describe situatsowhere students attend the same classes they
would if they did not have a disability and have tpportunity to participate in all academic and
social school environments (Ben- Yehuda, Leysela&t, 2010; Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010;

Worrell, 2008).
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The inclusion model of special education placesitemhal responsibilities on general
education teachers. They must provide accommauatequired in the student’s individualized
education program (IEP), modify the standard cuham in order to meet a variety of learning
needs, and often implement highly specialized bighavtervention plans. The increase of
teachers’ workloads resulting from the adoptiomminclusionary model has been shown to
impact teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion (B&itig008; Brackenreed, 2011; Bradshaw, 2009;
Horne & Timmons, 2009). These attitudes range ftioenbelief that all students should be
taught in inclusive settings, to feeling that alidents with disabilities are best served in
segregated classrooms (Berry, 2010; Coutsocostdbd&z, 2010; Koutrouba, Vamvakari, &
Theodoropoulos, 2008; Wilde & Avramidis, 2011). Maeachers do not favor inclusion
because they feel unprepared to meet the demaddesponsibilities for students with
disabilities (Blecker & Boakes, 2010; Brackenre2@fl 1; Fuchs, 2010; Glazzard, 2011). Harpell
and Andrews (2010) suggested that unfamiliarityhvgpecial education practices, combined
with a lack of time and resources, may lead tarigslof frustration and resentment. These
feelings, when not addressed, frequently resutegative attitudes toward inclusion
(Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010; de Boer, Pijl, & Maernt, 2011; Forlin, Keen, & Barrett, 2008).
Research indicates that teachers’ negative atstade impact the quality of education for all
students (Elliott, 2008; Jacobs & Harvey, 2010;t8rSachs, Romey, & McClurg, 2008).
Secondary teachers tend to have more negativedssitoward inclusion than those who teach
at the elementary level (Connor, Bickens, & Bittm2009; Kozik, Cooney, Vinciguerra, Gradel,
& Black, 2009). Additionally, research has showattnearly half of all new teachers leave the
field within the first five years (Brackenreed, A2Q1Ingersoll, 2012). Many of these teachers cite

lack of support to adjust to the demands of thesttaom and overall stress as reasons for
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leaving. The increased preparation time and dassimanagement required to meet the needs
of students with disabilities may add to this sries beginning teachers.

Researchers have noted two critical needs idedtifly general education teachers
working in inclusive settings; namely, more tragnin meeting the needs of students with
disabilities and additional support from adminigtna and special education personnel (Blecker
& Boakes, 2010; Brackenreed, 2011; Coutsocostasb®r&, 2010; Koutrouba et al., 2008).
Philpott, Furey, and Penny (2010) stated that pémal development can improve teachers’
attitudes toward inclusion, develop evidence-bgsadtices, and build collaboration. Other
research has shown a significant link between lef/support and teacher attitudes toward
inclusion (Avramidis & Elias, 2007; Ben-Yehuda &t 2010; DeSimone & Parmar, 2006). This
support most frequently comes from special educgigrsonnel and administrators.

Problem Statement

The Office of Exceptional Children for the Southr@ana Department of Education has
placed a priority on increasing the number of stisi®eing served primarily in the general
education setting (S.C. State Department of Edoicafi012a) Within the state, the percentage
of students in inclusive settings has increaseah #8% in 2003 to 57.3% in 2010. At the same
time, the South Carolina Department of Educations& target goals for student performance
on statewide assessments and graduation ratekingsu increased teacher accountability for
student success. Despite the priority placed olusive education, implementation varies
greatly between districts. South Carolina schastridts’ annual reports for the 2010-2011
school year indicated that the percentage of stedeith disabilities educated in the general
education setting for more than 80% of the schaglrdnged from under 35% in some districts

to more than 80% in other districts (S.C. Departnoéiizducation, 2012b).
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The practice of inclusion and the increased expeadsfor student performance place
new demands on general education inclusion teacfdms is particularly true for those
teaching at the secondary level. High school teacmust address increased academic
complexity, faster instructional pacing, lecturexdoated instructional arrangements, and
greater expectations for student independencedCamughes, 2008<ozik et al., 2009).
These demands often lead to negative attitudestiswaclusion (Berry, 2010; Brackenreed,
2011; Voltz et al., 2008). Teachers’ negativedfsland feelings have been identified as one of
the primary barriers to effective inclusion (Bleci&eBoakes, 2010; DeSimone & Parmar, 2006;
Glazzard, 2011). These negative attitudes mayctrtha way teachers interact with the students
in their classes (Philpott et al., 2010; PoulolQ20 Research has shown that positive teacher
attitudes are critical to successful inclusion, atjing classroom practices and ultimately,
student achievement (Elliott, 2008; Santoli et2008). Much research has been conducted
regarding inclusion, with an abundance of informatiegarding teacher attitudes toward this
model. The problem this study sought to addre#izaislimited information is available
regarding the relationships between teacher a#titadiards inclusion, professional
development, and support for teachers. Few inyasbns have been conducted to consider how
this information may be used to predict the atettbward inclusion of secondary general
education inclusion teachers in South Carolinais iiformation can assist educational leaders
in understanding the needs teachers in inclusagsoboms have so that appropriate training and
support may be provided.

Purpose Statement
The purpose of this correlational research study te determine the strength and

direction of relationships between teacher attitisdgards inclusion, hours of professional
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development addressing topics related to speciadatbn, and hours of support received
weekly from special education personnel and adnai®'s addressing the needs of students
with disabilities. The study also investigated wiee this information could be used to predict
secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion. Teacher attitude was measured
by the Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward InclasBlassrooms (STATIC). A teacher survey
was utilized to collect demographic informationluting years of teaching experience, level of
education, subject area taught, and number of ajpeeeds students in the classroom. This
information was used to identify teachers who autfyeteach in inclusion settings, to form
subgroups, and to provide statistical controlsachers also provided information regarding the
number of hours of professional development rel&tespecial education they had received, as
well as the average hours of support they recaneekly from special education personnel and
administrators that specifically addressed medtiegheeds of students with disabilities. The
STATIC and demographic survey were completed bylgb school general education teachers
who taught students with disabilities in six SoGrolina high schools. Survey data were
analyzed using correlational statistics. Spearsdm coefficientsrf) were obtained to
determine the strength and direction of the refetops between the criterion variable, teacher
attitude towards inclusion, and the predictor \alga of hours of professional development and
hours of support. Regression analyses were alsducted to determine whether hours of
professional development and support could be tspdedict secondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion.
Significance of the Study
As more students with disabilities are receiving nadgheir instruction in the general

education classroom (Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011; Mskey, 2011), it is imperative that
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educational leaders and administrators in Soutbl@arhave a clearer understanding of the
variables impacting teacher attitudes toward inolus To this end, the current study sought to
provide information regarding secondary generatatian teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion
by examining the correlation between teacher atitand the variables of hours of professional
development in special education topics and holssigport from special education personnel
and administrators. This information will assidtieational leaders and policy-makers in
making well-informed decisions regarding provisafrprofessional development and support
for educators teaching in inclusive classrooms.
Research Questions

The current study sought to investigate possibteetations between teacher attitudes
toward inclusion, hours of professional developregtdressing topics related to special
education, and hours of support from special edutcgaersonnel and administrators addressing
the needs of students with disabilities. The stwdg guided by three research questions:

RQ1: What relationship exists between South Gaaddiecondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of spesthication students in the general education
classroom as measured by teacher responses tartley®f Teachers’ Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scale andttbars of professional development they
have received addressing topics related to spediatation as measured by responses to a
teacher survey?

RQ2: What relationship exists between South Caaatecondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of spesthication students in the general education
classroom as measured by teacher responses tartley®f Teachers’ Attitudes Toward

Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scale andrtbers of support received weekly from
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special education personnel and administratorseadirg the needs of students with disabilities
as measured by responses to a teacher survey?

RQ3: To what extent can the hours of professidesklopment hours on topics related
to special education and hours of support receiveekly from special education personnel and
administrators addressing the needs of studentsdigabilities predict South Carolina
secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion?

Research Hypotheses

The following are the null hypotheses:

Ho1: No significant relationship exists between Sad#rolina secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusiospecial education students in the general
education classroom as measured by teacher resptone Survey of Teachers’ Attitudes
Toward Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scald ¢ghe hours of professional development
they have received addressing topics related toapeducation as measured by responses to a
teacher survey.

Ho2: No significant relationship exists between Sdd#rolina secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusiospecial education students in the general
education classroom as measured by teacher resptone Survey of Teachers’ Attitudes
Toward Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scald ¢he hours of support received weekly
from special education personnel and administratddsessing the needs of students with
disabilities as measured by responses to a teaaohezy.

Hos : The hours of professional development in topatated to special education and

hours of support received weekly from special etlangersonnel and administrators
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addressing the needs of students with disabili@sot accurately predict South Carolina
secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion.

Identification of Variables

The criterion variable, teacher attitude towaradusion, was determined by a total score
attained on the STATIC rating scale. This scalesiied of four subscales: (a) Advantages and
Disadvantages of Inclusive Education, (b) Profesaitssues, (c) Philosophical Issues, and (d)
Logistical Concerns (Cochran, 1998). A numericdue for the STATIC ranged from 0 to 100,
with higher scores indicating a more positive atté towards inclusion.

Two predictor variables, hours of professionalelegment and hours of support, were
assessed by responses to a teacher survey. Ryp&sievelopment was defined as any training
that “is designed to provide teachers with newiskihd strategies that are used in classroom
practice” (McLeskey, 2011, p. 26). For the purmoskthis study, teachers reported the number
of participation hours in training addressing tepielated to special education either through
district- provided professional development, cal@gursework, or independent study within the
previous three years. Support was defined as cowith special education personnel (special
education teachers, paraprofessionals, relatetcegmxoviders, and school psychologists) and
administrators (school administrators, coordingttosthe purposes of educational, logistical, or
emotional support for students with disabiliti€3or the purposes of this study, teachers reported
the average hours of support received weekly frpetial education personnel and
administrators that met the operational definition.

Research Summary

The current study was conducted using a correlati@search design. The setting of

this study was three school districts in South @aao The first district was primarily a rural

community school district. The second and thistriits were located in suburban areas. The
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non-randomized convenience sample included geadtadation high school teachers who
taught students with disabilities within the regudssroom setting. Approximately 540
teachers were invited to participate in the study.

Three variables, teacher attitude towards inclydiours of professional development in
topics related to special education, and hoursippsrt from special education personnel and
administrators regarding students with disabilitiese assessed using the STATIC (Cochran,
1997) and a demographic survey. The STATIC isaalter-completed rating scale developed by
Cochran to measure the attitudes of teachers totlarshclusion of students with special needs
in general education classrooms. Data from the BTAnd demographic surveys were
analyzed using correlational statistics. Spearsdm coefficientsrf) were obtained to
determine the strength and direction of the refeingps between variables. Regression analyses
were also conducted to determine whether hoursadégsional development and support could
be used to predict secondary general educatioheéesi@ttitudes toward inclusion.

Definitions
Communities of Practice (CoPEtienne Wenger’s theory describing groups of people
informally bound together by shared expertise asbsion for a joint enterprise. Wenger
identified four characteristics of CoP as idenéfion, meaning, involvement, and belongingness
(Wenger, 2000).
Co-teaching Method of instruction in which a general edugatieacher and a special education
teacher share responsibility for planning, delivgriand evaluating instruction for a diverse
group of students, some of whom are students vistibdities (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008).
Inclusion: A special education service model in which studentis disabilities are educated in

the general education classroom with non-disalilediests.
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Least restrictive environment (LREConcept identified in the Individuals with Disabgis
Education Act of 1997 (IDEA) that states “to theximaum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities are educated with children who aredisabled, and that the removal of children
with disabilities from the regular educational @owiment occurs only when the nature or
severity of the disability of a child is such tle@ucation in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achsatefiactorily” (U.S. Department of
Education, 2012, “Least Restrictive Environmengta 1).

No Child Left Behind (NCLB)Common name for Public Law 107-110 passed in 2001s
legislation was a reauthorization of the Elementargt Secondary Education Act which focused
on improving academic achievement for disadvantagedents. It required school
accountability through state testing, report caaatsl increased teacher qualifications (No Child
Left Behind, 2011).

Professional developmenteacher participation in opportunities that regulhe acquisition of
new knowledge, understandings, skills, or stratetiiat enhances and builds upon current
knowledge (Lassonde, Israel, & Almasi, 2009, p. 6).

Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Glasss (STATIC):A 20-item Likert scale
created by Cochran (1998) to measure teachersidgs towards the inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education classrooms.

Self-efficacy theoryA theory founded on the construct of self-efficaaly,expectation that a
person holds regarding their personal capabilitgdcomplish a particular task or goal (Walsh,

2003, p. 65).
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Zone of proximal development (ZPDA: concept defined by Vygotsky as the distance betwae
person’s actual development level and the levelodéntial development possible under adult

guidance or in collaboration with more capable &etterer, 2008, p. 1,017).
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The field of special education has undergone sant changes in the past 40 years.
These changes have focused primarily on the settivege students with disabilities are
educated. Prior to 1975, students requiring spediacation were almost exclusively educated
outside of the general education setting. PL 94-T#42 Education for All Handicapped
Children Act, (1975) was enacted to ensure thatestts with disabilities received “a free
appropriate public education which emphasizes apeducation and related services to meet
their unique needs” (Zigmond, Kloo, & Volonino, Z)(p. 189). Kirk and Gallagher (as cited in
Zigmond et al., 2009) wrote at the time that thgopee of the law was not to force all students
with special needs into the regular classroomidbring them “back into the orbit of the public
school” (p. 191). Despite this legislation, plaemfor these students varied from segregated
classrooms to more inclusive settings. In the $98Qclusionary practices were once again
brought into question as advocates began to campaighe provision of special education
services within the general classroom setting (H&lBullock, 1997). The increased public
awareness and scrutiny of special education resultkegislation addressing the academic
achievement of all students. In 1997, Congresstedd he Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), which emphasized that excepal students must have access to the
same general education curriculum as students wittisabilities (U.S. Department of
Education, 2012). Zigmond (2001) described thengje by noting that “over the 20-year period
between the implementation of P.L. 94-142 andeigthorization as IDEA '97, the focus of

Congress and much of the special education comgnangnged. In IDEA '97, the emphasis is
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not on access to schooling or on access to speshiglation, but rather on access to general
education” (p. 71).

IDEA ‘97 was followed by the passage of the Nol€heft Behind Act of 2001(NCLB)
requiring that all students, including those witbadbilities, make adequate yearly progress
(AYP) (zZigmond et al., 2009). Teachers, principalgperintendents, school boards, and states
were held accountable for the academic progreali sfudents. NCLB also required that
instruction be provided blyighly qualifiedteachers. To meet this requirement, teachers must
have at least a bachelor’s degree, obtain fulestattification or licensure, and demonstrate
subject area competence (No Child Left Behind A&GD1, 2002).While special education
teachers are highly qualified to work with studemith disabilities by providing remediation,
accommodations, modifications, and educationatesires, the vast majority do not have subject
area certification (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). Tisispecially true at the secondary level, where
teachers are required to be qualified in each stibjea taught. Therefore, in order to meet the
requirements for a high school diploma, a large loemof high school students with disabilities
receive most of their instruction from general eation teachers (Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011;
Swanson, 2008).

Another tenet of IDEA is the conceptlefst restrictive environmeftRE). There is
little consensus within the field of special edimaias to the exact definition of LRE. The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvemeitt of 2004 (IDEIA) defines LRE by
stating:

to the maximum extent appropriate, children witbadbilities, including children in

public or private institutions or other care facds, are educated with children who are

not disabled, and special classes, separate snbpoliother removal of children with
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disabilities from the regular educational enviromtn@ccurs only when the nature or

severity of the disability of a child is such tle@ucation in regular classes with the use of

supplementary aids and services cannot be achsatesflactorily (U.S. Department of

Education, 2012, “Least Restrictive Environmengta 1).
The basic idea underlying LRE is that students wisiabilities should be educated with their
non-disabled peers to the maximum extent posdieieg removed only when the nature of the
student’s disabilities precludes effective instimicteven with the use of supplementary aids and
services (Swanson, 2008). In their discussionRiELKirk and Gallagher (as cited in Zigmond
et al., 2009) noted, “In this view, the speciakslavas preferable to the institution, the resource
room preferable to the special class and the regldasroom preferable to the resource room if
the capabilities of the child permit” (p. 190). d@edless of placement, students should continue
to receive the same level of support in the regedlucation environment that was provided in
the special education classroom (Worell, 2008)thdlit a mandate requiring inclusion for all
students, local education agencies must deternanetimey will implement LRE. Some
educators support case-by-case decisions, whiergupport inclusive education for all
students, regardless of disability (Carroll, Fuln&@Sobel, 2011). An examination of current
practices leads to the conclusion that the term t&¥Eains ambiguous and its practice,
inconsistent (McLeskey, 2011; Thomazet, 2009).

