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ABSTRACT 

 

GENERAL CLASSROOM AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' ATTITUDES 
TOWARD AND PERCEPTIONS OF INCLUSION IN RELATION  

TO STUDENT OUTCOMES 

Jennifer Ruhl Hull 

 

The purpose of this study was both to extend the current research base on 

inclusion and to further delineate the attitudes and perceptions of general and special 

educators regarding the outcomes of students with disabilities who participated in 

inclusive programs. In this era of accountability, a growing need has arisen for special 

education to intensify its emphasis upon student outcomes in relation to the general 

education classroom. Using a survey method with a follow-up confirmation interview, 

responses of 100 teachers were examined about their expectations of outcomes for 

students with different disability types and degrees included in the general education 

classroom. Frequencies, descriptive statistics, and statistical analyses using an ANOVA 

procedure were used to determine the significance of the results. The findings were 

correlated to current research, trends, policy, and law. 



 
 1 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Inclusion, defined for the purpose of this study, is the education of an individual 

with disabilities in a general education classroom of the student's neighborhood school 

for the majority of his school day, with the provision of any necessary specially designed 

instruction, supplementary aids and services, along with the promotion of an atmosphere 

of belonging in the classroom and school. There is currently no federal or state mandate 

for the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. The 

Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) and its 1997 amendments do not use the term 

inclusion but rather mandate the least restrictive environment (LRE) and other provisions 

that encourage inclusionary practices. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), 

reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, provides 

expectations and guidelines for the implementation of inclusive instruction and 

assessment.  Still, inclusion has been examined in the courts, debated in the literature, and 

diversely interpreted by states and districts. Advocates of inclusion range in opinion for 

support of fully inclusive programs that serve all children for 100% of their school day to 

those who bolster the continuum of services and the rights of placement in a more 

restrictive setting such as a special school or hospital setting, if appropriate. Moreover, 

research studies can be found demonstrating both the effectiveness and ineffectiveness of 
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inclusion for various populations of students (D'Alonzo, 1997; Kauffman, Gerber, & 

Semmel, 1988). In Florida, as in most other states, inclusionary practices are encouraged 

but because the implementation of inclusion is still in its developmental stages, there is a 

great deal of uncertainty as to which populations of disabled students may benefit from 

inclusion, and in what ways they benefit. Or, as Rogers (1993), while referring to the 

diversity of an inclusive class stated, "the various students may derive different benefits" 

(p. 4). Until it is known what social, academic, functional, or life skills outcomes are 

perceived as occurring, it is unlikely teachers will be able to further identify, adjust, or 

improve upon these outcomes. 

 Inclusion has contributed to changes in the dynamics of the classroom, 

functionality of the curriculum and, quite possibly, it has broadened the expectations of 

teachers. In the literature on program effectiveness, a major feature of the curriculum has 

been the delineation and definition of the outcomes expected for students (McLaughlin & 

Warren, 1992; National Information Center for Children and Youth With Handicaps, 

1993; Sands, 1995). Inevitably, when a classroom population changes and the range of 

abilities expand, teachers must adjust their programs and outcome expectations in order 

for all students to experience success. This requires careful examination and introspection 

of expectations of student outcomes on the part of teachers. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, research studies examined some student outcomes that 

resulted from mainstreaming or integration of students with specific types of disabilities 

or degrees of disabilities (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Shotel, Iano, &  McGettin, 1972; 

Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981). Studies in the 1990s appear to reflect investigation of 
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inclusive placements, strategies, and attitudes based on single populations of students of 

the same categorical type or degree of disability, or those unspecified, homogeneous 

groups (Baker, J., & Zigmond, 1990; Bradshaw, 1997; Whinnery, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 1991). 

 Soon after, teacher attitude and perceptual studies relating to inclusion became 

predominant (Bennett, 1997; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; Stoler, 1992). Teacher 

attitude has been demonstrated to be one of the most important variables in determining 

the success of innovative programs in special education (Larrivee & Cook, 1979; 

MacDonald & Hardman, 1989; Parrish, Nunn, & Hattrup, 1982; Stoler).  

Accountability systems are now evolving toward a focus on student performance 

and program improvement that includes all student populations (Moore, Gilbreath, & 

Maiuri, 1998). Even the reauthorization of IDEA and its amendments reflect concern 

about the past exclusion of students with disabilities from many states and district 

assessments, curriculum, or reform initiatives designed to improve student performance 

(Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Koleski, & Reschly, 1998). The NCLB regulations specify that 

each state, district, and school must be held accountable for each achievement of all 

students (Lehr & Thurlow, 2003). Therefore, it has become evident that in addition to the 

appropriate provision of services, special education needs to intensify its emphasis upon 

student outcomes in relation to the general education classroom. The National Center on 

Educational Outcomes and others are currently working with states and federal agencies 

to identify important outcomes for students with disabilities (Ysseldyke et al.). But there 

appears to be a dearth of research that examines general and special educators' current 

perceptions and attitudes of inclusion in relation to student outcomes. 
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Purpose of the Current Study 

It has been empirically demonstrated that teacher acceptance (Whinnery et al., 

1991) and positive attitudes (Biklen, Brogan, Ferguson, & Searl, 1985; Garvar-Pinhas & 

Schmelkin, 1989) are necessary if integration into the general education classroom and 

the implementation of educational intervention is to be effective and successful. The 

purpose of this study is twofold: (a) to extend the current research base on inclusion and 

(b) to further delineate the attitudes and perceptions of general and special educators with 

regard to outcomes of students with disabilities who participate in inclusive programs in 

selected elementary schools. The research problem, stated as a comprehensive question, 

will be used as an overall guide by the researcher: Do elementary level general and 

special educators who teach in selected inclusive settings maintain different attitudes and 

expectations of educational outcomes for their students with disabilities? 

 
Research Questions 

1. Do elementary level general and special educators expect different educational 

outcomes (academic, social, functional or life skills) from each of their 

students with disabilities? 

2. Do elementary level general and special educators' expectations of student 

outcomes vary according to type or degree of disability? 

3. In relation to outcomes, do elementary level general and special educators feel 

their students with disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting? 
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4. In relation to outcomes, do elementary level general and special educators' 

beliefs about the best setting for their students vary according to the student's 

type or degree of disability? 

5. Would elementary level general and special educators be more willing to 

teach students with moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they 

were provided (a) a social and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training 

to integrate other curriculum into their current academic curriculum, or (c) 

outcome indicators for accountability purposes? 

 
Definition of the Terms 

Accountability. Broadly defined, the concept denotes the use of systematic 

methods to analyze whether schools are moving in desired directions (Erickson, 1997). 

Accountability in education can be viewed at two levels--system or student (Moore et al., 

1998). 

Attitude. An attitude denotes a psychological state that predisposes a person to 

action (Trandis, Adamopoulous, & Brinberg, 1984). An attitude could be a personal 

feeling with regard to some matter. 

Classroom dynamics. An important variable related to school learning (Wang, 

Haertel, & Walberg, 1990) that may include such factors as teacher, student, instructional 

factors, teachers’ attitudes and perceptions, students’ academic engagement and 

perceptions, instructional accommodations, and classroom interactions (Lago-Delello, 

1998).  
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Exceptional student, disabled child, or handicapped student. Any child or student 

who has been determined eligible for a special program in accordance with Florida State 

Board of Education rules. The term includes students who are mentally handicapped, 

physically handicapped, emotionally handicapped, hearing impaired, visually impaired, 

speech impaired, language impaired, learning disabled, deaf, blind, autistic, or other 

health impaired.  

Exceptional student education. The name given in Florida and North Carolina to 

special education programs and services for students with special needs. 

Full inclusion. The definition of full inclusion varies. Rigorously stated, full 

inclusion is the total integration of all special needs students into age-appropriate, regular 

education classrooms of their community schools, regardless of the nature or degree of 

the needs involved (D'Alonzo, 1997; Daniel & King, 1997; Roberts & Mather, 1995). Yet 

in other instances, full inclusion refers to a carefully considered full-time placement of 

individual students with disabilities in a regular education class for all of their 

educational day (MacMillan, Gresham, & Forness, 1996). In both cases, support services 

are provided nearly always within the regular education environment (Murphy, 1996; 

Roberts & Mather).  

Whether an entire school population is included or one individual is included for 

the entire school day is relatively insignificant for the purpose of this project. 

Distinguishing the philosophical atmosphere of fully including individuals, regardless of 

the nature and degree of needs, is important in differentiating full inclusion from 

inclusion. The promotion of an atmosphere of belonging and the provision of specially 
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designed instruction and services in the general education classroom distinguishes full 

inclusion and inclusion from mainstreaming and integration. 

Heterogeneous schools. Frequently called inclusionary schools, where all children 

are educated with necessary supports in general education environments in their local 

neighborhood schools (Villa & Thousand, 1988). 

Inclusion. Ideally, inclusion promotes a philosophy of acceptance and belonging 

of all students. General education classes are structured to meet all students' needs by 

utilizing educational strategies and collaboration among educators to provide specially 

designed instruction and supplementary aids and services primarily in the general 

education classroom (Moore et al., 1998).  

Integration. Integration presumes that segregation exists, and although students 

are with their nondisabled peers some of the time, they may not be considered truly part 

of the class or involved in the same activities (Moore et al., 1998). The term integration 

suggests a student's placement into a setting. 

Least restrictive environment (LRE). The key principle of PL 94-142 and PL 

101-476 mandating individual states to ensure that special classes, separate schooling, or 

other removal of children with disabilities from a regular education environment occurs 

only when the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes 

with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (U.S. 

Senate, 1997). 

Judy Heumann, Assistant Secretary of the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitative Services describes LRE as follows:  
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In implementing IDEA's LRE provisions, the regular classroom in the school the 

student would attend if not disabled is the first placement option considered for 

each disabled student before a more restrictive placement is considered. If the IEP 

of a student with a disability can be implemented satisfactorily with the provision 

of supplementary aids and services in the regular classroom . . . that placement is 

the LRE placement for that student. (As cited in Moore et al., 1998, p. 5) 

Mainstreaming. Total or partial integration of disabled students into regular 

education classrooms based on the student's characteristics, capabilities, and the ability of 

the student to function academically in the classroom (Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S., 1994; 

Murphy, 1996; Roberts & Mather, 1995). Usually, mainstreaming brought students with 

special education needs into the general education setting only when specially designed 

instruction was not needed and the student could keep up with the mainstream (Moore et 

al., 1998). 

Outcomes. In the broadest sense of the word, outcomes can represent any result. 

For the purposes of the current study, outcomes are defined as any product of learning 

that can be demonstrated, symbolically represented, and measured, within the context of 

three main areas: (a) academic, (b) social, or (c) functional or life skills. Outcomes may 

be defined by in-school measures such as grades, test scores, or Individualized Education 

Plan (IEP) goals. 

Perception. In general, perception is the process of putting sensations together 

into a usable mental representation of the world. Perception typically involves all the 

steps of the information processing chain from environmental stimuli through semantic 
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short-term memory (Thomas, 1994). A variety of theories of perception exist, as no one 

of them has earned general acceptance from the information processing community 

(Uttal, 1981). 

Regular Education Initiative (REI). In 1986, Madeline Will called for a reform of 

the existing special education system, suggesting that instruction of individuals with mild 

and moderate disabilities occur, at least in part, in regular education classrooms, with 

regular education and special education cooperating and sharing resources. REI "focuses 

on integrating regular education and special education" (Smith, Finn, & Dowdy, 1993, p. 

30). 

Resource room or pull-out. The exceptional education student is provided special 

services outside the regular education classroom for a portion of the school day. 

Teacher expectations. Cognitive, inferential judgments teachers make about their 

student's present and future academic achievement and general classroom behavior 

(Brophy & Good, 1974).   



 

 
 10 

CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Historical Review 

Inclusive education programs for students with identified disabilities have become 

increasingly prevalent in recent years (Katsiyannis, Conderman, & Franks, 1995; Sawyer, 

McLaughlin, & Winglee, 1994). Data from the National Center for Educational Statistics 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2002) have indicated that during the 1998-1999 school 

year, a record 48% of students with disabilities spent 80% or more of their day in a 

regular classroom with non-disabled students, compared to 1988-1989 when only 31% of 

such students did so. The educational system has been moving toward this paradigm for 

many years. In 1968, Lloyd Dunn called for the elimination of special classes and schools 

for students with mild learning disabilities and endorsed more integrated service delivery 

models in his critique of special education (Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, & Fuchs, et 

al., 1995). The Education for All Handicapped Children's Act (EHA), PL 94-142, was 

passed in 1975 and students with handicaps were recognized as deserving a free, 

appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE). 

Deinstitutionalization and the integration of handicapped students into regular classrooms 

followed. In 1986, Madeline Will, a leader in the Regular Education Initiative (REI), 
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suggested that instruction of individuals with mild and moderate disabilities occur, at 

least in part, in regular education classes (Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). 

But the assumptions of the REI found general disagreement (Coates, 1989). Then, in 

1990, the EHA was reauthorized as PL 101-476, Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) and mainstreaming and resource rooms became popularized. In 1997, once 

more IDEA was reauthorized and the philosophy of inclusion was further developed. 

Currently, a growing number of schools and entire districts educate nearly all students in 

general education classrooms, rather than pull-out classrooms (Putnam, Spiegel, & 

Bruininks, 1995), or other more restrictive environments. 

In the last decade, federal and district courts have issued decisions addressing 

inclusion and LRE. In 1993, in Oberti v. Board of Education of the Borough of 

Clementon School District, the court held that "inclusion is a right, not a privilege for a 

select few." The Office of Special Education Services (OSERS) later filed an Amicus 

Brief pertaining to Holland v. Sacramento Unified School District (1992), stating that 

IDEA "prohibits a school district from placing a child with disabilities outside the regular 

classroom if educating the child in a regular classroom, with supplementary aids and 

services, can be achieved satisfactorily". The Department of Education distributed these 

decisions to superintendents of schools and special education directors. The Ninth Circuit 

Court ruled that a school district must show that it has made a good faith effort to enable 

a student to participate in a general education classroom by considering such factors as: 
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1. The educational benefits of the regular classroom with supplementary aids and 

services balanced with the educational benefits of the special education 

classroom. 

2. The non-academic benefits of integration with students who are not disabled. 

3. The effect of the student's presence on the educational environment and on 

other children in the classroom. 

4. The cost of mainstreaming the student. (Yell & Shriner, 1996, p. 103) 

Legal battles concerning LRE continue to pervade the courts further defining and 

refining the law. On July 8, 1997, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit ruled 

on the Hartman v. Loudoun County Board of Education case indicating the preference of 

educating children with disabilities in general education classrooms when appropriate, 

but, a placement in a more restrictive setting, such as a special class, may be indicated 

according to the LRE requirement (Yell, 1999). 

Every state and school district has formed its own interpretation of the laws 

pertaining to inclusion. There was a lack of conclusive knowledge, research, and 

successful inclusion models when the pursuit for inclusionary practices became 

prominent. Processes and procedures of inclusion were uncertain. Some school districts 

believed an immediate, entire systemic overhaul was necessary while others took the 

more prudent, case-by-case approach to returning students to the general education 

classroom. The National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI, 

1995) conducted a national survey of inclusion programs in 1994 and found that some 

districts included all students with disabilities, while others focused on those with mild or 
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moderate handicapping conditions, and still others concentrated on those with severe 

impairments. There still continues to be confusion and disagreement as to what inclusion 

is, and the best way to implement it.   

A major area of controversy developed between full inclusion proponents and 

others supporting the continuum of services. Full inclusion advocates support a unified 

educational system for all students (Lipsky & Gartner, 1992) and call for the full-time 

placement of all students with disabilities, regardless of the type or severity of the 

disability, into general education classrooms (Smith, 1998). Others argue for preserving a 

dual system of general education and special education (Lieberman, 1992) and 

maintaining a full continuum of services as mandated by law. As of late, special 

education and general education have not merged, but as a result of inclusionary 

practices, many schools have wrought two more collaborative, juxtaposed systems. There 

continues to be concern that some school districts and education agencies misinterpret the 

REI as a mandate to return all individuals with disabilities to general education 

classrooms (Gallagher, 1991), or that under the hallmark of full-inclusion or 

heterogeneous schools the continuum of placements may be ignored. But the IDEA 

regulations encourage the education of students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom whenever possible, and a range of alternative placements are also mandated 

(Hasazi, Johnston, Liggett, & Schattman, 1994; Vergason & Anderegg, 1989).  

A great deal of negative rhetoric and research exist connected to the issue of full 

inclusion. MacMillan et al. (1996) noted, "The empirical evidence reported to date fails to 

support several major assertions of spokespersons for full inclusion and, in fact, some 
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evidence contraindicates the recommendation of regular class placement for all children 

with disabilities" (p. 152). Halvorsen and Sailor (1990) exemplified that even faithful 

proponents of inclusion have come to realize the inappropriate nature of the general 

education curriculum for certain students with disabilities. Moreover, it has been 

established repeatedly that for some types of students, special education instruction is 

superior to mainstream instruction (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Leinhardt & Pallay, 1982; 

Madden & Slavin, 1983; Sindelar & Deno, 1979). 

