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ABSTRACT
Past research has shown a relationship between individuals’ attitudes and their intentions to act.
The attitudes of principals and assistant principals can impact the implementation of inclusion in
the public school setting. This predictive correlational study used multiple regression to analyze
the linear relationship between the opinions about inclusion and the factors of administrative
assignment, school level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender,
percentage of minority students served, percentage of students served identified as economically
disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified with a disability. The sample
included 104 elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals representing 26
Virginia school divisions. Administrator opinions were measured by completion of the Opinions
Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI). Data analysis revealed the percent of
the variance is explained by the linear combination of the eight predictor variables was not
statistically significant. Examination of the partial correlations for each predictor variable
revealed that only the condition of holding a special education endorsement or not made a unique
contribution to explaining the score on the ORI. Suggestions for future research include
replicate the study in more Virginia divisions or other states, expand the study to include
qualitative components, or expand the scope of the study to include other administrative roles,
instrumentation, or theoretical constructs.

Keywords: inclusion, principal, special education, opinions
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview

Chapter One introduces the background information related to this study including an
overview of the most recent literature, historical information, social context, and the theoretical
basis. The problem that grounds the study is introduced, as well as the purpose and significance
of the study. The research question is introduced. Finally, relevant terms and their definitions
are introduced.

Background

An ongoing debate exists about whether students with disabilities (SWD) improve their
educational outcomes with access to the educational opportunities offered in general classroom
settings (DeMatthews, Serafini, & Watson, 2021; Naraian, Chacko, Feldman, & Schwitzman-
Gerst, 2020). Inclusion with supports to access the general education curriculum has been and
remains the highest standard for educating all students with disabilities (Agran et al., 2020;
DeMatthews, 2020). Many educators are left wondering how to implement inclusion models so
that achievement expectations for non-disabled students are maintained while simultaneously
meeting the higher support and service needs of SWD (DeMatthews, 2020).
Historical Context

Inclusion of SWD into general education classrooms has a stressful and tumultuous
history. For centuries individuals with exceptionalities were shunned or feared (Frost & Kersten,
2011) and these children were kept in the home environment, unwelcome in schools (Ball &
Green, 2014). If enrolled in schools, SWD remained isolated in specialized, separate schools
(Ball & Green, 2014; Frost & Kersten, 2011). Significant court decisions and legislation

compelled states to reform education of SWD (Frost & Kersten, 2011). In 1975 federal
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legislation passed that began to address the needs of SWD throughout the United States (Frost &
Kersten, 2011). The Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (EAHCA), also known
as Public Law (PL) 94-142, officially required schools to improve access to public educational
services for all students regardless of category or severity of disability (Ball & Green, 2014).

Since the passage of PL 94-142, other laws have been passed, including the Individuals
with Disabilities Act (IDEA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), providing states
with mandates and guidelines for providing appropriate services to children with disabilities
(Ball & Green, 2014; Frost & Kersten, 2011; Pullen, 2016). Special education programming has
always varied among states, divisions, and schools, but fundamental expectations for inclusion
and equity remain the same (Cobb, 2015), services and supports may provide more than
required, but not less (Pullen, 2016). Similar international actions have been documented to
support inclusive, special education practices such as the Salamanca Statement drafted and
passed in 1994 indicating schools are to be inclusive and nondiscriminatory (Poon-McBrayer &
Wong, 2013, Yan & Sin, 2015).

Inclusive education is overwhelmingly supported as the preferred means for providing
effective instruction to SWD in integrated, nondiscriminatory environments (MacFarlane &
Woolfson, 2013; Pace & Aiello, 2016; Yan & Sin, 2015). Recent research indicates only about
one half of students with disabilities are now receiving most of the instruction in general
classrooms (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Schools are expected to
provide instruction to SWD with non-disabled, age appropriate peers to the greatest extent
possible with appropriate supports and services, in the least restrictive environment (LRE);

however, there is no legal mandate for inclusion (Cobb, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014).
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There is long standing debate over where students should receive special education
services. One group supports full inclusion with opportunities for all students to be educated in
general classrooms with access to the general curriculum, regardless of limitations (Sailor &
McCart, 2014). The other side believes some SWD require separate environments in order to
receive highly specialized services, indicating inclusion is not an option for all SWD (Sailor &
McCart, 2014). School leaders, principals, and assistant principals, may make efforts to
accommodate inclusion or they may choose to continue to support pull out and separate service
models (Cobb, 2015). Leaders often vary support for inclusion based on level of individual
disability and support needs (Ball & Green, 2014; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Teachers tend to
express positive views about the potential benefits of inclusion for students with disabilities (Ball
& Green, 2014; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013). Teachers also express concerns about the
practicality of teaching students of all abilities in one classroom (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013;
Sailor & McCart, 2014). There have been ongoing concerns about the possibility of inclusive
practices depriving students, with and without disabilities, of the level of instruction and support
they require as a result of inclusive educational practices (Sailor & McCart, 2014).

Social Context

For many years, federal legislation has set specific, high academic expectations for all
students, schools, and divisions causing administrators to focus on meeting the established
achievement standards (Gosnell-Lamb, O’Reilly, & Matt, 2013; Sailor & McCart, 2014).
Federal standards have been specific and applied to all students regardless of race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, gender, or disability (Nichols & Sheffield, 2014) but the reality is that
these standards have challenged schools’ abilities to effectively meet the diverse needs of all

populations (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013).
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Principals of schools today have greater responsibilities as they manage resources while
striving to effectively understand and address the strengths and weaknesses within a given school
in order to accommodate and overcome challenges (Ball & Green, 2014; Poon-McBrayer &
Wong, 2013). Effective principals must use their positions to empower and nurture relationships
with stakeholders to engage and collaborate to improve achievement for all students (Cobb,
2015). Principals must also spend a lot of time addressing special education related duties since
they carry a heavy responsibility as first line authorities to make decisions, interpret policy, and
take action in special education matters (Cobb, 2015). Although, many principals have
inadequate training or experience in special education (Ball & Green, 2014), it is still important
that they are able to effectively demonstrate skills and knowledge in this particularly complex
and litigious category of educational services (Cobb, 2015).

Principals and assistant principals have significant roles in the successful implementation
and effectiveness of special education programs and inclusive practices (Ball & Green, 2014;
Cobb, 2015; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Yan & Sin, 2015).
They are key to establishing the expectations, missions, cultures, and visions that propel schools
to establish and deliver a continuum of services that supports successful inclusive models
(MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Yan & Sin, 2015). The most successful inclusion efforts are
led by strong leadership with knowledge and understanding in the area of special education (Ball
& Green, 2014; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015). Research has demonstrated that inclusion success
directly relates to strong school-based leadership (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015).

Principals can play a key role in helping with students’ transition from one level of
schooling to the next. These transitions can have an impact on any student and their educational

programming. School transitions create significant change for all children and families, but
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particularly SWD (Lane, Oakes, Carter, & Messenger, 2015). Students with disabilities are at
greater risk for experiencing the negative effects of school transitions than typically developing
peers (Lane et al., 2015). Administrators, counselors, and educators who have an opportunity to
partner across school levels in order to learn about each other’s programs and plan smooth,
supported transitions are better poised to support students so they transition to new programming
in a supportive manner which helps continue successful inclusion in general classrooms (Lane et
al., 2015).
Theoretical Context

The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) asserts that any behavior is a direct
function of an individual’s intentions and perceived behavioral control and addresses how
attitudes, norms, and perceived behavioral control may predict intentions and actions.
Ultimately, the theory helps explain motivational factors that indicate how much a person will
try or exert effort in order to perform a given behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The completion of or
success in a given task is not in question with theory of planned behavior; the intention to
perform the task is the focus (Ajzen, 1991). Ajzen asserts that individuals tend to favor
behaviors believed to have desirable outcomes and since attitudes link to particular behaviors,
positive attitudes will result from behaviors viewed as desirable (1991). Attitudes are a
mediating factor in theory of planned behavior and may be influenced by past and present
experiences as well as future changes (Ball & Green, 2014).

If attitudes can predict intention and intention is a predictor of behavior, based on theory
of planned behavior, then attitudes have the potential to determine whether individuals hold
positive or negative views of performing given behaviors or tasks (Pace & Aiello, 2016). Ajzen

recognizes a variety of social and demographic variables including age, gender, and education as
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well as outside information sources such as experience and knowledge that should be considered
when examining attitudes as predictors of behavior (2005).

The theory of planned behavior is often used in general and inclusive education research
since attitudes can be indicators for behavioral intent and future actions (MacFarlane &
Woolfson, 2013; Yan & Sin, 2015). The attitudes of school leaders are critical when considering
how leaders will shape school programs and embrace practices (Ball & Green, 2014). The
theory of planned behavior provides a basis for understanding how the attitudes and opinions of
principals and assistant principals impact how they set priorities, take action, and influence the
attitudes of others.

Problem Statement

Past research indicates building administrators directly impact school improvement
(DeMatthews, Billingsley, McLeskey, & Sharma, 2020a; DeMatthews, D. E., Kotok, S., &
Serafini, 2020b; DeMatthews et al., 2021; Sun, & Xin, 2020) and student outcomes (Hitt &
Tucker, 2016). Leaders can mobilize efforts through modeling by articulating beliefs, allocating
resources, and demonstrating values in support of the implementation of quality practices
(DeMatthews, 2020; DeMatthews, et al., 2020b; DeMatthews et al., 2021; Murphy, 2018; Sun et
al., 2020). Studies demonstrate that experience, special education coursework, and certifications
may directly relate to personal attitudes and knowledge about inclusion practices among
principals (Pregot, 2021; Schulze & Boscardin, 2018). There is an indication that building
leaders must have adequate knowledge and preparation in the area of special education to
provide informed leadership for special education programming (Roberts, Ruppar, & Olson,

2018; Schulze et al., 2018; Sun et al., 2020).
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Past studies focus on leadership by principals for inclusive practices (DeMatthews et al.,
2021; Pregot, 2021), but not other building leaders. Even though past studies acknowledge the
role assistant principals play in leading building programs and impacting student achievement for
all students, including special education (DeMatthews, et al., 2020b; Houchens, Niu, Zhang,
Miller, & Norman, 2018; Morgan, 2018) no recent studies examined characteristics of assistant
principals or were specific to assistant principals as related to any aspect of special education.
One study was found examining building leaders and their impact on school transitioning for
students (Naraian et al., 2020). A study was found that focused on perceptions of leadership
based on whether principals had special education background; the student did not focus on the
perception of special education (Schulze et al., 2018). No studies were found considering any
significant differences that may exist based on type of building leadership assignments or
comparing across school levels (elementary and middle schools). While some studies considered
individual school levels such as elementary, middles school, or high school (DeMatthews, 2020;
DeMatthews et al., 2020a; DeMatthews, et al., 2020b; DeMatthews et al., 2021), other studies
did not consider school level as a significant variable (Schulze et al., 2018; Sun et al., 2020).

The problem is the attitudes of building leaders may be influenced by a variety of factors
which may then influence how they lead the implementation of educational programming. The
educational programs led by principals and assistant principals include special education
programming such as inclusion efforts. A clear understanding of the different factors impacting
the opinions of principals and assistant principals may support better understanding of how
special education leadership within schools can be improved. Minimal quantitative research has
been completed about the factors influencing the opinions of elementary and middle school

principals and assistant principals. Planning for supports and professional development that has
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the potential to improve special education leadership within schools is difficult without an
understanding of the target audience.
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this predictive correlational study was to determine if there is a
statistically significant linear relationship in opinions related to the integration of students with
special education needs among school administrators at the elementary and middle school levels
and the characteristics of those of administrators and their professional assignments. The
criterion variable was the overall score obtained by each participant on the Opinions Relative to
Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) survey created by Antonak and Larrivee (1995).
Predictor variables were administrative role, school level, administrative experience, special
education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served, percentage of students
served identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified
with a disability. Participants for this study were drawn from a convenience sample of
elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals located in 26 Virginia school
divisions during the 2019-2020 academic school year.

Significance of the Study

Provision of special education services for students with disabilities is a requirement and
schools are expected to provide individualized services within a placement on a continuum of
least restrictive environments (Cobb, 2015). For children to be expected to succeed in
postsecondary life, appropriate education services must be provided at all levels (Zirkle, 2013).
The expectation is for all special education students to receive as much instruction in settings
that are as inclusive as possible (Sailor & McCart, 2014). Stable, effective leadership is critical

to the achievement of all students (Avci, 2015) at the primary and secondary school levels.
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Students with disabilities need programs led by administrators who prioritize high expectations
and quality services for all students in placements at every grade level (Dhuey & Smith, 2014).
This study sought to add research that examined the attitudes and opinions of principals
and assistant principals in elementary and middle schools regarding the inclusion of students
with disabilities in general classroom settings. By analyzing the correlation of scores on the
Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995)
with demographic variables, the study examined factors that may influence administrators’
opinions about inclusion. Theory indicates attitudes and opinions have the potential to influence
behavioral intent; therefore, understanding variance in attitudes and opinions across leadership
groups may offer insight to help further understand how building administrators uniquely impact
inclusion efforts (Ajzen, 1991). If differences in elementary and middle school building leaders’
opinions related to inclusion exist, there may be implications for how leadership teams interact,
the types of educational and professional development supports they may require, and how to
differentiate support needs provided to school leaders in order to support more effective
implementation of inclusive practices (Yan & Sin, 2015).
Research Question
RQ1: How accurately does a linear combination of demographic factors predict
administrators’ opinions about inclusion?
Definitions
1. Attitudes - Attitudes are defined as principals’ and assistant principals’ feelings toward or

opinions about educating students with disabilities (Ball & Green, 2014).
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Equity — Equity in education is based on the idea that every student has the right to the
same educational opportunities; within those educational opportunities educators should
then differentiate to meet the needs of individual students (Cobb, 2015).

Experience — Experience is defined as a principal’s or assistant principal’s personal or on
the job interactions or observations with students with disabilities (Ball & Green, 2014).
General Classroom — The Virginia Department of Education defines a general classroom
as a classroom in which students without disabilities receive instruction in the state and
locally approved, general curriculum (Virginia Department of Education, 2010).
Inclusion — Not defined by the federal government, the philosophy of inclusion is that all
students, regardless of abilities or differences, should be educated in the general
curriculum with age-appropriate peers and appropriate supports to the greatest extent
possible (Virginia Department of Education, 2014). Inclusion is seeking to provide
learning experiences in a less restrictive environment with more integrated forms of
support (Cobb, 2015).

Pull out Services — Special education services provided in a classroom down the hall
from the regular early childhood program or in some other location within the regular,
public school (Virginia Department of Education, 2017).

Student with Disabilities — A student with disabilities is a child evaluated in accordance
with the guidance of the state department of education as having an intellectual disability,
a hearing impairment (including deafness), a speech or language impairment, a visual
impairment (including blindness), a serious emotional disability (referred to in this part as
“emotional disability”), an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, another

health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, developmental delay, or



multiple disabilities. By meeting the criteria for one or more of these categories, the
student requires special education and related services (Virginia Department of

Education, 2010).

