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ABSTRACT

Inclusion of special education students in general education classrooms has come 

to general acceptance by educators as one option in the continuum of special education 

service delivery. Another view of inclusion is the ideal of providing for all the varied 

individual needs of a diverse population of students: learning needs, physical needs, 

language needs, and social emotional needs, together, in all school settings. In the study 

school, special educators took a step toward the ideal of inclusion by providing all special 

education services in general education classrooms. Looking at the picture of inclusion in 

the school during the four years of the study, of how the ideas of inclusion were put into 

practice in the specific setting, is the inclusion puzzle.

In the study, specific instruments were used, including surveys and questionnaires, 

observations, whole group dialogue groups, a checklist, and individual interviews, for the 

purpose of gathering information about the setting to promote inclusion philosophy and 

practice, determining the activities to promote inclusion, and gaining insight into school 

members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school. In response to the specific 

instruments, school members participated in providing data, and the result was a body of 

in-depth information that could be helpful to others interested in the experiences and 

perceptions of the practice of inclusion in one rural elementary school. 
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CHAPTER ONE

LOOKING AT THE PUZZLE OF INCLUSION

Schools are like small towns. Information about everyone is common knowledge.  

Everyone knows where everyone else fits in the scheme of things, whether students, 

teachers, or support staff members. And especially, members of the peer group know 

very well the hierarchy of the group, including who fits where. Everyone knows who is in 

the group, and who is not. Too often, special education students are not; they make up 

their own peer group (Nevin, 2005; Villa & Thousand, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002).   

The separate peer group continues as individuals leave school and go out on their 

own, seeking success. Raskind, Goldberg, Higgins, and Herman (1999) tracked 50 

students with learning disabilities from the Frostig Center in a 20 year longitudinal study. 

Raskind and his colleagues found that all of the former students reached lesser levels of 

success than their parents had attained, with few former students living independently.    

The long-supported practice of having a separate setting for special education 

service delivery has been based on the belief that separate service delivery was best 

(Brantlinger, 1999), primarily because special education students required specialized 

instruction, which had to be provided separately if instruction were to be effective (Fuchs 

& Fuchs, 1993).  However, separation itself may signal lack of acceptance of differences 

among individuals (Banks & Banks, 2004).  

What about students separated from their general education classrooms for part of 

the day? Have their attitudes toward belonging and responsibility in the school setting 

had an impact on their attitudes of responsibility to their larger peer group as adults? 
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And, has inclusion practice, the expectation that special education students will be in 

general education classrooms (Daniels & Schumm, 1999), implied that special education 

students have been accepted as members of the general school community?  

Answers to these questions have guided us to decisions about whether or not 

inclusion practices lead to desirable outcomes for students with special education needs. 

The change from the traditional idea of a separate setting to the idea of inclusion for 

special education service delivery has required a major shift in educators’ thinking. The 

primary question in gauging the shift has been, have school members embraced the 

philosophy of including special education students as valued members of the school 

community, acted on a shared belief in the value of inclusion in schools, and engaged in 

practices that support their belief? 

My Perceptions of Separate Service Delivery for Special Education 

In 1986, after more than 20 years as an educator, I had just completed my first 

year as a special education teacher for 12 students in a self-contained cross-categorical 

program in a middle school in California. My students were separated totally from general 

education students, housed in a church across from the campus. No other students shared 

my students’ lunch time. Separate periods for music, art, and physical education were 

provided for my students. I believed that the learning and behavior of my students in this 

separate classroom had resulted in less than desirable academic and social outcomes. 

Separation seemed to promote the sense of not belonging to the larger group and not being 

responsible to it.  

With the permission of the principal and individual classroom teachers supportive 

of the idea, I began to integrate my students into general classroom activities with direct 

support from special education staff members. I continued this integrative approach 
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during my four years of teaching in the school.  

When I relocated, I was assigned to teach a group of middle school students in a 

self-contained classroom in a small town in northern Arizona. Although my students were 

in the same building as the rest of the students, all their instruction was provided 

separately. As had occurred in my previous experience in a self-contained classroom, my 

students were engaging in inappropriate behavior, and academic progress was minimal in 

the separate classroom. I decided to involve my students in age appropriate general 

education classrooms.  

I approached individual teachers with the idea of my providing instruction in their 

classrooms for students with reading or math needs, along with one or two of my special 

education students. With the change to more involvement in general education classrooms 

with my support, I observed that special education students experienced greater academic 

gains, and that their behaviors became more appropriate. My experiences in the two 

separate schools prompted me to take the nontraditional approach of inclusion practice 

for special education service delivery.   

Special Education in the Study School

When I began teaching in the study school, special education teachers provided 

services following traditional approaches and expectations. As in other schools where I 

had taught, the problem of the revolving door for resource teachers was occurring in the 

school. New special education teachers were teaching special education for one year and 

then moving into general education classrooms the following year.  

As a first grade teacher, concerned about the lack of continuity for students 

receiving special education services, I began to talk with other general education teachers 

about the problem. I attempted to gauge their reactions to the idea of integration of special 
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education students into the general education classrooms on a full-time basis with special 

education resource services provided in those classrooms. The teachers were supportive 

and willing to attempt the new approach. The principal and the special education 

coordinator also were supportive and willing. I decided to request the resource position, 

and special education staff members began to provide special education services in the 

general education classrooms the following school year.  

Over the next three years, special education staff members refined service delivery 

in general education classrooms, gaining expertise from their experiences. General 

education teachers learned many special education instructional techniques and 

approaches to instruction, often incorporating the specific skills into their instruction for 

all their students.  

I wondered if our approaches were similar to approaches other practitioners had  

devised, and if the outcomes we were observing were what others who were practicing 

inclusion were experiencing. One of my goals when I became a doctoral student was to 

verify whether inclusion practices in the school were similar to those that other 

practitioners were finding to be workable and effective.  

In my reading I found indicators of what other professionals saw as desirable for 

inclusion practice. I also found confusion and controversy about definitions of inclusion, a 

continuum of service delivery, interventions, and what comprises success for students. I 

have not found a clear definition of successful inclusion, which is a phrase frequently 

found in publications. Writers have suggested ways to attain inclusion success, but they 

have failed to identify what constitutes success.  

In the research I found about the practice of inclusion, researchers considered 

teacher perceptions to be a key factor in teachers’ acceptance or lack of acceptance of 
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inclusion practices (O’Shea, Stoddard, & O’Shea, 2000; Vaughn & Schumm, 1996). 

Research about teachers’ perceptions of inclusion will be explored in Chapter Two.   

I was puzzled by the controversy in the extensive information I had read. During 

the early phases of inclusion practice in the study school, I had attempted to tap general 

education teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes toward specific techniques and strategies 

that were initiated. The intent in tapping their perceptions was for special education staff 

members to be responsive to problems and concerns about special education service 

delivery as inclusion practices were implemented. I decided to return to the school as an 

observer to gather additional information about the attitudes and perceptions of school 

members who had practiced inclusion.  I wanted to look systematically at inclusion in the 

school and determine whether inclusion was sustained over time, conceptually and in 

practice.          

History of Integrative Practices in Education       

Since its inception, special education has meant separate delivery of services, first 

in separate schools, later in separate classes in neighborhood schools. No one worried 

about special education in public schools in the 1950s. Children with special needs 

sometimes were seen in private schools. More often they were in institutions or simply 

kept at home. From 1960 until 1975, educators were encouraged to develop programs for 

special education, and funding was offered as an incentive for developing special 

education programs. 

In 1975, PL 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, was 

passed, mandating special education in public schools. The Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act  was reauthorized in 1990, when it became known as 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, or IDEA, and by which it has continued to be 
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referred (Deutsch-Smith, 1998).  Reauthorization occurred in 1997 and in 2004, now 

known as Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act.  

The number of students identified for special education services rapidly increased 

nationwide because of the mandate. Educators followed the federal guidelines for 

programs, writing Individualized Education Plans (IEPs), and considering Least 

Restrictive Environment (LRE). Separate schools still were predominant, but some 

separate classes within neighborhood schools were established. Special education services 

began to be provided in resource rooms with special education students leaving their 

general education classrooms for part of the day. This was the first step toward 

widespread practice of inclusion, although the term inclusion emerged later (Bos & 

Fletcher, 1998).  

An overt thrust toward inclusionary service delivery for special education 

students came in 1986. Madeline Will, parent of a child with severe disabilities, also was 

director of the federal Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services. Because of 

her personal interest and professional investment in special education, Will prepared a 

report on the education of children with special needs. In her report (1986), now referred 

to as the Regular Education Initiative (REI), she urged that all educators share 

responsibility for special education. While the REI did not include a mandate that 

educators practice inclusion, special education teachers must be able to provide 

justification for not placing special education students in general education classrooms.  

The special education population has continued to increase rapidly. Resource 

rooms and separate classes currently are the settings most frequently used for delivery of 

services. Across the United States, a few states have mandated inclusion as a practice, and 

some individual districts or individual schools practice inclusion, but the practice of 
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inclusion as an ideal has not been common in schools (National Center for Educational 

Restructuring, 1994). However, inclusion as an option in the continuum of special 

education service delivery has had general acceptance among educators and has been a 

federal indicator for special education programs through IDEA.  

In 1999, Daniels and Vaughn reported “a rapid rate” of increase of school districts 

implementing inclusion practices. Holloway (2001) reported a 20% increase in special 

education students educated in general education classrooms, but did not tell what was the 

current percentage of special education students in general education classes, or the extent 

of the time special education students spent in general education classrooms. He neglected 

to tell whether students received special education support, either in the general 

classroom or separately, in addition to being in general education classrooms. Since 1997, 

publications about the practice of inclusion have diminished greatly, and except to meet 

the federal guidelines, little attention is given to the amount of time special education 

students spend in general education classrooms. 

A New View

Within the past twenty years, a new perspective, which Sergiovanni and Starratt 

(2006) refer to as a “mindscape,” of special education has emerged. The new perspective 

was not of special education per se, but rather of the individual needs of all students 

(Thousand & Villa, 2005; Nevin, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002). The perspective was 

not so much of students mastering a body of information, but rather of students learning 

how to gain information. The new perspective included the idea of adults working 

cooperatively to meet students’ needs and students working cooperatively toward 

common goals. It involved a dynamic in which all school members were supported as 
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learners and as potential leaders; a perspective supported in an overall climate of change 

in schools (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006).  

School members with the new view have embraced diversity, in all its 

manifestations, among adults and children (Banks & Banks, 2004). Providing for diverse 

learning needs has become the vision of school members: All Children Can Learn. 

Changing values and beliefs about children, what they learn, and how they learn, has been 

at the center of the new view of how schools should function. Values and beliefs about 

what adults need and strive for in the workplace have changed to the idea that adults not 

only seek to fulfill the requirements of a job, but also desire to sense that they contribute 

to their work (Sergiovanni, 1992). In this climate, teamwork and collaboration  have 

flourished, and as educators have provided for students’ needs, children have come to 

view adults as promoters and maintainers of excellence, and as models of teamwork and 

collaboration to maximize outcomes (Friend & Cook, 2007; Villa and Thousand, 2005).   

In this mindscape, including special education students in general education 

schools and classrooms was not questioned. As valued members of the school 

community, special education children were expected to be with their age appropriate 

peers, with full access to general education (Deutsch-Smith, 1999). Special education 

students were expected to contribute because of their own unique abilities and gifts. This 

perspective, however, has not been widespread even as inclusion philosophy and practice 

have not been widespread (CEC, 1994; Morra, 1994; Putnam, 2005). Resource room 

delivery still has been the most widely accepted approach for service delivery to special 

education students (Putnam, 2005).    

The move toward inclusion practice has not been concerted, and approaches to 

inclusion practice have not been homogeneous. In a few states, notably Vermont, 
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Kentucky, Montana, and New Mexico, educators have launched reforms that encompass 

special education as part of changing views of how education can be provided more 

effectively. In Dade County, Florida, researchers Vaughn and Schumm (1996) and their 

colleagues have guided larger scale implementation of inclusion practice.

The perspective in the Dade County model was of inclusion practice as a remedial 

approach or program to be implemented; the designers referred to it as responsible 

inclusion (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995). The approach in Dade County fit the traditional 

view that disabilities were considered to be deficits in students’ learning for which 

remediation was needed (Brantlinger, 1998), contrasting with the new view that strengths 

in students’ learning have circumvented areas of difficulty and areas of strength 

compensate for areas of weakness (Banks & Banks, 2004).   

Inclusion as a program has been implemented in a variety of ways in a variety of 

situations. In most instances, inclusion has been variously defined and implemented, 

scattered, newly initiated, and often of short duration, with educators frequently reverting 

back to resource room delivery of services (Council for Exceptional Children,1997; 

Morra, 1994; Putnam, 2005).  

The press has focused on inclusion of special education students who have 

traditionally been most likely to be served separately, those with low incidence 

disabilities such as severe or multiple disabilities, or sensory impairments (Brantlinger, 

1998). However, students with high incidence disabilities, such as specific learning 

disabilities, also often have been removed from their general education classrooms for 

special education services. Special education students have been included in general 

education classrooms for instruction in areas for which they have not been identified as 

requiring special education support and are removed to resource rooms for instruction in 
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areas for which they have been identified for special education services. 

Daniels and Vaughn (1999) defined inclusion as the expectation that all special 

education students will be in general education classrooms. They qualified the definition 

with the statement that having special education students in general education classrooms 

does not preclude providing services in a separate setting when desirable. Placement of 

special education students in general education classrooms has general acceptance as a 

choice in the continuum of service options for special education students.

In the 1994 federal Department of Education Annual Report to Congress, the 

number of special education students was 48% who spent at least 40% of their day in 

general education classes. In 1994, 2000, and 2006, the federal Department of Education 

Annual Reports to Congress listed the numbers of students with special needs in general 

education classes as up to 80% of students with special needs in general education 

classrooms for 80% or more of the school day, based on students’ Individualized 

Education Program (IEP) coding information across the United States. Officials at the 

federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) have set attaining these percentages 

as a goal for educators, and meeting this goal is an indicator of the success of educators in 

the schools. In the most recent Annual Report to Congress, the Department of Education 

did not include any information about inclusion or inclusive practice. 

The composite definition of inclusion that more closely aligns with the new 

mindscape has been that special education students are with their age appropriate peers in 

general education classrooms, accountable to general classroom teachers, with special 

education services provided in the general education classroom (Villa & Thousand, 2005; 

Nevin, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002). I have not seen a recent estimate of the 

percentage of special education students in general education classrooms for the entire 
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school day. 

Why has inclusion practice failed to increase beyond the current levels? 

Brantlinger (1998) assigned responsibility for the limited implementation to lack of 

support by “traditionalists,” the existing education culture, those who have continued to 

support separate delivery of special education services. Banks and Banks (2004) 

maintained that inclusion arises as educators become keenly aware that the culture of the 

school must be one that supports diversity, mutual regard, and caring, as well as the need 

to adapt instruction in ways that do not stigmatize or separate students. The low 

percentage of inclusion on a larger scale has reflected the lack of support for this ideal.  

Members of the education culture have determined either to support or deny 

change in education. In the case of inclusion, its dissemination has been limited to 

inclusion as a practice rather than as a philosophy.  

Culture of Education

Culture of Education Defined. A broad definition of culture as a whole provides 

a framework for understanding the culture of education. Banks and Banks (2004) 

considered that culture has consisted of human groups sharing beliefs, interpreting in the 

same or similar ways the meanings of symbols, artifacts, and behaviors.  

Sarason (1971) took this idea a step further in his view that the meaning of our 

endeavors has been grounded in organizational or school culture. School culture has been 

accepted as a social construct created by the group, based on shared knowledge, beliefs, 

assumptions, and values of the members of the group. Further, his view has been that the 

culture of the organization or school determines how information is processed and how its 

members respond to the interplay of actions within the organization. The culture of the 
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school determines acceptance of change.

 The Role of Culture of Education. The culture of education determines what 

will be disseminated as desirable practice in the education community, in schools, through 

preservice and inservice teacher education in universities and seminars (Brantlinger, 1998) 

as well as within schools themselves. Brantlinger referred to a “discourse community”  

whose purpose is to “validate empiricism and sanction the educational status” (p. 432). 

She explained that when an alternate discourse and discourse community arise, they 

comprise a threat to those who have done well in the existing or prior community and 

hence meet with resistance. The basic problem of acceptance of change, in fact, may 

inhibit the widespread acceptance and implementation of inclusion philosophy and 

practice.

School Culture and School Change. In publications about inclusion, little 

attention has been given to discussions of school reform and how to effect school change. 

Efforts to increase inclusion have been short-lived and educators reverted quickly to 

previous practices. Inclusion becomes a “non event” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006). 

Sarason (1971) maintained that the reason for the failure of imposed reform results from 

the distance of the source of the reform from the organization or culture itself. Unless 

members of schools or organizations understand their own ideology, their beliefs, and 

their assumptions about the purpose of schools and learning, change in the culture and the 

way schooling is accomplished does not occur. 

Sarason stressed the importance of the perceptions that individuals involved in 

school change have of school culture. Their perceptions, of course, have been influenced 

by their shared values and beliefs within the organization. According to Sarason, knowing 

their perceptions has been ultimately important in a descriptive study of a school.  “The 
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first step one takes on the road to describing and conceptualizing the school culture has 

been the clear recognition of where one was in relation to that setting . . . [F]ailure to 

recognize this [where one is in relation to the setting] limits the possibility that one will 

ever see the larger picture or comprehend another’s reality” (Sarason, 1971, p. 8).  

Individuals’ perceptions have been recognized as not objective and dispassionate; 

conversely, rather, subjective and emotionally charged. As part of the structure of the 

school culture their perceptions and thinking have been recognized as inherently 

“incomplete, selective, and distorted” (p. 15). Understanding the culture of the school, its 

collective values and beliefs, in relation to inclusion in the school, has been recognized as 

the key to understanding the change within the school. Understanding  how the members 

of the school perceived the outcomes of inclusion practice that supported their 

acceptance and continued practice of inclusion has enriched further the understanding of 

the change. Perceptions of the researcher/observer, though subject to the same failings as 

perceptions of members of the school, nonetheless also have promoted insight into and 

understanding of the change.   

Purpose of the Study      

The purpose of this dissertation was to describe inclusion, philosophically and as 

a practice, in one school. My intent was to provide for the reader a sense of presence in 

the school, to promote an understanding of the setting and activities supporting inclusion 

and an understanding of the thoughts and perceptions of school members about inclusion. 

Within this overall purpose, I intended to explore school members’ attitudes and beliefs 

and how they may have influenced the implementation of inclusion in the school.  

Initially, my purpose for the study was to determine how teachers, related 

services staff members, and the principal viewed inclusion in the school, and what they, 
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along with students in special education, believed about inclusion. As time passed, and as 

the body of information for the study increased, I developed a broader purpose, that of 

providing a larger picture of inclusion practice as a whole in the school, not just as the 

results of the various instruments used in the study. I came to understand that I needed to 

examine what I had learned in the light of school change and from a broader perspective of 

what had happened in the school as inclusion was implemented and refined.

Framework of the Study     

Guided by the purpose of the study, three questions were presented that guided 

the analysis of inclusion in the study school:

1.  What was the setting to promote inclusion philosophy and practice in the 

school?

2. What were the activities to promote inclusion practice that were initiated and 

developed in the school from the inception of inclusion to the present?

3.  What were school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school?

Study Design 

The study may be described as a pyramid (see Figure 1). The base of the figure 

represents the broad accumulation of information as inclusion practice was initiated and 

developed in the school. This preliminary information was used for analysis of the nature 

of the activities involving participants in the change. This initial phase included early 

sampling of school members’ attitudes toward the idea or concept of inclusion using the 

Regular Education Initiative Questionnaire (Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). 

This phase also included open-ended questionnaires about early attempts to meet the 

needs of students and staff members as specific inclusion practices were implemented. 
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Formal Data Collection:
Participants’ Perceptions 
of Inclusion

Researcher engaging in intense
 data collection  January 4-12

      Researcher 
making follow-up              
       contacts

Researcher leading inclusion implementation on-site

Researcher collecting data informally as lead teacher

Informal Data
 Collection

Follow-Up Data Collection

Figure 1. The shape of inclusion in the study school.
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The early flow of information was combined with a more formalized collection of 

information during a two-week period. An open ended questionnaire was used to gather 

definitions of inclusion and success of special education students. A checklist was used to 

identify perceptions of the elements of inclusion in the school. Whole group interviews 

were held to determine what staff members believed were the positive outcomes and 

aspects of inclusion as inclusion became better established in the school. Administrators’ 

statements about inclusion from district viewpoints also were gathered in individual 

interviews at that time. The middle of the pyramid represents the formalized collection of 

data.

The top of the figure represents the information generated from the analysis of the 

previous information, as well as information from informal follow-up interviews with key 

staff members and administrators about the subsequent state of inclusion in the school. 

From this larger view, the question of what was successful inclusion and whether 

successful inclusion was present in the school was addressed.  

  Significance of the Study

In the study, inclusion practice was explored systematically, adding to the body 

of information about what schools needed to implement inclusion practice. In addition, 

the study school’s example was a lesson in having a vision and taking the next step 

toward the realization of that vision. My desired outcome was that leaders’ views of 

inclusion would be expanded to include the understanding that inclusion was keyed to its 

specific setting, teachers, administrators, students, and parents, and reflected the values 

and belief systems of all those involved.    

The in-depth description of the perceptions of teachers and other staff members 

with experience in inclusion practice could provide insight into how educators could 
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decide whether or not inclusion was indeed a practice that should be incorporated in 

schools. An analysis of the perceptions of educators and the practices they describe could 

be helpful to educators who wish to attempt inclusion in other schools.

The significance of the findings of the study rested in the teachers’ perceptions of 

inclusion. Staff members’ presentation of positive outcomes and negative aspects of 

inclusion in the study school illustrated their perceptions. Their perceptions of the 

positive outcomes and negative aspects also  promoted understanding of what was 

successful inclusion and whether successful inclusion was present in the school. 

An additional significant factor of the study was that the method used could serve 

as a guide for future studies of established inclusion. Also, the instruments could be used 

to assess or evaluate inclusion as it is implemented in schools. 

In this dissertation, I examined the practice of inclusion of students identified for 

special education services in general education classrooms. In the course of this 

examination, attitudes and beliefs of children and adults in the school about learning, 

responsibility to and for each other, and acceptance of all members also were revealed.     

Definitions of Key Terms

Climate of change is the willingness of group members to make a philosophical shift in 

their thinking and actions.

Education culture is the predominant view of what is or is not acceptable education 

practice.

High incidence disabilities are mild disabilities, such as specific learning disabilities, 

which affect large numbers of students requiring special education services.
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Inclusion means special education students are with their age appropriate peers in 

general education classrooms, accountable to general classroom teachers, with 

special education services provided in the general education classroom.

Inclusionists are special educators who believe that special education students should be 

with age-appropriate peers for learning.

Low incidence disabilities are moderate to severe disabilities affecting fewer children 

than high incidence disabilities, which could include visual or hearing impairment, 

retardation, orthopedic impairment, multiple disabilities, and others not listed. 

Mindscape is a new perspective or view, in this case, of special education.

Pullout services are programs provided for special education students in a separate 

location.

Responsible inclusion is remedial approach to special education delivery that may 

include pullout services, but in which special education students are expected to 

be with age appropriate general education peers as much as possible.

Self-contained classroom is a special education setting in which special education 

students receive more than 60% of their instruction at school.

Traditionalists are special educators who believe that specialized instruction cannot be 

provided in general education classrooms.

Organization of the Dissertation

 In Chapter One, questions related to providing for the “special” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 

1993) needs of special education students, while ensuring their acceptance and sense of 

belonging and responsibility to the school community, were raised. Chapter One also 

included recognition of the problem of school reform or changing school culture.  The 

existing culture of education was described briefly as a possible influence on change in the 
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school and district. The purpose of the dissertation and the significance of the study also 

were presented in this chapter.  

Chapter Two included an overview of basic problems and controversies as seen in 

the literature surrounding inclusion in its relatively short history. The chapter contained a 

discussion of  the problem of defining inclusion. It included views of success for special 

education students. A synthesis of ideas from publications about elements of inclusion 

practice, successful inclusion practice, and indicators of successful inclusion practice was 

presented. The synthesis provided the rationale for the development of evaluation and 

assessment instruments in the study.      

Chapter Three began with a description of the school, the school’s culture, and 

school members’ attitudes toward change. A conceptual snapshot of special education in 

the school was provided to portray the goals of inclusion in the school as we began to 

implement inclusion. This snapshot provided a backdrop for the presentation of methods 

and data analysis for the study. The methods of data collection and analysis also were 

considered in the light of my roles and participation in the study school. Chapter Three 

included the rationale for methods of data collection and analysis from literature on 

qualitative research.   

Chapter Four included a description of inclusion in the study school and a 

narrative analysis of actions and attitudes of school members. The findings of the study 

were identified and summarized. Chapter Four contained an analysis of the nature of 

inclusion activities in the study school, teachers’ views of inclusion, and the connection of 

inclusion to school members’ attitudes and actions.    

In Chapter Five the results of the study were discussed with reference to literature 

previously presented in Chapter Two. The three questions guiding the analysis of the 
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results in the study school were considered with the goal of summarizing the results and 

establishing connections with the literature in the discussion of the results. Chapter Five 

included a discussion of the relationships between school members, how the principles of 

inclusion were implemented in the school, and school members’ perceptions of inclusion 

in the school. To end Chapter Five, directions for future studies in the area of inclusion in 

other schools that have established inclusion were discussed.    
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CHAPTER TWO

LOOKING AT THE PIECES OF THE INCLUSION PUZZLE

In three schools in three different school districts, I worked with special education 

students who were separated from their general education peers for as little as a half hour 

a day to as long as the whole day. In all three settings, I observed academic and social 

behaviors that I considered undesirable: students failed to participate actively and failed 

to take responsibility for their learning and behavior. I also observed that general 

education teachers failed to take responsibility for special education students’ learning 

and behavior and did not insist that special education students be accountable to them. In 

each school, when special education students were accepted over time in general education 

classrooms, they became accountable for classroom participation, which was modified in 

most cases, and with assistance from special educators, students with special needs were 

expected to make efforts to blend in with other students. In these classes, students with 

special needs seemed to experience positive outcomes academically and socially.    

Nonetheless, in the early implementation of inclusion in the study school and 

throughout its development, I wanted confirmation that the practices we were employing 

were those that others also were finding to be effective. As I looked at schools nearby, I 

did not see other educators who were practicing inclusion as I conceptualized it. I wanted 

to know if educators in other places shared my vision of how students with special needs 

could be included in general education classes, experience success, and participate with 

and be accepted by their peers and their general education teachers. One of the first steps 
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of my doctoral study was to review the literature to gain an understanding of how 

inclusion was being implemented in other schools and whether it was effective. 

Chapter Two begins with an overview of basic problems and controversies 

surrounding inclusion as seen in the literature. The chapter contained a discussion of the 

problem of defining inclusion and includes various views of success for students with 

special needs. A continuum of services for the determination of least restrictive 

environment was considered in light of the setting or place for special education delivery. 

Components of inclusion programs were presented, including two components of school 

change, school consensus and teacher buy-in. The importance of evaluating inclusion 

practices was discussed, and approaches to evaluating inclusion practices were suggested. 

Among the approaches was a description of procedures for describing the perceptions 

school members had about the outcomes of inclusion.  

When discussing inclusion, school change issues also arose and needed to be 

considered as they related to inclusion. Chapter Two contained the background for, and 

an extension of ideas about, the school as a community, briefly referred to in Chapter 

One. A discussion of inclusion as the natural outcome in a school community 

environment completed the synthesis of the literature. Chapter Two provided the base 

for my return to the issues in the literature to consider the findings in the study school 

with the goal of establishing connections in the analysis of the findings. 

Controversies and Problems 

The question of how best to meet the needs of students identified as requiring 

special education services has been at the heart of the inclusion controversy. Both those 

in favor of inclusion and those opposed to it have believed they were acting in the best 

interests of the students. Are special education students served best by being in the 
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general education classroom for the school day? Can appropriate special education 

services be provided in that setting? Each school is a unique community with its own set 

of values and beliefs. The climate of the school provides the setting for the support of 

school members’ needs, both adults and students, and also is unique. This uniqueness has 

been manifested in school staff members’ overall approach to academic and social 

provisions for students, whatever their needs may have been. In this uniqueness lay the 

answers to these questions.    

Inclusion has been discussed widely over the past three decades, especially in the 

mid 1990s. Inclusion was not a new concept, however the term was more recent, having 

its own connotations as it emerged. The term surfaced in the literature in the 1993-1996 

time frame (Bos & Fletcher, 1998). The terms “mainstreaming” and “integration” 

preceded, following the Regular Education Initiative (REI) (1986), and also had particular 

connotations.  

Discussions about inclusion were found in scholarly journals and books, popular 

reading, and the media. Inclusion continued to be considered in the education community, 

but the question of whether or not inclusion practice was desirable has not been resolved. 

In early articles, writers did not agree about how inclusion should be implemented and 

what it should involve. Although some research was available on inclusion practice, less 

research was available on the academic outcomes of inclusion. The tone of the literature 

since 2000 has softened. Inclusion writers appeared to have found a credible place, and 

inclusion practice itself, with limited application, has become established firmly in some 

schools, districts, or sometimes in whole states, though not consistently within those 

states. 
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Philosophies of Delivery of Special Education Services  

From my quest to understand the sometimes confusing, often conflicting, early 

views and reports about inclusion, I concluded that the material represented three 

distinctly different ways of thinking, philosophies, about delivery of special education 

services. Brantlinger (1997) identified traditionalists and inclusionists among writers 

about inclusion. Educators embracing traditional philosophy encouraged that students 

with special needs receive services outside of their general education classrooms. 

Educators embracing the philosophy of inclusion developed a community of learners with 

the goal of meeting diverse individual needs of all members regardless of the source of the 

need. I identified a third group of educators among writers with the philosophy of 

conservative inclusion, who applied inclusion as a program, approach, or technique.  

The three philosophies seemed to be reflected in definitions of inclusion, concerns 

about continuum of service delivery, beliefs about what comprised success for students, 

and criteria for deciding when inclusion was successful. As I considered these ideas, I 

came to understand that positions on inclusion were related directly to the writers’ basic 

ways of looking at special education service delivery and reflected the values and beliefs 

of the individuals holding those positions. 

Additionally, I came to understand that the larger community beyond the school 

needed to be considered when discussions of inclusion arise. Brantlinger (1997) referred to 

this larger community as the discourse community. The purpose of the discourse 

community was to “ . . . validate empiricism and sanction the educational status . . .” (p. 

432). She explained that when an alternate discourse and discourse community arose, they 

comprised a threat to those who had done well in the existing or prior community and 

hence met with resistance.  
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In the case of inclusion, the focus of the existing discourse community often was 

on the lack of research to support the practice of inclusion. Writers opposed to inclusion 

referred to inclusion as a “feels good approach” (Kaufman, 1994). They also wondered 

how the “specialness,” the meeting of individual needs (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995), could be 

maintained. Those writing in favor of inclusion, to whom Brantlinger referred to as 

inclusionists, often were practitioners. They believed inclusion worked. They had 

experienced its success (Villa & Thousand, 2005) and seemed satisfied that documenting 

the success of what they were doing over time was enough to justify the practice.  

Unfortunately, they did not provide the data supporting their belief, which would 

provide sufficient credibility for readers who would like to see empirical data. 

In addition to discussion of philosophies, Brantlinger (1997) observed that the 

language used by those writing about inclusion is a clear indication of their viewpoints, as 

well as their values and beliefs. She identified two groups of inclusion writers: 

traditionalists, who opposed inclusion; and, inclusionists, who of course supported 

inclusion. Her stance was that inclusionists tended to state their beliefs that support 

inclusion and presented their ideas for inclusion’s delivery based on their beliefs and 

values. Traditionalists, on the other hand, attempted to present their views as empirically 

based even though little research was available to support their views. They presented 

themselves, Brantlinger maintained, as free of bias when the language of their writing 

plainly indicated prejudicial thinking.  

For example, inclusionists stated as a belief that children’s capabilities varied 

widely, as did their progress, but that children learned together, enhancing each others’ 

learning through contact and interaction. Traditionalists believed that progress required 

“ . . . specialized, intensive, individualized instruction . . . ” and that this was “ . . . most 
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efficiently provided in separated settings . . . ” (Brantlinger, 1997). The language of the 

traditionalist was that “ . . . special educators were willing and able to provide 

individualized intensive instruction . . . ” (Fuchs, Roberts, Fuchs, & Bowers, 1996, p. 

215) and that special education students “ . . . do not fare well in the general education 

classroom . . . ” (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995, p. 169). 

Vaughn and Schumm (1999) have become more accepting of inclusion over time, 

implementing inclusion and evaluating its success in Dade County, Florida. They have 

applied inclusion as a process or approach without the concept of community of learners 

and often employed separate service approaches such as small group instruction and 

individual tutoring in the general education classroom. Furthermore, they made allowance 

for pullout as the need was presented. This comprises the inclusion process group, whom 

I have called conservative inclusionists, referred to earlier.  

The traditional discourse community initially strongly opposed inclusion 

(Brantlinger, 1997). The differences in beliefs and the language each group used in 

revealing its beliefs necessitated careful, critical reading especially of early inclusion 

literature.   

As I prepared to write Chapter Two, reviewing articles and book chapters I had 

collected, I was reminded of the controversy in the literature about inclusion, especially 

from 1992-1997.  Clearly, inclusion evoked a strong emotional response, prompting 

writers to take a strong stance and use emotionally laden language. Allegations by 

traditionalists that inclusion supporters intended to place students with special needs in 

general education classrooms without special education support and then eliminate special 

education did, however, have a positive outcome. Special education organizations, 

including the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) (1996) and the National Center for 
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Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI) (1994) published statements of 

support for continuing special education services to students with special needs, for 

continuing to provide an array of services for students, and for continuing direct support 

of students. The controversy also prompted national studies to determine how inclusion 

was being implemented across the nation and whether inclusion was considered to be 

successful (NCERI, 1994; Morra, 1994). Unfortunately, consensus on a widely accepted 

definition for inclusion has never been reached. Success for special education students also 

has not been defined uniformly. 

In the literature since 1997 writers seemed calmer, less argumentative, and better 

organized, those speaking out most strongly against inclusion (Crockett & Kauffman, 

1998; Kavale & Forness, 2000) continued to reiterate their stance, albeit less 

vituperatively. Halvorsen and Neary (2009) provided a comprehensive overview of 

inclusion since its inception. McLeskey (2007) has compiled important, or classic, 

articles as he called them, and said that they have shaped educators’ thinking about 

inclusion; many were in my references section. Several of the books about inclusion I used 

that were written in the 1990s have been updated and reprinted in the 2000s (Halvorsen 

& Neary, 2009; Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Putnam, 2005; Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 

2002,Villa & Thousand, 2005). 

The Conception of Inclusion

By 1986, education professionals were becoming comfortable with the idea of 

special education since The Education of All Handicapped Children Act was passed in 

1976. Children with disabilities were being educated in separate schools or in separate 

classes in neighborhood schools. Madeline Will (1986) in the Regular Education Initiative 

(REI) from the federal Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services urged 
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educators to provide for students with special needs in general education classrooms and 

required special education teachers to justify time their students spend outside the general 

education classroom. The REI was followed in 1988 by funding initiatives to encourage 

the development of inclusion models in universities and school districts, sometimes 

resulting in partnerships between university faculty members and teachers in schools. 

Definitions of Inclusion 

What Inclusion Was

In the literature, definitions of inclusion have abounded. The definitions have not 

differed vastly, but authors had a particular emphasis or condition reflective of their 

beliefs about inclusion to add or to stress when defining inclusion. If, for example, the 

emphasis was on the category of disability, then the authors suggested that students with 

high incidence learning disabilities should be in general education classrooms with their age 

appropriate peers. Describing services for students with low incidence disabilities may 

have required that another term, full inclusion, be applied (Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995). 

Or, perhaps the emphasis was on maintaining the continuum of services, but may in fact 

have reflected resistance to change. The definition then needed a qualifying explanation, as 

in Vaughn and Schumm’s (1995) definition of responsible inclusion: 

The development of a school-based education model that is student centered and 

that bases educational placement and service provision on each student’s needs. . .  

The goal of responsible inclusion is that all students be placed in the general 

education classroom unless their academic and/or social needs cannot be 

adequately met there. The model is accountable first and foremost to the student, 

not to maintaining the educational programs or beliefs of the faculty in the school. 

Responsible inclusion provides for a continuum of services, so the issue becomes 
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not the place in which the child is educated (e.g., the general education classroom), 

but effective procedures and outcomes that reflect appropriate instructional 

practices for each child with disabilities. (p. 265)

By 1999, Daniels and Vaughn presented a definition more closely aligned with 

conservative inclusionists and were encouraging what they termed “best practice in full 

inclusion”  by developing a checklist for teacher readiness for full inclusion. Now their 

definition reflected their greater acceptance of inclusion as an application:

Although no official, single, or universally accepted definition of full inclusion 

exists, it has come to be understood as the full-time placement of all children with 

disabilities in general classroom settings. This definition has not precluded the use of 

pullout services for instruction, when appropriate (Staub & Peck, 1994/1995). Many 

educators and researchers, however, were concerned about the extent to which general 

classroom teachers were prepared to teach students with disabilities  (Schumm & Vaughn, 

1992; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995; Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon & Rothlein, 1994; Scruggs & 

Mastropieri, 1996).

Daniels and Vaughn (1999) listed factors in their change to supporting inclusion:  

(a) research that showed that students in separate settings did not show positive 

outcomes (Dunn, 1968; Odom, Deklyen, & Jenkins, 1984; Sharp, York, & Knight, 1994); 

(b) the movement to provide a more normalized society (Wolfensberger, 1972); and (c) 

court decisions in 1989, 1991, 1993, and 1994 supporting the right of students with 

disabilities to be in general education classrooms.

When the emphasis was on inclusion in the school or learning community (Friend 

& Cook, 2007), the definition of inclusion was broader and more esoteric:

The term inclusion has been defined in many ways by many people, and your 
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school district may even have its own definition. Generally, though, inclusion is an 

educational philosophy based on the belief that all students are entitled to fully 

participate in their school community. (p. 6)  

If the emphasis were on valuing individuals in the learning community, then inclusion was 

described as a philosophy:

The fundamental principle of inclusive education is the valuing of diversity 

within the human community . . .  When inclusive education is fully embraced, we 

abandon the idea that children have to become “normal” in order to contribute to 

the world . . .  We begin to look beyond typical ways of becoming valued 

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

providing all children with an authentic sense of belonging. (Kunc, 1992, 

pp. 38-39)

Kunc’s definition overlapped with definitions that had an emphasis on membership and 

belonging (Halvorsen & Neary, 2009; Stainback, Stainback & Jackson, 1992; Villa & 

Thousand, 2005).

From a reform point of view, Villa and Thousand (2005) espoused:

 . . . [I]inclusion  . . . is an attitude - a value and belief system - not an action or set 

of actions.  Once adopted by a school or school district, it should drive all 

decisions and actions by those who have adopted it. Inclusive education is about 

embracing all, making a commitment to do whatever it takes to provide each 

student in the community -- and each citizen in a democracy -- an inalienable right 

to belong, not to be excluded. Inclusion assumes that living and learning together is 

a better way that benefits everyone. An inclusive school values interdependence 

as well as independence. Another assumption underlying inclusive schooling is 
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that good teaching is good teaching, that each child can learn, given the appropriate 

environment, encouragement, and meaningful activities. (p.8)

Falvey and Givner (2005) reiterated the idea that inclusion is a belief system “ . . . an 

attitude and a disposition that a school intentionally teaches by example . . . an inclusive 

vision drives all decisions and actions by those who subscribe to it” (p. 5).

Most writers since 2000 tended to couch the definition of inclusion in more 

general terms, either as a belief system of providing for all students’ diverse learning needs 

( Putnam, 2005; Sapon-Shevin, 2007), or of students with special needs with their age 

appropriate peers, supported by special educators in the general curriculum according to 

their IEPs. The new connotation of full inclusion implied membership in the student’s 

classroom (McLeskey, 2009). Villa and Thousand (2003) called inclusion the placement 

of first choice.

What Inclusion Was Not

Inclusion was not intended as dumping students with special needs into the 

general education class without support from special educators (NCERI, 1996). Inclusion 

was not expecting that general education teachers primarily would be responsible for 

meeting IEP goals or for taking responsibility for writing IEPs (Halvorsen & Neary, 

2009). Inclusion was not an attempt to eliminate special education in schools as Fuchs 

and Fuchs (1994) suggested. 

Continuum of Services 

Concern that the continuum of services would not be maintained was basic to 

educators’ resistance to inclusion. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) required that a continuum of services be provided. Agencies and individuals called 

for it (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; CEC, 1997; Deutsch-Smith, 1999;  NCERI, 1994; Vaughn & 
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Schumm, 1999 ). The discussion about a continuum or an array of services involved 

consideration of the setting for delivery of services. The use of the additional term, 

placement, which was the level of support specified in the student’s IEP, also was 

confusing. Delivery of direct services by special education personnel has been another 

aspect of the discussion.  

In the placement process, IDEA, which was a guide to the entire special education 

process in schools, required consideration of a choice of the level of services to be 

provided in the least restrictive environment (LRE) in which special education students 

were able to experience success.  The levels of services were referred to as the continuum 

of services. According to the Arizona State Department of Education (1993), the choices 

for LRE within the school setting included the following placements: (a) regular education 

with supplementary aids and consultant services; (b) regular education with 

supplementary services (itinerant support); (c) regular education with supplementary 

services (resource support); and, (d) special education (self-contained class).  The 

continuum of services also included special schools outside the school district, home 

instruction, residential schools, hospital treatment centers, and the option for other 

placements as determined by the multidisciplinary team. Justification for LRE placement 

has been required as part of the IEP process.  