Finally, the revision of IDEA in 2004 called faiuslents with disabilities to be held to the
same performance standards and be responsiblesfeatme academic content as non-disabled
students. They were also expected to participastatewide and district standardized

assessments (Zigmond et al., 2009). These exmaatinforced the need for all students to

25



have access to the general education curriculuntiugion became the rule, rather than the
exception.

Inclusion requires general education teachersdetra wide range of student needs.
Research has shown that teachers often feel iippgd to adequately meet the unique needs of
the students in their classrooms (Blecker & BoakR040; Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011,
Paliokosta & Blandford, 2010; Voltz et al., 2008)hese feelings often lead to negative attitudes
toward the inclusion process (Coutsocostas & Alpa@A0, de Boer et al., 2011) and may
ultimately impact the education experience for shid with disabilities (Elliott, 2008; Jacobs &
Harvey, 2010).

Theoretical Framework

Several theories of learning provide the foundatmrthe current study. Vygotsky’'s
zone of proximal development (ZPD) provides a te&oal basis for the practices of inclusion
and teacher support. It recognizes not only thmance of modeling and collaboration for
students with special education needs, but alsbehefit that specially-trained personnel can
provide classroom teachers. Bandura’s self-effitheory and Wenger’'s communities of
practice theory are applicable to teacher attitidesrd inclusion and the effects of training and
support on these attitudes. These theories suimdoncepts of training and collaborative
support to develop expertise and strong workingneaships.

Zone of Proximal Development

Psychologist Lev Vygotsky recognized the importaatsocial interactions in the
development of complex functions within the edumasail setting (Cesar & Santos, 2006). He
applied Bandura’s social learning theory to hiskm@ith children, leading to the development of

his zone of proximal development (ZPD) theory. DAfefers to a range of tasks too difficult to
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be mastered alone but that can be mastered widtars=e from older or more-skilled
individuals (Santrock, 2006). This theory propoed learning occurs when a more competent
person collaborates with a less competent perslomiag him to “move from where he is now
to where he can be with help” (p. 237). Vygotskglerstood ZPD to “describe the current or
actual level of development of the learner andnivet level attainable through the use of
mediating semiotic and environmental tools and bkgadult or peer facilitation” (Shabani,
Khatib, & Ebadi, 2010, p. 238). The use of thenteroximalindicates that the assistance
extends slightly beyond the learner’s current abgdi ZPD theory has several applications in the
inclusive classroom. First, it can be utilizedtbgichers when they interact with students to teach
and model new skills (Guk & Kellogg, 2007). It calso be applied to student interaction
through a cooperative learning or collaborativerapph (Cesar & Santos, 2006; Reilly &
Mitchell, 2010; Schmitz &Winskel, 2008) as wellthsough peer-mediation instruction
(Gnadinger, 2008; Guk & Kellogg, 2007). In eachrat, students who have a better
understanding of a concept or have mastered apskiide scaffolding and support for lower-
ability students. ZPD theory can also describectiimborative work often found between
classroom teachers and those with specializedrain the area of disabilities (Shabani et al.,
2010).
Self-efficacy Theory

In 1997, psychologist Albert Bandura publishedlthek Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of
Controlin which he described the theory of self-efficatggnard, 2002, p. 168). This theory
developed as an extension of his social learniagrih Self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the coursastain required to produce given attainments”

(as cited in Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 20046d). This theory is based on the construct
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of self-efficacy, an expectation that a person sioéjarding his capability to accomplish a
particular task or goal (Walsh, 2003). Accordind@andura, “people tend to avoid situations
they believe exceed their capabilities, but undertand perform with assurance those tasks or
activities they judge themselves capable of accmmiplg successfully” (as cited in Tollefson,
2000, p. 67). Individuals who believe that theyl W& successful on a given task are more likely
to be so because they are willing to set high geaisk harder to achieve the goals, and persist
despite challenges (Ross et al., 2004). Selfaffiags achieved through positive past
experiences, reinforcement from the environmerd,randeling after others who have
successfully achieved the goal (Leonard, 2002).

Teacher efficacy refers to a teacher’s expectdhiahhe will be able to bring about
student learning (Ross et al., 2004). This expiectaffects his willingness to try new things,
especially those that involve risk or are perceigsdlifficult. According to Tschannen-Moran
and McMaster (2009), teachers’ self-efficacy bsligfe related to the effort they invest in
teaching, the goals they set, their persistencenwiiags do not go smoothly, and their
resilience in the face of setbacks. Teachers fogmeptions about their personal capabilities in
light of the requirements of a particular teachiagk. The theory of self-efficacy suggests that
efficacy may be most malleable early in the leagmprocess, therefore teacher preparation is key
to improving teacher efficacy (Johnson, 2010).

Communities of Practice

Communities of practice (CoP), as defined by Wertg@00), are groups of people who
are informally bound together by shared expertrek@assion for a joint enterprise. Recognition
of the existence of these communities allows memtmetfocus on improving the practice that

defines the community and brought about its exe#&(Seaman, 2008, p. 270). Originally used
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to describe academic settings, CoPs have beertiefigcapplied in organizational,
governmental, business, and social settings. verently, CoPs have been formed as online
communities. CoPs exhibit four characteristicki€arning as a process of becoming a part of
something (identification), (b) learning as a desltared experiences that create a common
understanding (meaning), (c) learning as a proseeagagement or learning by doing
(involvement), and (d) learning as a process aicatnent to the community (belongingness).
Three dimensions that influence the coherencecohamunity are joint work, mutual
engagement, and shared repertoire (Parks, 2008R. tii&ory recognizes the value of teacher
collaboration and cooperation in the inclusive staem as teachers share their skills and
expertise to meet the needs of students with spesigcation needs.
Defining Inclusion

The concept of inclusion originated soon afterghssing of special education laws in the
1970s. During the 20-year period between passbige 64-142 and IDEA, the focus of special
education changed from students with disabiliti@giing access to special education, to that of
having access to general education (Zigmond, 208thool-based and statewide initiatives
began experimenting with more inclusive approatbésaching students with disabilities
(Osgood, 2005, Chapter 4). Results were genegaltpuraging, resulting in more
comprehensive efforts throughout the 1970s and 4980e passage of IDEA, with its mandate
to educate students with disabilities in leastrieste environments (LRE), made these
initiatives even more necessary. This approachimmally described as “mainstreaming”
(Volonino & Zigmond, 2007), but was later refertedas “inclusion.” In 1997, Choate defined
inclusive education as “providing appropriate ediocel opportunities for students with

disabilities in the general education class” (#sccin Blecker & Boakes, 2010, p. 435).
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Inclusion generally connotes a situation whereesttglwith disabilities receive their entire
academic curriculum in the general education cdasspposed to mainstreaming, where students
receive substantial services in a special educagtimg, joining in regular education classes for
certain subjects or non-academic periods (Swarig). It involves moving special education
services from isolated schools or sections of skchoitdings into the general education
environment (Lamar-Dukes & Dukes, 2005). The idedull inclusion” is used to describe the
situation in which students are educated in thegdreducation setting, attending the same
classes they would if they did not have a disahiihd receiving supportive services from the
special education teacher (Heflin & Bullock, 199@orell, 2008). Worrell noted that the student
should receive the same level of support in thkugiee setting that was provided in the special
education classroom. Nilholm and Alm (2010) sugggkshat it is wise not to view inclusion as
an all-or-none phenomenon, but rather a situahahdan be more or less inclusive. Ildol (2006)
further noted that inclusion allows for studentghwdisabilities to interact with those having no
disabilities. Advocates for inclusion stress timportance of having an attitude of acceptance
within the school setting for students with distiei$ as valued members of the school academic
and social environment of the school (Coutsoco%tathorz, 2010; McLeskey & Waldron,
2011). Ben-Yehuda et al. (2010) agreed that immfushould involve not only physical
placement, but also social and instructional irdgégn in the general education setting.
Components of Inclusion
Ryndak, Jackson, and Billingsley (2000) identifsseral components of successful

inclusion of students with moderate to severe disas. These components include

= placement in natural typical settings

= all students together for instruction and learning
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= supports and modifications within general educateomeet appropriate learning
outcomes

= belongingness, equal membership, acceptance, amgl\zwdued

= collaborative integrated services by education seam
Successful inclusion programs share many commads,tragardless of student disabilities.
These common traits include positive attitudesdaghers and administrators, support for
collaboration, curriculum modification, accommodas, and differentiated instruction to meet
academic goals (Lapka, 2006). Teachers must haesitive attitude towards inclusion and a
fundamental belief that all children can learnnwadl as a sense of efficacy that they can
successfully educate their students (Kozik e28l09; Lapka, 2006; Stanovich & Jordan, 2002).
Based on their study of inclusion teachers, Bentdaret al. (2010) concluded that successful
inclusion teachers are interested in the childimédackground and maintain positive
communication with parents. These teachers semte%sage that they expect the child to do
well while providing educational conditions to filllthese expectations” (p. 17). Administrators
must also demonstrate support for inclusion by giag common planning time for
collaboration between general education and spediatation teachers, as well as providing
training opportunities for school personnel (He@liBBullock, 1999; Kozik et al., 2009).
Grskovic and Trzcinka (2011) highlighted the usewficulum-based assessments, modification
of curriculum materials to meet individual studémiseds, utilization of small groups for direct
instruction, and use of repetition and review agnal components for the inclusion of students
with disabilities in regular classrooms. In delsierg inclusion needs at the secondary level,
Kozik et al. (20090emphasized the importance dédehtiated instruction in all courses and

collaboration as strategies necessary for sucdesdflescent inclusion.
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Implementing Inclusion

As definitions of inclusion vary, so do implemerda practices. Many schools choose
to use a collaborative/consultative model in wraplecial education teachers provide support
and advice to general education teachers (Ben-Yehtudl., 2010). Developing a collaborative
environment requires interaction between all staldgrs, including general education teachers,
special education teachers, administrators, arehpar Cook and Friend (2010) defined
effective collaboration as a relationship thatotumtary, demonstrates parity among
participants, is based on mutual goals, share®nsgulity for outcomes, shares resources, and
is based on a foundation of trust, respect, ar@haesof community. One example of a
collaborative effort is the use of Instructionalsfstance Teams (IAT). These teams serve as a
venue for teachers to exchange ideas and devedog i solve problems and meet student
needs (Dukes & Lamar-Dukes, 2006). A collaborativeonsultative model is frequently used
when general education teachers feel confidertair aibilities to work with students who have
disabilities and do not feel the need for contimuisupport (Pugach & Winn, 2011). Special
education team members provide expertise when dg@dgach & Winn; Santoli et al., 2008).
In a study of successful and unsuccessful incluganhers, Ben-Yehuda et al. (2010) found that
successful inclusion teachers reported particigatircollaboration on a daily basis with their
special education colleagues. In order for thedalmorative relationships to be successful,
Eccleston (2010) recommended four essential tiaitspecial education teachers. He noted that
successful teachers are thoughtful, knowledgedipelaies and best teaching practices,
compassionate, and possess well-developed leapeighs.

A second model of inclusive practice places trecs education teacher within the

general education classroom as part of a team agipito instruction. Co-teaching is defined as
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“a shared responsibility for teaching within thengaclassroom by a general and special
education teacher and team teaching as an intgdscy group of teachers sharing
responsibility for a group of students” (Pugach & 2011,p. 36). Hallahan and Kaufman (as
cited in Volonino & Zigmond, 2007) noted that catling is expected to enhance the general
education experience for various learners, inclgdinose with disabilities, by combining the
pedagogical strengths of both teachers. The imtietd-teaching is “to make it possible for
students with disabilities to access the genenmalazdum while at the same time benefiting from
specialized instructional strategies necessarytture their learning” (Friend, Cook, Hurley-
Chamberlain, & Shamberger, 2010, p. 1Cpmponents of co-teaching include: (a) two cexifi
teachers, usually one general education teacheoramdpecial education teacher; (b) instruction
delivery by both teachers; (c) a heterogeneouspgobstudents; and (d) a single classroom
where students with disabilities are taught withirtimon-disabled peers.

There are many variations of co-teaching foungractice. Friend et al. (2010)
described practices ranging from one person tegamnd the other acting as an assistant, to team
teaching, which involves teachers alternating tie of primary instructor within individual
lessons. Studies of successful inclusion progtaems identified several attributes of effective
co-teaching. First, co-teaching should be a maftézacher choice. Pugach & Winn (2011)
found that teachers who volunteered for co-teachiege more satisfied than those who did not
volunteer. Volunteers also reported greater mutsgect for their co-teachers than those who
were assigned to co-teac@ther characteristics of successful co-teachinydepersonal and
professional compatibility among teaching pairfiélsvood & Barger-Anderson, 2008; Kohler-
Evans, 2006; Pugach & Winn, 2011; Simmons & Magi2@®7), congruency of teaching

philosophies (Kohler-Evans, 2006; Pugach & Winrl, 2(5ileo & Van Garderen, 2010),
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individualized student instruction (Simmons & Magie2007), and administrative support
(Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008; Scruggs, Mapteri, & McDuffie, 2007). Additionally,
effective co-teaching includes clearly defined sdlisherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008), as
well as equity of teaching roles (Simmons & Magji@@07). Lapka (2006) emphasized the
importance of equity among school personnel in@ikaborative model of inclusion. She noted
“teams can organize and meet, but just being irsénee room does not guarantee that all
members think their contributions are valued ot tieision making is shared. Teachers might
be assigned to work together, but unless they shaneideas, they might as well be working
independently side by sitiépara. 12). Grenier (2011) suggested that teachess find their
place in the co-teaching setting by consideringesti needs, teacher personalities, content
knowledge, and instructional practices.
Challenges of Inclusion

Challenges and batrriers to learning are inhereahy educational setting. This is
certainly true in inclusive classrooms. Developstiggng working relationships and establishing
teacher roles are two of the more significant @mges teachers face. Changing the typical
teaching environment to a cooperative model may teaole confusion, possibly resulting in
control struggles between regular education andiapeducation teachers (Friend, 2007;
Volonino & Zigmond, 2007). This frequently resuitsspecial education teachers being
relegated to the subordinate role of assistantemtiator for students with disabilities (Nilholm &
Alm, 2010; Pugach & Winn, 2011; Scruggs et al., 200Pugach and Winn (2011) also noted
that novice teachers may find it difficult to wonkth more experienced teachers. These
beginning teachers may be hesitant to act as aa pgttner because they recognize they lack

sufficient academic content knowledge, pedagogioatent knowledge, or classroom
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experience. Additionally, teachers may also fimak & lack of shared planning time hinders
effective inclusive practice (Carpenter & Dyal, ZQ&ohler-Evans, 2006; Pugach & Winn,
2011). This is especially significant at the setany level, where shared planning time is
necessary to allow content area specialists anda@elucation teachers to plan for the
individual needs of all students (Kozik et al., @D0Finally, limited content knowledge,
combined with limited research-based practicesdaffidulty implementing remediation may
result in less than desirable academic resultsg&ug Winn, 2011; Rosas & Campbell, 2010;
Sileo & Van Garderen, 2010). Special educationhees frequently have limited knowledge of
specific subject matter, while regular educaticacteers may be unfamiliar with strategies to
work with students with disabilities (Carter & Huggh 2006; Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011; Rosas
& Campbell, 2010). Dee (2011) noted that “inclusrequires that the general education
classroom teacher possess skills that were onqauttveew of the special education teacher
alone” (p. 53).