22
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

Chapter Two examines the theoretical framework for this study based on the theory of
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985). Literature in the areas of middle school transition, special
education historical and regulatory topics, inclusion, and school leadership for inclusionary
practice are reviewed to provide support for the relevance of the described study.

Theoretical Framework

The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) creates a theoretical framework for why
understanding the opinions of principals and assistant principals is important. In this study,
attitudes regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities (SWD) in the general education
classroom are examined among these key instructional leaders, specifically among principals and
assistant principals at the elementary and middle school levels.
Theory of Planned Behavior

The theory of planned behavior has been widely cited, applied, and considered influential
throughout research in the field of education, particularly as it relates to topics related to
inclusive education (Ajzen, 2011; Campbell, 2010; Rivis, Sheeran, & Armitage, 2009; Yan &
Sin, 2015). Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior developed from revisiting and extending the
theory of reasoned action he developed with Fishbein (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980). The theory of planned behavior suggests that future sociological behaviors are
best predicted by prior behaviors and are mediated only by constructs such as one’s attitudes
(Bentler & Speckart, 1979). By considering factors including attitudes, subjective norms,

perceived behavioral control, behavioral intentions, and beliefs (Fazio & Zanna, 1978;
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MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013) a range of behaviors have been shown to be predictable (Conner
& Abraham, 2001).

Based on seminal literature, the theory of planned behavior asserts that performance of
any behavior is a direct function of an individual’s intentions, beliefs, and perceived behavioral
control (Ajzen, 1991, Armitage & Conner, 1999). The theory indicates attitudes towards
behaviors can be influenced by factors such as experiences, knowledge, and training (Ball &
Green, 2014).

The intent to perform a behavior can be predicted best by considering an individual’s
normative beliefs or attitudes about those acts (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969). The more a person
intends to engage in a behavior, the higher the likelihood the person will engage in the behavior
(Armitage & Conner, 1999). Research has demonstrated how the combination of attitudes and
normative beliefs has a high predictive accuracy for behavioral intent (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969)
and has produced impressive correlational data in some cases (Fazio, 1986). Intent is the
greatest predictor of actually acting out a behavior (Ajzen, 1991), but intent and a person’s
decision to act is influenced by informational factors such as one’s attitudes about the given
behavior (Doll & Ajzen, 1992; Pace & Aiello, 2016). Ultimately, the theory helps explain
motivational factors that indicate how much a person will try or exert effort in order to perform a
behavior (Ajzen, 1991).

The completion of or success in a given task is not in question with theory of planned
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The intention to perform a given task is the focus of this theory which
may lead to understanding how hard a person is willing to try or how much effort they may exert
in order to perform a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). If all factors influencing a behavior remain

unchanged the theory of planned behavior indicates behavior will remain stable over time and
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past behavior can be expected to predict future behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Thus, the theory lends
itself to consideration of more malleable factors that can change over time or under different
conditions and may create variance in intentions (Ajzen, 1991, Pace & Aiello, 2016). Specific
behaviors are predicted by specific attitudes (Fazio & Zanna, 1978); the more positive the
attitude toward a behavior, the more likely a person will intend to perform the given behavior
(Pace & Aiello, 2016). It will then make sense to view change of an individual’s attitude as a
possible means to change an individual’s behavioral intent (Armitage & Conner, 1999),
otherwise known as attitude-behavior correspondence (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). One might
hold various attitudes about factors influencing a behavior such as availability of resources
(Ajzen & Madden, 1986), personal ability (Doll & Ajzen, 1992), control, and influence (Ajzen,
1991). Based on the theory of planned behavior, it stands to reason that if one’s attitude
becomes more positive about related factors, one will become more likely to behave in the
predicted manner. The reverse may also be assumed, if a person’s attitudes become or remain
negative towards a given behavior it can be expected the person will not act as predicted.

Ajzen asserts that individuals tend to favor behaviors believed to have desirable outcomes
and since attitudes link to particular behaviors, positive attitudes will result from behaviors
viewed as desirable (1991). The decision to take or sustain action, results directly from attitudes
developed from personal and environmental factors (Pace & Aiello, 2016). Ajzen recognizes a
variety of social and demographic variables including age, gender, education, and religion, as
well as outside information sources such as experience and knowledge should be considered
when examining attitudes as predictors of behavior (2005).

When applying theory of planned behavior, researchers must remain aware of the extent

individuals have actual opportunities and resources to perform the behaviors in question (Ajzen,
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1991). Three factors interlink to determine whether a person acts and performs a given behavior:
attitude towards the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991).
This indicates attitude is one of three important factors identified by the theory of planned
behavior when determining behavioral intention. Normative beliefs are concerned with the
perceptions an individual has about whether social pressure from individuals or groups related to
performing a behavior is perceived to be approving or disapproving (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen &
Madden, 1986; Rise, Sheeran, & Hukkelberg, 2010). Perceived behavioral control is the factor
that extends the theory of reasoned action, making it the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,
1991). This condition refers to a person’s perception of how easily a behavior can be performed
and the probability of success (Ajzen, 1991; Yan & Sin, 2015); individuals will be more likely to
engage in behaviors believed achievable (Armitage & Conner, 2001). Even with perceived
behavioral control, one ultimately must have intention to perform an act; people do things they
intend to do, not those they do not intend (Sheeran, Trafimow, & Armitage, 2003). When
examining the three components of the theory of planned behavior, the intention construct,
influenced by attitude towards the behavior, appears critical since intention captures how willing
a person is to perform a behavior if afforded the opportunity (Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & Conner,
2001). If behavioral factors or situations give an individual complete control, intentions
controlled by attitudes should be sufficient to predict behaviors, a concept central to the theory of
reasoned behavior and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & Conner, 2001).
A high correlation between intention and behavior can be expected (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).
The impact of attitude on behavior has been the focus of research and discussion
(Armitage & Christian, 2003; Fazio, 1986). The theory of planned behavior addresses an

individual’s attitude about performing an act in a particular situation and does not focus on
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attitudes towards individual or classes of objects (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1972), an important
distinction. While attitudes about objects are connected to attributes, characteristics, or other
objects, attitudes about behaviors are linked to outcomes (Doll & Ajzen, 1992). Behaviors
connected to more positive perceived outcomes and evaluations tend to produce positive
attitudes and higher behavioral intent and engagement (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Madden, 1986;
Armitage & Christian, 2003; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Johnson, Chang, & Lord, 2006; Rivis et
al., 2009). Personal, direct experiences tend to increase the impact on individuals’ attitudes (Doll
& Ajzen, 1992; Fazio & Zanna, 1978; Fredricks & Dossett, 1983; Regan & Fazio, 1977)
resulting in stronger, more predictive factors (Armitage & Christian, 2003). People hold many
beliefs and attitudes but can access only a limited number at a given time, indicating the
strongest will be recalled faster (Doll & Ajzen, 1992). Once beliefs and attitudes are activated in
the mind, an individual is going to act accordingly, accounting for behavioral intention and
perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 2011; Bentler & Speckart, 1979; Johnson et al., 2006).
When an individual behaves in a manner discrepant with previous attitudes, that person’s attitude
will typically change to become consistent with the behavior pattern indicating a possible reason
why attitude-behavior consistency is more common among those with direct experience with a
situation (Regan & Fazio, 1977).

Explaining human behavior is a difficult, complex task with many unresolved questions
and issues (Ajzen, 1991). Despite ongoing questions and debate, the theory of planned behavior
continues to serve as a foundational framework for beliefs about behavior (Ajzen, 2011). The
theory does not account for where attitudes or beliefs may originate and how these individual
factors may impact each person differently (Ajzen, 2011). What is known is that the theory of

planned behavior is recognized as a strong model of attitude-behavior relations that can be used
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across numerous disciplines to predict behavioral intention (Armitage & Christian, 2003; Ajzen,
2011).

The theory of planned behavior acts as a framework to support this study since
demonstrating a correlational impact between demographic factors and attitude could indicate
potential impact of demographic factors on behavioral intent.

Related Literature

Educational leaders have been required to focus on increasing legal and regulatory
requirements related to educating students with disabilities (SWD) for many years (CCSSO,
2017). As years have passed, educators have become more aware of student needs, particularly
those with disabilities, related to transitions such as the challenges related to moving from
elementary to secondary school (Lane, Oakes, Carter, & Messenger, 2015). Literature provides
evidence to support inclusion of SWD in general education settings (Ball & Green, 2014;
CCSSO, 2017; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Research and related literature also demonstrate the
challenges principals face as they strive to meet the needs of all students assigned to the schools
they lead (Ball & Green, 2014; Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013).

Transition to Middle School

For most students, at least one school transition will occur during formal education
(Madjar & Cohen-Malayev, 2016). The transition from elementary school to middle or junior
high school is the one of the significant transitions for students and their parents that coincides
with the transition to adolescence (Loke & Lowe, 2014; Odegaard & Heath, 1992). These
transitions occur at a time of notable psychological adjustments and development of self-esteem
of competence for all children (Lohaus, Elben, Ball, & Klein-Hessling, 2004). While students

also experience other significant transitions during their grade school career, such as the moves
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from preschool to elementary school or middle or junior high school to high school, no other
transition coincides with as significant a developmental change as the transition to adolescence
(Loke & Lowe, 2014). Due to this unique characteristic of the transition from elementary school
to middle or junior high school, multiple studies have focused solely on this transition to the
exclusion of other times of school transition (Akos, Rose, & Orthner, 2015; Bailey, Giles, &
Rogers, 2015; Lohaus et al., 2004; Loke & Lowe, 2014; Madjar & Chohat, 2017; Madjar &
Cohen-Malayev, 2016; Odegaard & Heath, 1992; Tarekegne, 2015; Vanlaar, Reardon, &
Kalogrides, 2014).

While some indicate the implications and overall impact of the transition to middle
grades is debatable (Madjar & Chohat, 2017) most literature indicates otherwise. This can be a
great time of transition (Shim & Makara, 2013) provoking mixed feelings of readiness for a new
challenge with uneasiness about the unknown (Odegaard & Heath, 1992) and it is common for
adults and students to be keenly aware about concerns related to the changes (Mullins & Irvin,
2000). The transition is more significant than the grade or age at which it occurs since the
change in academic path is so significant (Grills-Taquechel, Norton, & Ollendick, 2010). The
transition from elementary school is during a time of developmental changes for students that
occur at different times for different children creating varying rates of cognitive, emotional,
psychosocial, and behavioral changes for each student (Bandura, 1969; Madjar & Cohen-
Malayev, 2016; Proctor & Choi, 1994). Second only to infancy, adolescence is the greatest
period of growth and change for a child (World Health Organization, 2013) and adding a
significant, stressful change in school environment can be extremely overwhelming for many
(Bailey, et al., 2015; Kingery & Erdley, 2007; Mullins & Irvin, 2000). As children deal with the

challenges of puberty they are typically also moving into an educational setting with new
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educational and social expectations that may not adequately fit their stage of development
making this a critical life event (Anderman, Maehr, & Midgley, 1999; Madjar & Cohen-
Malayev, 2016; Topping, 2011).

Research has found that students discover the environments at the middle school level are
strikingly different from what was provided at the elementary level and difficulties can arise
(Anderman et al., 1999). The transitions from primary schools to secondary schools (middle and
high) typically involve many changes including: school size, school location, school
arrangement, range of subjects, number of teachers, school culture, rigor, social opportunities,
peer groups, reduced contact with teachers, and rigid schedules (Carter, Clark, Cushing, &
Kennedy, 2005; Mullins & Irvin, 2000; Odegaard & Heath, 1992; Ryan et al., 2013; Tarekegne,
2015). Students often report/experience anxieties related to the new and unknown situations the
transition will bring including: changing in PE class, using lockers, navigating a new building,
more homework, more difficult work, contact with older/bigger students, bullying, and changing
classes (Grills-Taquechel et al., 2010; Vanlaar, et al., 2014; Topping, 2011). As students reach
middle school age, they are typically better able to share personal insights, opinions, and
thoughts including: self-consciousness, distress, lower self-esteem, changes in self-worth,
grappling with identity, desire for control, and worry (Katz, Porath, Bendu, & Epp, 2012;
Kingery & Erdley, 2007; Midgley & Urdan, 1992; Ryan et al., 2013; Topping, 2011). During
this time of change some students struggle more and are observed to experience declines in
academic achievement, have higher rates of truancy, or engage in riskier behaviors which can
lead to a higher risk for drop out from school later (Bailey et al., 2015, Ryan et al., 2013,

Tarekegne, 2015).
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Primary educational programs tend to emphasize nurture and caring with a goal of
helping students find a sense of belonging within smaller school communities (Tarekegne, 2015).
Secondary instructional settings often become less personal and teachers focus more on
providing subject-oriented instruction in an impersonal style with less care and nurturing (Carter
et al., 2005; Loke & Lowe, 2014; Proctor & Choi, 1994; Pullen, 2016; Tarekegne, 2015).

Adolescents with strong peer relationships tend to adjust better during the transition from
elementary school to a middle or junior high school setting (Grills-Taquechel et al., 2010).
Despite the changing adult relationships, peer relationships tend to be stable across settings and
can act as a system of support during transition (Kingery & Erdley, 2007). In addition, students
who felt more competent in establishing social relationships tended to report higher levels of
school engagement and fewer school concerns (Madjar & Chohat, 2017). It may be reasonable
to think that students with fewer peer relationships or difficulty forming relationships would not
benefit from this type of transitional peer support.

Students transitioning between schools, particularly those at higher risk of negative
effects, need effective and meaningful information with the introduction of interventions and
supports to help them prepare for the transition experience (Carter et al., 2005; Lane et al., 2015).
The transition to middle grades does not have to be negative (Anderman et al., 1999);
administrators, counselors, and educators have an opportunity to partner across school settings in
order to learn about each other’s programs and plan smooth, supported transitions (Carter et al.,
2005). Students benefit from opportunities to experience empathy, receive understanding, build
hope, and focus on the positive (Bailey et al., 2015).

Some perceptions regarding the middle grades may result from negative popular culture

images (Bailey et al., 2015), but some researchers state that students find the positive aspects of
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middle school outweigh the negative (Berndt & Mekos, 1995). Despite those observations, other
facts continue to indicate that transitioning to the middle grades can have a significant impact on
students and are an important consideration.
Middle School Transitioning for Students with Disabilities

SWD are at greater risk for experiencing the negative effects of school transitioning than
typically developing peers (Carter et al., 2005; Loke & Lowe, 2014). One cannot assume special
education services meet the needs of all students requiring additional educational supports as
learning environments become more ability focused in the middle grades (Midgley & Urdan,
1992; Lane et al., 2015). Special education instructional settings, such as inclusion in the general
classroom, differ between elementary and middle grades raising concerns about how lack of
continuity across settings impacts students (Akos, et al., 2015; McLeskey, Launders,
Williamson, & Hoppey, 2010).