Nevertheless, there is a growing body of research that demonstrates positive 

effects for children with disabilities in classes alongside children without disabilities in 

areas such as reaching individualized education program goals (Hunt, Goetz, & 

Anderson, 1986), improving social skills and communication (Jenkins, J. R., Odom, & 

Spletz, 1989), improved reading achievement (Jenkins et al., 1994) positive academic and 

social outcomes (Baker, E. T., Wang, & Walberg, 1995; Lipsky & Gartner, 1995) 

increasing positive peer interactions (Lord & Hopkins, 1986), enhanced friendships 

(Helmstetter, Peck, & Giangreco, 1994) heightened social competence (Cole & Meyer, 

1991) and postschool adjustment (Piuma, 1989). Enough evidence is just beginning to be 

generated to provide the potential for links and patterns, suggesting the outcome benefits 

of inclusive practices with diverse disability populations under assorted conditions. 

Foremost, useful information for teachers, parents, and students appears promising. 

Yet many feel that the real heart of special education is its individualized nature. 

Furthermore, placement and programming are more likely to breed success if determined 

on an individualized, case-by-case basis. Whinnery, King, Evans, and Gable (1995) 
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underscored the need to evaluate all elements of the reintegration process--including the 

student's learning history and the necessity to tailor the service delivery option to meet 

the unique needs of each student. It is understood that students with disabilities have 

distinctive needs; that is why they are often identified as exceptional learners. Special 

education was created largely because general education was unsuccessful meeting those 

needs (Dunn, 1968; Stainback, S., & Stainback, 1984). Currently, exceptional children 

are being included into the general education setting, and assurances must be made that 

schools do not eventuate the same general education program that has been unsuccessful 

in the past. In order to succeed, it is important that the educational system be modified to 

adequately provide the accommodations and specialized services to meet students’ 

individual needs (within or outside the general education classroom). As noted by one 

researcher, "the key to determining appropriate programming should always be each 

student's individual needs, as determined by an interdisciplinary team and represented by 

the student's IEP" (Smith, 1998, p. 317). 

Legally, IDEA ‘97 calls for involving students with disabilities in general 

education curricula, assessment activities, and classrooms with supplementary aids and 

services and specially designed instruction, as appropriate (Moore et al., 1998). An 

accompanying committee report further explains the intent behind the changes in the law 

stating, "The new emphasis on participation in the general education curriculum . . . is 

intended to produce attention to the accommodations and adjustments necessary for 

disabled children to access the general education curriculum and the special services 

which may be necessary for appropriate participation in particular areas of the 
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curriculum" (U.S. Senate, 1997, p. 17). Hence, the law encourages the inclusion of 

students with disabilities in all facets of education when deemed appropriate. 

Furthermore, inclusion is viewed as not merely the change in student placement, but also 

the meaningful provision of necessary special education supports and services within the 

general education classroom (Roach, Halvorsen, Zeph, Giugno, & Caruso, 1997). 

However, it has been empirically determined that the success of students with 

special needs in general education classrooms is related to the extent that teachers are 

willing to provide the necessary accommodations (Wang et al., 1990; Ysseldyke, 

Thurlow, Christenson, & McVicar, 1988). More often in the early phases of inclusion, 

and probably still in certain geographical areas, the needed provisions to adequately 

foster inclusion may not be provided. It has been established through prior research that 

relatively few teachers differentiate their instruction for the broad range of academic 

achievement within their classrooms (Baker & Zigmond, 1990; Fuchs D., Fuchs, & 

Bishop, 1992; McIntosh, Vaughn, Schumm, Hanger, & Lee, 1993). All too often teachers 

present the same lesson and materials to all students. It may be necessary for teachers to 

adapt or modify (a) curriculum, (b) teaching methods, (c) modes of presentation, (d) 

schedules, (e) grading, (f) assessment, or (g) the physical or emotional environment. 

Technological or physical aids, emotional or behavioral support, paraprofessional 

assistance, and specialist consultation, collaboration, or possibly co-teaching might be 

germane. But what services and supports are actually provided, and to what extent, may 

be somewhat dependent upon the outcome expectations or attitudes of teachers.  

 
Accountability and Outcomes 
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Accountability in relation to student outcomes has become a notable focus of 

educational reform; and without question, there is a need for greater accountability in 

special education. Educational effectiveness must be systematically investigated and 

recorded in order to learn about and subsequently improve the current educational 

system. Until recently, the exclusion of significant numbers of students with disabilities 

from both state and national data-collection programs made it impossible to monitor 

students' status or evaluate reform initiatives (Vanderwood, McGrew, & Ysseldyke, 

1998). In the past, special education relied primarily on monitoring and compliance for 

accountability (Moore et al., 1998). After the passage of the Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act in 1975, school districts and state departments of education 

defined compliance with the law in terms of whether individual education plans had been 

written properly, not whether they led to valued student outcomes (Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L. 

S., 1998). With the introduction of Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994) 

standards-based curriculum efforts, IDEA 1997, and school-to-work transition skills, 

student outcomes have moved to the forefront of educational reform. Accountability 

systems are now evolving toward a focus on student performance and program 

improvement that includes all student populations (Moore et al.). 

Various criteria have been used to judge individual student outcomes in the past. 

Grades, IEP goals, norm-referenced assessment, criterion-referenced assessment or 

performance assessments have been used to document achievement gains of different 

sorts. Compliance has been investigated by examining IEPs, active programs, and teacher 

qualifications. Moreover, for larger accountability purposes graduation rates, dropout 
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rates, and postschool employment records of students with disabilities have been studied 

when available. 

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) attempted to develop a 

conceptual model of educational outcomes to be assessed at six key developmental 

points, by utilizing appropriate stakeholders to identify eight major outcome domains (a) 

presence and participation, (b) accommodation and adaptation, (c) physical health, (d) 

responsibility and independence, (e) contribution and citizenship, (f) academic and 

functional literacy, (g) emotional and social adjustment, and (h) satisfaction 

(Vanderwood et al., 1998). At the state level, Ysseldyke, Vanderwood, and Reschly 

(1994) found that there are few NCEO school completion indicators for which data are 

currently reported. Yet McGrew, Spiegel, Thurlow, and Kim (1994) concluded that the 

potential exists at the national level to compile conceptually organized, comprehensive 

policy reports regarding all students as they complete school on a number of NCEO 

outcome indicators. However, due to (a) the inconsistency in the identification of students 

with disabilities and (b) the significant exclusion of portions of the population in a 

number of data-collection programs, it was determined that "it was not possible to 

extract, on a regular basis, nationally representative, policy-relevant information on the 

educational and quality-of-life outcomes for students with disabilities" (Vanderwood et 

al., p. 367). Efforts to develop some type of conceptual model of outcomes for students 

with disabilities continue.  

The widespread use of inclusion continues to suggest a need to become more 

accountable for student outcomes in relation to the general education classroom. Almost 
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every state is involved in content-based educational reform efforts that focus on 

ambitious student standards, coordinated policies, and support for school-level change 

(Fuhrman, 1994). Improved outcomes for both regular and special education students are 

a principal feature of these efforts (Lipsky & Gartner, 1995).  

Several problems have arisen from the paradox of high expectations for all 

students and the reality of diverse abilities and needs. Foremost are curriculum and 

assessment concerns that indirectly guide teachers' outcome expectations. IDEA ‘97 

includes many provisions compelling IEP content to link programs for children with 

disabilities to the general curriculum. In response to global economic challenges and past 

perceptions of American students being unprepared to go to work or college, an emphasis 

on standards-based education and school-to-work transition skills has arisen. The 

dilemma of how to provide functional outcomes for students with disabilities, including 

community-based curriculum, and yet practice inclusion in general education classrooms 

that are "highly academic in nature" (Field, Leroy, & Rivera, 1994, p. 40) has become 

manifest. The National Governors Association (NGA) and other groups have proposed 

combining academic standards and skill standards into an integrated curriculum (NGA 

Online & NGA Center for Best Practices, 1998); but it is believed it may take years to 

successfully facilitate these changes on a large-scale basis (Sands, 1995). Recent 

controversy suggests the limited scope and content of the current results-oriented, 

outcome reform, driven by the No Child Left Behind Act (Turnbull, H., Turnbull, A., 

Wehmeyer, & Park, 2003). High-stakes testing of general education curriculum 

attainment has yet to be proven appropriate for all types of students; therefore, these 
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problems are further confounded by the new emphasis on the accountability of outcomes 

for all. Teachers will need to recognize, accept, and value the need for different types of 

learner outcomes (Hollowood, 1994). Then, schools must resolve how to best pinpoint 

and assess all students' outcomes. Clearly, teachers could provide valuable insight in 

these areas. 

Teachers often formulate their expectations for student outcomes from the 

literature, curriculum, or past experience with students with disabilities. Teachers, 

especially in this era of inclusion, are unsure which outcomes are of greatest importance, 

yet reasonable and potentially obtainable for individuals. Past literature has subdivided 

outcomes into social, academic (Salend & Duhaney, 1999), and functional or life skills 

areas (Snell, 1991). Research and curriculum have also followed this pattern.   

Some full inclusionists take a more constructivist approach (Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, 

L. S., 1998; Raines, 1996; Stainback, W., Stainback, Moravec, & Jackson, 1992) to 

involve students with low incidence handicaps in inclusive practices. For example, 

Stainback, S., and Stainback (1992) posit, "Socialization and friendships are among the 

major educational goals to enable students to become active members of the community" 

(pp. 66-67). Academic standards derived from state efforts and supported and expanded 

from the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994), are often used as the basis for 

academic outcomes. Academic content standards are statements about what students 

should know and be able to do in academic disciplines (NGA Online & NGA Center for 

Best Practices, 1998). Skill standards define what someone should know or be able to do 

to work successfully in a particular field or occupation (NGA Online & NGA Center for 
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Best Practices). These include basic workplace skills such as communicating with adults, 

being on time, and many other skills similarly designated in the Secretary's Commission 

on Achieving Necessary Skills (NGA Online & NGA Center for Best Practices). Other 

skills, referred to as functional skills (Stainback, S., & Stainback, 1992) are often linked 

to this area because many of the basic skills overlap, although functional skills can 

include more fundamental life skills such as mobility or using assistive devices. 

Many educators maintain they would believe education is working well if students 

with disabilities were becoming proficient in academic and functional skills, displaying 

positive social and emotional outcomes, achieving IEP objectives, and generalizing skills 

to life outside the classroom (Moore et al., 1998). Of course, if all children are to have 

access to a curriculum of similar content and quality (Roach et al., 1997) and are 

expected to achieve within the context of the same high standards (O'Day & Smith, 1993) 

although not necessarily at the same level (Roach et al.), then special and general 

education teachers will need to develop the capability to teach, assess, and accommodate 

a vast diversity of learners. Expectations will have to be reformulated to match individual 

student's abilities and appropriate curriculum content. Yet outcomes must be definitive 

and measurable. It is uncertain what outcome expectations teachers currently hold for 

their students with disabilities. 

Broadly stated, if most teachers agree that the comprehensive goal in education is 

to provide students the tools to become successful in life as productive, self-sustaining 

and contributing members of society, then it is apparent that all of these skills--social, 

academic, and functional or life skills--are important. However, which emphasis is 
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currently foremost for which population of students (in an inclusive setting) would be 

highly informative. Developing a knowledge base of current teacher expectations in 

relation to outcomes may provide us with a starting point to improvement. 

 
Teacher Expectations, Perceptions, and Attitudes 

According to Brophy and Good (1974), teacher expectations are cognitive, 

inferential judgments that teachers make about their students' present and future academic 

achievement and general classroom behavior. Ordinarily teacher expectations are 

founded, in part, upon available data such as IQ and achievement test data, grades, 

information provided by other teachers, or knowledge about the student's family (Brophy 

& Good). Teacher expectations are normal, ubiquitously present, usually accurate, and 

shaped and changed by observation and contact with students in the classroom. 

Additionally, expectations usually result from observed performance rather than cause it 

(Brophy & Good). The potential for self-fulfilling prophecy (Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 

1968) is greatly increased when teacher expectations are inaccurate and inflexible 

(Brophy & Good). 

Attitudes and expectations are closely interconnected. The term expectation refers 

more to "a primarily cognitively derived prediction" while the term attitude refers more 

to “a primarily affective reaction” (Brophy & Good, 1974, p. 129). Attitudes can stem 

from the teacher's personality or his definition of his role as a teacher. Like teacher 

expectations, a teacher's attitude can affect teacher-student interactions (Good & Brophy, 

1972; Jackson, Silberman, & Wolfson, 1969; Jenkins, B., 1972; Silberman, 1969) and 

function as self-fulfilling prophecies (Good & Brophy; Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1968). 
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The effects of inclusion or various homogeneous grouping practices on teacher 

attitudes or expectations for student performance and subsequent teacher behavior are 

unknown. Given that teacher attitudes and perceptions of individual students appear to 

mediate teacher behavior and may influence teacher judgment of student ability (Good & 

Brophy, 1972; Itskowitz, Navon, & Strauss, 1988; Kornblau, 1982; Silberman, 1969; 

Weinstein, Madison, & Kuklinski, 1995), research characterizing teacher expectations, 

attitudes, and perceptions could provide extremely valuable data about the influence of 

inclusion on their instructional behavior. 
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Research Studies and Meta-Analyses 

Several research studies were reviewed to acquaint the researcher with existing 

relevant studies of inclusion, and teachers' perceptions relating to inclusion and student 

outcomes (Appendix A). The following databases were searched for articles on inclusion 

or teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming and inclusion: ERIC (1967 to 1987, and 1988 

to date), Web Luis Databases A-Z, Academic Indexes (1982 to 1987, and 1988 to date), 

Center for Research Libraries, General Academic Index (1988 to date), Resources in 

Education-Current, First Search, library catalogs (University of West Florida, State 

University System of Florida, and other Florida libraries), Current Index to Journals in 

Education and Research, and familiar exceptional education journals in the University of 

West Florida library or personally owned. Reference lists from pertinent books and 

journals, research synthesis, and applicable reports were searched for additional 

references. For this review, reports were included if they provided relevant general 

information on inclusion, student outcomes, or original data on teachers' attitudes toward 

teaching students with disabilities in general education classrooms. Those not included 

were studies that focused exclusively on parent, administrator, or student attitudes toward 

mainstreaming or inclusion (e.g., Cook, B. G., Semmel, & Gerber, 1999; Dyal, 1996; 

Palmer, 1998; Simpson, & Myles, 1989; Tichenor, 1998). 

After reviewing studies that focused on teacher attitudes and perceptions, it 

became apparent that there is no prior research readily available that specifically focused 

on teachers' attitudes and perceptions of inclusion in relation to student outcomes. 

Because of the recent shift of regard from the numbers of students served and compliance 
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to actual student outcomes in special education, this was not surprising. Consequently, 

only a few studies that investigate relevant attitudinal research and empirical findings 

rooted within that body of research are discussed. In addition, some non-attitudinal 

outcomes research are included to provide a foundation for attitudinal research applicable 

to student outcomes in the future. 

 
Attitude Research 

Wilczenski (1995) conducted a study for the purpose of scaling a new instrument 

called the Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) to measure attitudes 

toward inclusive education. A sample of 301 regular classroom teachers in New 

Hampshire were used in the study. In addition, a cross validation sample comprising 144 

New Hampshire College undergraduates was conducted. Wilczenski hypothesized that 

when using Rasch analysis measures, "teachers would be most agreeable to integrating 

students who required only minor classroom accommodations, but less agreeable as the 

demands for accommodation increase" (p. 292). The ATIES has a progression of item 

difficulty that reflects increasing demands placed on teachers to modify their class 

curriculum or structure to accommodate students with specific disabilities that interfere 

with their learning or the learning of their classmates. The results supported the 

hypothesis and were as follows: (a) both groups were more willing to integrate students 

with social deficits than those with physical disabilities, (b) both groups were more 

favorable to accommodating students with physical disabilities than those students 

requiring academic modifications, and (c) both groups were more favorable to accepting 

students with special academic needs than those with behavior problems. The easiest item 
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on which the teachers agreed addressed integrating students with relatively minor social 

problems such as shyness, whereas the most difficult item addressed integrating students 

considered disruptive in the classroom (Wilczenski). Also important, although not 

highlighted by the researcher, was the presentation of evidence that depicted teachers do 

indeed have preferences and attitudes relating to the populations of students in inclusive 

education. The ATIES did not examine the origin of the teachers' attitudes or preferences 

or their significance in relation to student outcomes.   

Through systematic research procedures, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) 

summarized 28 reports published from 1958 to 1995 that compiled available data about 

teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming. Throughout the current study, this researcher 

will include pertinent information from Scruggs and Mastropieri's meta-analysis as well 

as further relative information compiled from the primary sources from their review. 