A study of inclusive practices reveals frequespdrity not only between special
education theory and practice, but also fidelityngblementation within classrooms. Volonino
and Zigmond (2007) concluded:

What is understood as effective special educatiay be neither feasible nor practical in

general education classrooms, where teachersaddstss individual needs in large

group settings. Effective special education ermasses low student-to-staff ratios,
intensive and prescribed instruction in basiclskifequent performance monitoring and
opportunities for one-on-one instruction. Thesgesh also demonstrates that these

practices are rarely evidenced in general educatessrooms (p. 297).
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Efforts to implement inclusion at the secondamelanay be hindered by many
challenges not found at the lower grade levelsad&mic complexities such as broader range of
content and larger gaps in student abilities ma&etimg individual needs difficult (Carter &
Hughes, 2006; Cole & McLeskey, 1997; Kozik et 2009). Mandatory standardized testing,
such as exit exams, end of course exams, and ealggance exams put pressure on teachers
and students to teach and master rigorous stanffaodls & McLeskey, 1997; Connor et al.,
2009). Larger class sizes and the expectatiométapendent student work limit the opportunity
for remediation and individualized instruction (@ar& Hughes, 2006). Teacher characteristics
also impact the effectiveness of inclusion. Atsleeondary level, creating effective
collaboration among staff members can be challengetause many secondary teachers are
accustomed to working alone or within departmeWsrell, 2008). Carter and Hughes (2006)
noted high school teachers are generally conteatialsts, are typically more autonomous in
their planning, and tend to use more didactic utdional methods. Research has also shown
that high school teachers tend to have less pestittudes toward inclusion (Kozik et al.,
2009). Finally, the unique needs of high schaatishts present additional challenges for
teachers. During the high school years, adolesaerience tremendous emotional, social,
and physical changes (Cole & McLeskey, 1997). €hedividual needs may be difficult to
address within the general education classroom.

Results of Inclusion

The practice of inclusion has received mixed negieegarding the benefits for students
with disabilities and their non-disabled classmaté#hile the general public and parents of both
students with disabilities and typically developuigldren appear to embrace the concept of

inclusion (Avramidis & Elias, 2007; Kalyva & Agalis, 2009; Kozik et al., 2009), teachers and
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administrators must consider educational outcormealf students. A review of current research
shows that social and academic benefits of inciustonain unclear.

For students with disabilities, the most significhenefit is the opportunity to interact
socially with peers (Carter & Hughes, 2006; Coutstas & Alborz, 2010; Lapka, 2006;
McDuffie, Mastriopieri, & Scruggs, 2009). Cartétpss, and Hoffman (2011) noted an increase
in peer interaction for students with disabilitaessa result of peer partnerships, while Hughes,
Golas, and Cosgriff (2011) found an increase inveasation initiation for students with autism
and language disabilities in general educationnggstt A study examining the results of
inclusion in a high school band program suggestatidgtudents with disabilities demonstrated
both social and musical gains from participatiotamd (Lapka, 2006). Parents appreciated the
opportunity for their children to be a part of @dular” group, participating in “normal”
activities. Inclusion also allows students to elg®e a sense of belonging and community, as
well as an increased level of self-esteem (HornBr@&mons, 2009). Nilholm and Alm (2010)
surveyed children who were involved in an inclustlessroom. They noted all children
reported feeling content and secure in the clagsnaarly always had someone to be with
during breaks. They observed that the childrenyestg working in groups and no one seemed to
be socially isolated.

Social benefits have also been reported for gereladation students. In several studies,
teachers noted students’ attitudes toward thode disiabilities improved and the students
demonstrated more understanding of diversity wheaniinclusive classroom (Carter & Hughes,
2006; Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010; Lapka, 2008)a ktudy of inclusion in physical education
classes, teachers reported that students appearedaterant and accepting of students with

disabilities when they understood the nature ofdisability and were able to ask questions
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(Horne & Timmons, 2009). One student supportesl lblyi stating “When you are forced to
spend time with someone, you learn to understamgdnson” (Lapka, 2006, para. 35). In
another study, classmates of a student with phiygisabilities (PD) displayed a more
sophisticated understanding of PD compared to @nlavithout contact with PD (Kalyva &
Agaliotis, 2009). Bunch and Valeo (2004), in th@wamination of students in both segregated
and inclusive settings, found that general edunagtadents in inclusive classrooms knew the
names of peers with disabilities and claimed fregmps with those in their classes. Secondary
students also defended their peers with disalsldigainst abusive attitudes and behaviors.
Naraian (2010) investigated the inclusion of a lsghool student with significant intellectual
and physical disabilities. He noted that classeyatere well aware of the difficulties this
student experienced because of his disabilitigeey&lso indicated their acceptance of him in
the classroom by describing his sense of humompansbnal interests.

Limited academic benefits have been noted for stisde inclusive classrooms (Kohler-
Evans, 2006; McDuffie et al., 2009). One studyvadnd that students with learning disabilities
in co-taught classrooms earned higher grades dneval higher scores on the language and
mathematics subtests of standardized tests thdargtiserved in pull-out special education
classrooms (Volonino & Zigmond, 2007). In a simaéudy, students with disabilities in
inclusive classrooms earned higher grades andmpegtbbetter on standardized tests than
students served in a pull-out program (Rea, McLAng& Walther-Thomas, 2002). A study of
high school English inclusion classes showed imgdditeracy and better grades for students
with disabilities (Wilson & Michaels, 2006). Anahstudy by Kemp and Carter (2006) showed
that while the performance of students with disaed was lower than their non-disabled peers,

some were able to achieve near age-appropriaterpehce. In his doctoral dissertation
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research, Dawkins (2010) examined the academiewasment of high school students in
inclusion settings. He found that students invdlireinclusive classrooms showed significant
gains over students in resource settings in somjeas such as biology, but gains were not
found in English and algebra. Another study ofredatary students suggested a strong
correlation between the amount of time studenth digabilities participated in the general
education setting and passing rates on state arhmw tests (Black, 2010).

A final area of benefit for students in inclusiwatsgs involves the development of
functional and independent living skills. Thesélslkare especially significant for high school
students as they prepare for adulthood. Studemdsparticipate in the technical training
programs available in most high schools benefihftbe job skill training they receive (Casale-
Giannola, 2011). Myklebust & Batevik (2009) fouth@t students in regular education classes
obtained vocational or academic diplomas more dftan students in special education classes.
They also obtained better adult outcomes, sucle@srang a driver’s license and obtaining
work with sufficient pay for independent living (Rgak, Ward, & Alper, 2010).

Despite the social and academic benefits of incluseported by some researchers, other
research indicates significant disadvantages. Maaghers in inclusive classrooms report that
students with disabilities are not fully acceptedially by their peers (Heflin & Bullock, 1999)
and experience infrequent interaction with theinolisabled peers. This is especially true
among high school students (Carter et al., 20HLtzler and Levi (2008) found that regular
education students who were familiar with the digaks of their peers were less willing to have
these students in their physical education clasSasdents with emotional and behavioral
disabilities often experience more indifference egjdction by teachers (Cook, Cameron, &

Tankersley, 2007). A study of students with emmdialisabilities indicated no improvement in
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behavior or academic achievement based on placdi®@petrstein, Wiley, & Forness, 2011).
Hang and Rabren (2009) also noted more absencssuftents with disabilities in inclusion
classes than those in special education classes.

Another area of concern is the academic ability progress of students with disabilities
in inclusion classrooms. Many teachers expressaros regarding both the ability of students
with disabilities to follow lessons and the lackspiecial education services provided for these
students (Lapka, 2006). Other teachers have nb&dtudents who receive pull-out services
lose continuity in their courses and do not deveationships with classmates (Grskovic &
Trzcinka, 2011). Several studies have shown tlestpite a positive school culture towards
inclusion, students with disabilities received wally no explicit or differentiated instruction
(Bunch & Valeo, 2004; Carroll et al., 2011; Harh@unter, Hull, Venn, Wiley & Wiley, 2007;
McDuffie et al., 2009). A study conducted at thigldte school level showed that instruction in
co-taught classes was very similar to other geregtatation classes. Volonino and Zigmond
(2007) noted “the claim of co-teaching proponeh&t to-teaching would provide enhanced
instructional experiences was not borne out inghigly” (p. 295).

Negative effects for regular education studenteleso been noted. In a study
investigating the effects of inclusion for all séunds, teachers noted detrimental effects for non-
disabled students in the inclusive classroom (H&Ad@mmons, 2009). Sixty-five percent of
participating teachers expressed concern that stsidesre not being adequately challenged.
Specifically, they noted that students without dikes often received limited attention from
the teacher due to the extra time required bytindesit with special needs. Concerns were also
noted regarding possible distractions caused byetheher assistant working in the same

classroom. Another study investigating the effetteeacher qualification and inclusion on
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reading achievement showed that as the numbeudésts with disabilities in a class increased,
reading achievement for all students decreasedifRaoiy, 2011). Other research has suggested
no effect on academic achievement. Rouse andalRl¢2006) found no evidence that the
increased presence of students with disabilitie®ted the performance of other students in the
school. Bru (2009) concurred with these findimggorting no evidence that the inclusion of
students with disabilities affected classmatestigsaor ability to learn.
Teacher Attitudes toward Inclusion

The success of inclusive education depends in lgageon the attitudes of general
education teachers and administrators (DeSimonaré&@r, 2006; Elliott, 2008; Kim, 2011;
Philpott et al., 2010; Stanovich & Jordan, 200&kcording to Santoli et al. (2008), teacher
attitudes are critical to successful inclusion, angdact classroom practices and, ultimately,
student achievement. Their research led themnolede “it would seem that, in the absence of
positive beliefs about student achievement, teacher going through empty motions in making
modifications for special education students” (pd&). Teacher attitudes impact classroom
practices and the way teachers interact with stisdeith disabilities (Park & Chitiyo, 2011;
Philpott et al., 2010; Poulou, 2007). When teashecognize that environment rather than the
disability is the primary barrier to learning, thase more likely to engage in direct interaction
with the child than those who see the charactesisif the child as the barrier. In a study of
teacher-student interactions in inclusive classmdeachers were considerably more engaged
with both groups of students individually and inahgroups (Jordan & Stanovich, 2001). They
also facilitatechigher levels of cognitive engagement than othechers. Teacher attitudes are
important because they influence the type of irlgetions chosen and how successful those

interventions will be (Park & Chitiyo, 2011). Kdaér, West, and Taymans (as cited in
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DeSimone & Parmar, 2006) reported teachers’ neg@dliefs and feelings as one of the three
major barriers to effective inclusion. Additionglteachers’ attitudes transfer to their students
and may indirectly affect peer relationships betwstidents with and without disabilities (Kim,
2011).

With attitude playing such a crucial role in tH&eetiveness of the inclusion model, it is
important to understand factors that impact teafatitudes. Several factors have been found
to significantly impact teachers’ attitudes towastisdents with disabilities and inclusive
education (Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010; de Boed.eR011; Gal, Schreur, & Engel-Yeger,
2010; Hwang & Evans, 2011). These include priaining, previous experience with
disabilities, teacher efficacy, and time. Avramidnd Elias (2007) found that while teachers
were generally positive towards the concept ofusicn, those with prior education or training
in special needs had more positive attitudes thiagr deachers. Coutsocostas and Alborz (2010)
found similar results, leading them to concluderthesearch with the recommendation that
mainstream or inclusion teachers receive addititaling in meeting the needs of students
with disabilities.

Research has also shown that educators who havarioa personal or professional
experience with various disabilities have more fpasiattitudes towards inclusion (Ben-Yehuda
et al., 2010; de Boer et al, 2011; Pearson, 200Bb& & Sharma, 2005). One study suggested
that teachers who have worked with students withuision either directly or indirectly are
more positive regarding their inclusion than rantoselected teachers (Wall, 2002). In
contrast, other studies have shown little suppwrttfe effects of previous experience with

special needs on teacher attitudes (Hastings &@adkR2003; Rae, Murray, & McKenzie, 2010).
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Another critical factor affecting attitude is téac efficacy and perceived professional
competency (Ben-Yehuda et al., 2010; Forlin et28lQ8; Jung, 2007; Kosko & Wilkins, 2009).
Teaching efficacy is a strong predictor of clasanaxtions (Kosko & Wilkins, 2009), affecting
the efforts teachers invest and the goals the{Bsst-Yehuda et al., 2010). Teachers with
greater efficacy are more open to new ideas, asedetical of student errors, and work longer
with struggling students. Improved efficacy hasodbeen linked with higher student
achievement (Akbari & Allvar, 2010). Efficaciousaichers are more likely to implement
strategies to enhance student learning. Finagchers’ attitudes toward inclusion are affected
by school characteristics such as grade leveledawd the socio-economic status of a school’s
student population. Elementary school teachergeamerally more positive toward inclusion
than teachers working at the secondary level (B&®3Q O’'Rourke, Main, & Cooper, 2008)

As noted previously, the unique academic and sdeialands placed on high school teachers
may contribute to more negative attitudes towaotuision. Berry (2010) also noted that
teachers in schools with high socioeconomic charatics were less accepting of students with
disabilities. She suggested this is perhaps thdtref increased academic expectations placed
on students and teachers by parents and the cortymuni

The fourth factor that has been identified asrardoutor to teacher attitude is time. In
their study of teacher attitudes toward inclus®antoli et al. (2008) found that time was a
significant factor. Specifically, they found retatships between attitude and time in three areas:
consulting with other teachers regarding studeriits eisabilities, attending meetings regarding
students with disabilities, and working with stutsewith disabilities in the regular classroom.

Three distinct profiles have been identified igaels to teacher attitudes toward

inclusion (Berry, 2010). Results of a survey cartdd at the end of a graduate-level special
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education course showed that teachers’ responsasdethree categories primarily identified

by level of teaching experience and confidenceafilerA, “Keen, but Anxious, Beginners” was
used to describe young preservice teachers. Thaskers had positive attitudes toward
inclusion but expressed concerns regarding theectyeness in inclusive classrooms. The
second category, Profile B, labeled teachers asiti?e Doers.” Teachers in this category were
generally novice teachers who maintained positedirigs towards inclusion despite facing the
struggles and challenges of inclusion. These &radhdicated more confidence in their
teaching abilities than those in Profile A. Theali Profile C, “Resistance”, identified teachers
who reported negative feelings toward inclusiome Tajority of respondents in this category
were either experienced teachers or those workitigeahigh school level.

Research has shown a range of teacher attitudesdanclusion from very receptive
toward inclusion for all students, to unfavoralde/ard the inclusion of any child with a
disability in the general education classroom. Bavdies have shown that all teachers favor
inclusion, although individual attitudes may tendrhprove over time (Ross-Hill, 2009; Winzer
& Mazurek, 2011). Many studies have shown thathiees are generally positive toward the
concept of inclusion (Avramidis & Elias, 2007; Bkaareed, 2011; DeSimone & Parmar, 2006;
Horne & Timmons, 2009; Kohler-Evans, 2006; Koutraut al., 2008; Kozik et al., 2009). One
study showed that more than half of teachers falordusion (Koutrouba et al., 2008). Those
who support inclusion expressed the belief thataoation prepares students with disabilities
for their futures in society. In other studiegdieers noted that all students, regardless of
educational needs, benefit from inclusion (Subbadhfarma, 2005). For many, inclusion is seen

as a human right, and diversity is viewed as pesiind appreciated (Kozik et al., 2009).
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Teachers who favor inclusion generally do so fadents with mild disabilities such as
speech, learning disabilities, or mild physicakdbisities (Avramidis & Elias, 2007; Koutrouba
et al., 2008). DeSimone and Parmar (2006) fouatftur out of five teachers responding to a
survey agreed with the statement that studentsleatiming disabilities should have the
opportunity to learn mathematics with general etlanastudents. A frequent teacher response
to the question of inclusion was that decisionsuthbe made on a case-by-case basis, with
success being dependent on the characteristibe afidividual child (Wah, 2010). One teacher
described the feelings of many by stating “I dahibk you can... categorically say whether for
all children inclusion is good or bad because tlaeegust so many different individual cases that
I've experienced” (Wilde & Avramidis, 2011, p. 83).