School transitions create significant change for all children and families, but particularly
SWD (Carter et al., 2005). New school environments, schedules, and peer groups can present
unique challenges for SWD beyond those experienced by their peers (Carter et al., 2005). The
transition can highlight or expose new attitudes or behaviors placing students at risk for failure or
to create a context for declines in achievement (Lane et al., 2015). Less able or more
academically challenged students may be confronted with work that highlights the impact of
their disability (Topping, 2011). Students already struggling with disruptive behaviors or
discipline issues tend to escalate in the middle grades and the need for specialized interventions
may arise if it has not been previously recognized (Madjar & Cohen-Malaynev, 2016).

Literature reflects the fact that the needs of students vary, their response to interventions

are not the same, and children develop at different rates (Billingsley, McLeskey, & Crockett,
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2014). Students with special instructional needs benefit from universal and targeted supports
during transition and throughout the first year in order to realize success in the new school
environment (Lane et al., 2015). Secondary experiences may have less emphasis on, value for,
or perceived ability to offer inclusion opportunities within general curriculum courses (Carter et
al., 2005; Tarekegne, 2015) and may be less likely to believe SWD are capable of succeeding in
a general education setting (Lynch, 2016). Often it appears the most negative attitudes about
inclusion come from the middle grade level regardless of school size or class size (Larrivee &
Cook, 1979). Lower achieving students are vulnerable in the middle grades as students are
rewarded more for academic success and they feel more isolated, with less sense of belonging
among peers without disabilities (Grolnick, Kurowski, Dunlap, & Hevey, 2000; Midgley &
Urdan, 1992).

Despite these potentially negative differences, educators and families should work
together to ensure smoother transition and positive academic opportunities for even the most
vulnerable students (Carter et al., 2005). All students deserve to experience school feeling
confident, prepared, and capable (Carter et al., 2005) and educators who view SWD positively
tend to help all students succeed and thrive in the classroom (Lucas & Frazier, 2014). Inclusive
practices have been shown to play a significant role in making students feel a sense of belonging
as a valued part of the community as they transition into the middle grades (Francis, Hill, Blue-
Banning, Turnbull, & Haines, 2016).

Special Education Services

Special education has evolved over many years from students being completely denied

services to them having the opportunity to learn alongside non-disabled peers (Thompson, 2015).

During the 19" century the United States began to recognize the need for the population to be
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educated, but students who did not fit the norm or were intellectually weaker were excluded from
educational opportunities (Williams, Pazey, Shelby, & Yates, 2013). If SWD were enrolled in
schools, the educational settings were typically state operated or privately funded institutions that
isolated the individuals with discrete problems such as deafness, blindness, and intellectual
disabilities from the general community (Ball & Green, 2014; Dorn, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 1996).
Individuals were harshly treated in institutions and segregated into basements and isolated
hallways of schools as routine practice until activists such as Dorthea Dix exposed the neglect
and abuse (Spaulding & Pratt, 2015).

Even as compulsory attendance laws were passed, not all children were enrolled and the
US Supreme Court determined states could legally exclude children from public education
(Hyatt & Filler, 2011; Spaulding & Pratt, 2015). Students with mild disabilities might have been
enrolled in school, but children with more significant disabilities were not (Ball & Green, 2014).
Court decisions and legislative action related to SWD have a history similar to that of racial
desegregation (Hyatt & Filler, 2011). Individuals were segregated for many years on the basis of
disability, poverty, color, and cultural differences with education used as a tool of oppression
(Antony, 2012; Kirby, 2016). After the Supreme Court ruled on the case of Brown v. Board of
Education (1954) attitudes about equal educational opportunities for all children became a more
significant issue, including a developing belief that SWD should be educated in their
neighborhood schools (Williams et al., 2013). Brown v. Board of Education (1954) established
the idea that “physically separate is inherently unequal” (Theoharis, Causton, & Tracy-Bronson,
2016, p. 5) allowing for the argument to be made for equal access for SWD and eventually

policy regarding special education (Kirby, 2016).
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In the late 1950s laws began to support the involvement of the federal government in
supporting the development of leadership for special education and making training available for
all areas of disability (Pazey & Yates, 2012). With the election of John F. Kennedy more
attention was drawn to services for intellectual disabilities and training teachers when members
of his family told the story of his sister Rosemary and lobbied on behalf of individuals with
intellectual disabilities like Rosemary (Pazey & Yates, 2012; Spaulding & Pratt, 2015).
According to Spaulding and Pratt (2015), Gunnar Dybwad was an advocate who supported
parents fighting for their children’s rights to education based on individual need, during the
1960s. This movement was based on the premise that all individuals with disabilities could
learn. Despite such advocates, North Carolina passed legislation in 1969 making it a crime for
parents to force school attendance after a child had been excluded from public education (Frost
& Kersten, 2011).

Significant decisions and legislation were seen in the 1970s that would compel states to
reform education of SWD. In 1972, the United States court systems made rulings leading to the
establishment of free and appropriate public education (FAPE) for all students with any type of
disability (Frost & Kersten, 2011). Mills v. Board of Education (1972) resulted in a precedent
that students should be provided a public education (Kirby, 2016). The 1972 ruling from
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
recognized a student’s right to be educated in the public school setting when possible (Etscheidt,
2012), establishing the original basis for individualized education (Frost & Kersten, 2011) and
the inclusion practices of today.

In 1973 Congress passed Section 504 the Rehabilitation Act prohibiting exclusion of

individuals based on disability (Hyatt & Filler, 2011). Federal legislation followed in 1975 that
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began to address the needs of SWD throughout the United States being denied appropriate
educational services and students not appropriately supported in order to benefit from public
education programming (Antony, 2012; Frost & Kersten, 2011). The Education of All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (EAHCA), also known as Public Law (PL) 94-142, began the
official requirement for schools to provide access to free public educational services (FAPE) for
all students in the least restrictive environment (LRE), regardless of category or severity of
disability, in order to receive federal education funding (Antony, 2012; Ball & Green, 2014;
Thompson, 2015). PL 94-142 has since been renamed the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) and other laws have been passed, including the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), to provide states with mandates and guidelines for providing appropriate
services to SWD (Ball & Green, 2014; McLeskey et al., 2010; Pullen, 2016). These acts have
undergone multiple reauthorizations, however the purpose remains the same, to assure that every
state takes responsibility for meeting the needs of individuals with disabilities, particularly
providing for the unique instructional needs of SWD with specially designed instruction in the
LRE (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013; Pullen, 2016). Under these mandates, states may provide
more educational services and supports than required, but not less (Pullen, 2016). In 1982,
Board of Education v. Rowley (1982) determined a child is receiving appropriate special
education services if the instruction provides sufficient support for the child to receive
educational benefit (Zigmond, Kloo, & Volonino, 2009). In 2017, Endrew F. v. Douglas
County School District most recently upheld this standard (Weber, 2017). The word inclusion
never appears in IDEA or any other legislation (DeMatthews & Mawhinney, 2014).

Special education programming varies among states, divisions, and schools, but the

fundamental expectation is for children to be active, full participants in the school community
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and for schools to have a true understanding of the benefits of inclusive education for all students
(Cobb, 2015; Thompson, 2015). Positive attitudes towards integration of SWD are greatly
attributed to PL 94-142 (Chandler, 2016). Gradually special education has changed to focus on
the welfare of the whole child and acceptance of differences as fundamental to the school
community (Kirby, 2016; Mowat, 2015; Theoharis, Causton, & Woodfield, 2015). The broad
view of inclusionary practices has become more positive, but attitudes about implementation and
practicality continue to be more negative (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013). Leaders have
historically varied their support for inclusion in general education settings based on a student’s
level of disability and support needs (Ball & Green, 2014; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Some school
leaders continue to struggle to understand how students with the most severe and profound
disabilities can be included in general classrooms to benefit from accessible social and curricular
opportunities without negatively impacting the learning environment for general education or
students with less severe disabilities (Sailor & McCart, 2014). School leaders, principals and
assistant principals, have tended to strive for class size reduction in order to accommodate
inclusion or have chosen to continue pull out and separate service models (Cobb, 2015;
Theoharis, et al., 2016).

Governmental actions, court rulings, and advocacy movements have supported and
focused on inclusive education as the preferred means for providing effective instruction to SWD
in environments that do not segregate or discriminate for any reason, including disability
category (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Pace & Aiello, 2016; Yan & Sin, 2015). Inclusion
became and remains a core issue for families, advocates, and organizations since PL 94-142 was
passed (Cobb, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Prior to the passage of PL 94-142 more emphasis

was placed on supports and services provided in separate schools and classrooms (Sailor &
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McCart, 2014), then PL 94-142 established a legal commitment to educate SWD in general
education classrooms to the greatest extent possible (Kirby, 2016). Actions have been
documented worldwide to support inclusive, special education practices (Poon-McBrayer &
Wong, 2013). In particular, the United Nations Education, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) drafted and passed the Salamanca Statement in 1994 affirming every child’s right to
educational services that meet individual needs within general school environments, indicating
schools are to be inclusive and nondiscriminatory (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013, Yan & Sin,
2015).

Many relate the concept of LRE with the practices of inclusion or mainstreaming (Cobb,
2015). The concept of LRE is statute based and relates to a continuum of services that ranges
from general classrooms with no supports to separate, specialized schools (Sailor & McCart,
2014) and placement is to be determined by an IEP team, (DeMatthews, 2015) not a generalized
practice. Within the continuum, states and divisions are expected to provide instruction to SWD
with peers without disabilities to the maximum extent possible with appropriate supports and
services (Cobb, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014; Sumbera, Pazey, & Lashley, 2014). Many
schools continue to be reluctant to educate all students in general classrooms, particularly those
with the greatest support needs (Choi, Meisenheimer, McCart, & Sailor, 2016) and legislation
never intended to force schools to educate all students in the regular classroom if educational
needs cannot be met in the general education setting even with services, modification, and
accommodations (Hyatt & Filler, 2011; Zigmond et al., 2009).

The concepts of LRE, continuum of services, and inclusion continue to challenge parents
and educators as they determine appropriate placements (Cobb, 2015). They must ensure

students have access to the general curriculum, ensure instruction from highly qualified teachers,
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and provide justification for any removals from the general education setting (Hyatt & Filler,
2011; Olson, Leko, & Roberts, 2016; Zigmond et al., 2009). Court cases related to the issue
continue to be heard with mixed outcomes. Some cases have resulted in partial or completely
separate placement for students such as Briggs v. Board of Education of Connecticut (1989) and
Daniel R. R. v. State Board of Education (1989). Other cases such as Oberti v. Board of
Education of Borough of Clementon School District (1992/1993) and Board of Education,
Sacramento City Unified School District v. Holland (1992/1994) have resulted in courts deciding
in favor of parents demanding their children be educated in regular education classrooms
(Murphy, 1996). These and other varying court decision demonstrate the fact that LRE and
inclusion do not have consistent legal tests and courts have adopted varying standards for
determining LRE (Hyatt & Filler, 2011). To date, no court has ruled inclusion to be a right of or
requirement for all students with disabilities (DeMatthews, 2015).

School staff are typically aware of special education mandates and the related issues but
continue to debate how and where to best provide systemic, intensive, individualized instruction
(Ball & Green, 2014; Pullen, 2016). As admission to public schools became less of an issue,
what started to matter more were outcomes (Antony, 2012). No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
brought about important accountability for special education requiring adequate yearly progress
for all students, including those with disabilities (Antony, 2012). The enactment of NCLB
caused principals and assistant principals to become keenly aware of their professional
accountability for the learning and success of all students, including SWD (Gosnell-Lamb,
O’Reilly, & Matt, 2013; Sumbera et al., 1014). Based on NCLB, SWD must access the general
curriculum and demonstrate progress on the same standardized tests taken by their non-disabled

peers with the support of reasonable supports and accommodations (Danforth, 2016; Zigmond et
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al., 2009). The legislation assumed schools would be forced to address outcomes and access for
SWD if held accountable to their performance on high-stakes assessments (Zigmond et al.,
2009). The actual results were quite different, resulting in teachers with inadequate training
serving high needs students (Shoulders & Krei, 2016), increasing return to placement of students
with special needs into separate classrooms or schools (Sailor & McCart, 2014), and punishment
resulting from published scores on a single assessment (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013).

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) replaced NCLB in 2015. One of the primary
goals of ESSA was to focus on equity among specific subgroups, including students with
disabilities (Egalite, Fusarelli, & Fusarelli, 2017). By passing ESSA, the federal government
indicated a commitment to continuous improvement of the quality of education for these students
with unique needs (Egalite et al., 2017). Educational leadership and the development of
individuals in those roles was indicated as essential to realizing the goals of ESSA (Egalite et al.,
2017). ESSA has continued to support the need for quality instruction for all students while
highlighting the need to remain cognizant of the unique needs of special subgroups. The
legislation has drawn even more attention to the need for those in authority positions to carefully
create conditions for shaping quality practices that promote learning for all (Egalite et al., 2017).
This legislation indicates leadership as essential to creating equitable educational opportunities
for all students and a culture of inclusive practice (Egalite et al., 2017).

Implementation of mandates typically requires changes in and high demand on resource
allocation, training needs, and other division level matters (Ben-Porath, 2012). Special education
has been underfunded since federal authorization, yet the numbers of SWD being served has
almost doubled (Pazey & Cole, 2013). Inclusion has increased over the years, but the overall

progress toward this agenda has not met expectations with just over one half of SWD receiving
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all instruction in general classrooms (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014). It
should be noted that PL 94-142 authorized federal coverage of up to 40% of the average
expenditure per-child, however the actual provision has always been substantially less at a rate of
16%, leaving coverage of more than 80% of special education funding to states and localities
(Murphy, 1996; Pazey & Cole, 2013).

Opposing viewpoints among parents, advocates, organizations, and educators have
emerged in the debate over where SWD, especially those with the most significant disabilities,
should receive special education services (Sailor & McCart, 2014). Strict inclusionists, argue all
students deserve opportunities to be educated in general classrooms, regardless of limitations,
because students deserve the greatest contact possible with typically developing peers; “all
means all” (Sailor & McCart, 2014, p. 55). This side of the debate interprets mandates for LRE
to translate into full inclusion with access to the general curriculum, regardless of level of
disability (Causton & Theoharis, 2014; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Among inclusionists there are
varying degrees supported from full to moderate degrees of inclusion, recognizing some limiting
aspects may be too complex for a full inclusion setting (Dorn et al., 1996; Gordon, 2013).
Moderate inclusionists are more like, traditionalists who believe some SWD require specialized
services provided in separate, protected or sheltered environments that a general classroom
cannot provide, indicating inclusion is not an option for every SWD (Sailor & McCart, 2014). In
contrast, traditionalists do not support maintaining a continuum of services (Zigmond et al.,
2009). Despite debates and varied viewpoints grounded in the rights of students and ethics
related to humanity and quality of life, special education services are primarily a function of laws

and policy that result in concrete actions (Ben-Porath, 2012, Bon & Bigbee, 2011).
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The reality of today’s society is that every child is expected to receive an education (Frost
& Kersten, 2011). Despite this reality, problems with inequality, misidentification, and poor
achievement persist in today’s schools, particularly for SWD (DeMatthews & Mawhinney,
2014). Outcomes for SWD continue to be disappointing (Copeland & Cosbey, 2008); ongoing
examination of the issue is warranted.