The terms “continuum of services”, “array of services”, and “cascade of services” 

often were used interchangeably (Deutsch-Smith, 1999).  These terms were descriptions 

of the range of services available and “ . . . describe the educational placements [or service 

delivery options]” (p. 46). The cascade of services, Deutsch-Smith maintained from her 

observations and experience, consists of a “lock step model,” resulting in students 

remaining in the original placement for their entire school careers, even though their needs 
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may have changed, with IEP teams overlooking or ignoring that LRE must be considered 

any time services for students change.  

Traditionalists believed strongly in maintaining a continuum of services for 

students with special needs. Although inclusionists would have liked to be able to 

disavow that students with special needs sometimes were placed in general education 

classrooms with little or no support for either the student or the classroom teacher, this 

occurrence, and certainly the fear of this occurrence, identified in their research by 

Schumm and Vaughn (1995), threatened the acceptance of inclusion. Inclusionists, 

however, saw no difficulty in providing an array of services in the general education 

classroom. Rather, they considered that the array of services would be available to all 

students, as espoused by Thousand and Villa (2005) from their knowledge and in their 

practice.  

Responsibility for Service Delivery      

As with a continuum of services, concerns about responsibility for service 

delivery centered around what traditionalists feared would happen with inclusion. 

Schumm and Vaughn (1995) found in their research of teacher perceptions that teachers 

who had not had experience with inclusion were afraid that special education staff 

members would become consultants only, and that classroom teachers, who may or may 

not have been equipped to provide services adequately, would have had to bear the 

responsibility for service delivery. Pre-inclusion teachers, as Schumm and Vaughn referred 

to them, previously had no experience with inclusion and were fearful that they would 

not have had the skills necessary to meet students’ academic and behavior needs.  

For inclusionists, special education staff members assumed responsibility for 

determining targeted goals for the IEP with input from general classroom teachers. Special 
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education staff members consulted with general classroom teachers about students’ needs, 

co-planned, co-taught, and co-evaluated through ongoing collaboration, according to 

Friend and Cook (2007) from their experiences. The next question then was “where will 

the delivery of special education services occur?”   

Setting or Service Delivery, the Question of Place 

Much of the debate over inclusion seemed to have centered around where services 

should be delivered. A quiet, persistent minority insisted that place was not the primary 

concern. Vaughn and Schumm (1995), from their research, and Stainback and Stainback 

(1992) from their knowledge and experience, among others, maintained instead that 

special education was about an array or cascade of services, a system of supports brought 

to natural settings for students with special needs. In Council for Exceptional Children 

(CEC) publications (1996) and in IDEA (1997), special educators were urged to continue 

to provide an array, or continuum, of services. Unfortunately, CEC writers did not say 

services in this instance, but rather placements, suggesting setting.  In 1997, CEC writers 

further complicated the concept by using “continuum of services” interchangeably with 

“inclusive settings.”  

Philosophy of Separate Setting.  Zigmond and colleagues, who were 

proponents of separate settings, traditionalists, were confident in their conclusions from 

their research that special education students in general education settings did not receive 

the services they needed and thus failed to make appropriate progress (Zigmond, Jenkins, 

Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker, Jenkins,  Couthino, 1995).  They believed that student needs 

could be met best in a separate setting.  

Traditionalists insisted that part time pullout services, individual tutoring, and 

full-time services need to be provided in separate settings (Deutsch-Smith, 1999; Fuchs & 
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Fuchs, 1995; Vaughn & Schumm, 1996). They considered that direct instruction specific 

to the student’s learning level was provided better separately. They added that materials 

appropriate to individual needs could be used without stigma, that a less distracting 

environment could be provided, and that the learning and social environment could be 

controlled more closely. These were traditional views, accepted for the past 40 years.  

Opponents of traditionalists, inclusionists, countered that their experience in 

practice has been that students with special needs generally have not had access to the 

general curriculum. Further, that students with special needs often have not been accepted 

or have not seen themselves as members of the general education classes or the learning 

community. In practice based literature, writers purported that general education teachers 

tended not to take responsibility for students with special needs, nor have they tended to 

hold students with special needs responsible for class work (Morra, 1994; Putnam, 2005; 

Villa & Thousand, 2005).  

Philosophy of Inclusion. The philosophy of inclusion has been that schools are 

communities of learners, and that these communities inherently were diverse. Proponents 

of inclusion believed that all children have gifts and talents to share (Villa & Thousand, 

2005). Inclusionists have not intended that an array of services should not be provided 

(Morra, 1992). Inclusionists have considered that an array of services can be provided 

within the general education setting (Vaughn & Schumm, 1996).  

Inclusionists have stated the desirability of having students with special needs 

with peers, accepted as valued members of the learning community. From their experience 

they have held as desirable that students with special needs should be exposed to all 

aspects of the school environment, academic and social (Johnson & Johnson, 1989; 

Putnam, 2005). They have supported the belief that an array of services based on 

      57



students’ individual needs should be available (Deutsch-Smith, 1998). The services 

students with special needs receive could include individual, small group, modified and/or 

direct instruction. Teachers should have opportunities for ongoing consultation and 

collaboration, as well as for team teaching and coteaching (Friend & Cook, 2007; Villa, 

Thousand, & Nevin, 2008).

Traditionalists have argued that inclusion requires extra time for general education 

and special education staff to plan. They have maintained that collaboration among staff 

is problematic because of time constraints, and that an insufficient number of special 

education staff members was often a problem (Deutsch-Smith, 1998). For traditionalists, 

inappropriate classroom behaviors have been causes for concern. Schumm and Vaughn 

(1995) presented research that teachers were fearful that they would not have the support 

they need in dealing with students who were difficult to manage. Furthermore, practice 

based writers believed that making adaptations to materials and to the classroom setting 

placed extra burdens on general classroom teachers, who already were overburdened 

(Dettmer, Dyck, & Thurston, 1999; Friend & Cook, 2007). 

 In some instances, weaknesses that were cited for inclusion actually were 

weaknesses in special education, or sometimes in teaching as a whole. The problem of 

interference with service delivery because of frequent meetings involving special education 

staff occurs regardless of philosophy or model. Insufficient numbers of staff members to 

serve student needs, students’ failure to complete assignments, and inappropriate 

classroom behavior of students were examples of problems in education as a whole, as 

acknowledged by Friend and Cook (2007) from their experience and in their opinions as 

experts.
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Merging Pullout Special Education Practices with Inclusion. If the 

consideration were for providing appropriate services, disregarding place (Vaughn & 

Schumm, 1995), then inclusion and traditional approaches could be combined. Borrowing 

from resource room practices, individual support, direct instruction, and small group 

instruction geared to the students’ performance levels or their developmental levels could 

be provided by special education staff in general education classrooms, resulting in 

conservative inclusion.  

Taken one step further, a partnership of a special education teacher and a general 

classroom teacher working together to provide for all students’ needs in a class-within-a-

class-format (Putnam, 2005) could be a promising practice. Coteaching and team teaching 

also could be options from inclusion that have merit (Morra, 1994). Behavior concerns 

could be addressed with support from special education staff. Appropriate materials 

could be provided based on resource room adaptations, modifications, and learning 

strategies, using general education classroom materials for inclusion. Proponents of 

inclusion as a process, conservative inclusionists, also have not dismissed the possibility 

of providing services in a separate setting if a particular need could not be met otherwise 

(Vaughn & Schumm, 1995).

Traditionalists and inclusionists have been able find common ground on which to 

meet. Inclusion has been a way of providing for all students’ needs (Villa & Thousand, 

2005). The amount of time needed to provide services would have been the same in either 

case, by IEP requirement. What services individual students need would have been the 

same in either case.  

Making the change from the traditional mentality of separate settings for service 

delivery to the mentality of inclusion required the leap from the idea of inclusion as a 
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process to be applied, to inclusion of students with special needs as valued members of 

the learning community. Finding leaders with a vision of how inclusion could be practiced 

and with the desire to embrace inclusion as a philosophy would be a key to inclusion’s 

success. In Goldring and Rallis’ (2000) opinion, finding principals who would support 

inclusion in schools was an additional requirement and challenge. 

The Development of Inclusion Practice

In 1985, officials in the federal Department of Education set research priorities in 

the form of funding initiatives for researchers to identify ways and means to provide 

special education services in general education classrooms. This was followed by a call for 

building level program models for service delivery with student academic outcomes as the 

measure of program efficacy. As inclusion models were implemented, inclusion practices 

became the subject of studies by individual researchers or research groups. The focus of 

the studies ranged from students’ academic progress in inclusion programs to teachers’ 

perceptions of inclusion practice, and to identification of components for successful 

inclusion practice. In a few states, including Vermont, New Mexico, and Montana, 

legislators mandated inclusion practice statewide. By 1994, the National Center for 

Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI) and the Council for Exceptional 

Children (CEC) had published guidelines for inclusion models after gathering informal 

information from school district leaders about inclusion practice and models in their 

school districts. Over the eight year period, education professionals presented theories 

about inclusion practice and models, some informed by research and some by practice.

National Studies of Inclusion Practice

United States Department of Education

Morra (1994) published her report about inclusion based on interviews with 
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parents, school staff members, and state officials and presented her testimony to a 

General Accounting Office subcommittee. In her view, inclusion programs resulted from 

education reform and the Goals 2000 Initiative passed in 1994, that required that all 

students be educated to prescribed levels and standards by the year 2000. Parents and 

court cases also prompted development of inclusion programs. Background information 

for Morra’s testimony came from education experts, special interest groups, and 

Department of Education officials. 

Morra’s purpose was to gain an understanding of how educators were 

implementing inclusion and to determine what were parents’ and educators’ views of 

inclusion. Morra was directed to visit school districts considered to have model inclusion 

programs in elementary schools in Kentucky and Vermont, where inclusion was state 

mandated, and also in California and New York. Morra did not discuss the details of her 

interviews with participants, rather she gave a synthesis of the information she gleaned 

from the interviews and visits to schools. 

Morra’s results and discussion were combined in her report. She differentiated 

between inclusion and mainstreaming with the distinction that, in mainstreaming, special 

education students were primarily members of the special education classroom, the 

responsibility of the special education teacher. In inclusion programs special education 

students were the responsibility of the general education teacher, but teachers required 

assistance to meet the needs of all students in their classes. Morra urged that financial and 

technical assistance be provided by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). In 

1994, according to Morra, 18 states were receiving $4.4 million in inclusion program 

grants. 

Based on her interviews and visits, Morra pointed to the need for “key 
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conditions” for success of inclusion programs, including a learning environment of 

collaboration, appropriate numbers of special education students in their neighborhood 

schools, large numbers of instructional assistants, training opportunities for teachers, and 

an orientation toward special education as a service rather than as a place. She determined 

that the goal of collaboration was to provide a total school environment that worked for 

all students and that joint planning was a necessity in collaboration by special and general 

education teachers, as was including parents in the process of inclusion for their children. 

Morra found that parents and teachers in general spoke positively about inclusion, 

mentioning positive effects of access to a broad curriculum with good peer role models, 

acceptance of special education students by their general education peers, gains in social 

interaction, self esteem, appropriate behavior, and language development. However, she 

found that educators had reservations about inclusion for special education students with 

severe behavior difficulties, or learning needs requiring instruction that was highly focused 

in a less distractive setting. Morra’s discussion of assessments and costs of inclusion 

were inconclusive at the time of her report. She urged development of state standards for 

students’ learning and comments that educators at the state level were developing 

appropriate assessments for all students, including those with IEPs. 

Morra concluded that inclusion programs and education reform went hand in hand. 

She also concluded that while inclusion programs worked for some children, inclusion 

programs required careful implementation. 

National Center for Educational Restructuring and Inclusion  

In the preface to the NCERI study (1994), the researchers presented historical 

impetus for the move to inclusion in schools: Goals 2000 (1994), A Nation At Risk 

(1983), and landmark court cases such as Daniel R. R. v. State Board of Education, Oberti 
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v. Board of Education, and Sacramento City Unified School District v. Rachel Holland. 

The researchers also identified national organizations that took a stand about inclusion. 

The National Association of State Boards of Education leaders urged the creation of a new 

belief system for inclusion, retraining of teachers, and revision of special education 

funding formulas. The National Education Association leaders proposed that educators 

consider the goal of promoting quality of performance in “integrated settings.”  Leaders of 

the American Federation of Teachers presented deficiencies in implementing inclusion, 

such as teachers without adequate training, special education students not receiving 

appropriate services, and efforts to save money by placing students with special needs in 

general education classes. 

Writers from NCERI took the stand that separate special education failed to 

provide adequate academic, behavioral, and social results, did not ensure favorable 

outcomes after completion of high school, was counter to society’s move to integration, 

and was too costly. According to the NCERI report, 

 Inclusion has meant providing to all students, including those with severe 

disabilities, equitable opportunities to receive effective educational services, with 

supplementary aids and support services as needed, in age-appropriate general education 

classes in their neighborhood schools, toward the outcome of preparing all students for 

productive lives as full members of society (p. 15). The purpose of the NCERI study 

was to determine where inclusion programs were being implemented across the United 

States. State Superintendents of Schools or their equivalent were contacted to identify 

districts with inclusion programs. The participants were local school district 

superintendents whose districts were identified by the State Superintendent of Schools. 

The school district superintendents supplied information about inclusion programs in 
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their schools. 

Inclusion programs were found across the country in cities and towns, in schools 

of all sizes and settings, involved some, not all, students with disabilities, and were 

initiated by parents, administrators, teachers, university faculty members, and state 

education leaders (NCERI, 1994). In some instances court cases prompted the 

development of inclusion programs. The researchers found a need for research and 

evaluation of inclusion programs at all levels, from local to national. They found that 

support systems of individuals and organizations were developing for inclusion practice 

and that materials about inclusion practice were available. The researchers found that 

schools were providing a continuum of services for students across all categories of 

disabilities and that districts were not requiring that all students with disabilities be 

included in general education classrooms. Finally, they found that educators reporting 

success with inclusion practice were taking their time implementing inclusion programs, 

making sure adequate planning and development were occurring.   

In the discussion of the NCERI report, six factors were listed as necessary for the 

success of inclusion programs. The six factors were visionary leadership, collaboration, 

refocused use of assessment, supports for students and staff, funding, and effective 

parent and family involvement. The researchers concluded that rather than having a single 

model of inclusion, promising practices involving roles of teachers are coteaching, parallel 

teaching, team teaching, and resource teacher/consultant. Promising practices for 

instruction were multilevel instruction, cooperative learning, activity based learning, 

mastery learning, use of technology, and peer tutoring.

The Council for Exceptional Children 

In April, 1994, the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) leaders launched the 
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CEC Today newsletter with news of a new national coalition to identify successful 

instructional practices for students with disabilities. The coalition was comprised of 

eleven organizations including CEC, American Association of School Administrators 

(AASA), National Education Association (NEA), American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT), National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), National 

Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE), National Association of 

State Boards of Education (NASBE), National School Boards Association (NSBA), the 

National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), and the Council of Great 

City Schools. The purpose of the coalition was to work with school districts selected 

from across the United States to identify good practice principles, produce video training, 

set up national forums for discussions about teacher training, and create an information 

network for sharing ideas about successful practices for serving students with disabilities 

in general education classrooms. 

Participating school districts selected six team members: the building 

administrator, a special education director, a general education teacher, a special education 

teacher, an instructional assistant, and a parent. The coalition met initially in a work 

forum to decide on future directions. From the coalition members’ interactions, five 

themes for inclusive education were identified during the three day forum, including 

collaboration between educators and parents for teaching, planning and problem solving, 

leadership for the inclusion effort, partnerships in building a learning community with 

valuing as the keynote, funding, with the understanding that additional resources were 

needed to provide for the complex needs of students, and diversity. 

Following the forum, “Twelve Principles for Successful Inclusive Schools” 

appeared in the CEC Today newsletter in April, 1994 presenting the conclusions from 
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the discussion of the study. The principles included vision, leadership, high standards, 

sense of community, array of services, flexible learning environments to meet student 

needs, research based strategies, collaboration and cooperation, changing roles and 

responsibilities, new forms of accountability, access, and partnerships with parents. 

Success of Students with Special Needs 

The concept of success for students with special needs has been remarkable for 

the confusion that has surrounded it. Writers seldom agreed on what comprises special 

education students’ success and even less about how success should be measured. 

Researchers in early studies focused on academic progress of special education students in 

inclusion models, then turned more to consideration of teachers’ perceptions of the 

components of inclusion models.    

Studies of Students’ Academic Progress in Schools with Inclusion Models

The following two studies exemplified the problem of what was the measure of 

special education students’ success and even what should be measured. Zigmond and 

colleagues’ study heralded the beginning of the controversy and is probably one of the 

most frequently referenced studies of inclusion. Waldron and McLeskey repeated their 

study.

Academic Progress from One Perspective (Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, 

Baker, Jenkins, & Couthino, 1995)

In 1995, Zigmond and her colleagues published the findings from their study of 

special education students’ academic progress from three inclusion models at six school 

sites. This research was in response to the national call for building-level program models 

for service delivery with student academic outcomes as the measure of program efficacy, 

and with the larger purpose of developing a common database for aggregating the findings 
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across the three studies to enhance their significance and power, according to the 

researchers. The reports from Zigmond and colleagues’ research came from the first year 

of the implementation of the models, with a year of planning preceding the study. Further 

data were gathered in the fifth year of the programs in five research schools across the 

United States in subsequent studies by Zigmond and Baker. 

The models in this study were developed in the schools in 1988/1989 and 

1989/1990, and the sampling for the purpose of the study occurred in the 1990/1991 

school year. The participants were identified through models designed in partnerships 

with three universities: University of Pittsburgh, implemented in one suburban and three 

rural elementary schools across Pennsylvania; Vanderbilt University, implemented in one 

urban middle school; and University of Washington, implemented in one small-town 

elementary school. In all three models, teachers attempted to accommodate more diverse 

learners, including working with problem solving teams and using classroom assessment 

for instructional decisions.

In the University of Washington model the team incorporated Cooperative 

Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), class wide peer tutoring, Active 

Mathematics, and Skills for Success programs at specific grade levels. Special education 

teachers or teachers providing intensive instruction delivered in-class services for reading, 

writing, and math. At weekly meetings, adjustments for individual student needs were 

planned. At the Vanderbilt University model school, Skills for Success were taught as a 

school wide approach to increasing expectations for students and extensive peer tutoring 

was established throughout the school and across the curriculum. Curriculum based 

assessment and peer tutoring information underwent computer analysis, and  suggestions 

were generated for instructional improvement for peer tutors. In the Vanderbilt 
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University model, problem solving teams were established at each grade level to plan 

needed adaptations for all students, at risk or identified as needing special education 

services.

The method for the study was a pre-post design in which in all schools the Basic 

Academic Skills Samples (BASS) for reading was administered in the fall and spring of 

1990/1991. The assessment included three passages in which every seventh word was 

missing with three choices, only one of which made sense. One minute was allowed for a 

choice for each missing word. The BASS score was an average of correct responses minus 

half the incorrect responses. The BASS was a group test that correlated well with longer, 

norm-referenced tests. Fall and spring BASS scores were available for 145 students with 

learning disabilities. From the four schools in the Pittsburgh model, 95 scores were 

available in grades 2-6; from the Washington model, 13 scores were available in grades 2-6; 

and from the Vanderbilt model, 37 scores were available for grades 5 and 6. 

Researchers analyzed the scores to determine the reading gains of students with 

disabilities. They also analyzed the achievement gains for students at each grade level at 

each site and compared the achievement gain of each student with learning disabilities 

with the average gain of the grade-level peer group. Students with learning disabilities 

needed to match or exceed the gains of their grade-level peers. The researchers also 

computed z scores using autumn and spring reading standard scores for each grade level at 

each site to determine relative standing in the peer group for students with learning 

disabilities. Validity and reliability were not discussed by the researchers.

From the results of the study, the researchers found that about half (54%) of the 

students with learning disabilities across the three models had gains greater than one 

standard error of measurement: 55% in the Pittsburgh model, 38% in the Washington 
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model, and 57% in the Vanderbilt model. Conversely, about half the target group did not 

experience a gain that was larger than the error associated with the test. The gains of 

students with learning disabilities did not match or exceed the gains of their grade-level 

peers (63% across sites). Results showed Pittsburgh students with learning disabilities 

making average or better gains (33%), Washington students with disabilities having 23% 

making average or better gains, and Vanderbilt students with disabilities having 64% 

making average or better gains. The results for the determination of relative status in peer 

groups of learning disabled students by computing z scores produced mixed results, 53% 

showed gains in Pittsburgh, 38% showed gains in Washington, and 62% showed gains on 

their non-disabled peers in the Vanderbilt model. Considered overall, 61% moved up in 

relative standing, 39% did not.

In their discussion of the results, the researchers stated that the desired outcome 

for students with learning disabilities would be that with intensive instruction the gap 

between students with learning disabilities and peers without learning disabilities would 

not increase, that their achievement rates would match. The researchers found the number 

of students gaining academic standing to be disappointing at 61%. Their expectations for 

special education students were demanding: a year’s growth in a year’s time, the generally 

accepted expectation for students without learning disabilities. 

The researchers concluded that the aggregated findings from the six sites using the 

three models showed that the achievement outcomes for students with learning disabilities 

were neither desirable nor acceptable. They emphasized that the lack of gains occurred in 

spite of the investment of great amounts of financial and professional resources. They 

considered the question of whether pullout services, part or full time, had produced 

acceptable gains; pointed to the need for greater scrutiny of special education programs; 
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and stressed that improved outcomes regardless of the setting must be the goal. 

The overall conclusion of the researchers was that no easy answers could be found 

to the question of where services for special education students should be delivered. 

Furthermore, they concluded that the data from the three studies did not indicate the 

desirability of eliminating the continuum of services for students with learning disabilities, 

nor did it show that placement in  the general education setting resulted in satisfactory 

outcomes.   

Academic Progress from Another Perspective (Waldron and McLeskey’s, 1998)

The purpose of Waldron and McLeskey’s study was to replicate and expand the 

study by Zigmond et al. (1995) because the Zigmond study did not include a comparison 

group to establish a standard of measurement. In the Zigmond study, the researchers also 

did not offer a rationale for why students they characterized as having more severe 

learning problems performed better in separate settings. Specifically, Waldron and 

McLeskey wanted to compare the progress of students with learning disabilities in 

inclusive settings with students with similar disabilities in resource settings: how the two 

groups compare with peers without learning disabilities, and whether differences in 

progress could be seen between students with more and less severe learning disabilities in 

different settings. 

Participants were drawn from a small midwestern city. All schools included 

students from kindergarten through sixth grade. Initially, educators at three schools 

volunteered to design and implement inclusion models in their schools. Teachers at three 

additional schools joined in the following year, maintaining resource room delivery, which 

they believed provided strong services for students with disabilities, while planning their 

inclusion models. Special education students in these schools became the comparison 
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group. Seventy-one students with disabilities in grades two through six from the three 

inclusion schools and 73 students with leaning disabilities in second through sixth grade 

were receiving resource services in the pre-inclusion schools. Kindergarten and first grades 

were not included because the Basic Academic Skills Sample (BASS), which was the 

instrument the researchers used to determine academic progress for the study, was not 

recommended for students under second grade. General education students (204 total) 

from two classes per grade level in grades two through six took the BASS for comparison 

purposes.

Students with learning disabilities spent the full school day in general education 

classrooms. Inclusion previously had not been part of special education service delivery 

in the schools in which teachers and administrators volunteered to participate in the 

study. The partnership between district administrators, general and special educators, and 

university consultants began with district level planning, proceeded with an Inclusion 

Planning Team and was designed specifically for the needs of the schools involved. 

Collaboration occurred in the form of team teaching, whole group instruction, small group 

instruction, additional activities to enhance instruction, and modified tests and testing. 

Students were clustered to facilitate scheduling for appropriate instruction for students 

with learning disabilities in programs such as schoolwide grouping for reading and math.

The method for this study began with students participating in the study taking 

the Kaufman- Test of Educational Achievement (K-TEA) in September. Mean scores for 

reading and math and mean full scale IQ on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III 

were determined for the students participating. The data were analyzed using t tests for 

independent means. Chi Square analysis was used to determine significant gender 

differences. Using the t test for independent means, no significant differences in the 
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groups were found in IQ or performance on the K-TEA in math or reading. No significant 

differences were found for gender. Nor were significant differences found for ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, or average per pupil expenditure. 

Student progress was measured using the BASS. The criterion related validity of 

the reading and math was established by Espin et al., who evaluated the technical 

adequacy of the BASS in five studies (1989). Jenkins and Jewel (1992) further evaluated 

technical adequacy, comparing validity estimates of the Metropolitan Achievement Test 

with the BASS, with concurrent estimates of .85 for reading and .79 for math. The BASS 

has been used by other inclusion researchers for assessing students’ academic progress, 

primarily Baker and Zigmond in their studies from 1990 to 1995. 

The BASS reading and math subtests were taken in the fall and spring by students 

participating in the study. The subtests also were taken by two classes from each grade 

level from the six participating schools. The resulting scores were compared as indicators 

of students’ progress. Fall and spring test standings of special education and general 

education students were compared to determine whether students with disabilities 

maintained, gained, or lost ground in reading and math. Fall and spring BASS scores of 

general education students were used to compute grade level standard (z) scores. Analyses 

of covariance (ANCOVA) were used to compare groups with pretest scores as the 

variables. Chi square analyses were conducted to determine whether significant 

differences occurred between the groups.    

The results of the study revealed that three school teams developed inclusion 

models with shared characteristics, including the elimination of separate classes for special 

education service delivery, avoidance of resource room type service delivery in general 

education classes, even distribution of students with learning disabilities given individual 
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consideration across general education classes, reorganization of the school program to 

allow for intensity of instruction when needed, collaboration between special education 

and general education teachers, and use of instructional assistants to provide additional 

help to students with learning disabilities. Results of the analyses of covariance 

comparing the three groups showed inclusion students with significantly greater progress 

on the BASS reading than the resource group (F[1,141}=3.96, p<.05). No significant 

difference was seen in the scores of the groups on the BASS math (F[1,141]=.47, NS). 

Also using the ANCOVA, 48% of the students with learning disabilities in the inclusion 

group made progress similar to their peers in reading, with 38% of the comparison group 

keeping pace. In math, 34% of students with learning disabilities in the inclusion settings 

kept pace with their peers, and 32% of the comparison group also made similar progress. 

In Chi Square analyses, no significant differences were found between the groups in either 

reading (Chi Square = 2.78, NS) or math (Chi Square = .23, NS). Additional comparisons 

between students with mild and severe learning disabilities as determined using the fall K-

TEA scores showed significantly more students with mild disabilities in inclusion settings 

keeping pace with peers in reading than those with severe learning disabilities.

Comparisons of the groups in math did not show differences for setting or level of 

disability. 

In their discussion of the study results, Waldron and McLeskey compared their 

results to the results of Zigmond’s group, but with quite different interpretations and 

conclusions. Zigmond’s group concluded that the achievement outcomes for students 

with learning disabilities in general education settings were not acceptable or desirable. 

Waldron and McLeskey, however, interpreted the outcomes for the students they 

studied, with about half the students making similar progress to grade level peers, as 
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surprising and gratifying, because the students with learning disabilities previously had 

been placed in special education because of lack of acceptable progress. In addition, 

Waldron and McLesky encouraged that a more realistic expectation for students with 

learning disabilities would be that they should make at least as much progress in inclusion 

settings as they would make in separate settings. 

The researchers accepted limitations of the study because students were not 

randomly assigned to groups, a comparable control group was not a part of the study, and 

the setting and the quality of the instruction were not considered and may have been 

critical factors in the study. The researchers concluded that the evidence from the study 

could be used to develop methods, materials, and programs for general education settings 

for students with disabilities. Waldron and McLeskey also concluded that at the time of 

their study enough information was available for researchers to begin to ascertain what is 

needed for effective inclusion programs and  what is detrimental.

Theories about Measuring Student Progress 

Proponents of inclusion tend to consider success, not in terms of academic success 

in reading and math skills, but from a different perspective (Johnson & Johnson, 1994; 

Nevin, 2005; Putnam, 2005; Stainback, Stainback & Ayers, 1996; Villa & Thousand, 

2005). According to Stainback, Stainback, and Ayers, from their experience, indicators of 

success included, but were not limited to, “ . . . social competence, communication, 

engaged time, and acquisition of IEP objectives” (p. 31). From this perspective, success of 

special education students should be measured in terms of expectations for that particular 

student’s progress according to his/her particular and specifically written IEP goals. 

IDEA (1997) has included direction for special educators that grades for special 

education students could not be differentiated from those of general education students. 
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Portfolio evaluation and authentic assessment have been viewed as promising practices 

for evaluating all education areas to avoid differentiation of assessment of special 

education students (Thousand, Villa & Nevin, 2008). For inclusionists to provide 

whatever program or instructional support students need so that they could attain 

appropriate individual goals and progress in the general curriculum, a wide array of 

options should be available for students. Inclusionists believe provisions should be made 

for necessary support by general classroom teachers and special education staff members.

Studies of Teachers’ Perceptions of Inclusion

The two studies of teachers’ perceptions reviewed in this section allowed 

comparison of an early study by Vaughn and her colleagues (1995) with a recent study by 

Idol (2006). Vaughn and her colleagues considered teachers’ perspectives of the concept 

of inclusion as a general topic that became more specific as the study progressed. When 

she planned her study, Idol decided to tap specific areas: perceptions of the principal’s 

role, instruction and support for students with special needs, and attitudes about 

inclusion.  

Teachers’ Perspectives of the Concept of Inclusion (Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, 

Slusher, & Saumell, 1996)

The purpose of this study by Vaughn and her colleagues (1996)  was to explore 

understanding of inclusion of teachers with no previous experience with inclusion. In this 

group’s study, inclusion was not defined. The lack of a definition was not problematic 

because the researchers’ intent was to tap general education teachers’ perspectives of the 

concept of inclusion. The nature of the focus groups was exploratory, which further 

accommodated lack of a definition for inclusion. Participants had no experience with 

inclusion. 

      75



The participants were general education teachers, special education teachers, and 

teachers of gifted students, participating in separate focus groups. The teachers 

representing the groups were selected from 27 schools whose administrators endorsed the 

individual educator’s participation. Ten dollar gift certificates were offered as incentives.

The focus group interview procedure, as the method of data collection, was used 

because the researchers believed that because many teachers do not understand inclusion, 

focus groups would promote learning from hearing other teachers’ ideas and views and 

responding to them. They believed that the focus group setting would provide a comfort 

level that would prompt teachers to express their own ideas and attitudes and respond to 

others’ reactions, assisting them in defining their own positions.

The researchers conducted ten focus groups by grade grouping of elementary 

(n=4), middle (n=3), and high school (n=3). Seventy-four teachers participated in the 

focus groups. 

Four basic questions were posed in the interviews after pilot focus groups were 

conducted and field tested, questions and procedures were revised, and interviewers 

trained:  

1.  What do you know about inclusion?  

2.  What are the facilitators and barriers to implementing inclusion?  

3.  What is an ideal model for inclusion?  

4.  What questions do researchers need to ask when considering the effects of 

inclusion models? 

The questions were intended to guide and extend discussion. Probes and follow-up 

questions also were used. Interviews lasted for 45-60 minutes for each group and were 

audio recorded.
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Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) constant comparative method of analysis was used for 

coding, categorizing, and summarizing the findings of the data. Vaughn and colleagues 

followed procedures based on Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) suggestions for focus group 

interviews. Results were reviewed by subgroups of teachers and then reported for 

teachers as a whole with no differences worthy of note among the subgroups.  

From the results of the focus group interviews, nine categories were identified into 

which responses were placed. The categories were (a) understanding inclusion, (b) 

teachers’ feelings about inclusion, (c) teachers lashing out at decision makers, (d) barriers 

to the success of inclusion, (e) ingredients for successful inclusion, (f) needs of all 

students, (g) preparing teachers to work in inclusive schools, (h) perceived parental 

concerns, and (i) benefits of inclusion. Vaughn and her colleagues considered that the 

general tone of the responses was negative, often expressed as fears, and, according to the 

researchers’ report, often with vehemence. “Passionate responses from teachers occurred 

across all focus groups and teacher types” (p. 104). When results were reviewed by 

teachers, researchers sometimes were encouraged by teachers to express the teachers’ 

views more strongly.

In their discussion, teachers, according to the researchers, were concerned deeply 

about general and special education students’ educational and social needs being met in 

general education classrooms. Vaughn and colleagues’ conclusion from the focus groups 

was that the teachers felt that even if they had better training, providing for students in an 

inclusion setting is more than they could reasonably be expected to do. Teachers 

perceived that adaptations  generally were considered to be more desirable than feasible. 

The barriers to inclusion were viewed as insurmountable according to the researchers. 

The researchers reemphasized that the teachers had no experience with inclusion 
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and pointed out in the report “considerable evidence” revealed that teachers engaged in 

inclusion often had positive experiences, citing Bear, Juvonen,  and McInerney (1993) and 

Kozleski and Jackson (1993). Furthermore, Vaughn and colleagues stated that interview 

information from their larger research showed that experienced teachers had positive ideas 

about inclusion (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995, 1996).  

Vaughn and colleagues discussed maximizing the generalizability of the study, 

including conducting multiple focus groups continuing to redundancy, using consistent 

procedures across the groups, and careful transcription of audio recordings with 

verification by the data sources. They identified as a generalizability factor the population 

of students in the study location, of which 35% did not have English as their primary 

language. The researchers added that diversity was the norm for many districts, whether 

urban, suburban, or rural.

The researchers suggested seven guidelines for implementing inclusion in schools:

1.  Inform teachers, parents, and other personnel about what inclusion is and is 

not.

2.  Define teachers’ roles and responsibilities within inclusion models.

3.  Provide a rationale for the implementation of inclusion and data that 

demonstrate its likely success for students with and without disabilities.

4.  Identify resources and support services that are available to teachers 

participating in inclusion models.

5.  Reduce numbers of students in inclusion classrooms.

6.  Provide adequate teacher preparation and consulting support so teachers do 

not feel they are “on their own.”

7.  Let teachers volunteer to participate in inclusion programs.
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Overview of Special Education Services in Four Elementary Schools (Idol, 2006)

Idol’s stated purpose for her study was to examine and describe how special 

education services were provided in four elementary schools. The researcher specifically 

sampled teachers’ perceptions of the role of the administrator, teachers’ levels of skills in 

accommodating special education students and students at risk of academic failure, and 

teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion, teaching students with disabilities, and collaboration. 

Idol also sampled teachers’ perceptions of the impact on general education students of 

having special education students in general education classes. Idol reviewed students’ 

performance on statewide tests.    

The participants in the study were administrators and teachers at four elementary 

schools in a southwestern metropolitan school district. Schools were referred to as 

Schools A, B, C, and D. Consulting teachers, cooperative teachers, resource teachers, and  

instructional assistants provided a mixed model for service delivery at each school. 

Students in two schools had pullout services. An unspecified number of students in the 

third school were in general education classes for part of the day. Students in the fourth 

school received all their instruction in general education classes.

Personal interviews were conducted over two or three days with a majority of 

instructional staff at each of the four schools to gather qualitative and quantitative data. 

The interviews consisted of a set of questions and response choices. A few teachers who 

taught together interviewed together when they requested a joint interview. Likert scale 

responses yielded 1-4 values for reporting purposes. Quantitative data marking on the 

interviews had 100% reliability among interviewers. No validity information was 

mentioned in the study. One hundred twenty-five interviews were conducted for 

collection of data: five administrators, four instructional assistants (one per school), 79 
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classroom teachers (75%), 24 special education teachers (92%), and 13 support staff 

members (50%) were interviewed. 

Idol reported in her results that, in her words, “almost all” educators said their 

principals were very supportive of inclusion and of them as professionals. Across all 

schools, only two individuals expressed that students with disabilities should be educated 

in self contained classes. Educators’ responses to questions about their attitudes toward 

inclusion, students with disabilities, and collaboration elicited 4 point Likert scale 

responses averaged by school with all schools at or above level 2, from willing to accept 

and try inclusion to being very much in favor of inclusion in all three areas. Across all 

schools, 36 % expressed that general education students’ performance improved, and 32% 

expressed that performance stayed the same as a result of educating students with 

disabilities in general education classes. Educators voiced the concern that behavior 

problems caused disruption of general education classes, whether the students with 

behavior problems were students with disabilities or general education students. 

Scores on statewide tests were reviewed over four years. In Schools A, B, and C, 

according to Idol, student scores noticeably improved over the four years. Idol did not 

report how much scores improved. In School D, with inclusion for service delivery for 

students with disabilities, the scores were about the same over the four years. Idol’s 

conclusion was that inclusion had not been deleterious to general education students, and 

that her conclusion was supported by teachers’ impressions in their interviews.  

 Of  School A educators, 79% viewed the principal as an administrative manager. 

Forty-seven percent of the educators rated themselves as very skilled at adapting 

instruction for students with disabilities and less skilled at adapting instruction for 

students at risk of academic failure. Eighty percent of educators said students with 
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disabilities should be in general education classes full time; 15% indicated they should be 

included part of the time. 

 Of School B educators, 28%  saw the principal as both an instructional leader and 

an administrative manager; 37% did not rate the principal because she was a new principal 

at the school. Idol reported that teachers viewed themselves as very skilled at adapting 

instruction for both students with disabilities and those at risk for academic failure. Fifty-

five percent of educators said students with disabilities should be in general education 

classes full time; 30% indicated they should be included part of the time.

Of School C educators, 79% described their principal as both an instructional 

leader and an administrative manager. Idol reported that teachers viewed themselves as 

very skilled at adapting instruction for both students with disabilities and those at risk for 

academic failure. Sixty-three percent of educators said students with disabilities should be 

in general education classes full time; 22% indicated they should be included part of the 

time.

Of School D educators, 56% described their principal as both an instructional 

leader and an administrative manager. Twenty-one percent reported needing more practice 

adapting instruction for students with disabilities, and 24% said they needed more 

practice adapting instruction for students at risk for school failure. School D was the 

school with all special education services provided in general education classes. Eighty-

eight percent of educators said students with disabilities should be in general education 

classes full time; 9% indicated students with disabilities should be included part of the 

time.

Idol concluded in her discussion that most teachers in the study considered 

inclusion of students with disabilities as viable and positive. She concluded that principals 
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in the programs evaluated were strongly in favor of inclusion; in fact, more so than some 

teachers. Idol indicated that concern about problem behavior could be a barrier to 

inclusion, and that educators should devise coping measures to allay disruption. Idol made 

a general statement that, based on her study, resource room service delivery still was 

favored by many educators so that students with disabilities could receive tutorial 

assistance, but from this study concluded that progress for students with disabilities in 

general education classes was at levels similar to resource room students’ performance 

levels. 

As a related concern, Idol suggested keeping special education students’ scores 

separate for reporting purposes or exempting some special education students from taking 

certain tests. At least since IDEA 1997, all students in Arizona were required to 

participate in statewide assessment, either the Arizona Instrument for Measuring 

Standards (AIMS) or alternate assessment, AIMS-A.

A Special Education Teacher’s Changing Roles (Klingner, & Vaughn, 2002)

Klingner and Vaughn’s study focused on one special education teacher’s seven 

year experience with inclusion. The framework for this study was a much larger 

combination of studies of inclusion in which Vaughn and her colleagues have been 

involved since 1993. The purpose of the study was to clarify the ways the special 

education teacher’s role changed over time and her perceptions of the changes. 

The study had only one participant, the resource teacher, Joyce. Klingner and 

Vaughn’s study chronicled Joyce’s seven years of inclusion experience from 1993 to 

2000. The method for the study was to gather data from researchers’ interviews with 

Joyce, their observations of Joyce in the school setting, and Joyce’s personal journals.   

The results of the study included the finding that as Joyce’s assignment changed 
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from resource teacher to beginning inclusion teacher to experienced inclusion teacher, her 

role changed in four areas identified by Klingner and Vaughn from their analysis of the 

data collected. The four areas included assessment practices, teaching, consultation, and 

interpersonal skills. 

The researchers found that Joyce’s assessment of special education students, 

previously individual standardized testing in the resource room, was replaced with 

curriculum based assessment and ongoing monitoring of special education students’ 

progress and the students’ need for specific assistance and instruction. Her evaluation of 

her students’ progress ultimately was aligned much more closely to the general 

curriculum. Initially, as an inclusion teacher, collaboration and coplanning time were 

scheduled during the day and collaborative evaluation occurred. Collaboration time was 

shifted to after school the second year, and then was not scheduled at all the following 

year, so collaborative evaluation was lost altogether except incidentally as teachers found 

or took the time to discuss special education students’ progress.

As a resource teacher, Joyce planned curriculum for her own students irrespective 

of what was happening in their general education classrooms. As she became an inclusion 

teacher, she took on the role of co-teacher, which varied with the different teachers in 

whose classes she co-taught.  Over time Joyce and her co-teachers developed innovative 

ways to work together and became more accepting of what each could provide. General 

education teachers’ interaction with special education students became more encouraging 

and positive.

Joyce did not consult with teachers as a resource teacher. In the first years of 

inclusion practice in the school, consultation occurred during the scheduled collaboration 

time. Consultation concerns centered around lack of time to share ideas about students’ 
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needs and instruction. Any consultation after collaboration time no longer was scheduled 

was conducted informally. Joyce identified negative aspects of inclusion, including lack of 

personal space, lack of autonomy in the classroom, and lack of the special connection 

with special education students which is specific to the resource room setting.

Klingner and Vaughn discussed Joyce’s interpersonal skills in terms of 

characteristics and discussed changes in her interpersonal skills as her assignment changed 

from resource teacher to beginning and then experienced inclusion teacher. They listed the 

characteristics they ascribed to her as taking responsibility for her special education 

students and their needs, being responsible to her co-teachers, advocating  for her 

students, taking the initiative in guiding inclusion practice, respecting students and 

teachers and understanding their needs, and accepting all students as able to learn. Joyce 

came to her position as inclusion teacher with her  knowledge of special education, IEPs, 

teaching strategies, and assessment. Klingner and Vaughn suggested that she also needed 

to have consultation skills and knowledge of and skills in teaching and adapting general 

curriculum. Klingner and Vaughn’s overall conclusion was that both general and special 

educators needed the skills to meet the needs of students with disabilities in the general 

education classroom for inclusion to be effective. 