Other research has shown teacher attitudes tesbaHhan favorable toward inclusion
(Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010; de Boer et al., 2@4dntoli et al., 2008). Many teachers express
the opinion that inclusion is not appropriate flurdents with behavioral disorders, mental
disabilities, or significant physical disabiliti@Soutsocostas & Alborz, 2010; Santoli et al.,
2008). In one study, three out of four teachersevm®t in favor of inclusion for mental
retardation or physical disabilities such as hepanvision impairment (Koutrouba et al., 2008).
Results also indicated nearly half of teachers weten favor of any inclusion of students with
disabilities into regular classes. These teadustgied their negative opinion by referring teeth
challenges of curricula inflexibility and lack affrastructural equipment. Approximately one-
third of the teachers said they would advise tis¢isgents’ parents to place their child in a
special school. The authors summarized their te8yl saying “while teachers were willing to

make needed adaptations for those students whdisaldilities, the majority did not believe that
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students with disabilities, regardless of the lefdheir disability, could be educated in regular
classrooms” (p. 413).

Two topics indirectly related to teacher attitwoeards inclusion are instructional goals
and teacher efficacy. Carter and Hughes (2006need teachers’ attitudes towards
instructional goals for regular education and splemilucation students. They found that
differences in ratings of the importance of instiatal areas for students with severe disabilities
and general education students were quite prondungpecifically, instruction was rated more
important for general education students in fivalgweas: actively participating in class,
acquiring academic or vocational skills, learnimgise content, developing critical thinking, and
completing homework and assignments. Administsatated “learning course content” for
students with disabilities significantly higher thiaoth special education and general education
teachers.

Researchers have found mixed results regardimntpéeafficacy related to special
education and inclusion. Many teachers expresidmrce in their abilities to work with special
needs students. In response to a survey on indusia middle school setting, 78% of teachers
expressed confidence that they knew teaching giestéor helping students with disabilities
master new content (Santoli et al., 2008). An daeger number of teachers felt they were able
to adjust assignments to meet students’ needser Gtirdies have shown contrasting results. For
example, Forlin et al. (2008) found a high percgataf teachers who felt inadequately prepared
to meet the needs of students with disabilitiesa study of preservice and novice teachers, Jung
(2007) found that beginning teachers expressedetnacegarding their ability to teach students

with disabilities while developing their personaathing skills. Regardless of their perceived
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level of efficacy, teachers and administrators rlegeimportance of continued training for
inclusion teachers (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007; Grsk&iTrzcinka, 2011).

Despite differences in attitudes toward teachingents with disabilities, teachers share
many common concerns about the inclusion procAssong the most frequently cited concerns
are individual student needs and behavior, ladinod, need for support, and lack of resources.
Many teachers are concerned that students witlititszs lack skills needed to master regular
education course content (Santoli et al., 2008hef3 are concerned about the behavior of
students, such as inappropriate social skills,tsttgntion spans, and poor communication skills
(Forlin et al., 2008). Teachers are also concewiddthe amount of time they feel will be
required to meet the needs of students with disali(Glazzard, 2011). They frequently note a
lack of time for planning lessons and teaching iositedents in the class (Blecker & Boakes,
2010; Horne & Timmons, 2009). Teachers also reizegtihe need for additional professional
development (Blecker & Boakes, 2010; Subban & Ska2005), as well as collaboration and
support from special education staff (Coutsoco&téad¢borz, 2010). The need for additional
resources and equipment to meet the needs of stuaéh disabilities is another area of concern
(Forlin et al., 2008). Koutrouba et al. (2008)adpd nearly half of the teachers responding to a
survey considered their school either “not at @llipped” or “slightly equipped” to meet the
needs of inclusion. Finally, concerns were noegrding the difficulties students with
disabilities may face due to the increased acadstartards of regular education classes (Horne
& Timmons, 2009), student distractions caused g education personnel being in the
classroom, classroom adaptations needed to accoatensiidents with physical disabilities
(Kargin, Guldenoglu, & Sahin, 2010), and the diifty working with special education teachers

(Hwang & Evans, 2011).
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Research has shown that teachers differ in th@udes toward inclusion. Attitudes
range from being in favor of all students beingeded an inclusive education, to believing in a
totally segregated environment for all studenthwlisabilities. Most educators fall somewhere
between these two extremes. Regardless of wheyddh on the inclusion spectrum, their
beliefs directly influence the way they interactiwand educate students with disabilities.
Therefore, it is important to identify strategiesmprove teachers’ attitudes, as well as address
the concerns they have regarding inclusion.

Teacher Training

One of the most frequently cited needs of teactegarding inclusion is training in
special education. Koutrouba et al. (2008) fourat four out of five teachers responding to a
survey reported that they had never attended anseron special education. These respondents
agreed that all teachers should be required to adgional education in this area, especially
first-time teachers or those without previous eigrare working with student with disabilities.
Glazzard (2011) also noted that participants itudysof teachers and teacher assistants felt that
they were inadequately trained to educate studethsspecial needs. The two primary methods
of teacher training are college preservice edungirograms and continuing professional
development. For active teachers, in-serviceitiginnd enrolling in college courses are the
most preferred methods of professional developreemprove inclusion practice (Ben-Yehuda
et al., 2010). Quality training is vital to proeidhose who teach students with disabilities the
information and tools they need to be successful.
Preservice Education

Teacher education programs face the daunting tgsieparing students to be effective

educators in a variety of academic settings. Bioluis one of the more challenging settings due

48



to the need for accommodating a wide range of dohunzd, behavioral, and emotional needs.
Preservice teachers must master a range of tapicsdubject content and pedagogy to
classroom and behavior management. There is aotitar many teacher preparation programs,
particularly those designed to prepare secondachers, do not provide a sufficient theoretical
background of special education or strategies tetitie learning needs of students with
disabilities (Gately & Hammer, 2005). Discussiamtinues as to the best way to present
necessary pedagogical knowledge. Some schoolsdeaveulsory special education courses,
while others offer these classes as electivesptiomal courses (Vickerman & Coates, 2009).
One effective approach currently being used islialmorative method in which special education
content is embedded throughout the entire progedher than as a separate course (Brown,
Welsh, Hill, & Cipko, 2008; Kim, 2011; O’'Rourke at., 2008). A study on the effects of
embedding information on special education and tadiaps in a general education preservice
class indicated improved understanding of spedatation concepts (O’Rourke et al., 2008).
Kim (2011) also found that teachers from infusedicula programs had significantly more
positive attitudes toward inclusion that those fregparate programs. Research has identified
several curricular topics that would be benefitaalall general education teachers to know
before working in an inclusion setting. AccordiagGrskovic and Trzcinka (2011), preservice
teachers should have a basic understanding ohtéracteristics commonly associated with
students with disabilities, learning modalitiesg anethods of differentiated instruction
necessary to meet the needs of all students. 0&,28e Committee for Teacher Education
(CTE), sponsored by the National Academy of EdocatNAE), also stressed the need for pre-
service programs to provide foundations in spesgiaication law, eligibility procedures, and

teaching strategies (LePage, Courey, & Fearn, 20IbBgy suggested that program curriculum
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standards and textbooks be updated to place mgrkamis on inclusion. When high school
special education teachers were asked to rate iteeded by general education teachers,
instructional strategies such as methods for madifthe general curriculum, academic
accommodations, learning strategies, and studig skiteived the highest rankings. James and
Kader (as cited by Bain & Hasio, 2011) statedsitmperative that pre-service students learn
how to adjust and accommodate for diverse learn(ers35).

Teacher education programs should also provideeprieg teachers the opportunity to
interact with students with disabilities and pregtimplementing teaching strategies. Richards
and Clough (2004¢onducted a study to determine if interaction \gitidents with disabilities
affected preservice teachers’ views on inclusidhey found that preservice teachers generally
held positive views toward inclusion and most aonid to do so after inclusive teaching
experiences. Participants noted the need foriaddittraining in teaching strategies to support
students with special needs. Another study shdah&dwhen preservice teachers worked with
children with special needs in authentic learnirgegiences, they were more prepared for the
“wide variety of the demands, challenges, and rde/éiney will face in their own classrooms”
(Bain & Hasio, 2011, p. 38). A study conducteddaylin and Chambers (2011) showed that
preservice teachers who were involved in an ap@igzérience program demonstrated
significant increases in their perceived level @fifcdence in teaching special needs students and
overall knowledge about special education legistatiHowever, these experiences did not result
in significant changes in perception or attitudedads inclusion. The authors noted “it would
seem that greater engagement with people with iditeadbhad highlighted what they would
need to do as teachers to accommodate the nestiglehts with disabilities, thus leading to

greater concerns about this” (p. 29).
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Administrators and teachers report mixed feelirggmrding preservice training. Many
administrators believe that new teachers entefigleeunprepared for the challenges they will
face. In a study of Canadian school principals, 81% rdneservice training in
accommodating diverse needs as important for naehtss, while only 8% of them felt that
current graduates were well prepared in the ar@edfing with students with disabilities (as
cited in Philpott et al., 2010). Teachers alsoregp concern about their lack of preparation to
teach in inclusive settings. In a study that exediteacher training programs for physical
education teachers, 25% to 40% of students wesattbfied with their training related to special
education needs (Vickerman & Coates, 2009). Fetlial. (2008) reported that 93% of teachers
felt that they had received insufficient trainimgtheir teacher preparation programs to address
special education needs. Sadler (2005) reportcafiproximately 88% of teachers in a
preschool setting considered their knowledge lefsbeech and language impairment to be
either “limited” or “very limited.” In another stly, only about one-fourth of the respondents felt
that their teacher education programs helped themldp instructional philosophies related to
teaching students with disabilities (DeSimone &rar, 2006). They observed that the special
education courses mainly provided an overview et&d education and the various laws
associated with special education students. tndysonducted by McCray and McHatton
(2011), results suggested that preservice traimagased teachers’ understanding and empathy
for students with disabilities. However, in regatd teaching efficacy, few participants in the
study indicated feeling more prepared to teachetlsasdents. In a similar study examining
perceived sense of efficacy towards inclusion,ifigd suggested that while preservice teacher
attitudes toward inclusion improved, they contintetbe negative towards children with

behavioral disabilities (Gao & Mager, 2011). Thésdings highlight the fact that teacher
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preparation programs face the challenging task@figing prospective teachers with the
knowledge and skills required to be effective idlusive schools.
Professional Development

While teacher education programs are criticapfamviding foundational knowledge for
new teachers, ongoing professional developmergygd honing skills and making sure that
teachers have information necessary in today’'sghgreducational environment. Koutrouba et
al. (2008) found that 84% of teachers indicated tis&rongly agree” that further training related
to special education is needed. Levin (2009) ndtatiteacher turnover rates are too slow to
effectively change system-wide practices withouttcwed post-service training. A majority of
general education teachers in the current workfoeceived their training prior to the wide-
spread implementation of inclusion and may not Hek adequate professional development in
this area (Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011). Philpotaét(2010) noted that professional
development can improve teachers’ attitudes towanldsion, develop evidence-based practices,
and build collaborationSpecialized training may also provigehool personnel the information
needed to make appropriate decisions regardingfepeaching models for particular
classrooms (Carpenter & Dyal, 2007). Wilde andakwdis (2011) found that teachers
frequently mentioned the need for knowledge relédedisabilities and advice on specific
interventions for specific students.

Researchers examining the effectiveness of prafeskdevelopment have reported
mixed findings. Voltz (2006) found that teachesstigipating in professional development for
implementing inclusion expressed a more confidemositive view toward inclusion. They
were also more likely to agree that inclusion cahasce learning outcomes for both students

with and without disabilities. Another study foedson how much professional development is
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required to bring about changes in teachers’ saitgived ability to adapt instruction for
students with disabilities. Findings suggested atthough some professional development is
better than none, having eight hours or more ofgsdonal development within a three-year
period is more than twice as effective as less &gt hours (Kosko & Wilkins, 2009). This
study also suggested that professional developisenbetter predictor of teachers’ improved
perceptions of the ability to adapt instruction $twdents with disabilities than years of
experience teaching such students. However, hogsdarch has noted significant positive
improvement in teacher attitudes as a result diegsional development in special education
topics. In contrast to research suggesting pesftndings, Forlin et al. (2008) found that
participation in professional development to enleatieachers’ professional competency made no
significant difference in reducing their conceragarding inclusion. Grskovic and Trzcinka
(2011) summarized these findings by stating “magryegal education teachers continue to report
feeling ill-prepared to teach students with disébg” (p. 95) despite recommendations and
improvements in teacher training programs.
Teacher Support

General education teachers who are given the fasttuzating students with disabilities
benefit greatly from support provided by special@tion personnel and administrators. A lack
of support has been identified as the most subatdoarrier to inclusion of students with severe
disabilities in general education classrooms (C&tklughes, 2006). Level of support has also
been linked with teachers’ attitudes toward in@asjAvramidis & Elias 2007; DeSimone &
Parmar, 2006). This support may be provided byiaidtnators and special education personnel,
such as special education teachers, teachingassisspeech therapists, school psychologists,

and behavior interventionists.
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Support from Administration

All support for inclusion must begin with the solie administration. Administrators set
the tone for inclusion within their schools (Avralis & Elias, 2007; Horne & Timmons, 2009;
Ryan, 2010; Waldron, McLeskey, & Redd, 2011). Thlegw that inclusion is a priority by
allocating time and resources to teachers who wattk students with disabilities. School
principals can initiate eulture of shared learning, collaborative support, and the
expectation that all teachers will be actively engaged in instructional improvement
(Waldron et al,, 2011). The active involvement of the principal serves as a foundation for a
school culture that improves outcomes for all students. As such, they become “keepers of
the vision” regarding inclusive practices that result in pegsitichievement outcomes for all
students, while continually encouraging teachemdik towards improving their instruction
(Waldron & Redd, 2011).

Many administrators may be unfamiliar with the unique characteristics of effective
inclusion, resulting in ambiguity of teacher expectations and student outcomes. Glazzard
(2011) suggested that misunderstandings may lead to negative feelings toward
administration and the inclusion process. To minimize these misunderstandings, Rea and
Connell (2005) encouraged administrators to assess their personal knowledge of inclusion
and take steps necessary to build their expertise in inclusion strategies prior to evaluating
teacher and program effectiveness.

One of the ways administrators demonstrate support for inclusion is by providing
supports such as teaching assistants, planning time, smaller class size, and access to special
education teachers (Horne & Timmons, 2009). Harpell and Andrews (2010) suggested that

they may also empower teachers to make decisions regarding the implementation of
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inclusion, such as identifying needed resources and determining appropriate strategies for
teaching students with disabilities. Finally, administrators can provide professional
development opportunities and induction programs for inclusion teachers. The need for
additional training was highlighted by research conducted by DeSimone and Parmar (2006),
where they found that more than half of teachesparding to a survey felt that administrators
did not provide adequate and consistent profeska®eelopment opportunities focused on
inclusion.

Studies have shown that higher levels of admetist support and availability of
support services result in more positive attitud@gard inclusion among teachers. In one study
of physical education teachers who worked with etiisl with disabilities, all participants agreed
that the leadership of the school principal wasessary for inclusion to work well (Horne &
Timmons, 2009).
Support from Special Education Personnel

Most general education teachers recognize the foestipport from professionals with
specialized training to help them meet the needsuafents with disabilities in their classrooms.
Cook et al. (2007) stated that teachers need hetpnaging because “students with disabilities
typically require more, not less, teacher intemacti(p. 237). In a study of general education
math teachers, most of the participants intervieidedtified support staff as the most significant
resource available to them (DeSimone & Parmar, R00@®nversely, general education teachers
reported that the lack of personnel to supportesttglin general education classrooms is the
most substantial barrier to successful inclusi@aciice (Brackenreed, 2011; Carter & Hughes,
2006; Coutsocostas & Alborz, 2010). Lack of suppaakes meeting the needs of students with

disabilities difficult, and significantly raisesaehers’ stress levels (Brackenreed, 2011).
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Support for general education teachers can beqed\by special education teachers who
are trained to work with students with disabilitie®s previously noted, co-teaching and
collaboration are frequently used methods for iy this support. Ben-Yehuda et al. (2010)
discussed this trend towards partnership and awiion among educators, noting “As schools
move toward inclusion, collaboration and teamintydeen regular education teachers and
special education teachers is becoming a growiagtioe” (p.17). They added that successful
inclusion teachers are involved significantly moften in collaboration with special education
colleagues, planning and implementing various utsional strategies in a cooperative teaching
setting. Lingo, Barton-Arwood, and Jolivette (2Dp#i&scribed how general education and
special education teachers can work together ete@nd implement assessments to determine
the effectiveness of classroom instruction andwatetions. They noted that special education
teachers often have training in curriculum-based dallection and can assist the general
education teacher in designing, administering, amalyzing these assessments.