Inclusion

The practice of inclusion has greatly increased with over half of the 13.7% of SWD
spending more than 80% of their instructional time included in the regular classroom (Lucas &
Frazier, 2014). Despite this increase, children with multiple disabilities tend to spend less than
39% of their instructional time in the regular classroom with 25% of those students educated in
completely segregated placements (Sailor & McCart, 2014). More than ever before, the
expectation is for schools to be inclusive environments that value all students as active
participants, including SWD (McLeskey, Waldron, Spooner, & Algozzine, 2014). Quality
inclusive environments provide supports for all students to participate in all aspects of the school
experience (academic, social, and extra-curricular) which should lead to improved student
outcomes during in school and post-school life (McLeskey et al., 2014).

Inclusion is defined in many different ways across literature, but typically refers to the
integration of SWD into classrooms they would access if they did not have disabilities with
typically developing peers, the regular classroom (Copeland & Cosbey, 2008; Demirdag, 2017;
Murphy, 1996; Nilholm, & Gdéransson, 2017; Thompson, 2015). Those who identify as
inclusionists support the elimination of separate classrooms entirely with full integration of all
SWD into general education classrooms (Murphy, 1996). Actual implementation varies across

schools and divisions and definitions appear to be connected more to the allocation of resources
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than specific, consistent rules about what is fair (DeMatthews, 2015; Logan & Wimer, 2013).
Though sometimes used interchangeably, inclusion is not the same practice as mainstreaming
(Lalvani, 2013). Mainstreaming is a selective practice, integrating students into regular
classrooms on a case-by-case basis considering course demands and student needs; while
inclusion assumes all students will be included without exception or special considerations
(Lalvani, 2013; Murphy, 1996). Research has found that building administrators vary widely in
their definition of inclusion and inclusive practices (Lynch, 2016).

The philosophy of placing SWD in the regular classroom is based on the premise that
they have a right to quality education including: high expectations, opportunities for
achievement, participation, high quality instruction, rigorous curriculum, success, relationships,
and sense of self-worth (An & Meaney, 2015; Lewis, 2016; Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, A.,
& Algozzine, 2012; Nichols & Sheffield, 2014; Shoulder & Krei, 2016; Thompson, 2015).
Truly inclusive environments offer all students the same opportunities, regardless of support
needs, eliminating the medical model of the past that viewed disabilities as deficits to be fixed
before offering opportunity (Kirby, 2016). Inclusive classrooms allow all students to be
educated together as valued members of the same classroom while receiving individualized
supports needed to succeed (McLeskey et al., 2014; Thompson, 2015). Most discussion of
inclusion creates assumptions that the definition is primarily about the location instruction will
take place, however inclusion is intended to be much more about an ideal for quality instruction
of SWD (DeMatthews & Mawhinney, 2014; Lalvani, 2013; Thompson, 2015).

Quiality inclusive environments provide the supports necessary for success in academic
instruction, social interactions, and extra-curricular activities exclusively in the general education

setting and the need for pullout or self-contained programs is nearly or entirely eliminated
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(McLeskey et al., 2014; Murphy, 1996; Theoharis et al., 2015). In the inclusive setting
educating SWD is not the sole responsibility of special education teachers but is a cooperative
effort with content specialists in the regular education setting (Hyatt & Filler, 2011; Thompson,
2015). Inclusion takes different forms for different students such as: classrooms co-taught by a
general education and a special education teacher, students attending a general education class
with an aide or specific supplemental services, or SWD attending a general education class
taught by only a general education teacher (Antony, 2012; Gordon, 2013; Shoulder & Krel,
2016).

With federal mandates calling for SWD to have access to and accountability for the
general curriculum it is more important than ever for schools to accept inclusive education
(Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013). Inclusion with supports to access the general education
curriculum for all courses has been and remains the highest standard for educating all SWD (Ball
& Green, 2014). Research has demonstrated that instruction is not fundamentally different for
most SWD and when teachers differentiate instruction and increase access to resources all
students benefit (Causton & Theoharis, 2014; Demirdag, 2017; Lyons, Thompson, & Timmons,
2016). A school wide inclusion model presents the opportunity to reach diverse groups at risk
for underachievement or overrepresentation in special education as well as difficulty meeting
proficiency on standardized assessments such as specific minority groups or low socioeconomic
classes (Katz et al., 2012; Lewis, 2016; Lynch, 2016; Obiakor et al., 2012). Other research has
shown students have more success when the work is more rigorous and expectations are higher
resulting in better performance in core content (Kirby, 2016; Theoharis et al., 2016; Thompson,

2015). Quality instruction and access to the curriculum is key to this success, simply being
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present in the general education classroom will not result in an optimal placement with high
achievement (Obiakor et al., 2012).

Despite the research, some students have lagged behind in reading, writing, and math in
some inclusive schools (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015) leaving those school leaders wondering
how inclusion can happen while still meeting the higher support and service needs of SWD
(Sailor & McCart, 2014). Arguments have been made that all students may suffer as a result of
inclusive educational settings since students with and without disabilities may be deprived of the
level of instruction and support they require, but this is not supported by research (Dessemontet,
& Bless, 2013; Sailor & McCart, 2014).

Although inclusion presents opportunities for belonging and interconnectedness, students
can be ignored or teased, therefore inclusion must be implemented with sensitivity since students
with special needs are also at risk for bullying, isolation, victimization, poor self-image, and
reduced aspirations (Fellner, Comesafias, Duperoy, & Duperoy, 2017; Katz et al., 2012; Meyer
& Ostrosky, 2014). When SWD experience quality interactions with peers without disabilities
positive results have been observed such as more improved attitudes towards school, fewer
suspensions, good attendance, higher academic engagement, and better retention and
achievement (Katz et al., 2012). High quality inclusive environments are safe and promote
dignity, allow for self-advocacy, encourage self-determination, and are free from systems of
restraint and seclusion (Pennington, Courtade, Jones Ault, & Delano, 2016).

Implementation of inclusive education requires significant schoolwide supports that
challenge teams to change currents systems to create school structures and practices with
capacity to support students with and without disabilities in the same educational environments

(Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013; Sailor & McCart, 2014). The inclusion approach to educating
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SWD must be done in a way that not only emphasizes education in inclusive settings, but also
assures efficacy of those asked to implement the strategy (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015).
Successful, sustainable inclusion programs requires the commitment of school staff members to
the core values, school structures, systems, and practices aimed at improved educational
outcomes for every student (Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Poon-
McBrayer & Wong, 2013; Yan & Sin, 2015). For success, students must not be suddenly placed
into general education classrooms without planning and collaboration to equip staff with
resources an adequate knowledge base (LeDoux, Graves, & Burt, 2012; Pennington et al., 2016).
School Leadership for Inclusion

Historically principals and assistant principals, also known as building administration or
leadership, were hired to focus on the management related to planning, organizing, controlling,
and leading the school environment (Muse & Abrams, 2011). Building administrators were
responsible for day-to-day operational issues related to special education classrooms, but
responsibilities for decision making and programming was deferred to other division level staff
members, a comfortable arrangement for principals and assistant principals (Lashley, 2007;
Roderick & Jung, 2012). Today, the key individual impacting the learning environments of
public schools are principals causing their job responsibilities to escalate to an all-time high
(Lynch, 2012; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013, Muse & Abrams, 2011). With increasing
accountability for student achievement building administrators continue to face managerial
concerns while monitoring the achievement of all students as the key instructional leader for a
school (Barton, 2013; Lashley, 2007). As primary, instructional leaders, building leaders are
instrumental in protecting educational rights and opportunities for students in order to ensure

quality education for all (Wagner & Katsiyannis, 2010). At the school level, principals are often
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responsible for making decisions that impact discipline, climate, instruction, progress
monitoring, working conditions, and the availability of professional development (Billingsley et
al., 2014). Leadership at the building level is now a delicate balance of ethical responsibilities
for maintaining an environment that is conducive to learning for all students while keeping those
students safe from physical and mental harm (Bon, 2012; Williams et al., 2013).

Assistant principals, though less frequently researched and discussed, play a vital role in
the success or failure of a school as well (Militello, Fusarelli, Mattingly, & Warren, 2015).
Principals at the middle school level often bear more responsibility with less assistance, as
compared to elementary and high school settings (Lynch, 2016), creating a situation where
assistant principals can offer vital support. The role of the assistant has been often overlooked in
research and educational literature, despite the key role they typically must play in structuring
effective teaching and learning for instructional success in a school (Ball & Green, 2014;
Barnett, Shoho, & Oleszewski, 2012; Petrides et al., 2014).

Existing research has shown that principals may not utilize assistant principals as
instructional leaders even though working as a team would allow the school to benefit from the
presence and awareness one person cannot provide (Barnett et al., 2012; Muse & Abrams, 2011;
Petrides, Jimes, & Karaglani, 2014). The role of the assistant principal is typically ill defined,
but this building position offers the principal an opportunity to grow and develop an additional
leader in order to meet the goals of the school proactively (Barnett et al., 2012; Petrides et al.,
2014). Other research has shown that principals with support of an assistant principal may report
higher levels of knowledge in the area of special education, when surveyed (Frost & Kersten,

2011).
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School leaders can have a great impact on student achievement through their influence on
the staff and educational programming (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013). Effective building
leaders use leadership to develop a schoolwide vision that commits to improving achievement
for all students and empowers and stakeholders to engage and collaborate in order to achieve the
common goal to help all students succeed (Cobb, 2015; Mendels, 2012; Sumbera et al., 2014).
Recognizing the need for staff to genuinely trust their leadership, building leaders must use a
breadth of leadership skills to create successful systemic change when necessary to ensure
equitable practices and positive outcomes for all students, particularly those with disabilities
(Barnett et al., 2012; DeMatthews, 2015; Francis et al., 2016, Lewis, 2016; McLeskey &
Waldron, 2015; Petrides et al., 2014; Roderick & Jung, 2012). In order to lead effective change
those in leadership positions must have the working knowledge, personal awareness of beliefs
and biases, and practice of personal reflection that will allow them to model the change and lead-
by-example (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013).

Building administrators play a large role in special education matters and it is important
they can effectively demonstrate skills and knowledge in this particularly litigious category of
educational services (Cobb, 2015). As the leaders who determine what matters most and how to
prioritize at the building level, principals must be well informed or the job becomes more
difficult (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Muse & Abrams, 2011). The critical point is that building
leaders are in a unique position to influence teachers through their demonstrated behaviors,
values, and concern; that influence on teachers will affect students’ achievement (Poon-
McBrayer & Wong, 2013). The building leader’s commitment to the success and well-being of

each student in the school is critical to meeting the needs of SWD (CCSSO, 2017).
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Principals spend a lot of time involved with special education administration duties and
have great responsibility as first line authorities to make decisions, interpret policy, and take
action related to special education (Cobb, 2015). As they supervise instruction, attend
Individualized Education Program (IEP) meetings, and oversee other special education
departmental functions, it is critical that principals know the needs of SWD and communicate
high expectations for all students (Billingsley et al., 2014; Lynch, 2012). Yet many principals
are assigned to building leadership positions with limited opportunity for coursework, training,
or personal and professional experiences in the area of special education (Ball & Green, 2014;
Billingsley et al., 2014). Most building leaders do not possess an adequate understanding of
inclusive practices or continuums of service and frequently engage in special education
leadership activities without possessing adequate knowledge to effectively lead the
implementation of special education programs to meet the needs of SWD (Ball & Green, 2014;
Frost & Kersten, 2011). In order to serve as an administrator for programs that include services
for SWD, building leaders must at least have a minimum of knowledge in the areas of law,
practice, and policy for special education (Pazey & Cole, 2013).

As with all issues related to special education leadership at the building level, initiating
and continuously supporting inclusive programming for SWD requires building leaders to have
knowledge, skills, and attitudes that will allow them to do the work necessary (Lyons, 2016).
Research has demonstrated that inclusion success directly relates to strong principal leadership,
effective progress monitoring, and professional development aimed at improving instruction
(McLeskey & Waldron, 2015). In successful inclusion settings, principals are pedagogical
leaders who empower school staff to act by providing guidance, support, and resources without

micromanaging or interfering with daily classroom instructional activity (Cobb, 2015). Effective
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leaders of inclusive schools focus on what is effective for programmatic success and right for the
education of every child in their schools (Gosnell-Lamb et al., 2013). Some make a case for
distributed leadership, lessening the emphasis on principal leadership, and placing more
emphasis on the leadership of other school personnel identified as special education leaders
across organizations (Talbott, Mayrowetz, Maggin, & Tozer, 2016). As principals manage
competing responsibilities, they may pass the responsibilities for special education duties to
other personnel (Billingsley et al., 2014).

As vital to the successful implementation of inclusion programs as knowing what must be
done and how to do it are the personal beliefs and attitudes of the leader (DeMatthews &
Mawhinney, 2014; Pazey, & Cole, 2013). Attitudes and leadership play a direct role in the
success or failure of inclusion efforts (Yan & Sin, 2015). When building leaders have attitudes
that do not support the inclusion of SWD in the general classroom, they tend to resist efforts to
embrace inclusion, do not reflect values of social justice, and often take steps to make sure
students have limited access to general classrooms or are purposefully segregated to more
restrictive instructional settings (DeMatthews, 2015; DeMatthews & Mawhinney, 2014; Yan &
Sin, 2015). Positive attitudes produce drastically different results evidenced by building leaders
communicating expectations for and the importance of inclusion as part of the school culture and
a deep respect and high level of support for the teachers and staff implementing the practice
(Fellner et al., 2017; Lyons, 2016). Research has demonstrated that the positive attitude of the
principals is a significant factor in the successful implementation of inclusive practices (Nichols
& Sheffield, 2014; Sumbera et al., 2014).

Principals must articulate the opinions and beliefs that all children can learn, which

indicates that believing inclusion is possible and important for all SWD is critical to supporting a
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school’s successful implementation of inclusive practice across school levels (CCSSO, 2017).
There has been research to indicate that attitudes are impacted by situational and personality
variables, therefore impacting behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Doll & Ajzen, 1992; Fazio, 1986). There
has been very little research completed about the characteristics of school leaders that may
impact their attitudes about inclusion (Ball & Green, 2014). In studies conducted about inclusion
related to any type of educator, the variables considered have included gender, age, experience,
educational level, professional specialization, and experience in special education settings
(Antonak, 1981; Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000).