Looking at Joyce’s perceptions of the changes of her roles during this time period 

was illuminating because her perceptions are illustrative of the changes in roles identified 

in other inclusion literature (Brownell, Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover, 2006; 

Smith & Leonard, 2005; Friend & Cook, 2007).

Educators’ Abilities to Educate Special Education Students (O’Shea, Stoddard, & 

O’Shea, 2000) 

The purpose of O’Shea and colleagues’ study was to compare the views of 
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preservice and experienced  educators about their abilities and the abilities of general 

educators to carry out the tasks required to educate special education students. All 

respondents (n = 148) were special educators. Seventy-eight respondents had no 

classroom experience and were in the process of completing undergraduate or master’s 

level programs at Florida University. Six of the 70 experienced teachers from southern 

Pennsylvania who completed the survey provided what the researchers called itinerant 

supportive services in general education classrooms; others provided consultative 

services, pullout, or services in self contained classrooms, with some classes in separate 

special education schools. Teachers served students across disability areas.

The research instrument was a survey to sample respondents’ understanding of 

standards and provisions of IDEA ‘97, including evaluating students, writing IEPs, 

incorporating and facilitating general curriculum, applying least restrictive environment, 

facilitating parent-educator interactions, facilitating related services, applying instructional 

methods, and providing behavior  support for students. The survey consisted of 34 

statements eliciting 4 point Likert scale responses. According to the researchers, a group 

of teachers, special education supervisors, and university faculty reviewed the survey and 

made suggestions for changes and deletions that were made. No further information was 

presented for validity and reliability of the instrument.

Chi Square analyses of the survey responses were conducted for each statement 

on the survey to determine whether or not statistically significant differences were found 

between the undergraduate students’ responses, the graduate students’ responses, and the 

experienced teachers’ responses. Association between the variables was also measured, 

using Cramer V values, when indicated by unexpected deviation from expected 

frequencies. The results of these analyses were published as separate tables in the study 
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article. 

Significant differences (p = .001) were found in seven areas: (a) for the question of 

whether or not paperwork was reduced by IDEA ‘97, responses indicated agreement  

from 90% of experienced educators that paperwork was reduced, 76% of undergraduate 

students, and only 45% of Master’s level students indicated agreement, (b) on three 

questions about the adequacy of training, specifically that general education peers 

received sufficient training, 92% of experienced educators indicated agreement, 50% of the 

undergraduate group indicated agreement, and only 46% of Master’s level students 

indicated agreement, (c)  for least restrictive environment, for the statement of support for 

having special education students in general education classrooms, the researchers stated 

that the majority of educators agreed or strongly agreed, (d) for academic and social needs 

of most students with disabilities could have been met in general education classrooms, a 

majority of educators disagreed or strongly disagreed, (e) for the statement of special 

educators’ understanding of goals and objectives for related services, the researchers 

reported the greatest differences between groups, in the responses educators agreed that 

they understood speech and language goals (85%) and understood less well mobility and 

orientation goals (53%), (f) for skill with positive reinforcement techniques to teach 

appropriate behaviors, researchers also reported that in a large majority of responses the 

undergraduate and Master’s groups unanimously agreed, while the experienced group 

disagreed or strongly disagreed (25%), and (g) for the statement of educators’ 

understanding how to reinforce skills in related services areas, the researchers reported 

that speech and language was the area that most educators (98%) agreed that they 

understand how to reinforce related services skills, and physical therapy was the area that 

most educators agreed least (52%), according to the researchers. Deviations among the 
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groups did not follow consistent patterns, but as a combined group, the responses were 

similar to those for the ability to understand goals and objectives. 

 The researchers found significant differences (p = .01) in seven areas also: (a) for 

the statement that educators’ skills in conducting curriculum based assessments would 

reduce the number of formal assessments needed to develop IEPs, the researchers did not 

break down the groups’ responses, saying that the vast majority of educators agreed or 

strongly agreed, (b) for adequacy of principals’ training, 35% of experienced educators 

indicated agreement, 50% of undergraduate students agreed, and 47% of Master’s level 

students agreed, (c) for the statement of skills in delivering instruction, the researchers 

reported that all but a few agreed or agreed strongly, except in the area of writing process 

instruction, with the greatest difference for the experienced educators group, (d) for 

statements about out-of-school suspensions, only 30% of the Master’s group agreed that 

out of school suspension should be an option, whereas most of the educators in the other 

groups agreed, (e) for the statement about principals’ support of out-of-school 

suspension, the majority of educators agreed, (f) for the statement about the use of peer 

mediation, the researchers reported that educators from all groups indicated that almost all 

used problem solving and self-management techniques, and (g) for the statement about 

anger control techniques, the researchers reported that most of the inexperienced and 

Master’s group indicated their use of anger control techniques use, and the experienced 

educators indicated limited use of the techniques.  

No significant differences were found in six areas: (a) for skills for writing annual 

IEP goals, the researchers reported that in the responses, most educators agreed, (b) for 

the need for a general educator for developing IEPs, the researchers reported the 

responses for the vast majority indicated educators agreed or strongly agreed, (c) for the 
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statement that general educators support providing special education services in general 

education classrooms, the researchers reported 65% of educators disagreed or strongly 

disagreed, (d) for skills in assisting general education teachers in modifying how they 

teach to allow meaningful participation of special education students, researchers reported 

educators unequivocally agreed or strongly agreed (85%), (e) for perceptions of general 

educators asking for assistance from special educators, researchers reported that 43% of 

educators agreed or strongly agreed, and (f) for skills in performing curriculum based 

assessment in responses from all groups indicated educators agreed or strongly agreed 

(85%).

The researchers did not address significant differences between the groups for 

some of the statements. For parent-educator interactions, special educators dealing with 

parents and guardians, the researchers reported unequivocal agreement of the groups, with 

91% who agreed or strongly agreed. For general educators interactions with parents and 

guardians, 50% agreed or strongly agreed. For the statement that educators could make 

accommodations for students to take statewide assessments, a majority agreed or strongly 

agreed, with a slight deviation among experienced educators (66%). For the statement of 

special educators’ skills in adapting general education curriculum to meet special 

education students’ needs, most agreed or strongly agreed; however, when considering  

the skills of  general educators, in responses, 45% agreed or strongly agreed. For the 

statement of general educators support of out-of-school suspension, the researchers 

reported combined responses for the three groups. In 75% of responses, educators agreed 

or strongly agreed that general educators support the use of out-of-school suspensions.  

For the statement for skills in conducting functional behavior assessments, the researchers 

reported a much larger majority (87%)  of educators agreed or strongly agreed that they 
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were skilled in this area. For the statement about use of out-of-school suspension, the 

researchers reported that of the undergraduate group, 67% used (the researchers did not 

say agreed or strongly agreed) out of school suspension; of the Master’s group, half used 

out-of-school suspension; and, of the experienced group, 85% used out-of-school 

suspension. 

The researchers reported some results more generally. For the statement about 

classroom management techniques, the researchers reported educators disagreed with the 

statement that they use time out as a classroom management technique. For the statement 

about planned ignoring as a classroom management technique, the researchers reported 

common agreement among all groups of educators that they used this technique. For the 

statement for the use of cooperative learning groups, in the undergraduate and Master’s 

groups, half agreed, half strongly agreed, while the experienced educators indicated they 

agreed rather than strongly agreed.

In their discussion, the researchers urged that staff members beliefs and practice, 

especially how they view their own performance and that of their peers, should be 

assessed to ensure compliance with federal mandates and IDEA 97. The researchers 

believed that the results of their study were important because they showed important 

differences and similarities among educators at various stages of their professional growth. 

The researchers recapitulated study results for each of the broad areas of the survey that I 

identified in the description of the instrument. 

In their discussion, the researchers also drew conclusions about the reasons for the 

differences or agreement for specific responses. They were surprised that differences in 

perceptions of skills and abilities between the groups were not more evident; all groups 

seemed confident about their skills in a variety of areas such as delivering instruction, 
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managing general education curriculum, managing behavior of special education students, 

and assisting general educators with special education students’ needs. The researchers 

conjectured that inexperienced educators might have very strong preparation programs or 

that their inexperience might have influenced their responses. According to the 

researchers, a noteworthy difference between the groups was in beliefs about out-of-

school suspensions. The Master’s group did not agree with the use of out-of-school 

suspension even though they had indicated that they, as well as the other groups 

supported the use of out-of-school suspension. 

The researchers urged training changes to address general educators’ knowledge 

and skills for providing for special education students in their classrooms, and that the 

knowledge and skills be considered as a part of the general education picture. An 

interesting suggestion was that special educators should be trained first as general 

educators, have several years’ experience, and then be trained as specialists for teaching 

students with disabilities. I also perceived advantages to all teachers training as special 

educators first and then moving into general education classrooms over time, taking the 

specialized instructional techniques and intensive interventions they used as special 

educators into general education classrooms.

The researchers listed as limitations of the study the small sample size from 

limited geographical areas, but suggested confidence in the outcomes. The researchers 

believed that licensing standards and proficiency assessment for educators would further 

the field. The researchers suggested further studies of educators’ perceptions and follow-

up contacts with study participants to determine whether or not their preparation and 

professional development had positive influences on their delivery of special education 

and adherence to provisions of IDEA and federal mandates. 
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Theories of Teachers’ Perceptions of Inclusion 

Teachers’ perceptions of inclusion and teachers’ attitudes about inclusion have 

been the subject of much of the research on inclusion in publications. The studies of 

teachers’ perceptions have brought out the concerns, worries, and fears that teachers have 

had about inclusion as a practice, which they in some cases had heard about, but not 

experienced.  Other teachers could relate easily to these worries and fears (NCERI, 1994; 

Putnam, 2005; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). NCERI  researchers’ beliefs were that teachers 

did not know about research that supports inclusion. Teachers have worried about 

receiving support and training, and that inclusion was about cost saving.  Further, teachers 

worried about assuring students’ success and about students being “dumped” into general 

education classrooms without adequate support. Jakupcak (1993) reported from his 

knowledge and experience that special education teachers worried about legal 

responsibility for students’ IEPs and loss of control of day to day activities. Roach’s 

(1995) opinion was that teachers also worried about accountability. Putnam (2005), from 

her experience, informed that general education teachers worried about their own 

capability, class size, workload, and negative effects of inclusion on general education 

students. In their experiences, McLeskey and Waldron (2005) observed anxiety in 

teachers because of changing roles. Vaughn et al. (1996), based on their study, said that 

general education teachers were concerned about students with behavior disorders, and 

what kind of support would be available in dealing with special education students’ 

disruptive behavior. 

Thousand and Villa (2005) believed from their knowledge and experience that 

attempting inclusive education led to positive changes in teacher attitudes, that their 

feelings of competence increased. However, McLeskey and Waldron (1995) believed from 
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their experience, teachers’ attitudes were changing, that teachers were willing to 

participate in inclusion practice. Stainback, Stainback, and Johnson (1992) stated their 

opinion that teachers valued special education children and wanted them in classes. 

Stainback and colleagues maintained from their experience that valuing developed through 

daily experience with inclusion. 

Studies of the Components of Inclusion Models

From the conception of inclusion, what is needed in inclusion models has been a 

matter of discussion. Researchers have identified components from their studies, and 

practitioners have offered their suggestions from their own practice and the practice of 

others. Since 1990, Baker and Zigmond (1995) and Vaughn and Schumm (1995) had 

gathered sizable bodies of data from their research, and Idol (2006) corroborated some of 

their findings in her more recent research. 

Identification of Common Themes in Inclusion Programs (Baker, & Zigmond, 

1995)

Baker and Zigmond attempted to discern whether or not students with learning 

disabilities were receiving unique, individualized instruction through special education. 

The purpose of this study was to identify common themes across sites the researchers 

had studied previously, define the unique features of the sites, and then consider the 

implications for policies and training for service delivery and instruction of students with 

learning disabilities in schools. Educators at the five school sites participated in either a 

locally devised model with reading and learning strategies as the focus at two sites, or a 

university assisted model, one school site using learning strategies as the focus, and two 

other sites incorporating multiple components for instruction, such as assessment, 

problem solving, cooperative learning, and a combined reading, writing, and phonics 
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instruction program.

Building site principals, general education teachers, special education teachers, and 

two students selected from each of five different sites, including four elementary schools 

and one 5/6 school, participated in the study. Suburban, rural, and urban settings were 

represented; school sizes, percentages of special education students, numbers of special 

education staff members, and service delivery models varied and were interdependent 

factors in the study.  

The method for the study included observations, interviews, school records, and 

video recorded instruction as the sources of the primary data. A matrix was developed for 

the dimensions of the cases across sites. Common themes were identified and specific 

differences across sites were explored. Implications for policies for special education 

service delivery and for professional development or teacher preparation were discussed. 

In spite of demographic differences, common themes were identified across sites 

and models. The themes were addressed as the four dimensions considered in the 

organization of the case reports for the analysis of the data. The themes were (a) context 

for inclusion, (b) model of inclusion, (c) role of special education teachers, and (d) 

educational experiences of students with learning disabilities. Baker and Zigmond 

presented the themes as a possible prototype for organizing studies of inclusion 

programs. School sites were chosen that would yield variation in approaches to inclusion. 

The differences were manifested in who provided the leadership for the change to 

inclusion, who participated in the model within the school, how students were distributed 

in the general education setting, and what were the specifics of the special education that 

was provided for students with learning disabilities. 

Context for Inclusion. Schools in the studies varied in the size of the 
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community, grade levels of the school site, the total numbers of students at each site, the 

numbers of special education students in each school, and the numbers of special 

education teachers in each school. In some of the schools, only those special education 

students who lived within school boundaries attended the school. In other schools, special 

education students were recruited actively to allow better clustering of students with 

disabilities. 

Model of Inclusion. Leadership for change varied among school sites, as did the 

models. At three of the sites, university faculty assisted in initiating and implementing the 

models: University of Pittsburgh faculty assisted in the rural K-5 Pennsylvania school 

schoolwide model, University of Washington faculty assisted in the rural K-6 Washington 

school schoolwide model, and University of Kansas assisted in the urban K-5 school 

model involving volunteer teachers. 

Educators using the university models in Pennsylvania and Washington included 

multiple, varied components for reading, collaboration, alternative instruction, and 

modified grading. Educators using the university model in Kansas had learning strategies 

as a focus. Educators using the Virginia model in the suburban K-5 school and the 

Minnesota model in the suburban K-5 school had local models developed by special 

education teachers and supervisors within the schools and involving volunteer teachers. 

Educators in the Virginia school focused on learning strategies; in the Minnesota model 

educators focused on alternative reading strategies. 

In all of the models except in Washington, the special education teacher or teachers 

had preset schedules for providing direct instruction for small or large groups of students 

either in three or four classes (Virginia and Kansas) or in all general education classes 

(Pennsylvania). In the Washington model, the special education teacher had a flexible 
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schedule and provided services  to small groups of students in all general education 

classes. In addition, individual instruction (1:1) was provided in the Pennsylvania and 

Minnesota models. 

Many more students (2,000) were in the Minnesota model, with 12% having 

learning disabilities and being served by nine special education teachers. Three special 

education teachers were included in the Kansas model with 315 students, 14% of whom 

had learning disabilities. The Virginia model included 700 students, but only 5% had 

learning disabilities, and one special education teacher provided services to the students. 

Coteaching and coplanning activities were carried out at all sites to varying degrees.

Role of the Special Education Teacher. The role of special education teachers 

varied by model and program and was influenced by individual participants. Special 

education teachers still had the primary responsibility of providing special education 

services to students with learning disabilities, but also took on the responsibilities of 

consulting with general education teachers, team teaching, teaching or monitoring special 

education students in general education classrooms, and in some cases, teaching extended 

day sessions with students with and without learning disabilities. 

Educational Experiences of Students with Learning Disabilities. The use of 

modified materials, assignments, and tests was observed in all models. Remediation 

occurred in all models, either in the resource room, with alternative instruction, before, 

after, or during the school day with special education teachers. Peer tutoring also occurred 

in all models.  

For the distribution of special education students in general education classes in  

Pennsylvania, Minnesota, and Washington, students with learning disabilities attended 

their home schools, with the exception that in Washington, if class size were exceeded, a 

      95



student might have to attend another school. In Virginia, special education was organized 

regionally for clustering students with learning disabilities with the result that special 

education students may or may not attend their home schools. In Kansas, clustering was 

determined to be desirable, but the school had too few students in special education. The 

principal made the decision to recruit students with learning disabilities from other 

schools so that the clustering inclusion model could be implemented, even though 

students were not in their home schools. In the schoolwide models (Pennsylvania and 

Washington), students with learning disabilities were assigned evenly to all general 

education teachers. In these schools, the special education teacher was in several general 

education classes throughout the day, spending limited amounts of time, typically 30 

minutes. In Minnesota’s model, at the primary level, special education students were 

assigned across many classrooms in which the special education teacher provided 

alternative instruction to both general and special education students in small groups. 

With at least one special education student in each group, a special education funding 

formula in the school district could be applied. At the intermediate level, special education 

students were clustered for reading and math to facilitate team teaching.  

For the delivery of services to students with learning disabilities, services were 

provided for special education students including consultation between general and special 

education teachers, team teaching, paraeducator assistance individually or with small 

groups, peer tutoring, and small group or individual instruction outside the general 

education classroom or outside the regular school day. The Kansas model was the only 

model in which all special education services occurred in the general education classrooms. 

In the Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Washington models, students with learning disabilities 

had access to extended day instructional activities such as one-to-one tutoring or group 
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instruction in reading and math at lunch or before or after school. 

Some instruction was provided for students not identified for special education 

services in some of the models. In the Washington model, students at risk for school 

failure also had access to the extended day activities. In the Minnesota and Washington 

models, students with learning disabilities and those at risk had access to pullout 

instruction, resource room style, during the regular school day, in some cases provided by 

paraeducators. In the Minnesota model, alternative program reading instruction was 

provided in general education classrooms during the regular reading period using a pull-

aside approach, but not while the developmental reading lesson was being taught. 

Collaboration frequently was seen in the models. Planning time was considered by 

special education teachers to be imperative for the success of coteaching and team 

teaching. Planning time was regularly scheduled in the Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Kansas 

models. Coplanning was carried out incidentally in the Washington model, and not at all in 

the Minnesota model. In planning sessions, teachers talked about what they would teach 

and who would teach, not about individual student needs or individual student 

instruction. Planning, including assessment or formal or informal evaluations of success of 

previous instruction, was not data based. In the absence of diagnostic information, the 

researchers looked for accommodations for individual students, remediation of deficit 

skills, and one-to-one instruction. Baker and Zigmond concluded from interviews with the 

special education teachers, “Each teacher believed that the way she was doing it stretched 

the limits of the possibilities, and none of the teachers believed there was enough time for 

coteaching and coplanning” (p. 170).

Differentiated instruction, accommodations for individual needs, were identified in 

the models. Teachers were willing to make accommodations for students with learning 
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disabilities. They shortened assignments, previewed lessons, redesigned tests, allowed the 

use of math tables, taught strategies, adapted spelling lists, and made other group 

accommodations. Baker and Zigmond did not see accommodations for individual students. 

The closest to individual accommodation was repeated instructions or helping a student 

through the steps of a process. Cooperative learning groups were considered by teachers 

to accommodate a variety of learning levels.

Remediation of skill deficits occurred in the extended day programs in the 

Washington, Virginia, and Pennsylvania models in the small group and individual 

instruction. The extended day program was available to all students with skill deficits, not 

just students with learning disabilities. In extended day groups educators focused on 

reteaching and additional practice.

Much of the one-to-one instruction that occurred in the models was provided by 

paraeducators and peers. Additional attention, coaching, and correction was provided 

during individual tutoring. 

In their discussion, Baker and Zigmond concluded that children were receiving a 

good education in general. Special education teachers were promoting collaboration with 

general education teachers and facilitating the acceptance of special education students in 

general education classes. Paraeducators and peers were providing additional help to 

students with learning disabilities and teachers were providing extended day opportunities 

for students with and without learning disabilities. Teachers and principals were 

responsive to the need to address the inclusion of special education students in general 

education classes and to accept and implement models of inclusion.

Baker and Zigmond concluded that because inclusion means different things in 

different schools, a policy of inclusion is not likely to be adopted on a larger scale. They 
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also concluded that inclusion would not go beyond being anything more than a personal 

philosophy when programs were based on the individual willingness of some special and 

general education teachers to practice inclusion, for example, volunteer to provide 

inclusion services. Baker and Zigmond questioned whether inclusion and pullout services 

were compatible as side by side services, or if inclusion is the next level in the continuum 

of services based on students’ ability to perform regular classroom tasks and meet 

curriculum demands. They concluded that providing both inclusion and pullout 

compromised the inclusion program because of the demands on special education 

teachers, resulting in paraeducators and peers taking on instruction for which they were 

not trained, and because no structure and planning were provided for paraeducators and 

peers. Baker and Zigmond also concluded that inclusion programs, especially when 

special education students were not clustered, required more resources than pullout 

programs and that the use of paraeducators, peers, and parents compromised instruction 

for special education students, the most difficult to teach. Finally, they concluded that in 

inclusion practice, teachers focused on helping all students, rather than having special 

education teachers develop “ . . . specific, directed, individualized, intensive, remedial 

instruction of students who were clearly deficient academically and struggling with the 

schoolwork they were being given” (p. 178).  

The researchers concluded that special education teachers providing services in 

general education classrooms must be trained to conduct whole group needs assessment, 

plan and deliver whole class instruction in collaboration with general education teachers, 

track group and individual students’ progress, and differentiate instruction within the 

group. They must continue to be accountable for IEP writing and progress toward goals. 

They would need interpersonal skills for coteaching, coplanning and consulting with their 
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general education counterparts and interacting with general and special education students. 

Baker and Zigmond questioned whether preservice teachers could be provided meaningful 

preservice training for inclusion that would enable them to fulfill the roles of co-teacher, 

co-planner, and consultant. They promoted providing a firm foundation of preservice 

training to diagnose deficits and prescribe remediation, monitor students’ progress, and 

make adjustments in instruction for individual students and small groups of students. 

Baker and Zigmond promoted inservice training and graduate level coursework focusing 

on collaboration skills to follow for special education teachers who are already in the 

classroom. The researchers’ final question about teacher preparation was whether or not 

teachers will need to be trained for special education. Their opinion was that if all special 

education services were provided in general education classes, administrators in schools 

and districts would look for individuals who were less well trained and less expensive 

than special education teachers to hire to provide the services. 

One motivating factor for the researchers appeared to have been their desire to 

confirm or refute that individualized diagnostic assessment and prescriptive instruction 

was occurring in special education service delivery either in inclusive or pullout settings. 

Their conclusion was that diagnosis of specific skill deficits and prescriptive instruction 

for the deficits did not occur in any model. “Conspicuously absent, as we watched the 

special education teachers and talked with them about their roles, were activities focused 

on assessing individual students to monitor their progress through the curriculum” (p. 

171). Baker and Zigmond were looking for accommodations for students as individuals, 

not as members of groups with similar needs. 

Administrator’s Support and Involvement in Inclusion Programs (Lorna Idol, 2006)

After her study of teacher perceptions evidenced in personal interviews, reviewed 
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comprehensively in a previous section, Idol discussed components of inclusion in the 

schools in her study. Idol stated her belief, based on the study, that lack of the principal’s 

support could be a primary reason why the change to inclusion did not occur in some 

schools. She described instructional leadership as principals’ active involvement in 

curricular decision-making with teachers, spending time in classrooms, and helping to 

shape programs. She suggested that principals should have asked teachers what they 

needed to include students with disabilities in their classrooms. The role of special 

education teachers in resource rooms, Idol maintained, should be to match or support 

curriculum in general education classes, and special education teachers should work with 

classroom teachers to plan and monitor each student’s entire educational program. 

Although few educators in the study preferred delivery of services in self-contained 

classes, only one school did not have any self-contained classes. Idol suggested that some 

of the students in the self-contained classes could have received services as well in general 

education classrooms. Idol cautioned that paraeducators needed better training and that 

one paraeducator for one child may have caused the child to rely too much on the 

paraeducator in the classroom  Idol concluded from the study that generalization of 

benefits from strategies used with students with disabilities to general education students 

occurs when a consulting special educator was available. She further concluded that 

teachers experienced with inclusion increased their acceptance and tolerance of students 

with disabilities and were more skilled in providing differentiated instruction than were 

teachers with no such experience.  

Six Themes for Initiating and Implementing Inclusion (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995)

From one of 12 studies comprising the body of their own research that Vaughn 

and Schumm (1995) reviewed, the researchers presented six themes they identified from 
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their research as central to initiating and implementing inclusion. The purpose for the 

study was to describe a year of restructuring for inclusion in a school. The study 

participants were 30 elementary school teachers, including 28 general education teachers 

and 2 special education teachers from a large, urban school with 1,200 students; 51 special 

education students. 

Instruments used were a scale for assessing classroom climate, researchers’ 

journals, teacher interviews, and video recordings from the professional development class 

in session during the study. Information about the actual method used for this study was 

not included in the review; however, for the purpose of identifying inclusion components, 

the study had relevance, especially because identification of the themes influenced later 

work by Vaughn and Schumm.

From the study results, Vaughn and Schumm identified the six themes: (a) the 

desire to change; (b) the conviction that inclusion will be beneficial; (c) administrative 

support or at least neutrality; (d) professional interaction and training; (e) a school 

inclusion statement; and, (f) concern for management of students with behavior problems. 

Vaughn and Schumm’s six themes were represented in the rating scale they developed for 

school members to use to consider whether or not educators were ready to initiate 

inclusion in their school. The rating scale was discussed later in this chapter. 

Differences in How Readily Teachers Adopt Learning Strategies (Brownell, 

Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover, 2006)

Brownell, Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover’s (2006) study was about 

collaboration as a theme, but the purpose of the study was to see how teachers differed in 

ways they learned strategies, and whether or not they continued to use the strategies 

gained from professional collaboration. For the purpose of the study, collaboration 

      102



involved university faculty members facilitating groups of general education teachers 

called Teacher Learning Cohorts (TLC) to promote use of classroom inclusion strategies. 

The researchers considered the ways teachers’ beliefs and practices affected 

whether or not they adopted strategies gained from collaboration. The researchers also 

considered the role of teacher qualities for accepting and applying learning strategies 

developed in collaborative sessions for instructing special education students in inclusion 

programs. 

The researchers studied eight general education teachers who were involved in the 

TLC process from two urban elementary schools. Teachers were recommended by their 

principals as capable leaders and selected by researchers for their varied abilities to adopt 

practices from TLC and their long term commitment to the TLC. 

The two schools were located in the southeastern United States. One of the 

schools had 570 students, 43% minority, and 55% who received free or reduced price 

lunch. Special education students were in general education classes. The school had 

participated in TLC for more than four years. The other school, a cluster school with 50 

students with physical and cognitive disabilities in self contained classes, had 382 

students, 73% minority, and 84% who received free or reduced price lunch. The school 

had participated in TLC for more than four years.   

A qualitative research approach was used and the results were reported as a case 

study. Data were collected from formal and informal classroom observations, interviews 

with teachers and principals, TLC meeting notes and notes from staff discussions, and 

documentation of informal conversations with the teachers involved. The researchers 

focused on strategies for accommodating individual students in general education classes, 

whether struggling students or students with learning disabilities.

      103



The Pathwise observation system for formal classroom observations was used to 

triangulate findings resulting from other data sources in the study. The researchers 

described Pathwise as “. . . a well-recognized evaluation system that yields both narrative 

descriptions of teaching practices as well as quantitative ratings for data analysis           

(p. 173).” They explained that Pathwise is a version of  PRAXIS III (an instrument for 

assessment of teacher knowledge and skills) from Educational Testing Services. Other 

data sources for triangulation were from direct observations of instruction in classrooms, 

written documentation by teachers, and “semi-structured” interviews before and after 

observations. After these data were gathered, teachers were rated on 19 items in four 

domains: Domain A was organizing content knowledge for student learning; Domain B 

was creating an environment for student learning through classroom management; Domain 

C was teaching for student learning; and, Domain D was teacher professionalism/ 

reflection. Teachers’ ability to focus on individual needs and adapt instruction and 

management strategies to the needs was considered across domains. 

Formal observations using Pathwise were conducted twice for each teacher in the 

study. Prior to observations, teachers prepared lesson plans, described their classroom 

environment, and provided demographic information about themselves and their students. 

Anecdotal notes were taken during lessons for positive and negative evidence for Domains 

B and C. Semi-structured interviews before and after observations targeted teacher 

concepts about instruction for Domain A. Teachers’ reflections about implementation of 

their lesson plans provided information for Domain D.

Informal observations, one to two hours long, were conducted four or more times 

a year for the three years of the study. Observations were followed by meetings with the 

teachers to gather information about their perceptions of the students’ academic 
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responses to the lessons and students’ behavior during the lessons. University facilitators 

also provided feedback in the meetings.

Two one hour long semi-structured individual interviews with teachers and 

principals were conducted each year to gather information about project goals and 

research questions. Information was gathered about teachers’ beliefs about instruction and 

classroom management, strategies for meeting struggling students academic and behavioral 

needs, TLC collaboration, and positive and negative aspects of collaboration. TLC group 

meetings were held monthly and records kept to document discussions and informal 

conversations. Researchers also documented their reactions to discussions at the meetings. 

Along with the triangulation of data collected, the researchers used peer debriefing 

in the data coding and theme development to “establish trustworthiness.”  To further the 

level of trust, researchers also had data checked by TLC teachers (member checks). The 

researchers then identified themes from the coding and cross-coding of the data, reviewed 

the themes to assure that the ideas of the individual samples were captured, and wrote 

yearly reports about the data. TLC teachers reviewed the reports and gave feedback.

The researchers found great variations among the teachers involved in the study in 

their ability to use strategies presented in TLC. The variations did not seem related to 

experience, preparation, or school context. The researchers categorized teachers as high 

adopters, moderate adopters, and low adopters and identified characteristics that 

individuals in each group had in common, based on how willingly they adopted certain 

practices and how frequently they implemented them. High adopters picked up new ideas 

readily and used them in their classrooms quickly and often. Moderate adopters were 

selective about which practices they tried, using some and ignoring others. Low adopters 

required more assistance, trying some strategies but using them for only a short time and 
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in limited ways, and sometimes refusing outright to try strategies.

Looking at the differences in adopters, the researchers found three categories for 

qualities that seemed to influence the levels of adoption of practices and strategies. The 

first category, views of teaching and student learning, was used to describe the orientation 

of the teachers’ approaches, whether student focused or teacher focused. The second 

category, ability to reflect on students’ learning, was used to describe the teachers’ 

facility for considering what was happening with students and instruction in their classes 

and to adjust instruction accordingly. The third category, ability to adapt instruction, was 

used to describe teachers’ ability to gain new ideas and implement the ideas readily. 

According to the researchers, high adopters had the most knowledge about 

curriculum and instructional practices, had student focused behavior management 

approaches and views of instruction, and had the ability to reflect on student outcomes 

and adjust to influence outcomes. High adopters implemented peer learning, behavior 

management strategies, cognitive learning strategies and self management, student-centered 

approaches, most willingly. 

Moderate adopters strongly believed engaging students academically was more 

important than teaching appropriate behavior and tended to treat misbehavior punitively, 

sometimes having student-centered focus, sometimes teacher-centered focus. Moderate 

adopters had more difficulty adapting instruction, made fewer changes in academic and 

behavioral instruction, and made the changes less willingly. 

Some low adopters were more concerned with behavior, sometimes compromising 

academic instruction with behavioral instruction and maintaining teacher-centered focus. 

Other low adopters believed that they were not responsible for teaching appropriate 

behavior; they should not have to have students with “bad behavior” in their classes. 

      106



They had the most difficulty adapting instruction and were unwilling to make changes 

either in academic or behavioral approaches. The researchers noted that even this group 

made some changes over the course of the study. 

In the discussion, the researchers stated their assumption prior to beginning the 

study, that teachers would benefit from professional collaboration to improve instruction 

for students with disabilities and other students at risk of school failure. The researchers 

stated as a belief that teachers would further benefit from meeting with peers and 

facilitators to discuss problems and implement new strategies to enhance learning. 

The researchers reiterated substantial differences in the manner and the degree 

teachers adapted and adopted strategies proposed in collaboration and planning sessions. 

The strongest predictors of a teacher’s acceptance and application of the strategies were 

the teacher’s levels of knowledge and experience. The researchers believed that the ability 

to adapt instruction, the third category of teacher qualities affecting adoption of practices 

and strategies, was the strongest indicator of adoption and sustainment. According to the 

researchers, “Their [teachers’] ability to acquire new ideas and enact them quickly 

reflected the tremendous knowledge they had about students, content area pedagogy, 

behavior management, and techniques for helping students direct their learning” (p. 181). 

Although the researchers expressed disappointment that they found limited 

changes in practice resulting from professional collaboration, they also listed ways in 

which the study had increased the body of research about professional collaboration. 

They believed that their findings added to the data about the use and sustainment of 

practices learned from professional development, about teacher qualities that have an 

impact on how readily teachers learned to adapt instruction and implemented the 

practices, and about the differences in the amount of assistance necessary for teachers to 
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gain, implement, and sustain changes in practices. The researchers suggested the 

differences as an area to be explored in future research. They also suggested that in future 

research the link between adopted practices and changes in student achievement should be 

explored. 

Collaboration Among Key Stakeholders for Implementing Inclusion (Smith & 

Leonard, 2008)

Smith and Leonard’s study was of collaboration to initiate and implement 

inclusion in schools. The overall purpose of the study was to explore the challenges of 

implementing inclusion in four schools in northern Louisiana. Specific purposes of the 

study were to consider the role of the principal in balancing demands and solving 

problems surrounding implementation of inclusion, the roles of the principal, general 

education teachers, and special education teachers in engaging in mutually supportive 

behaviors, the nature of interpersonal and intrapersonal conflicts between general 

education teachers and special education teachers, and general education and special 

education teachers’ perceptions of cause and effect factors of implementing inclusion.

Participants were from two elementary schools and two middle schools selected 

because school members were beginning to initiate full inclusion programs. Researchers 

did not give demographic details for the schools, except to say that they were located in 

rural areas, and that three of the four schools were Title One schools, as determined by 

the numbers of students eligible for free or reduced priced meals. Participants included 

seven special education teachers, 14 general education teachers, and three principals.

Smith and Leonard’s study was characterized as a qualitative, interpretive study 

using the Blumer-Mead model of symbolic interactionism (Schwandt, 1994), attempting 

to discover the shared meaning created through teachers’ and principals’ interactions, in 
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this case for the implementation of inclusion. The article was highlighted with several 

figures and tables to illustrate the symbolic interactions. The first figure showed a 

collaborative interaction between facilitative leaders, general educators, and special 

educators for mutually supportive behaviors. Two tables, called digraphs by the 

researchers, showed interrelationships among general educators and special educators. 

Essentially, in the digraphs, data from the focus groups were listed under specific 

categories suggested and agreed to by the groups. The article also contained two tables, 

that the researchers referred to as diagrams, to show focus group affinity, one each for 

general educators and special educators. 

The qualitative data collected came from focus groups, individual interviews, 

participatory observations, and school documents and records. Three focus groups were 

conducted with general and special educators. The affinity diagrams and the 

interrelationship digraphs were generated from three interactive whole group activities. 

The collaboration figure was developed by the researchers from data collected. Twelve 

individual interviews were conducted with special education teachers, general education 

teachers, and principals. Smith and Leonard did not report results from individual teacher 

interviews separately, but information from the interviews was incorporated into the 

researchers’ discussion of the study. Observations of participants, or what the 

researchers referred to as participatory observations, occurred four times a month for 

seven months. Researchers’ notes about focus groups and interviews provided additional 

data. School documents and records used for data collection included accommodation and 

modification pages from IEPs, school improvement plans, lesson plans, and team projects 

to supplement meanings and interpretations by the researchers.

General educators identified eight themes that the researchers categorized as 
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concerns pertaining to themselves, questions about responsibilities of different educators 

for instruction or duties, concerns about student related problems, and feelings about the 

purpose of inclusion. From the interrelationship digraphs the group devised, cause and 

effect relationships were established; the researchers referred to these as drivers and 

outcomes. The theme, differences of students, was identified as a primary system driver 

because of the strong relationship between it and the other themes, depicted by the 

number of outgoing arrows. The theme, teachers’ personal woes, was identified as a 

primary system outcome, depicted  by the number of incoming arrows. The theme, 

responsibilities of paraprofessionals, was identified as both a driver and an outcome. 

Special educators identified six themes that centered around roles and responsibilities for 

inclusion and general education teachers. The primary system driver for special educators 

was availability of resources; the primary system outcome was the impact of 

consequences of inclusion. 

Smith and Leonard interviewed three principals who volunteered for this activity; 

the fourth principal elected not to participate. From the interviews, and from 

observational field notes, the researchers identified three categories including leadership 

style, attitudes toward inclusion, and professional development commitment. Smith and 

Leonard found that the leadership style for each principal was distinctly different from 

the others, each with a different level of interaction with teachers, from authoritative to 

facilitative. All three principals were concerned with accountability for student 

achievement and schoolwide performance. The first principal was referred to by the 

researchers as “the principal-as-expert,” directing teachers to collaborate (weekly 

departmental meetings) and setting up a system of accountability for collaborating (a sign-

up list for attendance), but not attending any meetings or ensuring that teachers did 
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anything more than sign the list. The second principal was characterized as being 

congenial and easy to work with, but not providing guidance, and avoiding conflict. He 

reported that he had not discussed the inclusion program with the teachers. The third 

principal was “a self-proclaimed student-centered leader,” who worked alongside 

teachers, believed in the full inclusion program, provided resources for inclusion, and 

planned and provided professional development for school members. The principal 

promoted collaboration by meeting with teachers by grade level every two weeks for 

problem solving and idea sharing. These attributes and activities also were identified by 

teachers in their interviews, and observed by Smith and Leonard. The researchers reported 

that for the third principal, the “school report card” for student achievement and 

attendance for statewide testing for the school was the best of the four schools. They 

concluded that the principal’s leadership style “ . . . fully supported the inclusion 

implementation process, which helped the school to achieve success in terms of increased 

statewide standardized test scores for students” (p. 275).

In their discussion of the study results, Smith and Leonard reported conflicting 

orientations to inclusion among principals, special educators, and general educators that 

the researchers attributed to conflicting values. They assigned to principals the role of 

facilitator of a collaborative vision and believed that promoting collaboration promoted 

inclusion. Smith and Leonard were concerned that, even though special and general 

educators identified success for students as an outcome of their full inclusion programs, 

the educators did not identify any positive outcomes for themselves. 

From the study results, the researchers found that principals in the schools were a 

powerful force in the change to inclusion, creating a vision of collaboration and fostering 

problem-solving and decision-making, leading to the success of inclusion. Supportive 
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behaviors of collaboration promoted supportive behaviors for student learning, reinforcing 

the principal’s role as facilitator, based on the study. The researchers emphasized that all 

members had to take responsibility for students’ learning, and that all members needed to 

engage in joint planning. Smith and Leonard concluded that teachers’ attitudes toward 

students with disabilities were the strongest predictor of the success or failure of 

inclusion practice in schools, and that mutual respect between general and special 

education teachers played a key role as well. 

Theories about Components of Inclusion Practice 

In answering the question of what guides high quality inclusive practice, Villa and 

Thousand (2003) included research findings, their own experiences as educators, and 

results of interviews with 20 nationally known inclusive education leaders, consultants, 

and trainers. Villa and Thousand identified five systems level practices that are necessary, 

including (a) best practices from other reform areas in schools, such as scheduling to 

accommodate grouping, (b) visionary leadership and administrative support, (c) redefined 

roles of students and adults, (d) collaboration, and (e) increased adult assistance following 

the rule of “only as much as needed,” and the idea of members of the team, not one-on-

one assistance. Adult assistants could include consultants, special education teachers, or 

other program professionals. 

Villa and Thousand presented a flow of inclusion components found in high 

quality inclusion programs. Differentiation of instruction follows redefinition of roles in 

schools making the change to inclusion. Administrative support promoted collaborative 

activities. Evaluation of inclusion in terms of students’ meeting their IEP goals should be 

ongoing for a high quality inclusion program.  Collaboration was a key component of 

differentiated instruction and shared responsibility for children's’ education became the 
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new job description. Training was a requirement for role redefinition, according to Villa 

and Thousand.

In Villa and Thousand’s (2003) opinion, collaboration was a key variable in the 

successful change to inclusion. Establishing teams with time allowed for planning, 

problem solving and action research, and interaction with parents helped assure successful 

inclusion programs. “Achievement of inclusive education presumes that no one person 

could have all the expertise required to meed the needs of all the students in a classroom” 

(p. 22). Other adult assistance in the general education classroom could come in the form 

of consultation, parallel teaching, and supportive, or complementary teaching by 

paraeducators in teacher led instruction, or coteaching.

Villa and Thousand proposed thematic/interdisciplinary curriculum with 

alternatives to paper/pencil assessment for meeting students’ diverse learning needs. They 

explained that in differentiated instruction, within the framework of thematic 

interdisciplinary curriculum, educators plan ahead for learning needs according to learning 

styles and multiple intelligences, then provide instruction using content, process, and 

products (Tomlinson, 2001).

Models and Classroom Practices that Support Inclusion

In Wehmeyer’s (2006) opinion, emphasis in special education had shifted from 

where special education should be located to what special education students should be 

taught, and that special education students must have access to the general curriculum. He 

stated in his writing that now the focus should move to students’ progress in the general 

curriculum and how to measure that progress. Wehmeyer commented about the 

terminology shift from “general curriculum” in IDEA ‘97 to “general education 

curriculum” in IDEIA ‘04, to the effect that he preferred the use of the general curriculum 
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term because he believed that the writers signaled the return to the dual system idea of 

special education and general education in their use of the general education curriculum 

term, rather than thinking in terms of a single system including a continuum of services. 

To meet IDEA requirements, educators must provide access to the general 

curriculum, the same curriculum as for everyone else, for special education students. 