While most educators recognize the importancenlélooration between general
education and special education teachmaboration between classroom teachers and celate
special education service providers is equally irtgya (Nochajski, 2001) Thesesupport
personnel can bring specialized skills to the isielel classroom. Paraprofessionals, or teaching
assistants, are frequently utilized within inclesatassrooms. Recognizing the increasing
number of students with disabilities in the genedalcation classroom and the need for teacher
support, IDEA was recently amended to allow forulke of paraprofessionals who are
appropriately trained and supervised to assisterptrovision of special education services
(Giangreco, Backus, CichoskiKelly, Sherman, & Manoolos, 2011). Utilization of

paraprofessionals has advanced and their rolesiruction have expanded since this change in
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the law (Giangreco, 2010). Other special educattaff available to assist the general education
teachers includes speech pathologists, occupatmagphysical therapists, behavior
interventionists, and school psychologists. Teexhbould be made aware of the availability of
all support staff. In a study of general educatmatusion teachers, Nochajski (2001) found that
the majority of teachers in an inclusion programewenaware of the expertise of available
related service providers. Collaboration encousagam members to share insights, skills, and
expertise to improve the effectiveness of the isiol process.

In summary, teachers’ attitudes play an imporntalg in the success of the inclusion
model of special education. Attitudes may be diyampacted by preservice education and
professional development, as well as by supposdived from administrators and special
education support personnel. The current studgnaxd the relationships between teacher
attitude towards inclusion, number of professiat@telopment hours addressing topics related
to special education, and number of weekly contaits special education personnel and
administrators specifically addressing the needswafents with disabilities. The study also
investigated whether this information may be usegredict secondary general education

teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.

57



CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this correlational research study waletermine the strength and
direction of relationships between teacher attisudevard inclusion, hours of professional
development in topics related to special educatod, hours of support from special education
personnel and administrators addressing the ndedigdents with disabilities. The study also
investigated whether this information could be usepredict secondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. This chagescribes the research design and
methodology of the current study. The chaptergressthe following information: research
design, questions and hypotheses, setfagicipants, instrumentation, procedures, and data
analysis. Issues regarding validity and researtggrity are also discussed.
Design
The study was conducted using a correlationabresedesign. The decision to conduct
this research using a quantitative rather thanaditgtive method was based on the researcher’'s
desire to maintain an objective stance towarddbet participants, and results (Gall, Gall, &
Borg, 2007, p. 32). The researcher also desiredéqre-existing concepts and theories to
determine what data would be collected. Finalig, tesearcher desired to use statistical methods
to analyze data and statistical inference procedliargeneralize findings from the smaller
sample of secondary teachers in three districtisedarger population of all secondary inclusion
teachers within the state of South Carolina. Aalational design was chosen because the
researcher sought to examine the relationshipsdsgtthree distinct variables; namely

secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion, hours of professional
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development in topics related to special educaaod, hours of support received weekly from
special education personnel and administrationesdting the needs of students with disabilities.

Gall et al. (2007, p. 332) noted that correlatiahedigns are appropriate when the
purpose of the research is to discover relatiorsshgiween variables. According to Gall et al.,
the primary advantage of correlational designs caeisal-comparative or experimental research
designs is that they enable researchers to detertménstrength and direction of the relationships
between variables being studied. In this study rédsearcher sought to determine the strength
and direction of the relationships between thealdes teacher attitude towards inclusion, hours
of professional development in special educati@icgy and hours of support received weekly
from special education personnel and administratgarding students with disabilities.
Correlational designs have frequently been usegtbgarchers studying teacher attitude (Ahsan,
Sharma, & Deppeler, 2012; Brandes & Crowson, 2609in et al., 2008; Gal et al., 2010;
Nutter, 2011).

The current study was also designed as a predistidy. The researcher desired to
determine whether the predictor variables hourzrofessional development and hours of
support from special education personnel and aditnators could be used to predict a teacher’s
attitude toward inclusion. According to Gall et @007, p. 336), correlational designs are
appropriate for determining relationships betweesdigtor variables and a criterion variable.
Heiman (2001, p. 251) also noted that correlatiolesigns allow the researcher to identify
possible causes of behavior and relationships legtwariables that may be further studied using
experimental designs.

Questions and Hypotheses
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The current research sought to investigate passinirelations between teacher attitudes
toward inclusion, hours of professional developmertbpics related to special education, and
hours of support from special education personnélaministrators addressing the needs of
students with disabilities. The study was guidgdhoee research questions:

RQ1: What relationship exists between South Qaaddiecondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of spesthication students in the general education
classroom as measured by teacher responses tartleey®f Teachers’ Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scale andttbars of professional development they
have received addressing topics related to spediatation as measured by responses to a
teacher survey?

RQ2: What relationship exists between South Caaatecondary general education
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of spesthication students in the general education
classroom as measured by teacher responses tartley®f Teachers’ Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scale andhbers of support received weekly from
special education personnel and administratorsesdag the needs of students with disabilities
as measured by responses to a teacher survey?

RQ3: To what extent can hours of professional igweent hours on topics related to
special education and hours of support receivekhydem special education personnel and
administrators addressing the needs of studentsdigabilities predict South Carolina
secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion?

The following are the null hypotheses:

Ho1: No significant relationship exists between Sad#rolina secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusiospecial education students in the general

education classroom as measured by teacher respnige Survey of Teachers’ Attitudes
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Toward Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scald aours of professional development they
have received addressing topics related to spediatation as measured by responses to a
teacher survey.

Ho2: No significant relationship exists between Sdd#rolina secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusiospecial education students in the general
education classroom as measured by teacher resptone Survey of Teachers’ Attitudes
Toward Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC) rating scald hours of support received weekly from
special education personnel and administratorseadirg the needs of students with disabilities
as measured by responses to a teacher survey.

Hos : The hours of professional development in topatated to special education and
hours of support received weekly from special etlangersonnel and administrators
addressing the needs of students with disabili#@mot accurately predict South Carolina
secondary general education teachers’ attitudeartbimclusion.

Setting

The setting of this study was three school digtigtSouth Carolina. As a state, South
Carolina has not implemented inclusion to the degifeother states in the southeastern United
States. To address this, the South Carolina Degattof Education has made inclusion of
students with disabilities in the general educasetting a priority (S.C. Department of
Education, 2012a). A convenience sampling methasl wsed to select the school districts that
participated in the study. Gall et al. (2007, p5)Lnoted that convenience sampling is a form of
nonprobability sampling in which the researcheesisl a sample that suits the purposes of the
study and is convenient. According to Gall ettais type of sampling is used in more than 95%

of research studies in the social sciences. F®isthdy, districts were selected for participation
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in the study based on proximity to the researchmeiorder to obtain a comprehensive picture of
teacher attitude across the state, districts wieteszlected based on their representation of
several demographic designations of districts actios state; namely race, household income,
and percentage of people living below the poverteel. County demographic information is
summarized and compared with state demographitabie 1.

Table 1

Comparison of County and State Demographics

County 1 2 3 State
Population 38,892 136,555 177,843 4,625,364
Race %
White 57.0 67.8 66.5 66.2
Black 39.0 25.8 25.0 27.9
Other 4.0 6.4 8.5 5.9
Household Income 31,700 54,875 51,093 44,587
% Below
Poverty Level 22.8 12.1 13.9 17.0

Note.U.S. Census Bureau (2012).
Specific high schools in each district were aldected based on convenience sampling. The
rural school district has only one high schoolh@&us were selected in the second and third
districts based on the willingness of the buildaaninistrator to approve and facilitate the
study. An attempt was also made to select schibatsvere representative of the state in several
characteristics: location, size, percentage of [ajmun with disabilities, annual number of

district professional development days, and stuttetgacher ratios (Table 2).
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Table 2

School Demographic Information

School A B C D E F
Location Rural City City Suburb  Suburb  Suburb
Enroliment 1635 1584 2242 1645 1464 1864
No. of teachers 94 77 110 102 85 119
% of students

with

disabilitie$ 11 6.1 5.7 9.1 8.6 7.3
Annual PD

day$ 7.2 8.9 18 5 12 7.2
Student:

Teacher ratid 28:1 34:1 34:1 24:1 30:1 26:1

Note. PD = Professional development. Source: S.C. eeat of Education, 2012b.
@0ther than speech.
b Professional development includes all training, mexessarily related to special education.
“In core classes of English, math, science, andhkstidies.
Districts 1 and 3 were the only school districtshair respective counties. District 2 was one of
two districts in the county. At the time of ther@nt study, District 1 enrolled approximately
6,200 students (S.C. Department of Education, 201PRkstricts 2 and 3 enrolled approximately
22,596 and 30,085 students, respectively.
Participants

The target population for this study was all SoQ#rolina secondary general education

teachers who taught students with disabilities withe general education classroom. Once

schools were identified, all general education heas who taught students with disabilities in a

general education classroom were invited to padie in the study. Approximately 540
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teachers were provided materials to complete ahohguhe research materials for inclusion in
the sample. Completed materials were receivedBy@achers. Sixteen returned packets were
excluded due to incompleteness, with two packethuided because the respondents indicated
they did not teach students with disabilities. aA®sult, 245 teacher responses were included in
the study.

There are two concerns that affect generalizglfitfindings due to the sampling
procedures utilized in this study. First, inferahstatistics require that the sample be randomly
drawn from a defined population (Gall et al., 200.7137). Findings from studies using
nonrandomized sampling may not be generalizabileetdarger population. In the current study,
the sample was not randomly selected. All geregtatation teachers employed in the selected
schools who met study criteria had equal opporyunifparticipate in the study. The second
concern that must be addressed is sample sizeer@gna larger sample size results in greater
generalizability to the population. In survey @®h, it is suggested that the study include a
minimum of 100 participants (Gall et al., p. 17@) address this concern, approximately 540
general education teachers were invited to padieigvith a 40% expected participation rate.
The actual sample size of 245 participants was dddarge enough to allow for
generalizability.

Instrumentation

This study examined three variables: teacher dd#guoward inclusion, professional
development hours in topics related to special agloie, and hours of support received weekly
from special education personnel and administraegarding students with disabilities. The
instruments used in this study were the STATIC {€ai, 1997) and a teacher survey. The

STATIC was developed by Cochran (1997) to measweattitudes of teachers who teach
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students with special needs and to identify refetinips between the attitudes of teachers toward
inclusion and towards disabled or special needgpsrs general. Construct variables were
determined based on a review of literature onapectof teacher attitude toward students with
disabilities. Test items were then constructedhftbe identified variables. The original version,
the Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusion (TATI) wabkot-tested in two independent studies
with both regular education and special educagachers in five school districts. The TATI
was renamed the STATIC following the second stutllye STATIC rating scale is comprised of
20 items. Four subscales comprise the STATIC ¢uestire. These are (a) Advantages and
Disadvantages of Inclusive Education, (b) Profesalid¢ssues, (c) Philosophical Issues, and (d)
Logistical Concerns. To affirm the validity of tiBFATIC instrument, Cochran conducted a
factor analysis. He found that four factors weealy measured by the STATIC instrument.
These factors corresponded to the four subscatescdo assess reliability, Cochran also
conducted analyses of the internal consistenchefull measure and each of its subscales using
Cronbach’s alpha. He found that for the overalA$IC instrument, the reliability was
consistently observed to be around .89. This coefficient held for both general apecial
education teachers as well as elementary and sagoschool teachers. Individual subscale
scores were found to have varying reliabilitieli&bility coefficients for individual subscales
were: Advantages and Disadvantages.87, Professional Issues= .83, Philosophical Issues

= .57, and Logistical Conceras= .62. These results provided evidence that thaloverall
STATIC score and subscale scores were adequateiragents based on the reliability
coefficients. The STATIC has been used in numestudies investigating teacher attitudes
toward inclusion (Martin, 2010; Parker, 2009; Ree2009; Ross-Hill, 2009; Royster, 2011,

Smith, 2008; Walpole, 2008).
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The survey used in this study was comprised di bailtiple-choice and open response
items. The information collected via the survegluled demographic information such as
participants' ethnicity, education, location ofdiemg assignment, average class size, number of
special needs students in the classroom, and gétgaching experience. Teachers were also
asked to report the hours of professional developmezeived in topics related to special
education, as well as the average hours of suppogtved weekly from special education
personnel and administrators regarding students dwsiabilities. The researcher received
written permission from Dr. Cochran to use the ST&instrument prior to conducting the
study. The demographic survey was field-testetl Wi teachers for clarity of questions and
responses, ease of completion, and average timengbletion. Suggestions were incorporated
into the final survey.

Procedures

Prior to presenting the proposal for approval,résearcher contacted Dr. H. Keith
Cochran, the author of the STATIC survey by emabrder to obtain written permission to use
the instrument in the current study. Requiredasdeapproval paperwork was also obtained
from the target school districts. A research pegpavas presented to the dissertation committee
at Liberty University. With approval from the conitee, the research proposal was sent to the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Liberty Univetg. Upon receiving IRB approval, the
researcher completed and submitted to each diattiocecessary research request paperwork in
order to obtain permission to conduct the studfterAeceiving district approval, building
administrators were contacted for permission tadcchresearch at the individual schools.

The researcher attended faculty meetings at fhageipating schools (Schools A, B,

and C) to introduce the study, answer questiorg dastribute research materials to all general
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education teachers who taught students with disabil Research materials included a
description of the study and informed consent mi@tion (Appendix A) along with the
demographic survey (Appendix B) and STATIC ratingle (Appendix C). The consent letter
contained information such as the purpose of theareh, use of data, and the amount of time
needed to complete the survey and rating scalachiegs were also advised that they had the
option to decline or withdraw from the researclarmf time with no adverse consequences.
Finally, potential risks, incentives, and researdmntact information was provided. Completed
materials were collected at the end of the facmégtings. The researcher followed up with
each school two weeks following distribution toleot any materials that had been turned in
after the faculty meetings. At the remaining thsebools (Schools D, E, and F), no faculty
meetings were scheduled for the remainder of thedg/ear; therefore, research materials were
delivered to the schools to be distributed by tteosls’ principals. The researcher met with
each of the schools’ administrators, explainingrtaire of the study and procedures for
distributing the materials. The researcher alswiged an email describing the study and
informed consent, which was also sent by the adinators to all faculty members. Anonymous
completed materials were collected by the schowliagtrator at these sites and were collected
by the researcher two weeks following distribution.

Upon receiving all submitted responses, the rekeareviewed the surveys and rating
scales for completeness of information. Incompdetereys and those in which the teacher
indicated being a special education teacher weskided from the study, along with the
accompanying rating scales. Incomplete ratingescakre also excluded, along with the
accompanying survey. Correlational statisticalyses on remaining submitted responses were

conducted using SPSS statistical software andtsesigluded in the findings.
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The researcher ensured that all data were keptesaad that all participants and schools
remained unidentified. Data collected from theveyrwere stored on a password- and firewall-
protected computer. School names were not prionediata collected for the study. Participants
were not identified personally on any documentiler fAll material collected throughout the
study was kept in a locked fireproof file cabinmtdted in the researcher’'s home office, with
plans to shred all data at the end of three years.