Scruggs and Mastropieri’s total respondents included 10,560 teachers and other school 

personnel from rural, urban, suburban or combined school districts in the northeast, 

southeast, midwest, and western parts of the United States; New South Wales, Australia; 

and Montreal, Canada. Teaching experience varied from 0 to over 30 years. The 

educational experience of the teachers varied from bachelor's degrees to one teacher with 

a doctoral degree. One of the relevant overall findings Scruggs and Mastropieri reported 

was that the majority of the surveyed teachers supported the concept of mainstreaming or 

inclusion--showing systematic variability due to the intensity of mainstreaming and the 

severity level of the disabilities of students who are mainstreamed.  
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In four of the studies reviewed in Scruggs & Mastropieri's (1996) meta-analysis, 

teachers indicated different levels of support for including students with different types of 

disability (Berryman, J. & Berryman, 1981; Center & Ward, 1987; Horne, 1983; Shotel et 

al., 1972). For example, in the Shotel et al. study, 71.9% of the teachers supported 

mainstreaming for students with learning disabilities (LD), 28.9% supported 

mainstreaming for students with emotional disturbance (ED), and 22.8% supported 

mainstreaming for students with educable mental retardation (EMR) (Scruggs & 

Mastropieri). In the Berryman and Berryman study, 86.9% of the teachers supported 

mainstreaming students with mild physical, medical, or sensory disabilities (requiring 

little or no teacher assistance); yet only 31.2% supported mainstreaming students with 

more serious behavioral, intellectual, or physical disabilities (Scruggs & Mastropieri). 

Moreover, in the Center and Ward study, 74.9% of the teachers supported mainstreaming 

students with mild mobility or sensory disabilities, 32.3% supported mainstreaming 

students with moderate attention, language, or social or emotional disabilities, and 11.9% 

supported mainstreaming students with severe sensory, intellectual, or behavioral 

disabilities. The intensity of mainstreaming or inclusion and the severity level of the 

disabilities of students appeared to be significant factors (Scruggs & Mastropieri). 

Another of Scruggs and Mastropieri's (1996) relevant outcomes was that overall, a 

slight majority of the teachers surveyed were willing to teach students with 

disabilities--depending on the severity of the disability and the amount of additional 

teacher responsibility required. Responses to this item varied from 55.8% to 70.3% with 

the exception of three studies. For example, in the Diebold and vonEschenbach (1991) 
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study, 92.0% of the teachers were willing to teach students with a variety of disabilities, 

but not those with severe disabilities or mental retardation. Scruggs and Mastropieri's 

implications for practice include "the consideration of severity of disability because 

teachers are more willing to include students with mild disabilities than students with  

more severe disabilities" (p. 72). Further study is warranted in these areas in relation to 

outcomes of students with disabilities. 

The final conclusion in the Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) investigation relevant 

to the current study indirectly dealt with student outcomes. The researchers found that 

although the majority of teachers agreed with general statements that students with or 

without disabilities might benefit from mainstreaming or inclusion experiences, only a 

minority agreed that the general classroom was the best environment for students with 

special needs, or that full-time mainstreaming or inclusion would produce academic or 

social benefits better than resource or special class placement. Scruggs and Mastropieri 

suggested the variability of these items was dependent upon the strength of the wording 

of the questionnaire items. The amount of agreement did not appear to covary with the 

type of disabling condition because, by Scruggs' and Mastropieri's own admission, "most 

items referred generally to 'handicapped' or 'special needs' students" (p. 65). Therefore, 

further investigation of the best environment for positive outcome growth, based on the 

type of students' disability, is needed.  

Jobe, Rust, & Brissie (1996) conducted a study using a national sample of 

teachers and examined their attitudes toward the inclusion of all handicapped children in 

the regular classroom. Jobe et al. used the Opinions Relative to the Integration of 
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Students with Disabilities (ORI) constructed by Antonak and Larrivee (1994) and derived 

from a questionnaire by Larrivee and Cook (1979). The ORI addresses attitudes of 

inclusion, including topics such as the benefits of inclusion, potential management issues 

that occur when dealing with special students, and teacher preparation. The data analyses 

in this study appeared nonsignificant. The findings reflected "almost exactly neutral 

attitudes toward inclusion," with the typical response falling "between the extremes about 

strong agreement and strong disagreement" (Jobe et al., p.151). When pairing this 

information with the reoccurring, unsolicited comments written by the teachers surveyed, 

the insignificant results take on a new meaning. The reoccurring comment was that "their 

responses would depend on the type of disabled child placed in their classroom" (Jobe et 

al., p. 152). These findings suggest that if the teachers were given the option to reply 

relating to the specific disabilities that the students' possessed, the results may have been 

different. This information led Jobe to conclude that one area for further research is the 

investigation of teachers' attitudes of inclusion relating to the types and degrees of 

disabilities (Jobe et al.).   

 
Outcome Research 

Carlberg and Kavale (1980) conducted a meta-analysis on 50 studies that 

examined the efficiency of special or regular class placement for exceptional children. 

The data showed that when considering students with all types of disabilities, special 

class subjects declined by 6, 4, and 1 percentile ranks on achievement, social or 

personality, and other measures respectively, as a result of their placement (Carlberg & 

Kavale). These findings indicated that special class placement improved neither a 
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student's academic status nor his social or personality condition with respect to regular 

class placement (Carlberg & Kavale). Subsequently, when Carlberg and Kavale 

examined students' performance in relation to the students' category of exceptionality, 

differential placement effects were noted. Students' classified learning disabled (LD) or 

behaviorally or emotionally handicapped showed an improvement of 11 percentile ranks 

resulting from their placement in special classes (Carlberg & Kavale). Special class 

placement was less harmful for exceptional children whose primary disability reflected 

lowered intelligence quotient (IQ) levels; slow learners (SL) lost 13 percentile ranks, 

while EMR students declined by 6 percentile ranks (Carlberg & Kavale). 

 
Academic outcome research. In response to the 1985 and 1988 Division of 

Innovation and Development of the Office of Special Education Programs (DID/OSEP) 

funding initiatives, three innovative models for providing special education services for 

students with learning disabilities were undertaken (Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, L. et al., 

1995). The University of Washington, the University of Pittsburgh, and Vanderbilt 

University completed their individual research projects in six schools. All three projects 

made vast investments of time and resources for preparation, planning, training, and 

support for the enhancement of services for LD students in inclusive settings, and all 

defined results in terms of academic growth. Aggregated data showed that 46% of the 

students with LD had Basic Academic Skills Samples (BASS) scores that were 

essentially unchanged, although 63% made smaller-than-average gains in reading and 

46% lost ground in reading achievement (Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, L., et al., 1995). 

According to Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker et al. (1995), the findings 
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from these studies indicated that for a "significant proportion of students with learning 

disabilities, enhanced educational opportunities provided in the general education setting 

. . . do not produce desired achievement outcomes" (p. 529). 

It should be noted that McLeskey and Waldron (1996) "took exception" (p. 300) 

to the conclusions of the Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker, et al. (1995) 

studies. McLeskey and Waldron’s concerns with the Zigmond et al. studies were that the 

studies (a) lacked a comparison group of students with learning disabilities who were 

educated in separate, special class placements; (b) projected too high standards for 

program effectiveness; and (c) suggested an automatic conclusion that separate class 

services is the answer, instead of further modifying the inclusive setting (McLeskey & 

Waldron). 

Calhoun and Elliot (1977) provided evidence of superiority of regular class 

placement for academic achievement. These researchers randomly assigned 50 students 

labeled educable mentally retarded (EMR) and 50 students labeled emotionally disturbed 

(ED) to either full-time special education classes or to regular classes. All of the students 

were black. The students were assessed with the Stanford Achievement Test every fall 

and spring for 3 years. All of the teachers were certified in special education and they 

alternated across the special and regular classes each semester. The materials, equipment, 

and curricula used in the study were said to be primarily the same. It should be 

emphasized that the regular class in this study was not typical; it was in many ways 

designed to meet the needs of students with mild academic handicaps (Madden & Slavin, 

1983). Results showed that at the end of the 3rd year the EMR students in the regular 
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classes scored 2.56 standard deviations higher than those students placed in special 

classes. The ED students placed in regular classes showed a difference even greater, at 

2.72 standard deviation units (Calhoun & Elliot). 

 
Social outcome research. In the Calhoun and Elliot (1977) study discussed above, 

students labeled as EMR and ED who were randomly assigned to regular classes were 

found to have a more positive self-concept than those placed in special classes the 2nd 

and 3rd years of the study. The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale was used to 

measure self-concept (Piers & Harris, 1969). Because of the controls in this experiment 

for teacher, curriculum, and student differences, placement has been suggested as a key 

factor for the enhanced self-concept (Madden & Slavin, 1983). 

Downing, Morrison, and Berecin-Rascon (1996), completed a qualitative case 

study to examine the process of including 3 students with autism, intellectual 

impairments, and behavioral challenges in age-appropriate typical classrooms in their 

home schools. Data were collected over a 9-month period from structured observations, 

student work samples, pre- and postinterviews with 17 key individuals, and the field 

notes of a participant researcher and three paraeducators (Downing et al.). Extensive, 

ongoing adjustments and modifications were made to meet individual needs and 

expectations, including direct instruction, full-time paraeducators, curricular adaptations, 

social and behavioral interventions, and specialized materials and services. All three 

students exhibited considerable progress in social interaction with peers, self-control, and 

the ability to follow rules and directions, as well as the development of academic skills 

(Downing et al.). However, by the end of the year all three students still required a great 
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deal of support, were not performing at grade level, and were still having problems with 

social interaction, making friends, and controlling their inappropriate behavior (Downing 

et al.). 
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Synthesis of the Literature 

From the attitude studies reviewed it is apparent that teachers do have preferences 

and attitudes related to the populations of students to whom they provide inclusive 

education. Wilczenski (1995) found teachers were most agreeable to integrating students 

with mild disabilities requiring only minor classroom accommodations, and less 

agreeable as demands for accommodation increased. These findings can be compared to 

Scruggs and Mastropieri's (1996) implications for practice which includes consideration 

of the severity of disability because, by implication, the more severe the disabilities, the 

more sources of support would be needed in the inclusive setting. Scruggs and 

Mastropieri's investigation found that across nine studies, 53% of the teachers surveyed 

expressed willingness to implement inclusion, with teacher willingness covarying 

according to the severity of the disability and the amount of teacher responsibility 

required. These results support Wilczenski's finding that after calibration, a progression 

of item difficulties reflected increasing demands on teachers to further modify and 

accommodate for students' disabilities. Furthermore, in some of the studies investigated 

by Scruggs and Mastropieri, teachers indicated different levels of support for including 

students with different conditions of disability. An increased variability of results was 

noted when dealing with other factors, possibly due to lack of opportunity to indicate 

different levels of agreement for students with various conditions of disability. These 

findings support the results of Jobe et al. (1996) that reflected vast variability and 

apparent lack of significance due to the possible omission of teacher opportunity to 

respond according to the type of disabled child involved in inclusion. 
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The social and academic outcome research suggests that special class placement 

yields improved outcomes for some students, and general education yields improved 

outcomes for other students. Carlberg and Kavale (1980) found students categorized LD 

or BEH showed greater improvement in the special class situation on academic, social or 

personality, and other types of outcome measures. Viewing the results from an inclusive 

class perspective, Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, L., et al. (1995) reported similar findings, 

suggesting that LD students in the general education setting produced achievement 

outcomes "neither desirable or acceptable" (p. 536). Calhoun and Elliot (1977) differed in 

their belief of the superiority of the regular classroom for ED students. Yet the regular 

classroom in the Calhoun and Elliot study was hardly typical; the teachers were all 

certified in special education and the instruction was individualized.  

For those students with lower IQs (SL and EMR classified), special class 

placement was advantageous on both academic and social or personality outcome 

measures according to Carlberg and Kavale (1980). Similarly, in the Calhoun and Elliot 

(1977) study, the self-concept ratings and academic results of students labeled as EMR in 

the regular classes were significantly higher than those placed in special classes. 

Downing et al. (1996) determined that with extreme management and supplement, 

students possessing what might be considered somewhat more severe disabilities can 

accomplish considerable progress in academic and social development in the general 

education classroom. Yet academic and social difficulty continued, as did the need for 

extensive assistance (Downing et al.). 
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Relevance of the Current Study 

Unquestionably, there appears to be conflicting findings from prior research as 

well as diversity in the process of inclusion. In truth, we do not know the extent to which 

inclusion benefits students with various disabilities. We do know (legally and 

responsibly) inclusive services must be determined on an individual basis; therefore, in 

order for inclusion to be effective, it is generally agreed that the school personnel who are 

most responsible for its success--general classroom teachers--need to be receptive to the 

principles and demands of inclusion (Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989; Salend, 2001). 

Together with their special education colleagues, general educators can enhance or 

undermine a successful educational experience for students with disabilities. In this era of 

accountability, how to fairly and effectively measure the success of individuals with 

disabilities is still questionable. No longer is the examination of provisions and processes 

enough. Undoubtedly, students' outcomes will provide the basis for the systematic 

measurement of special education's success. Numerous studies have explored teachers' 

attitudes of inclusion at the onset of the inclusive movement and have provided valuable 

information for educators, parents, and students. However, the mandates of PL 105-17 

and the recent trend of increased accountability for students with disabilities have 

prompted a new focus of inclusion. Hence, there is a need to adequately investigate 

teachers' attitudes and opinions of inclusion in relation to student outcomes in order to 

establish their convictions, expectations, and accomplishments accordant to student 

outcomes. 
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In the past there was consensus that teachers' knowledge and attitudes concerning 

the mainstreaming of children with disabilities accounted for its success or failure 

(Brophy & Everton, 1981; Schwartz, 1984). However, it has been shown that some 

students simply cannot make satisfactory learning and social adjustments without 

significant program and instructional accommodations in classrooms where some 

teachers are unable to accommodate the diverse nature of individual students (Roberts & 

Mather, 1995). Information about educators’ expectations of outcomes for students of 

different disability types and degrees of severity, and their reasoning for these 

expectations are pertinent. In this era of accountability, teachers' willingness may be 

further jeopardized. Would teachers still be willing to teach students with disabilities in 

their classes if they were somehow held accountable for their outcomes? Some states are 

currently rewarding teachers with merit pay upon the basis of student test scores (Office 

of Educational Research and Improvement [OERI], 1988). Other states are imposing 

sanctions upon schools and teachers with repeated poor student outcomes (OERI). 

Currently, most school systems are not factoring special education students' outcomes in 

the final analysis for determining rewards or consequences; this occurrence could have 

significant applicability to willingness. 

Teachers' perceptions of the benefits of inclusion, relating to student outcomes 

and the practices and appropriations believed to work most effectively with certain 

disability populations, could guide teachers to more effective action. Such research may 

assist school systems to (a) better prepare and provide teacher training in areas 

highlighted as needs; (b) develop inclusion practices more appropriate to certain 
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situations; and (c) inform teachers, in general, which disability populations are more 

likely to succeed given appropriate curriculum, opportunity, and specific outcome 

direction. Ultimately, future students may benefit from others' past experience. Therefore, 

it is time to assess educators' feelings, attitudes, and perceptions of inclusion relating to 

student outcomes. As Cruickshank and Johnson (1978) noted, the success of programs for 

exceptional students relies heavily on the teacher factor. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

 

Participants 

In the current study, the survey respondents were comprised of 100 teachers from 

two elementary schools in Escambia County, Florida, and two elementary schools in 

Okaloosa County, Florida. These four schools were selected for participation not only for 

the accessibility, availability, and familiarity of the researcher, but also because they are 

known to have had widespread inclusion practices in effect for more than 2 years. All of 

the certified teachers, whether classified General Classroom Teachers (GCT) or 

Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Teachers, were provided the opportunity to 

complete the survey. Background information was requested from each of the 

participants: (a) name, (b) age, (c) sex, (d) years of teaching experience, (e) job title, (f) 

school, (g) teacher certification, (h) years of inclusion experience, and (i) description of 

recent inclusion situation.  

 
Research Design and Procedure 

Before initiation of the study, The University of West Florida Institutional Review 

Board for Human Subjects approved the study's proposal, prior to data collection, and 

extended approval during completion of this research (Appendix B). Proper approval also 
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was obtained from the principals and school boards of the participating schools. At the 

time of assessment, participating teachers were assured that no information would be 

released reflecting teacher's names. Complete confidentiality was respected throughout 

the study. General feedback will be provided to the appropriate principals, school boards, 

and teachers if requested. 

This survey study was designed to ascertain special education and general 

education teachers' attitudes and perceptions toward the inclusion of exceptional 

education students--particularly in relation to student outcomes.  The survey methodology 

was selected because the study was designed to query a larger sample, with a minimum 

budget, in a short period of time. The research questions and purpose of this study also 

appropriately support the survey analysis design. Although it has been acknowledged that 

the survey method of data collection can stand alone as a design (LeCompte & Preisse, 

1993), surveys solicit respondents' opinions and attitudes; therefore, additional 

confirmation survey interviews (LeCompte & Preisse) were conducted with 15% of the 

respondents. These interviews further support the validity of the study. 

A meta-analysis of mail questionnaire response rates (Fox, Crask, & Kim, 1988; 

Weisberg, Krosnick, & Bowen, 1996) identified some influential factors of survey 

research: (a) university sponsorship increased response rate by 9%, (b) a pre-notification 

letter of a survey had an 8% enhancing effect, and (c) a stamped return envelope had a 

6% enhancing effect. Consequently, coded questionnaires (Appendix C) and a descriptive 

cover letter (Appendix D) were distributed to both general and exceptional education 

teachers who were currently (or within the last 2 years) providing inclusive services (as 



 
 
 

 

41

defined in the cover letter). Stamped return envelopes were included with each 

questionnaire. Another copy of the questionnaire, accompanied by a letter stressing the 

importance of a high response rate, was mailed or hand delivered in another 7 days to all 

non respondents. Personal follow-up by the researcher ensued. 