Wehmeyer referred to the move toward the idea of teaching all students the same 

concepts but changing how the concepts are taught, along with changing the expectations 

of the outcomes for individual students, as third generation inclusion. He defined first 

generation inclusion as adding special education students to general education classrooms, 

and defined second generation inclusion as improving practice in general education classes 

to provide accommodations for special education students. 

Wehmeyer stated that Universal Design for Learning (Rose & Meyer, 2002) was a 

very promising approach to learning, with educators providing instruction in which all 

students could participate and benefit, and whose learning could be assessed 

appropriately. Wehmeyer’s most pressing concern in his article was for students with 

severe disabilities, especially about instructional techniques and assessment, including the 

appropriateness of high stakes testing.

Wehmeyer urged researchers to find out what instructional strategies work to 

teach literacy, basic math skills, and science facts, knowledge, and skills to students with 

severe disabilities. The author urged also that educators ensure that universally designed 

materials actually provide access to general curriculum, including provision of appropriate 

classroom environment, instructional strategies, and curriculum adaptation strategies such 

as graphic organizers and use of technology. Wehmeyer encouraged educators to focus on 
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what students are taught in environments that promote progress, which he believed were 

general education classrooms.

Differentiated Instruction

At the heart of Tomlinson’s (1999) beliefs were the ideas that in differentiated 

classroom, teachers began where students were, accepted that learners were different in 

important ways, acted on the understanding that teaching must be provided using 

different learning modalities, appealed to different interests, presented information at 

varied rates of instruction and in varied degrees of complexity. Tomlinson based her 

knowledge of differentiated instruction on her history of teaching, sharing experiences 

with other teachers, and three years of differentiated instruction practice provided in a 

research project in Maryland, Texas, and Virginia.

Tomlinson listed critical factors of differentiation, including determining what was 

most important to understand, recall, and do in a particular area, which she defined as 

essential concepts, principles, and skills. The author also listed attending to student 

differences; understanding that in learning as in other aspects of living, individuals 

accomplish tasks in different ways and on different timelines. Tomlinson included as 

another critical factor, assessing learning as ongoing and guiding further instruction, both 

what is taught and how it is taught; assessment is about encouraging learning, not 

recording errors. She also included modifying content, process, and product; these terms 

have become the hallmark of the idea of differentiated instruction. Preliminary to 

determining content to be presented, identifying the point of entry into an instructional 

area required determining what students already knew and filling any gaps between what 

they knew and what they needed to know, setting meaningful learning goals for individual 

students as a critical factor. Knowing how students learned best and what they enjoyed 
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learning also facilitated instruction. Providing varied opportunities for students to show 

what they knew facilitated assessment of whether or not students were gaining essential 

concepts. Tomlinson also listed having students collaborate for learning activities, gaining 

a sense of ownership for the learning experience and flexibility in the learning tasks, as a 

critical factor of differentiation.

Tomlinson took a practice-oriented approach in presenting her approach to 

differentiated instruction. She gave many classroom based examples and encouraged 

implementation of differentiated instruction by starting with the way teachers looked at 

activities they already were doing to see ways they already differentiated instruction, and 

building on those. Tomlinson reported that at one of the research sites for differentiated 

instruction, a teacher’s perception was, “Differentiated instruction isn’t a strategy. It’s a 

way of thinking about all you do when you teach and all that the kids do when they 

learn” (p. 96). 

Curriculum Overlapping 

Giangreco (2007) discussed an effective approach to curriculum planning he had 

found in his practice to be suited to differentiated instruction. He proposed the use of 

multilevel curriculum, which meant all leaning outcomes were in the same curriculum area 

with more or fewer different level outcomes for individual students. Curriculum 

overlapping had learning outcomes in a shared activity from two or more curriculum areas, 

i.e., social skills and science. Learning outcomes were developed to match individual 

students’ needs and abilities. Multilevel curriculum and overlapping curriculum allowed 

teachers to “move away from the middle zone” for instruction, allowing for below and 

above grade level learning. Additional time, collaboration, and creativity were necessary 
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for teachers to engage in multilevel curriculum and overlapping curriculum planning and 

delivery. 

Coteaching

In their 2008 article on coteaching practices as they are seen in some classrooms, 

Volonino and Zigmond highlighted some of their ideas. Volonino and Zigmond (2008) 

found wide varieties of coteaching, “A melange of models and practices . . .” (p. 295), and 

press for more research on coteaching practices because coteaching often is not  

implemented as proposed in the literature. They encouraged that future research should 

focus on the character and quality of the instruction, as well as on student outcomes of 

coteaching.

From their observations, Volonino and Zigmond believed, 

“In short, what is understood as effective special education may be neither 

feasible nor practical in general education classrooms, where teachers must address 

individual needs in large group settings. Effective special education encompasses 

low student-to-staff ratio, intensive and prescribed instruction in basic skills, 

frequent performance monitoring and opportunities for one-to-one instruction”

(p. 297). 

Their conclusions from their own past research and knowledge were that what 

special education teachers provided in general education classrooms was scaffolding and 

accommodating access to content, sometimes providing only behavior coaching; no 

individualized, prescriptive, or diagnostic instruction occurs in inclusion programs. They 

also concluded that the research base did not support that students at risk benefitted from 

having other educators in addition to the general education teacher in the classroom.
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Inclusion Components

Researchers have identified themes in their studies of inclusion models, attempting 

to ascertain what inclusion models should include for program efficacy. National 

education organizations, as well as the federal government, have gathered information 

since 1993 to gain an understanding of what was involved in schools that were 

implementing inclusion (CEC, 1994; NCERI, 1994; Morra, 1994). Educators in these 

organizations have proposed lists of inclusion components, sometimes referred to as 

inclusion  elements, principles, or factors. Some common elements could be found in the 

information gathered: (a) leadership, (b) support for students and staff, (c) models and 

classroom practices that support inclusion, (d) refocused use of assessment, (e) parent 

involvement, and (f) flexible funding.    

Two others, school consensus and teacher investment, have received substantial 

support in publications about educational leadership and school change. From their 

experience and in their opinion, Fullan (1990), Goldring and Rallis (2000), and Sergiovanni 

& Starratt (2006) considered consensus for change as necessary for the successful 

implementation of innovative practices, in this case, acceptance of inclusion in the school. 

The authors also considered that changes in values and beliefs are necessary to sustain 

change (inclusion). The change in values and beliefs results in what I have termed teacher 

investment.  

Elements of Inclusion, A Closer Look 

 In this section, my purpose was to promote a clear understanding of the elements 

of inclusion I identified in the literature. Table 1 allowed comparison of the list from CEC, 

the list from NCERI, and the list compiled by Vaughn and Schumm. 
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Visionary leadership. Based on data they collected in Vermont, Kane and 

Johnson (1996) summarized the idea of visionary leadership:

Leadership was shared among members of the school community. 

*  School leaders should have a vision.

*  School leaders should be knowledgeable, creative, energetic and supportive.

*  Decision making structures should be in place, accessible, and active.

* All members of the school community should be viewed as potential leaders. 

(p. 19)

Kane and Johnson’s guiding principles were corroborated by Giangreco (1992), who from 

his knowledge and experience also guided, “In times of change, leadership often comes 

from multiple and sometimes unexpected sources” (p. 249). Kane and Johnson added, “ . . 

. educators are in desperate need of leaders to step forward and facilitate the [inclusion] 

process” (p. 249). The leaders could include administrators, teachers, support personnel, 

parents, community members, and students. They would promote within the group 

positive self-image, collaboration with colleagues, problem solving, valuing differences, 

and building on interdependencies, in Giangreco’s opinion.

Site Administrator. The site administrator often was recognized in the literature 

as the visionary leader in a school. Changing roles of educators in the context of school 

restructuring resulted in differing views of how principals lead in “dynamic schools” 

(Goldring & Rallis, 2000).  “They are not simply leaders; rather they are leaders because 

they are facilitators, balancers, flag bearers, bridgers, and inquirers . . . they listen, they 

reflect, and they take stands on issues” (p. 135). Goldring and Rallis continued with their 

belief from their knowledge and experience that being an inquirer necessarily involved 

being a learner, a reflective practitioner, and that reflective practice was an ongoing 
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process of learning, reflection, and action. In this, “The principal serves as a role model, 

establishing an atmosphere in which all members of the school’s organization work to 

improve the processes and outcomes” (p. 140).

Meyer-Arrieta, Chaudry, McCarty, and Plaza (1992), based on their research in 

New Mexico, charged principals with the responsibility for establishing the philosophy 

of inclusion, and being committed to inclusion. Principals must be willing to attempt 

inclusion initially. Principals also must be willing to take on the role of final authority in 

instances of dissenting actions on the part of individual teachers whose comfort level with 

inclusion could be low. 

Villa and Thousand (2000) presented from their experiences, the change in the 

principal’s responsibility in administering not just the general education program, but 

now managing educational programs for all students.  Further, the “redefined 

responsibilities” of the general education administrator require that he/she “ . . . articulates 

the vision and provides emotional support to staff as they experience the change process

. . . ” (p. 69).  Toward this end, Goldring and Rallis (2000), from their knowledge and 

experience, ascribed to principals the responsibility for “thoughtful guidance” (p. 142) in

 assisting teachers in taking on their new role as co-decision makers in schools.  

Other Levels of Visionary Leadership. From Halvorsen and Neary’s (2009) 

knowledge, visionary leadership needed to come not just from the school level but also 

from the superintendent and school board at the district level. The need for visionary 

leadership extended to the state and federal levels as well to facilitate change on a larger 

scale. Education leaders of state departments of education in a few states, such as 

Montana and New Mexico, have initiated statewide inclusion, with incentives in the form 

of grants and good support systems. Legislators of  Vermont’s Act 230 mandated 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 1 

Factors, Principles, and Themes for Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

               NCERI                                            CEC                                Vaughn & Schumm                                   

Factors for Restructuring            Principles for Successful                 Six Themes 

        and Inclusion                                  Inclusive Schools                    Central to Inclusion     

1.  Visionary Leadership 1.  Vision            1. Desire to Change

 2.  Leadership                        2. Conviction that 

   3.  High Standards                      Inclusion Will Be 

     4.  Sense of Community             Beneficial

    3. School Inclusion

             Statement

5.  Access to General 

     Education Programs

2.  Supports for Students 6.  Array of Services                4. Administrative 

     and Staff       Support

  5. Professional  

      Training

  6. Management for 

     Students with 

                 Behavior Problems

     (continued) 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 1 (continued)

Factors, Principles, and Themes for Inclusion   

________________________________________________________________________

               NCERI                                              CEC                               Vaughn & Schumm        

3.  Models and Classroom  7.  Flexible Learning                     

     Practices that Support Inclusion       Environments to Meet                 

       Student Needs                       

 8.  Research-Based                            

       Strategies                               

 4.  Collaboration     9.  Collaboration and                     

                        Cooperation                          

10.  Changing Roles and                    

        Responsibilities

5.  Refocused Use of  11.  New Forms of Accountability

     Assessment  

6.  Effective Parent  12.  Partnership with Parents

     Involvement

7. Funding

________________________________________________________________________
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inclusion, causing sweeping reform, with decreases in identification of students with 

special needs, and a major change in the way funding was applied (according to total 

school enrollment rather than per child per disability). In Vermont, students have 

continued to be identified for special education, and an elaborate plan for delivery of 

appropriate services has been devised (Kane & Johnson, 1996). Kane and Johnson also 

found from input they received from administrators in Vermont school districts that not 

every school was at the same “developmental level” and that practices were not uniform 

throughout the school districts within the state.

Collaboration. Meyer-Arrieta et al. (1992) from data they collected in New 

Mexico, called collaboration, including teaming, the cornerstone of inclusion. Morra 

(1994) presented it as one of the key elements of inclusion in her Government Accounting 

Office (GAO) Testimony. Mather and Roberts (1995) informed that, in their opinion, 

“working collaboratively, school personnel will be able to improve education for all 

students” (p.1). Vaughn, Bos, and Schumm (1997) saw collaboration in practice: “The 

goal of collaboration models and practices is to ensure that mainstreamed students 

continue to receive the accommodations they need to succeed” (p. 31). 

Collaboration was a varied practice. A formal or an informal approach for 

collaboration could be used to accomplish a specific purpose. Collaborative teams also 

could be either formal or informal, though educators seemed to prefer the consistency and 

accountability of a designated group. Collaborative teaming was an adaptation of the 

Teacher Assistance Team (Chalfant & Pysh, 1989) cooperative approach, which has been 

well-established and widespread in education and was research-based. The teams 

commonly have come to be called child study teams or student study teams. Morra 

(1994) reported that from her conversations with educators in five states, typically, 
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collaborative teams should include an administrator, general education teachers, special 

education teachers, and parents. Fishbaugh, Rose, Jakupcak, and Bailey-Anderson (1997), 

in relating information about Montana’s inclusion training, added related service personnel 

and paraprofessionals to the team, as well as available trainers-consultants of local teams.

In Vermont the teams have been called cooperative education teams and form the 

hub for collaboration, following rather rigorous guidelines for interaction and having broad 

responsibilities: (a) consulting with and assisting teachers, (b) helping paraprofessionals, 

(c) team teaching, (d) providing inservice for staff, (e) providing parent support, (f) 

screening students for disabilities, (f) suggesting interventions for students, (g) evaluating 

interventions, and  (h) assessing program effectiveness (Lombardi, 1994). An important 

effect of cooperative education teams in Vermont from Villa and Thousand’s experience 

(1994) was that as students observed the behavior modeling of adults as they worked 

together, cooperative teaching “ . . . reinforces the message that cooperative behavior is 

the norm that extends beyond student life to adulthood and lifelong success . . . ” (p. 59).

Collaborative teaching was a broad application of collaborative practice. In 

Kentucky, educators have embarked upon sweeping reform, not for special education 

exclusively, but certainly including special education. Kentucky educators have focused 

on collaboration as a desirable activity among teachers and consider that collaboration 

relates to students indirectly. Based on researchers’ data, NCERI (1994) writers have 

informed us, “Kentucky defines collaborative teaching as a multidisciplinary approach, or 

team effort, to improve effective teaching skills through direct communication between 

professionals, shared responsibility for problem prevention and problem solving, and 

consistency in instructional service delivery for all students” (p. 2).  

With the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001, coteaching 
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with special education and general education teachers as partners became more prevalent 

because of the requirement that teachers be certified in all subject areas they teach. In 

inclusive schools, students identified for special education services and their teachers join 

general education classes and teachers, and all students benefit from the expertise of both 

teachers. Based on their knowledge and experience, Villa and Thousand (2005) maintained 

that “ . . . all students not only access highly qualified instructors but also enjoy the 

complementary skills of special educators proficient in differentiating instruction for any 

student in the classroom” (p. vi).

Refocused Use of Assessment. Though appropriate progress for students with 

special needs has been gauged by students’ IEPs, and reporting progress toward IEP goals 

has not been not a particular problem, assigning report card grades has presented 

difficulties. In IDEA ‘97 educators were directed that students in special education could 

not have a grading system that was different from that of general education students. 

Grades could not be notated as having been modified, and  fairness to students who met 

unmodified criteria for grades came into question. This challenged educators to find a 

system that accommodated all students in the grading process. 

Criterion-based assessment was in wide use in the mid-seventies for general 

education and has been the mode for special education as a whole from Deutsch-Smith’s 

(1999) knowledge and experience. Many content area and core texts contained guides for 

the specific criteria that were to be assessed and with assessment tools to conduct 

assessment in very specific ways. Educators in many school districts adopted outcomes-

based assessment as a better way of  determining student gains. Outcomes-based 

assessment involves evaluation of what actually occurs as the result of instruction, and 

whether students attain appropriate goals personally. The focus shifts from how well the 
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students did on an activity to whether or not the students gained a concept or met a given 

objective to their own level of capability according to Udvari-Solner and Thousand (1995) 

from their experience and practice. 

NCERI (1994) writers pointed to new directions in assessment in schools with 

inclusive practices from the data researchers gathered from school districts. Among these 

were “ . . .the use of alternative measures of performance, attention to portfolios of 

students’ work and performances, and generally working to refocus assessment . . .” (p. 

2). In her GAO testimony, based on her conversations with educators, Morra (1994) 

discussed performance-based assessment of national and state standards as an area in 

which districts and states were struggling to find workable solutions for the problem of 

assessment that works for all students. She concluded that one thing that was lacking 

were standards for use in comparing students’ IEP goals. In Arizona’s Exceptional 

Student Services Unit of the Department of Education oversight plan for special 

education programs, for compliance, special educators were required to align IEPs with 

established state standards, which should simplify and expedite such comparisons.

For now, the IEP has been recognized and accepted as the guide to targeted areas 

for instruction and their assessment for special education students. For inclusion 

purposes, Halvorsen and Neary (2009) in their experience and from their observations 

purported that, “The student’s IEP is used to guide adaptations as well as direct 

instruction that will be supported in the general education class . . .” (p. 5). The student’s 

IEP has been a prescription for curricular and performance expectations. Evaluation of 

progress has been made and reported based on the IEP prescription.  

A requirement in IDEA was that progress for special education students be 

reported as frequently as for their general education peers. The problem in determining 
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grades for special education students has been how to correlate the progress on IEP goals 

with the letter or number grades assigned on report cards. Based on their observations in 

their experience and practice, Udvari-Solner and Thousand (2005) informed that this 

problem has provided the impetus for the development of new systems that include 

assessment suitable for measuring the progress of all students.

 Supports for Students and Staff. For inclusion to be successful in schools, 

students with special needs, special education staff members, and general education 

teachers all must have resources readily available. Baker and Zigmond (1995) as 

traditionalists believed that special education students required individualized instruction 

and materials. From their experience, Halvorsen and Neary (2009) believed that staff 

members needed training in inclusive practices, specialized instruction, and behavior 

interventions. That educators also needed time to plan together to coordinate instruction 

and assessment and to provide for individual students’ needs, academically, socially, and 

behaviorally was widely supported. (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Friend & Cook, 2007; 

Morra, 1994); NCERI, 1994; Villa & Thousand, 2005).

Student Support. The student support part of NCERI’s (1994) “factors” was 

comprised of the supplementary aids and support services provided as a part of a 

continuum of services for least restrictive environment. In inclusion this has had a slightly 

different orientation, setting, or place. Specialized materials and technology have been 

brought in, used, and supported by special education teachers and paraeducators. If 

students required services from an itinerant specialist, that specialist necessarily would 

become a part of the established team that usually supported the student, consulting with 

the team, according to Morra’s (1994) observations and conversations in the schools she 

visited. In schools without inclusion, the itinerant specialist typically would provide the 
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technology and support the student in a separate setting,  possibly consulting with the 

student’s general or special education teacher.

Staff Development and Pre-Training for Inclusion. From NCERI’s (1994) list 

of factors, “systematic staff development” was presented as an important component of 

successful inclusion. Staff development, pre-training, and teacher training prior to 

beginning inclusion were recognized as necessary to provide teachers with the tools they 

needed to promote their success in working in inclusive schools and thereby to promote 

inclusion’s success.  

From his experience and knowledge, Lombardi (1994) provided a basic framework 

for what training educators should have to help them implement inclusion. General 

educators should have instruction in the function and execution of collaboration and team 

teaching and how to engage effectively in them. Special educators should have training in 

accessing and providing resources for students, facilitating team interaction and problem 

solving, collaboration, and consultation. The differentiation Lombardi made between the 

last two was that consultants provide information and guidance, while collaborators 

shared teaching and training responsibilities.

Meyer-Arrieta et al. (1992) from their experiences with inclusion in New Mexico, 

considered that teachers needed instruction in strategies for collaboration for teachers, and 

paraeducators needed instruction in maintaining confidentiality of records and student 

needs and progress. From her knowledge, Roach (1995) reiterated problem solving as an 

important area of training need. From their experiences in Vermont, Kane and Johnson 

(1996) cited professional development with emphasis on problem solving and 

collaboration as a requirement. Finally, from their research, Schumm and Vaughn (1995) 

encouraged training in collaboration for adaptations for students, interactive planning, 
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process/product conflict (covering content vs. assuring gaining of knowledge), and 

planning to meet students’ needs.

From their experience with inclusion, Villa and Thousand (2005) gave a broader 

view of what educators need for the change to inclusion practice. They encouraged 

ongoing training, opportunities for guided practice with feedback, and opportunities for 

problem solving with other educators.   

Planning time. In inclusion, planning time has received wide support as being 

necessary to success (Halvorsen & Neary, 2009; Morra, 1994; Scheffel et al, 1996; Villa 

& Thousand, 2005).  The NCERI (1994) list included flexible planning time for special 

education and general education teachers to meet and work together as an important factor 

in the success of inclusion practice in schools. Just as teachers should have instruction in 

interactive planning, they also should have time made available for them to engage in this 

planning. In Goldring & Rallis’s (2000) opinion, in many instances the principal took on 

the role of facilitator to ensure that regular planning time was scheduled.   

From information gathered from a survey, researchers from Labor Relations 

Publications (LRP) (1997) concluded that educators found innovative ways in which to 

accommodate the need for regular planning. Some administrators hired substitute teachers 

to cover classes so that general education teachers could meet with other team members to 

discuss student needs, coteaching, or curriculum modifications. In one district, educators 

reported that they arranged planning time by “stacking special classes” such as art and 

music. In another district, a four-day week of classroom services was scheduled for 

special education staff, leaving the fifth day free for the special education teacher to plan 

or modify classroom material. Music, art, and periods for other specials provided time for 

general education teachers to meet with special educators. Teacher-designated planning 
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days with paraeducators covering classes provided a solution for other schools. Villa and 

Thousand (2005) from their experience in practice also charted an extensive list of ways 

to find or create opportunities for planning, including such strategies as  borrowed time 

before and after school, scheduled common time, released time, and purchased time for 

substitute teachers or teacher compensation. 

Planning time was tied closely to collaboration. Halvorsen and Neary (2009) 

maintained from their experience and knowledge that planning was necessary for sharing 

relevant information for the delivery of specialized instruction needed for individual 

students. Scheffel et al. (1996) and Morra (1994) from their research also stated the 

importance of regular planning time to the success of inclusion. The importance of 

planning time for teachers was underscored by a special educator who commented on the 

survey for LRP (1997), “  . . . a lack of planning time between collaborators makes 

inclusion more difficult and breeds a feeling of negativity . . . ” (p. 4).  

Funding. Although funding was not included in CEC’s (1994) “principles for 

successful inclusive schools,” in the NCERI (1994) list funding was included in the 

“factors for inclusion to succeed.” Funding was supported in the literature as an 

important element to inclusion’s success.  Meyer-Arrieta et al. (1992), from data they 

collected, reported funding changes not tied to identification of special education students 

as an important funding issue in Washington state. Villa and Thousand (2005) described 

Vermont’s bloc grant, which was based on total enrollment in a school rather than on 

numbers of special education students identified in the school. Kane and Johnson (1996) 

discussed flexible funding, in Vermont, the ability to determine by site where money 

would be spent. From their experience and knowledge, Halvorsen and Neary (2009) 

presented the need for fiscal support from state and local funding agencies.  
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Parent Involvement. The Council for Exceptional Children (1994) writers called 

this “principle for inclusion” Partnership with Parents. They further explained, “Within 

inclusive schools parents are embraced as equal partners and are involved in the planning 

and implementation of inclusive school strategies” (p. 3).  NCERI (1994) writers listed 

two sets of benefits. These included “ . . . the direct benefits to the children and the 

opportunities provided for parents and other family members to become involved in 

school-based activities . . . ” (p. 3).  

From their knowledge and experience, Banks and Banks (2004) purported that 

parent attendance in school activities delivers a message to students about the value of 

school. Partnership with parents, according to Banks and Banks, has carried a connotation 

of schools and parents working together for the good of children that attendance or even 

participation failed to convey. Family support services and educational programs in 

which parents could learn with their children were viewed by NCERI (1994) researchers 

as meaningful ways for parents to be involved with schools.  

Parental support of students whose special education needs were met through 

inclusion was valuable, according to Thousand & Villa (2005) from their experience in 

practice. Parents have completed surveys to determine their perceptions of successful 

inclusion (Morra, 1994). Parent support of program changes toward inclusion was 

presented as enhancing to school efforts according to McGregor (1994) from her practice, 

who has told us, “While partnership with parents enhances the success of any school 

effort, this is particularly true as schools and districts formulate an agenda to meet the 

needs of all students who live in the community” (p. 2).       

Models and Classroom Practices that Support Inclusion. Models and 

classroom practices that support inclusion included a variety of important classroom 
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adaptations, modifications, and curriculum approaches. Models involved the “who,” 

classroom practices the “how.” From data collected from school districts, NCERI (1994) 

writers described the two categories:  (a) models reflected differing roles of teachers, 

including coteaching, parallel teaching, coteaching/consulting, teaming, and 

methods/resource teacher (consulting) and (b) classroom practices included various types 

of instruction and learning, such as activity-based instruction and cooperative learning. 

A third category not identified by NCERI writers, but guided by Thousand and 

Villa’s (1995) and Putnam’s experiences (1998) involved the “what,” and related to 

curricular issues often not addressed. From her extensive experience, Nevin clarified the 

“what”, (2005) speaking about the need for functional curricula with appropriate ability 

level tasks and activities with which to provide for the diverse needs of students. 

Collaboration was an important aspect of all three categories, as was the fact that in all 

three categories the focus was on meeting individual needs, Schumm and Vaughn (1995) 

concluded from their studies and experience.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Differing Roles for Teachers. Teaching traditionally has been a solitary 

profession in Friend and Cook’s experience (2007). Inclusion practice brought the need 

for this to change. Vaughn, Bos, and Schumm (1997) presented strong rationale for 

coteaching/coplanning from their knowledge and experience: “Teachers have the 

opportunity to co-plan and co-teach, and thus to coordinate and assist ongoing education 

programs of all students” (p. 27). Coteaching and team teaching have been closely related, 

as may be seen in the following explanation.

From their research Elliott and McKenney (1998) gave a good view of team 

teaching. Their characterization of team teaching was that it “ . . . involves both general 

and special education teachers working together in the classroom and instructing the 
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whole class . . . ” (p. 56). The researchers differentiated team teaching from coteaching, in 

which the special education teacher worked alongside the general education teacher, and 

could deliver instruction independently to the entire class. The differentiation here was in 

the amount of planning done jointly. Team teaching, of necessity, required joint planning 

almost totally. In coteaching, a general outline could be planned but then each teacher 

would separately plan for individual lessons, or whatever was agreed. Elliott and 

McKenney (1998) informed us of an important outcome, “ . . . team teaching 

arrangements of regular and special educators result in enhanced feelings of competence 

for all parties . . . ” (p. 291). Greater sense of confidence from teachers working together 

also was espoused by Thousand and Villa (2005).

Parallel teaching, according to Meyer-Arrieta et al. (1992) from their experiences 

and observations in New Mexico, another practice teachers employed allowed for small 

group instruction within the general education classroom and also for individual tutoring 

when needed. Specific instruction could have been provided for students by either the 

special or general education teacher, regardless of whether or not the students were 

identified for special education. Morra (1994), from her conversations and observations, 

supported the modification and adaptation of activities and materials in the classroom as 

assignments were made or during activities, which occurred easily in this arrangement. 

Meyer-Arrieta et al. (1992) pointed out an attitude change that often occurred as the 

result of this kind of interaction, in that the special education teacher became a member of 

the general education staff rather than maintaining a separate and singular status.

Classroom Practices. Classroom practices included all of the ways that teachers 

approach classroom instruction. NCERI (1994) writers, from data from their surveys, 

included multilevel instruction, activity-based learning, mastery learning, and use of 
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assistive technology. Jakupcak (1994) added peer tutoring from his experience and 

knowledge. From his experiences Lombardi (1994) added behavior support plans and 

environmental accommodations, as well as direct instruction and strategies instruction for 

how to learn, and direct instruction for social behavior. Wang (1992), Villa and Thousand 

(1992), and Halvorsen and Neary (2002), practitioners experienced in inclusion, all were 

strong proponents of cooperative learning as a tool for inclusion practice.   

Curricular Issues. Concern about the appropriateness of the general classroom 

curriculum for the special education students that were included was generally shared 

among teachers, administrators, and parents. Curriculum adaptations also received 

deserved attention in the literature. Lombardi (1994), Udvari-Solner (1994), and Roach 

(1995) indicated from their experiences that curricular adaptation was a necessity for 

inclusion. Nevin (2005) presented specific guidelines from her extensive knowledge and 

experience for making these adaptations.  She stated that these are “ . . . recommended 

practices . . . identified by researchers and practitioners as being most likely to further 

students’ achievements in desired directions . . . ” (p. 43). The list was for cooperative 

learning groups, however the guidelines were appropriate here as curricular concerns:

1.  Teachers should make sure that, no matter what a student’s performance level, 

the objectives and materials are appropriately similar to those provided for her or his 

chronological-age peers.

2.  Teachers should consciously schedule direct, meaningful, and consistent 

interaction between students with and those without disabilities.

3.  Teachers should rewrite standard curricular objectives in accordance with the 

likely demands of future environments in which students will be expected to 

function independently.
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4.  Teachers should collaborate with related service providers (e.g., speech 

therapists, physical therapists) to coordinate curriculum objectives in all areas.

Udvari-Solner, Villa, and Thousand (2005), from their knowledge and experience, 

have identified universal design as a practicable approach to curriculum delivery for 

diverse learners, whatever the students’ particular learning needs. They considered 

universal design approaches as preferable to a program of modifications or 

accommodations. Universal design was based on the goals of multiple means of 

representation, engagement, and expression (Rose & Meyer, 2002) and could be 

translated to content, process, and product activities for curriculum design for student 

diversity and curriculum access. Universal design coupled with the incorporation of 

Howard Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences theory could allow curriculum to become 

accessible to all students and assessment to be built into the product activities, according 

to the writers.    

Teacher Buy-in. Teacher buy-in, or investment, was not on either the NCERI 

(1994) list or the CEC (1994) list, but teacher investment was acknowledged as an 

important factor for inclusion practice by Vaughn & Schumm (1993) from their analysis 

of data from their studies. If teachers did not invest, inclusion did not happen, or certainly 

was not as successful as it could have been. Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) stated from 

their knowledge and experience that investment could begin with teacher acceptance that 

inclusion was worth attempting, and that teachers would be supported. Investment built 

as these expectations were met. Teacher buy-in and investment were discussed in a later 

section about reform. 
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Inclusion components have been proposed from research, practice, and theory. 

The compatibility of the components across the sources gave strength to their application 

in inclusion programs.

Effective Inclusion Programs, Successful Inclusion

What were the outcomes of successful inclusion? When was inclusion successful? 

These were my guiding questions as I pored over inclusion publications in search of the 

elusive delineators of successful inclusion. I came to understand that these concepts were 

not addressed as states of being, but rather as possessing certain components. If these 

components were in place, the school had successful inclusion. The universal components 

I found were vision, planning, and collaboration. 

Positive outcomes of inclusion practice also have been used as a gauge of 

successful inclusion. Morra (1994) suggested that success of inclusion was defined by 

parents and teachers. In the course of her research in her conversations with parents and 

teachers, for students with disabilities, the positive outcomes of inclusion were gains in 

social interaction, language development, appropriate behavior, self esteem, and academic 

progress. The positive outcomes of inclusion for students without disabilities were that 

students were perceived to be more compassionate, more helpful, and more friendly. This 

attitude fell short of the goal of mutual valuing with more value placed on the helper in 

Van der Klift’s (2002) opinion from her experience and knowledge.

 From a reform point of view, McLaughlin (1996) presented his opinion of 

success of inclusion: “I believe the schools having trouble are ‘doing inclusion’ child by 

child; those experiencing success have created inclusive schools” (p. 1). Successful 

inclusion should be measured and assessed according to expectations of the employing 

school (Morra). Lombardi (1994) surmised from his observations of inclusion programs 
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that students showed significant consistent educational achievements and increased 

affective skills when educated in inclusive classrooms. 

Lipsky and Gartner (1996), based on their understanding and experience and 

gleaned from a body of inclusion research by others, listed attaining desirable classroom 

processes, improving student attitudes, and increasing students’ basic skills as positive 

outcomes of inclusion. They pointed specifically to greater success in meeting IEP goals, 

gains in self esteem, acceptance, social skills, positive experiences, and improved 

attitudes. McGregor (1994) observed positive changes in the climate and practices in 

schools where she had interactions with educators. The published opinion of members of 

the Council of Administrators of Special Education (1993) was that development of 

appropriate social skills, opportunities for friendship and a true sense of belonging 

improved behavior because of the natural availability of role models; and that 

development of language and communication skills are positive outcomes of inclusion. 

Even as success of special education students have been measured in terms of the 

expectations for each student’s progress, so success of inclusion could be measured and 

assessed by the expectations of it by school members. For Morra, the question was “Do 

parents and teachers believe the needs of students with disabilities are met by inclusion 

programs?” (p. 10). Inclusion should be assessed by school members, and changes, 

adjustments, and improvements need to be ongoing in Sergiovanni and Starratt’s opinion 

(2006) from their extensive experience and knowledge. 

Establishing Standards for Inclusion in Schools  

Halvorsen and Neary (2007), from their understanding of inclusion practice, 

provided a fitting lead-in to the topic of standards for inclusion with their assessment that 

“with the increasing interest in inclusive education and the corresponding increase in 
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controversy about this initiative, it is critical that we have standards defining inclusion . . .  

[and] a common understanding of what supports success” (p. 29). As pioneer inclusion 

practice researchers, Vaughn and her colleagues, with their body of research and theory 

since 1993, have attempted to define standards oriented to conservative inclusion. In 

conservative inclusion students needed to earn their way into classrooms, exhibiting 

appropriate behavior and adequate skills. 

Instruments for Assessing Teachers’ Readiness for Inclusion 

Vaughn and her colleagues have developed two instruments for assessing teachers’ 

readiness for inclusion in their schools. Their Scale of Knowledge and Skills for 

Instruction and Management of Students with Disabilities (Scale of Knowledge and Skills) 

(Daniels & Vaughn, 1999) was intended primarily to assess general classroom teachers’ 

perceptions of their own pre-inclusion knowledge and skills and the teachers’ orientation 

to inclusion. The Scale of Knowledge and Skills potentially could be used as a predictor of 

successful inclusion, or as a guide to planning staff development, and includes three areas 

of CEC’s Common Core of Knowledge and Skills for all Beginning Special Education 

Teachers (Swan & Sarvis, 1992) as the foundation of the instrument. The instrument 

could be daunting to users because it was lengthy and sometimes difficult to understand.  

The other assessment instrument, the Rating Scale of Components of a 

Responsible Inclusion Program for Students with High-Incidence Disabilities (Vaughn, 

Schumm & Brick, 1998), was a tool for assessment of pre-inclusion teachers’ perceptions 

and could be used throughout the development and implementation of inclusion programs. 

Both scales have been used informally by Vaughn and her colleagues. Neither has been 

used for research purposes, rather, the scales were developed based on the researchers’ 

study outcomes. 
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Critique of Vaughn, Schumm, and Brick’s Rating Scale of Components of a 

Responsible Inclusion Program for Students with High-Incidence Disabilities 

The purpose for the Rating Scale of Components of a Responsible Inclusion 

Program for Students with High-Incidence Disabilities (Rating Scale of Inclusion 

Components) was to provide a framework for designing, implementing, and evaluating 

inclusion programs for students with high incidence disabilities. The Rating Scale of 

Inclusion Components was keyed to program development, program monitoring, and 

program evaluation, and was based on Vaughn and colleagues’ list of components 

(constructs). Forty-seven items were used to address twelve operationalized components 

representing “core themes.” I have categorized the items according to the themes that 

Vaughn and colleagues reported as arising from focus group interviews with Dade County 

teachers (see Table 3). A copy of the Rating Scale of Components of a Responsible 

Inclusion Program for Students with High-Incidence Disabilities has been placed in 

Appendix A.

Two of the core themes were not addressed in the components listed for the 

Rating Scale of Inclusion Components: the themes possibly were superseded by later 

components, or at least had different aspects resulting from the focus groups. The 

researchers did not address the relevance or the lack of relevance of the themes to the 

components on the Rating Scale of Inclusion Components. 

According to Vaughn and her colleagues, the Rating Scale of Inclusion 

Components was developed following accepted research practice, but with no details 

about the practices followed. It was based on a case study of three schools (Schumm & 

Vaughn, 1995) in which educators had redesigned programs, developing procedures and 

practices to facilitate program change. The Rating Scale of Inclusion Components was 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 2 

Core Themes and Operationalized Components of Vaughn, Brick, and Schumm’s Rating 

Scale of Components of a Responsible Inclusion Program for Students with High-

Incidence Disabilities

________________________________________________________________________                                                                                                         

   Core Themes                                        Rating Scale Components by Section                            

Desire to Change IV.  Inclusion Models Are Developed and Implemented at 

the School-Based Level

V.  Parents Are Involved in the Development and 

Implementation of the Inclusion Model

Conviction that Inclusion I.  Each Student’s Educational Needs Are Considered First

Will Be Beneficial VI.  A Continuum of Services Is Maintained

X.  Curriculum Approaches That Meet the Needs of All 

Students Are Developed and Refined

     

Administrative Support  

(or at least neutrality)

Professional Interaction II.  Teachers’ Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes Toward 

and Training Inclusion Classrooms

III.  Adequate Resources Are Provided

     (continued)       
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Table 2 (continued)

Core Themes and Operationalized Components of Vaughn, Brick, and Schumm’s Rating 

Scale of Components of a Responsible Inclusion Program for Students with High-

Incidence Disabilities

________________________________________________________________________                                                                                                         

   Core Themes                                        Rating Scale Components by Section                    

VII.  The Service Delivery Model Is Continually Evaluated

and Altered

XI.  Roles and Responsibilities of the General Education 

Teacher

School Inclusion IX.  Philosophy on Inclusion Is Developed at the School

Statement Level

Concern for Students 

with Behavior Problems

________________________________________________________________________
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developed based on additional input from program evaluations in 50 schools that had 

restructured for inclusion (Arguelles, Schumm, & Vaughn, 1996) and focus group 

interviews with key individuals in a newly developed inclusion school (Vaughn, Schumm, 

& Sinagub, 1996). The Rating Scale of Inclusion components was reviewed by key 

individuals in the study schools. The researchers suggested that the Rating Scale of 

Inclusion Components be used “ . . .to assist teachers, principals, parents, and other 

stakeholders in designing, monitoring, and evaluating inclusion programs” (Daniels & 

Vaughn, 1998). Their other suggestions for its use were (a) as guidelines for how 

comprehensive and effective an inclusion program is, (b) as a justification for needed 

services and materials for inclusion, (c) a rationale to parents for a new program or new 

resources for their children, and, (b) as a guide for professional development for inclusion 

(Daniels and Vaughn, 1998). 

The Rating Scale of Inclusion Components was most pertinent to areas of strength 

and areas of difficulty in new inclusion programs. It also could allow professionals to 

compare responses and discuss differences in responses and show changes in levels of 

response from the beginning, to the middle, and to the end of the school year. For all the 

purposes except the last, a checklist, or yes/no format, would serve as well as the Rating 

Scale of Inclusion Components. The problems of the Rating Scale of Inclusion 

Components primarily were language or format problems. The conservative inclusion 

language, orientation, and requirements for inclusion did not allow for the application of 

broader inclusive applications. My other concerns with the Rating Scale of Inclusion 

Components were mechanical, relating to its format. The mechanical concerns were overly 

complex sentences, text that was too small for ease in reading, and too many items, which 

could be barriers to its use. 
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The limitations of the Rating Scale of Inclusion Components lay in its lack of 

application by the researchers. Its usefulness as a guide for initiating inclusion in a school 

has not been studied, nor has its effectiveness in ascertaining steps to take for improving 

inclusion in schools been determined. The implications of these limitations and the 

problems of the Rating Scale of Inclusion Components were the greatest deterrents to its 

use. 

Assessing teachers’ acceptance of the ideas of inclusion gave a view of whether or 

not inclusion efforts in a school would succeed. Evaluation of inclusion programs for the 

purpose of improving service delivery for students with special needs also had a high 

level of priority. To my understanding, evaluation for program improvement as a whole 

could be important to the success of new programs, including inclusion programs. 

    Theories of Evaluation of Inclusion 

Evaluation involved gathering information about outcomes and determining 

whether or not practices were effective (Daresh & Playko, 1995). Daresh and Playko 

posed from their knowledge and understanding that evaluation was a determination of 

“relative worth,” while assessment was “[the] process of judging something with or 

without an external guide” (p. 285). Goldring and Rallis (2000) used “evaluation” when 

they were discussing overall school performance and used “assessments” when discussing 

individual performance or the value of specific practices from a theory viewpoint. 

Because of the lack of agreement about the use of the two terms, I used “evaluation” as 

the more general term, applicable in any case.  

The decision about whether or not to continue a particular practice or program 

could rest on its evaluation. The idea of evaluation in schools has seemed threatening 

because of personal investment and personal actions of individuals involved, especially 
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when the purpose or intent of the evaluation was not communicated, or when 

shareholders believed they had no input into or control of the evaluation process, in the 

opinion of Daresh and Playko (1995). Theorists and practitioners have aspired to change 

the face of evaluation by conducting formative evaluations and encouraging self evaluation 

of programs and practices by school members (Goldring & Rallis, 2000; Sergiovanni & 

Starratt, 2006).

New Directions for Evaluation in Schools

Reflective practice by school members and a spirit of inquiry in school 

communities have promoted evaluation of practices and approaches. In reflective practice 

teachers have controlled the evaluation process and the outcome of the evaluation has 

guided practice, according to Sergiovanni (2008) from his long standing theories of 

evaluation and education practices.  

When the specific purposes for evaluation have been communicated, school 

members were aware of the purposes and participate in the process, with evaluation 

seeming less threatening because it did not appear to target individuals, in Goldring and 

Rallis’ opinion (2000). As principals took on the role of guide rather than judge in 

evaluation, the threat further diminished, and evaluation became an ongoing process rather 

than a daunting event (Goldring & Rallis, 2000).  