Variables examined for correlation with attitudes about inclusion in past studies
regarding teachers’ attitudes include age, gender, role, teaching experience, education, area of
certification, training, experience in special education settings, and school level (Avramidis et
al., 2000; Romi & Leyser, 2006). For age, gender, and role most results are inconsistent, and the
literature does not clearly indicate the presence or absence of a correlation to attitudes about
inclusion (Antonak, 1981; Vaz et al., 2015). Some studies have shown teachers to have more
negative attitudes about inclusion as their age increases (Vaz et al., 2015). One study indicated
the attitudes of males were more negative towards inclusion (Vaz et al., 2015). Teaching
experience was found to have statistical significance with predicting teacher intentions to
implement a strategy, such as inclusion (Pace & Aiello, 2016). Formal education was correlated
with teachers’ attitudes about inclusion based on the amount of instruction received about
inclusion and specific disabilities but holding a degree in special education was not necessarily
indicated (Pace & Aiello, 2016; Vaz et al., 2015). Research related to the correlation of
professional development and other forms of training to teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion

produced mixed results (Avramidis et al., 2000; Ball & Green, 2014; Barnett et al., 2012). There
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was predictive validity related to teachers’ attitudes about inclusion improving with increased
direct experience with SWD (Avramidis et al., 2000; Romi & Leyser, 2006). Among elementary
and middle school teachers, there was no significant difference in attitudes towards inclusion,
though there was a difference in how teachers perceived their ability to implement the practice
(Logan & Wimer, 2013).

Variables examined in studies related to principals and assistant principals included
gender, certification, training, coursework, tenure, experience in teaching, experience in
administration, percentage of minority students, percentage of students identified as
economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students with a disability (Hallinger, Dongyu, &
Wang, 2016; Huff, Brockmeier, Leech, Martin, Pate, & Siegrist, 2011). Results of past studies
were mixed about the correlation between gender and attitude (Logan, 2013; Romi & Leyser,
2006). It is notable that the number of women in administrative positions continues to increase,
particularly at the secondary level, indicating data may change (Nichols & Nichols, 2014).
Research about the impact of gender on other factors in education continues to indicate there are
significant differences in leadership style and perceptions among men and women (Labby,
Lunenburg, & Slate, 2013; Hallinger et al., 2016; Nichols & Nichols, 2014). Studies indicated a
correlational relationship between a principal’s certification and attitude toward education of
SWD (Lynch, 2012). Building administrators who held a special education certification were
found to have more positive attitudes and felt better prepared to lead special education programs
(Frost & Kersten, 2011). The number of special education courses and the amount of special
education training for administrators has been statically related to numerous outcomes (Angelle
& Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green, 2014; Lynch, 2012). Experience as a factor yields varying results

in educational studies about principals with some indicating it as a significant factor and other
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finding experience to have no statistical significance (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green,
2014; Huff et al., 2011). Experience included time teaching, time serving as a building leader,
and experiences with SWD. The lack of racial and ethnic diversity among administrators
continues to be a huge factor in school leadership (Williams et al., 2013) that needs ongoing
attention. Of the studies reviewed, one suggested the percentage of economically disadvantaged
students, minority students and SWD in a school had statistical significance in the results (Huff
etal., 2011).

Past studies focus on leadership by principals for inclusive practices (McLeskey &
Waldron, 2015). Few studies are found examining characteristics of assistant principals and none
are specific to assistant principals as related to any aspect of special education (Barnett, Shoho,
& Oleszewski, 2012; Petrides, et al., 2014). Most studies did not consider school level as a
significant variable (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013; Yan & Sin, 2015). No studies were found
considering any significant differences that may exist based on type of building leadership
assignments or across school levels (elementary and middle schools). No studies were found
examining building leaders and their impact on school transitioning for students.

Summary

Principals, as the leaders of individual school building communities, are charged with the
responsibility of leading the creation and implementation of inclusive learning environments for
SWD (Billingsley et al., 2014). Due to inadequate training to lead inclusion and instructional
programming efforts for SWD, principals may not give adequate thought to the importance of
special education leadership and may choose to disperse duties in this area to other leaders

(Billingsley et al., 2014). If individuals feel unprepared to lead or have negative attitudes about
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specific special education practices their supervision of existing inclusive educational settings or
intent to implement inclusive education may be impacted (Azjen, 1991).

The theory of planned behavior is used in research related to general education and
inclusive education (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Yan & Sin, 2015). Based on this theory,
attitudes can be indicators for behavioral intent and future actions (Yan & Sin, 2015). The
attitudes of school leaders are critical when considering how leaders will shape school programs
and embrace practices (Ball & Green, 2014). If attitudes are observed to be more negative or
ambivalent it is important to determine what factors may or may not influence attitudes beyond
the core issue (Ball & Green, 2014), in this case inclusive practices. The theory of planned
behavior provides a basis for examining not only the attitudes that indicate intent to implement
inclusive practices, but the factors that may influence those attitudes as leaders set priorities and
take action. In addition, the attitudes of principals and assistant principals are important to
understand since their leadership roles put them in a position to influence the attitudes of others.

Principals and assistant principals are key leaders in providing the appropriate supports as
students go through significant transitions, such as the transition from the elementary school to
the middle school setting (Carter et al., 2005), including SWD. Understanding how opinions
about inclusion may vary among principals and assistant principals at the elementary and middle
school level may help to indicate needs for supports and professional development for
administrators based on school level. Understanding of administrators’ opinions about inclusive
practices can be of importance as school divisions seek to support efforts to meet the
expectations of free and appropriate education for all students; the gold standard is inclusion in
the general classroom (Ball & Green, 2014). As more is understood about what influences

principals and assistant principals as they fulfill their duties in the area of special education
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services, there may be implications for how leadership teams interact, the types of educational
and professional development supports they may require, and how to best define support needs
of school leaders for more effective implementation of inclusive practices (Billingsley et al.,
2014; Yan & Sin, 2015).

Decision making practices in the area of special education can challenge the status quo
for many educators since they do not believe all SWD should be held to the same standards as
nondisabled peers and not all should be included in general classrooms (Billingsley et al., 2014).
If principals focus on individualistic, situational, and context-specific leadership practices that
adjust to individual student’s current and evolving needs, training specific to special education
may not be as important as the leader’s other attitudes, principles, qualities, and beliefs (CCSSO,

2017).
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview

This chapter outlines the methodology for this study. Research design is addressed
including a description of participants, setting for the study, instrumentation, and procedures for
data collection. Finally, the data analysis is explained including data screening and assumption
tests.

Design

This quantitative study used a predictive correlational design to determine the
relationship between opinions related to the integration of students with special education needs
among school administrators at the elementary and middle school levels and the characteristics
of those of administrators and their professional assignments. Correlational designs allow for the
examination of a statistical relationship between variables (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).

The criterion variable was the overall score obtained by each participant on the Opinions
Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) survey created by Antonak and
Larrivee (1995). Predictor variables were administrative role, school level, administrative
experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served,
percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of
students served identified with a disability. Administrative assignment was defined as each
participant’s administrative assignment of principal or assistant principal. School level was
defined as building level assignment, elementary or middle school, as identified by each
participant. Experience was defined as zero to seven years or more than seven years working in
the field of education at the time of demographic completion (Center, Ward, Parmenter, & Nash,

1985). Special education endorsement was defined as holding at least one special education
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endorsement as defined by the Commonwealth of Virginia Licensure Regulations for School
Personnel (8 VAC § 20-22). Gender was defined as male or female. Percentage of minority
students served was defined as less than or greater than (includes equal to) 30%, using a
percentage based on the portion of the overall Virginia population defined as minority by the US
Census Bureau (Quick Facts Virginia, 2017). Percentage of students served identified as
economically disadvantaged was defined as less than or greater than (includes equal to) 11%,
using a percentage based on the portion of the overall Virginia population defined as living in
poverty, by the US Census Bureau (Quick Facts Virginia, 2017). Percentage of students served
identified with a disability was defined as less than or greater than (includes equal to) 7.8%,
using a percentage based on the portion of the overall Virginia population defined as having a
disability by the U.S. Census Bureau (Quick Facts Virginia, 2017).
Research Question

RQ1: How accurately does a linear combination of demographic factors predict

administrators’ opinions about inclusion?
Null Hypothesis

Hol: There is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(opinions about inclusion) and the linear combination of predictor variables (administrative role,
school level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of
minority students served, percentage of students served identified as economically
disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified with a disability) among elementary

and middle school principals and assistant principals in Virginia.
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Participants and Setting

Participants for this study were drawn from a convenience sample of elementary and
middle school principals and assistant principals located throughout the Commonwealth of
Virginia during the 2019-2020 academic school year. Virginia has 227 independent school
divisions located within the eight superintendents’ regions defined by the Virginia Department of
Education (2018a). Of these divisions, 38 are in cities and towns with the remainder located in
county jurisdictions. This study included participants across 26 Virginia school divisions with
division leadership granting permission to invite employees to participate.

The equation N > 104 + m (m = number of predictor variables) was examined to
determine the sample size of individual predictor variables (Warner, 2013). The total of eight
predictor variables included in study suggested that 112 participants should be included to meet
the minimum standards at the p < 0.05 alpha level with a medium effect size. The number of
valid participants for this study was slightly under the suggested minimum of 112 participants,
with 104 participants providing complete responses.

Participation was solicited by email invitation to voluntarily participate in an internet-
based survey. The population was drawn from a convenience sample of elementary and middle
school principals and assistant principals located throughout the Commonwealth of Virginia
during the 2019-2020 academic school year. This population chosen since the researcher works
within the Commonwealth of Virginia and is familiar with the licensure and administrative
structures within the state (Gall et al., 2007).

Based on permissions received from superintendents or their designees, the sample came
from 26 school divisions. The sample consisted of 104 voluntary participants. More than half of

the participants had the administrative assignment of building principal (N =67) while the rest
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were assigned the position of building assistant principal (N =37). There were more participants

from the elementary school level (N =74) than the middle school level (N =30). Demographic

information gathered in the survey includes administrative assignment, school level,

administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, and school demographics (see

Table 1).
Table 1

Demographics of Sample

Characteristic

Overall (N = 104)

Percentage

Administrative assignment

Principal 67 64.4

Assistant principal 37 35.6
School level

Elementary 74 71.2

Middle 30 28.8
Administrative experience

0-7 yrs. experience 50 48.1

> 7 yrs. experience 54 51.9
Special ed. endorsement

Endorsed 23 22.1

None 81 77.9
Gender

Female 80 76.9

Male 24 23.1
School Population

< 30% minority 48 46.2

> 30% minority 56 53.8

<11% low SES 20 19.2

> 11% low SES 84 80.8

< 7.8% SWD 23 22.1

>7.8% SWD 81 77.9
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Instrumentation

This study used the survey instrument, the Opinions Relative to Integration of Students
with Disabilities (ORI) developed by Antonak and Larrivee (1995). See Appendix A for a copy
of the instrument. The purpose of this instrument is to measure the attitudes of individuals
toward the integration of students with disabilities into general classrooms (Antonak & Larrivee,
1995). The ORI was used in this study to measure the opinions of school administrators
assigned to the role of principal or assistant principal at the elementary or middle school level.

The ORI resulted from a revision of the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming (ORM)
which was developed and validated by Larrivee and Cook as part of their effort to investigate
“teachers’ attitudes toward mainstreaming students with disabilities into general classrooms”
(1979, p. 140). Using a Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient, the scale was found to have a
split-half reliability of 0.92 (Larrivee & Cook, 1979). The ORM was again validated by Larrivee
(1981) and was found to have a split-half reliability of 0.92 using a Spearman-Brown reliability
coefficient. Antonak and Larrivee (1995) reported a Spearman-Brown corrected split-half
reliability of 0.82 with a standard error measure of 5.98. The overall ORI was reported to have
high internal consistency with Cronbach’s o = 0.88 (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995).

The ORM had a strong theoretical base and psychometric characteristics; however, the
survey eventually needed significant modifications to update the structure and language of the
survey to a more contemporary format (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). The overall content of the
original 30 item ORM was preserved while rewriting the items to use person first language and
inclusive language when referring to the referent and the object of the referent (Antonak &
Larrivee, 1995). Validity threats typically associate with summated rating scales were avoided

by modifying the item-response format and item arrangement (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). The
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rating scale was changed to a 6-point continuum in order to avoid a mid-point-response-style
threat that was present in the ORM. A 25-item revised version of the original 30 item ORM
resulted from the changes and the survey became known as the ORI. The ORI has been
recognized as a psychometrically sound instrument for measuring the attitudes toward
integration of students with disabilities in general classrooms by a variety of published, peer
reviewed studies (Jung, 2008; Lucas & Frazier, 2014; Miller, Gresham, & Fouts, 2011; Vaz,
Wilson, Falkmer, Sim, Scott, Cordier, & Falkmer, 2015).

A factor analysis of respondent sociodemographic and experiential data compared with
the Scale of Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (SADP) (Antonak, 1982) supported the scale’s
construct validity (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). The coefficient alpha internal consistency has a
mean of 0.81. The validity of the subscales has not been analyzed (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995).

Survey participants are asked to respond to a series of 25 statements. The statements fit
into one of four categories described by the developers as (a) benefits of inclusion, (b) inclusive
classroom management, (c) perceived ability to teach students with disabilities, and (d) special
education versus inclusive settings (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). Responses are based on a 6-
point, Likert-type rating scale including: -3, “I disagree very much”; -2, “I disagree pretty
much”; -1 “I disagree a little”; +1, “I agree a little”; +2, “I agree pretty much”; and +3, “I agree
very much.” Statements are in random order with 13 statements intended to yield positive
responses and the remaining 12 negative responses (Mulholland, 2011). The 12 statements
intended to result in negative responses require reverse coding (Romi & Leyser, 2006). Scores
are summed by the researcher and a constant score of 75 is added to each sum to eliminate

negative score values. Overall scores range from 0 to 150, with a higher score indicating a more
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positive opinion about integration of special education students in the general education
classroom.

Prior to the beginning of the study, written permission to use the scale was received from
the survey developer for a live study (see Appendix B). Participants completed the 25 survey
questions in an online format through Google Forms®. The ORI required approximately five
minutes for completion (Mulholland, 2011). Each negative response was reverse coded by the
researcher. As described in the scoring directions, the scores on the survey were then be
summed by the researcher and a constant score of 75 was added to each sum to eliminate
negative scores. An alternate scorer was trained in the summing process and verified all ORI
sums. Using the standardized scoring process provided with the survey ensured inter-rater
reliability.

Procedures

An email communication was sent to all superintendents in Virginia school divisions.
The Web Policies for the Virginia Department of Education (2018b) indicate the directories on
the website may be used for non-commercial use without seeking written permission. The email
communication requested superintendents or their designee to respond electronically to provide
consent for recruitment of division personnel and their participation (see Appendix C). A link to
the Informed Consent was attached to the email for the superintendent or designee to read prior
to deciding whether to grant consent (see Appendix D). Email addresses for the superintendents
were obtained using educational directory information that may be accessed on the website for
the Virginia Department of Education (2016) and through individual school division websites.

The research study was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Upon receipt

of permission from a division superintendent, approval was obtained from the Liberty University
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Institutional Review Board (IRB) to conduct the study (see Appendix E). The approved Liberty
University Institutional Review Board reference number was 3674.093019.