Fifteen of the respondents were randomly selected by computer-assisted random 

number generator to further participate in a confirmation interview. If selected 

participants' phone numbers were not provided, or the participants were unreachable after 

several attempts, additional randomly selected participants were contacted, until the 

target of fifteen participants were interviewed. There was little significant sample 

selection bias because the participants were randomly selected for the interview. 

The same procedures used in this study were also utilized for the pilot portion of 

the study, with some exceptions. Instead of providing stamped envelopes, all surveys 

were distributed and collected within the allotted class periods. Blank white sheets were 

attached to the survey to allow for comments relating to the survey instrument. 

Furthermore, since the participants were students, the requirement of teacher certification 

was waived. The pilot administration of the survey instrument provided valuable 

information to make any necessary adjustments. 

The research design was planned by the researcher to be as representative as 

possible of real-life environments and facilitating the natural characteristics of teachers  

(while using intact groups). Snow (1974) recommended eight conditions to make designs 

more representative: 
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1. Actual educational setting: This survey was distributed in the actual 

educational setting of the teacher participants. 

2. Variation of the educational setting: The four schools were chosen primarily 

because they were geographically and socio-economically varied. One upper 

middle-class and one lower middle-class school was examined in each county. 

3. Observation of the participants: The researcher observed (a) all teacher 

participants during the pilot portion of the survey development and (b) the 

teacher participants surveyed during the study. 

4. Observation of the social context: The researcher made a minimum of three 

visits per school to observe the social context. 

5. Preparation of the participants: Brief instructions were given in the cover 

letter, on the survey, (and in person, for the pilot portion). Strict protocol and 

procedures were followed. Treatment fidelity was observed. 

6. Incorporation of a control treatment that uses customary approaches: The 

survey was designed to be understood and completed simply, using common 

pen-and-paper assessment techniques. 

 
Validity 

No matter what research design is selected, concern for factors that could affect 

the validity of the design is always primary. Typically, two types of validity are 

considered when designing research: (a) internal validity and (b) external validity. 

Although both types of validity are important, emphasis may vary depending on the type  
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of research questions being investigated. For descriptive questions (as in this study), 

external validity receives greater emphasis because the priority of the researcher is to 

systematically investigate an existing sample of individuals or phenomenon, as opposed 

to studying the impacts of a phenomenon or intervention (as in experimental research). 

The factors jeopardizing external validity (or representativeness) are often more relevant 

to a descriptive study. 

 
Internal Validity  

Internal validity determines whether, in fact, the experimental treatments used 

made a difference in a specific experimental instance (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). 

Relevant to internal validity, Campbell and Stanley identified eight classes of extraneous 

variables, which, if not controlled by the experimental design, could produce effects 

confounded with the effect of the experimental stimulus. Cook, T. and Campbell (1979) 

expanded the list to include 12 extraneous variables. The variables and their relevance to 

the design of this study are reviewed below: 

 
History.  History addresses the specific events that occur between the first and 

second measurement in addition to an experimental variable (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) 

and would only be a potentially relevant threat in this design in relation to the 15 teachers 

randomly selected for participation in the confirmation interview. Since these interviews 

were completed shortly after the survey participation, and are only used for confirmation 

purposes, the threat is minimal. 
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Maturation effects.  Maturation effects are defined as those processes (physical or 

psychological changes) within the participants that are operating as a function of the 

passage of time (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). Inherent within the research design was the 

use of only one treatment (the survey), which takes approximately 20 minutes to 

complete. The possibility is nominal that the growth of hunger, tiredness, or other 

conditions, within that time period would impact the data.  

 
Testing effects.  Testing effects (defined by Campbell and Stanley [1966] as those 

effects of taking a test upon the scores of a second testing) were also controlled by this 

design--as only one test was used. The pilot participants were not used as study 

participants and the participants used for interviews were not reassessed--but were only 

asked to confirm their answers. 

 
Instrumentation. Instrumentation (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) refers to changes in 

the calibration of a measuring instrument, observers, or scorers used, and can produce 

changes in the obtained measurements. Controls built into this design for instrumentation 

effects included the use of one measurement (survey). The instrument was (a) carefully 

developed by accepted guidelines; (b) piloted; and (c) self-administered with supervision, 

handling, and mindful interpretation by only the researcher who had insight of the threat 

potentials. Experimenter bias and treatment fidelity were consciously avoided. 

 
Statistical regression.  Statistical regression (explained by Campbell and Stanley 

[1966], as when groups have been selected on the basis of their extreme scores), was not 
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considered a relevant threat in this design because only one test was applied, and 

selection was dependent upon general experience criteria and availability, not test scores. 

 
Differential selection.  Biases, which result from differential selection by the 

comparison groups (Campbell & Stanley, 1966), were not viewed as a significant threat 

in this research design because no comparison groups were used. The design used was 

more descriptive in nature, and the purported generalization was limited to the teachers of 

the four assessed schools. 

 
Experimental mortality. Experimental mortality, or differential loss of 

respondents from the comparison groups (Campbell & Stanley, 1966), is controlled 

within the study design because no control groups were used, and the study was 

completed in a relatively short period of time. The possibility of the absence of some 

significant (main group) participants at the time of assessment is a noteworthy threat--

although deemed unavoidable. The researcher had no control over participants’ absences.  

 
Selection-maturation interaction.  Selection-maturation interaction is where 

certain designs are threatened due to the given respondents growing older, or the results 

may be specific to the respondents' given age level, fatigue level, etc. (Campbell & 

Stanley, 1966). These threats were not relevant to this design because, again, no pretest or 

comparison groups were used and the questionnaire was taken by various aged 

participants within a short period of time. 
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Experimental treatment diffusion, compensatory rivalry (John Henry effect). 

Experimental treatment diffusion, compensatory rivalry (John Henry effect), is nominal 

compensatory equalization, and resentful demoralization. Experimental treatment 

diffusion, compensatory rivalry (John Henry effect), compensatory equalization, and 

resentful demoralization (Cook, T. & Campbell, 1979) as threatening extraneous 

variables were immaterial because no control group was used in this design. 

 

External Validity 

External validity (or representativeness) is the extent to which it is possible to 

generalize from the data and context of the research study to broader populations and 

settings (Bickman, 1989; Cook, T. & Campbell, 1979; Hedrick, Bickman, & Rog, 1993). 

Strictly speaking, one can only generalize to the accessible population from which this 

researcher’s sample was drawn. Several critical aspects of the populations used must be 

compared in order for the populations to be deemed similar. The environmental 

conditions also must be examined. Campbell and Stanley (1966) investigated factors that 

could jeopardize external validity.  

 
Interaction effect of testing. One factor that could jeopardize external validity is 

the reactive or interaction effect of testing (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). This occurs 

where a pretest might increase or decrease the participant's responsiveness to the 

experimental variable and thus make the pretested population's results unrepresentative of 

the effects of the experimental variable. This threat is considered to be minimal in this 
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design because a pretest was not used. Therefore, it is arguable the population used may 

better represent the unpretested universe from which the respondents were selected.  

 
Interaction effects of selection. According to Campbell and Stanley (1996), the 

interaction effects of selection refers to “the limitation of the effects of the experimental 

variable to that specific sample and the possibility that this reaction would be untypical of 

the more general universe of interest for which the naturally aggregated exposure group 

was a biased sample” (p. 41). It is impossible to control all the variables of selection due 

to realities of life (funding, participant availability, human variability, etc.). This threat 

warranted concern but controls were added. Although randomization or matching was not 

possible, and intact groups had to be used for participant selection, a larger number of 

participants was used (N = 100). The sample included teachers serving varied 

socioeconomic and geographical locations. Explicit description of the sample population 

and study framework was provided. The study design and instrument were cautiously 

fashioned. The cover letter operationalized the definitions used for the survey's 

terminology, the survey was devised under specific guidelines, particular criteria were set 

for the participants, application and scoring of the survey was regimented, and bias of 

data interpretation was knowledgeably avoided. Furthermore, throughout the study, the 

researcher was cautious not to generalize any findings beyond the intended teacher 

population of the four schools selected for the study. 

 
Experimental arrangements. The confounding effects of the experimental 

arrangements might also jeopardize external validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). The 
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artificiality of an experimental setting and the participants’ knowledge that they are 

participating in an experiment threaten representativeness and generalization. This 

researcher’s choice of self-administered questionnaires and repeated assurance of 

participant confidentiality substantially diminished this threat. This researcher was 

absolutely resolute not to treat any participant in a substandard fashion. All participants 

were provided the same materials, information, and consideration. 

 
Multiple treatment interference. Multiple treatment interference, or the 

confounding effect of pretesting (Campbell & Stanley, 1966), was controlled in this 

design. No pretesting was intended in this research study. The pilot test was used strictly 

to pilot the survey instrument and process. The results were not used in the study. Special 

care was taken to disallow any participant in the pilot study from retaking the survey. 

Any risk of the application of the interview survey in addition to the initial 

self-administered survey, changing the participants' behavior--and therefore the results--

were also controlled by the design. The choice to select the interview participants 

randomly, from the entire population being studied, greatly reduced this threat, and 

enhanced the validity of the study's findings. 

 
Instruments 

In a review of inclusion literature, no instruments were found that were designed 

for the specific purpose of gathering teacher attitudes and perceptions of inclusion in 

relation to student outcomes. The instruments that were found were designed to measure 
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more general attitudes and perceptions of teachers in relation to the integration or 

mainstreaming of exceptional education students. 

Given the specific purpose of this study, a new instrument was developed by the 

researcher. The questions on this instrument were formulated from current educational 

research and literature pertaining to the inclusion of exceptional education students and 

special education reform. Many of the questions came directly from prior research or 

were used in the past in other credible surveys (see Appendix C) slightly altered to reflect 

a focus on student outcomes. After a systematic investigation of the survey process and 

an interdisciplinary investigation of subjective aspects of Survey Questions (Turner & 

Martin, 1984), the instrument was developed using the suggested Guidelines for 

Designing a Questionnaire (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). 

The 59-item survey developed by the researcher consists of (a) 23 general 

statements relating to inclusion and student outcomes that require respondents to rate 

their agreement on a 6-point Likert scale and (b) 36 items divided by type and degree of 

disability that require respondents to order general, student outcome aims (academic, 

social, functional or life skills). Both methods are used frequently in studies investigating 

attitudes and perceptions. 

Likert-type rating scales appear to be the most popular type of attitude scale. 

Within this format, participants are asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or 

disagree with an attitude statement. The Likert scale used in this study, the Attitudes 

Toward Inclusion and Outcomes Scale, is comprised of six response options: Strongly 

Agree (SA), Agree (A), Agree Somewhat (AS), Disagree Somewhat (DS), Disagree (D), 
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and Strongly Disagree (SD). Numerical values were assigned to each response (e.g., 

Strongly Agree = 3, Agree = 2, Agree Somewhat = 1), then the total amount was summed 

for each statement and averaged (across participants) to indicate an attitude score (Horne, 

1980). For example, 40 Agree responses (or number 2's) out of the 100 responses 

indicates 40% of the respondents agreed. 

Rank-order scales are also a common measurement procedure that involves asking 

respondents to rank items according to a particular criterion (Horne, 1980). The rank 

order portion of this instrument offered three outcome aim choices: academic, social, and 

functional or life skills for the respondent to manually number (1, 2, 3) according to 

priority. The numerical values for each statement choice were summed and averaged 

deriving a total percentage score. 

In support of instrument validity and reliability, an external university reader 

reviewed the instrument for bias. Then the instrument was piloted with 85 participants 

enrolled in graduate-level education courses at The University of West Florida. This 

population was judged adequate because Jobe et al. (1966) found attitudes of teachers 

with less than 6 years of teaching experience did not differ from the attitudes of more 

experienced teachers. Wilczenski (1992) reported similar results with no significant 

differences found between teachers’ and college education majors’ attitudes toward 

inclusion. This population was further requested to participate in a thorough peer review 

of the instrument, examining the format, items, and survey procedure to establish face 

validity. Clear understanding was used as the main criteria. After the test was piloted, 

items were omitted, changed or added to increase reliability. The provision of a large 
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number of items on the instrument and a sufficient number of participants in the study 

further substantiated adequate levels of reliability. Reliability was established with a 

Cronbach's Alpha of .83. Cronbach's Alpha is a reliability estimate that models the 

internal consistency of the Survey Questions (Glass & Hopkins, 1996; Shavelson, 1988). 

Values exceeding .65 are considered to be significant for research (Shavelson). 

The cover letter, attached to the front of the instrument provided, (a) an overview 

of the study, (b) operational definitions of inclusion and student outcomes, (c) 11 

demographic questions, and (d) informed consent. Codes to identify the school and 

participant anonymously were hand-written on the cover letter, as well as each page of 

the survey. 

The confirmation survey interview was composed of a series of closed-form 

questions devised from the survey for the purposes of producing evidence to confirm the 

findings (Gall et al., 1996). To increase concurrent validity, the confirmation interview 

was written and administered using the exact words of the survey. The interview 

questions and process were piloted at the time of the questionnaire pilot. 

 
Data Collection and Analysis 

All data were compiled and analyzed using SPSS v10 Statistical Package for 

Windows. Demographic information from the cover letter was compiled for correlation 

using frequencies and descriptive statistics. To ensure internal consistency, all the survey 

responses were first tested using the Cronbach's Alpha routine. Tests of significance for 

individual questions were completed using a chi-square analysis (Appendixes E and F) 

examining “goodness of fit”. 
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The scores on the individual items from the Likert-type scale (Part 1) were 

summed across participants; derived total scores reflected frequency, percent, valid 

percent, and cumulative percent. Relevant frequencies and total and proportional 

percentages were reported.  

Hypothesis testing was done for the research questions using a one-way analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) technique. For the research questions an ANOVA was completed 

to compare the average means between a factor (consisting of relevant Survey Questions 

characteristic of that research question) and a single representative Survey Question. A 

Tukey post hoc test was performed as a conservative assessment of the ANOVA pairwise 

comparisons. 

 In terms of statistical research, two types of errors can be made in hypothesis 

testing (Type I and Type II). A Type I error is the rejection of H0 when H0 is true. A Type 

II error is the acceptance of H0 when H0 is false. An appropriate test statistic is selected 

based on the desired hypothesis, and then tested. The null and alternative hypotheses are 

always mutually exclusive; if one is true, the other must be false (Steagall & Hale, 1994, 

p. 121). In the current study, as in most studies performed in the social sciences field, the 

null hypothesis will be rejected if the p-value is less than .05 (95%). The null (H0) and 

alternative hypotheses (Ha) statements for this study are noted below: 

H01: Elementary level general and special educators do not expect different 

educational outcomes from each of their students with disabilities. 

Ha1: Elementary level general and special educators expect different educational 

outcomes from each of their students with disabilities. 



 
 
 

 

53

H02: Elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes do not vary 

according to type or degree of disability. 

Ha2: Elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes vary according 

to type or degree of disability. 

H03: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators believe their students 

with disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting. 

Ha3: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators do not believe their 

students with disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting. 

H04: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators' beliefs of the best setting 

for their students with disabilities do not vary according to the student type and 

degree of disability. 

Ha4: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators' beliefs of the best setting 

for their students with disabilities vary according to the student' type and degree 

of disability. 

H05: Elementary level educators would be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided (a) 

social and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training to integrate other 

curriculum into their current academic curriculum, and/or, (c) outcome indicators 

for accountability purposes. 

Ha5: Elementary level educators would not be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided (a) 

social and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training to integrate other 
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curriculum into their current academic curriculum, and/or, (c) outcome indicators 

for accountability purposes. 

Frequencies and descriptive statistics were reported on the rank-ordered portion of 

the survey (Table 3). An ANOVA was completed to compare the average means between 

teacher-preferred outcomes of students with various types and degrees of disability. The 

teachers' preferred outcome aims were reported and used for correlation. Since no prior 

investigations on this topic area were found in the literature, the results could not be 

directly supported or contradicted by previous assessment. 

Responses of the confirmation interview were summarized and used to confirm or 

correlate to the significant reported survey responses to amplify the statistical analysis. If 

participants confirmed their responses as given, further credibility was supposed. If the 

participants changed their responses between the completion of the survey and the 

interview, the respondent was queried as to why, and the reason was noted.   
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to extend the current research base on 

inclusion and (b) to further delineate the attitudes and perceptions of general and special 

educators with regard to outcomes of students with disabilities who participate in 

inclusive programs in selected schools. The research problem, stated as a comprehensive 

question, was used as an overall guide to the researcher: Do elementary level general and 

special educators who teach in selected inclusive settings maintain different attitudes and 

expectations of educational outcomes for their students with disabilities? 

 
Review of Method  

A 59-item, coded questionnaire and a descriptive cover letter developed by the 

researcher were distributed to both general and special education teachers who were 

currently (or within the last 2 years) providing inclusive services (as defined in the cover 

letter) in four schools within Okaloosa and Escambia counties, Florida. Stamped return 

envelopes were provided with each questionnaire. Another copy of the questionnaire, 

accompanied by a letter stressing the importance of a high response rate, was mailed or  

hand-delivered in another 7 days to all nonrespondents. Personal follow up by the 

researcher ensued. 
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Fifteen of the participants completed a short confirmation interview (Appendix G) 

conducted on the telephone. Due to their random selection and participation in the 

piloting of both the survey and confirmation interview, no specific demographic 

information was compiled on this sample. Thirteen of the participants confirmed their 

responses supplied at the time of the survey "as given." Two of the participants chose to 

revise one or more of the responses given at the time of the survey due to "a change of 

mind." Revised responses were used for the data analysis (Tables 1 and 2). 