Data Analysis

Data for this study were analyzed using SPSS,railyi called “Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences” (George & Mallory, 2006, p. Pescriptive statistics for the sample were
computed. In order to determine the strength efrélationships between variables, as well as
the direction of the relationships, the Spearmaatiselation coefficient for ranked data was
obtained. While it is important to avoid inaccetgtrejecting the null hypothesis, it is equally
important to correctly identify any significant ationships. Therefore, a significance levepof
< .05 was used when examining statistical res\Besparate bivariate correlational analyses were
conducted and correlational coefficients computedetermine the relationships between (a)
teacher attitude towards inclusion and hours ofgsional development in topics related to
special education, and (b) teacher attitude towiaasasion and hours of support received
weekly from special education personnel and aditnai's regarding students with disabilities.
Each analysis produced ayscore indicating the strength and direction ofridationship
between variables. In order to determine whetbacher attitude towards inclusion could be
predicted based on hours of professional developarahhours of support, regression analyses

were also conducted. Gall et al. (2007) noted thatiple regression analysis can be used to
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“determine the correlation between a criterion afaleé and a combination of two or more
predictor variables” (p. 353).
Summary

This study utilized a demographic survey and tpsicale to answer three research
guestions. Specifically, the relationships betwidwae variables were examined: secondary
general education teachers’ attitudes toward immtusf students with disabilities, hours of
professional development in topics related to spesziucation, and hours of support received
weekly from special education personnel and aditnai's regarding students with disabilities.
Data were analyzed to determine the predictivereaitithe variables hours of professional
development and hours of support to determine taattitude. The sample consisted of 245
secondary general education teachers who taugigrgiwith disabilities in three districts
located in South Carolina. Spearman’s correlatmefficients {s) were obtained to determine
the strength of the relationships between varialalesvell as the direction of the relationships.
Regression analyses were conducted to determirgathés predictive measures. The following
chapters present the results of data analysis iandss$ion of the findings as they relate to

current educational practice.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine relahipssbetween the variables teacher
attitude towards inclusion, number of hours of pesfonal development in topics related to
special education, and number of hours of suppardived weekly from special education
personnel and administrators addressing the ndesdgdents with disabilities. The study also
sought to determine whether this information cdagdused to predict secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusionis Thapter is organized into four sections: (a)
descriptive statistics, (b) assumption tests, ypotheses testing, and (d) summary of the results.

Descriptive Statistics

The sample of teachers in this study representedrgkeeducation high school teachers
in the state of South Carolina. Research matenafte distributed to approximately 540 general
education teachers employed in six high schoolkerstate. Descriptive statistics for the
participating districts and schools are providethim Methodology section. Completed surveys
and rating scales were received from 263 teachesslting in a 48.7% response rate. Sixteen
returned packets had missing or incomplete dataneemd therefore excluded from the sample.
Two respondents indicated they did not teach stisdeith disabilities; therefore, these packets
were also excluded. Analysis was conducted omethmaining 245 completed packets, resulting
in an actual participation response rate of 45.4%e following sections present the
demographic information of all participants.
Years of Teaching Experience

Teachers were asked to indicate the number ofydeaching experience. Figure 1
illustrates the breakdown of all participants bpngeof teaching experience. A breakdown of

experience by school is presented in Appendix Wefity-two percent of teachers reported three
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or less years’ experience £ 54), with another 29% indicating 4-10 years’ esignce = 71).
Forty-nine percent of teachers reported more tiayears of teaching experience=120).

While a direct comparison could not be made duwtfferences in response categories, results
were similar to 2011 South Carolina and nationat@etages reported by the National Center for
Education Statistics (2011b; Appendix E). The petage of teachers in the sample with more
than 10 years’ experience was slightly less tharsthte and national percentages of teachers
with 10 or more years. This may be due to thettzat teachers with exactly 10 years’
experience were included in the state and natifigpales, but not in the sample figures.
Differences were noted in the percentages of teachigh less than 10 years’ experience.

Again, this is most likely due to the differencer@sponse categories.
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Figure 1.Participants by Years of Teaching Experience

Education
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A majority of teachers participating in this stu@®2%) had completed graduate work to
earn advanced education degrees. Results araykshin Figure 2. Fifty-seven percent of
participants reported having earned master’s dednee 140), with 5% it = 13) earning higher
level specialist or doctoral degrees. Nearly 38%anticipants it = 92) had earned
undergraduate degrees. A breakdown of participhigeest degree earned by school is

presented in Appendix D.
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Figure 2.Participants by Highest Degree Earned

In this sample, a larger percentage of teachemteggh having earned master’s and doctor’s
degrees than teachers at the state and natiordi(Teable 3). However, fewer teachers

participating in this study reported having earspdcialist degrees when compared with state

and national percentages (41% and 47%, respedctively
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Table 3

Comparison of Highest Degree Earned with Statedational Percentages

Degree Sample State National
Bachelor’s 37.6 40.9 47.4
Master’s 57.1 52.7 445
Education Specialist 2.9 51 6.4
Doctor’s 2.4 0.5 .09

Note: N= 245.

Subject Area

All major subject areas were represented by ppdiing teachers (Figure 3). A

breakdown of participants by school is presentefigpendix D.
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Figure 3.Participants by Subject Taught
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The required subjects of English and math were egutesented by 22% of participantsH
54). The required subjects of scienoe=(39) and historyn(= 34) also had similar
representation at 16% and 14%, respectively. pareent § = 12) of teachers indicated
teaching foreign language. The remaining partitipg = 52) taught electives such as fine arts,
business, computer and technology, ROTC, and pdlysdtication (Appendix F).
Special Education Students

Most teachers patrticipating in the study indicdtading at least two special education
students per class. As displayed in Figure 499 teachersn= 23) reported one special
education student in each class. Thirty- two par¢e= 79) reported two to three students per
class and 20.4 % (= 50) indicated four to five special educationdstuts in each class. Twenty-
nine percent of teachems £ 70) reported more than five students with distdd per class,
while 9.4 percentn(= 23) were unsure of the number of special neadfests taught. A

breakdown by school of special education studensasented in Appendix D.
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Figure 4 Participants by Average Number of Special Edoogstudents Per Class
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Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Interest

Descriptive statistics for the variables of int¢r@® displayed in Table 4 and Appendix
G. The criterion variable, STATIC total score, negents the overall teacher’s attitude towards
inclusion. Teachers responded to statements alffertent aspects of inclusion, including
advantages and disadvantages of inclusion, profesisand philosophical issues, and logistical
concerns associated with implementing inclusiothengeneral education classroom. Scores for
each statement range from 0 (“strongly disagrez) ¢‘strongly agree”), with a maximum
possible score of 100 for the scale. Higher scmdisate more positive attitudes toward
inclusion. Results show that scores ranged frorro BB, with a mean score of 67.79 (Appendix
H).
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Interest

Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis Range
STATIC total score 245 67.79 12.98 -0.75 1.06 85
Hours of professional

Development 245 2.90 5.50 4.12 21.89 45
Hours of support 245 2.15 3.38 2.97 12.13 25

Data were analyzed for skewness and kurtosiswisdss is a measure of the degree to
which a distribution is asymmetrical (Howell, 20p1,51). The presence of extreme scores on
one end of the distribution causes the data tkéeed. Scores close to 0 indicate a normal
distribution pattern. Kurtosis is a measure ofgghakedness or flatness of data distribution

relative to a normal distribution pattern (HeimaaQ1, p. 145). For most data, scores near 3
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indicate a normal distribution. In this study, treiable STATIC score had a skewness statistic
of -0.75 and a kurtosis statistic of 1.06, suggesé normal distribution pattern.

The first predictor variable, hours of professibdevelopment, indicated the actual
number of professional development hours in topsted to special education teachers had
received. Hours ranged from 0 to 45, with a mdah®hours (Appendix 1). As depicted in
Figure 5,42% of teachersn(= 102) reported no professional development rélaiespecial
education. Thirty-nine percent € 96) had participated in one to three hours oihiing, with
another 12%r(= 29)having received four to nine hours of training. pAgximately seven
percent of teachers € 18)indicated receiving 10 hours or more in specialkation
professional development. Skewness and kurtosiststs (4.12 and 21.8, respectively) indicate

sharply peaked and positively skewed data patterns.
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Figure 5.Participants by Hours of Professional Development
The second predictor variable, hours of suppodicated the average number of hours

weekly teachers received support from special dducpersonnel and administrators regarding
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students with disabilities. Reported hours rarnfgewch O to 25, with a mean of 2.15 hours
(Appendix J) As depicted in Figure 6, 27% of teachars=(67) reported receiving no support
from special education personnel or administrategarding students with disabilities.
Approximately 49%1§ = 120) indicated receiving some support but notertban two hours
weekly. Twelve percent of teachens<29) reported three to five hours of support, @/lsil
percent § = 15) indicated receiving six to nine hours of suppveekly. An additional six
percent of teachers € 14) reported receiving 10 or more hours of suppeekly from special
education personnel and administrators. Skewnmes&wartosis statistics (2.93 and 12.13,
respectively) indicated sharply peaked and posjtiskewed patterns of distribution. The
researcher considered that the data for the twaigice variables were not normally distributed

when selecting appropriate tests for data analysis.
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Assumption Testing
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Testing was conducted to determine whether datdahmessumptions necessary for
correlational analysis. The first assumption & trariables are normally distributed, indicating
that they follow a symmetrical pattern of distrilout around the mean score. The second
assumption is that the data represent a randomledrom the population and that scores on
variables for each case are independent of scorgarables for other cases.

To address the first assumption, frequency histogrwere produced for the variables
STATIC scores, hours of professional developmemd, l@ours of support (Appendices K, L, and
M, respectively). Kolmogorov-Smirnov testing wamsducted to confirm visual assessment of
the histograms. Results indicated that the vagi&JIATIC total score met the assumption of
normality, while the variables hours of professiatevelopment and hours of support were not
normally distributed. Because correlational analysguires the assumption of normality of
data, this information was considered when selg@ppropriate tests for data analysis.

In addition to normal distribution testing, scgtlets of the variables were analyzed to
assess the relationships between variables (App&hdnd Appendix O). The scatterplot of
STATIC total scores and hours of professional dgwalent showed that most of the plotted
values fell in the extreme left side of the scattar The scatterplot of STATIC total scores and
hours of support demonstrated a similar patterth plots slightly more spread out. Regression
lines showed a slight positive correlation betweanables. These figures also indicated the
presence of several scores that differed signifigdrom other scores. According to Gall et al.
(2007, p. 154), these outlying scores may dist@tresults of data analysis if not addressed.

Testing for outliers using the “trimmed mean” icatied that outlying scores had a
significant impact on the overall means for theialales hours of professional development

(32%) and hours of support (22%). ANOVA lineanulgests were also conducted to assess the
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linear relationships between variables. Based@analysis, the assumption of linearity was
met for both predictor variables

The second assumption in correlational analysigtés that the samples should be
randomly drawn from the respective populations twad the variables are independent of one
another. For this study, the target population sexndary general education teachers who
teach students with disabilities in inclusive ctassns in the state of South Carolina. As
described in the procedures, the study did nazatiandom sampling, but rather convenience
sampling to determine participating districts ando®ls. All regular education teachers meeting
the study criteria in these identified schools wgiken equal opportunity to participate in the
study. Teachers completed the materials indepélydeiBased on this information, the
requirements for the second assumption were nat met

Regression analysis requires that data meet tdi@aal assumptions, namely
independence of observations and homoscedastitayassess this, the Durbin-Watson statistic
was produced to confirm independence of observatidine data met this assumption. To
examine homoscedasticity, the Levene Test for H@neigy of Variance was conducted.
Results indicated significant variances atphe.05 significance level for hours of professional
development, while results for the variable hodrsupport indicated variances were not
significant. Therefore, the assumption of homoasédity was not met for the variable hours of
professional development. Based on the resuldsssdimption testing, the researcher determined
that data must be analyzed using correlationas festnon-normal data.

Hypotheses Testing
In order to investigate the primary research qoastidata were analyzed using

correlational analyses to determine strength arettion of relationships between variables of
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interest (teacher attitude toward inclusion, hairgrofessional development, and hours of
support). Regression analyses were also condtwietermine whether teacher attitude
towards inclusion can be predicted based on hdyssofessional development and hours of
support received weekly from special educationgoarel and administrators.
Research Question 1

The first research question this study soughttwar was what relationship exists
between secondary general education teachersidasittoward the inclusion of special
education students in the general education classend the hours of professional development
they have received addressing topics related toapeducation. The null hypothesis was there
would be no significant relationship between themgables. In order to investigate this
guestion, correlational analysis was conductede mbst common measure for correlational
analysis is the Pearson Product-Moment Correldiogfficient ¢). According to Gall et al.
(2007), the product-moment correlation is “the mestely used bivariate correlational
technique because most educational measures yietohaous scores and becaudeas a small
standard error” (p. 347). However, because tha datnot meet assumption tests for normality
and randomness, the researcher sought to use aapmn@priate test. In a study conducted by
Bishara and Hittner (2012), an analysis of stasstextbooks from various fields of study
revealed that Spearman’s rho was the most frequesdtbmmended procedure for analyzing
non-normal data. They also found that empiri¢atditure suggests that using the Spearman
approach may improve power while minimizing Typartors. In order to conduct Spearman’s
rho analysis, data for the two predictor variablese transformed to rank data using a
transformation function in SPSS. Testing was cotetband a correlation coefficiemt)( along

with the associatepvalue, was computed to determine if a relationgiipted between teacher
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STATIC scores and hours of professional developm@nt% significance level was selected in
an effort to minimize the possibility of a Type k@ in which the null hypothesis is rejected
when it is actually true (Gall et al., p. 140).

Results of analysis, as shown in Table 5, indetatstatistically significant positive
correlation between teacher STATIC scotds<(67.79,SD= 12.98) and hours of professional
developmentNl = 2.90,SD= 5.50),rs=.22,p < .01. Thepvalue, 0.001js the likelihood of
observing the given samples if the null hypothess true. The lowp value gives evidence that
there is a relationship at the 1% significancelle®ased on this analysis, the null hypothesis
was rejected. When evaluating correlational coefits, Green and Salkind (2011) suggested
that “coefficients of .10, .30, and .50, irrespeetof sign, are, by convention, interpreted as
small, medium, and large coefficients, respectivgly 259). Additionally, Gall et al. (2007, p.
377) noted that correlations in the range of .2@fare common in educational research.
Table 5

Correlation Coefficients for Variables of Interest

Variable re ré p
Professional Development .22 .047 .001
Support 23 .053 .000

Note. i= Spearman’s rho coefficienp = 2-tailed significance level

In this instance, the of .22 indicated a statistically significant posgicorrelation between
variables. However, using Green and Salkind’s wietson, this correlation was considered
small = .047). Approximately 5% of the variance in ST&Tdcores was accounted for by
hours of professional development in topics rel&tesbecial education.

Research Question 2
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The second question this study sought to answesmh@ther a relationship exists
between secondary general education teachersidatittoward the inclusion of special
education students in the general education classend the hours of support received weekly
from special education personnel and administratddsessing the needs of students with
disabilities. The null hypothesis was that no Bigant relationship exists between these
variables. Correlational analyses were conduaiendvestigate this research question. As
previously described, the Spearman’s rho correfataefficient () was obtained to assess the
degree that the variables were linearly related.

Results of analysis, as previously shown in Tébladicated a statistically significant
positive correlation between teacher STATIC sc@kés 67.79,SD= 12.98) and hours of
support M = 2.57,SD= 3.38),rs=.23,p = .000. As noted for the first research questiba, t
low p value gives evidence that there is a relationshipeal% significance level. Based on this
analysis, the null hypothesis was rejected. rTlod .23 indicated a positive correlation between
variables, falling within the expected range ofretation. However, the effect size was small
(r& = .052). Approximately 5% of the variance in STI&Tscores was accounted for by hours of
support from special education personnel and actnators.

Research Question 3

This study also sought to examine whether houpafessional development in topics
related to special education and hours of suppegived weekly can predict secondary general
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusione mbll hypothesis was that these variables
could not accurately predict teachers’ attitudegtal inclusion. Linear regression analyses
were conducted to evaluate the null hypothesistdsathers’ total STATIC scores cannot be

predicted from either their hours of professioralelopment or hours of support. Because data
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for the variable hours of professional developntedtnot meet the necessary assumption of
homoscedasticity, an additional transformation p@sormed using a logarithm command in
SPSS. This transformation was used to correaifprificant positive skewness and outliers.
Following data transformation, linear regressioalgses were conducted. Results are displayed
in Table 6. Results indicated a small positiveeation between hours of professional
developmentNl = 2.88 SD= 5.39) and STATIC total scor®(= 67.79,SD= 12.98),F(245) =
11.7, p< .05. Specifically, as hours of professionalelegment increase, STATIC total score
increases; = .28. Based on this analysis, the null hypothesis rejected. The regression
equation for predicting STATIC total scores basedours of professional developmentis Y =
8.71%p + 65.10. Approximately 8% of the variance in ST& total scores was accounted for
by its linear relationship with hours of professabdevelopment. A small positive correlation
was also indicated between hours of suppdrt(2.14 SD= 53.38) and STATIC total scor®(
=67.79,SD= 12.98),F(245) = 0.80p < .05. Specifically, as hours of support increase
STATIC total score increaseassz .21. The regression equation for predicting $TAtotal
scores based on hours of supportis Y = 043X 66.06. Approximately 4% of the variance in
STATIC total scores was accounted for by its linedeitionship with hours of support.