Evaluation has been a necessity in developing and implementing inclusion practice 

(Goldring & Rallis, 2000; Sergiovanni, 2008) as with any new educational approach. A 

theoretical plan based on the literature about evaluation of inclusion has been presented in 

this section.  
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Approaches to Evaluation of Inclusion

Reflective practice. For many people, monitoring the impact of actions and 

activities, personally and professionally, and adjusting accordingly, has become a well 

established habit over time. From his extensive knowledge, Schon (1983) outlined this 

approach, calling it reflective practice. Sergiovanni (2008) has embraced the approach and 

recommended reflective practice for school administrators. In his expert opinion, leaders 

who engaged in the process of reflecting and adjusting actions increased their 

understanding of influencing outcomes, thereby informing their own practice. Sergiovanni 

presented the use of considering outcomes and adjusting actions as a reflection of the 

craftsmanship involved in leadership of schools. 

 In reflective practice, actions have been based on analysis and intuition, according 

to Senge (1990), seemingly an unlikely combination. However, thinking of understanding 

what you have done, what the effects were of what you have done, and making 

adjustments on an ongoing basis to produce the results you desired seem reasonable. 

Knowing what will actually work in practice is the intuitive part. When intuition was 

considered as informed response rather than as guessing  the combination was more likely.  

The idea of reflective practice has been to become problem solvers and researchers 

whether individually, collaboratively, or in schoolwide inquiry. Use of reflective practice 

has not been limited to administrators. Members of the learning community, adults and 

children alike, could and should practice reflection and adjustment of actions for better 

outcomes.

Spirit of inquiry. The spirit of inquiry, which Sergiovanni (2008) referred to as 

the “mindscape” of inquiry, should pervade schools, in Sergiovanni’s opinion. Students, 

teachers, and administrators benefit from applying the processes of inquiry to learning in 
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its many forms.  The idea of questioning how things work, why things work, and what 

will make them work better has been applied to a variety of experiences. Growth, 

whether personal or professional, has been the outcome. In programs, growth has equated 

to improvement. School improvement should be the goal of the principal as the school 

leader. Goldring and Rallis (2000) presented one role of a principal:  an inquirer who 

looked at what has happened in the school and decided future courses of action. 

Principals have been instrumental in promoting a spirit of inquiry in school members. 

Inquiry, Goldring and Rallis emphasized, should be continuous and participatory, in their 

studied opinion.

The climate of inquiry has developed as principals demonstrated that questioning 

was not only appropriate, but encouraged. Principals facilitating the process of inquiry 

furthered this climate (Sergiovanni, 2008). The desired result has been a pervasive spirit 

of inquiry in schools. With inquiry as the accepted basis for considering actions and 

activities in schools, evaluation of programs did not seem threatening. The spirit of 

inquiry led to school improvement. It also allowed for and promoted school change 

(Goldring & Rallis, 2000; Sergiovanni, 2008). The question of how schools could provide 

for the diverse needs of individual students in the school has evinced the spirit of inquiry. 

Specific Purposes for Evaluation 

When school practices and programs have been evaluated, educators have gained 

important insight for school improvement. From formative evaluation, whether formal or 

informal, they have increased information for decision-making and a larger “knowledge 

pool,” in Goldring & Rallis’ ( 2000) opinion. Educators fully using the process have 

gained deeper insight into the conditions in particular situations, according to Goldring 

and Rallis.  
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Whether the purpose for evaluation was school or program improvement, 

assessing progress in meeting goals, or even determining whether to continue a program, 

the outcome of evaluation should be identification of strengths (Daresh & Playko, 1995). 

When determining program effectiveness, educators should define strengths and 

weaknesses and determine needed changes. The purpose of an evaluation could be to 

inform future planning (Daresh & Playko). Another purpose for evaluation could be to 

identify attitudes and perceptions of school members. In Daresh and Playko’s opinion, 

evaluation has assisted in determining the need and direction of professional development 

for staff. Extrapolated to evaluation of inclusion, evaluation has helped define 

(a) inclusion, (b) success for students in meeting their IEP goals, (c) successful inclusion, 

in which participants gauged whether or not inclusion was successful in their school, and 

(d) best practices for inclusion.

Evaluation as an Ongoing Process in Developing and Implementing Inclusion  

 Based on their research, Vaughn and Schumm (1995) concluded that continuous, 

ongoing evaluation was necessary to the development and implementation of inclusion 

programs, and had a strong impact on the success or failure of inclusion practice. 

Educators should use evaluative measures continuously from the onset of consensus, 

agreeing to attempt school change, in this case inclusion, through the development and 

implementation phases, according to the theories of Chapman (1990) from the viewpoint 

of school based management, and Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) from the viewpoint of 

school leadership, .  

Evaluation has been conducted to cover many aspects of inclusion practice, and a 

variety of instruments have been used for the evaluations. Checklists (Vaughn & Schumm, 

1998), open-ended questionnaires (Fowler, 1993), group interviews (Vaughn,  Schumm, & 
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Sinagub, 1996) and individual interviews (Fowler, 1993), all have been important 

evaluation tools others have used in their research and practice. Some aspects of inclusion 

practice have needed to be evaluated at the beginning, prior to any implementation, while 

other aspects of inclusion practice have been evaluated more appropriately through the 

development stage. Some aspects of inclusion practice required evaluation on an ongoing 

basis.  

The belief that successful inclusion practice has been a shared goal (Villa & 

Thousand, 1995), and that all school members have been working toward that end can be 

nurtured. Evaluation to tap investment, the willingness to attempt to assure inclusion’s 

success, has been required in the developmental stage. Ways of evaluating developmental 

stage inclusion practices are listed in Table 3, along with their objectives and the type of 

evaluation instrument that can be used. As inclusion practice has moved into the 

implementation stage, other aspects needed to be evaluated.  Table 4 shows the areas to 

be evaluated, the objectives, and the suggested types of instruments.

Some of the aspects needed to be assessed on a continuous basis from inclusion’s 

inception, as long as inclusion was being implemented.  Table 5 shows the areas to be 

evaluated, the objectives, and the suggested types of instruments. Vaughn and Schumm 

(1995) concluded from their studies that evaluation is vital to inclusion’s success. In 

Sergiovanni’s expert opinion, reflective practice, a climate of inquiry, and application of 

evaluation practice could be used to guide the development and implementation of 

inclusion practice. 

The Philosophical Change to the Decision to Implement Inclusion 

From a reform standpoint, the greatest challenge to those who wished to 

implement inclusion practice was the necessity for changing values and beliefs from  
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 3 

Developmental Stage Evaluation of Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________                                                                                                             

Targeted Topic                              Objective                             Suggested Instrument          

Whole school                           Shared vision of inclusion           Open-ended 

questionnaire

perceptions

(NCERI, 1997)        

Teacher attitudes Readiness for inclusion           Checklist

          (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995)                  

Teacher needs Professional development           Whole group 

interviews

(NCERI, 1997)         

Parent attitudes Support for inclusion                   Checklist

(NCERI)                                                                                                        

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 4 

Implementation Stage Evaluation of Inclusion

                                                                                                                                                

Targeted Topic                                      Objective                             Suggested Instrument  

Teacher perceptions                Determine positive outcomes       Whole group interviews

(Vaughn & Schumm)                Determine negative aspects

Student and teacher needs          Physical presence of sp. ed.     Checklist

for supports(NCERI, 1997)    staff, consultation, collaboration 

Parent perceptions    Positive outcomes                 Whole group 

interviews

(NCERI)    Negative aspects 

________________________________________________________________________

      

      150



________________________________________________________________________

Table 5  

Ongoing Evaluations of Inclusion 

                                                                                                                                                

Targeted Topic                                      Objective                             Suggested Instrument  

Teachers’ perceptions    Appropriateness and       Checklist

   availability of materials

  (NCERI, 1997)

Teachers’,   Appropriate assessment of      Whole group interviews

parents’,   students       open-ended questionnaire

administrators’                    Perception of student success    Checklist

perceptions   

        

________________________________________________________________________
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Fullan’s (1990) and  Goodlad’s (1974) extensive knowledge and experience. Values and 

beliefs needed to change if the move to change, inclusion in the context of this review, 

were to be successful and long-lasting, not a “nonevent,” in Sergiovanni and Starratt’s 

(2008) expert opinion, in which inclusion practice was attempted but without conviction 

and commitment to its success.

Montera (1996) concluded, from her interaction in a specific school and her base 

of knowledge, that for change to occur, those who made up the school and community 

had to be included. They had to interact around intersecting issues such as relationships 

with other members of the community, and considered their beliefs and relationships,  

thereby creating conditions in which school cultural change occurred. “One of the most 

prominent barriers to change frequently cited is the culture of the school. This culture 

seems to be an important aspect to keep in mind when focusing on school or 

organizational change” (p. 44).

Schools as Learning Communities 

Within our social structure, schools have been considered to be organizations and 

as such should be expected to be run as businesses (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993). 

However, because educators did not begin with standard raw material to produce a 

standard product, the idea of schools as communities with their many variations, rather 

than the idea of schools as business organizations, would make more sense (Sarason, 

1971). We have been accustomed to thinking about learning for all children within the 

school community. However, the orientation to learning communities has required a shift 

in roles for adult members.  

The idea that anyone, including teachers and children, could lead in the learning 

community, as Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) suggested from their understanding was 
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revolutionary. The idea that principals also could be learners marked a shift in beliefs 

(Goldring & Rallis, 2000). As perceptions shifted to thinking of schools as communities, 

community building has become a role that principals assume. “One purpose of 

supervision is to provide the leadership needed to transform schools from organizations 

to communities. Supervision, in other words, should be directed to community building 

(Sergiovanni & Starratt, p. 50).”  

The sense that everyone was valued and had a place in the community has been 

the foundation of the community. Shared vision, common goals, and the attainment of 

those goals have been the manifestation of community. “In creating community, what 

matters most is what the community shares together, what the community believes in 

together, and what the community wants to accomplish together. It is this shared idea 

structure, this community of mind, that becomes the primary source of authority for 

what people do” (Sergiovanni, 2008, p. 129).  

Accompanying “community of mind” has been the need for establishing 

friendships, commitments, and bonds within the community (Stainback, Stainback, and 

Jackson, 1992).  When “community of  mind” was applied to schools as learning 

communities, the social and academic outcome possibilities have been profound, infusing 

new meaning into learning.  “Classrooms as learning communities, composed of the 

teaching team and students, serve to create powerful insights and knowledge for students 

and teachers alike” (Skrtic, Sailor, & Gee, 1996, p. 149).  

The idea that learning has been enhanced in schools with learning community 

orientation has been the strongly voiced opinion of practitioners (Johnson & Johnson, 

2002; Putnam, 2005; Sapon-Shevin, 2007; Slavin, 1990; Thousand, J., Villa, R., & Nevin, 

A., 2005). The concept of learning communities as the setting for inclusion provided the 
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mindscape (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006) for envisioning inclusion’s implementation. 

With learning community ideals established, school consensus, agreement to attempt 

inclusion, and teacher buy-in of inclusion, the willingness to attempt to assure its success, 

have been attained more readily, in the opinions of Goldring and Rallis (2000) and 

Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006).  

Inclusion has been inherent in the idea of learning community, in which diversity 

in all its varieties was expected and accepted, from Banks’ and Banks’ (2004) knowledge 

and experience. The likelihood of inclusion’s success in this setting was enhanced. The 

shared vision of learning communities has promoted inclusion practice. In the opinion of 

Stainback et al. (1994), “ . . .everyone benefits from inclusive schools, focusing on ways 

to develop supportive and caring school communities for all students, rather than selected 

categories of students” (p. 6).  

Implementing inclusion has not meant doing away with special education or 

special educators. Rather it has meant that because special education students were in the 

mainstream, special educators also could be in the mainstream, providing social and 

instructional support for all students. Separate delivery of services in isolated settings has 

become much less likely. Having common goals for all children negates the need for 

special goals because the view in a community has been of meeting individual needs of all 

learners. Accepting refocused use of assessment, in which educators consider growth on a 

more holistic basis for all students in the learning community precluded the need for 

separate assessment for special education students from Villa and Thousand’s (2005) 

experience and practice.

Inclusion of Special Education Students within the Learning Community  

When inclusion has been promoted and upheld, the result was what Villa and 
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Thousand (2005) referred to as diverse communities of students and teachers 

collaborating for learning through inquiry and problem solving toward cognitive, social, 

and academic growth. Villa and Thousand presented, from their knowledge and experience 

and from their practice, that, “When very diverse populations of students are welcomed 

as members of a school community, standardization, assimilation, and sorting or tracking 

can no longer drive or characterize ‘effective schools’ ”  (p. 32). Based on her experiences, 

Sapon-Shevin’s (2007) opinion was that inclusive schools are flexible environments where 

children’s educational needs are being met. Scheffel et al. (1996) asserted from their 

knowledge and experience, “ . . . few seriously question the benefits of a thoughtful 

inclusive educational system where all persons have the opportunity to learn together in 

an environment which encourages recognition and appreciation of the unique contribution 

each individual brings to the educational setting” (p. 4).  

The acceptance of learners as a diverse population has had some important 

benefits for special education students. The sense of membership in the community and 

the accompanying sense of belonging enhanced students’ feelings of efficacy (Banks & 

Banks, 1999). The sense of being valued and having much to offer furthered efficacy 

(Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Thousand et al., 2002). Being successful has been the final 

assurance of self-worth. Inclusion in the learning community promoted these. Having 

access to the whole curriculum has opened doors to learning, and having support to attain 

goals appropriate to learning levels has maximized learning (Thousand et al., 2002).  

Setting the Stage

Principals have set the tone for goals, standards, and actions within their schools 

(Goldring & Rallis, 2000), have understood, and have been involved with, the many 

aspects of day to day school activities that have impacted heavily on attitudes of 
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students, teachers, and parents. The students’, teachers’, and parents’ perceptions of the 

principal in turn have influenced the sense of their own place in the learning community 

and what their own commitment to their schools has been. Thus the climate of the school 

has been established (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006).    

Climate of Change 

As principals have articulated the need for change and have shared the vision of 

the shape change can take within the school, they have become prime motivators for 

change. Sergiovanni and Starratt’s view from their knowledge and experience was that, 

“Creating a condition for change greatly facilitates the change itself” (p. 234). Further, 

acceptance and encouragement should be the principal’s focus in promoting change.  

Change often has been accompanied with concern for the impact it would have on 

those involved. These concerns needed to be presented and addressed if change were to be 

successful. Sergiovanni and Starratt admonished: “One advantage of a healthy school 

climate is that levels of trust and openness among colleagues are such that it becomes 

acceptable to raise . . . reasons for being concerned about proposed changes” (p. 98). A 

healthy school climate has been required to foster change and innovation (Sergiovanni & 

Starratt).

Risk-Taking 

As principals have supported change, the climate of the school has become one of 

individual self-confidence, and thereby, school members’ confidence, to initiate and 

support change and the daring of members to take their own bold moves to change. 

Speaking from the heart about what really mattered to individuals has been a marker of 

trust, and the sense of being heard has supported this trust, from Brown and Moffett’s 

(1999) experience and knowledge. Helping individuals believe they are leaders, offering 
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them opportunities to develop as leaders and to assume leadership roles has encouraged 

their confidence to become leaders. Honoring individuals’ leadership has prompted the 

change from traditional roles as followers to the boldness of becoming leaders within the 

school community (Goldring & Rallis, 2000).  

Celebrating Success  

Successful changes and innovations in schools needed to be celebrated.  A show of 

appreciation with “formal recognition in a public ritual” (Brown & Moffett, p.119) has 

been important. Brown and Moffett encouraged celebration of “milestones in the life of 

the school” and individual rewards for the valorous. Scheffel, Dallam, Smith, & Hoernicke 

(1996) promoted an “environment which encourages recognition and appreciation of the 

unique contribution each individual brings to the educational setting” (p. 4).  

Celebrations have signaled the support for change and innovation, and have been 

indicative of mutual caring and support. Brown and Moffett (1999) strongly encouraged 

that these qualities be nurtured to promote success as schools change. 

Consensus Building and Teacher Buy-In As Specific Requirements for Initiating 

School Change and Implementing an Innovation  

Although school consensus and  buy-in were presented as elements of inclusion in 

this chapter, they have had a more general application to the success of innovations in 

schools. School consensus and buy-in have been presented here to show the link between 

school reform and inclusion as the innovation implemented. 

Consensus and shared decision-making were terms often used to express the same 

idea (Sergiovanni and Starratt, 2006; Barth, 1990; Chapman, 1990). Success of an 

innovation in a school rested on consensus of its members that the innovation was 

worthwhile, and that the innovation could be implemented (Sergiovanni and Starratt, 
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2006). Consensus was agreement to attempt a change. Consensus signaled the members’ 

willingness to attempt the change (Goldring & Rallis, 2000). For consensus, total 

agreement has not been required in all the decisions about change, rather it has indicated 

consent to go along with the suggested innovation. Workshop facilitators and the 

principal at the study school, at a Title 1 school improvement teachers’ meeting in the 

spring of 1993, referred to this as sufficient consensus. Sufficient consensus allowed that 

some members may have had reservations about the innovation.     

Buy-in was the willingness to support change and promote its success. 

Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) described this willingness as being the result of having a 

change in values and beliefs. Buy-in has been a reflection of a base of shared belief open to 

future change in values and beliefs as evidence supported the desirability of the 

innovation. Frequent references to commitment were made in the literature (Chapman, 

1990; Etzioni, 1988;  Sergiovanni, 2008; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006), but I perceived a 

shade of difference between commitment and teacher buy-in. To me, commitment has 

meant long-term dedication. This seemed to follow buy-in. Investment seemed closer to 

buy-in as an interchangeable term. An investment often has been made without 

commitment to continue on a long term basis, although continuation certainly could be a 

possibility. Buy-in also seemed to indicate participation by a member, rather than 

agreement to allow the innovation. School consensus and teacher buy-in seemed to 

support the implementation of inclusion practice after the school members have embraced 

the concept of inclusion.    

The Importance of School Consensus for Inclusion 

Vision, goal setting, and attainment of goals required consensus of school members 

for innovative change in schools. Vision found its roots in Etzioni’s theories (1988), was 
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enlarged in Fullan’s works (1991), and was discussed at length in Sergiovanni’s writing 

(2008) as visioning and shared vision with their many applications and implications. 

Goals were the manifestations of shared vision. Attainment of goals reflected the 

consensus of school members to work toward common goals (Sergiovanni).  

Principals filled an important role in consensus building. Consensus-building 

requires skill and a good sense of what school members needed to be receptive to the idea 

of an innovation in their schools, in this case inclusion practice. Principals needed to call 

upon their consensus-building skills and be perceptive of individual needs of school 

members as inclusion was initiated, implemented, and sustained (Goldring and Rallis, 

2000). Scheffel et al. (1996) stated the importance of school consensus and teacher 

investment to inclusion efforts: “Inclusion is unlikely to work if the academic 

environment and/or the service providers do not support the concept of inclusion [are 

willing to attempt inclusion] and actively work to make it succeed for each student 

[teacher investment]” (p. 4).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

The Importance of Teacher Investment for Inclusion Practice 

Vaughn et al. (1996) presented inclusion practice as a change in thinking for school 

members about the way special education services are delivered. They considered the 

importance of teacher acceptance that inclusion practice is worth attempting, and teachers 

will be supported with special education students in their general education classrooms. 

Vaughn et al. found in their studies that teachers need to believe inclusion will have 

positive outcomes. Investment increases as these expectations are substantiated. Vaughn 

et al. concluded from their studies that general education teachers were fearful of 

inclusion, particularly if they had not had direct experience with inclusion. One of 

teachers’ fears was that they would not have the skills to meet academic, social, or in 
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some cases physical, needs of special education students. Friend and Cook (2000) have 

found in their experience that shared responsibility for all students allays many of their 

fears. The vision of all teachers teaching all children expanded the idea of shared 

responsibility.

Committed school administrators provided incentives and reinforcement of 

inclusion practices, according to the knowledge and experience of Scheffel et al. (1996), 

which encouraged investment of school members in inclusion. From their experience 

Stainback et al. (1992) stressed that commitment to inclusion on the part of general 

education teachers was imperative to attain success with inclusion in a school.  

Conclusions

Inclusion has continued to be a topic of discussion for educators, although it has 

lost some of the previous fervor. The earliest studies of students’ progress in inclusion 

programs prompted variations in the conclusions drawn from the results. Early studies 

showed lack of acceptance of inclusion, with inclusion gaining acceptance over time, and 

with experience with inclusive practices. Early identification of inclusion components has 

remained fairly constant, with additions under the individual components over time, of 

which three are universal to inclusion practice: vision, planning, and collaboration. Success 

for students has come to be accepted more generally as meeting special education 

students’ IEPs or curriculum goals for learning set by general and special education 

teachers, not necessarily to be met with traditional assessment, but rather focusing on 

whether students were gaining the intended end. Evaluation of inclusion has general 

acceptance and has been considered important for program improvement, with a variety 

of instruments available for evaluation of inclusion programs. Inclusion practice has not 
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been widespread and many special education teachers have preferred to provide services 

separately, in my opinion, simply because separate service delivery has been easier and 

less complicated.
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CHAPTER THREE

PUTTING THE INCLUSION PUZZLE TOGETHER

Inclusion in the study school was not initiated as a research project. Inclusion in 

the school was intended as a solution to the problem of the revolving door of newly 

graduated special education teachers who taught special education for one year and then 

moved into general education classrooms. I believed that a higher level of continuity could 

be established if all staff members were involved in the special education process on a day 

to day basis. If special education teachers arrived or departed, the system for good 

delivery of special education services would be in place. Having the special education 

teacher remain in her special education assignment still was more desirable, if not 

attainable.  

I had not considered whether or not I would continue in the special education 

teacher position long term. I did intend to invest fully in the assignment and understood 

that establishing inclusion as I conceptualized it would take time. I continued as lead 

teacher for three years, building what I hoped was a strong structure for inclusion. I tried 

to foster a sense of community and the value of individuals, both children and adults, as 

important building blocks of the school culture foundation for inclusion.

When devising a workable plan for inclusion practice in the school, I did not 

consider how my plan would fit into a research design, or to what kind of research 

inclusion in the school would lend itself. After I left the school to pursue a doctoral 

degree, as I considered sharing with others what had happened in the school, like Montera 

(1996) I wanted to “ . . . capture the essence of a situation” (p. 91). I wanted my study to 

      162



be “ . . . richer, enlightening, understandable, and ultimately useful as a practicing 

educator.” As with Montera, “My desire to do research right drove me to want to learn 

the rules, but my intuition as a teacher told me that the rules of research to which I had 

thus far been introduced, made little sense in the field of education.  After all, how could 

one take the richness and complexity of a classroom interaction and reduce it to a t-test” 

(p. 90)?

However, I did want to have credibility in the research community. Again my 

feelings echoed Montera’s, “So here I was, a teacher as a researcher or a researcher as a 

teacher. . . I have learned that in this world there are no hard and steadfast rules. However, 

a researcher must be able to demonstrate a credible line of reasoning in order to justify 

his/her conclusions and analysis” (p. 90). And while “ . . . disciplined inquiry does not 

necessarily follow well established, formal procedures . . . ,” (Shulman, 1988) the study’s 

rationale should be “ . . . capable of withstanding careful scrutiny . . . ” (p. 5) by others of 

the scientific community.

Vaughn and colleagues set a good example for approaching inclusion research in a 

thorough and systematic way in the Dade County, Florida schools. I decided to follow 

their example, using what I had learned from the literature and from the example of 

Vaughn’s studies of teachers’ perceptions from 1993 to 1997. But I also believed strongly 

that the research should be reflective of the philosophy and orientation of the study 

school members. The research should reflect in an all-encompassing way what was 

happening as the study school members applied their philosophy to actions and activities 

in the school while they practiced inclusion. 
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Purpose of the Study      

The purpose of this dissertation was to describe inclusion, philosophically and as 

a practice, in one school. My intent was to provide for the reader a sense of presence in 

the school, to promote an understanding of the setting and activities supporting inclusion 

and an understanding of the thoughts and perceptions of school members about inclusion. 

Within this overall purpose, I intended to explore school members’ attitudes and beliefs 

and how they may have influenced the implementation of inclusion in the school.  

Initially, my purpose for the study was to determine how teachers, related 

services staff members, and the principal viewed inclusion in the school, and what their 

attitudes were, along with students in special education, about inclusion. As time passed, 

and as the body of information for the study increased, I believed that providing a larger 

picture of inclusion practice as a whole in the school, not just as the results of the various 

instruments used in the study would provide a broader view. I also came to understand 

that I needed to examine what I had learned along with information about school change 

and from the perspective of what had happened in the school as inclusion was 

implemented and refined.

Framework of the Study     

Three questions guided the analysis of inclusion in the study school:

1.  What was the setting to promote inclusion philosophy and practice in the 

school?

2. What were the activities to promote inclusion practice that were initiated and 

developed in the school from the inception of inclusion to the end of the study?

3.  What were school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school?
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The Case Study of the School

In the report of my study, I attempted to provide the reader with a full and rich 

view of inclusion at the study school. I did not focus on comparisons of academic 

progress in inclusive and separate settings. I did focus on school members’ perceptions of 

inclusion, of definitions of inclusion and success, and of inclusion’s positive outcomes 

and negative aspects in the school. The study was of the perceptions of teachers 

experienced in inclusion practice.

I grasped qualitative research as offering the opportunity to capture the 

authenticity of inclusion practice (Montera 1996) at the study school. I applied the five 

features with which Bogdan and Biklen (1992) define qualitative research, (a) research in 

its natural setting with the researcher as the “key instrument” of data collection, (b) 

researchers who attempt to offer descriptively the opportunity for the reader to 

experience the situation as if the reader were there, (c) research that considers the process 

along with the outcomes and also considers all aspects of the research setting, (d) 

inductive analysis as the primary analysis tool with the theory emerging from the 

experience and the data, and (e) the meaning the participants give to the research as the 

research concern. Through the extraction of meaning, Bogdan and Biklen purport that 

both insiders and outsiders gain a greater understanding of their world.  

The case study of the school may be characterized further as collaborative action 

research. “It is research-in-action. It is research in the middle of all of the actions with the 

collaboration of those who are a part of the culture involved with institutional change” 

(Montera, p. 94). Bogdan and Biklen (1992) added information that supported the 

characterization in their statement that in action research, “ . . . the researcher is actively 

involved in the cause for which the research is conducted . . .” (p. 56).  Action research 
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could be conducted by people in the “real world.” Action research as applied to the study 

has been practical and directed to the concerns of those involved. 

A final word from Bogdad and Biklen was an exhortation that, “However a topic 

comes to you, whatever it is, it should be important to you and excite you. Without a 

touch of passion you may not have enough to sustain the effort to follow the work to the 

end, or to go beyond doing the ordinary” (p. 57). That passion was what carried me 

through the research process in the study school. 

Description of the Study as an Historical Organizational Case Study  

This case study fulfilled Bogdan and Biklen’s (1992) requirements for an historical 

organizational case study. The research in the study school was conducted over time and 

traces inclusion’s development. I have relied on data sources, such as interviews with 

individuals who are associated with the study school, included descriptions of what 

happened with inclusion in the school, and included other data gathered at the school. The 

design of the study arose from the available data and from the additional data I determined 

as desirable to gather over time.

Approach to Reporting

Lincoln and Guba (1985) stated that the purpose of a report is to improve the 

reader’s level and continuity of understanding of the topic. Lincoln and Guba found 

specific and particular value in using case studies in instances when desirable to provide 

“detailed probing” (p. 358) rather than “mere surface description” for the reader. Because 

the study was conducted in a natural setting, the case report is likely to appear grounded, 

holistic, and lifelike. The case report has provided readers a means for applying their own 

knowledge to the information in the study, or building on tacit knowledge. The authors 
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maintained that if the description is sufficiently “thick,” then reading the description 

promoted a sense of being there, which was my intent. 

Lincoln and Guba stated that the case report may read like a novel, but it has done  

so to make clear the complexities of the context and the ways these complexities interact. 

An important aspect of natural inquiry has been interpretation of facts and evaluation of 

outcomes and occurrences for research purposes. I embraced and have extended to the 

reader Lincoln and Guba’s acknowledgment that the researcher’s own values have 

influenced the interpretation and evaluation in the case study. Though this influence was 

inevitable, I intended that because of the broad scope of the report the flavor of my values 

would be diffused and the reader would gain a clear view of what occurred in the study 

school. My values have been evident in my reflections on and discussion of the research 

results.

       Style of the Report

Considerable latitude was permissible in the style of reports (Smith, 1987) for 

qualitative research. The primary purpose of the report was to create meaning. The 

researcher’s role was to present her understanding based on experience and observation--

interpretations through which the reader would be able to see through the eyes of the 

researcher, subjectively and intuitively. “It is a form less concerned with discovering the 

truth than with the creation of meaning” (p. 9).

My case study report was written informally, as a story (Smith, 1987), to 

provide the sense of walking through time as inclusion developed in the school and was 

refined over time. Samplings of teacher reactions and perceptions of inclusion have been 

reported in the story as they occurred. In the formal data gathering, staff members’ 

presentation of  definitions of inclusion, the presence or absence of inclusion elements, 
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and positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion in the study school further have 

illustrated their perceptions and have been reported from that time. Interview and  

questionnaire data were gathered subsequently and reported. 

Participant Observation  

Spradley (1980) included increased awareness, immediate purpose for 

accomplishing an activity, being part of the experience but viewing it from outside the 

experience, and introspection as important aspects of participant observation. Spradley 

added that participant observation in the research setting also meant that the researcher 

was used as a research instrument. Inherent in this approach was introspection, which 

“greatly enriches the data gathered through participant observation” (p. 58). Introspection 

during the research process was a short step from reflective practice as discussed in 

Chapter Two. I did not think about participant observation as I began gathering data for 

the study. 

My Roles and Levels of Participation  

As a first grade teacher in the school, my role as I broached the possibility of 

initiating inclusion was that of a complete member (Adler & Adler, 1994). I was fully 

invested in the school and in what happened there; committed, involved, and fully 

participating. My role was not differentiated from that of any other teacher in the school 

where membership was concerned. Differing leadership roles, such as grade level 

representatives and school site team members were present in the school, but all were 

accepted as equal members in the school, all contributing expertise in particular and 

specific situations. 

As we began inclusion and I took on the assignment of special education teacher, 

my primary role was to provide appropriate services to students in special education. 
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Developing and implementing an efficacious plan to accomplish this was subsumed by 

my primary role. This was the ultimate in complete membership. My role as a complete 

member transferred readily to a role as active member (Adler & Adler, 1994) without need 

for role pretense. I knew the culture of the school and school members, and I shared the 

bond of having worked through challenges, problems, and successes together. Although I 

was no longer a school member when I returned to gather data formally as a researcher, 

my relationships with school members seemed to me not to have altered perceptibly. As 

the data gathering progressed to formal data gathering, my role shifted slightly to what 

Spradley (1980) defines as that of participant-observer “ . . . being both insider and 

outsider simultaneously” (p. 59). Our familiarity allowed me comfortable access to school 

members to ask for various kinds of input in a variety of settings, using a variety of 

instruments in the short period of time I was there to gather data. In addition, I believe 

that because of their familiarity with me, school members felt free to impose their own 

structure for their responses in the dialogue groups. The observer aspect allowed me to 

view what was happening during my return to the school as a privileged outsider. 

 From Active Participant to Participant-Observer 

As the school year ended in 1998, I made the transition from lead teacher to 

doctoral student. I experienced a driving need to explore inclusion and was encouraged by 

my mentor at the university to read everything I could find about inclusion. She guided 

me to discover the leaders in the field and their philosophies. She encouraged me to search 

for research about inclusion, and she counseled that the projects in all my classes should 

center around inclusion, if I thought inclusion were to be the focus of my dissertation. By 

spring I had mapped out my study of teacher perceptions.

While in my role as lead teacher, I did not consider myself a researcher. I had 

      169



gathered information for the explicit purpose of instituting a viable special education 

program that would meet students’ needs and suit the specific situation in the school. As 

I gathered new information, my goal had been to improve and refine service delivery. As a 

doctoral student, my perspective on gathering information changed. I could see the 

desirability of formally gathering a body of information in a structured manner and sharing 

that information credibly, with the weight of accepted research practices behind the 

information. I decided to explore perceptions of school members about inclusion. My 

goals as I developed research instruments were to establish definitions of inclusion and 

success of inclusion, ascertain whether or not inclusion elements I had identified in my 

reading were present in the school, and determine positive and negative aspects of 

inclusion as perceived by school members. I intended that the instruments be as simple 

and straightforward as possible.

Entering the Field  

At the initiation of inclusion in the school, because I was already in the school, 

entering the field was a matter of taking the position of lead teacher for special education 

in the school. I joined two paraeducators who previously had been special education 

paraeducators in the school, one new special education paraeducator, and a new half-time 

special education teacher with no previous teaching experience. The district’s special 

education director, as well as the building administrator, had approved our initiating 

inclusion in the school. I had striven to establish myself as a caring and competent teacher 

and team player in my interaction with other teachers for the past four years in the school 

and believed administrators and teachers relied on me to guide the process of inclusion. 

So, the stage was set for inclusion in the school.
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Re-Entering the Field 

I took a leave of absence from my job at the study school and began my doctoral 

studies in the summer following the third year of inclusion in the school. Through the fall 

semester, I began to develop a plan to go back into the school to gather more formalized 

data. I had carefully considered Vaughn and her colleagues’ studies on teachers’ 

perceptions prior to their beginning inclusion practices. Vaughn’s team (1993) drew the 

overall conclusion that inclusion was more desirable than feasible. I was impressed with 

the careful, thorough, systematic approach Vaughn’s group took in exploring pre-

inclusion teachers’ perceptions. I decided to follow their approach of conducting 

interviews and using an instrument to assess perceptions of the presence of elements 

necessary for inclusion as practiced at the study school. 

I contacted the district superintendent of schools, the special education director, 

and the school principal, explaining what I wanted to do and requesting permission to 

come back into the school during a two-week period in the spring. They accepted, and I 

finalized my plans. In the two weeks of data gathering, it seemed to me as if I had never 

left the school. The openness that had previously characterized interactions with the 

teachers and other staff members seemed evident to me, and I considered that I would gain 

a good sense of their views and perceptions of inclusion in the school currently.

Model of Service Delivery:

A Description of Inclusion Practice in the Study School

As an active participant, a teacher in the school, I observed first hand, and was 

involved in actions and activities in the school. As I described inclusion practice in the 

school, my description was based on my observations and reflections in retrospect, and 

of course my observations and reflections on the operation of the school, the interactions 
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of its members, and the components of its culture, are my perceptions, viewed through 

my own lenses of experiences, values, and beliefs.

Special education students were placed in general education classrooms with age 

appropriate peers. Special education students received special education support as 

stated in their Individualized Education Plans (IEPs). The  principal supported inclusion, 

facilitating collaborative efforts of general education teachers, special education staff 

members, and related services personnel, and counseled teachers for individual problems. 

All teachers participated in inclusion in the school. Most had special education students 

in their classrooms, with efforts made to maintain normal balances. 

All teachers also received a packet of special education documents, including a 

statement of the hierarchy of classroom service delivery, at the beginning of each school 

year. The stated hierarchy for service delivery was as follows:  

1.  Students received undifferentiated individual support in a whole group activity, 

whether students were identified for special education services or not, receiving 

help as needed, as they work with guided practice, or independently. Teachers 

shared instruction, with the general education teacher taking the lead.  

2.   Small group instruction in the general education classroom was provided by 

either the classroom teacher or the special education staff members when greater 

differentiation of skill level or adaptation of curriculum or materials was needed, 

but the skills were the same.  

3.  Small group or individual instruction in the general education classroom was 

provided when skill levels were widely different from those of the class, or when 

life skills specific to student needs were taught.  

4.  General education teachers called for special education support for students 
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who experienced disruptive behavior incidents. Students returned to the classroom 

after the problem was resolved.  

5.  Related services generally were provided in a separate setting by choice of 

professionals involved--speech therapist, OT/PT, counselor.  

Special educators were scheduled in classrooms based on the level of need of 

students to a maximum of two hours daily. Special education teachers were not assigned 

to specific grade levels or teachers, but maintained consistency for specific teachers for 

particular time blocks or subject areas. Flexibility was maintained to meet changing needs. 

Efforts were made for all special education staff members to know the needs of all special 

education students. Adaptations of material for special education students’ skill levels 

were made by the classroom teacher or the special educator.   

Initiation and Early Implementation of Inclusion

The study school staff members had made the philosophical move to providing 

special education services in general education classrooms over the course of the previous 

school year. I participated actively in the process as a full member of the general 

education staff. The immediate challenge, as the new school year began and I assumed the 

position of lead special education teacher, was planning service delivery.  

Special education staff members’ knowledge of special education students and 

their instructional needs contributed to the ease with which service delivery was initiated. 

Intensity of individual student needs was the first consideration because students with 

the highest levels of need would require support immediately for at least part of their day. 

Staff members were assigned to high priority students within the first week.  

Special education staff members were encouraged to visit and observe all the 

classrooms, with attention to special education students in each class, age of students, 
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teachers’ instructional styles, and content for each grade level to facilitate matching staff 

members and students for service delivery. After observing, staff members returned to 

planning sessions to develop their schedules. Staff members planned schedules 

collaboratively, requesting specific assignments according to personal preferences 

resulting from their observations and based on their personal styles and their areas of 

interest and expertise. Assignment of special education staff members was approached as 

flexible, but with consideration for consistency and continuity of services. Staff members 

could provide services in several classrooms rather than being assigned to a specific 

classroom or teacher for all services during the day, but would provide services regularly 

in specific areas at specific times. We believed that careful planning during this phase 

would promote success in initiating inclusion. 

Schedules for special education staff members (n=6) were developed based on the 

individual needs of special education students (n=74) and amount of services required 

according to IEPs, with consideration for staff members’ professional strengths and 

personal preferences. The amount of time required for direct services for special education 

students, according to their IEPs, was assured by scheduling the amount of time needed to 

serve the students with the most extensive needs. For instance, if a student required a 

total of two hours of services daily for reading, math, and written expression, then that 

student’s general education class had special education coverage for two hours. Services 

for students often could be combined through small group instruction, and for more than 

one instructional area, with varying amounts of service provided to individual students in 

the two-hour time frame. Provision of instruction appropriate to students’ needs was the 

primary goal.  

More than one special education staff member could be in a classroom at the same 
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time, if required because of diverse needs, to provide for students’ instruction in 

compliance with IEPs. In classes with several students with diverse needs, general 

education teachers and special education staff members worked together to provide for 

the students’ needs.  

Each special education staff member kept her own daily schedule. At weekly 

planning meetings, scheduling was discussed, and staff members received copies of all the 

schedules. All instructional services for special education students were provided in 

general education classrooms. 

Collaboration as a Primary Tool to Establish Inclusion  

Coteaching was widely incorporated in classrooms with individual or small group 

support within the classroom. Some services were delivered using resource room practices 

of grouping special education students from a specific grade level according to skill levels, 

then delivering the service in one of the grade level classrooms rather than in the resource 

room. For students with intensive needs, skill levels were reduced to each student’s level, 

materials and activities were modified to the skill level, and individual support was 

provided in the classroom. Instructional content for special education students matched 

the content for general education students, but skill levels were adjusted and necessary 

accommodations were made.

Weekly planning with teachers began the third week of the school year; just 

enough time had passed for teachers and students to learn the steps of the "new school 

year dance." Special education staff members were in the position of having front row 

seats for this exciting occurrence wherein teachers learn about their students and their 

students’ styles as individuals, and each student learns about his or her individual 

teacher’s style and expectations. The culmination of the learning process is classroom 

      175



instruction and learning that is a manifestation of the productive responses of the teacher 

and the students to each other.   

Special education staff members needed to see themselves as part of the classroom 

community, facilitating and reinforcing interactions and encouraging positive responses to 

instruction. General education teachers and students also needed to see special education 

staff members as full partners, available to all students.

The weekly planning sessions served a variety of purposes. Special education 

students’ individual progress was considered, including the outcomes of instructional 

approaches, and whether or not approaches or techniques needed to be refined or 

adjusted. During the last week of each grading period, individual students’ progress was 

reviewed and grades were assigned collaboratively. Planning time also was used to 

consider what actions to take for general education students who were at risk of failure 

academically.  

A system was devised to track at risk students’ responses to classroom 

interventions.  The tracking system was not a special education process, but emerged 

from the close interaction of general and special education staff members. A positive 

outcome of this close interaction and tracking was that almost all students eventually 

referred for consideration for special education evaluation were recommended for 

evaluation, and evaluation supported their placement as students with disabilities.

Refocused Use of the Resource Room  

The resource room was used for the weekly general education/special education 

planning sessions. The resource room also housed special education staff and fulfilled the 

need for a central area for supplies and materials for instruction. Special education staff 

members developed instructional strategies and shared ideas for delivering instruction. 
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Lesson planning and development of materials for lessons also occurred in this area.  

As time went by, another use for the resource room surfaced. Occasionally, 

volatile students needed a "safe place" when the classroom environment became too 

challenging for the students to maintain appropriate behavior. Some students made the 

determination of when they needed to go to the resource room, with the teacher’s 

acknowledgment, and went by themselves. In other instances, general education teachers 

requested assistance, and students were met by special education staff members, who 

accompanied the students to the resource room. Only a few students required a special 

education escort, and the need for behavior support arose infrequently.  

At least one special education staff member was scheduled to be in the resource 

room at all times for the joint purpose of managing discipline problems and also for 

planning and preparation of instructional materials. Having a staff member available to 

guide students through problem solving and return to classrooms expeditiously received 

strong support and proved to be a good solution for preventing disruptive classroom 

incidents.

Administrative Support for Inclusion Practice   

Without the stated support of the school principal and the district special 

education director, inclusion would not have been attempted in the school. The principal 

continued to  support inclusion actively as it was initiated and developed in the first two 

years. During the early implementation of the inclusion model, he strongly and repeatedly 

reinforced with a few teachers the need for everyone to support the inclusion effort 

because the decision to implement inclusion practice had been made by the members of 

the school community. At the beginning of the second year, the principal stated, in my 

letter of reference for the doctoral program at the University of Arizona, that the 
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transition to inclusion had occurred smoothly and without significant incidents (principal, 

personal communication, August 22, 1996). 