 
Table 1 

Distribution of Participants by Title, Gender, and School (N = 100) 

 
Identifier 

 
Subdivision 

 
f

 
% 

 
Title 
 
 
Gender 
 
 
School 

 
ESE 
GCT 
 
Female 
Male 
 
CA Weis 
Cherokee 
Lipscomb 
Wright 

 
21 
79 

 
91 
9 
 

30 
29 
22 
19

 
21 
79 

 
91 
9 
 

30 
59 
22 
19 

 
Note. ESE = Exceptional Student Education; GCT = General Classroom Teacher. 
 

The mean age of the participants was 42.55 years.  Fifteen of the participants did 

not report their age. The mean number of years of teaching experience for all the 

participants was 14.73 years. Four teachers did not report years of teaching experience. 

The overall mean number of years of reported inclusion experience was 5.88 (Table 2). 
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Table 2 

Characteristics of Participants by Years for Age, Teaching Experience, and Inclusion 
Experience 
 

 
Characteristic 

 
N 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Age 

 
85 

 
22 

 
65 

 
42.55 

 
11.75  

Teaching experience 
 

96 
 

 2 
 

49 
 

14.73 
 

11.52  
Inclusion experience 

 
81 

 
 0 

 
34 

 
5.88 

 
6.24 

 
 

Demographics of Participants 

Surveys were provided to 154 teachers from the four selected schools; 103 

teachers returned completed surveys. Three surveys were eliminated due to lack of 

information or because the respondents did not fit the study's criteria. Therefore, 100 

usable surveys were obtained from teacher participants for data analysis, yielding an 

overall 64% response rate. Three of the schools generated a 70% or better return rate 

(70%, 71%, and 77%, respectively). One school rendered a 44% return rate. 

A cumulative total of 79 general classroom teachers (GCT) and 21 exceptional 

education teachers (ESE) participated. Specialists such as physical education (PE) 

teachers, music teachers, and media teachers were classified as GCT. Counselors and 

speech and language teachers were classified as ESE teachers. Only state-certified 

teachers were surveyed. 

 
Hypotheses Testing and Survey Results 
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In this study, descriptive research questions were used to investigate educators’ 

attitudes and expectations of educational outcomes for their students with disabilities who 

were placed in selective inclusive settings. The scores on the individual items from the 

Likert-type scale (Part 1) were summed; derived total scores reflected frequency, 

percentage, valid percentage, and cumulative percentage. Relevant frequencies and 

proportional percentages were reported. 

Hypothesis testing on factors (consisting of Survey Questions determined to be 

related to the factor) used to represent research questions were compared to specific, 

characteristic Survey Questions using an ANOVA technique (see Appendix H). The 

default critical value used was .05 (95%) for these calculations and the determination of 

acceptance or rejection of the null hypothesis (H0). Rejection of the null hypothesis 

would indicate the statistical acceptance of the research hypothesis. A Tukey post hoc test 

was performed as a conservative estimate of the ANOVA computations. The hypothesis 

test results were included with the appropriate research questions investigated and their 

subsequent survey results. 

 
Research Question 1 

Do elementary level general and special educators expect different educational outcomes 

(academic, social, functional or life skills) from each of their students with disabilities? 

H01: Elementary level general and special educators do not expect different 

educational outcomes from each of their students with disabilities. 

Ha1: Elementary level general and special educators expect different educational 

outcomes from each of their students with disabilities. 
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The interactions between the same educator expected outcomes (responses to 

Survey Questions 8 and 9) and varying teacher expectations for student outcomes 

(responses to Question 11) were computed (see Appendix H). Based on the results of the 

one-way ANOVA, F(4, 99) = 5.14, p < .001, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null 

hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, we can conclude that the alternative hypothesis is 

tenable and considered statistically significant. 

When asked (Survey Question 8) if they expect the same general educational 

outcomes from each of their students–regardless of whether they have disabilities or not–

the majority (57%) of the teachers disagreed (14% strongly disagreed; 26% disagreed; 

and 17% disagreed somewhat). A slightly larger majority (61%) of those queried 

disagreed when asked if they expect the same educational outcomes from each of their 

students with disabilities (Survey Question 9). 

Part 2 of the survey, which ranked teachers' general priorities for general student 

outcome aims (academic, social, functional or life skills) for various types and degrees of 

disabilities, confirmed the second result for Research Question 1. When surveyed, 

teachers reported a different percentage of priority for student outcome aims for each 

disability type questioned (as shown in Table 3). Teachers’ priorities for student outcome 

aims varied according to their students’ type or degree of disability. 

 
Research Question 2  

Do elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes vary according to type 

or degree of disability? 
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H02: Elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes do not vary 

according to type or degree of disability. 

Ha2: Elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes vary according 

to type or degree of disability. 

 

Table 3 

Teachers' Prioritized Outcome Aims by Type and Degree of Disability  

 
Disability 

Type and degree 

 
Aim 1 

Aim               % 

 
 

 
 Aim 2 

Aim               % 

 
 

 
 Aim 3 

Aim               % 
 
Mild S & L 

 
Academic 

 
73 

 
 

 
Social 

 
17 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
0 

 
Mild LD 

 
Academic 

 
82 

 
 

 
Social 

 
  9 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
9 

 
Mild EBD 

 
Social 

 
42 

 
 

 
Academic 

 
36 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
22 

 
Mild Phys D 

 
Func/life 

 
83 

 
 

 
Social 

 
12 

 
 

 
Academic 

 
5 

 
Educ MR 

 
Func/life 

 
70 

 
 

 
Academic 

 
17 

 
 

 
Social 

 
13 

 
Mod/Sev S & L 

 
Academic 

 
46 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
31 

 
 

 
Social 

 
24 

 
Mod/Sev LD 

 
Academic 

 
45 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
37 

 
 

 
Social 

 
16 

 
Mod/Sev EBD 

 
Academic 

 
45 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
37 

 
 

 
Social 

 
16 

 
Train/Sev MR 

 
Social 

 
55 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
34 

 
 

 
Social 

 
11 

 
Mod/Sev Phys D 

 
Academic 

 
46 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
46 

 
 

 
Social 

 
9 
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Other Health Imp Academic 71  Func/life 23  Social 5 

 
Autistic 

 
Academic 

 
46 

 
 

 
Func/life 

 
46 

 
 

 
Social 

 
9 

Note. S & L = Speech and Language Disability; LD = Learning Disability; EBD = 

Emotional Behavioral Disability; Phys D = Physical Disability; Educ MR = Educatable 

Mental Retardation; Mod/Sev = Moderate or Severe; Train = Trainable; Other Health 

Imp = Other Health Impaired; Func/life = Functional Life Skills. 

 
As shown in Appendix H, the interaction between the teacher expectations for 

general educational outcomes due to type and degree of student disabilities (responses to 

Survey Questions 10 and 11) by same educator expected educational outcomes 

(responses to Survey Question 8) was computed. Based on the results of the one-way 

ANOVA, F(5, 99) = 3.65, p < .01, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is 

rejected. Therefore, we can conclude that the alternative hypothesis is tenable and 

statistically significant. 

A large majority of teachers (94%) agreed (10% strongly agree; 58% agree; and 

26% agree somewhat) when asked if their expectations of student outcomes vary 

according to the type of disabilities they have. Moreover, an even larger majority (97%) 

reported agreement (10% strongly agree; 58% agree; and 26% agree somewhat) when 

asked if their expectations of student outcomes vary according to the degree of 

disabilities their students have. 

Part 2 of the survey, which ranked student outcome aims for various types 

(general academic, social, functional or life skills) and degrees of disabilities, confirmed 
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both results for Research Question 2. Every disability type and degree questioned 

resulted in a different percentage of priority for student outcome aims (see Table 3). 

 
Research Question 3 

In relation to outcomes, do elementary level educators feel their students with disabilities 

are being served best in an inclusive setting? 

H03: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators feel their students with 

disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting. 

Ha3: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators do not feel their students 

with disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting. 

As shown in Appendix H, the interaction between educator attitudes of inclusion 

in relation to student outcomes (responses to Survey Questions 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7) and 

inclusionary placement for all (response to Survey Question 3) was computed. Based on 

the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(5, 97) = 3.69, p < .01, at a critical value of .05 

(95%), the null hypothesis is rejected. The alternative hypothesis is accepted and the 

results may be considered statistically significant. 

Although the majority of teachers (92%) agreed that inclusion is a desirable 

educational practice, the amount of teacher agreement declined (87%) when asked to 

consider inclusion in relation to the attainment of student outcomes. A large majority 

(89%) responded with agreement (26% strongly agree; 45% agree; 18% agree somewhat) 

when asked if students with disabilities should be included in general education 

classrooms depending on the educational outcomes determined for each individual. Only 

33% of the teachers agreed that it is feasible, and the same amount (33%; 2% were 
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nonresponsive) agreed that it is desirable to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded 

students in the same general education classroom.  

 
Research Question 4 

In relation to outcomes, do elementary level educators' beliefs about the best setting for 

their students vary according to the student's type or degree of disability? 

H04: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators' beliefs about the best 

setting for their students with disabilities does not vary according to the student's 

type and degree of disability. 

Ha4: In relation to outcomes, elementary level educators' beliefs about the best 

setting for their students with disabilities vary according to the student' type and 

degree of disability. 

Educator-expected outcomes for students with varying types and degrees of 

disabilities (Survey Questions 3, 4, 12, 13, and 16) and opinions of inclusion--dependent 

upon student outcomes (responses to Survey Question 5) were computed (see Appendix 

H). Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(5, 99) = 6.77, p < .001, at a critical 

value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is rejected and the results can be considered 

statistically significant. 

The majority of teachers (66%) disagreed when asked if all students, regardless of 

the type or degree of their disability, should be included in a general education classroom. 

Most (94%) of the teachers agreed (26% strongly agree; 44% agree; 22% agree 

somewhat) when asked if it depends on the type or degree of disability students have as 

to whether they should be included in a general education class. 
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A majority of the teachers (88%) responded with agreement (10% strongly agree; 

40% agree; 38% agree somewhat) when asked in relation to outcomes, whether students 

with mild disabilities generally are served best in an inclusive settings. A large majority 

(94%) of teachers responded with agreement (17% strongly agree; 54% agree; and 23% 

agree somewhat) when asked in relation to outcomes, whether students with mild 

disabilities generally are served best in a combination of an inclusive setting and a 

resource room setting.  

Most teachers (82%) queried agreed (15% strongly agreed, 34% agree; 33% agree 

somewhat) when asked in relation to outcomes, whether students with moderate or severe 

disabilities generally are served best in special classes or more restrictive settings. 

Although not found statistically significant, only 38% of teachers responded with 

agreement when asked in relation to outcomes that students with moderate or severe 

disabilities generally are served best in inclusive settings. 

 
Research Question 5  

Would elementary level educators be more willing to teach students with moderate or 

severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided social and functional or life 

skills curriculum training to integrate other curriculum into their current academic 

curriculum, and/or outcome indicators for accountability purposes? 

H05: Elementary level educators would be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided: (a) 

social and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training to integrate other 
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curriculum into their current academic curriculum, and/or, (c) outcome indicators 

for accountability purposes. 

Ha5: Elementary level educators would not be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided: (a) 

social and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training to integrate other 

curriculum into their current academic curriculum, and/or, (c) outcome indicators 

for accountability purposes. 

As a precursor, the researcher felt it was important to inquire if teachers claim to 

modify or adapt their ESE students' curriculum in regard to their outcome expectations. If 

teachers did not claim to modify or adapt ESE students' curriculum, the following 

research question would not be relevant, and if they did, that information, in itself, is 

significant. When teachers were asked if they currently modify or adapt their exceptional 

education students curriculum in regard to the outcomes they expect from that individual, 

86% agreed (23% strongly agreed; 44% agreed; and 19% agreed somewhat). 

The interaction between educators' willingness to include students with moderate 

or severe disabilities with the provision of integrated curricula (Survey Questions 18 and 

21) by the general desirability of inclusion (Survey Question 1) was queried (see 

Appendix H). Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(4, 95) = 8.54, p < .001, at 

a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, we can conclude 

that the alternate hypothesis is tenable and statistically significant. 

In the survey, a large majority (92%) of teachers responded with agreement (14% 

strongly agree; 52% agree; 26% agree somewhat) when asked if it would be desirable to 
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be provided integrated curricula to use with their exceptional education students in the 

general education setting. However, slightly less than half the teachers (47%; 1% 

nonresponsive) agreed when asked if they would be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in the general education classroom if provided a social or 

functional or life skills curriculum. 

The interaction between educators' willingness to include students with moderate 

or severe disabilities with the provision of curriculum integration training (responses to 

Survey Questions 19 and 22) by the general desirability of inclusion (responses to Survey 

Question 1) was computed (see Appendix H). Based on the results of the one-way 

ANOVA, F = 8.54 (4, 95), p < .001, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is 

rejected. Therefore, we can conclude that the alternate hypothesis is tenable and 

statistically significant. 

In the survey, a large majority of teachers (85%) agreed (16% strongly agree; 

46% agree; 23% agree somewhat) when asked if it would be desirable to be provided 

training to integrate social or functional or life skills curriculum with their current 

curriculum. Yet, barely half (50%; 1% nonresponsive) of teachers responded with 

agreement when asked if they would be more willing to teach students with moderate or 

severe disabilities in the general education classroom if given training to integrate social 

or functional or life skills curriculum with their current curriculum. 

The interaction between educators' willingness to include students with moderate 

or severe disabilities with the provision of outcome assessments (responses to Survey 

Questions 20 and 23) by the general desirability of inclusion (responses to Survey 
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Question 1) was computed (see Appendix H). Based on the results of the one-way 

ANOVA, F(4, 95) = 8.54, p < .001, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is 

rejected. Therefore, we can conclude that the alternate hypothesis is tenable and 

statistically significant. 

A large majority of the surveyed teachers (87%) responded with agreement (16% 

strongly agree; 49% agree; 22% agree somewhat) when asked if it would be desirable to 

be provided outcome assessments to use with their exceptional education students in the 

general education setting. But more than half of the teachers (53%; 1% nonresponsive) 

disagreed when asked if they would be more willing to teach students with moderate or 

severe disabilities in the general education classroom if provided clear outcome 

indicators from which to work. 

Teachers prioritized outcome aims by type and degree of disability (Questions 

24-59) as reported in Table 3. The surveyed teachers' first outcome aims for students with 

disabilities appear to be academic, (except for a social skills focus for students with mild 

emotional or behavioral disabilities or trainable or severe mental retardation), and a 

functional or life skills focus for students with educable mental retardation or mild 

physical disabilities. Third preferences for student outcome aims were predominantly 

social, apart from a functional life skills focus for students with mild disabilities and an 

academic aim for students with mild physical disabilities. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

Results and Discussion 

The purpose of this study was (a) to extend the current research base on inclusion 

and (b) to further delineate the attitudes and perceptions of general and special educators 

with regard to outcomes of students with disabilities who participate in inclusive 

programs in selected elementary schools. The research problem stated as a 

comprehensive question was: Do elementary level general and special educators who 

teach in selected inclusive settings maintain different attitudes and expectations of 

educational outcomes for their students with disabilities? 

Five research questions were investigated in this study. The research questions, 

results, and a discussion follow: 

 
Research Question 1 

Do elementary level general and special educators expect different educational outcomes 

from each of their students with disabilities?  

Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(4, 99) = 5.14, p < .001, at a 

critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, the alternative 

hypothesis was tenable and statistically significant. The results of this survey indicated 
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that a slight majority of teachers do not expect the same general educational outcomes 

from each of their students--regardless of whether the students have disabilities or not. 

Even more teachers did not expect the same educational outcomes from each of their 

students with disabilities (which was confirmed in both Part 1 and Part 2 of the survey). 

Consequently, teachers appear to recognize the diverse nature of their students and adjust 

their expectations for individual educational outcomes accordingly. 

Contradictory findings of student outcomes in relation to the inclusive classroom 

have been reported in the literature. The social and academic outcomes research suggest 

that some students yield improved outcomes in the general education classroom (Carlberg 

& Kavale, 1980) and other students show improved outcomes in special classes (Calhoun 

& Elliot, 1977). 

It is uncertain what outcome expectations teachers currently embrace for their 

students with disabilities. In practice, teachers must concern themselves with grades, 

standards, assessments, IEPs, and various laws, regulations, and policies. In this era of 

inclusion, teachers experience some confusion over which outcomes are of greatest 

importance, yet reasonable and potentially obtainable for each of their students. Those 

involved in inclusion efforts need to understand that classrooms are becoming more 

diverse, and it is the teacher's job "to arrange instruction that benefits all students--even 

though the various students may derive different benefits" (Rogers, 1993, p. 4). 

Therefore, teachers must recognize, accept, and value the need for different types of 

learner outcomes (Hollowood, 1994). Understanding and accepting diversity in the 

classroom is the first step to successful inclusion. 
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Research Question 2  

Do elementary level educators' expectations of student outcomes vary according to type 

or degree of disability?   

Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(5, 99) = 3.65, p < .01, at a critical 

value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, the experimental 

hypothesis is tenable and the results to research question 3 are significant. 

Most of the teachers surveyed agreed when asked (two items) if their expectations 

of student outcomes vary according to the type (94%) and degree (97%) of disabilities 

their students have.  

Part 2 of the survey, which ranked teachers' general priorities for general student 

outcome aims (academic, social, functional or life skills) for various types and degrees of 

disabilities, confirmed agreement results. For every disability type queried, a different 

percentage of priority for student outcome aims was found (see Chapter 4, Table 3). 

These results also indirectly correspond to findings of past attitude studies relating 

to preferences of students to mainstream. In a research synthesis on inclusion, Scruggs 

and Mastropieri (1996) reviewed several studies investigating students with differing 

types of disability. One of the cited studies, Shotel et al. (1972), reported that teachers 

preferred mainstreaming students with learning disabilities (LD) over those with 

emotional disturbance (EM) and felt least favorable mainstreaming students with 

educable mental retardation (EMR). Center and Ward (1987) found teachers preferred 

mainstreaming students with mild mobility or sensory disabilities over those with 

moderate attention, language, or social or emotional disabilities. Less supported in the 
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Center and Ward study was mainstreaming students with severe sensory, intellectual, or 

behavioral disabilities. Scruggs' and Mastropieri's implications for practice include 

consideration of disability severity ". . . because teachers are more willing to include 

students with mild disabilities than students with more severe disabilities" (p.72). But 

Scruggs and Mastropieri could not confirm that the study's agreement outcomes covaried 

with the type of disabling condition because, by their own admission, "most items 

referred generally to 'handicapped' or 'special needs' students" (p.65).  

Vandivier, P. and Vandivier (1981) found that teachers favored mainstreaming for 

students with learning disabilities over those with emotional disturbance. Those with 

mental retardation were favored least for mainstreaming. No significant differences were 

found when comparing mild, moderate, and severe levels of each disability (mild was 

only compared with mild, moderate with moderate, and severe with severe) except that 

there were no significant preferences in students with mild learning disabilities and mild 

emotional disturbances.  

Although still looking at type and degree of disability, Wilczenski (1992) 

examined how these findings relate to accommodation in the general education 

classroom. Teachers were most agreeable to integrating students who required only minor 

classroom accommodations, but less agreeable as the demands for accommodations 

increased (Wilczenski). Accommodations were indirectly related with type and degrees 

of disabilities using the Rasch model. For example, teachers found it easiest to agree with 

statements describing the need for only minor regular class accommodations, such as 

social integration, followed by statements pertaining to the integration of students with 
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physical disabilities, and most difficult to agree with items regarding the integration of 

students who manifest significant academic and behavioral problems that would require 

extensive accommodations (Wilczenski). As reported in all the aforementioned attitude 

research, it is evident that teachers do indeed have preferences and attitudes relating to 

the populations of students for which they provide inclusive education. 

When studying social and academic outcomes research, it appears that special 

class placement yields improved outcomes for some students while general education 

yields improved outcomes for other students. The only certain factor is that there is no 

one proven placement or method of delivery of education that works best for all students. 

Whinnery et al., (1995) emphasized the necessity to tailor the service delivery alternative 

to meet the unique needs of each student. Regardless of how researchers approach 

investigating inclusion of special education students, it is apparent the type and degree of 

student disability is significant and both relate to teachers' expectations of students' 

outcomes. 

 
Research Question 3  

In relation to outcomes, do elementary level general and special educators feel their 

students with disabilities are being served best in an inclusive setting?  

Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F (5, 97) = 3.69, p < .01, at a 

critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis is rejected. The results were found to be 

significant. 

Most of the teachers (97%) in this study agreed that inclusion is a desirable 

educational practice. Berryman, J. and Berryman (1981) who asked a similar question 
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(they used the term mainstreaming instead of inclusion), found comparable results. 

Moreover, five other studies reviewed by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) using the same 

generally worded items, found support for agreement (M = 70.8%; range = 60.1% to 

77.6%) of inclusion or mainstreaming as desirable. 

Although strong agreement remains, the degree of teacher agreement was reduced 

to (87%) when teachers in this study were asked to consider inclusion in relation to the 

attainment of student outcomes. This finding may relate to the current move toward 

accountability of student outcomes and the responsibility (and possible penalization) 

being at least partially placed upon the teacher and school. Attainment of student 

outcomes (test scores, individualized educational program [IEP] goals, standards) have 

placed a great deal of pressure on the teacher and fostered some negative connotations. 

Teachers are a little more hesitant when outcomes are mentioned because there is some 

uncertainty in these times as to when the teacher or school could be held accountable for 

students' poor outcome performance. Some states currently reward teachers with merit 

pay upon the basis of student test scores and other states impose sanctions with repeated 

poor student outcomes (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1988). The 

January 2002 enactment of No Child Left Behind has further permeated the literature and 

accentuated pressures on teachers and schools relative to the controversial use of high-

stakes testing and general education standards for students with disabilities. Although 

there is a need for greater accountability in special education, and all students need to be 

included in the evolving accountability systems, these occurrences could have significant 

applicability to the desirability of inclusion in relation to student outcomes. Further 
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research to delineate teachers' attitudes toward inclusion, in relation to student outcomes, 

is warranted to confirm the magnitude of this significance.   

In the current research, only one third of the teachers agreed it is feasible, and the 

same amount agreed it is desirable to teach students labeled as gifted, regular, and 

mentally handicapped in the same general education classroom. Teacher attitude has been 

shown to be one of the most critical variables in determining the success of innovative 

programs in special education (Larrivee & Cook, 1979; MacDonald & Hardman, 1989; 

Parrish et al., 1982; Stoler, 1992). Additionally, an individual teacher’s perception of 

competence is related to his or her willingness (Stephens & Braun, 1980). Therefore, if 

inclusion is to succeed, teachers involved in its execution must perceive themselves as 

competent and be willing to support inclusion. Butler-Hayes (1995) found more 

knowledge, exposure, and experience leads to greater acceptance of inclusion. Villa, 

Thousand, Meyers, and Nevin (1996) surveyed 680 teachers and administrators and 

found that educating students with disabilities in general education classrooms results in 

positive changes in educators' attitudes. Anthony (1976) reported both the acquisition of 

new knowledge and new experiences have been recognized as potential factors in attitude 

change. Later, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that a majority of teachers were 

willing to implement inclusion with teacher willingness covarying to the severity of the 

disability and the amount of teacher responsibility required. The teachers in the current 

research responded similarly. Therefore, teachers' willingness and competence are 

foremost, but these appear to be dependent on the student's type and degree of disability. 
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It appears a case-by-case approach is the best way to make decisions about 

student instruction and placement. It is apparent that some students simply cannot make 

satisfactory learning and social adjustments without significant program and instructional 

accommodations (Roberts & Mather, 1995). In addition, some teachers may not be 

willing or able to accommodate the more challenging of students. 

Based on the present findings, teachers (currently) modify or adapt their 

exceptional education student’s curriculum in regard to the outcomes they expect from 

that individual. Teachers must identify specific, measurable outcomes for each of their 

student’s progress. If expectations of student outcomes vary, curricular and instructional 

modification or adaptation is typically good practice. The success of students with special 

needs in general education classrooms has been found to be related to the extent that 

teachers are willing to provide the necessary accommodations (Wang et al., 1990; 

Ysseldyke et al., 1988). 

Yet, according to past research, teacher curriculum and instruction adaptation or 

modification are often neglected. Horne (1983), in a study of 149 teachers from a New 

England state, reported that approximately one half of the teachers surveyed disagreed on 

teacher willingness to alter curriculum or instruction. Baker and Zigmond (1995) found, 

while observing models of inclusive practice at five school sites, that no special education 

was apparent; instead, accommodations were implemented to the entire class so as to not 

single out any students. Paraprofessionals or peers provided any further special 

assistance, or pullout services were reinvented (Baker & Zigmond). Baker and Zigmond 
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also noted that some teachers were philosophically opposed to making any 

accommodations for students. 

Halvorsen and Sailor (1990) exemplified that even faithful proponents of 

inclusion have come to recognize the inappropriate nature of the general education 

curriculum for certain students with disabilities. And when functional skills or life skills 

may be more appropriate, they are seldom researched or taught in the general education 

classroom. Sands (1995) found that teachers' primary request for training was in the area 

of developing curriculum to teach compensatory and life skills areas. 

The present findings indicated that most teachers currently feel it is neither 

feasible nor desirable to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded students in the same 

general education classroom. In consideration of teachers' attitude, confounding research,  

claimed insufficient curriculum and training, this practice may not be recommended for 

many teachers. 

 
Research Question 4  

In relation to outcomes, do elementary level general and special educators' beliefs about 

the best setting for their students vary according to the student's type or degree of 

disability?  

The null hypothesis was rejected based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, 

F(5, 99) = 6.77, p < .001, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis was rejected 

and the results were considered statistically significant.  

The majority of teachers (66%) disagreed when asked if all students, regardless of 

the type or degree of their disability, should be included in a general education classroom. 
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Previous attitudinal research shows that general and special educators favored the 

predominant pullout model of special education service delivery (see Coates, 1989; 

Semmel et al., 1991). These findings are further substantiated and explained by the 

following data. Most (94%) of the teachers agreed when asked if it depends on the type or 

degree of disability a student has as to whether he or she should be included in a general 

education class. Fluctuation in teacher support for inclusion appears to depend on the 

type or degree of disability of the student. This contention has been supported by several 

additional studies. 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) reported different levels of support for including 

students with different types (conditions) of disability. In the Shotel et al. (1972) study, 

the majority of teachers supported mainstreaming students with learning disabilities 

whereas less than a third of the teachers surveyed supported mainstreaming students with 

emotional disturbance or educable mental retardation. Horne (1983) investigated teachers' 

preferences for manageability within the regular classroom and reported that teachers 

rated students labeled as stutterers, epileptics, the gifted and learning disabled as most 

manageable, and students labeled as emotionally disturbed, multiple handicapped, 

trainable mentally retarded as very difficult or impossible to manage in the regular 

classroom. 

Outcome research has revealed differential placement effects when examining 

students' performance in relation to the students' category of exceptionality. Students' 

classified as learning disabled or behaviorally or emotionally disturbed showed 

improvement of 11 percentile ranks in achievement resulting from their placement in 
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special classes (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980). Special class placement was most 

disadvantageous for exceptional children whose primary disability reflected lower IQ 

levels (Carlberg & Kavale). Slow learners lost 13 percentile ranks, whereas educable 

mentally retarded students declined by 6 percentile ranks (Carlberg & Kavale). Calhoun 

and Elliot (1977) found that at the end of the 3rd year EMR students placed in regular 

classes scored 2.56 standard deviation units higher than those students placed in special 

classes. The ED students placed in regular classes showed a difference even greater, at 

2.72 standard deviation units (Calhoun & Elliot). In addition, EMR and ED students 

randomly assigned to regular classes were found to have more positive self-concepts than 

those placed in special classes during the 2nd and 3rd years of the study. 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) investigated different levels of support for 

including students with different degrees of disability. Berryman, J. and Berryman (1981) 

found most teachers support mainstreaming students with mild physical, sensory, and 

medical disabilities, and less than one third of the teachers supported mainstreaming with 

more serious behavioral, intellectual, or physical disabilities. Center and Ward (1987) 

found more than two thirds of the teachers in their sample supported mainstreaming 

students with mild mobility or sensory difficulties, but less than one third of the teachers 

supported mainstreaming students with moderate attention, language, or social emotional 

disabilities, or severe sensory, intellectual, or behavioral disabilities.   

In the current study, when examining teachers' opinions of placement options for 

students with mild disabilities, it was found that most teachers believe, in relation to 

outcomes, students were best served in a combination of an inclusive setting and a 
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resource room setting. A majority of the teachers (88%) responded with agreement when 

asked, in relation to outcomes, whether students with mild disabilities generally are best 

served in an inclusive settings. More (94%) teachers responded with agreement when 

asked, in relation to outcomes, whether students with mild disabilities generally are 

served best in a combination of an inclusive setting and a resource room setting.   

Also in the current study, when examining teachers' opinions of placement 

options for students with moderate or severe disabilities it was found that most teachers 

(82%) believe that, in relation to outcomes, students with moderate or severe disabilities 

generally are served best in special classes or more restrictive settings. Only 38% of the 

teachers responded with agreement when asked, in relation to outcomes, whether students 

with moderate or severe disabilities generally are served best in inclusive settings.   

Center and Ward (1987) concluded from an attitude study in New South Wales 

that teachers, in general, do not support mainstream placement for children with profound 

sensory disabilities, multi-handicapping conditions, or moderate degrees of behavioral or 

intellectual impairment. The authors confirmed through qualitative analysis of teachers’ 

comments that, at least in relation to serving students with more severe disabilities,  

teachers’ anxieties occur in reference to their own lack of skills, individual time 

available, and support (Center & Ward).  

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that only 33.3% of the teachers answered 

with agreement when asked whether the general classroom was the best social or 

academic environment for students with disabilities (or other similar questions). The 

researchers explained the lower results and variability to the "strength of item wording" 
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rather than type or degree of disabling condition because "most of the items referred 

generally to handicapped or special needs students" (Scruggs & Mastropieri, p. 65). This 

researcher disputes Scruggs' and Mastropieri's rationale, and suggests the non specific 

reference to disabling condition was the cause of the lower agreement and variability 

instead of the effect. If, indeed, the teachers surveyed were allowed to respond to the 

questions in relation to the specific type of disabling condition (instead of "handicapped" 

or "special needs students"), the results might have been less variable--even significant 

(as in the current study). These effects correlate with the findings of Jobe et al. (1996) 

that reflect vast variability and apparent nonsignificant results due to the possible 

omission of teacher opportunity to respond according to the type of disabled child 

involved in inclusion.   

In relation to educational practice, according to the National Center for 

Educational Statistics (2002) the percentage of students with disabilities placed in regular 

classrooms (for the 1988-1998 school years) significantly increased among students with 

specific learning disabilities (from 20% to 45%) and the smallest increases occurred 

among students with multiple disabilities (from 12% to 14%). This statistic further 

confirms the significance of students’ type of disability in relation to inclusion. 

 
Research Question 5  

Would elementary level general and special educators be more willing to teach students 

with moderate or severe disabilities in inclusive settings if they were provided: (a) social 

and functional or life skills curriculum, (b) training to integrate other curriculum into 
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their current academic curriculum, or (c) outcome indicators for accountability purposes? 

 Statistically, based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, F(4, 99) = 8.55, 

p < .001, at a critical value of .05 (95%), the null hypothesis was rejected and the 

experimental hypothesis was determined correct and significant.   

Based on the findings indicated in this study, teachers (currently) modify or adapt 

their exceptional education students' curriculum in regard to the outcomes they expect 

from that individual. Teachers must identify specific, measurable outcomes for each of 

their students. If expectations of student outcomes vary, curricular and instructional 

modification or adaptation are typically good practice. Halvorsen and Sailor (1990) 

exemplified that even faithful proponents of inclusion have come to recognize the 

unsuitable nature of the general education curriculum for certain students with 

disabilities. Indeed, the success of students with special needs in general education 

classrooms has been found to be associated to the degree that teachers are willing to 

provide the necessary accommodations (Wang et al., 1990; Ysseldyke et al., 1988).   

Yet, according to past research, teacher curriculum and instruction adaptation or 

modification are often neglected. Horne (1983) reported in his study of 149 teachers that 

approximately one half of the teachers surveyed answered with disagreement in regards 

to teacher willingness to alter curriculum or instruction. Also, Baker, J. and Zigmond 

(1995) found, while observing models of inclusive practice at five school sites, that no 

special education was apparent, but instead accommodations were implemented to the 

entire class so as to not single out any students. Paraprofessionals or peers provided any 

further special assistance, or pull-out services were reinvented (Baker, J., & Zigmond). 
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Baker and Zigmond also noted that some teachers were philosophically opposed to 

making any accommodations for students. 

Although historically teachers may have been unwilling or philosophically 

opposed to altering curriculum and instruction, they currently claim to modify or adapt 

their exceptional education students' curriculum with regard to expectations of outcomes. 

There still may be some confusion and uncertainty of how to teach--to the general class 

or to the individual--in the inclusionary situation (such as reverting back to the pull-out 

model when more is needed). However, the fact that teachers believe that they are 

modifying or adapting their curriculum to meet those needs suggests that there has been 

refinement in teachers' perceptions of competence, willingness, and philosophy. 

The teachers surveyed in the current study appear to be extremely receptive to the 

idea of being provided social and functional or life skills curriculum, training to integrate 

other curriculum into their current academic curriculum, and outcome indicators for 

accountability purposes. A large majority of the surveyed teachers reported that it was 

desirable to be provided integrated curricula, training to integrate social or functional life 

skills curriculum, and outcome assessment options, all for use in the general education 

setting. 

Data indicating a lack of sufficient teacher training and material resources are 

copious in the research and indirectly support teachers' interest in being provided with 

social and functional or life skills curriculum, training to integrate other curriculum into 

their current academic curriculum, and outcome indicators for accountability purposes. 