Table 6

Summary of Regression Analysis for Individual ialea Predicting STATIC Total Scores

B SEB B p? F p
Hours of PD 8.71 2.55 .28 .08 11.70 .001
Hours of Support 0.80 0.24 21 .04 11.12 .001

Note. N= 245.
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Multiple regression analysis was also conductedktermine the predictive nature of the
combination of both predictor variables on teach8TATIC total scoresResults are displayed
in Table 7 and Table 8.

Table 7

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for STAT®GI Scores

Statistic Sum of df Mean F P
Squares Squares

Regression 2332.78 2 1166.39 8.95 .000

Residual 12844.76 140 130.32

Total 20577.54 142

Note. N= 245.

Findings indicated that the linear combinatiomofirs of professional development and
hours of support predicted STATIC total scores,.34,p < .05. The relationship met statistical
significance with approximately 12% of the variame&TATIC scores related to hours of
professional development and hours of support. ntiehypothesis was rejected.

Table 8

Regression Coefficients for STATIC Total Score

B SE p t P
Hours of PR3 5.91 2.76 .19 2.14 .03
Hours of Support 0.75 0.31 21 241 .02

Note. N= 245,
aPD = Professional Development

Summary of Results
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Research Question One asked what relationshipsebesween high school general
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion thechours of professional development in
topics related to special education they have vecei Based on correlational analysis of
STATIC total scores and hours of professional dgwelent, the null hypothesis was rejected. A
positive correlation between variables was noted.

Research Question Two asked what relationshigseetween high school general
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion thechours of support from special education
personnel and administrators. Based on correlat@mmalysis of STATIC total scores and hours
of support, the null hypothesis was rejected. Aifpee correlation between variables was noted.

Research Question Three asked if teachers’ hdymotessional development or hours
of support predict their attitudes toward inclusidnnear regression analyses were conducted.
Based on results of analyses, the null hypotheagsrejected. Multiple regression analyses were
also conducted on the ability of the two predictiagiables when combined to predict teacher
attitudes toward inclusion. Again, results revdatatistically significant correlations, thereby

rejecting the null hypothesis. These findingsepounded upon in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The previous chapter presented the results ofatattysis examining the relationships
between teacher attitudes toward inclusion, hotimadessional development in topics related
to special education, and hours of support receneekly from special education personnel and
administrators. Chapter Five is organized inte fections: review of the study and findings,
discussion of the findings, limitations of the stugnplications of the study, and
recommendations for further research and practice.

Review of Study and Findings

The passage of legislation such as the No ChifdBe&hind Act has resulted in an
increase of students with disabilities receivingsimaf their instruction in the general education
classroom (Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011; McLeskeylet2011). The model of inclusion holds
great potential for these students. However, eachttitudes toward inclusion play a
significant role in the success of this model. @évding to Santoli et al. (2008), teachers are just
“going through empty motions” when they do not hpesitive beliefs about the inclusion of
students with disabilities in the general educatiassroom. A review of the literature showed
that teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion were iotg@e by a variety of factors, such as prior
training in special education (Avramidis & Elia€id), personal experience with disabilities
(Ben-Yehuda et al., 2010), time for planning aneparration (Santoli et al., 2008), confidence in
their ability to teach students with disabiliti€srgékovic &Trzcinka, 2011; Kosko & Wilkins,
2009), and school characteristics such as gra@dslend socioeconomic status of student
population (Berry, 2010). Two specific factord taithin the sphere of influence for school

leaders to address; namely, professional developamehsupport for teachers in inclusive
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classrooms. The purpose of this study was to aéathe relationship between these two
factors and the attitudes of general education bajiool teachers toward the inclusion of
students with disabilities in the regular classragetting. The study focused on the relationship
between these two variables and teacher attituaesdl inclusion.

The first research question this study soughtitbress was “What relationship exists
between South Carolina secondary general eductamhers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of
special education students in the general educalmsroom and the hours of professional
development they have received addressing topliatedeto special education?” The null
hypothesis stated that there would be no relatipriséiween STATIC scores and number of
hours of professional development in special edoicdaopics. Correlational analysis results
indicated a statistically significant correlatiog£ .22,p < .01). Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected. Findings suggested a positive @iroel between STATIC scores and hours of
professional development in special education soptpecifically, as professional development
hours increased, STATIC scores increased. Thasioekhip, however, was relatively weak, as
noted by the effect size of = .05.

The second research question examined was “Wiadibreship exists between South
Carolina secondary general education teacherfidés toward the inclusion of special
education students in the general education classend hours of support from special
education personnel and administrators addressageeds of students with disabilities?” The
null hypothesis stated that there would be noiglahip between these variables. Results
indicated a statistically significant relationsifip= .23,p < .01). Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected. Results of data analysis suggegpediive correlation between STATIC scores

and number of hours of support from special edangtersonnel and administrators.
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Specifically, as hours of support increased, STA3¢Gres increased. As with Research
Question One, the relationship was relatively wggle.05).

The third research question guiding this study Waswhat extent can the hours of
professional development on topics related to stheciucation and hours of support from
special education personnel and administratorseadirg the needs of students with disabilities
predict South Carolina secondary general educédiachers’ attitudes toward inclusion?” The
null hypothesis stated that teacher attitude cabagtredicted based on hours of professional
development and hours of support. Regression sesiindicated statistically significant
correlations between variables, thereby failingupport the null hypothesis. When examining
the predictive relationship between professionaktpment and STATIC scores, a positive
correlation was found (= .28). A positive correlation between hours ybort and STATIC
scores (= .21) was also noted. Multiple regression anaygere also conducted on the ability
of the two predictive variables when combined tedict teacher attitudes toward inclusion.
Results revealed a statistically significant catiehn ¢ = .34), thereby rejecting the null
hypothesis. These findings suggest that as teacbeeive more hours of professional
development and support, their scores on the STA&lidg scale increase.

Discussion of the Findings

The demographic information obtained from the syreonfirmed that participants were
representative of South Carolina secondary geretadation teachers in categories such as
teaching experience, subject area, and level afaohin. All participants reported teaching at
least one student with a disability, with more tihatf indicating two or more students with
disabilities per class. It was noted that a sigaift number of teachers at two schools reported

being unsure of the number of students with digadslin their classes (School B = 17%, School
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F = 20%). The reason for this uncertainty wasahedr, but may be related to school-wide
procedures of informing teachers about students sgecial needs in their classes.

The findings of this study support research suyggshat teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion are positively related to hours of prefesal development in special education topics
(Blecker & Boakes, 2010; Brackenreed, 2011; Coutstas & Alborz, 2010; Koutrouba et al.,
2008; Philpott et al., 2010). In studies condudigdale (2011) and Royster (2011), significant
improvement in teacher knowledge and attitudes tdweclusion were observed following a
program of professional development focusing ontmgehe needs of special education
students in inclusion settings. In contrast, Froeli al. (2008) found no improvement in attitude
resulting from professional development. The aurstudy found a statistically significant
correlation between hours of professional develagraad teacher attitudes toward inclusion.
However, the effect was small. This finding suggéisat a positive relationship does exist
between hours of professional development relategpé¢cial education and attitudes toward
inclusion.

Findings of this study also support research sstgggthat teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion are positively related to hours of suppamm special education personnel and
administrators (Avramidis & Elias, 2007; Ben-Yehwetal., 2010; Coutsocostas & Alborz,
2010; DeSimone & Parmar, 2006). Fuchs (2010)Smemesh (2009) found that teachers’
attitudes were positively related to the level efqeived support from administrators and special
education personnel. The current study suggestathisresults. A statistically significant
positive correlation was found between STATIC ss@ed hours of support received weekly.

However, as with professional development, theceSeze was small.
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The current study also sought to determine whetaaher attitude can be predicted
based on the level of professional developmentsaipgort received. A review of the literature
identified a gap in research that specifically @ddes the predictive nature of the variables of
interest in the current study. Regression analysbeated that STATIC scores can be predicted
based on hours of professional development.g8), as well as hours of suppart=(.21).
Additionally, predictive ability is stronger whemgpessional development and support are
combined { = .34). Heiman (2001, p. 11) noted that in otddully understand a behavior, it is
important to know when it will occur or what wilking it about. The accuracy with which a
behavior can be predicted is an indication of hasll the behavior has been explained. The
findings of this study suggest that in order to enaccurately predict a teacher’s attitude toward
inclusion, both professional development and supgiavuld be considered.

Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations in this study thaiudtd be noted. First, the study was
conducted as a correlational study. Correlatioesgarch only identifies relationships between
variables. It does not allow for the researchenéike causative statements regarding findings.

Another limitation is related to the variationintlusion methods within participating
schools. Some schools had many supports in @acé, as teacher assistants, special education
teachers serving as co-teachers, and shared piptimies between regular education and special
education teachers. Other schools had very fewiaped supports available. The school-wide
culture and attitude toward inclusion evidencedHh®yoverall availability of supports at the
school level may have impacted individual teachattstudes toward the inclusion model.

A third limitation involves the use of self-repgrtThe current study relied heavily on

teacher recollection and estimation. As suchrésponses may have been inaccurate or based
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on feelings rather than fact. Teachers may no¢ hasponded to the survey and rating scale
honestly, perhaps responding more positively dueedesire to meet assumed expectations.

Timing of the study may also have impacted resuBecause the study was conducted
during the last weeks of the school year, additideanands commonly associated with the end
of a school term may have affected teacher resgorResponsibilities such as preparing
students for end of course examinations and grastumdent work to meet deadlines for final
grades add stress to the already difficult worka@hg a high school teacher. These pressures
may have caused teachers to respond more negdtivielg rating scale than they would have at
other times of the school year.

Finally, it should be noted that although stataty significant correlations were found
between variables of interest, these correlatiom®viound to be relatively small. The actual
relationships between teacher attitude towardsignch and the individual variables of hours of
professional development and hours of support neaypinimal within the context of the school
setting and general education classrooms.

Implications of the Study

There are many issues vying for the attentioadofcational leaders. One of the more
important issues is teacher accountability. Teechee now aware that they will be held
accountable for the academic success of studeot€Nd Left Behind Act of 2011, 2002).
This mandate extends to students with disabilthesugh the IDEA and IDEIA legislation.
Based on this mandate, why should teacher attitiadesrd inclusion be a concern for leaders
and administrator? The answer is simply this: teaattitudes matter. There is a growing body
of research suggesting that positive teacher d#itsi the most important factor governing the

success of inclusive education (Jordan & Stanod0b4; Sharma, Forlin, & Loreman, 2008).
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Teacher attitudes impact what is done in the abmssr They affect how teachers interact with
students both verbally and non-verbally (HorndDa@nessen, Bakker, van den Bergh, & Voeten,
2010). Some studies even suggest that teacheramghmositive towards inclusion may use
more effective teaching practices (McGhie- Richmdndne, Loreman, Cizman, & Lupatrt,
2013; Stanovich & Jordan, 2000). Teacher attitudag have an even greater impact at the
secondary level. Academic pressures, structuotagsérooms, physical and social/emotional
changes experienced during adolescence, and teagbertations “often work counter to the
conditions under which inclusive education has Heend to be successful” (as cited in
McGhie-Richmond et al., 2013). It is imperativattpolicy makers and educational leaders
recognize the needs of teachers and be willinghfdament policies that support teachers in
inclusive classrooms.

Previous research has shown that general edndatchers feel ill-equipped to meet the
unique needs of students with disabilities in tistassrooms (Blecker & Boakes, 2010;
Paliokosta & Blandford, 2010; Voltz et al., 200&lehm (2013) suggested that when teachers
do not feel equipped to meet the needs of thettestis with disabilities, these students may be
“in danger of being rejected, ignored, or receiMiegs than adequate instruction” (p. 95). While
research highlights the importance of teacheritrgirthe current study showed that 81% of
teachers had received three hours or less of wiofes development in topics related to special
education. The reason for this lack of trainingwiat reported. There may be several
explanations for this finding, including non-avéiléty of training, difficulty in attending
training due to teaching responsibilities, or disiast or unwillingness on the teacher’s part to

participate in professional development opportesiti
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Despite the large number of teachers with limttathing, a positive correlation was
noted between professional development and atsttaeard inclusion. Additional training may
not only improve attitudes, but may lead to morsifpee educational experiences for students
with disabilities (Park & Chitiyo, 2011; Philpott al., 2010; Poulou, 2007; Santoli et al., 2008).
The implication arising from this finding is thatgwision of high-quality professional
development should be a priority for policy makeExjuipping educators with the knowledge
and pedagogy required to meet the needs of studethtslisabilities is key to ensuring their
academic success. Logan and Wimer (2013) suggestettachers may not be willing to try
something new if they are not confident in theitiabs. Adequate training in special education
topics should be considered when planning yeaalf§ development opportunities. Professional
development should focus on building teacher cemiog@ and capacity. Topics such as
evidence-based practices and interventions, accalatioms and modifications of the
curriculum, as well as decision-making regardinghkstakes testing should be addressed.

A second vital aspect for successful inclusioretgnizing the need teachers working in
inclusive classrooms have for additional suppamrfispecial education personnel and
administrators. Research has shown that teacheogmize the value of collaboration and
support to meet the needs of their students (Coostas & Alborz, 2010; De Simone & Parmar,
2006; Horne & Timmons, 2009). One case study sstggethat the opportunity for
collaboration and planning was a primary traitwé@essful inclusion programs (Bargerhulff,
2013). McLeskey and Waldron (2002) also concluthedl when school leaders were supportive
and consultants were provided to assist teacheheiimplementation of inclusion, teachers
were more favorable toward curriculum and instiuci adaptations for students with

disabilities.
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Despite research indicating the importance of sudpr teachers in inclusive
classrooms, the current study showed that 76%achers reported receiving two hours or less
of weekly support from special education persommmel administrators regarding students with
disabilities. This may be due to several reasdfisst, adequate resource personnel may not be
available due to staffing or budget shortages. idathlly, classroom teachers may not seek
outside help, feeling that this assistance is eitloé needed or that seeking assistance may be
perceived by supervisors as a lack of skill. Adheason may be that opportunities for
consultation and collaboration are not possibletdude school schedule. Findings from this
study imply that policy makers should place a ptyoon allocating resources to assist teachers
working in inclusive classrooms. Administratoregld lead the way by offering their time and
resources, developing schedules that allow foabollative planning, and creating a supportive
environment for all teachers. Policy makers sha@lgo allocate financial resources to hire
sufficient support personnel. Additional specidiieation teachers, paraprofessionals, and other
support staff may help ensure that general edut&tiachers are able to meet the needs of their
students with disabilities.

A third implication of this study is that while thoprofessional development and support
are important, it is not an “either/or” situatiohe current findings suggest that the most
positive change in teacher attitude is found whearabination of training and support are
provided. Policy makers should not make one véeialpriority to the detriment of the other.
Both professional development and support are sacg$or teachers to feel prepared and
positive about providing students with disabilitiee best possible education.

Recommendations for Further Research and Practice

Based on the findings of the current study, thiefong recommendations are offered:
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It was noted in this study that a significant nemobf teachers at two participating
schools reported being unsure of the number okesiisdwvith disabilities in their classes. In
order to provide appropriate supports for thesdesits, school-wide procedures of informing
regular education teachers about students withapeseds should be periodically examined to
ensure that teachers are kept informed aboutshelents with disabilities. At the high school
level, these procedures may be necessary at theniiegyof each grading term, as students may
be enrolled in new classes each quarter or semester

A quantitative research study should be conduitekamine various types of
professional development in order to ascertain ware most effective in improving teacher
attitudes toward inclusion. Quantitative reseaobuld also be conducted to examine various
forms of support in order to determine which supgpare most effective in improving teacher
attitudes toward inclusion. This information woglcbve helpful in determining allocation of
staff resources.

A qualitative study that gathers information framdividual teachers and focus groups
should be conducted in order to provide insigha thie ways in which professional development
and support help teachers in inclusive classroohimss type of study would give school leaders
a better understanding of what professional devedo topics teachers find most helpful, as
well as what type of support is most beneficiaineeting the needs of teachers and students with
disabilities in regular education classes.