  The special education coordinator continued to support inclusion through the first 

three years. She provided a substitute teacher to relieve general education teachers for 

weekly planning. She talked with the principal to facilitate and encourage inclusion in the 

school. She approved necessary expenditures for office equipment and supplies to 

support special education staff members as they provided services in general education 

classrooms.

Unexpectedly, the school psychologist provided moral support, encouragement, 

and endorsement of inclusion. I heard him speak frequently in informal situations on 

behalf of inclusion for delivery of special education services, and I was aware of input 

from him to the principal in support of the changes in special education service delivery 

in the school. In IEP meetings, the school psychologist informed parents of the reasons 

for the change to inclusion practice, and what team members believed students would gain 

from the changes. He also shared with special education staff members that he had 

frequent opportunities to tell special education teachers in other districts about inclusion 

in our school. According to the principal, the psychologist reinforced with him on several 

occasions that inclusion practice as it was being delivered in the school was appropriate.    

Resistance to Inclusion  

Resistance to inclusion practice was present during the first three years. Reasons 

for the resistance had to be addressed and solutions to problems leading to the resistance 

needed to be devised. Presenting the change to inclusion practice without exploring the 

resistance that accompanied the change, and how resistance was addressed and managed, 
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would not give a realistic or complete view of the implementation of inclusion practice in 

the school. Sources of resistance to inclusion and solutions to the problems of resistance 

are presented in this section. 

Resistance from the Principal. Prior to the initiation of inclusion and through 

the first year, the principal supported inclusion in the school. In the second year, he 

occasionally commented that perhaps some small groups of students should be receiving 

services in the resource room. In the third year, the principal suggested more frequently 

that, "We should look more like other schools in the District." The primary service 

delivery mode in the other schools was pullout. Some students were in the resource room 

most of the day. Limited services were delivered in the regular classroom with direct 

support from special education staff members. When I questioned the principal about the 

need for more resource room service, his response consistently was that the special 

education program should be the same as the model in other schools in the district. He 

commented that some students just might not benefit from inclusion. He did not give me 

an example or tell in what way inclusion might not be good. His recurring questioning of 

inclusive service delivery prompted ongoing discussion among special education staff 

members, and the problem of his declining support was not solved.

Resistance from General Education Teachers. Initially, a few teachers did not 

want to have special education services delivered in their classrooms. Their objections had 

to be addressed immediately if inclusion practices were to be implemented successfully. 

Three of the eighteen general education teachers in the school, two teaching fourth grade 

and one teaching sixth grade, voiced resistance to inclusion. They shared their concerns 

about inclusion with fellow general education teachers, special education staff members, 

and the principal as the first school year of inclusion began. The three teachers did not see 
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why they should have to have students with disabilities in their classrooms. In addition to 

their overall resistance, they expressed concerns about the potential for disruption by a 

few of their special education students.  

I discussed my concerns about their resistance with the principal, and he said he 

would handle the problem. He later informed me that he had counseled the teachers that 

they needed to accept that the decision had been made to implement inclusion practice, 

and that they needed at least to allow special education staff members in their classrooms.  

Resistance Because of Discipline Concerns. During the early weeks of 

inclusion, teachers expressed their fears about the potential for classroom disruption 

because of special education students’ challenging behaviors. The teachers’ concerns were 

resolved collaboratively as problems with students arose. Problem solving for behavior 

management occurred in weekly planning meetings. Special education staff members 

modeled strategies for managing challenging behaviors as they worked alongside general 

education teachers or responded to specific requests for assistance when a particular 

student’s behavior was escalating and special education intervention was requested.  

Discipline problems with special education students resulted in a system for managing 

behavior in general education classrooms. Refocused use of the resource room, discussed 

previously, was one aspect of the behavior intervention system.     

Resistance Because of Curriculum and Service Delivery Concerns. As 

special education staff members and general education teachers planned together and 

developed appropriate materials for special education students in general education 

classrooms, collaboration for classroom instructional supports became an integral part of 

special education service delivery. As a result of this system of supports for materials 

and instruction, two (one fourth grade teacher and one sixth grade teacher) of the three 
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teachers who had resisted inclusion practices from its inception joined the rest of the staff 

in being active supporters.    

The other fourth grade teacher continued to conduct her class with a minimum of 

interaction with special education staff members, and special education staff members 

provided services to her special education students with little input from her. Small group 

reading instruction for some of her students occurred in another fourth grade classroom. 

The reading program for all the fourth grade was the same and classes were at the same 

place in the program.  Instruction for the special education group was adapted to the skill 

level of the small group, which also included a few students who had similar needs, but 

were not special education students. General education teachers were supportive of this 

practice because instruction at students’ skill levels resulted in enhanced performance by 

students on classroom assessments of their reading skills. 

Resistance from Special Education Staff Members. Any resistance from 

special education staff members was keyed to particular problems and concerns, and 

resistance was channeled into problem solving for scheduling, instructional techniques, 

communication with general education teachers, and specific student needs for service or 

content of instruction. The problem solving was an ongoing process and was handled 

informally throughout the day, in the joint special education planning time of thirty to 

forty-five minutes at the end of each school day, or in the weekly planning sessions with 

general education teachers.

Resistance from Parents. No substantial resistance from parents surfaced as 

inclusion was implemented in the school. At the beginning of the school year, a letter was 

sent to parents of special education students in the school, stating that direct special 

education services would begin to be delivered in general education classes. In the letter, 
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parents were invited to share their questions and concerns. Parents were asked to direct 

their questions and concerns to school office personnel. To my knowledge, no calls were 

received as a result of the announcement. Some parents asked about inclusion at their 

children’s IEP meetings. IEP meetings became the forum for disseminating information 

about what was happening for students in the inclusionary setting in the school.  

The Study School’s Culture

Whenever I think of culture, I always am reminded of the “daisy” of cultural 

diversity in which the individual is the center, and all the influencing factors for the 

diverse culture of the individual are the petals (from E. Reyes, Variation of Learners class 

notes, 1998). The “petals” then would be socioeconomic status, ethnicity, gender, 

education, exceptionality, occupation, religion, geographic location, and many others. The 

values and beliefs of the individual would be the result of all these influences. 

Consequently, sorting out the important factors influencing a particular school’s culture 

and thereby determining school members’ values and beliefs that were reflected in their 

acceptance and perceptions of inclusion seemed a difficult task.   

 Within the school, the sense of staff as a family, the acceptance of all members of 

the school as valued and valuable, and the sense of the school as a community all held 

importance as school values. Meeting individual needs of students also was voiced and 

practiced. The vision statement of the school, All Students Can Learn, was stated as the 

primary goal, and the statement was reiterated in the Title 1 School Improvement Plan. 

More important was the daily manifestation of teachers caring about the academic and 

social learning that occurred in classrooms, in the hallways, in the lunchroom, and on the 

playground, formally and informally, a continuous flow of potentially teachable 

moments.
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Accommodating Learning Differences 

Students from Native American and Hispanic ethnic backgrounds often did not fit 

traditional Anglo, middle class expectations for ways of thinking and performing in the 

classroom. Reading as a primary way of gaining information or for pleasure was not a 

typical orientation for many of the students in the school as a whole. Writing as a tool for 

communication or self-expression also was not a typical orientation for many students. 

The activities based, hands-on instruction for concept building and enhanced 

understanding used throughout the school was a comfortable solution to bridging student 

needs (Brantlinger, 1999) and expectations for academic tasks.  

Climate of Teacher Leadership 

The interaction of staff members with other staff members within the school 

reflected a level of confidence and the competence to act independently as a unit. This 

was fostered especially during a period of time, almost an entire semester, when an acting 

administrator was assigned only part time to the site. Duty rosters and schedules were 

developed and monitored jointly by teachers and the school’s administrative assistant. 

Decisions about behavior management for some students often needed to be made without 

waiting for the administrator. Students’ difficult behaviors were managed largely in the 

classrooms with teachers sharing ideas about what they should do to meet the challenges. 

Teachers had to be willing to take responsibility for actions taken without administrative 

guidance. They supported each other in this process, strengthening interdependence 

among them.  

School Members’ Attitudes Toward Change 

A pragmatic approach to daily demands and flexibility of teachers and staff 

members provided the base from which the daily business of the school was conducted. 
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Teachers engaged in reflective practice: when a specific approach worked, teachers 

continued its use; if not they tried other approaches. Teachers exchanged ideas about 

what worked, and what did not, and about how to improve outcomes.     

The willingness of school members to take on, or assist others in taking on, 

difficult situations or challenging instructional or behavioral problems was a value that 

could support the change to inclusion. This cooperative orientation was evident 

particularly among the teachers as they engaged in problem solving. Collaboration, 

cooperation, and mutual support (Brantlinger, 1999) were brought into sharper and more 

directed focus. Assuredly, staff members had differences of opinion and spirited 

discussions resulted. Within the framework of acceptance of each other, staff members 

explored each others’ ideas and sometimes opposing views, and the possibilities 

prompted by the discussions. That school members shared goals and reached toward 

those goals was displayed as inclusion was initiated in the school. 

Participants 

The study school’s enrollment was moderately stable with about 450 students in 

kindergarten through sixth grade. The study school was ethnically diverse. In 1998/1999 

the ethnic makeup of the school was Native American (34%), Hispanic (32%), and Anglo 

(31%). The remaining 3% was comprised of African American (2%) and Asian (1%) 

students. Interestingly, according to the school reports from 1991-1998, based on parent 

information, an almost equal mix of Anglo, Hispanic, and Native American students was 

present in the school, but in my seven years at the school I saw few Anglo children, 

usually two or three in a class of twenty-two or twenty-three. On the home language 

surveys, for only 12% of students, parents reported that a language other than English 

was the primary language spoken in the home.   
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Adults in the School

 Ethnically, teachers in the school were not representative of the area. The 

Hispanic and Native American component of the school’s adults more often were 

paraeducators. A total of 15 general education teachers,  three special education teachers, 

four kindergarten and first grade paraeducators, and four special education paraeducators 

were in the school in 1998/1999; nineteen were Anglo, five Hispanic, and two Native 

American. Related services personnel included a contracted school psychologist who was 

Anglo, Occupational Therapy (OT)/Physical Therapy (PT) paraeducator, also Anglo, and 

a speech therapist, who was Hispanic. School staff members also included a teacher of 

English as a Second Language (ESL) who was Asian, a Title I teacher who was Native 

American, and a district counselor, also Native American, who was shared with another 

school. The administrators included in the study were the school principal, district special 

education director, and district superintendent of schools, all Anglo. Demographic 

information for all staff members is included in Tables 6, 7, and 8. For the follow up 

activities of the study, staffing changes resulted in the involvement of different 

participants from those who were involved in the formal data collection. Demographic 

data for the follow up participants is in Table 9.

Special Education Students in the School  

The special education multidisciplinary team identified 72 students eligible for 

special education services, according to the 1998/1999 Special Education Census. 

Disabilities of the students ranged from speech and language impairment (SLI) to specific 

learning disabilities (SLD)to mildly mentally retarded (MIMR).  One student with spina 

bifida and cognitive disability and one student with low vision attended the school for one 

year each during 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 6 

Demographics of School Study Participants for Formal Data Gathering :

General Education Teachers

________________________________________________________________________

Ethnicity                 Age             Education         Experience (yrs)      Years in the School    

Anglo         46+          MA 20+ 20+

Anglo         46+          MA 20+ 20+

Anglo         46+          MA             11-20        0-5

Anglo                26-35          MA             11-20             6-10

Anglo         36-45          MA  6-10             6-10

Anglo         26-35          MA  6-10 0-5

Anglo         36-45          MA  0-5 0-5

Anglo         46+          BS +50 20+ 20+

Anglo         46+          BS 11-20                          11-20

Anglo         36-45          BS  11-20             11-20

Anglo         26-35          BS  6-10             6-10

Anglo         46+          BS  6-10                            0-5

Anglo                36-45          BS   0-5 0-5     

Anglo                      26-35          BS   0-5 0-5

Anglo                26-35           BS   0-5 0-5

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 7 

Demographics of School Study Participants for Formal Data Gathering :

Special Education Teachers

________________________________________________________________________

Ethnicity                 Age             Education         Experience (yrs)      Years in the School__

Hispanic          46+        High school   11-20            11-20

Anglo                 36-45             BA    0-5 0-5

Anglo          20-25 BA    0-5 0-5

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 8 

Demographics of School Study Participants for Formal Data Gathering:

Other Staff Members

________________________________________________________________________

Ethnicity              Age          Education             Experience (yrs)          Years in the School_

General education paraeducators

Native American  36-45      High school        11-20         11-20

________________________________________________________________________

Special education paraeducators

Hispanic        36-45       High school                0-5                                0-5

________________________________________________________________________

Related services staff members

Native American   36-45 MS          11-20           0-5

Hispanic       26-35         MS          6-10           6-10  

________________________________________________________________________

Related services paraeducators

Anglo       36-45 High school+           6-10           6-10

________________________________________________________________________

Administrators

Anglo        46+ Ed D 20+ 0-5

Anglo        46+ M A 20+ 0-5

Anglo        46+ M A 20+ 0-5

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 9 

Demographics of School Study Participants in Follow Up Activities

________________________________________________________________________

Ethnicity               Age          Education          Experience (yrs)        Years in the School       

Special education teachers

Anglo      26-35     BS        0-5 0-5

Anglo      20-25     BS        0-5 0-5

Hispanic               20-25     BS        0-5 0-5

________________________________________________________________________

Special education instructional assistants

Hispanic       46+ High school        11-20           11-20

Anglo       46+ High school        20+           0-5

Hispanic       36-45 High school         0-5           0-5

________________________________________________________________________

Administrators

Anglo       46+         MA         20+ 0-5

Anglo       26-36         MS         6-10 0-5 

________________________________________________________________________
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the seven years I taught in the school, but no students in the school’s attendance area 

were identified with moderate to severe retardation, multiple disabilities, or serious 

sensory disabilities in the 1998/1999 census.

The multidisciplinary team followed guidelines of Public Law 94-142, Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and state and district guidelines to determine 

students’ eligibility for services and appropriate categories for placement. Learning 

disability criteria included evidence of neurological processing deficits resulting in 

significant discrepancy (17 or more points) between cognitive functioning and academic 

performance according to standardized psycho-educational assessments. Fifty-six percent 

(n=39) of the identified students had specific social or behavioral goals in addition to 

academic goals. Of these, less than 5% (n=3) had functional behavior assessments and 

plans because of serious behavior needs. Thirty-seven percent (n=26) were to receive 

special education services in three disability areas, which could be any combination of 

basic reading, reading comprehension, math calculation, math reasoning, written 

expression, or listening comprehension. Twenty-two percent (n=16) were to receive 

special education services in one or two disability areas. Twenty percent (n=14) were to 

receive services in more than three disability areas as determined by the multidisciplinary 

team and reflected in their IEPs.  

Special Education in the School Prior to Inclusion  

School members’ attitudes toward special education service delivery were 

traditional. If a student gained the facility to function in the general education classroom 

(Brantlinger, 1999), a multidisciplinary team met, and the student no longer was identified 

as needing special services.  If the need for services arose at a later time, the student could 

be placed in special education again, according to PL 94-142. Special  education services 
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were provided largely in a separate setting, the resource room, by the special education 

teacher or paraeducator.  

The Title 1 School Improvement Plan (SIP) included a statement that special 

education students would be placed in general education classrooms with age appropriate 

peers, so all special education students were assigned to general education classrooms. 

Typically, if special education students were able to manage assignments academically 

and were socially appropriate, they remained in their classrooms.  

The activities based, hands on approach in the school enhanced students’ ability 

to remain in the classroom. However, a small group of fourth through sixth grade students 

with serious learning disabilities did spend their day, except for lunch, physical education, 

music, and art, in the resource room. These students were able to read minimally, far 

below grade level, and often had difficulty with class assignments reliant on reading. They 

also tended to be disruptive in the classroom.  

The special education teacher provided integrated, thematic instruction for 

students pulled out of their general education classrooms. These students also 

participated in instructional games. In my conversation with the teacher, she voiced 

eagerness to have her own general education classroom, and this arrangement of having a 

small group most of the day seemed at least partially to fill that need. When talking to 

general classroom teachers of the high need students, I discovered that except for the 

morning roll and lunch count and knowing that the students were with special education 

staff, classroom teachers felt little responsibility for the students’ academic and social 

needs. Grades were assigned by special educators and entered on report cards by general 

classroom teachers.  
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During this time, I also experienced the phenomenon of students’ lack of 

accountability to their assigned general education classroom teachers for activities related 

to areas served by special education staff in the resource room. Early in the school year, 

special education students often informed me that they would not be participating in a 

particular activity or attempting a specific reading or writing assignment because, “I do 

that in resource.” My response was: “Well, you also do it here. I’ll help you.” As the 

school moved into inclusion in 1995/1996, I saw another version of lack of accountability 

for class writing assignments in that students expected to dictate written work to me 

without making any effort to put ideas on paper on their own. Of even greater concern to 

me was that special education students often lacked basic student skills (which we later 

addressed in inclusion service delivery as classroom strategies for IEP purposes) of 

attending to whole group instructions, setting up a paper for a written assignment, and 

taking the initiative in preparing for a new activity; students often missed teacher cues.

My Role in the School Prior to Inclusion  

I had been in the school for four years prior to initiating inclusion. I was assigned 

initially to a third grade class of students who had serious learning difficulties, many of 

whom also had serious behavior problems, and there I believed I earned the respect of my 

colleagues. I then taught first grade successfully for three years. I believed I had gained a 

reputation as a team player who enjoyed interacting with other teachers and combining 

instructional ideas and efforts with a fellow first grade teacher, planning and taking grade 

level field trips.

This four year period was the foundation on which inclusion in the school was 

eventually placed. During that time I had my share of students receiving special education 

services, sometimes taking parents through the referral, evaluation, and placement 
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process. Because of my previous experiences with general classroom guest status of 

students receiving services in separate settings, and because I believed students lost the 

continuity of what was happening in the classroom when they were pulled out, I asked 

that my students who were identified as requiring specialized instruction remain in my 

classroom because I was qualified to provide their instruction. I invited special education 

staff members to assist my students in my classroom. Special education staff members 

did consult with me informally on occasion, but did not come to my classroom to assist.  

As time passed, I talked with the special education teacher about coming into my 

class. I found that she had serious reservations about providing services in my classroom. 

She had never gone into general education classrooms or had an opportunity to observe 

another special education teacher in a general education classroom, and was not prepared 

to assume responsibility for providing special education services in a general education 

classroom. I assured her that we could work together, planning ways to deliver services in 

my class, but she never was  comfortable with attempting to come into my classroom. 

After we had talked a few times, she promised consulting support because she believed 

my students “seemed to be doing okay” without additional help from her. My response 

was to ask her to have parents approve the service delivery, which she did. The following 

year she asked for a fifth grade position.

During my second year of teaching first grade, I had only one special education 

student. The student had mild mental retardation and speech and language needs. The 

speech therapist agreed to come into my classroom, assisting the student with completing 

his classroom task and then engaging him in targeted language tasks. At times she involved 

the whole class in participating in the same task, or often in activities in which he would 
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have to assert himself, a targeted area of need for him. She was pleased by the experience 

and so was I.

The new special education teacher had her time fully engaged with exploding 

special education numbers as the district moved to a policy of retention for students not 

meeting grade level standards. Previously, teachers made decisions about retention on the 

basis of progress made, and few retentions occurred. Now the district proposed to hold 

teachers accountable for the level of performance of students promoted to the next grade. 

The way of circumventing the problem, for some teachers and students, was to refer 

students who did not meet the standard for consideration for special education evaluation. 

Worthy of  note was that in previous years teachers had not referred students readily 

who may have qualified for special education because they preferred to provide for 

students’ special needs in the general education classroom until or unless the need for 

special education assistance became obvious. Other teachers voiced resentment to me 

about the loss of professional prerogative of taking the time to decide if a student could 

continue to make gains by moving the student into the next grade level even though all the 

standards for the current grade level had not been met.   

The following year another new special education teacher provided resource 

services in the school. A student with spina bifida who was in a wheelchair was in my 

first grade class. In her previous school she had been in a self-contained special education 

classroom. She was eight years old and did not read or write. However, she was very 

social, had a more than acceptable vocabulary, and had exceptional upper body strength. 

She quickly learned to transfer herself from her wheelchair to her desk chair and from her 

desk chair to the floor after she was helped and prompted by the occupational therapist 

      194



and the physical therapist. She also had academic assistance in my classroom, but it came 

in an unexpected form, a paraeducator, Fran. 

The students enjoyed having Cathy as a member of the class. They were very 

impressed that she could go on the slide, pulling herself up the slope of the slide with her 

exceptionally strong arms. They were happy to clear the slide, including the ladder, 

although she did not use it, and cheer her on so that she could participate in the 

playground activities! Cathy was an emerging reader and writer by the end of the year. 

She moved the following school year, and I received a telephone call from her general  

education classroom teacher for information on ways to accommodate her needs in the 

general classroom setting.

Fran and I shared ideas about what promotes good learning and independence, and 

she agreed to provide the direct special education services for children in my classroom, 

Cathy among them. She assisted students individually with classroom activities and also 

provided small group instruction for students needing specific skills instruction.  

Fran had been in my classroom for the previous two years as a general education 

paraeducator and had transferred into the special education program. The current general 

education paraeducator and I provided small group instruction, promoting opportunities 

to provide more responsively for individual students’ needs so Fran joined us in this 

endeavor. The groups were mixed, including special education students and others with 

similar instructional needs, and occurring at the same time, because Fran was there for an 

hour for reading support and later in the day for half an hour for math support. I believe 

the arrangement was comfortable and productive.  

I have commented before that schools are like small towns, no information is a 

secret. In a school with only two or three classrooms for each grade level, and where 
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teachers are inclined to share instructional materials and ideas, the way my special 

education students were receiving services had not gone unnoticed or unremarked. 

However, other teachers were not asking for services to be delivered to their special 

education students in the same way.  

When I talked with the most current resource teacher about providing services in 

general education classrooms, she was not only reluctant, but also not interested. She and 

I had frequent friendly interactions in which I would encourage her to try coming into my 

classroom. Her goal was to teach in her own general education classroom, and she set up 

her resource room as if it were a general education class, keeping several of the fifth and 

sixth grade students all day except for music, art, and physical education. She was happy 

for Fran to continue coming into my classroom, but was not interested personally. She 

taught fourth grade the following year. 

Throughout the year, I talked with other general education teachers about my 

frustration in having a revolving door of special education teachers. We discussed what 

had been happening in my classroom. I asked how they would feel about having the kind 

of special education program wherein special education staff members went into 

classrooms to deliver special education services, and what if I agreed to be the special 

education teacher?  

I had initiated the approach of going into general education classrooms in other 

schools before, though not on an entire school scale. I felt confident we could do it. I 

would take the lead. I talked with the special education director. She had some knowledge 

about inclusion and knew that inclusion practice was varied and specific to schools. She 

was convinced that regular formal weekly planning was vital to success, and that a 

rotating substitute teacher could  be provided for half a day. I talked to the school 
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principal early in March about whether the idea of providing all special education services 

in general education classrooms was something he felt he could support. I commented that 

if it were not, I was very happy teaching first grade.  

As a new elementary school principal, he was still establishing his role in the 

school. He had come to the school as interim principal after the previous principal 

experienced health problems at the beginning of the school year and was in the school part 

time. He was named as principal in November, leaving his position as assistant principal 

at the local high school. He agreed to try implementing an inclusion program. In 

retrospect, I believe he may have been more open to change as a new principal in the 

school, more willing to take a risk since he had attended Northern Arizona University’s 

Leadership Seminar in the summer, was infused with ideas about school change and 

principals’ roles in school change, and believed that he had strong collegial support. I 

became the special education resource teacher.

At the end of the following year the principal pronounced that inclusion practice 

had been implemented smoothly in the school and without difficulties of any 

consequence. In the second semester of the next year he began to question whether 

inclusion was in the best interest of students and to encourage that small groups be served 

in the resource room occasionally. His explanation, when I discussed this with him on 

several occasions, was that he knew more about special education now and just felt 

inclusion was not always in students’ best interests. When I asked for examples, he just 

repeated that he did not think inclusion always met student needs.

The Study Design

Three bodies of information were included in the study. The first body of 

information was gathered informally as a part of reflective practice for the purpose of 
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school program improvement. The first year of inclusion in the study school, the Regular 

Education Initiative (REI) Survey (1991) and a simple leader-generated inclusion 

questionnaire to discover reactions to inclusion were the earliest information-gathering 

instruments. The next year, school members completed a survey developed by the 

inclusion team to gauge perceptions of inclusion practice effectiveness. At the end of the 

survey teachers also were asked to share areas of concern and strengths of inclusion. The 

third year the final evaluation consisted of an open-ended questionnaire addressing 

specific curriculum areas and inclusion practices to meet student and teacher needs in 

these areas. I decided to include these preliminary instruments in the study as the scope 

of the study broadened. Responses on the instruments were important in guiding the 

development of a responsive inclusion effort in the school and refining inclusion practices 

from year to year. Equally important on an ongoing basis, because we were able to 

identify areas of concern and address the concerns as they arose, were the 15-minute 

weekly meetings held with each general education teacher with all special education staff 

members.

The second body of information was more formalized, gathered after I had 

completed much of my review of the literature about inclusion practices, particularly 

from the 1993-1997 time frame when inclusion was highly visible in publications. The 

information was generated during a two week period in which I returned to the school 

with instruments I had developed, including an open-ended questionnaire for definitions 

of inclusion and success of inclusion and a checklist of inclusion elements based on 

NCERI’s Factors (1993), CEC’s Principles (1993), and Vaughn and Schumm’s Themes 

(1999). During the two week period, I also conducted staff discussion groups and 

administrator questionnaires on the inclusion program’s strengths and weaknesses.
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The third body of information was a compilation and analysis of results from the

previous sources and from informal interviews the next year of key staff and 

administrators regarding the continued role of inclusion in the school. The information 

was enriched with a description of the school, its members and setting, and activities and 

practices that support inclusion in the school. 

Overview of Data Collected 

Over time, three bodies of data were gathered.  The first body of data was the 

product of early assessments to determine directions to take, identify stated needs, and 

gauge perceived effectiveness of inclusion in the school. The second body of data resulted 

from the formalized study of perceptions of inclusion in the school, including definitions 

of inclusion and success of inclusion, as well as elements of inclusion. The third body of 

data was based on follow-up interviews with administrators and questionnaires from key 

stakeholders about the continued role of inclusion at the study school.

  Instruments

Because of the scope of the study of perceptions of inclusion, a sizable number 

and variety of instruments were generated. As inclusion began in the school, the focus of 

the assessments was on general education teachers’ reactions to inclusion and program 

improvement.  I developed the instruments predicated on what I perceived was the need 

at the time. For the formal data collection, instruments and approaches were conceived 

carefully to elicit desired information and to reflect systematic research and accepted 

research practices. The follow-up data collection was designed to provide verification of 

the direction of inclusion in the school one year after the collection of formal data. Tables 

10, 11, and 12 provide an overview of the instruments and when the data were gathered.   
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Informal Program Evaluation: Early Assessment of Program Effectiveness   

Assessments were conducted at the inception of inclusion and throughout its 

development. The purpose of the assessments was to determine whether or not services 

provided by special education staff members were responsive to special education 

students’ needs. Further, the purpose of the assessments was to determine whether or 

not special education staff members supported special education students and their 

general education teachers, because the students remained in general education classes for 

special education services. The intent of the assessments was to identify any needs not 

addressed by special education staff members and respond expeditiously and 

appropriately so that the needs of special education students were met.

As inclusion was launched in the school, I believed that it was important for the 

special education team members to be responsive to the needs of all those involved in 

service delivery to special education students. I also was concerned that school members 

might express negative feelings about inclusion in a way that would not be addressed 

productively as problems to be solved. Early in the implementation of inclusion, I tried to 

tap into what school members were thinking and feeling about inclusion in the school. 

Over the next two years, I provided an opportunity for teachers to express anonymously 

in writing their perceptions, whether positive or negative, of what was happening with 

inclusion in the school. Copies of the early assessment instruments are in Appendix B.

Open-Ended Questionnaire to Discover Reactions to Inclusion. After school 

had been in session for about a month (fall, 1995), I developed a basic questionnaire that 

other special educators agreed included questions that would elicit information we wanted 

at that time. The four questions were broad and open-ended about what teachers thought 

was good about the approach to inclusion, what could be done in a better way, whether 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 10 

Assessing Perceptions of Inclusion in the Study School: Informal Assessments

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments      Form of       Individuals              Dates of                                                                

used                          administration                     surveyed                       administration      

1. Initial              Open-ended                  All general education            September 12,

View of              questionnaire                teachers 1995

Inclusion

2. Final   Survey    All general and             Spring, 1996

Evaluation of                                         special education

Resource    teachers

Program,          

Spring, 1996

3. REI Survey              Survey    All general education  Fall, 1996

   teachers

4. Final       Questionnaire    All general education    May 12, 1997

Evaluation of                teachers

Resource Program,

Spring, 1997

       (continued)

      201



________________________________________________________________________

Table 10 (continued)

Assessing Perceptions of Inclusion in the Study School: Informal Assessments

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments         Form of           Individuals           Dates of                                                    

used                                 administration                 surveyed                     administration     

5. Preference                 Individual         23 special education    May, 1997

Statements of       interviews         students

23 Students

Previously in 

Resource Pullout

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 11 

Assessing Perceptions of Inclusion in the Study School: Formal Data Collection

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments            Form of           Individuals         Dates of                                                    

used                                    administration             surveyed                    administration       

1. Questionnaire        Open-ended         General and special     January 4, 1999

on Inclusion of        questionnaire         education teachers

Special Education         and paraeducators

Students in 

General Education

Classrooms

2. Checklist for         Checklist        General and special        January 6, 1999

Inclusion Elements                            education teachers

                   and paraeducators

3. Positive Outcomes        Dialogue                    General and special        January 8, 1999

of Inclusion            group        education teachers 

       and paraeducators

4. Formal Observations    2 1/2 - 3 hour        Classroom teachers       January 4 - 8, 

for Presence or Absence   sessions in the        school principal            1999

of Inclusion Elements      school to observe,    

     ask questions

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 11 (continued)

Assessing Perceptions of Inclusion in the Study School: Formal Data Collection

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments          Form of           Individuals                Dates of                                                    

used                                 administration                 surveyed                          administration

5. Administrator     Individual             Study school principal      January 11, 1999

Interviews      interviews special education 

director, district 

superintendent

6. Negative Aspects        Dialogue                 General and special            January 12, 1999

of inclusion      group             education teachers 

and paraeducators

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 12 

Assessing Perceptions of Inclusion in the Study School: Follow Up Data Collection 

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments       Form of        Individuals                          Dates of                                                    

used                               administration                surveyed                             administration

1. Open-ended   Open-ended               Special education            May 9, 2000

Questionnaire for   questionnaire   teachers and 

Special Education               paraeducators

Staff Members

2. Future Directions    Individual   Outgoing principal, May 9, 2000

for Inclusion in the         interviews                  incoming principal

Study School

________________________________________________________________________
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they were receiving enough assistance, and if they needed more information about a 

particular area of concern about inclusion. Special education staff members started the 

year serving high need students and had just settled into their schedules for serving all 

students when the questionnaire was distributed.  

  I particularly wanted teachers to be able to react to what was happening. I 

believed that if teachers could voice concerns, and if special education staff members 

addressed their concerns immediately, we would minimize having teachers talk about 

problems among themselves without resolution, jeopardizing inclusion’s acceptance and 

success. The questionnaire for general education teachers was placed in teachers’ 

mailboxes to be returned to my box. Responses were grouped and considered for general 

content and overall ideas to determine the needed adjustments for concerns teachers 

shared or reinforcement of activities teachers viewed positively.

Survey to Determine Inclusion’s Effectiveness. The following spring I 

developed a survey, Final Evaluation of Resource Program, Spring 1996, which also was 

distributed in teacher mailboxes, with teachers returning the surveys to my mailbox. The 

assessment, conducted near the end of the school year, was a rating scale with 10 items 

specific to student gains, methods of inclusion service delivery, and perceptions of special 

education team members’ responsiveness to students’ and teachers’ needs. The rating 

scale was followed by two questions to solicit input about strengths and weaknesses of 

inclusion.

The survey consisted of ten questions using a 5-point Likert scale from “does not 

meet need” to “success greater than expected.” Student gains, classroom support 

techniques for special education students, and support for students and general education 

teachers were the focus of the survey. It also contained two open-ended items about areas 
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of concern and strengths. Special education staff members offered suggestions that were 

incorporated in the survey.  

On this first survey I was concerned primarily with the overall reaction to the 

approaches we were using in general education classrooms, and whether or not the 

approaches were perceived as meeting needs. Rather than considering the level of the 

response, I designated the responses as negative or positive, looked at numbers for each 

item, and then considered the total negative and positive responses and how they were 

distributed. Responses to the items for strengths and needs were considered for 

consistency among responses.

The Regular Education Initiative (REI) Survey (Semmel, Abernathy, 

Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Although the REI Survey was published in 1991, I did not 

discover it until fall, 1996. Items on the survey represented the broad view of the concept 

of special education students as a part of the larger school community (e.g., labeling and 

student rights, curriculum and instructional methods, and shared responsibility for special 

education services). The REI Survey consisted of 14 items with a 5 point Likert scale 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The survey was completed by general education 

teachers at the study school shortly after I became aware of the survey because I 

considered that teachers’ responses to the survey would be a good indicator of their 

attitudes about the concept of inclusion. Responses on the REI Survey were averaged for 

each item and then ranked. 

Open-Ended Questionnaire Addressing Specific Curriculum Areas and 

Inclusion Practices. At the close of the second school year, teachers completed a 

specific, program-generated questionnaire, Final Evaluation of Resource Program, Spring 

1997. The questionnaire included a variety of topics, from numbers of students still 

      207



needing to be referred for consideration for special education evaluation to particular 

instructional approaches in service delivery. The eight questions were developed to gain 

information about program concerns, from scheduling planning time to assistance with 

state and district test-taking, instructional planning and accommodations for students and 

teachers, and assistance with students whose behavior interfered with instruction in 

general education classrooms. Five of the questions were answered with yes/no 

responses, three questions were open-ended. Yes/no questions were analyzed based on a 

simple tally and total responses of each. Responses to open-ended questions and strength 

and weakness items were grouped and considered for program adjustment.   

By the time the second questionnaire and student preference poll were completed, 

I had been accepted into the University of Arizona’s doctoral program. I decided that I 

would remain in my current position for another year to reinforce connections with staff 

members and firmly establish inclusion practices in the school. 

Student Interviews. In past assignments in special education positions and as a 

general education teacher, I had observed special education students’ over-reliance on 

adults for assistance in attempting and completing tasks. Special education students in my 

general education classrooms often sat without asking for help, expecting me to notice 

that help or encouragement to begin was needed. For some students, “I can’t do this!” 

was a common refrain, even when the activities were flexible enough to accommodate the 

students’ learning differences.    

Special education staff members made a commitment in inclusion practice to 

encourage a greater degree of student independence. Students’ reactions to this practice 

were solicited in student interviews in the spring, 1997. The interviews consisted of only 
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one question: “Would you rather stay in your regular classroom and get help or go to 

Resource?” Responses were grouped for analysis. 

Weekly Meetings with General Education Staff  Members and Special 

Education Staff Members. Special education staff members and general education 

teachers met weekly to promote an almost continuous flow of information about 

inclusion’s progress and acceptance or concerns in the school. A “floating substitute” was 

hired, and each teacher met with special education staff members for about fifteen 

minutes. The weekly meetings were intended to facilitate consideration for referral of 

students at risk of needing specialized instruction, close monitoring of special education 

students’ progress, careful planning of strategies for meeting students’ needs, 

collaborative assignment of report card grades, and planning the logistics of serving all the 

special education students in all the areas they required. 

Formal Program Evaluation: Perceptions of Inclusion Practice in the School 

Formal instruments were developed to gather teaching staff members’ perceptions 

of inclusion practice in the school. Teachers responded individually to an open-ended 

definitions questionnaire and a self-administered checklist to identify inclusion elements 

(see Appendix B).  Teachers also discussed positive outcomes and negative aspects of 

inclusion practice in the school in the openness of dialogue groups. Data for this study 

were collected over a two week period in early January, 1999, with a follow-up session 

for member checking of the data. Four sessions were conducted for data collection.  

Data collection was initiated at the beginning of the first week with a fifteen 

minute preliminary informational session to clarify the purpose and the procedures of the 

study to teaching staff members and also to explore the idea of inclusion with the group. 

The initial session was followed at the end of the week with a one hour dialogue group on 
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positive outcomes of inclusion practice, and a one hour dialogue group was conducted on 

negative aspects of inclusion practice in the middle of the next week. The dialogue groups 

were audio-recorded following established procedures (Vaughn, Schumm, & Sinagub, 

1996). The researcher agreed to share the results with the staff members for their use in 

their school improvement plan.  

Within the next few months, a preliminary report was written, summarizing the 

information gathered. In May, 2000 a one hour follow up session was held with the 

participants to confirm the researcher’s accuracy in reporting and to gather any additions 

or changes desired by the participants to clarify or improve the content of the report.   

Open-ended questionnaire for definitions of inclusion and success of 

inclusion. On January 4, 1999, as a preliminary to the dialogue groups, teachers were 

asked to define inclusion, and were asked to tell their views of success for students 

receiving special education services. Their definitions provided the frame of reference in 

considering discussion group input. The definitions questionnaires (see Appendix B) were 

completed independently after an overview of the components of the two week study, 

and the kinds of instruments to be used were presented.  

The purpose of the open-ended questionnaire was to establish a collective 

definition of inclusion and success in the study school because little agreement is found in 

the literature in defining these terms. The individual written definitions were collected 

following the preliminary session. Some of the questionnaires were completed and 

returned immediately,and the other questionnaires were returned in the next few days. 

Definitions of inclusion and success from the open-ended questionnaire were categorized 

using a matrix  (Miles & Huberman, 1984) consisting of important phrases contained in 
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the definitions the teaching staff members wrote. Teaching staff members included 

teachers and special education paraeducators. The principal also attended the overview 

session, although he did not participate actively.

The Checklist of Inclusion Elements. The Checklist of Inclusion Elements (see 

Appendix B) provided an opportunity for school staff members to indicate their 

perceptions of whether the elements established in the literature as necessary to the 

success of inclusion practice in schools were present in the school or whether the 

elements were absent (NCERI, 1994; CEC,1994; Vaughn & Schumm, 1993; Vaughn, 

Schumm, & Brick, 1998). The Checklist was designed for simplicity of use in marking 

items for the presence or absence of elements of inclusion in the school. As I developed 

the Checklist, I attempted to keep the language simple and easily understood by teaching 

staff members and attempted to avoid biased wording. The checklist was reviewed by six 

of the researcher’s university colleagues for simplicity of language and biased wording as 

the first step for triangulation. Key individuals in another school, including a special 

educator, a  first grade teacher, a Title One aide, a fifth grade teacher, and a school 

psychologist completed the Checklist prior to the study, giving suggestions for wording 

of specific items, as the second step for triangulation. These changes were made before 

the study was initiated, as the final step for triangulation. Validity and reliability of the 

Checklist of Inclusion Elements were not established for the study.

During the week of January 6th, teachers completed the definitions questionnaire, 

and at a short meeting at the end of the week, The Checklist for Inclusion Elements was 

distributed. Brief instructions were given indicating that items should be checked if the 

individual felt the element was present in the school and left blank if the element was not 

present. Many participants completed the Checklist at the time of distribution; other 

      211



participants returned it over the next few days. Responses on the Checklist of Inclusion 

Elements were analyzed for frequency (by percentage) of positive item responses, 

indicating perception of the presence of specific inclusion elements in the school. Items 

were then grouped by element to consider whether or not participants perceived that the 

element was present in the school. 

Dialogue Groups. Stewart & Shamdasani (1990), proponents of focus group 

interviews, provided the framework for approaching whole group interviews, or dialogue 

groups. Focus groups typically have been comprised of small numbers of individuals. 

Dialogue groups have involved a naturally existing group of individuals with a common 

interest, in this case the entire school staff. The intent for both focus groups and dialogue 

groups has been the same:  “ . . .that their use is consistent with the objectives and 

purpose of the research” (p. 12). The dichotomy of advantages and limitations of 

interview groups is presented in Table 13.

The richness of the data the researcher was able to obtain has justified the use of 

dialogue groups as long as care has been exercised in considering the data. Stewart and 

Shamdasani (1990) cautioned that data should be considered in light of intrapersonal, 

interpersonal, and environmental influences. The validity and usefulness of the dialogue 

groups could be affected by the comfort level of those involved in expressing their views 

and ideas. Dialogue group data were expected to be analyzed using Strauss and Glaser’s 

(1967) comparative method for coding, categorizing, and summarizing the data. However, 

in the first dialogue group session on January 8, 1999, teaching staff members set up 

categories they felt would encompass positive outcomes as a first step. One teacher 

suggested areas; the others assigned their ideas to the categories. The categories were 

devised as a flexible framework with other categories possibly to be added. No categories 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 13 

Advantages and Limitations to Dialogue Groups

________________________________________________________________________   

               Advantages                                                            Limitations                                

1. Direct interaction between researcher      1. Responses from members are not

and respondents.      independent  from others. Responses 

     may be influenced by a dominant 

     member.

2. Researcher can gain deeper meaning       2. Researcher may give too great

and connections in responses.       credence to the findings because of 

       live respondents rather than statistical

      summaries.

3.  Results are easy to understand.       3.  Results may be difficult to summarize

      or interpret.

________________________________________________________________________
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were added because teachers were able to place positive outcomes and negative aspects of 

inclusion within the categories they had proposed. Little facilitation of the groups was 

required. The researcher reiterated and recorded teaching staff members’ input; teaching 

staff members validated what was written during the recording of responses and 

confirmed accuracy of the recording of responses again when input had ended. 