Overall, in Scruggs and Mastropieri's (1996) meta-analysis, only 29.2% or the 
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respondents agreed that general education teachers had sufficient expertise or training for 

mainstreaming. In five surveys that provided separate responses for elementary teachers 

36.9% of the respondents agreed they have sufficient skills (Scruggs & Mastropieri)  In 

two of the investigations, 37.6% agreed that they had adequate materials and support 

(Scruggs and Mastropieri). In the Gans (1987) investigation, 45.6% agreed that material 

resources were adequate (Scruggs and Mastropieri).  

Stainback, S., and Stainback (1992) tendered the contention that curricular goal 

achievement should not be the only concern for later success of students with severe 

disabilities. Friendships, socialization, and functional skills are also important. Yet 

students should not have to be transported out into the community during school hours 

unless other students in the general class are also doing this. These authors maintain that 

some educators lack experience in providing or adapting a general education curriculum 

to meet all students' needs (Stainback & Stainback).   

In Sands (1995) statewide survey of special educators, findings indicated that 

teachers' primary request for training was in the area of developing curriculum to teach 

compensatory and life skills. Sands suggested that poor student outcomes and 

dependence on academic skill remediation may be directly linked to teachers' inability to 

develop curriculum in these areas. It has been established through research that relatively 

few teachers differentiate their instruction for the broad range academic achievement 

within their classrooms (Baker, J., & Zigmond, 1990; Fuchs, D. et al., 1992; McIntosh et 

al., 1993). Lack of training and curriculum development may relate to this insufficiency. 
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Yet, only about half of the teachers surveyed indicated that they would be more 

willing to teach students with moderate or severe disabilities in the general education 

classroom if they were provided social or functional or life skills curriculum, clear 

outcome indicators from which to work, or training to integrate social or functional or life 

skills curriculum with their current curriculum. There is an apparent reluctance for 

teachers to commit to teaching students with moderate or severe disabilities in the general 

education classroom regardless of the support provisions offered. Although only about 

half of the teachers in this investigation would be more willing to teach students with 

moderate or severe disabilities in the general education classroom if they were supplied 

these provisions, the advantage of increased teacher willingness and sanctuary could 

outweigh the cost of such provisions. 

Further, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found only about one fourth to one third 

of teachers surveyed agreed they currently had sufficient time, training, or material or 

personnel resources to implement mainstreaming or inclusion successfully. Scruggs' and 

Mastropieri's note teachers are more willing to include students with mild disabilities than 

students with more severe disabilities, and by implication, the more severe the disabilities 

represented in the inclusive setting, the more sources of support would be needed (p. 72). 

Downing et al. (1996) demonstrated that students with more severe disabilities 

could accomplish considerable progress in academic and social development in the 

general education classroom when provided with significant support, yet academic 

difficulty continued at the end of the year, as did the need for extensive assistance 

(Downing et al.). 



 
 
 

 

85

Again, legally and responsibly inclusive services must be determined on an 

individual basis. Excluding students on the basis of the type and degree of the disability, 

or outcome aims, would be--at a minimum--politically incorrect. But in practice, it is 

important to listen to the stakeholders, the teachers, and consider the crucial information  

they provide to formulate effective methods, delivery models, and working situations in 

general. 

 
Recommendations for Further Research 

Undeniably, there have been conflicting findings reported in the research, and 

diversity in the process of inclusion. It is uncertain the extent which inclusion benefits 

students with various disabilities in relation to academic, social, and functional or life 

skills outcomes. Special education must intensify its emphasis upon student outcomes in 

relation to the general education classroom. In addition, teachers must be receptive to 

inclusion to ensure its success. In this era of accountability, teachers' expectations of 

student outcomes for students of different disability types and degrees may hold 

particular significance. 

This researcher investigated teachers' attitudes of inclusion relating to both the 

type and degree of students' disabilities and obtained significant results. Although 

supported by recent statistics, more research is needed to confirm these findings.   

Additionally, there is a need to further investigate teachers' attitudes and opinions 

of inclusion in relation to student outcomes in order to better understand the evolution of 

inclusion and the needs for the future. It is apparent that teachers do have preferences and 

significant attitudes relating to the populations of students to whom they provide 
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inclusive education. Both quantitative and qualitative attitude research may further 

delineate practical approaches to serve various student populations effectively.   

 
Limitations 

The use of labels has taken on an unpopular, almost offensive nature in education. 

Kauffman and Pullen (1996) noted that “most categories and labels associated with 

special education often carry stigma and can be used in demeaning ways, are imprecise 

descriptions of need, sometimes are assigned wrongly, may not result in the student's 

obtaining appropriate services, and are difficult to remove or forget” (p. 10). Some 

educators feel this dissenting aura has been perpetuated by full-inclusionists' attempts to 

eliminate labels altogether. Yet, despite the heightened awareness of the potential 

negative aspects of labeling, threats of reprehension may be far outweighed by the 

advantages that labels may supply. Professional communication in education (as in any 

profession) is greatly streamlined when people are focused to the same general point of 

reference. Organization, efficiency, and the accountability aspects of the field are greatly 

enhanced by categorization. In addition, advocacy is often performed utilizing labels. 

Quite possibly the fear of charges of discrimination or stigmatization may have hindered 

insightful research in the past relating to type and degree of disabilities. As Kauffman et 

al., (1988) have indicated, students are often misunderstood and stigmatized because they 

fail to meet acceptable performance standards set by teachers and peers. It must be 

considered whether it is the label which students are given that stigmatizes them or 

whether is it the student's behavior that causes the stigma? 



 
 
 

 

87

Regardless, it has been found that labeling is inevitable, as naming and 

categorization are inherent to the human language (Burbach, 1981). At one time, special 

education categories were abolished in England and Wales and the results proved 

unsuccessful. Feniak (1988) (cited in Kauffman & Pullen, 1996) reported covert labels 

continued, monitoring became substandard, and information became obscured. The effort 

was futile. Labeling and categorization, when used as intended--as a positive tool of 

communication--may be a necessary component of the education field. Given the misuse 

in the past, research by category and labeling for advocacy, efficiency, accountability, 

and communication appears necessary, and probably will continue if special education is 

to reap the benefits.  

Another limitation of this research is that it reflects self-reported perceptions 

instead of actual observations of classroom occurrences and behavior. The responses of 

participants may be affected by very individual, uncontrollable variables. For example, 

participants' responses to surveys could be affected by their desire to convey socially 

acceptable responses, although these may not accurately reflect true attitudes toward 

inclusion and populations of students with disabilities participating in inclusion. Or, when 

people make ratings of others there is also the possibility of the so called halo effect 

where ratings tend to be colored by a general impression (or halo) representing a general 

attitude of a person, instead of rating students specifically on a number of different 

variables (Brophy & Good, 1974, p.135). Commonly, a survey method of testing will not  

have adequate validity or reliability. Since the results of the current study are based on 

perceptions and attitudes, the findings are not necessarily generalizable. 
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Some lack of response by participants is inevitable with the survey-type 

methodology. Lack of response is an important, often problematic source of variance in 

survey data, and central to the use of mail surveys (Hedrick et al., 1993). The effect of 

non-response on survey estimates depends on the percentage of participants not 

responding, and the extent to which the responses might be biased. If most of the 

participants selected provide data, sample estimates will be reliable, even if the 

respondents are distinctive (Fowler, 1993). 

To a large extent, response rates are largely under the control of the researcher. 

Careful consideration in research design and data collection methods can minimize the 

resulting error. Several of the controls built into the current study were an initial friendly, 

informative cover letter sent with the survey, the inclusion of a self-addressed envelope 

with each survey, a follow-up letter stressing the importance of the high rate of response 

with another copy of the survey, and follow-up phone contact. The researcher also made 

the survey instrument professional, attractive, understandable, and easy to complete–all 

of which have been shown to have positive effects on response rates. 
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Appendix A 
 

Research Support for Survey Items 



 

Table A1 
 
Research Support for Survey Items 
 
 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

 
Question 1:  
Do elementary level 
general and special 
educators expect the 
same educational 
outcomes from each 
of their students with 
disabilities? 

 
Pilot:  21 elementary 
level educators 
enrolled in graduate 
level education 
courses at UWF 
 
Survey:  All of the 
general and special 
education teachers in 
the participating 
schools who have 
practiced inclusion 
within the last 2 years 
 
Confirmation 
Interview:  
Approximately 15% of 
respondents 
(randomly selected)  

 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Confirmation 
Interview 
 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Scale 

 
8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9 

 
Baker & Zigmond, 1995 
Hollowood, 1994 
Rogers, 1993 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Horne, 1983 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
Stevens & Braun, 1980 
Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 
1996 
 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Coates, 1989 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
Question 2: 

 
Pilot: 21 elementary 

 
Attitudes Toward 

 
10 

 
Calhoun & Elliot, 1977 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

Do elementary level 
educators’ 
expectations of 
student outcomes 
vary according to 
type or degree of 
disability? 

level educators 
enrolled in graduate 
level education 
courses at UWF 
 
Survey: All of the 
general and special 
education teachers in 
the participating 
schools who have 
practiced inclusion 
within the last 2 years 
 
Confirmation 
Interview: 
Approximately 15% of 
respondents 
(randomly selected) 

Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Scale 
 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Confirmation 
Interview 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 

Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Hollowood, 1994 
Lipsky & Gartner, 1989 
Scruggs & Mastroperi, 1996 
    Shotel, Iano, & McGettin, 1972 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981 
 
Anthony, 1976 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Jobe et al., 1996 
Scruggs & Mastroperi, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981 
    Center & Ward, 1987 
    Shotel, Iano, & McGettin, 1972 
Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981 
Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 
1996 
Whinnery, King, Evans, and Gable, 
1995 
Wilczenski, 1995 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
Question 3: 
In relation to 
outcomes, do 
elementary level 

 
Pilot:  21 elementary 
level educators 
enrolled in graduate 
level education 

 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Scale 

 
1 
 
 
 

 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981  
    Center & Ward, 1987 
 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

general and special 
educators feel their 
students with 
disabilities are being 
served best 
(academically, 
socially, and 
functionally-in 
preparation for the 
future) in an inclusive 
setting? 
 

courses at UWF 
 
Survey:  All of the 
general and special 
education teachers in 
the participating 
schools who have 
practiced inclusion 
within the last 2 years 
 
Confirmation 
Interview:  
Approximately 15% of 
respondents 
(randomly selected) 

 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Confirmation 
Interview 

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 

Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990 
OERI, 1988 
Roberts & Mather, 1995 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981  
    Center & Ward, 1987 
 
Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1995 
Calhoun & Elliot, 1977 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Lipsky & Gartner, 1989 
Manset & Semmel, 1997 
Roberts & Mather, 1995 
 
Lipsky & Gardner, 1991 
MacMillan, Gresham & Forness, 1996 
Manset & Semmel, 1987 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Stevens & Slavin, 1992 
Wilczenski, 1995 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
7 
 
 
 

 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Halvorsen & Sailor, 1990 
Sands, 1995 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17 

    Berryman & Berryman, 1981 
    Center & Ward, 1987 
    Diebold & vonEschenback, 1991 
    Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989 
    Shotel, Iano, McGettin, 1972 
Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981 
Wilczenski, 1995 
 
Baker & Zigmond, 1995 
Jobe et al., 1996 
Scruggs & Mastropieri,  1996 
    Berryman & Berryman,  1981 
    Center & Ward, 1987 
    Diebold & vonEschenbach, 1991 
    Horne, 1983 
Vandivier & Vandivier, 1981 
Wilczenski, 1995 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
Question 4: 
In relation to 
outcomes, do 
elementary level 
educators' beliefs 
about the "best" 
setting for their 
students vary 

 
Pilot:  21 elementary 
level educators 
enrolled in graduate 
level education 
courses at UWF 
 
Survey:  All of the 
general and special 

 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Scale 
 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 

 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Calhoun & Elliot, 1977 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Coates, 1989 
Jobe et al., 1996 
Lipsky & Gardner, 1991 
Manset & Semmel, 1997 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

according to each 
student's type or 
degree of disability? 

education teachers in 
the participating 
schools who have 
practiced inclusion 
within the last 2 years 
 
Confirmation 
Interview:  
Approximately 15% of 
respondents 
(randomly selected) 
 

Confirmation 
Interview 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 

    Center & Ward, 1987 
    Horne, 1983  
    Shotel, Iano, & McGettin, 1972 
Slavin, 1987 
Snell, 1991 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Stevens & Slavin, 1992 
Villa, Thousand, Meyers & Nevin, 
1996 
Whinnery, King, Evans & Gable, 1995 
 
Calhoun & Elliot, 1977 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Jobe et al., 1996 
Lipsky & Gardner, 1991 
Manset & Semmel, 1997 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981 
    Center & Ward, 1987  
    Shotel, Iano, & McGettin, 1972 
Snell, 1991 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Stevens & Slavin, 1992 
Villa, Thousand, Meyers & Nevin, 
1996 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

 
12 

Whinnery, King, Evans & Gable, 1995 
 
Calhoun & Elliot, 1977  
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Downing, Morrison, & 
    Berecin-Rascon, 1996 
Dunn, 1968  
Maddin & Slavin, 1983         
McLesky & Waldron, 1996 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Horne, 1983 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
Semmel et al., 1991 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, 
Fuchs, 
    Baker et al., 1995 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)
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14 

 
Jobe et al., 1996 
Maddin & Slavin, 1983 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
    Shotel, Iano & McGettigan, 1972 
Semmel et al., 1991 
 
Jobe et al., 1996 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 
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16 

Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Center & Ward, 1987 
    Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989 
    Horne 1983 
Snell, 1991 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 
Stevens & Slavin, 1992 
 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Diebold & vonEschenback, 1991 
    Horne 1983 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
    Shotel, Iano & McGettigan, 1972 
Snell, 1991 
 
Carlberg & Kavale, 1980 
Jobe et al., 1996 
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16 

 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989 
    Horne 1983 
    Rogers, 1987 
    Shotel, Iano & McGettigan, 1972 

 
Question 5: 
Would elementary 

 
Pilot:  21 elementary 
level educators 

 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 

 
18 
 

 
Baker & Zigmond, 1995 
Field, LeRoy & Rivera, 1994 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

level educators be 
more willing to teach 
students with 
moderate/severe 
disabilities in 
inclusive settings if 
they were provided 
social/functional life 
skill curriculum, 
training to integrate 
other curriculum into 
their current 
curriculum, and /or 
outcome indicators 
for accountability 
purposes? 

enrolled in graduate 
level education 
courses at UWF 
 
Survey:  All of the 
general and special 
education teachers in 
the participating 
schools who have 
practiced inclusion 
within the last 2 years 
 
Confirmation 
Interview:  
Approximately 15% of 
respondents 
(randomly selected) 

Student Outcomes 
Scale 
 
Attitudes Toward 
Inclusion and 
Student Outcomes 
Confirmation 
Interview 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19 

Fuchs, Fuchs & Bishop, 1992 
McIntosh, Vaughn, Schumm, Hanger 
&  
    Lee 1993 
Sands, 1995 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Gans, 1987 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 
Zigmond, et al., 1995 
 
Roach, Halvorsen, Zeph, Giugno, & 
    Caruso, 1997 
Sands, 1995 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Coates, 1989 
    Horne, 1983 
Snell, 1991 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)
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Consortium on Inclusive School 
Practices 
    (CISP), Dec. 1996, April 1998 
Roach, Halvorsen, Zeph, Giugno, & 
    Caruso, 1997 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Berryman & Berryman, 1981 
    Center & Ward, 1987 



 

 
Question 

 
Data source 

 
Instrument 

 
Item 

 
Literature source 

 
 
 

21 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22 

    Diebold & vonEschenbach, 1991 
    Shotel, Iano & McGettigan, 1972 
Snell, 1991 
 
Downing et al., 1996 
Roach, Halvorsen, Zeph, Giugno, & 
    Caruso, 1997 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Horne, 1983 
Snell, 1991 
 
Field, LeRoy & Rivera, 1994 
Sands, 1995 
Stainback & Stainback, 1992 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
23 

 
CISP, April, 1998 
CISP, December, 1996 
Roach, Halvorsen, Zeph, Giugno, & 
    Caruso, 1997 
Sands, 1995 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
    Houck & Rogers, 1994 

 
Note. Research indented in Literature source column are included in “Teacher Perceptions of Mainstreaming/Inclusion, 

1958-1995: A Research Synthesis” by T. E. Scrugs, and M. A. Mastropieri, 1996, Exceptional Children, 63, p. 49-74.  



 

OERI = Office of Educational Research and Improvement; CISP = Consortium on Inclusive Schooling Practices. 
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Appendix C 

Coded Questionnaire 

Attitudes Toward Inclusion and Outcomes Scale 
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Appendix D 

Cover Letter and Informed Consent 
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Dear Educator: 
I am a student at the University of West Florida working on my doctoral degree in Special Education. I am 

particularly interested in inclusion. There is a growing body of research showing that inclusion is practiced in 
various ways, focusing on various populations of students with disabilities. Educational reform efforts have 
rendered concerns about "high expectations for all" and enhanced, accountable student outcomes. I feel until we 
better understand our attitudes relating to inclusion and what outcomes we currently expect from our students with 
disabilities, we cannot improve upon them.   

For your assistance in completing the attached survey, I have included my operational definitions of inclusion 
and student outcomes. This is only for your own information--I realize inclusion and student outcomes are 
extremely variable across situations. 