The current study should be replicated with twdigohal components: participant
descriptions of previous professional developmeribpics related to special education and

submission of weekly contact logs provided by pgtints for a designated length of time. This
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information would provide confirmation of data, teBy improving the reliability of the
findings.

Research should also be conducted to identifjneaattitudes toward inclusion based on
disability type. This information would be benédian determining placement for students with
disabilities in various classroom settings. Aduhally, prior knowledge and attitudes can be
considered when developing in-service training (8gmdou & Phthiaka, 2009). Recognizing
teachers’ current attitudes toward inclusion aretsj disabilities would assist in planning
professional development to improve teachers’ kedgé and understanding of those
disabilities.

Finally, the current study highlights the needdarexperimental design study that
examines the effect of professional developmentsapghort not only on teacher attitude, but on
teacher effectiveness and student achievement.fothe of this study should be on the success
of the student, both academically and socially.

Conclusion

Teachers have been given the daunting task ofaidgachildren with differing abilities,
talents, backgrounds, and interests. Studentsdistbilities pose additional challenges that
many teachers may not be prepared to addressing@lnsion model places these students within
the general education classroom with the expectaiiat general education teachers will be able
to meet their needs. However, implementing inclnss not without challenges. Teachers in
inclusive classes face unique needs that oftemgecagnized. The current study focused on
two specific needs of secondary general educasiachiers who teach students with disabilities
that school leaders can address; namely, the neguidfessional development in topics related

to special education and the need for support Bpetial education personnel and
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administrators. Findings of the current study ssgdhat these needs significantly impact
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and mayyin,taffect the students they teach.
Fortunately, school leaders and policy makers laavepportunity to take positive steps to
address these needs. As teachers receive neatedgrand support, they will become more
confident in their ability to teach students wiikabilities. This confidence will be manifested

in their work, ultimately resulting in a quality @chtion for all students.
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Appendix A
Consent Form

Examining the Relationships between Secondary GéRelucation Teachers’ Attitudes toward
Inclusion, Professional Development, and Suppornf6Gpecial Education Personnel

Lynn S. Wogamon
Liberty University
School of Education

You are invited to be in a research study of highosl| teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion
of students with disabilities in the general edioratlassroom. You were selected as a possible
participant because you teach special educati@ests in an inclusion setting. We ask that you
read this form and ask any questions you may haf@d agreeing to be in the study.

This study is being conducted by Lynn S. Wogamaho8! of Education, Liberty University.

Background Information:

The purpose of this study is to examine the refatigps between three variables— teacher
attitudes toward inclusion, professional develophiemrs in topics related to special education,
and weekly contacts with special education persioarme administrators regarding students with
disabilities. Understanding how these variablesdffeacher attitudes toward inclusion is
important as administrators design programs to tieheeds of teachers in inclusive
classrooms.

Procedures:

If you agree to participate in this study, you vad asked to complete a questionnaire and
attitude rating scale. You will not be asked tdude your name or other identifying

information. Completed materials will be submittec sealed envelope either at the meeting or
returned to the school psychologist within two we&klowing the meeting. Participation in this
study should take approximately 15 minutes.

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study:

The risks associated with participation in thisdgtare no more than the participant would
encounter in everyday life. The primary risk isdarle of confidentiality. However, as no
identifying information is required, this risk ismmal.

There are no direct benefits associated with ppdion in this study. However, this research

may provide benefits to all teachers as the resiilise study may lead to the adoption of school
and district practices that provide support foctesas in inclusive classrooms.

Compensation:
You will not be compensated for your participatiorthis research.
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Confidentiality:

The records of this study will be kept privagdl. materials will be submitted anonymously in a
sealed envelope. Submitted materials will be plajlsistored in a locked filing cabinet in the
researcher's home. Digital data will be stored I8 drive and will also be kept in a locked
filing cabinet in the researcher's home office. Témearcher will be the only person with access
to the data. Data will be stored for three yeathéresearcher's home office. After three years,
paper materials will be shredded and digital datbbe erased. In any sort of report the
researcher might publish, no information will beluded that will make it possible to identify a
subject.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your dd@on whether or not to participate will not affect
your current or future relations with Liberty Unredy. If you decide to participate, you are free
to not answer any question or withdraw at any tmtbout affecting those relationships.

Contacts and Questions:

The researcher conducting this study is Lynn S. &foan. You may ask any questions you have
now. If you have questions latgqu are encouragedo contact her at Xxxx-xxx-xxxx. You may
also contact the dissertation committee chair &beK-XXxX.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirgggtudy and would like to talk to someone
other than the researchgou are encouraged to contact the Institutionali@®eBoard, 1971
University Blvd, Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 24502amail at irb@liberty.edu

You will be given a copy of thisinformation to keep for your records.
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Appendix B

Demographic Survey

Demographic Information:
A. Circle the response that BEST describes the latatigyour teaching assignment for this

year.
0 Urban (100,000 or more)
1 Suburban (30,000-99,999)
2 Community (5,000-29,999)
3 Rural (less than 5,000)

B. Circle the response that identifies the numberealry’ experience you will have as a
teacher at the end of this school year.

Preservice or student teaching

0-1 years

2-3 years

4-5 years

6-10 years

More than 10 years

apbrwNDEFLO

C. Circle the response that describes your averags slae.
1-10 students

11-20 students

21-25 students

26-30 students

More than 30 students

~AOWNPEFLO

D. Circle the response that identifies the highestethat you have earned.
Less than Bachelor’'s Degree

Bachelor’'s degree

Master's degree

Educational Specialist Degree

Doctor of Education

Doctor of Philosophy

apbhwNEFLO

E. Circle the response that most closely identifiegryacial/ethnic background.
Asian

Black

Hispanic

White

Other

A WNEFLO
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. Circle the response that identifies the subjecttgach.
English

Foreign Language
History

Math

Science

Other (please name)

abhwnNEFE O

. Circle the response that identifies the numbetwdents you teach per class this year
that have been identified as special educatioresiisd

0 students

1 student

2-3 students

4-5 students

More than 5 students

A WNEFO

. On the response sheet, circle the response that Riegtifies your college experience
with special education classes.

No special education classes taken

1-2 special education classes taken

3-4 special education classes taken

5 or more special education classes taken

Special Education Degree

A OWNPEFLO

Please indicate the number of hours of professideatlopment you have received in the
past 3 years in inclusion and special needs edurcdflhis includes school-based,
district-based, and independently obtained training hours

Please indicate the average number of contact eegkly with special education
personnel (special education teachers, paraprofessi speech or physical therapists,
behavior interventionists, school psychologists) administrators regarding students
with disabilities.

hours
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Appendix C
Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Qlasms (STATIC)

H. Keith Cochran, PhD
1999

DIRECTIONS: The purpose of this instrument is to obtain infalioraabout your attitude

toward the inclusion of students with special naadegular education classrooms. There are no
correct or incorrect answers. Your responses argltaiely autonomous and confidential. You
should mark your response to each item on the nsgpsheet provided.

Attitude survey directions: Read each item and decide how you would reace fRair reaction
using the scale below as your guide to describexthent you believe best describes your
attitude. Answer any items that do not specificdlyine the type of disability or special need of
a student with the response that best describasggmeral perceptionf a student with a
disability or special need.

0 STRONGLY DISAGREE
1 DISAGREE
2 NOT SURE, BUT TEND TO DISAGREE
3 NOT SURE, BUT TEND TO AGREE
4 AGREE
5 STRONGLY AGREE
1. lam confident in my ability to teachldren with special needs.
2. | have been adequately trained to meatéleds of children with
disabilities.
3. | become easily frustrated when teackindents with special needs.
4. | become anxious when | learn that aestudith special needs will be in

my classroom.

5.  Although children differ intellectuallyhysically, and psychologically, |
believe that all children can learn in most emwiments.

6. | believe that academic progress is plessi children with special needs.

7. | believe that children with special reesdould be placed in special
education classes.

8. | am comfortable teaching a child thahalerately physically disabled.
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9. | have problems teaching a student with cognitieocds.

10. | can adequately handle students with mild to maigeloehaviore
problems.

11. Students with special needs learn social skillsdhamodeled by regul:
education students.

12. Students with special needs have hi academic achievements wh
included in the regular education classrc

13. Itis difficult for children with special needs toake strides in acaden
achievement in the regular classro

14. Selésteem of children with specneeds is increased when includet
the regular education classrot

15. Students with special needs in the regular edutatelssroom hinder tt
academic progress of the regular education stu

16. Special iservice trainingn teaching special needs students shoul
required for all regular education teach

17. I don’t mind making special physical arrangementsi room to mee
the needs of students with special ne

18. Adaptive materials ancquipment are easily acquired for meeting
needs of students with special ne

19. My principal is supportive in making needed accordatmns for
teaching children with special nee

20. Students with special needs shouldncluded in regular educatic
classrooms.

H. Keith Cochran, PhD
- 1999
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Appendix D

Demographic Data by School

School 1 2 3 4 5 6
n 45 69 26 36 19 50

Experience
0-1 years 11.1 15.9 7.7 5.6 15.8 20.0
2-3 years 6.7 11.6 115 13.9 36.8 8.0
4-5 years 15.6 5.8 23.1 19.4 10.5 6.0
6-10 years 11.1 23.3 19.2 13.9 21.1 14.0
> 10 years 55.6 45.5 38.5 47.2 15.8 70.0
Highest degre
Bachelor 40.0 46.4 46.2 30.6 36.8 24.0
Master 57.8 52.2 53.8 58.3 57.9 64.0
Specialist 2.2 14 0.0 5.6 5.3 6.0
Doctorate 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.00 6.0
Subject
English 22.2 23.2 23.1 19.4 21.1 22.0
Foreign Lang 6.7 5.8 3.8 5.6 0.0 4.0
History 17.8 8.7 7.7 30.6 21.1 6.0
Math 17.8 24.6 34.6 13.9 26.3 20.0
Science 13.3 17.4 19.2 13.9 26.3 12.0
Other 22.2 20.3 115 16.7 5.3 36.0
# Special Ed
students
Unsure 2.2 17.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
1student 6.7 13.0 7.7 13.9 5.3 6.0
2-3students 48.9 26.1 46.2 22.2 26.3 28.0
4-5 students 15.6 18.8 23.1 30.6 15.8 20.0
> 5 students 26.7 24.6 23.1 33.3 52.6 26.0

Note.All figures are percentages of
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Appendix E
Table 1

Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience

Years’ experience Number Percentage
0-1 24 9.8
2-3 30 12.2
4-5 29 11.8
6-10 42 17.1
More than 10 120 49.0
Table 2

State and National Percentages for Years of Tedtk@erience

Years’ experience % of SC teachers* % of US teacher
Less than 3 12.8 134
3-9 31.5 33.6
10-20 27.3 29.3
More than 20 28.5 23.7

Note.Categories of experience are not identical, makiddficult to make exact
comparisons.

*National Center for Educational Statistics. (20LIhgest of Education StatisticRetrieved
from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tabtéd/ 072.asp
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Appendix F

Participants by Subject Taught

Subject n %
English 54 22.0
Math 54 22.0
Other 52 21.2
Business 11 4.5
Career-Technology 7 2.9
Fine Arts 17 6.9
Physical Education 6 2.4
ROTC 4 1.6
Support teachers 7 2.9
Science 39 15.9
History 34 13.9
Foreign Language 12 4.9
Note. N= 245.
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Appendix G

Variables of Interest by School

School A B C D E F
n 45 69 26 36 19 50
STATIC mean 69.82 68.22 69.15 65.33 65.89 67.14

Professional
Development

No PD 47.4 27.5 42.3 36.1 57.9 54.0
1-3 hours 244 49.3 38.5 52.8 36.8 30.0
4-9 hours 24.4 11.6 7.7 5.6 0.0 12.0
10 or more

hours 4.4 11.6 11.5 5.6 5.3 4.0
Supporf

No support 31.1 27.5 11.5 27.8 211 38.0
1-2 hours 26.7 47.8 57.7 61.1 63.2 48.0
3-5 hours 17.8 15.9 115 8.3 5.3 8.0
6-9 hours 17.8 1.4 7.7 2.8 10.5 4.0
10 or more

hours 6.7 7.2 11.5 0.0 0.0 2.0

Note., Percentage af.
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Appendix H

Frequency Table for STATIC Scores

Score

13

30

32

36

37

39

40

41

43

45

46

a7

48

49

50

51

52

53

55

Freq
1

1

Percent

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.8

0.4

1.2

0.4

0.4

1.2

0.8

0.4

0.8

0.4

0.4

2.0

0.4

1.6

0.8

1.6

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

Score Freq
3 1.2
5 2.0
3 1.2
4 1.6
7 2.9
4 1.6
9 3.7
9 3.7
6 2.4
9 3.7
5 2.0
9 3.7
10 4.1
9 3.7
4 1.6
9 3.7
9 3.7
4 1.6
12 4.9

Percen

t

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

71

94

98

Sdereq

8

Percent

3.3

2.9

1.2

3.3

2.9

2.4

2.9

1.6

3.7

0.8

1.6

0.4

1.6

0.4

0.8

0.8

0.4

0.4

0.4
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Appendix |

Frequency Table for Hours of Professional Develapme

Hours PD Freq Percent
0 102 41.6
5 2 0.8
1 24 9.8
15 1 0.4
2 27 11.0
3 42 171
4 6 2.4
5 7 2.9
6 9 3.7
7 3 1.2
8 1 0.4
9 3 1.2
10 5 2.0
12 1 0.4
15 3 1.2
16 1 0.4
18 1 0.4
20 3 1.2
25 1 0.4
30 1 0.4
35 1 0.4
45 1 0.4
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Appendix J

Frequency Table for Hours of Support

Support
0.0
0.2
0.3
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
4.0

4.5

Freq

67

28

66

16

Percent

27.3

0.4

0.4

114

26.9

3.3

6.5

0.8

3.3

2.0

0.4

Support
5.0
6.0
7.0
7.5
8.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
15.0
20.0

25.0

13

4

Freq

Percent

5.3

1.6

0.8

1.2

2.4

3.3

0.4

0.8

0.4

0.4

0.4
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Frequency

Appendix K

Histogram of STATIC Total Scores
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Frequency

Appendix L

Histogram of Hours of Professional Development
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Frequency

Appendix M

Histogram of Hours of Support

— MNormal

200.07 Mean = 2.1365
Stel. Dev, = 3.38223
M =245

150.0=

100.0-

50.0
/| 1
0.0 1

oo

5.00

I T 1 I T
10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00 30.00

Hours of Support

138



STATIC Total Score

Appendix N

Scatterplot of Hours of Professional Developmermnt 8MATIC Total Scor
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R? Linear = 0.031
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STATIC Total Score

Appendix O

Scatterplot of Hours of Support and STATIC Totab®
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Appendix P

Permission to Use STATIC in Research

From: Keith Cochran

To: Lynn Wogamon [CCHS/SPS]

CC:

Date: Friday, January 13, 2012 10:35:56 AM

Subject Re: Use of
STATIC

Dear Ms. Wogamon,

Thank you for you interest in the STATIC instrument. | am overwhelmed at the interest it generated after
having created it. It has been used in scores of studies, in more than 18 countries and translated into at
least seven languages.

| have attached a copy of the STATIC instrument, scoring information, and a summary of the
development of the instrument. | am happy to grant permission for you to use the STATIC in your
dissertation study. | wish you the very best with your research and honored to be a small part of it.
Sincerely,

H. Keith Cochran, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

From: Lynn Wogamon [CCHS/SPS] <lwogamon@mail.colleton.k12.sc.us>
To: kcochran1976@yahoo.com

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2012 12:22 PM

Subject: Use of STATIC

Good morning. | am preparing to conduct my dissieriaresearch at Liberty University for the
EdD in Curriculum and Instruction. My research veamine the relationships between attitudes
of high school general education teachers towaridision and amount of professional
development/ support . | would like to use the ST@&instrument with approximately 350 high
school teachers. Please let me know if you woupd@ge its use in this way. Also, please
describe any fees or requirements associated tsitise. | would be happy to provide further
information, if needed. | appreciate your consitleraof this request.

Lynn S. Wogamon

School Psychologist

Department of Special Services
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