Individual Administrator Interviews. The building principal, special education 

director, and school superintendent were each interviewed on January 11, 1999 to sample 

their perceptions of inclusion practice in the study school (see Appendix B). 

Administrators did not participate in the dialogue groups for perceptions of the positive 

outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion, although the principal attended part of the

first dialogue group session. Separate interviews were conducted so that group members 

would not feel constrained by the administrators’ participation in the dialogue groups. 

Also, I believed administrators might speak more freely in separate interviews that were 

unstructured, though light probes were used to give direction to the interviews. The 

interviews were expected to reveal the level of administrators’ participation in inclusion 

actively, or their awareness of what was happening with inclusion practice in the school.  

The administrator’s interviews concluded the formal study of inclusion conducted 

during the two week period in the year after I had left the school--Spring, 1999. The 

interviews were analyzed for support, or lack of support, of inclusion practice in the 

school.  

Follow-Up Interviews with Administrators and Questionnaires from Key 

Stakeholders  

I returned to the study school in May of the next school year, 2000. The special 

education lead teacher of the previous year had resigned and a new special education 
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teacher had been hired. The new staff members had no experience with inclusion practice. 

The question now was whether the belief that inclusion was desirable was evidenced by 

the continuation of inclusion, or whether other factors were influencing the extent to 

which inclusion was being practiced in the school. I had informal conversations with the 

special education teacher and paraeducators who had been in the resource program since 

inclusion began. I believed that they would share openly and freely their perceptions of 

whether or not inclusion was still practiced in the school. While I was at the school, I 

asked all special education staff members to complete an open-ended questionnaire. 

Questions were broad and philosophical, intending to tap individual beliefs and attitudes 

toward special education and inclusion (see Appendix B). “What is inclusion?” was, 

predictably, one of the questions I asked.   

In addition to distributing the questionnaire, I interviewed the principal, who was 

leaving the school to become the district assistant superintendent. I had a brief 

conversation with the incoming principal. I also had passing conversations with key 

people, general education teachers who had been in the school at least since inclusion 

began.

The Questionnaire for Special Education Staff Members. All special 

education staff members responded to the questionnaire. Six questions relating to roles of 

paraeducators and teachers, collaboration, the definition of inclusion, inclusion’s place in a 

school, and the future of inclusion in the school were included in the questionnaire (see 

Appendix B). My intention was that the responses to the three questions in which the 

definition of inclusion, inclusion’s place in a school, and the future of inclusion in the 

school would reflect the staff members’ attitudes toward inclusion.

Three teachers and three paraeducators completed questionnaires in the follow-up 

      215



session. Two of the teachers had been at the school for at least two years. One of the 

paraeducators was hired at the beginning of the school year and was new to special 

education. Responses were considered for general content and overall ideas to determine 

support or lack of support for inclusion in the school.   

Follow-Up Administrator Interviews. The purpose for the follow-up interviews 

was to ascertain whether inclusion was being sustained in the school. Interview questions 

are included in Chapter Four with the results from the interviews.  Four questions relating 

to inclusion were asked when I interviewed the principal.  The questions were about 

beliefs about inclusion over the three year period, whether or not inclusion practices are 

effective, whether the inclusion model in the school was changing, and his projection for 

inclusion practice in the school.

An informal conversation occurred with the incoming principal. The conversation 

was about what he believed about inclusion, whether he anticipated changing the existing 

approach to special education delivery, and his projection for inclusion practice in the 

school. 

Researchers’ Observations and Questions about Inclusion Elements

 The purpose for the observations and questions about inclusion elements was to 

confirm the presence or absence of the specific elements in the school or, in the case of 

funding, the district. Five sessions of two to three hours duration were scheduled during 

which I observed in individual classrooms to see if the elements I had targeted for that 

session were evident or could be confirmed by the teacher or principal. I attempted to 

identify the particular aspect of each element that was present or noted the absence of the 

element in each setting I observed. I analyzed my notes for preponderance of evidence 

confirming the presence or absence of each element.   
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Data Analysis

For efficacy in writing about the instruments in my study and particularly to 

avoid needless repetition of information about the instruments, I included how the data 

were analyzed in the descriptions of the instruments. Table 14 provides an overview of 

the data analysis for the study instruments. For ease of cross reference I have included the 

instrument names and the date the instruments were used.  

Summary

In Chapter 3 my need for simplicity and clarity in describing my study of 

inclusion in the study school for the purposes of this dissertation is evident. My 

involvement in the study school as an active participant, as participant observer, and as 

privileged observer was an important factor in the depth of information I have been able 

to share. I have acknowledged the influence of my own values and beliefs in describing 

what occurred. 

In this chapter, I have introduced readers to the study school as inclusion was 

initiated and implemented. This introduction has provides the setting for the presentation 

of the results of the data analysis of the perceptions of inclusion in the study school The 

study of the processes for data gathering and analysis of the information generated 

comprised the chapter to follow. 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 14 

Data Analysis for the Instruments 

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments                Date of               Data analysis               

    used                        administration                                                                                      

Informal assessments

1. Initial View            September 12, 1995      Responses were grouped for general content  

ideas,   and prioritized for adjustment for needs or

of Inclusion-   reinforcement of strengths.

questionnaire               

2. Final Evaluation      Spring, 1996   Responses to each item were considered   

of Resource Program   negative or positive and counted for each 

Spring, 1996-   item, then ranked.

rating scale    

3. REI Survey-  Fall, 1996   Responses were averaged, then ranked.

rating scale

4. Final Evaluation  Spring, 1997   Yes/No responses were tallied for total 

of Resource Program,    responses to each question. Open-ended 

   questions for strengths and weaknesses 

   were grouped and considered for 

   adjustment or reinforcement.

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 14 (continued)

Data Analysis for the Instruments 

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments                     Date of               Data analysis               

used                                 administration                                                                                 

Spring, 1997-     

questionnaire    

4. Preference Statements   May, 1997    Responses were grouped for inclusion

of 23 Students Previously                preference or pullout preference and 

in Resource Pullout-    considered for content.

interviews

Formal assessments

1. Questionnaire     January 4, 1999    The researcher categorized responses using  

on Inclusion of    a matrix (Miles & Huberman, 1984) and   

Special Education    combined the responses for collective 

Students in General    definitions for key terms   

Education Classrooms    used by dialogue groups.

2. Checklist of    January 6, 1999    The researcher analyzed responses for  

Inclusion Elements    frequency by percentage of positive item 

   response, indicating perception of the 

   presence of an element, then grouped by 

 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 14 (continued)

Data Analysis for the Instruments 

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments                     Date of               Data analysis               

used                                 administration_______________________________________  

element for perception of presence or 

absence of the element in the study school.

3. Positive Outcomes     January 8, 1999 Group members spontaneously set up  

of Inclusion- categories for their overall ideas, assigned 

dialogue group their specific ideas to the categories, 

validated what was written during the 

session, then confirmed the accuracy of the 

recorded responses when input had ended.

4. Observations  January 4 - 8, 1999 The researcher observed for, asked questions 

for Presence or Absence about, and reviewed notes for inclusion 

of Inclusion Elements elements, noting presence or absence of 

elements for each setting.

5. Administrator   January 11, 1999 The researcher considered targeted responses   

Interviews individually.

6. Negative Aspects   January 12, 1999 Group members used previously identified 

of Inclusion- categories for positive outcomes, considering 

dialogue group the categories appropriate for negative 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 14 (continued)

Data Analysis for the Instruments 

________________________________________________________________________

Instruments              Date of                         Data analysis               

used                          administration_________________________________________

aspects, ideas to the categories, validated 

what was written during the session, then 

confirmed the accuracy of the recorded 

responses when input had ended.

Follow Up Data Collection

1. Open-ended May 9, 2000 The researcher analyzed responses to 

Questionnaire for determine staff members’ overall beliefs and

Special Education  attitudes about special education and 

Staff Members              inclusion.

2. Future Directions May 9, 2000 The researcher considered the responses to 

for Inclusion in the targeted questions for attitudes and beliefs. 

Study School-

Interviews

________________________________________________________________________
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDING WHERE SOME PUZZLE PIECES FIT

The purpose of this dissertation was to describe inclusion, philosophically and as 

a practice, in one school, providing the reader with a sense of presence in the school, and 

promoting an understanding of the setting and activities supporting inclusion, and the 

thoughts and perceptions of school members about inclusion. I intended to explore school 

members’ attitudes and beliefs and how they may have influenced the implementation of 

inclusion in the school.

Initially, my purpose for the study was to determine how teachers, related 

services staff members, and the principal viewed inclusion in the school, and what they, 

along with students in special education, believed about inclusion. As time passed, I 

broadened my purpose, looking at the big picture of inclusion in the school and 

considering inclusion as a school change process, providing a wider perspective of what 

had happened in the school as inclusion was implemented and refined.     

 In this chapter I wanted to provide readers with a sense of the encompassing  

nature of inclusion in the study school and to give a view of staff members’ perceptions 

of inclusion practice as the concept of inclusion was embraced and the practice of 

inclusion was established. In this chapter I have presented the results obtained from 

administering the various instruments used throughout the three year period as inclusion 

practice developed in the school. I also have presented results from the two weeks of 

formal data gathering to ascertain how school members perceived inclusion in the school. 

Data generated from the inception of inclusion proceeded with informal and formal 
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information gathering efforts, and culminated with informal interviews with key 

stakeholders who reviewed the data for accuracy. The data included in-depth descriptions 

using observational notes, questionnaires and surveys, dialogue groups, and interviews 

with key staff members and administrators. I have organized the results so that the 

findings were in response to the questions guiding the study as stated in the introduction 

of this dissertation. The answers to the questions were multifaceted, with more than one 

source of data. 

Three questions have been presented that guide the analysis of inclusion in the 

study school:

1.  What was the setting to promote inclusion philosophy and practice in the 

school?

2. What were the activities to promote inclusion practice that were initiated and 

developed in the school from the inception of inclusion to the end of the study?

3.  What were school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school?

Analysis of the Data

In this section, the three research questions are posed with answers elicited from 

the specific research instruments in which school members respond to the questions. 

Responses from some instruments are used to answer more than one question. 

The answer to the question about the setting that promoted inclusion philosophy 

and practice in the school was found in the description of the school’s culture and climate 

as inclusion practice was initiated and implemented in the study school, based on my 

observations and involvement as an active participant. The description was subjective; 

however, I have made concerted efforts to present the information non-judgmentally and 

in a manner free of bias.
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The answer to the question about the activities to promote inclusion practice that 

were initiated and developed in the school was found in part in my description of the 

model of service delivery in the school from my observations and experiences as an active 

participant.  Additionally, part of the answer was found in the results from the Checklist 

of Inclusion Elements that special educators completed as a part of the formal assessment 

of inclusion in the study school. Observation sessions conducted by the researcher for 

two to three hours each day on five consecutive days helped confirm the presence or 

absence of the elements in the school or district. 

Part of the answer to the question about school members’ attitudes and beliefs 

about inclusion in the school was found in the results from informal assessments as 

inclusion practice was  developed. Another part of the answer was found in staff 

members’ perceptions, formally and systematically gathered and recorded in dialogue 

groups, providing an in depth view of positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion 

in the school, giving further insight into their attitudes and beliefs about inclusion practice 

in the school. Still another part of the answer was found in administrators’ perceptions, 

reflecting their attitudes and beliefs, gleaned from individual interviews and providing a 

broader perspective of inclusion in the school. The remainder of the answer was found in 

special educators’ follow-up interviews, from their perceptions of inclusion practice in 

the school at the conclusion of the study, indicating their views of future directions for 

inclusion in the school. The findings from each of these sources have been summarized in 

this chapter and relationships with studies in the literature discussed in Chapter Five.

What Was the Setting to Promote Inclusion Philosophy and Practice in the 

School?

My description of the setting to promote inclusion philosophy and practice was 
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based on my observations as an active participant and my reflections in retrospect. My 

observations and reflections on the operation of the school, the interactions of its 

members, and the components of its culture, are my perceptions, viewed through my own 

lenses of experiences, values, and beliefs.

The Vision for Inclusion in the School

The situation of special education teachers coming into the school to teach special 

education students for one year and then moving into the general education classroom to 

teach general education students prompted me to consider taking the position of special 

education teacher in the school. My previous experiences teaching special education 

students had resulted in dissatisfaction with the behavior and academic progress of 

students who were taught separately for all or part of the day. Students who spent most, 

if not all, of their day in separate settings made little academic progress and engaged in 

behaviors that I did not observe from them when they were in same age peer settings. 

Students who spent part of their day outside the general education classroom did not 

expect to attempt classroom assignments, nor did their teachers expect them to do so. 

Special education teachers assigned grades for the areas for which they provided 

instruction for the students, and little, if any, interaction occurred between special 

education and general education teachers. I had previous experience going into general 

education classrooms to provide small group instruction for special education students 

along with general education students whose skill levels were also low. Out of these 

experiences had come the vision of a whole school program of special education service 

delivery in general education classrooms. The next step was to gain the acceptance of the 

idea of an inclusion program and the willingness to initiate and sustain inclusion, first of 
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all by teachers, then the principal, and finally the special education coordinator, and then 

to develop a workable plan for inclusion practice. 

Administrative Support

The principal agreed to attempt schoolwide inclusion, and his willingness to 

attempt inclusive special education service delivery allowed school members to move 

beyond inclusion’s conception. The principal’s intervention with teachers reluctant to be 

involved in inclusive practice reinforced the philosophy of the inclusion program. The 

special education coordinator’s approval for the implementation of the inclusion program 

in the school allowed the program to be initiated, and her provision for a substitute 

teacher for classroom teachers to be released for planning time promoted collaboration for 

the inclusion program. Without the acceptance of the concept of inclusion and the 

willingness of the two administrators to attempt inclusive service delivery, the special 

education program would have continued as it had been.

Culture and Climate of the School 

I perceived several factors as relevant to the initiation and implementation of the 

inclusion program in the study school. The sense of staff members as a team with full 

acceptance of all members having importance within the team was an important factor. 

The sense of staff members taking responsibility for children’s safety and behavior in all 

settings, in the hallways, on the playground, in the cafeteria, as well as in their own 

classrooms, reminding students of appropriate behaviors as a matter of course, whether 

the teacher was “on duty” or not, was also an important factor. 

Another important factor was the sense of children accepted as they were and 

expected to learn; teachers expected to teach children, whatever their individual needs, 

academically and socially. I recalled my second year teaching first grade when more than 
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half my students still were not reading after Christmas, bemoaning the fact that I felt as if 

I had been teaching kindergarten all year. A good friend, one of the second grade teachers, 

commented that it would be too bad if I had been teaching first grade all year and no one 

was there!

The sense that teachers could and should take the lead in the school was an 

observed phenomenon. In addition to the usual committees teachers led and in which they 

actively participated, individual teachers took the lead in other ways. A previous Title 

One reading teacher initiated a supplementary, experience based, schoolwide social 

studies and science program in which she scheduled two week sessions to provide 

students with activities to build understanding of topics, concepts, and settings with 

which their experience was limited. Student written plays, debates, classroom sized 

ecosystems constructed by students, posters with Egyptian hieroglyphs, among other 

products, were the results of the sessions. Two other teachers, during their preparation 

periods, taught age appropriate songs with motions to individual classrooms of students 

and arranged two schoolwide singalongs each year. I recall seeing 70 or so first grade 

students on the stage leading “Five Green and Speckled Frogs” with 400 kindergarten 

through sixth grade students singing along and repeating the motions! (From Shirley 

Handy’s “Singing and the Reading Connection”.)

Climate of Change in the School

Curriculum changes seemed to occur with regularity in the school. All first grade 

teachers were required by the district Title One director to attend the Collaborative 

Literacy Intervention Program (CLIP) training and provide tutorial sessions after school 

for several of their students. New ways of tracking classroom presentations of what later 

evolved into the Arizona Academic Standards, and the development and piloting of a 
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statewide test to measure them were the sources of some frustration, but teachers 

accepted these changes as well. In most instances teachers evinced their willingness to 

change and their willingness to support change, not necessarily meekly, but often with 

suggestions for ways the changes could occur more readily and what could be done to 

facilitate the changes.  

 What Were the Activities to Promote Inclusion Practice that Were Initiated and 

Developed in the School from the Inception of Inclusion to the Conclusion of the 

Study? 

In the study, the activities that promoted inclusion practice in the school were 

identified in my description of the service delivery model for inclusion, in teachers’ 

perceptions of the elements of inclusion in the school, and in the researcher’s 

observations for the presence of the elements of inclusion in general education classrooms 

and in the special education classroom. Data from the three sources were intended to give 

a rich view of inclusion practice in the school.

Activities within the Service Delivery Model that Promoted Inclusion Practice

Initiating and implementing inclusion practice in the study school required that 

school members engage in specific activities. Special education students were in general 

education classes with their peers and began to receive direct services from special 

education staff members according to their IEPs. All general education teachers 

participated in inclusion and most had special education students in their classrooms, 

with efforts to maintain normal balances. Teachers received guidelines for special 

education service delivery, however related services personnel generally provided their 

services separately. Special educators were assigned to serve specific special education 

students at specific times in general education classrooms, with flexibility in scheduling to 
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meet changing needs. Adaptations of classroom materials and curriculum were made by 

classroom teachers or special educators, facilitated by weekly planning meetings that were 

also held to plan schedule changes, discuss individual students’ progress, discuss 

curriculum and behavior concerns, and address any other concerns of special and general 

educators.

Refocused Use of the Resource Room. The resource room was no longer used 

for the direct delivery of special education services to students with special needs, but 

became a center for planning instruction and behavior management for individual students 

and small groups of students. It was used as a meeting place for special and general 

education staff members for sharing ideas about student needs, assigning report grades 

collaboratively, and identifying general education students who were not responding to 

academic or behavior interventions and needed to be referred for possible special 

education evaluations. The resource room also was used as a place for special education 

students with behavior needs to separate themselves or be separated from their general 

education peers to reestablish self control, with assistance from a special education staff 

member if needed. 

Collaboration. General and special educators engaged in collaborative activities of 

coteaching, coplanning, sharing responsibility for managing students with difficult 

behavior, and sharing responsibility for providing for instructional needs of students with 

learning problems.

Coteaching included shared large group instruction with the general education 

teacher taking the lead, small group instruction for special education students that 

included general education students who would benefit, and assistance for individual 

students in specific tasks and processes. Coplanning included discussions of individual 
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students’ needs and ways to meet the students’ needs, specific instructional strategies 

and material to be delivered, and scheduling of services in general education classes. 

Sharing responsibility for managing students with difficult behaviors involved joint 

planning with a specific plan for what would occur when difficult behaviors emerged for 

specific students. Sharing responsibility for providing for instructional needs of students 

with learning problems involved joint planning for instructional strategies and decisions 

about who would provide instruction. 

Reflective Practice through the Use of Informal Surveys and 

Questionnaires. School staff members engaged in reflective practice as inclusion practice 

was implemented. Two surveys, the REI Survey early in the spring, 1996, and the Final 

Evaluation of Resource Program, Spring 1996, near the end of the first year of inclusion 

practice in the school, and two questionnaires, the Final Evaluation of Resource Program, 

Spring 1997, and Preference Statements of 23 Students Previously in Resource Pullout 

provided information upon which school staff members could consider inclusion practices 

that were being implemented with the goal of improving the program. Reflective practice 

as an evaluation tool was considered necessary for the successful continuation of the 

program. Special education staff responded to the concerns voiced in the surveys and 

questionnaires by general education teachers and students. General education teachers’ 

and students’ responses about their perceptions of inclusion in the school were presented 

in a later section.    

Teaching Staff Members’ Perceptions of the Elements of Successful Inclusion 

Staff members’ perceptions of whether or not inclusion elements were present in 

the school from the Checklist of Inclusion Elements enlarged the scope of activities that 

promoted inclusion philosophy and practice. On the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, 
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teaching staff members (n = 23) presented a clear view of their perceptions of which 

elements were present in the school and which were not. All staff members agreed on 

Item 16 - Collaboration plays an important part in providing the best possible learning 

environment for students. On 11 items, more than 82% (n = 18) of the respondents 

agreed that the elements the item represented were present: 

Item 4 - The principal has a leadership or support role in inclusion in the school 

(82%).

Item 5 - There is a specific individual other than the principal who leads inclusion 

in the school  (82%).  

Item 8 - Special education students are served by special education staff in the 

general education classroom (95%).

Item 9 - Special education students are held accountable to the general education 

class/teacher (91%).

Item 10 - Special education teacher’s role has changed with the implementation of 

inclusion in the school (95%).

Item 11 - General education teacher’s role has changed with the implementation of 

inclusion in the school (95%).

Item 12 - Accommodations for these changes [in teacher’s roles] are observable in 

the classroom in the way children are served (91%).

Item 15 - Teacher support impacts on the outcomes of inclusion in the school 

(82%).

Item 19 - There is a scheduled planning time for special education and general 

education teachers (95%).
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Item 24 - Provisions are made for appropriate accommodations for students 

(82%).

Item 28 - Activities based instruction is provided in general education classrooms 

(86%).

At least 75% of respondents (n=17) agreed that the elements the item represented were 

absent in five items. Please note that in this case the percentages for the responses are less 

than 33% to indicate that the element is not present. 

Item 17 - There is a schoolwide system of grading that accommodates special 

education students (32%).

Item 22 - Teachers receive ongoing training in meeting needs of special education 

students (18%).

Item 28 - Funding is adequate to provide for inclusion in the school (9%).

Item 29 - Funding is adequate to provide for inclusion in the school (23%).

Item 32 - Parents are involved in support of day-to-day activities of the school 

(27%).

In 12 items at least 59% (n=14) of the respondents agreed that the elements were present:

Item 1 - The school has developed a vision statement (73%).

Item 3 - Programs other than special education are undergoing change (64%).

Item 6 - Inclusion is supported at the district level (73%).

Item 7 - Inclusion is supported at the state level (68%).

Item 13 - Teachers support the concept of inclusion (73%).

Item 14 - Teachers show their support of inclusion on a daily basis (59%).

Item 18 - IEP goals are being met (77%).

Item 20 - There are adequate formal or informal opportunities for collaboration or 
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consultation (77%).

Item 21- There is a formal cooperative team for meeting student needs or problem 

solving (77%).  

Item 23 - Curriculum and materials are adapted and/or appropriate for individual 

student needs (59%).

Item 25 - Provisions are made for managing inappropriate classroom behavior 

(68%). Item 27 - Cooperative learning activities are offered in the general 

education classroom (68%).

Forty-five to 54% (n=11) of the respondents agreed on the remaining 4 items:

Item 2 - The school has  a stated philosophy of inclusion (45%).

Item 26 - There are opportunities for shared teaching, team teaching, and parallel 

teaching (teaching alongside) among special educators and general educators (54%). 

Item 31 - The role of parents in the school is changing (50%).

Item 33 - Parents are involved in changes in school programs and school 

decision-making (50%).

Four surveys had less than half the items marked; only one of the four surveys had less 

than 30%, fewer than 10, items marked. 

Teaching staff members believed that the elements of visionary leadership, school 

consensus, teacher buy-in, collaboration, support for students and staff, and models and 

classroom practices that support inclusion were present in the school. Teaching staff 

members believed that refocused use of assessment, parent involvement, and flexible 

funding were not present in the school.  

Observation and responses to individual interviews provided evidence of the 

validity of the low end responses, less than 35%, indicating that the following elements 
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were not present in the school:  

Item 17 - The school wide system of grading accommodates special education 

students (32%).  

Item 22 - There are formal training opportunities for teachers (18%).

Item 29 -  Funding is adequate to provide for inclusion in the school (9%).

Item 30 - There have been changes in funding with the onset of inclusion (23%).

Item 32 - Parents are involved in the day-to-day activities of the school (27%).  

Observations of Classrooms for the Elements of Inclusion

Observations to determine the presence or absence of specific inclusion elements 

in the school or district were made in five daily sessions of two to three hours. I went into 

classrooms to observe for targeted elements each day and also asked questions of the 

teacher or principal to confirm what I had observed or to provide additional information. I 

identified the particular aspect of each element that was targeted as present or noted the 

absence of the element in each setting I observed. I asked the teachers and the principal 

questions about the elements as I had observed or failed to observe them in the classroom 

or school, then analyzed my notes for preponderance of evidence. 

On Day One I targeted school climate and cooperation for Consensus and Teacher 

Buy-In. I had brief conversations with teachers as they came into the teachers’ lounge or 

as I found them in their classroom while their students were in art, library, music, or 

computer classes. All the teachers I talked to (n = 13) attested to the fact that while a few 

teachers (n = 3) were resistant to the idea of inclusion initially, sufficient consensus 

allowed the decision for schoolwide inclusion to be implemented, and that most teachers 

(n = 15) now viewed inclusion favorably; only one teacher spoke out consistently against 

inclusion. I was able to verify that one fourth grade teacher did not like to have to have 
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special educators in her classroom and preferred to have special education students 

receive services in a separate setting. I also talked with the two other teachers known to 

have resisted inclusion and found that both had positive experiences and were now 

supportive of inclusion. (Observational Notes, January 4, 1999.)

I targeted Visionary Leadership on Day Two, once again talking briefly with 

teachers (n = 12) and the principal in informal settings because visionary leadership could 

not be observed readily in the short time that I was in the school as a researcher. The 

principal shared with me that the special education team, headed by the special education 

teacher whose student teaching I had supervised, was taking the lead in guiding inclusion 

practice in the school. Two other experienced inclusionary special education teachers and 

three experienced inclusionary paraeducators were working together to continue inclusion 

practice schoolwide. The program was continuing largely as it had been conceptualized 

and implemented during the first three years. The principal was encouraging more pullout, 

but not insisting that more pullout occur. The general education teachers (n = 12) shared 

with me that special educators and general educators were continuing to work together to 

follow inclusion practices under the guidance of the special education team, with the lead 

teacher heading the efforts. I talked with special educators (n = 4) and general educators (n 

= 6) about assigning grades for special education students and found that grades still were 

being assigned collaboratively at weekly planning meetings, and that district report cards 

had not changed to a system more accommodating of all students’ learning. I also talked 

with the principal about whether or not any changes had occurred in the way special 

education was being funded and found that no changes had occurred. (Observational 

Notes, January 5, 1999.)
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On Day Three I targeted Collaboration, Supports for Students and Staff 

Members, and Refocused Use of Assessment and followed the schedules of the three 

special education teachers who were in general education classrooms for 30 minute 

periods. I spent only ten minutes in each classroom, just long enough to see how the 

special education teacher was engaged with special education students in that brief time. 

In a two hour period I was able to sample the instruction in 12 of the 15 classrooms, all 

12 having special education students who were provided services during that time. In 

three classes, the special education teacher was providing small group instruction in math 

that supported the instruction that the teacher had given the whole group. A paraeducator 

was also in one of the three classes I observed. She was providing individual math 

instruction and practice for a student with Down Syndrome, who was functioning far 

below the level of the other students. In two classes the special education teachers were 

providing individual support for students needing assistance with the class assignment or 

activity. In two classes the special education teachers were engaged with small groups of 

students who were working on modified spelling lists, completing assignments similar to 

those of the other students in the classes. Students in one class were performing a play 

with the general education teacher directing and the special education teacher providing 

prompts for students who were reading lines. In two classes, discussion of social studies 

material was occurring with the students  reading the material. The general education 

teachers in both classes were taking the lead and the special education teacher in one class 

also was providing instruction, the other special education teacher guiding students to the 

appropriate passage in the text. One class was engaged in a science experiment with the 

group divided into work groups of four or five students. Both the general education 

teacher and the special education teacher were circulating, guiding the activity and 
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assisting when needed. Students in one class had an unexpected change in their library 

schedule and proceeded to the library, so the special education teacher returned to the 

resource room. I did not observe Refocused Use of Assessment in any of the classes. 

(Observational Notes, January 6, 1999.)

On Day Four I again targeted Collaboration and Support for Students and Staff 

Members, with this observation session in the morning rather than in the afternoon. I had 

intended to structure my observations as I had the previous day, however, in reviewing 

my notes, I realized that what I had observed the previous day was primarily Models and 

Practices that Support Inclusion, and that I needed to look at other aspects of the 

program to observe Collaboration and Support for Staff Members. I had noted on the 

previous two mornings, between 8:00 and 9:00, as I interacted with the special education 

team of teachers and paraeducators, that general education teachers were making brief 

stops by the special education room to talk about instructional or behavioral concerns. In 

some instances supplementary materials were provided to the teachers, modifications 

were made for curriculum or assignments, strategies for managing behavior were 

suggested, or suggestions for a behavior management approach for an individual or 

classroom was provided. I decided to remain in the special education area that morning to 

determine if other Collaboration and Supports were occurring in that location. The lead 

teacher told me that special educators were scheduled in the special education area for half 

hour periods throughout the morning so someone was available to take care of urgent 

behavior problems and also to allow time for lesson planning, gathering materials, taking 

care of administrative tasks, and interacting informally with general education teachers. 

As the morning progressed, a paraeducator was in the special education area for 

the first half hour. She told me that she was modifying a spelling lesson for a small group 
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of third grade students for the following week and gathering manipulatives for a small 

group math activity for regrouping in second grade (Supports for Students and Staff 

Members). She was followed by a special education teacher who was working on a 

student’s IEP for an annual review the following week. The fourth grade teacher in whose 

class the student was assigned met with the special education teacher to give input for 

present levels of performance in the classroom (Collaboration). 

The special education lead teacher was scheduled in the special education area 

next. She came in with the school psychologist, and they talked about the progress of a 

student who had suffered a traumatic brain injury at the end of the previous school year. 

They discussed her academic strengths and needs briefly and explored some strategies to 

stabilize her pencil grip. They also discussed ways to help her improve her self-image and 

confidence (Collaboration/Consultation).

A special education paraeducator was next on the schedule. She came in prepared 

to work on lesson plans, but was alerted that a fifth grade student was on his way to the 

special education area as a “safe place” to cool down after a confrontation with another 

student in the classroom. He came in, slammed down a book and notebook he had brought 

with him, and put his head down. She continued working on lesson plans. After several 

minutes had passed, while he muttered epithets and imprecations, he said to the 

paraeducator, “Why am I always the one who gets in trouble?” They proceeded to talk 

the situation through, following what appeared to be a familiar process, with the student 

identifying the problem, telling what the expected behavior should be, and then telling 

what he intended to do the next time. This was followed by what seemed to be the most 

difficult part: writing down the incident according to the process and then signing it, with 

the paraeducator also signing it, to be signed by a parent and returned the following day. 
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The student and the paraeducator then returned to the classroom (Support for Students).  

( Observational Notes, January 7,1999.) 

On Day Five I targeted Models and Classroom Practices and sampled instruction 

in  six classrooms. In the first classroom I observed, first grade children were engaged in a 

reading activity. They had read the poem, “Round as a Pancake”  and were repeating it 

with motions, learning the poem together. The class proceeded to the multipurpose room, 

joining a partner group of first grade children to make pancakes together: 46 students, two 

first grade teachers, two first grade paraeducators, and one special education paraeducator. 

The first teacher led the students in reciting the poem with motions while the other 

teacher, assisted by two of the paraeducators, set up two work areas for making 

pancakes. The partner teacher then led the discussion about what ingredients were needed 

for pancakes, the ingredients were measured by the teachers, individual students added 

the ingredients, and others took their turns stirring. The students each spooned out 

pancake batter for two pancakes and picked up a plate with pancakes, butter, and syrup, 

counting by twos with a paraeducator leading the counting as the students sat down to eat 

their pancakes: 104 pancakes, including mine! 

Next I observed a second grade class, also engaged in a reading activity. Each 

student had a coloring book of  “I Know an Old Lady Who Swallowed a Fly.”  Students 

were busy coloring while a recording of the song played. As I walked around the room, I 

asked each student what part of the song they were coloring the picture for and asked 

them to read the two pages for me. Then the teacher had the students stand up and sing 

the song, acting out each part, collapsing on the floor with “She’s dead, of course!” 

The third grade class I observed next was preparing for a spelldown using the 

spelling words for the grading period. The activity varied from the usual procedure of 
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having students sit down when they misspelled a word. In this activity, when each 

student spelled a word correctly, the special education paraeducator, who was scheduled 

in the classroom for this time period, marked a tally for that student. Students were 

actively involved during the spelldown and the winner was the student with the most 

words spelled correctly. Afterward, the teacher told me that when she conducts a 

spelldown, she tries to give words from the list that match her  students’ ability levels.

I also observed in three classrooms engaged in math activities. In one fourth grade 

class the teacher presented a lesson on probability, and the students then moved to small 

groups for a spinning board activity to complete the activities of the lesson. The teacher 

and special education paraeducator facilitated the activities, prompting for record keeping. 

In a fifth grade class, students were working on a geometry lesson, measuring angles and 

determining the kind of angle for each. The special education paraeducator in this class 

was working with a small group at a separate table. In a second fifth grade class, students 

were working on a similar activity. (Observational Notes, January 8, 1999.)  

What Were School Members’ Attitudes and Beliefs about Inclusion in the School?

In this section I reported the results of informal assessments, including 

questionnaires and surveys, and results of formal information gathering from discussions 

in dialogue groups, individual interviews  of administrators, follow up interviews of 

administrators and special educators, and follow up questionnaires. The intent of the data 

gathering was to reveal school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the 

school.

Informal Program Evaluation: Early Assessment of Program Effectiveness 

Teachers were asked to provide input about inclusion practices in the school on 

two questionnaires and two surveys in the first three years of inclusion. Some special 
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education students also were asked about their preferences for service delivery.   

The First Questionnaire. The questionnaire contained the following questions: 

1. What is good about what we are doing? 

2. What would you prefer we do in addition or instead?  

3. Are you getting enough support? 

4. Would you like more information about a particular approach or area? 

(Please list).    

The general consensus from the responses (n = 12) follows: 

1. It was good that special education students had the continuity of being in their 

classes throughout the day  (special education students generally were attempting 

class work and activities).

2. What we were doing was acceptable so far.

3. Teachers felt they were receiving enough support.

4. No particular information was needed at the time.    

The First Survey: Final Evaluation of the Resource Program, Spring 1996. 

Respondents (n = 16) to the Likert scale survey to determine perceptions of 

inclusion’s effectiveness in the school marked responses that were strongly positive 

(positive responses = 116, negative responses = 24). Most (20) of the negative responses 

were clustered on three of the teachers’ surveys with four negative responses scattered on 

the other teachers’ surveys. The overall response level for comments was low (n = 11). 

Almost twice as many of the comments were positive (7) as were negative (4). 

The Regular Education Initiative (REI) Survey (Semmel, Abernathy, 

Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Sixteen teachers completed the survey and responses were 

averaged, with responses indicating strong agreement (4.5) on two items: Item # 3, 
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General educators, special educators, and support personnel should join in partnership to 

improve the quality of instruction for special education students, and Item # 14,  Students 

with learning disabilities should be taught in general education classrooms by both regular 

education and special education personnel. Results of responses on other items were 

mixed.   

The second questionnaire: Final Evaluation of Resource Program, Spring 

1997. Fifteen teachers completed this questionnaire. Regular planning time (n = 10), 

special education staff assistance with district tests (n = 10), the opportunity for 

coteaching (n = 10), consulting for simplifying assignments (n = 9) and managing 

undesirable behaviors (n = 10) were targeted on the 15 surveys. When listing strengths 

and weaknesses, responses were scattered widely. Teachers agreed that there were too 

many interruptions to the consistent appearance of special education staff members in 

classrooms (n = 9).  Support of individuals in the whole class setting was listed as a 

weakness by a few teachers (n = 3), along with the need for more special education staff  

(n = 3), the need to work more with identified students (n = 3), and too many students in 

special education (n = 2).     

Student Preferences. In May, 1997 students who previously had been receiving 

pullout special education services (n = 23) were questioned by a special education aide 

who had provided their services in pullout. The students currently were receiving services 

in their general education classrooms. Slightly more than half (52%) of the students 

(n = 12) preferred to stay in their classrooms for special education services, slightly more 

than one third (35%) preferred pullout (n = 8), one student had no preference, and two 

students were not sure which they preferred.  The primary reason students gave for 

preferring to stay in their classrooms was that they learned more. Two students reported 
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that they did not have as much work and that they had more fun in the resource room as 

reasons for their preference for pullout. Six of the students did not give specific reasons 

for their preference for pullout.

Formal Data Collection

At the beginning of the formal data collection in the study school, school staff 

members defined inclusion and success to form the foundation for the dialogue groups to 

follow. In the dialogue groups teachers identified the positive outcomes and negative 

aspects of inclusion that  follow.

 Definitions of Inclusion and Success. During the formal data gathering 

sessions, teaching staff members (n = 23) contributed definitions of inclusion and success. 

From the responses on the open ended questionnaire, I was able to elicit a collective 

definition of inclusion and success in the study school. Common to all definitions of 

inclusion that were written on the open ended questionnaire was the idea of special 

education students being in the general education class. Some individual definitions 

included other factors: “Having sped [sic ] children within the same learning environment 

as regular children.”  “Enabling sped [sic ] students to remain in a regular classroom.”  

“Inclusion is working with students with specific objectives in the regular classroom.”  

For definitions of success, a teaching staff member offered a complete and 

extensive definition on the questionnaire: “Reaching (and exceeding) goals set for the year. 

Learning to feel and being successful at their [sic] ability level. Becoming a self-motivated, 

eager student that [sic] tries their [sic ] best. Fitting in socially with their peers.”  Another 

teaching staff member stated, “Success occurs when the students ‘belong,’ and are able to 

succeed and grow on a daily basis.”  “Having a sense of not only belonging to a classroom, 

but experiencing success at the academic, social, and emotional levels.”  One teaching staff 
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member specified in her definition “able to learn with peer group for most of the day.” 

Other teaching staff members (n = 3) specified, “fully participate,”  “in all areas,”  and, 

“with specific objectives.”      

 Teaching Staff Members’ Perceptions of Positive Outcomes and Negative 

Aspects of Inclusion. In the first dialogue group in the school, a teaching staff member 

suggested that four main areas, or school domains, would encompass the positive 

outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion. She proposed the categories of Class 

Interaction, Child-Personal, Academic, and Teacher-Student Relationships as all-

encompassing. The other members of the group concurred. The teaching staff members 

systematically outlined positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion in each 

category. Table 15 shows the positive and negative responses of the staff members. 

Interviews with Administrators. Separate interviews were conducted with the 

principal, special education coordinator, and the superintendent of schools. The principal 

identified positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion in the school (see Table 

16). The special education coordinator stated her belief that inclusion was working in the 

district; more students were able to be in the general education classes (without support) 

at the junior high and high school levels. The superintendent’s concern was for “what is 

best for the district”. He commented that he had read pros and cons for inclusion, but that 

he had not yet made up his mind about whether inclusion was desirable for special 

education service delivery.

Follow Up Data Collection

Questionnaires from Key Stakeholders and Interview with the Principal. 

Perceptions of special education staff members and the principal about inclusion and 

trends for special education service delivery in the year after the formal data gathering  
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 15 

Teachings Staff Members’ Perceptions of Inclusion in Four School Domains

________________________________________________________________________

          Positive                                                                                   Negative                        

         Class interaction  

1. Social belonging                 1. Noise competition from small 

2. Social modeling-even for                            groups in the general education

physical appropriateness                        classrooms

(tend to pull themselves                2. Time/energy consumption by

together better)                     students with high physical or

3. Greater tolerance of diversity         emotional needs; impacts 

4. Peer assistance and interaction                 academic time on task 

as helper (nurturing leadership)          

5. Recognition of abilities               

________________________________________________________________________

         Child personal  

1. Acceptance, less attention to               1. Evidence of acting out 

labels                 throughout the day

2. Lifelong social appropriateness         2. Negative model following by

or fitting in         special education students

3. Increased general self esteem,         3. Negative modeling by 

willingness to take risks                   special education students

`      (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 15 (continued) 

Teachings Staff Members’ Perceptions of Inclusion in Four School Domains

________________________________________________________________________

                        Positive                                                                          Negative                   

4. Need for greater independence and               4. Identifying with special 

responsibility for own selves               education students by at risk 

5. Improving self image of special education      students, demanding                                                                        

students seeing others needing assistance                        assistance/support/

6. Recognizing abilities of all students                          modifications-sometimes quitting

               5. Using special education 

      placement as an excuse not to 

      perform 

________________________________________________________________________

        Academic          

1. Exposing special education students to               1. Sometimes providing material  

general education curriculum                   too far above students’ 

2. Expecting more from special education         capabilities         

students and providing more opportunities                     2. Sometimes low physical

3. Modeling higher achievement                       capabilities precluding         

                                      participation

        3.  Students sometimes waiting 

        too long for assistance

             (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 15 (continued)

Teachings Staff Members’ Perceptions of Inclusion in Four School Domains 

________________________________________________________________________

                        Positive                                                                            Negative                 

                 4.  Finding and having 

        appropriate materials when you 

        need them

                    5. Some students not benefitting 

        from inclusion academically 

        because of lack of readiness, 

        need for different environment, 

        behavior problems, emotional 

       problems

________________________________________________________________________

Teacher student relationships

1. Greater buying-in by student and teacher    1. Teacher feeling frustrated  

(in expectations and responsibility for child)     because of inability to provide 

2. Teacher having more information about                     for individual needs of special

where a child is academically and socially     education students

3. Teacher knowing and accepting student                 2.  Teaching method involving 

for participation, not as a guest     more modeling; less opportunity

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 15 (continued)

Teachings Staff Members’ Perceptions of Inclusion in Four School Domains 

________________________________________________________________________

                        Positive                                                                            Negative                 

4. Camaraderie, friendships developing;                 for independence for students; less 

 students feeling that teacher is accessible     provision for more able students

5. Teacher stretching; increasing techniques     (large class size magnifying the  

for meeting student needs, not just special      problem)

education students     3. Inconsistently delivering 

6. Having a support person in the classroom     services because of interruptions 

for more options for activities and lessons     for special education staff; 

    meetings, emergencies, staff 

    changes (substitutes for teachers),

        absences of paraeducators 

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________  

Table 16 

Principal’s Perceptions of Inclusion 

________________________________________________________________________

                     Positive                                                                            Negative                                

1. Most teachers supporting inclusion    1.  Needs of students not being met 

2. Teachers becoming more compassionate           because of interruptions

and more understanding toward all students       2. General education teachers not 

in special and regular education    being trained to provide for special 

3.  Inclusion helping in the referral process.    3. Special education teachers not 

4.  Other students benefitting from     being trained to provide for special 

support in the classroom                                                needs

5. Teachers doing a good job of identifying the 

positive and negative sides of inclusion 

6.  Inclusion making a tremendous 

difference for individual students, but all 

student needs not being met best with

inclusion

________________________________________________________________________ 
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were reported in this section. Special education staff members responded to an open-

ended questionnaire, I interviewed the principal, who was leaving the school at the end of 

the school year, and I talked briefly with the incoming principal.  