After IRB approval was received, a recruitment letter was emailed to all elementary and
middle school principals and assistant principals within a given division asking each to answer
questions via a link to a survey in Google Forms® (see Appendix F). Email addresses for the
elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals were obtained using the school
division websites. A link to access an online consent and the survey was included in the emailed
recruitment letter (see Appendix F). The ORI was entered into Google Forms by permission of
the creator (see Appendix B). The Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities
(ORI) (see Appendix A) was followed by a demographic section (See Appendix F). The ORI
and demographic questions were posted as a single, continuous survey.

The initial send date for each recruitment letter was monitored in a spreadsheet
maintained on the researcher’s hard drive and backed-up to the researcher’s online doctoral
OneDrive®. Two weeks after the initial recruitment letter was sent, a follow up letter was
emailed acknowledging that some principals and assistant principals had already participated and
making a second request for other potential candidates to participate (see Appendix G). The
researcher did not know who had and had not participated, to protect the identity of the
participant division, schools, and individuals. The follow up letter included a general note of
thanks to individuals who have already completed the survey. Data collection continued for four
weeks after the last recruitment letter is sent.

Access to the Google Forms® account was limited to the researcher and survey results
were printed and filed in the researcher’s secure file. All summary and individual data were

downloaded from Google Forms®. The reports were stored in electronic format on the
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researcher’s Google Drive®, on the researcher’s hard drive and backed-up to the researcher’s
online doctoral candidate webserver. Electronic files were password protected.

Each participant was assigned a participant number for organizational purposes. The
ORI was scored, by the researcher and an additional scorer, according to the standard survey
scoring protocol. Demographic data and total ORI scores were formatted in spreadsheet columns
to facilitate transfer to the Statistical Package for the Social Science — Version 25.0 (SPSS-25.0).
After data was edited, the electronic file was uploaded to SPSS for analysis. All printed
documents were stored in the researcher’s secured personal files and will be maintained for the
required seven-year period.

Data Analysis

The researcher used Statistical Package for the Social Science — Version 25.0 (SPSS-
25.0) software to conduct a multiple regression to determine the relationship among the criterion
variable, opinions related to inclusion, and the predictor variables (administrative role, school
level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority
students served, percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and
percentage of students served identified with a disability). Gall et al. (2007) indicate that multiple
regression is widely used in educational research due to the ability to examine a combination of
two or more predictor variables and determine the magnitude and statistical significance of the
relationships between the variables in a study. The standard multiple regression analysis allows
the predictive usefulness of each predictor variable to be measured while controlling for any
possible linear associations with the other predictor variables in the study (Warner, 2013).

To determine the effect size in the correlational predictive study, the R and R? were used

to examine the relationships between the predictor and the criterion variables. The researcher
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chose to focus only on the relationship between variables and not the difference between
variables. Due to this focus, a multiple regression was most relevant and dummy coding was
necessary to analyze each categorical variable further (Warner, 2013). A standard multiple
regression analysis was run to determine the relationship between the criterion variable and the
predictor variables. The criterion variable, opinions related to inclusion, was measured at the
continuous level using the score each participant received after completing the Opinions Relative
to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) survey created by Antonak and Larrivee
(1995). The predictor variables were all categorical variables measured as two groups or levels.
Predictor variables included: administrative assignment (coded 0 = principal, 1 = assistant
principal), school level (coded 0 = elementary, 1 = middle), administrative experience (coded 0 =
0-7 years, 1 = > 10 years), special education endorsement (coded 0 = special education endorsed,
1 = no special education endorsement), gender (coded 0 = male, 1 = female), percentage of
minority students served (coded 0 = <30%, 1 =>30%), percentage of students served identified
as economically disadvantaged (coded 0 =<11%, 1 =>11%), and percentage of students served
identified with a disability (coded 0 = <7.8%, 1 =>7.8%). Dummy coding allows for the
comparison of multiple, categorical groups through a multiple regression (Warner, 2013).
Data Screening

Data was screened for obvious omissions, errors, and inconsistencies; none were obvious
in the specified data. A Box and Whisker plot was created for the criterion variable to examine
data for extreme outliers (Warner, 2013). One case was designated an outlier when found to lie
outside the outer fences of the boxplot (Warner, 2013). Examination of the Casewise
Diagnostics table generated in SPSS revealed one outlier at the lower end of the scale with a

value of less than 45. The identified case had a standardize residual of -3.024, a predicted value
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of 98.77 compared to an observed ORI score of 45, which was an error in prediction (residual) of
-53.774. This case was identified to be an outlier due to the standardized residual indicating
more than three standard deviations. Reexamination of the data did not reveal errors in entry.
Since data indicated this was an extreme score relative to the rest of the sample, judgement was
made to remove the case from the study sample.
Assumption Testing

All assumption testing for a multiple regression analysis was completed. The researcher
assumed participants individually completed and submitted the survey, so the researcher assumes
that each score is independent from all others. Group sizes were compared and ideally the
groups were expected to be approximately equal in size (Warner, 2013). Upon examination, the
group sizes for administrative experience and the percentage of students in the school identified
based on percentage of minorities were approximately equal. The other groups, though not
approximately equal, had more than 10 cases in each (Warner, 2013). There was independence
of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.465. The data cannot be considered
random since it was gathered from a convenience sample of voluntary participants within
participating division.

The assumption of normality was met, as assessed by examination of a histogram (see
Figure 1). Scores were distributed in an approximately normally shaped distribution shape, as is

ideal (Warner, 2013). The assumption of normal distribution was tenable.
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Figure 1. Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) score distribution.
Typically, a scatterplot with imposed trend lines is examined to check for linearity,
multivariate normality, and homoscedasticity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Warner, 2013). If the

scatterplot is “nearly rectangularly distributed with a concentration of scores along the center”
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 127) then the assumptions of linearity, normality, and
homoscedasticity are met. There was linearity as assessed by visual inspection of the partial
regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the unstandardized predicted values
(see Figure 2). There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of the same plot of
studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. Observed plots did not exhibit a

distinct pattern and appeared to be approximately evenly spread (Laerd, 2018).
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Simple Scatter of Studentized Residual by Unstandardized Predicted Value
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Figure 2: Scatterplot showing relationship between studentized residuals and predicted values.
There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than
0.1. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than +3 standard deviations, no leverage
values greater than 0.2, and no values for Cook’s distance above 1. The assumption of normality
was met, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot (see Figure 3). Though not perfectly aligned to the diagonal

line, the points were close enough to the line to indicate normality (Laerd Statistics, 2018).
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Mormal Q-Q Plot of Studentized Residual
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Figure 3: Normal Q-Q Plot of the studentized residuals

Correlation values were examined to check the absence of multicollinearity. To
accurately determine statistical significance, predictor variables must be eliminated if more
highly correlated to another predictor variable than to the dependent variable. The Variance
Inflation Factors (VIF) were between 1 and 2 for all predictor variables so the assumption of
non-multicollinearity was met (see Table 2). Since no VIF was too high, it was assumed that no
predictor variable (x) was highly correlated with another predictor variable (x) and each provided
different information about the criterion variable (Warner, 2013). No predictor variable was

eliminated while determining the overall significance of the model.



Table 2

Collinearity Statistics — Criterion Variable: Opinions about Inclusion

Administrator Data (N = 104) Tolerance VIF
Administrative Role 0.840 1.190
School Level 0.930 1.075
Years Administrative Experience 0.872 1.146
Holds SPED Endorsement 0.932 1.073
Gender 0.882 1.134
% Minority Served 0.888 1.126
% Low SES Served 0.855 1.170
% Disabled Served 0.887 1.128

70
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The purpose of this predictive correlational study was to determine if there was a
statistically significant relationship in perceptions related to the integration of students with
special education needs among school administrators at the elementary and middle school levels.

This chapter includes the research questions, null hypotheses, descriptive statistics, and results.

Research Question

RQ1: How accurately does a linear combination of demographic factors predict

administrators’ opinions about inclusion?
Null Hypothesis

Hol: There is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(opinions about inclusion) and the linear combination of predictor variables (administrative role,
school level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of
minority students served, percentage of students served identified as economically
disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified with a disability) among elementary
and middle school principals and assistant principals in Virginia.

Descriptive Statistics

Based on permissions received from superintendents or their designees, the sample came
from 26 school divisions. The sample consisted of 104 participants. More than half of the
participants had the administrative assignment of building principal (N=67), while the rest were
assigned the position of building assistant principal (N=37). There were more participants from

the elementary school level (N=74) than the middle school level (N=30).
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The number of samples N, sample mean M, and sample standard deviation SD, are
described in Table 3 for the criterion variable. The sample mean and standard deviation were
examined for each variable. There were a total of 104 participants in this study comparing
opinions about inclusion with administrative role, school level, administrative experience,
special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served, percentage of
students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students served
identified with a disability. Only surveys completed in entirety were included in the analysis.
One case was removed from the analysis.

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics — Criterion Variable: Opinions about Inclusion

Administrator Data (N = 104) Mean SD
ORI Score 105.49 17.589
Results

Data Screening

Data was screened for obvious omissions, errors, and inconsistencies; none were obvious
in the specified data. A Box and Whisker plot was created for the criterion variable to examine
data for extreme outliers (Warner, 2013). One case was designated an outlier when found to lie
outside the outer fences of the boxplot (Warner, 2013). Examination of the Casewise
Diagnostics table generated in SPSS revealed one outlier at the lower end of the scale with a
value of less than 45. The identified case had a standardize residual of -3.024, a predicted value
of 98.77 compared to an observed ORI score of 45, which was an error in prediction (residual) of
-53.774. This case was identified to be an outlier due to the standardized residual indicating

more than three standard deviations. Reexamination of the data did not reveal errors in entry.
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Since data indicated this was an extreme score relative to the rest of the sample, judgement was
made to remove the case from the study sample.
Assumption Testing

All assumption testing for a multiple regression analysis was completed. The researcher
assumed participants individually completed and submitted the survey so the researcher assumed
that each score is independent from all others. Group sizes were compared and ideally the
groups were expected to be approximately equal in size (Warner, 2013). Upon examination, the
group sizes for administrative experience and the percentage of students in the school identified
as minorities were approximately equal. The other groups, though not approximately equal, had
more than 10 cases in each (Warner, 2013). There was independence of residuals, as assessed by
a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.465. The data cannot be considered random since it was gathered
from a convenience sample of voluntary participants within participating division.

A scatterplot with imposed trend lines was examined to check for linearity, multivariate
normality, and homoscedasticity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Warner, 2013). The assumptions
of linearity, normality, and homoscedasticity are met if the scatterplot is “nearly rectangularly
distributed with a concentration of scores along the center” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 127).
There was linearity was assessed by visual inspection of the partial regression plots and a plot of
studentized residuals against the unstandardized predicted values (see Figure 1). The residuals
roughly formed a horizontal band. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection
of the same plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. Observed plots
did not exhibit a distinct pattern and appeared to be approximately evenly spread (Laerd, 2018).

There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than

0.1. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than +3 standard deviations, no leverage
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values greater than 0.2, and no values for Cook’s distance above 1. The assumption of normality
was met, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot (see Figure 3). Though not perfectly aligned to the diagonal
line, the points were close enough to the line to indicate normality (Laerd Statistics, 2018).

Correlation values were examined to check the absence of multicollinearity. To
accurately determine statistical significance, predictor variables must be eliminated if more
highly correlated to another predictor variable than to the dependent variable. The Variance
Inflation Factors (VIF) were between 1 and 2 for all predictor variables so the assumption of
non-multicollinearity was met (see Table 2). Since no VIF was too high, it was assumed that no
predictor variable (x) was highly correlated with another predictor variable (x) and each provided
different information about the criterion variable (Warner, 2013). No predictor variable was
eliminated while determining the overall significance of the model.
Data Analysis

A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the score on the ORI from the predictor
variables in this study. The purpose of this multiple regression analysis was to determine if there
was a statistically significant relationship between the overall score obtained by each participant
on the Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) survey created by
Antonak and Larrivee (1995) and the predictor variables (administrative role, school level,
administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority
students served, percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and
percentage of students served identified with a disability).

The multiple regression model (see Table 4) did not significantly predict the ORI score, F
(8, 96) = 1.978, p = 0.057, adj. R>=0.071. Values were considered significant if p < 0.05. Since

p > 0.05, the model indicated no values were found to individually make a significant, unique
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contribution to explaining the criterion variable, the given sample (see Table 5). Based on
analysis of data, administrative role, school level, administrative experience, special education
endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served, percentage of students served
identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified with a
disability do not significantly predict the score on the ORI.

Table 4

Model Summary Table — Criterion Variable: Opinions about Inclusion

Adjusted R Std. Error of Durbin
Square the Estimate Watson

1 0.3782 0.143 0.071 16.957 1.465

a. Predictors: (Constant), % Disabled Served, Admin Experience, School Level, % Minority
Served, Holds SPED Endorsement, % Economically Disadvantaged, Administrative Role

Model R R Square

Table 5

ANOVA Opinions about Inclusion - Criterion Variable: Opinions about Inclusion

Model SS;Z;‘;Z df S'\SSZ:L F Sig
1 Regression ~ 4549.089 8 568.636 1.978 0.057%
Residual 27314.901 95 287.525
Total 31863.990 103

a. Predictors: (Constant), % Disabled Served, Admin Experience, School Level, %
Minority Served, Holds SPED Endorsement, % Economically Disadvantaged,
Administrative Role
Zero-order, part, and partial correlations of each predictor variable with opinion scores

were computed in addition to default statistics in SPSS (Warner, 2013). The condition of
holding an endorsement in special education or not was most strongly related to scores on the
ORI; the zero-order correlation (0.271) was significant (p = 0.002) between this condition and

scores on the ORI. All other predictor variables had a significance of p > 0.05, indicating all

other predictors were not strongly related to scores on the ORI (see Table 6).
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Coefficients - Criterion Variable: Opinions about Inclusion
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Unstandardized 95% Confidence Correlations
Coefficients Interval for B
Std. . Lower Upper | Zero- .

B Error t Sig Bound Bglﬁ)nd order Partial Part
(Constant) 123.771 | 7.126 | 17.368 | 0.000 | 109.623 | 137.918
Admin Role -2.892 |3.789 |-0.763 | 0.447 |-10.413 | 4.630 -0.043 | -0.078 | -0.073
Gender -8.279 | 4.203 |-1.970 | 0.052 |-16.622 | 0.065 -0.110 | -0.198 | -0.187
Admin -6.430 |3.563 |-1.805 |0.074 |-13.503 | 0.643 -0.104 | -0.182 | -0.171
Experience
School Level 1.611 3.805 | 0.423 | 0.673 |-5.943 9.165 0.002 |0.043 | 0.040
SPED Endorsed |-13.153 | 4.150 |-3.170 | 0.002 |-21.391 |-4.914 |-0.271 | -0.309 | -0.301
% Minority -1.782 | 3.539 |-0.504 |0.616 |-8.807 5.243 -0.086 | -0.052 | -0.048
Served
% Economically | 5.498 4563 |1.205 |0.231 |-3.562 14.557 [0.079 |0.123 |0.114
Disadvantaged
% Disabled -1.600 | 4.255 |-0.376 | 0.708 | -10.047 | 6.847 0.008 | -0.039 | -0.036
Served

Partial Pearson’s r scores and zero-order Pearson’s r scores were examined for possible

interactions and suppression effects (Warner, 2013). The proportions of variance uniquely

explaining the individual predictor variables were determined by squaring the partial correlations

scores (Warner, 2013). Partialling out the effects of all other predictors leaves a correlation

between the condition of holding a special education endorsement or not and scores on the ORI

of -0.309, p < 0.05. The B for the condition of holding a special education endorsement or not

was highest at -0.312, as shown in Table 6, indicating this predictor variable made a unique

contribution to explaining the criterion variable.