Inclusion--the education of an individual with disabilities in a general education classroom of the student's 
neighborhood school for the majority of his school day, with the provision of any necessary specially design 
instruction, supplementary services, along with the promotion of an atmosphere of belonging in the classroom and 
school. 

Student outcomes--grades, IEP goals, various types of assessment, graduation rates, drop-out rates, 
employment records, etc. are all forms of measuring student outcomes. For the purpose of this study measurable 
outcome, indicators should be mentally classified into three areas: academic, social, and functional/life skills.   

With your assistance, I hope to survey several educators with inclusion experience in Okaloosa County and 
Escambia County, Florida. Your school administrators and school boards have given prior approval for participation 
in this study. Participation in this study is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty. Your name and 
any personal information will be kept strictly confidential. And you can be assured I appreciate your assistance in 
completing the attached survey. It should only take you 15-20 minutes. A few of you will be contacted for a 
follow-up interview. I hope that the information will help us all better understand the current state of the inclusion 
process and our expectations for our students with disabilities. If you have any questions about my research or 
your rights as a subject, you can reach me at (850) 651-1909.  

      Thank-you, 
Jennifer Hull 

 
Name________________Age___ Sex____ Teaching Experience (years)____________ 
Current job title ___________________________School________________________ 
Title_____________________School________________________________________ 
Teacher Certified__Y__N   Inclusion Experience (years)____Briefly explain your recent inclusion situation(s) and 
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your role in the process ______________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Informed Consent: I agree to research participation free of coercion and undue influence:  
Signature_______________________________________________________________ Phone number and area 
code________________________________________________ 
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Appendix E 
 

Chi-Square Results for Survey Questions 1-23 (Part 1) 



 

 

Table E1 
 
Chi-Square Results for Questions 1-23 (Part 1) 
 
  

Survey question 
 

Chi-
Square 

 
df 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

 
1. 

 
In general, inclusion is a desirable educational practice. 

 
52.00 

 
4 

 
.001 

 
2. 

 
In relation to the attainment of student outcomes, inclusion is a desirable 
educational practice.  

 
79.40 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
3. 

 
All students, regardless of the type or degree of their disability, should be 
"included" in general education classrooms. 

 
26.60 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
4. 

 
It depends on the type or degree of disability a student has as to whether he/she 
should be "included" in a general education class. 

 
87.08 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
5. 

 
Students with disabilities should be "included" in general education classrooms 
depending on the educational outcomes (academic, social, or functional/life skills) 
determined for each individual. 

 
84.44 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
6. 

 
It is feasible to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded students in the same 
general education class. 

 
32.00 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
7. 

 
It is desirable to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded students in the same 
general education class. 

 
25.80 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
8. 

 
I expect the same general educational outcomes (academic, social, functional/life 
skills), from each if my students-regardless of whether they have disabilities or 

 
23.00 

 
5 

 
.001 



 

 

  
Survey question 

 
Chi-

Square 

 
df 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

not. 
 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
9. 

 
I expect the same general educational outcomes (academic, social, functional/life 
skills), from each of my students with disabilities. 

 
25.04 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
10. 

 
My expectations of student outcomes vary according to the type of disabilities my 
students have. 

 
108.30 

 
4 

 
.001 

 
11. 

 
My expectations of student outcomes vary according to the degree of disabilities 
my students have. 

 
120.30 

 
4 

 
.001 

 
12. 

 
In relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills), students with mild 
disabilities generally are served best in inclusive settings. 

 
91.88 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
13. 

 
In relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills), students with mild 
disabilities generally are served best in a combination of an inclusive setting and a 
resource room setting. 

 
87.70 

 
4 

 
.001 

 
14. 

 
In relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills), students with 
moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in an inclusive setting.  

 
30.32 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
15. 

 
In relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills), students with 
moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in a combination of an 
inclusive setting and a resource room setting. 

 
32.00 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
16. 

 
In relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills), students with 

 
63.68 

 
5 

 
.001 



 

 

  
Survey question 

 
Chi-

Square 

 
df 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in special classes or more 
restrictive settings. 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues)

 
17. 

 
I modify/adapt my exceptional education students' curriculum in regard to the 
outcomes I expect from that individual. 

 
77.18 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
18. 

 
It would be desirable to be provided integrated curricula to use with my 
exceptional education students in the general education setting. 

 
116.00 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
19. 

 
It would be desirable to be provided training to integrate social or functional/life 
skills curriculum with my current curriculum. 

 
78.56 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
20. 

 
It would be desirable to be provided outcome assessments to use with my 
exceptional education students in the general education setting. 

 
92.12 

 
5 

 
.001 

 
21. 

 
I would be more willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities in the 
general education classroom if I was provided a social or functional/life skills 
curriculum.  

 
12.82 

 
5 

 
.025 

 
22. 

 
I would be more willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities in the 
general education classroom if I was given training to integrate social or 
functional/ life skills curriculum with my current curriculum. 

 
16.21 

 
5 

 
.006 

 
23. 

 
I would be willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities in the general 
education classroom if I was provided clear outcome indicators from which to 

 
14.88 

 
5 

 
.011 



 

 

  
Survey question 

 
Chi-

Square 

 
df 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

work. 

Note. 0 cells (less than .001%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequencies are within 

the range of 16.3 - 20.0. 
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Appendix F 
 

Chi-Square Results for Survey Questions 24-53 (Part 2) 



 

 

Table F1 
 
Chi-Square Results for Questions 24-53 (Part 2) 
 
 

 
 

 
Survey question 

 
 

Chi-Square 

 
 

df 

 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
 
24. 

 
Mild Speech & Language Disabilities (Academic) 

 
70.82

  
2 

 
.001 

 
25. 

 
Mild Speech & Language Disabilities (Social) 

 
22.94

  
2 

 
.001 

 
26. 

 
Mild Speech & Language Disabilities (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
34.64

  
2 

 
.001 

 
27. 

 
Mild Learning Disabilities (Academic) 

 
106.5

  
2 

 
.001 

 
28. 

 
Mild Learning Disabilities (Social) 

 
29.18

  
2 

 
.001 

 
29. 

 
Mild Learning Disabilities (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
29.18

  
2 

 
.001 

 
30. 

 
Mild Emotional/Behavior Disorder (Academic) 

 
1.28

  
2 

 
.537 

 
31. 

 
Mild Emotional/Behavior Disorder (Social) 

 
13.52

  
2 

 
.001 

 
32. 

 
Mild Emotional Behavior Disorder (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
23.12

  
2 

 
.001 

 
33. 

 
Mild Physical Disabilities (Academic) 

 
107.54

  
2 

 
.001 

 
34. 

 
Mild Physical Disabilities (Social) 

 
74.48

  
2 

 
.001 

 
35. 

 
Mild Physical Disabilities (Functional Life Skills) 

 
112.22

  
2 

 
.001 

 
36. 

 
Educable Mental Retardation (Academic) 

 
22.94

  
2 

 
.001 

   



 

 

 
 

 
 

Survey question 

 
 

Chi-Square 

 
 

df 

 
Asymp. 

Sig. 

  (table continues)
 
37. 

 
Educable Mental Retardation (Social) 

 
24.02

  
2 

 
.001 

 
38. 

 
Educable Mental Retardation (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
61.46

  
2 

 
.001 

 
39. 

 
Moderate/Severe Speech & Language Skills (Academic) 

 
7.28

  
2 

 
.026 

 
40. 

 
Moderate/Severe Speech & Language Skills (Social) 

 
14.06

  
2 

 
.001 

 
41. 

 
Moderate/Severe Speech & Language Skills (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
8.18

  
2 

 
.017 

 
42. 

 
Moderate/Severe Emotional/Behavior Disorder (Academic) 

 
7.34

  
2 

 
.025 

 
43. 

 
Moderate/Severe Emotional/Behavior Disorder (Social) 

 
15.68

  
2 

 
.001 

 
44. 

 
Moderate/Severe Emotional/Behavior Disorder (Functional/Life 
Skills) 

 
.98

  
2 

 
.613 

 
45. 

 
Trainable/Severe Mental Retardation (Academic) 

 
22.82

  
2 

 
.001 

 
46. 

 
Trainable/Severe Mental Retardation (Social) 

 
25.46

  
2 

 
.001 

 
47. 

 
Trainable/Severe Mental Retardation (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
2.18

  
2 

 
.336 

 
48. 

 
Other Health Impaired (Academic) 

 
63.98

  
2 

 
.001 

 
49. 

 
Other Health Impaired (Social) 

 
36.26

  
2 

 
.001 

 
50. 

 
Other Health Impaired (Functional/ Life Skills) 

 
4.82

  
2 

 
.090 

      



 

 

 
 

 
 

Survey question 

 
 

Chi-Square 

 
 

df 

 
Asymp. 

Sig. 

51. Autistic (Academic) 7.76 2 .021 
 
 

 
 

   
(table continues)

 
52. 

 
Autistic (Social) 

 
26.78

  
2 

 
.001 

 
53. 

 
Autistic (Functional/Life Skills) 

 
8.18

  
2 

 
.017 

Note. .001% have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 33.3. 
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Appendix G 
 

Attitudes Towards Inclusion in Relation to Student Outcomes  
 

Confirmation Survey Interview 



 

 

Attitudes Towards Inclusion in Relation to Student Outcomes  
Confirmation Survey Interview 

 
To further increase the validity and reliability of my survey I felt it important 

to reconnect with 15 percent of the respondents of my questionnaire for two 
purposes: 1) to make sure you understood what I was asking and, 2) that I 
understood what you communicated. This interview should only take a few 
minutes. I really appreciate your help. Just answer yes or no to each question I 
ask.   
 
1. In general, do you believe inclusion is a desirable educational practice? 
2. Do you believe in relation to the attainment of student outcomes, inclusion is a 

desirable educational practice? 
3. Do you believe all students, regardless of the type or degree of their disability should 

be included in general education classrooms? 
4. Do you believe it depends on the type or degree of disability a student has as to 

whether he/she should be "included" in a general education classroom? 
5. Do you believe students with disabilities should be "included" in general education 

classrooms depending on the educational outcomes (academic, social, or 
functional/life skills) determined for each individual? 

6. Do you believe it is feasible to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded students 
in the same general education classroom? 

7. Do you believe it is desirable to teach gifted, regular, and mentally retarded students 
in the same general education classroom?  

8. Do you expect the same general educational outcomes (academic, social, or 
functional/life skills) from each of your students-regardless of whether they have 
disabilities or not? 

9. Do you expect the same general educational outcomes (academic, social,   or 
functional/life skills) from each of your students with disabilities? 

10. Do your expectations of student outcomes vary according to the type of disability 
your students have? 

11. Do your expectations of student outcomes vary according to the degree of disability 
your students have? 

12. Do you feel in relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills) students 
with mild disabilities generally are served best in inclusive settings? 

13. Do you feel in relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills) students 
with mild disabilities generally are served best in a combination of an inclusive 
setting and a resource room setting? 

14. Do you feel in relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills) students 
with moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in inclusive settings? 

15. Do you feel in relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills) students 
with moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in a combination of an 
inclusive setting and a resource room setting? 

16. Do you feel in relation to outcomes (academic, social, functional/life skills) students 
with moderate/severe disabilities generally are served best in special classes or more 
restrictive settings? 
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17. Do you modify/adapt you are your exceptional education students' curriculum in 
regard to the outcomes you expect from each individual? 

18. Do you believe it would be desirable to be provided integrated curricula to use with 
your exceptional education students in the general education setting? 

19. Do you believe it would be desirable to be provided training to integrate social or 
functional/life skills curriculum with your current curriculum? 

20. Do you believe it would be desirable to be provided outcome assessments to use 
with your exceptional education students in the general education setting? 

21. Would you be more willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities in 
your classroom if you were provided with social or functional/life skills curriculum? 

22. Would you be more willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities in 
your classroom if you were given training to integrate social or functional/life skills 
curriculum with your current curriculum? 

23. Would you be more willing to teach students with moderate/severe disabilities  
the general education classroom if you were provided clear outcome indicators    
from which to work? 

 
Part 2 

 
1. For a student with a mild speech or language disability you prioritized _____ first, 

_____second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 
2. For a student with a moderate or severe speech or language disability you prioritized 

_____ first, _____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that what 
you meant? 

3. For a student with a mild learning disability you prioritized _____ first, _____ 
second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 

4. For a student with a moderate or severe learning disability you prioritized _____ 
first, _____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that what you 
meant? 

5. For a student with a mild emotional/behavioral disorder you prioritized _____ first, 
_____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 

6. For a student with a moderate or severe emotional/behavioral disorder you 
prioritized _____ first, _____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is 
that what you meant? 

7. For a student with educable mental retardation you prioritized _____ first, _____ 
second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 

8. For a student with trainable/severe mental retardation you prioritized _____ first, 
_____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that what you meant? 

9. For a student with a mild physical disability you prioritized _____ first, _____ 
second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 

10. For a student with a moderate or severe physical disability you prioritized _____ 
first, _____ second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that what you 
meant? 

11. For a student classified other health impaired you prioritized _____ first, _____ 



137 
 

 

 

second, and _____ third as student outcome aims. Is that correct? 
12. For a student with autism you prioritized _____ first, _____ second, and _____ third 

as student outcome aims. Is that what you meant?   
13. For a student with autism you prioritized____first,_____second, and _______third as 

student outcomes aims. Is that what you meant? 
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Appendix H 
 

Analysis of Variance by Factors 



 

 

Table H1 
 
Analysis of Variance by Factors 
 
 

Research 
question 

 
Survey 

question 

 
 

Group 

 
 

SS 

 

df 

 

MS 

 

F 

 

p 
 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 

 
8 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 

11 
 
 
 
1 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
27.154 

165.036 
192.90 

 
30.109 

139.251 
169.360 

 
10.021 
46.433 
55.440 

 
9.007 

46.433 
 
 

13.657 
84.783 
98.440 

 
4 

95 
99 

 
4 

95 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

95 
99 

 
6.789 
1.737 

 
 

7.527 
1.466 

 
 

2.004 
0.795 

 
 

1.801 
0.494 

 
 

2.731 
0.902 

 
3.908 

 
 
 

5.135 
 
 
 

2.521 
 
 
 

3.647 
 
 
 

3.028 

 
.006 

 
 
 

.001 
 
 
 

.035 
 
 
 

.005 
 
 
 

.014 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues) 

        



 

 

 
Research 
question 

 
Survey 

question 

 
 

Group 

 
 

SS 

 

df 

 

MS 

 

F 

 

p 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

2 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

14.290 
106.070 
120.360 

 
15.387 

113.773 
129.160 

 
20.375 

142.935 
163.310 

 
27.965 

139.422 
167.388 

 
21.795 

156.795 
178.590 

 
32.296 
89.704 

122.000 

5 
94 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

92 
97 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

2.858 
1.128 

 
 

3.077 
1.210 

 
 

4.075 
1.521 

 
 

5.593 
1.515 

 
 

4.359 
1.668 

 
 

6.459 
0.954 

2.533 
 
 
 

2.543 
 
 
 

2.680 
 
 
 

3.691 
 
 
 

2.613 
 
 
 

6.768 

.034 
 
 
 

.033 
 
 
 

.026 
 
 
 

.004 
 
 
 

.029 
 
 
 

.000 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues) 

        



 

 

 
Research 
question 

 
Survey 

question 

 
 

Group 

 
 

SS 

 

df 

 

MS 

 

F 

 

p 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 

12 
 
 
 

13 
 
 
 

16 
 
 
 

17 
 
 
 

18 
 
 
 

19 
 
 

Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between  
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

23.050 
84.740 

107.790 
 

12.650 
57.350 
70.000 

 
12.227 
92.283 

104.510 
 

11.768 
106.312 
118.081 

 
17.789 

101.771 
115.560 

 
36.206 

120.754 
156.960 

5 
95 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
5 

94 
99 

 
4 

94 
98 

 
4 

95 
99 

 
4 

95 
99 

4.610 
0.901 

 
 

2.530 
0.610 

 
 

2.445 
0.982 

 
 

2.942 
1.131 

 
 

3.447 
1.071 

 
 

9.052 
1.271 

5.114 
 
 
 

4.147 
 
 
 

2.491 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.218 
 
 
 

7.121 

.000 
 
 
 

.002 
 
 
 

.036 
 
 
 

.041 
 
 
 

.016 
 
 
 

.000 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(table continues) 

        



 

 

 
Research 
question 

 
Survey 

question 

 
 

Group 

 
 

SS 

 

df 

 

MS 

 

F 

 

p 

 20 
 
 
 

21 
 
 
 

22 
 
 
 

23 

 Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

 
Between 
Within 
Total 

35.579 
98.931 

134.510 
 

36.447 
170.846 
207.293 

 
26.803 

170.833 
197.636 

 
31.424 

171.263 
202.687 

4 
95 
99 

 
4 

94 
98 

 
4 

94 
98 

 
4 

94 
98 

8.895 
1.041 

 
 

9.112 
1.818 

 
 

6.701 
1.817 

 
 

7.856 
1.822 

8.541 
 
 
 

5.013 
 
 
 

3.687 
 
 
 

4.312 

.000 
 
 
 

.001 
 
 
 

.008 
 
 
 

.003 
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