The final regression equation was Y = o + B1X1 + f2X2 + BaX3z + BaXs + PsXs + BeXe +

B7X7 + BeXs+ €. For this equation Y was the value of the criterion variable, Bo was a constant (y-

intercept), B1 was the slope for X1 (administrative role), B2 is the slope for Xz (school level), B3

was the slope for X3 (years administrative experience), B4 is the slope for X4 (holds a special
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education endorsement), Bs was the slope for Xs (gender), Bs was the slope for Xs (% minority
served), B7 was the slope for X7 (% low SES served), and s was the slope for Xs (% special
education served). Errors were represented by e.  The t ratios for each individual regression
slope was examined to assess the contribution of each predictor variable (Warner, 2013). Using
the standardized beta coefficients, the regression equation would be:
Y=123.771-0.079X1 + 0.042X> -0.184 X3 -0.312X4 -0.199Xs -0.051Xe + 0.124X7 -0.038Xs +
17.368

Based on the data analysis, the null hypothesis failed to be rejected. The data supports
that there is no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable (opinions about
inclusion) and the linear combination of predictor variables (administrative assignment, school
level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority
students served, percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and
percentage of students served identified with a disability) among elementary and middle school

principals and assistant principals in Virginia.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview

Chapter Five presents a review of the results of Chapter Four based on the theoretical
framework and literature review. The chapter includes discussion of the findings, implications,
limitations of the study, and recommendations for further research.

Discussion

The purpose of this predictive correlational study was to determine if there was a
statistically significant relationship in perceptions related to the integration of students with
special education needs among school administrators at the elementary and middle school levels.
By adding to research about the attitudes and opinions of principals and assistant principals in
elementary and middle schools regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities in general
classroom settings more information is available to support efforts to improve services for
students with disabilities. Students in the public school setting must be provided appropriate
educational services at all levels (Zirkle, 2013) and the expectation is that the instruction with be
in settings that are as inclusive as possible with a placement on a continuum of least restrictive
environments (Cobb, 2015; Sailor & McCart, 2014). Services and inclusion of students with
disabilities occurs under the leadership of principals and assistant principals who must provide
stable, effective leadership focused on the achievement of all students (Avci, 2015). Despite the
abundance of literature about the many roles of principals, the literature related to the
perceptions of building administrators about the inclusion of special education students in the
general, public school setting was limited and a need for additional research was indicated.

Prior research had demonstrated that the success of inclusion directly related to strong

principal leadership (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015) and positive attitudes of principals was a
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significant factor in successful implementation of inclusive practices (Nichols & Sheffield, 2014;
Sumbera, Pazey, & Lashley, 2014). Previous research indicated that attitudes are impacted by
situational and personality variables, therefore impacting behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Doll & Ajzen,
1992; Fazio, 1986). There was minimal quantitative research completed about the factors
influencing the opinions of elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals or
about the characteristics of school leaders that may impact their attitudes about inclusion (Ball &
Green, 2014). In previous studies conducted about inclusion related to any type of
administrators, the variables examined included gender, certification, training, coursework,
experience in teaching, experience in administration, percentage of minority students, percentage
of students identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students with a disability
(Hallinger, Dongyu, & Wang, 2016; Huff et al., 2011). Taking these studies into consideration,
this study about the attitudes of principals and assistant principals at the elementary and middle
school levels took similar variables into consideration. The null hypothesis for this study was
there was no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable (opinions about
inclusion) and the linear combination of the following predictor variables among elementary and
middle school principals and assistant principals in Virginia: administrative role, school level,
administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority
students served, percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and
percentage of students served identified with a disability.

The Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI), constructed
by Antonak and Larrivee (1995), was used to measure the opinions of school administrators
assigned to the role of principal or assistant principal at the elementary or middle school levels.

The purpose of this instrument is to measure the attitudes of individuals toward the integration of
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students with disabilities into general classrooms (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). The scores
obtained on the ORI and the demographic information provided by the voluntary participants
were used to answer the question: How accurately does a linear combination of demographic
factors predict administrators’ opinions about inclusion?

Multiple regression was used to analyze the data in order to examine the combination of
the predictor variables and determine the magnitude and statistical significance of the
relationship to the scores on the ORI (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The standard multiple
regression analysis allowed for the predictive usefulness of each predictor variable to be
measured while controlling for any possible linear associations with the other predictor variables
in the study (Warner, 2013). The criterion variable was the overall score obtained by each
participant on the ORI. Predictor variables were administrative role, school level, administrative
experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served,
percentage of students served identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of
students served identified with a disability. The population for this study included (N = 104) a
convenience sample of elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals located
in 26 divisions across the Commonwealth of Virginia during the 2019-2020 academic school
year.

Research Question

The research question asked if the combination of demographic characteristics for a
building administrator could predict an administrator’s opinion about inclusion in a statistically
meaningful way. The researcher hypothesized that there would be a significant predictive
relationship between the criterion variable (opinions about inclusion) and the linear combination

of predictor variables (administrative role, school level, administrative experience, special
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education endorsement, gender, percentage of minority students served, percentage of students
served identified as economically disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified
with a disability) among elementary and middle school principals and assistant principals in
Virginia. The results of the multiple regression analysis did not confirm this hypothesis because
the regression equation with all eight predictors was not significantly related to the ORI, R? =
0.145, adjusted R? = 0.073, F(8, 96) = 2.029, p >0.05. The sample multiple correlation
coefficient was 0.38, which indicates approximately 14.5% of the variance of the ORI can be
accounted for by the linear combination of the predictor variables. R2 for the overall model was
14.5% with an adjusted R2 of 7.3%, a small size effect according to Cohen (1988). Since p >
0.05 the findings could not be considered significant. The overall findings failed to reject the
null hypothesis.

The results of this study indicated a combination of predictor variables (administrative
role, school level, administrative experience, special education endorsement, gender, percentage
of minority students served, percentage of students served identified as economically
disadvantaged, and percentage of students served identified with a disability) did not
significantly account for the opinions of the administrators who completed the survey. An
examination of individual characteristics revealed that holding a special education endorsement
or not did make a unique, statistically significant contribution to explaining the differences in
opinions about inclusion among these administrators. Partialling out the effects of all other
predictors left a correlation between the condition of holding a special education endorsement or
not and scores on the ORI of -0.309, p < 0.05. The condition of holding a special education
endorsement or not was highest at -0.312, indicating this predictor variable made a unique

contribution to explaining the criterion variable. Data for the surveyed population indicated that
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not holding a special education endorsement negatively impacted the overall score obtained on
the ORI, these participants had a less positive view of inclusion than those who held special
education endorsements. Examination of the population also revealed that the number of
participants who were endorsed in at least one area of special education accounted for less than
one quarter of all participants (N = 23) as opposed to those who did not hold special education
endorsements (N = 81).

Research indicated that most building leaders are involved in special education leadership
activities, yet they have an underdeveloped understanding of inclusive practices, continuums of
services, or the needs of students with disabilities (SWD) (Ball & Green, 2014; Frost & Kersten,
2011). Past studies have shown that educators’ attitudes change as age increases or based on
gender (Vaz et al., 2015). Other studies indicated that taking courses in special education or
holding an endorsement in special education may have impact on an administrator’s attitude
about inclusion (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green, 2014; Lynch, 2012). Prior research
indicated no significant difference in attitudes toward inclusion based on whether an educator
was providing instruction at the elementary or middle school level (Logan & Wimer, 2013), but
no results were specific to administrators. Experience demonstrated varying impact in past
studies with some studies revealing the factor to be highly significant and others indicating no
statistical significance (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Huff et al., 2011). One student suggested
socioeconomic status, minority status, and the percentage of SWD in schools could impact
research results in a statistically significant manner (Huff et al., 2011). This study focused on
these factors as related specifically to principals and assistant principals at specific school levels.
Results of this study indicated that only one factor, holding a special education endorsement or

not, was statistically significant.
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Literature showed that the transition from elementary school is during a time of
developmental changes for students that occur at different times for different children creating
varying rates of cognitive, emotional, psychosocial, and behavioral changes for each student
(Bandura, 1969; Madjar & Cohen-Malayev, 2016; Proctor & Choi, 1994). When moving from
elementary to middle school, students find that environments and expectations change greatly
(Anderman, Maehr, & Midgley, 1999). Student move from primary educational programs that
tend to emphasize nurture and caring to secondary settings that often become less personal more
focused on subject-oriented instruction with less care and nurturing (Carter, Clark, Cushing, &
Kennedy, 2005; Loke & Lowe, 2014; Proctor & Choi, 1994; Pullen, 2016; Tarekegne, 2015).

SWD are at greater risk school during transitioning than typically developing peers since
lack of continuity across settings will create negative impacts that special education services may
need to address (Carter et al., 2005; Loke & Lowe, 2014; McLeskey, Launders, Williamson, &
Hoppey, 2010). As SWD access education at all levels inclusion with supports in order to access
the general education curriculum for all courses remains the highest standard for meeting the
federal mandates that require SWD to have access to and accountability for the same curriculum
as their non-disabled peers (Ball & Green, 2014; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013).

Considering the significance of transitioning from elementary school to middle school
and the difference in the settings, one might expect differences between the school levels to
impact other aspects of education. No research was found to focus on the impact of school level,
an administrator’s role, or how well a combination of factors might predict the opinions of
administrators about inclusion. This study examined a variety of factors as related to

administrators in the elementary and middle school levels, however, no statistically significant
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data was revealed. School level, role, or a combination these with other factors were not found
to predict opinions about inclusion with significance.

One past study suggested the percentage of economically disadvantaged students,
minority students and SWD in a school had statistical significance in the results (Huff et al.,
2011). In this study, factors related to the school population also did not have significant impact
on the administrators’ opinions about inclusion, including the percentage of minority students
served, percentage of students with low socioeconomic status served, and the percentage of
students with a disability served.

Past research related to experience as a building leader and working with SWD yielded
varying results in educational studies about principals (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green,
2014; Huff et al., 2011). Experience of principals, as a predictive variable, yields varying
results in educational with some indicating it as a significant factor and other finding experience
to have no statistical significance (Angelle & Bilton, 2009; Ball & Green, 2014; Huff et al.,
2011).

Past studies indicated a correlational relationship between a principal’s certification and
attitude toward education of SWD (Lynch, 2012). Research indicated that building leaders
received limited opportunity for coursework, training, or personal and professional experiences
in the area of special education (Ball & Green, 2014; Billingsley, McLeskey, & Crockett, 2014).
The building administrators who held a special education certification were found to have more
positive attitudes and felt better prepared to lead special education programs (Frost & Kersten,
2011). In the current study the one factor of holding a special education endorsement or not, was

statistically significant. The results of this study support the findings of past studies.
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Implications

The theory of planned behavior suggests that attitudes are constructs that can mediate
behaviors (Bentler & Speckart, 1979) and if factors such as attitudes are considered, behaviors
may be predictable (Conner & Abraham, 2001). Factors such as experiences and knowledge can
influence attitudes towards behaviors (Ball & Green, 2014). Based on this theory, it may be
possible to understand how hard a person is willing to try or how much effort they might exert in
order to complete a task (Ajzen, 1991), such as working to implement inclusion. If factors
influencing attitudes that impact behaviors are conditions that can change or not, then it stands to
reason that it becomes possible to consider changing the behavioral intent of individuals, over
time, by influencing the more malleable factors (Ajzen, 1991, Pace & Aiello, 2016). The results
of this study indicated that many individual factors did not make a unique impact on explaining
the score on the ORI which reflect an individual’s opinion about inclusion. The factor of holding
a special education endorsement, a factor that can be changed about an individual, did make a
unique contribution to explaining the score obtained on the ORI. This would indicate that by
changing endorsement status of a principal or assistant principal by having them earn an
endorsement in special education or participate in the classes required for endorsement, it may be
possible to influence the individual’s attitudes about inclusion.

Based on the theory of planned behavior, if a factor that influences attitude is changed,
then the individual’s willingness to try or intent to put effort into inclusion practices at the school
level may also change. The leaders at the building level have influence on the staff and
educational programming (Poon-McBrayer & Wong, 2013). Leadership at the building level
becomes a delicate balance of decision making (Billingsley et al., 2014). The attitudes and

actions of the leaders set the tone that impacts the climate for staff to be empowered and all
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students to achieve (Cobb, 2015; Mendels, 2012; Sumbera et al., 2014). Awareness of any factor
that may improve leaders’ attitudes about inclusion in school has the potential to improve
implementation efforts within the school and results for students with disabilities. By  z.

This study sought to determine if the characteristics of administrators could help to
predict their opinions related to the inclusion of students with special education needs in the
general education setting. If the researcher determined that there was a statistically significant
relationship between a combination of the characteristics or any of the individual characteristics,
when partialling out the effects of all other predictors, then perhaps the result would indicate
ways to support administrators to have more positive attitudes about inclusion and improve their
willingness to support and implement inclusion efforts. The present study found a statistically
significant correlation between the opinions about inclusion as measured by the ORI and one of
the predictive factors examined. The results determined that holding an endorsement in special
education was correlated to holding a more positive opinion about inclusion. Other factors such
as gender, role, experience, school level, and school population characteristics did not have a
significant correlation to an administrator’s opinion about inclusion in the school where they
lead.

Specific implications can be determined from the significant relationship between special
education endorsement and scores on the ORI. The results of the study would indicate that
hiring administrators with special education endorsement or providing opportunities to earn an
endorsement or take the classes leading to endorsement may positively influence administrators’
attitudes related to inclusion. Past research has demonstrated that many building leaders
assume their roles without adequate experience and knowledge in the area of special education in

order to lead the implementation of special education programming that meets the needs of SWD
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(Ball & Green, 2014; Billingsley et al., 2014; Frost & Kersten, 2011). The results of this study
are important because there is additional support for school leaders to have an increased level of
knowledge, including endorsement, in the area of special education.

Another implication that can be drawn from the results of the study is that the factors that
cannot be as easily controlled, if at all, such as gender, amount of experience, and make up of a
school population, do not have a statistical impact on the opinions of building administrators
regarding inclusion. While past research may have shown that some of these factors may have
had statistically significant correlation, this study did not yield similar results. The results from
this study are important because the information indicates factors that cannot be easily controlled
do not predict an administrator’s opinion about inclusion in a statistically significant way, while
a factor that can be changed does have the potential to predict an administrator’s opinion. This
information would indicate that the opinions of administrators are less impacted by factors that
cannot be easily changed, if at all, than a factor that can be changed. Therefore, school divisions
can consider implementation of strategies that may improve administrator’s opinions about
inclusion in the buildings where they lead.

Limitations

Various factors were noted that limit the generalizability of findings from this study.
Factors related to the population were the first notable limitation. The findings cannot be
generalized to populations outside of Virginia or to Virginia as a whole, since the convenience
sample cannot be considered a representative sample of a larger population. The study utilized a
convenience sample (N = 104) within only 26 of 227 possible school divisions within Virginia.
The minimum, desired population of 112 participants for the study was not achieved, therefore

the statistical quality of the study was impacted. The study included a limited number of



88

participants. The population lacked diversity in many areas, for example 74% were working at
the elementary level, 80% identified as female, and 67% were assigned the role of principal.

Factors related to the administration of the survey indicated possible limitations the
generalizability of the information gathered. The study assumed that each participant had the
same basic understanding of each statement that was part of the Opinions Relative to Integration
of Students with Disabilities (ORI) as developed by Antonak and Larrivee (1995). However, this
may not be an accurate assumption and some participants may have differing understandings or
confusion about some of the statements in the ORI. The study was voluntary, and participants
completed surveys online on their personal computers. The researcher did not interact with
participants and was not able to determine if participants had difficulty with the survey, asked for
assistance of any type, or collaborated with others while completing the questions. Some
divisions did not allow the researcher to send information directly to potential participants. Two
divisions agreed to invite staff to participate but required the researcher to provide recruitment
and follow up letters to a designee who then sent letters to potential participants. This variation
on the process could have had unintended influence on the quality of responses, if participants
felt pressure to participate in the survey by their division and participation in the survey was no
longer truly voluntary.

The way responses were received was also noted as a limitation that must be considered.
The researcher received responses in a manner that did not allow for the identification of
individual participants. The design of the study did not allow for the researcher to know how
many participants each division contributed. In addition, some divisions offered much larger
pools of potential participants than other divisions. Based on these facts specific sample

populations, such as same divisions or schools, may be overrepresented.



89

The examination of group sizes revealed another limitation of the study. When compared
the groups were expected to be approximately equal in size (Warner, 2013). Upon examination,
the group sizes for administrative experience and the percentage of students in the school
identified as minorities were approximately equal. The other groups, though not approximately
equal, had more than 10 cases in each (Warner, 2013). Each group had enough participants to
proceed with the study, but the fact that groups were not approximately equal in size presents
should be considered a limitation of this study.

Recommendations for Future

Upon reflection, there are some recommendations for future research, based on the results
of the outcomes of this study. First, the same study should be replicated with the participation of
additional Virginia divisions. Multiple divisions were unable to participate in the given study
based on time constraints or situations occurring at the time the study was occurring. With
expanded participation, the significance of the results may increase. The same study should also
be conducted with the participation of divisions and schools from other states. The consideration
of perspectives from other states, again could expand the population and the possible
significance of the results.

To expand the information yielded by the study, consideration should be given to
expanding the scope of the study. This would include conducting a qualitative study that would
allow for the collection of data at more than two levels for specific predictor values. Collection
of data in this way would allow for the examination of more specific descriptors for categories
such as endorsements, disabilities served, and administrative experience. A research could also

consider conducting a qualitative or mixed methods study that would provide reflective data to
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provide possible insight and explanation for why opinions vary related to the inclusion of
students with disabilities in the general education setting.

This study focused on a specific group of educators assigned to a specific role. In
addition, this study was based on specific construct and instrumentation. Future research should
consider examining educators from additional educational roles. Future research may also
consider the inclusion of additional instrumentation or theoretical constructs to further frame the
examination of opinions about inclusion.

Recommendations for future research should be thought of as ways to further increase
knowledge in the field of study. Future study should continue research efforts while being

mindful of limitations that have been noted by this researcher.
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APPENDIX B
ORI Permission to Use
Statement of Permission to Use

Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI)

I, Barbara Larrivee, hereby grant permission to use the Opinions Relative to the
Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI), to:

Name: Pattye K. Leslie

Institution: Liberty University

Address: [INNEEEE
Phone no.: N
E-mail: [

This permission is granted for research purposes only. If changes are made to the ORI,
the citation must say “adapted from.”

There is no charge to use the survey. | am requesting that you send the results of the
research in order to pool data to conduct further research on the ORI.

The above named also agrees to provide a written summary of findings including a by-

item analysis. This report should be sent within 30 days of completion of the research via e-mail

to [ O'. if sent via mail, please send to my home address:

| agree to these terms to use the ORI.

Pattye K. Leslie June 16, 2017

ORI User Date
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APPENDIX C
Email Request to Include Division Personnel in Doctoral Research

Dear Division Superintendent or Division Designee,

My name is Pattye Keeling Leslie and | am a graduate student in the Education Department at
Liberty University. | am conducting research for a dissertation as part of the requirements for
completion of an Ed.D.

The research focuses on the attitude regarding inclusion among principals and assistant
principals at the elementary and middle school levels. In order to compare attitudes among these
administrators, | will administer a survey to measure opinions regarding inclusion and
correlating demographic factors. Completion of the survey should require about five minutes.
Data will be collected in a manner that will allow participants to remain anonymous. Participant
divisions, including the names of staff and schools, will not be identified in drafts of final reports
of the study. | am writing to request your permission to recruit administrators within your school
division.

Should you grant permission for me to administer this survey to elementary and middle school
building administrators in your division, | will access email addresses for each person using
resources from your division website and the Virginia Department of Education. | ask that you
please respond to this request indicating whether you grant permission for me to include employees
from your division in my research.

Attached you will find a copy of the proposal for my study. The appendix includes the
Conditional Approval from the Institutional Review Board, the Informed Consent for all
participants, and the survey questions.

If you have questions, you are encouraged to contact the researcher, Pattye Keeling Leslie. You

may contact her at |||} ] I or email address: [ . Y ou may also contact
the dissertation chair, Dr. Jeff Rector, by email at: ||| GG

If you have questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to some other than
the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB), 1971
University Blvd, Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at irb@liberty.edu

| ask that you please respond to this email request indicating whether you grant permission for
me to include employees from your division in my research. If you would like to receive a copy
of the final results, please include that request in your response and a copy will be provided at
the completion of the study.
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Thank you for your time and consideration of supporting research that will allow school
divisions to better understand how administrative attitudes may impact services provided to
students with disabilities. The input of personnel in your division will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Pattye Keeling Leslie
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APPENDIX D

Informed Consent
An Analysis of Opinions About Special Education Inclusion Among Virginia Elementary and
Middle School Administrators
Pattye Keeling Leslie
Liberty University
Ed.D. Candidate, School of Education

You are invited to participate in a research study of how opinions about special education
inclusion correlate to demographic data among elementary and middle school principals and
assistant principals in Virginia school divisions. You were selected as a possible participant
because you are a principal or an assistant principal at the elementary or middle school level, |
ask that you read this form and ask any questions that you may have before agreeing to be in the
study.

This study is being conducted by Pattye Keeling Leslie, a doctoral candidate in the School of
Education at Liberty University.

Background Information: The purpose of this correlational study is to analyze how opinions
about special education inclusion correlate to demographic data among elementary and middle
school principals and assistant principals in Virginia school divisions.

Procedures:

If you agree to be in this study, | would ask you to do the following:
Complete the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) survey and
related demographic questions. It should take approximately 5 minutes to complete the survey.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: The risks involved in this study are minimal, which
means they are equal to the risks you would encounter in everyday life. The benefits of the study
are the collection of additional data regarding attitudes towards inclusion and factors that can
impact such attitudes. Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part
in this study.

Compensation: Participants will not be compensated for participating in this study.

Confidentiality: The records of the study will be kept private. Research records will be stored
securely, and only the researcher will have access to the records. Participant responses will
remain anonymous. Data will be stored in password protected online accounts and locked
physical locations and may be used in future presentations. After three years, all electronic
records will be deleted.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in the study is voluntary and your decision
whether or not to participate will not affect current or future relations with Liberty University.
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You are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time, prior to submitting the survey,
without affecting those relationships.

How to Withdraw from the Study:

If you choose to withdraw from the study, please exit the survey and close your internet browser.
Your responses will not be recorded or included in the study.

Contacts and Questions: The researcher conducting this study is Pattye Keeling Leslie. If you
have questions, you are encouraged to contact her at or email address:
. You may also contact the researcher’s faculty chair, Dr. Jeff Rector, by

email at: |

If you have questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to some other than
the researcher, you are encourage to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971 University
Blvd, Green Hall Suite 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@liberty.edu.

Please notify the researcher if you would like a copy of this information for your records.

Statement of Consent: I have read and understood the above information. I have asked
questions and have received answers. | consent to participate in the study.

o | have read the informed consent and wish to proceed to the survey and participate in the
described study.
o |do NOT wish to participate in the study
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APPENDIX E

Liberty University Institutional Review Board Approval

LIBERTY UNIVERSITY.

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
September 30, 2019

Pattye K. Leslie IRB Exemption 3674.093019: An Analysis of Opinions about Special Education
Inclusion among Virginia Elementary and Middle School Administrators

Dear Pattye K. Leslie,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board has reviewed your application in accordance with the
Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulations
and finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you may begin your research
with the data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved application, and no further IRB oversight
iS required.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.101(b)(2), which identifies specific situations in which
human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:101(b):

(2) Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of public behavior (including visual
or auditory recording) if at least one of the following criteria is met:

0] The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity
of the human subjects cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to
the subjects;

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any changes to your
protocol must be reported to the Liberty IRB for verification of continued exemption status. You may
report these changes by submitting a change in protocol form or a new application to the IRB and
referencing the above IRB Exemption number.

If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determining whether possible
changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at irb@liberty.edu.

Sincerel

LIBERTY

UNIVERSITY
Liberty University | Training Champions for Christ since 1971
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APPENDIX F
Online Participant Recruitment Letter and Survey

Survey for the Doctoral Study: An Analysis of Opinions about Special Education Inclusion
Among Virginia Elementary and Middle School Administrators

My name is Pattye Keeling Leslie and | am a graduate student in the School of Education at
Liberty University. | am conducting research for a dissertation as part of the requirements for
completion of a Doctor of Education degree. My research focuses on the attitude regarding
Special Education inclusion among principals and assistant principals at the elementary and
middle school levels.

If you are an elementary or middle school principal or assistant principal, and agree to
participate, you will be asked to complete the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students
with Disabilities (ORI) survey and related demographic questions. Completion of the survey
should require about five minutes. Your participation will be completely anonymous, and no
personal, identifying information will be collected.

To participate, click on the survey link to complete the survey.

An informed consent document is provided at the beginning of the survey. The informed
consent will provide additional information about my research including more detailed
information about research procedures and participation. Please click on the survey link at the
end of the consent information to indicate that you have read the consent information and would
like to take part in the survey.

If you have questions, you are encouraged to contact the researcher, Pattye Keeling Leslie. You

may contact her at |||} I or email address: | . Y ou may also contact
the dissertation chair, Dr. Jeff Rector, by email at: || | |GczczNENNN:

Your input is very important to learning more about how outcomes for students with disabilities
may be improved and your participation will be greatly appreciated.

Pattye Keeling Leslie
Liberty University
Ed.D. Candidate, School of Education


https://forms.gle/JjzdYFPcRvrgyTPj8
mailto:lesliep1@liberty.edu
mailto:jlrector4@liberty.edu
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Redacted to comply with copyright.

Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI)

General Directions:

Please select the number to right of each item that best describes your agreement or disagreement
with the statement.

KEY: -3 = | disagree very much -2 = | disagree pretty much -1 = | disagree a little +1 = I
agree a little +2 = | agree pretty much +3 = | agree very much

-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3

T
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KEY: -3 = | disagree very much -2 = | disagree pretty much -1 = | disagree a little +1 = |
agree a little +2 = | agree pretty much +3 = | agree very much
-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3

m
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KEY: -3 = | disagree very much -2 = | disagree pretty much -1 = | disagree a little +1 = |
agree a little +2 = I agree pretty much +3 = | agree very much

-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3

I
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KEY: -3 = | disagree very much -2 = | disagree pretty much -1 = | disagree a little +1 = |
agree a little +2 = I agree pretty much +3 = | agree very much

-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3

i

© ORI 1995
Barbara Larrivee, Linda Cook, and Richard Antonak
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Related Demographic Questions

Please answer the following questions to assist with the research process. No information will be
personally identifiable. Base all information regarding school demographics on the most recently
information reported to the public.

Which category best describes your current position in your division?
o Principal
o Assistant Principal
o Other

What is your gender?
o Male
o Female

Which category includes your years of administrative experience?
o 0-7years
o more than 7 years
o | have never served as an administrator

Which category describes the level of the school where you work? *
o Elementary
o Middle
o Other

Which category best describes you?
o | hold at least one special education endorsement as part of my teaching licensure
o | hold NO special education endorsement as part of my teaching licensure
o lam not a licensed educator

Which category best describes the minority population served by your school division?
o < 30% minority served
o >30% minority served

Which category best describes population served by your school division qualifying for free and
reduced lunch?

o < 11% qualify for free and reduced lunch

o > 11% qualify for free and reduced lunch

Which category best describes the population of students with disabilities served by your school
division?

o <7.8% SWD served

o >7.8% SWD served
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APPENDIX G
Follow up Participant Letter

Dear Building Administrator,

Two weeks ago, you were contacted with an invitation to participate in a research study. This
follow-up email is a reminder for you to take part in this survey if you wish to participate and have
not already done so. My name is Pattye Keeling Leslie and | am a graduate student in the School
of Education at Liberty University. | am conducting research for a dissertation as part of the
requirements for completion of an Ed.D. If you have participated, | greatly appreciate your time.
If you have not yet participated, your participation in this study is valuable to improving the quality
of the results.

The research focuses on the attitudes regarding Special Education inclusion among principals
and assistant principals at the elementary and middle school levels. By participating in this
survey, you have the opportunity to provide information that may continue research efforts to
understand how educators might continue to improve the support offered to students with
identified, special education needs.

The survey includes the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI)
and related demographic questions and should take approximately 5 minutes to complete. The
deadline to participate in the survey is [date]. Participation will be completely anonymous.

To participate, click on the survey link to complete the survey.

An informed consent document is provided at the beginning of the survey and will provide
additional information about my research including more detailed information about research
procedures and participation. Please click on the survey link at the end of the consent to indicate
that you have read the consent information and would like to take part in the survey.

If you have questions, you are encouraged to contact the researcher, Pattye Keeling Leslie. You

may contact her at || | N ] or email address: | . Y ou may also contact
the dissertation chair, Dr. Jeff Rector, by email at: || ||GGTczIczENzNNz

Thank you for your time and consideration. Your input is very important and your participation
will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Pattye Keeling Leslie


https://forms.gle/JjzdYFPcRvrgyTPj8
mailto:lesliep1@liberty.edu
mailto:jlrector4@liberty.edu