The Questionnaire for Special Education Staff. All special education staff 

members responded to the questionnaire (n = 6), two teachers and four paraeducators. 

Results from the questionnaire were reported in the following narrative.

“What is inclusion?” One teacher’s response was, “Inclusion is a program 

model where [sic]all students are included in regular education settings and their individual 

needs are met (education, behavior, and social).” The other teacher stated, “It [inclusion] 

is providing the students with a least restrictive environment. Trying to keep them with 

their peers as much as possible.” The first paraeducator, who had worked in the resource 

program since before inclusion was initiated in the school, voluntarily identified herself on 

the data sheet accompanying the questionnaire. Her definition of inclusion was, “This is 

teaching a special education student(s) in the regular classroom and modifying work and 

expectations when needed. In my opinion this lends itself to helping a student [be] 

responsible to classroom expec[ta]tions.” Other paraeducators commented that inclusion 

is “when we help kids in the classroom,” “the act of including,” and “all students working 

in one class.” 

“What is inclusion’s place in a school?” The first teacher’s answer to this 

question was, “Inclusion is appropriate for students whose needs could be adequately 

met in the regular education setting.” The second teacher stated, “Inclusion is really good 

for moderate to high sped [sic] students and on a social aspect it is good for lower 

students as well. However, it is not always good for those lower students who need more 

attention. They seem to be falling more behind if not given a more individualized 
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program.” The first paraeducator stated, “It should be a ‘norm’- Students are made 

accountable to everyone involved in their education. (Classroom teacher, SPED [sic] 

teacher etc.)” One paraeducator described inclusion in the school: “[S]ome of us help in 

the class room and the [special education]teachers are doing pullout and come to the  

room.” One paraeducator answered the question about inclusion’s place in the school, “to 

help a student to be part of the classroom situation so that they [sic]can keep up with the 

class.” Another paraeducator said, “both inclusion and pullout.”

“How do you envision special education at the school next year?” The first 

teacher stated her belief about how special education should be delivered in the school: “I 

feel more students need to be worked with in small pull-out [sic] groups.” The second 

teacher stated, “There will be a combination of pullout for the lower students and 

inclusion for the moderate and higher students.”  The first paraeducator’s response was, 

“Hopefully we will still have inclusion. I know the classroom teachers have enjoyed 

having us in their classrooms.” Other paraeducators responded with “same,” one did not 

respond to this question, and one made a comment about special education teachers 

working better with their paraeducators. 

Interview with the Principal. The following report was a synopsis of my 

conversation with the principal. I had targeted the following questions for the interview.      

“How do you feel about inclusion at the school looking over the whole 

period of time?”

“I think it’s good for those it works for. I think it needs to be decided on an 

individual basis, not just because everyone should do it.”
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“What kind of kid doesn’t it work for? In what ways doesn’t it work? 

Socially or academically?”

“Both, I think, but mostly academically. If a kid’s not being successful 

academically, I don’t think they [sic ] should be included just for social reasons.”

“Is inclusion changing here at the school?”

“We’re making decisions based on least restrictive environment. It has to be 

decided individually. It’s mixed.”

“What will happen with inclusion in the district, now that you’re making 

your move [to the assistant superintendent’s position]?”

“About the same as it is now. It’ll continue.”

My Conversation with the Incoming Principal. When I broached the topic of 

inclusion with the prospective principal, he replied that he had not had a chance to 

explore special education service delivery in the school and that he did not know much 

about inclusion. He also stated that he did not intend to change the special education 

program; that special education service delivery would continue as it was.

Informal Conversations with Key Teachers. The few teachers I talked with 

informally, who had been in the school since at least 1996 when inclusion practice was 

initiated, indicated that they believed change in the school was inevitable as a new 

principal took the lead. They were not sure how special education would be affected. 

They shared that special education did not have strong leadership and that some inclusion 

practices, such as weekly planning sessions were no longer present in the school. Also, 

more services were delivered in the resource room that year.

Summary of the Findings in Response to the Research Questions

In summary, I addressed the study data in terms of responsiveness to the research 
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questions. The data were collected informally in the early part of the study as a means to 

improve the inclusion program in the school. Later, I devised study instruments to 

capture teachers’ perceptions about inclusion practice, and specifically to ascertain 

whether or not the elements of inclusion in the literature could be identified as present in 

the school. From the classroom observations, I intended to verify which of the elements 

were present in the school. I attempted to capture teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes 

toward inclusion practices by having teaching staff members participate in large group 

discussions of positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion. I intended to capture 

administrators’ and special educators’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in individual 

interviews at the close of the formal information gathering and one year later. The research 

questions arose as I pondered what I had intended to uncover in considering inclusion in 

the study school. 

What Was the Setting that Promoted Inclusion Philosophy and Practice in the 

School? 

My description of the study school, with focus on the vision for inclusion, 

administrative support, culture and climate of the school, and the climate of change that 

fostered the change to inclusion practices provided a view of the setting that promoted 

inclusion philosophy and practice in the school. The vision of schoolwide special 

education service delivery was mine, supported by other teachers at the school, the 

principal, and the district special education coordinator. The culture of the school of all 

members working together and being important to success in the school in all aspects, and 

the climate of acceptance of all members of the school as valuable and valued contributed 

to the success of innovations. The climate of change within the school promoted the 
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development and implementation of the inclusion program. Teachers were accepting of 

inclusion overall and were willing to attempt the change to inclusion practices. 

What Were the Activities to Promote Inclusion Practice that Were Initiated and 

Developed in the School from the Inception of Inclusion to the Conclusion of the 

Study?

Changes in service delivery, including refocused use of the resource room, 

collaboration and joint planning, coteaching, reflective practices, and an awareness of 

elements of inclusion that were arising in the school promoted inclusion practices in the 

school. My observations in classrooms and other areas of the school underscored the 

activities that were occurring to promote inclusion practice. During the formal observation 

period, I questioned teachers about their support of inclusion and who was providing 

leadership for the inclusion program in the school and found that the teachers identified 

the special education lead teacher and the special education team as leaders for inclusion. I 

observed collaboration activities, primarily in the resource room, informally and during 

planning times and found general education teachers and special education teachers 

interacting to provide for student needs, academically and behaviorally. I observed 

supports for students and staff members in the form of modifications of materials and 

instruction. I observed supports for students as modified spelling tests and modified 

reading tests, behavior support for one student, and individual instruction for a few 

students with more severe disabilities. I observed models and classroom practices that 

support inclusion as activities that promote participation by all students because of the 

opportunity for students to participate at their own levels as in the pancake making 

activity, the singing activities, and the spelldown. I observed the opportunity for the 

student who had a behavior incident to leave the general education classroom but then to 
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return to the classroom after appropriate action was taken as a practice that promoted 

inclusion.   

What Were School Members’ Attitudes and Beliefs about Inclusion in the School?     

Perceptions from Informal Instruments. At the onset of inclusion in the school 

(fall, 1995) general education teachers accepted special education students in their 

classrooms and believed that special education students were responding positively to 

classroom expectations. General classroom teachers found inclusion practices acceptable 

at that time and were comfortable with the level of special education support. Overall 

reactions to inclusion at the end of the first year (spring, 1996) were supportive, as 

reflected by the large number of positive responses from the survey sample.  

On a survey in the fall, 1996, general education teachers marked “strongly 

positive” when responding to items about the broad concept of inclusion. General 

education teachers supported the idea that general educators, special educators, and aides 

shared responsibility in providing quality instruction for special education students in 

general education classrooms.  

On program evaluations at the end of the year (spring 1997), general education 

teachers voiced strong support for regular planning time, special education staff members’ 

support for district tests, opportunity for coteaching, consulting for simplifying 

assignments, and co-managing undesirable behaviors. General education teachers also 

agreed that too many interruptions of special education service delivery in general 

education classrooms occurred because of administrative demands.

In  the spring, 1997, when questioned by a special education paraeducator who 

had worked with the students previously, the majority of special education students 

wanted to remain in their general education classes, primarily because they believed they 
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learned more. Other students preferred pullout services. One respondent stated less work 

was required, and another respondent thought that the resource class was more fun.

Perceptions from formal data gathering (spring, 1998). General educators, 

special educators, and special education instructional assistants defined inclusion as 

having special education students in general education classes. The definitions of inclusion 

typically did not have other specifications. 

Definitions of success were very particular and specific. Success was reaching 

goals, feeling and being successful, being self-motivated, belonging, growing daily, 

succeeding academically, socially, and emotionally, learning, and fully participating.

 On the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, teachers most strongly believed (100%) 

that collaboration was present in the school. Additional areas teachers strongly agreed 

(82% or more) were present in the school were visionary leadership, teacher investment, 

supports for students and staff members, and models and classroom practices. Teachers 

did not believe that sufficient funding was available for the inclusion program (9%) or that 

parent involvement in inclusion (27%) was present in the school. Teachers also did not 

believe that formal opportunities were available for training for teachers (18%) in the 

school.

In the dialogue groups, general educators, special educators, and special education 

paraeducators identified specific positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion. 

Four areas, or domains, were identified: class interaction, child-personal, academic, and 

teacher student relationships. In the class interaction domain, the positive outcomes were 

social acceptance; negative aspects were classroom environment concerns and the time 

required to meet the intensive needs of some special education students. In the child 

personal domain, the positive outcomes were self acceptance and independence, while the 
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negative aspects were inappropriate behaviors. In the academic domain, the positive 

outcomes were access to the general curriculum and higher expectations. The negative 

aspects were barriers to academic progress and success. In the teacher student 

relationships domain, positive outcomes were acceptance of special education students 

and teachers’ taking responsibility for the special education students. Negative aspects 

were barriers to effective classroom instruction and opportunities for learning by all 

students. 

In May, 2000, in the follow-up questionnaire for special education staff members, 

the special education teachers considered inclusion to be a program model, limited to 

students who were able to be successful in the general education classrooms. Special 

education teachers indicated that special education services generally needed to be 

provided in the resource room. The special education teachers were not experienced in 

inclusion practices. The questionnaire responses of special education paraeducators who 

were experienced in inclusion practices indicated that they believed special education 

students should be in general education classes and that services should be provided in 

their classes.    

In his interview, the principal who had been the school administrator while 

inclusion was initiated and developed, commented that inclusion was good for those for 

whom it worked. He stated that the school staff members were now making decisions on 

an individual basis about whether or not students would receive pullout special education 

services or would receive services in their general education classrooms, and that the 

decision was based on least restrictive environment considerations. He indicated that he 

expected special education in the school to continue as it had that year. The conversation 
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with the incoming principal included his commitment to continue with special education 

service delivery as it had been.

Throughout Chapter Four I have given careful attention to presenting school 

members’ responses to a variety of instruments over a five-year period of time. I have 

aligned their responses to the instruments with the research questions. I have described 

the setting and the activities that promoted inclusion philosophy and practice and aligned 

responses to the instruments to delineate the activities that promoted inclusion and 

exemplified how the activities reflected inclusion practices. In Chapter Five I gave further 

consideration to the findings and established relationships with other studies of inclusion 

from the review of the literature and established other connections with the literature. I 

addressed the limitations of the study. I also discussed directions for future studies of 

inclusion.   
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CHAPTER FIVE

LOOKING AT THE PICTURE OF INCLUSION

The purpose of this dissertation was to describe inclusion, philosophically and as 

a practice, in one school. I intended to provide a sense of presence in the school, to 

promote an understanding of the setting and activities supporting inclusion, and an 

understanding of the thoughts and perceptions of school members about inclusion. Within 

this overall purpose, I intended to explore school members’ attitudes and beliefs and how 

they may have influenced the implementation of inclusion in the school.

In the study, specific instruments were used, including surveys and 

questionnaires, observations, whole group dialogue groups, a checklist, and individual 

interviews. With the instruments, information was gathered about the setting to promote 

inclusion philosophy and practice, the activities to promote inclusion, and school 

members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school. Data were collected 

informally during the first three years of inclusion practice in the school, formally during a 

two week period when I returned to the school for the purpose of gathering additional 

data using a questionnaire, a checklist, and dialogue groups for educators perceptions of 

inclusion in the school, and using a questionnaire and interviews during a follow-up visit.

In response to the specific instruments, school members participated in providing 

data, and the result was a body of in-depth information that could be helpful to others 

interested in the experiences and perceptions of the practice of inclusion in one rural 

elementary school. Early data were used to inform special educators about necessary 

program changes responsive to specific needs of teachers and students in the program. 
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Teachers gave a broad definition for inclusion, identified inclusion elements present in or 

absent from the school, and listed positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion in 

the school in four categories they designated. Positive outcomes were considered to be 

strengths; negative aspects were considered to be problems to be solved. The school 

principal and special educators provided information about their perceptions of inclusion 

in the follow-up session.  

In this final chapter I have returned to the informal questions posed in Chapter 

One, responding with conclusions drawn from the results obtained from the study 

instruments. Responses to the informal questions I posed in Chapter One have been 

followed by comparisons of my study with the studies by Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, 

Slusher, and Saumell (1996) and Idol (2006), which have the closest relationships with the 

case study of the school insofar as the questions guiding the analysis of the study of the 

school were concerned. The discussion of relationships between the studies has been 

followed by my overview of observational outcomes and my explanations of why the 

changes occurred. I concluded the chapter with a discussion of implications for practice 

from my study of inclusion and discussed areas for future research on inclusion.  

A View of Inclusion Outcomes in the School

In this section, I presented my view of inclusion outcomes in the school based on 

questions I posed informally as a base for further analysis of inclusion in the study 

school. My analysis was based on the data collected from early assessments, informal and 

formal data gathering, and from the follow up questionnaires and interviews. The purpose 

of the analysis was to provide answers to the questions, supporting the answers with the 

study findings and interpreting the data in response to the questions.     
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Does inclusion lead to desirable outcomes for students with special education 

needs? 

In discussion groups, teaching staff members thoughtfully expressed both the 

positive and negative aspects of inclusion in the school without judging whether or not 

inclusion should continue in the school. In two sessions open to all teaching staff 

members, the positive and negative aspects of inclusion were outlined. The positive 

aspects were considered to be strengths; the negative aspects were considered to be 

concerns about inclusion that needed to be approached as problems to be solved.  

 Staff members (n=23) identified positive outcomes in the areas of Class 

Interaction, Child-Personal, Academic, and Teacher Student Relationships. The idea of 

inclusion as a value teaching staff members held  (Friend & Cook, 2007;Villa & Thousand, 

2005; Nevin, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002) was reflected in the positive outcomes. 

Positive aspects tended to be global in perspective, such as social belonging, better 

exposure to the general curriculum, increased self esteem and independence, and increased 

teacher expectations for student performance. 

Staff members (n=16) also identified negative aspects of inclusion practice in the 

school. Negative aspects tended to be related to specific, day to day provisions for 

services for special education students. Participants in the discussion group for negative 

aspects of inclusion acknowledged the realities of limitations resulting from individual 

teachers’ tolerance for the distraction of a small group working with another teacher in the 

classroom. Participants also recognized the demands of shared responsibility for students, 

academically and behaviorally. School members’ perception of negative aspects included a 

caution in the Academic area that lack of readiness, the need for a different environment, 

and behavior and emotional problems were concerns. In Teacher Student Relationships, a 
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third grade teacher voiced her frustration in attempting to provide for individual needs of 

special education students. The same teacher perceived that her classroom instructional 

delivery had shifted to more modeling and less independence for her students in applying 

the instruction and practicing the processes she taught.

Teaching staff members agreed that large class size magnifies negative aspects of 

inclusion practice. Interruption of service delivery because of administrative demands was 

noted, though teaching staff members agreed that interruptions are equally troublesome 

for both inclusion and pullout services.     

Did educators at the study school make the important philosophical shift from 

separate setting and embrace inclusion of special education students as valued 

members of the school community, act on a shared belief in the value of inclusion 

in the school, and engage in practices that support their belief? 

My conclusions in this section were drawn from the responses of teaching staff 

members in the discussion groups. The indication from the responses was that teaching 

staff members shifted their belief from a belief in the need for separate setting, embraced 

special education students as valued members of the school (Halvorsen & Neary, 2009; 

Villa & Thousand, 2005), valued inclusion in the school, and practiced their belief in 

inclusion. 

Acceptance, recognition of abilities, and greater tolerance of diversity (Banks & 

Banks, 2004), reported in the discussion group’s (n=23) list of positive outcomes, 

pointed to school members’ embracing inclusion of special education students as valued 

members of the school community. School members made the important shift 

philosophically (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006) from separate settings to inclusive settings.   

Increased independence and responsibility by students (Villa & Thousand, 2005), 
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meeting higher expectations academically, and having increased opportunities 

academically were identified in a discussion group as positive outcomes. When identifying 

these outcomes, school members provided evidence that they believed in the value of 

inclusion in the school in producing the positive outcomes. 

Higher teacher expectations of special education students’ academic progress, 

responsibility of general education teachers for special education students, and acceptance 

of special education students as full members of the class, rather than as guests, were 

practices that teaching staff members applied, as reported in a discussion group. Engaging 

in these practices indicated that teaching staff members shared the belief in the value of 

inclusion. 

Are the attitudes and beliefs of children and adults in the school toward inclusion 

exemplified about learning, responsibility to and for each other, and acceptance of 

all members?  

The results from the Checklist of Inclusion Elements were measures of the beliefs 

of adults in the school toward inclusion practice. Student preferences, stated in individual 

interviews with the special education aide with whom they had several years of 

experience in both resource room and general classroom service delivery, provided a 

limited view of the students’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion.  

On the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, teaching staff members showed agreement 

in areas that would indicate their commitment to inclusion. When responding on the 

Checklist of Inclusion Elements, teaching staff members indicated that collaboration was 

important for providing the best learning environment for students, planning time was 

scheduled for general and special education teachers, special education students were 

served by special education staff in the general education classrooms, special education 
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teachers’ roles have changed in inclusion, general education teachers’ roles have changed in 

inclusion, students are held accountable to general education  teachers, and changes in the 

roles of general education teachers and special education teachers are observable in the 

ways special education students are served.  

In their responses teachers also indicated agreement that activities-based 

instruction was provided in general education classrooms, the principal played a 

leadership role in inclusion, a person other than the principal led inclusion in the school, 

teachers upholding inclusion impacted the outcomes of inclusion in the school, and 

provisions were made for appropriate accommodations for students. Acceptance of 

students for full participation was stated in the discussion group for positive outcomes. 

The outcomes are reflections of attitudes and beliefs of adults in the school about 

inclusion practice.  

In discussion groups, teaching staff members identified student beliefs and 

attitudes of acceptance, increased self esteem and willingness to take risks, increased 

responsibility-taking and independence, and sense of camaraderie and development of 

friendships. Teachers perceived that attitudes of children in the school were responses to 

inclusion practice.

In individual student interviews, more than half (n=12) of the students preferred 

to remain in their general education classrooms for special education services, citing the 

reason as increased learning in their classrooms. About one third preferred to receive 

services in the resource room (n=8). Two of the students said they did not have as much 

work, and they have more fun in resource class. The other six students did not give 

reasons for their preference. Some students had no preference (n=3) or were not sure 

which setting they preferred. That more than half of the students stated that they 
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believed they learned more in general education classrooms was support for inclusion 

practice in the school.  

Did the study school exemplify having a vision and taking the next step toward 

realization of the vision?  

Inclusion in the school was conceived out of a vision of how special education 

students could be provided with special education services in general education classes to 

promote continuity of service. On the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, teaching staff 

members identified inclusion as a stated philosophy in the school and that they had 

developed a vision statement for inclusion.  

Inclusion was launched with a shared belief about how the vision of inclusion 

could be transferred into practice. Teachers embraced inclusion as desirable and invested 

in its success in the daily practice of inclusion, recognizing that teacher investment has a 

strong impact on the outcomes of inclusion. On the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, their 

responses for teacher investment indicated their agreement that teachers’ upholding 

inclusion is necessary. In time, the vision diminished and inclusion diminished with it.

Was inclusion in the study school keyed to its specific setting, teachers, 

administrators, students, and parents, and did it reflect the values and belief 

systems of those involved? 

School culture, school climate, styles of leaders and learning, attitudes toward 

learning and the importance of learning, styles of teaching, and attitudes toward change 

(Sergiovanni, 2008; Goldring & Rallis, 2000; Villa & Thousand, 2000) all influenced the 

inclusion program at the study school. Inclusion in the school was specific to its 

shareholders, as well as to the specific conditions in the school, including relationships 
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between shareholders. Evidence of the reflection of the values and beliefs of shareholders 

was apparent from their perceived outcomes of inclusion in the school.  

Did the participants accept, encourage, and uphold inclusion in the school?  

Acceptance, encouragement, and investment in inclusion practice have been 

substantiated by teachers on the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, in discussions and 

interviews. Cautions and realistic concerns were expressed and approached as school 

improvement needs or problems to be solved (Thousand & Villa, 2008). These cautions 

and concerns were not considered by school members to render inclusion infeasible. 

Did teachers and other staff members with experience in inclusion believe that 

inclusion was a desirable practice, and act on their belief?  

Whether or not inclusion was a desirable practice was not included as a direct 

question. Inclusion’s desirability must be extrapolated primarily from the discussions and 

from the Checklist of Inclusion Elements items about teacher buy-in of inclusion as a 

concept and their investment in inclusion on a daily basis.

 In discussion groups teachers presented their perceptions of many positive 

outcomes of inclusion across four areas of purview, including Class Interaction, Child 

Personal, Academic, and Teacher Student Interaction. Teaching staff also stated real 

concerns, none of which purported that inclusion should be abandoned.

Was inclusion successful in the school?  

Success of inclusion defined as student success in teaching staff members’ 

comments during formal data gathering. With their own definitions as the guide to 

measuring success in relation to the outcomes expressed in the discussion groups, 

inclusion was successful because students were meeting their IEP goals, becoming self-

motivated, fitting in socially, having a sense of belonging in their classrooms, and 
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experiencing success academically, socially, and emotionally (Johnson & Johnson, 2002; 

Halvorsen & Neary, 2009;. Villa & Thousand, 2000).  

Have school members experienced cultural change and will they continue to be 

invested in inclusion?  

Teachers were supportive of inclusion, as evidenced in the definitions, the 

Checklist, and the dialogue groups. Loss of leadership for continuing inclusion showed 

evidence of being a mitigating factor. Redirection by the principal to move toward more 

pullout, coupled with new teaching staff members without experience in inclusion, had a 

negative impact on inclusion as a philosophy in the school (Idol, 2006), as evidenced in 

follow-up interviews in the school.   

What were the relationships between school members’ attitudes and beliefs and 

the implementation of inclusion in the study school? 

School members’ attitudes and beliefs and their reflection in inclusion’s 

implementation in the school were addressed in the second question in this section when 

considering the philosophical shift to inclusion. I gave examples of beliefs and attitudes 

that were reflected in actions of school members as they implemented inclusion.  Teaching 

staff members agreed on the Checklist that teachers who support inclusion have a strong 

impact on the success of inclusion. Staff members, from their attitudes about the 

necessity for collaboration and supports for students and staff, shaped inclusion. Staff 

members, as they actively participated in the development of inclusion, enhanced its 

implementation (Villa & Thousand, 2002).

Did the findings add to the body of information about what educators needed to 

implement inclusion? 

In my description of the school from the time inclusion was conceived as a 

      267



possibility, to the time when I returned to the school for the follow-up activities, I 

offered insight and understanding of the setting for inclusion. The specific setting, the 

particular activities that occurred in the school, and the attitudes and beliefs of school 

members were important to understand the application of inclusion practice in other 

schools. 

From the early assessments of inclusion in the school, in which I explored 

teachers’ beliefs about inclusion and their acceptance of inclusion, I offered a view of 

teachers’ perceptions of what occurred in the early days of inclusion. Comparing 

teachers’ concerns during the early stage of inclusion practice at the study school with 

Vaughn and colleagues’ (1996) findings was particularly important. In the study school, 

teachers’ fears that disruptive behaviors of special education students would not be 

managed was common to Vaughn and colleagues’ study of preservice teachers’ 

perceptions of inclusion. In the early assessment period, teachers at the study school also 

were not experienced in inclusion. Disruptive behavior was not noted as a negative aspect 

of inclusion in later assessment as a Checklist of Inclusion Elements item or in the 

discussion groups. Teachers did not indicate in any of the early assessments of inclusion 

practice in the study school that inclusion was not feasible or that the inclusion effort 

should be abandoned, as teachers suggested in the study of Vaughn and her colleagues 

(1996).

Study instruments yielded more formal and systematically gathered data. The 

definitions of inclusion and success allowed the reader to view inclusion as school 

members perceived it. From the responses to the Checklist of Inclusion Elements teachers 

generally agreed that inclusion elements established in the literature as necessary for 

successful inclusion were present in the school. From the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, 
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collaboration, supports for students and staff, and teacher investment were perceived as 

evident in the school and are necessary elements of inclusion (CEC,1994; NCERI, 1994). 

Two of the elements, adequate funding and parent involvement, were not considered to be 

present in the school.  

From follow-up information from the special education staff questionnaire and 

administrator interviews, I was able to tap the changing attitudes and beliefs of special 

education teachers and the principal as inclusion practice declined in the school. The 

presence of vision and leadership, (Halvorsen & Neary 2001; McGregor, 1994; Morra, 

1994) possibly the most important elements for successful inclusion, were no longer in 

evidence as I returned to the school. 

Relationships of this Case Study to Other Studies 

In Chapter Two I considered several studies in depth: Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, 

Slusher, and Saumel (1995), Idol (2006), and Baker and Zigmond (1995). The studies 

contained results about teachers’ perceptions of inclusion and components of inclusion; 

Idol sampled teachers’ perceptions of inclusion and also identified components of 

inclusion. I chose to compare the study school results with the results of these three 

studies because they encompassed areas that were in the case study. In this section I  

considered similarities and differences among the studies. Inasmuch as the studies already 

have been explained in detail, I have chosen to give an overview of the studies in two 

tables, one for teachers’ perceptions (Table 17) and one for inclusion components (Table 

18) for ease in comparing the studies. I intended to use Baker and Zigmond's prototype 

for analyzing case reports for inclusion models, but the prototype did not include the 

method, results, and discussion for studies, and was limited to use as a tool for 

considering the context for inclusion (setting), the model of inclusion (service delivery 
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model), the role of special education teachers, and the educational experiences of students 

with learning disabilities. As I compiled the tables, I discovered that adding the role of 

special education teachers from Baker and Zigmond’s prototype added clarity and 

simplified the descriptions of the models because the models are complex, so I 

incorporated the area into the tables. 

Comparisons of Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of Inclusion

Along with my case study, I chose to compare two studies (Idol, 2006; Vaughn, 

Schumm. Jallad, Slusher, & Saumel, 1996) of teachers’ perceptions of inclusion because I 

wanted to see how teachers’ perceptions varied from one setting to another, from one 

service delivery model to another, and with the level of experience of teachers with 

inclusion. I found some similarities, but more differences. The comparison of the studies 

was by setting, participants, model of service delivery, method, results, and discussion.

Similarities Between the Three Studies. The participants in the three studies 

were similar in that all three included general and special education teachers, and special 

program teachers. Researchers for the Idol study and my study included co-teacher and 

consultant as roles for special education teachers. Researchers for the Idol and Vaughn 

studies included resource teacher as a role for special education teachers. Researchers for 

all three studies included interviews, individual, focus group, or large group, as the method 

or part of the method of gathering data. The Zigmond and Baker study and my study 

included observations. In the results of the Idol study and my study, teachers considered 

benefits of inclusion and noted barriers to inclusion, including concerns about effective 

classroom instruction and inappropriate behaviors of some special education students. 

Teachers in Idol’s study and my study considered inclusion to be viable and positive. 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 17 

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of 

Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                                   

Setting

Idol (2006) Southwestern metropolitan district

Vaughn, et al. (1996) Large metropolitan school district, elementary schools

My study Rural school district, one elementary school

________________________________________________________________________

Participants

Idol (2006) Administrators and teachers

Vaughn, et al. (1996) Selected special education, Chapter 1, general education, and 

teachers of gifted students 

My study District administrators, principal, teachers, paraeducators, related 

services providers

________________________________________________________________________

Model of Service Delivery

Idol (2006) Well developed, mixed model of pullout, some general education 

inclusion, or full services in general education classes provided by

consulting teachers, cooperating teachers, resource teachers, 

paraeducators

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 17 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of 

Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                                   

Vaughn, et al. (1996) Non-inclusive program, teachers not experienced in inclusion; 

services provided by consulting teachers, cooperative teachers, 

resource teachers

My study Established inclusion program with all services provided in general 

education classrooms

Role of the Special Education Teacher

Idol (2006) Consultants, co-teachers, resource teachers, guide for paraeducators

Vaughn, et al. (1996)   Resource teachers

My study Ancillary teaching by special education teacher whole class 

instruction, small group instruction, for special education students 

or mixed groups of special and general education students

Small group and individual instruction by paraeducators with 

guidance from special education teachers

Consultants

________________________________________________________________________

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 17 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of 

Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

Method

Idol (2006) Structured interviews specific to the role of the person interviewed 

(individual or with partners)

Vaughn, et al. (1996)   Focus group interviews of four to twelve teachers

Four questions about implementing inclusion

My study Informal surveys and questionnaires

Questionnaire for definitions of inclusion and success of inclusion

Whole group discussions of positive outcomes and negative 

aspects of inclusion

Follow up questionnaires

________________________________________________________________________

Results

Idol (2006) Principals seen by teachers as administrative managers or 

instructional leaders

Teachers skilled at making instructional adaptations, in their own 

view

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 17 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of 

Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

Students seen as needing to be in general class by at least 85% of 

teachers

Scores on statewide testing of all schools not negatively impacted 

by inclusion

Vaughn, et al. (1996)   Nine categories identified in the focus groups from understanding 

and feelings about inclusion to ingredients and barriers to inclusion, 

teacher preparation, parent concerns, needs of all students, and 

benefits of inclusion

My study Approval of early inclusion practices or suggestions for 

improvement of the inclusion program expressed in early surveys 

and questionnaires, most responses positive

Specific positive outcomes and negative aspects of inclusion stated 

by staff members

________________________________________________________________________

Discussion

Idol (2006) Inclusion considered by teachers to be viable and positive

Principals in favor of inclusion

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 17 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Teachers’ Perceptions of 

Inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

Vaughn, et al. (1996) Concerns that students’ academic and social needs would not be met 

          Conclusion that inclusion practice was unreasonable

           Adaptations considered more desirable than feasible

           Barriers to inclusion considered insurmountable

My study            Inclusion considered by teachers to be viable and positive

           Positive outcomes identified by teachers; within class interaction 

           domain, about self acceptance, and independence; within child 

           personal, positive outcomes, about self acceptance and 

           independence; within academic, access to the general curriculum; 

           and, within teacher student relationships, acceptance of special 

           education students and responsibility for them

           Focus of negative aspects on classroom environment, time required 

           to meet some individual needs, inappropriate behaviors by some 

           special education students, barriers to academic success, and 

           barriers to effective classroom instruction

           Inclusion curtailed by lack of understanding of and investment in 

           inclusion by new special education teachers 

________________________________________________________________________
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Differences Between the Three Studies. The differences in the setting of the 

study schools were the location and size of the districts involved in the studies. The 

differences in participants were that administrators were included in Idol’s study and my 

study, but not in  Vaughn’s study, and that my study included related services personnel 

and the other studies did not. The model of service delivery was different in each of the 

three studies; in Vaughn’s study including no inclusion services, in Idol’s study program 

involving a mixed model of pullout, some inclusion, and full services in general education 

classrooms, and in the study school program providing all special education services in 

general education classrooms. The difference in the role of the special education teachers 

in the three studies was that in the Idol’s and Vaughn’s studies, programs included 

resource teachers while the program in my study did not. The differences in method were 

that while interviews were conducted in all three studies, my study also included surveys 

and questionnaires to gather data about teacher perceptions of inclusion in the school. The 

differences in the results for researchers for sampling teachers’ perceptions of inclusion 

were that in Idol’s study, teachers’ perceptions were about principals’ roles, teachers’ 

skills at making curriculum adaptations, and whether or not students should be in general 

education classes; in  Vaughn’s study, teachers’ perceptions from focus group responses 

were categorized into areas with a few benefits of inclusion listed and many barriers to 

inclusion listed; and in my study, early questionnaires and survey responses were 

generally positive and in discussion group responses educators stated positive outcomes 

and negative aspects of inclusion. The difference in the discussion for Vaughn’s study 

was that overall, the concerns and barriers were considered insurmountable.      

Comparisons of Studies about Inclusion Components

The two studies I chose to compare for inclusion components, along with my 
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study, were Idol’s study (2006) and Zigmond and Baker’s study (1995). I wanted to see 

if the same components of inclusion were identified across the studies. 

Consultation/collaboration was the only common component.

Similarities Between the Three Studies. The participants in the three studies 

were similar in that all three included general and special education teachers, and special 

program teachers. Idol’s and Zigmond and Baker’s studies had mixed models of service 

delivery, including both inclusion and pullout services. Idol’s and Baker and Zigmond’s 

studies included resource teacher as a role for special education teachers. All three studies 

included consultant, coteacher, and guide for paraeducators as roles for special education 

teachers. All three studies included interviews, either individual, focus group, or large 

group as the method or part of the method of gathering data. Zigmond and Baker’s study 

and my study included observations. In the results of  Idol’s and my studies, teachers 

considered benefits of inclusion and noted components of inclusion. In the results of  

Idol’s study, researchers found the lack of the principal’s support to be a possible barrier 

to inclusion, conversely, a necessary component. In the results of  Baker and Zigmond’s 

study, planning time was noted as insufficient. Differentiated instruction was observed as 

a component of inclusion. In my study, teachers responded on a checklist to identify 

components present in the school.  

Differences Between the Three Studies. The differences in the setting of the 

study schools were the locations and sizes of the districts involved in the studies. The 

difference in participants was that my study included related services personnel and the 

other studies did not. The difference in the model of service delivery was that my study 

included no pullout services. The differences in the method were that Idol’s study did not 

include observations and my study included a checklist of elements to determine the 
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________________________________________________________________________

Table 18 

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Inclusion Components

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                                   

Setting

Idol (2006) Southwestern metropolitan school district, elementary 

schools

Baker & Zigmond (1995) Urban elementary school in Kansas, suburban elementary 

schools in Virginia and Minnesota, rural elementary schools 

in Washington and Pennsylvania

My study Rural school district, one elementary school

________________________________________________________________________

Participants

Idol (2006) Administrators and teachers, paraeducators, and support 

staff 

My study District administrators, principal, teachers, paraeducators, 

related services providers

Model of Service Delivery

Idol (2006) Well developed, mixed model of pullout, some general 

education inclusion, or full services in general education 

classes provided by consulting teachers, cooperating, 

teachers, resource teachers, paraeducators

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 18 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Inclusion Components

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

Baker & Zigmond (1995) University model with multiple components or learning 

strategies

Local model for learning or reading strategies

My study Inclusion program with all services provided in general 

education classrooms

________________________________________________________________________

Role of Special Education Teacher

Idol (2006) Consultants, coteachers, resource teachers guide 

paraeducators

Baker & Zigmond (1995) Direct instruction teachers for special education students in 

large groups, small groups, or 1:1 in general education 

classes or in separate setting depending on individual school

My study Ancillary teaching by special education teacher for whole 

class instruction, small group instruction for special 

education students, or mixed groups of special and general 

education students 

Small group and individual instruction by paraeducators 

with guidance from special education teachers

                             (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 18 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Inclusion Components

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

Method

Idol (2006) Personal interviews with standard questions

Baker & Zigmond (1995) Individual interviews and 15 minute classroom observations

My study Observations in classrooms and other school settings

Checklist of Inclusion Elements

________________________________________________________________________

Results

Idol (2006) Conclusion by researcher that lack of principal’s support 

can be a possible barrier to inclusion practice

Instructional leadership by the principal desirable

Generalization of benefits from learning strategies when 

consulting teachers are involved

Baker & Zigmond (1995) Components of inclusion identified from the interviews 

included consultation between special and general education 

teachers, and team teaching

Planning time viewed as imperative, although agreement 

that planning time allowed was insufficient

Differentiated instruction or accommodations

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 18 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Inclusion Components

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

My study Collaboration fully agreed by teachers to be present in the 

school on Checklist of Inclusion Elements

Parent involvement and flexible funding elements agreed by 

teachers as not present

Other elements supported by 45%to 54% of teachers as 

present in the school, including supports for students and 

staff, and models and classroom practices that support 

inclusion

________________________________________________________________________

Discussion

Idol (2006) Educators guided by key factors toward inclusion and least 

restrictive environment, including administrators’ attitudes 

toward the principal, teachers’ skills in making 

accommodations for special education students, teachers’ 

attitudes toward teaching students with disabilities, and 

teachers’ perceptions of collaboration

Baker & Zigmond (1995) Interpersonal training for coteaching needed for special 

education teachers

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 18 (continued)

Relationships of the My Case Study to Other Studies about Inclusion Components

________________________________________________________________________

   Studies                                                        Areas of Comparison                                       

My study Vision, planning and collaboration as three universal 

components present in the school by teachers’ perceptions 

on Checklist of Inclusion Elements and the researcher’s 

observations in classrooms and other school settings and, 

along with leadership, as the foundation of inclusion in the 

school

Other elements, including teacher investment, supports for 

students and staff, models and classroom practices for 

inclusion contributing to the success of the inclusion 

program

________________________________________________________________________ 
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presence of specific beliefs about inclusion in the school. In the results of Idol’s study, 

researchers found the lack of the principal’s support to be a possible barrier to inclusion, 

conversely, a necessary component. In the results of Baker and Zigmond’s study,

planning time was noted as insufficient. Differentiated instruction was observed as a 

component of inclusion. In my study, teachers responded on a checklist to identify 

components present in the school.

What Can Be Determined from My Study?

From the richness and thickness (Spradley, 1980) of careful description of the 

setting that promoted inclusion philosophy and practice in the school, the activities to 

promote inclusion practice that were initiated and developed in the school, and school 

members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in the school, along with the results from 

study instruments, several conclusions have been drawn.

First, elements of inclusion were present in the school that were common to 

inclusion practice in other schools (Idol, 2006; Villa & Thousand, 2005; Friend & Cook, 

2007; CEC, 1994; NCERI, 1994). School members indicated that elements of inclusion 

were present in the school according to their perceptions on the Checklist of Inclusion 

Elements. Teachers agreed that school consensus and collaboration were present, along 

with visionary leadership, teacher investment, supports for students and staff, and 

models and classroom practices. Teachers also agreed that a few elements of inclusion 

identified in the literature were not present in the school. Teachers identified funding 

appropriateness and parent involvement as elements that were missing in inclusion in the 

school. 

Second, the outcomes of inclusion in the school overall were positive, and while 

negative aspects were identified, teaching staff members did not consider that the negative 
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aspects rendered inclusion infeasible. Teachers’ perceptions of positive outcomes and 

negative aspects of inclusion, presented in discussion  groups, were more about strengths 

and concerns about inclusion, not about whether or not inclusion was feasible (Idol, 

2006), or whether or not to abandon inclusion (Vaughn, et al., 1996). Summarizing the 

information in the lists from the discussion groups was difficult, because the lists 

themselves were summaries. I looked for especially noteworthy examples from the lists, 

but all the items were weighty, valuable, and important to the discussion. I can reiterate 

here that positive aspects tended to be more global, while negative aspects tended to 

relate to specific, day to day provision for special needs (Idol, 2006).  

Third, inclusion was initiated with a vision and commitment to work together to 

provide special education services to students in general education classrooms (Baker & 

Zigmond, 1995). Teachers identified school consensus as one of the elements they 

perceived as present in the school on the Checklist of Inclusion Elements and stated that 

teachers invested in inclusion in the school (Sergiovanni, 2008). Staff members assisted in 

developing processes and procedures to facilitate inclusion’s implementation and 

delivery, lending credibility to the belief that they considered attempting inclusion as 

worthwhile and that they were committed to inclusion’s success (Sergiovanni). Staff 

members embraced the philosophy of inclusion and applied the concept to practice. The 

relationships between the staff members and the activities in which they engaged are 

clearly related to successful inclusion in the school. 

Fourth, the school principal’s endorsement (or lack of endorsement) and 

leadership of inclusion were the keys to sustaining inclusion in the school (Sergiovanni, 

2008; Goldring & Rallis, 2000). The relationships between the principal’s attitudes 

toward, and expectations of what should happen with inclusion, and the impact of his 
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attitudes about how inclusion should continue in the school were clear. As inclusion was 

initiated, the principal embraced inclusion and offered encouragement, even approaching 

reluctant teachers to encourage their participation in inclusion. As time went by, his 

investment lessened, as evidenced in his continued admonition that increasing amounts of 

pullout services be provided. In the years to follow, special education services in general 

classrooms have decreased to less than one-third of total services provided.

Finally, collaboration as the cornerstone of inclusion may have been the key 

element in inclusion practice’s furtherance in the education community. Collaboration has 

been a current topic in special education literature, but widespread inclusion has not been 

a probability, based on the slow dissemination of inclusion practice throughout the 

country. Evidence of collaboration, obvious throughout the daily practice of inclusion by 

school members, was another clear indication of the relationship between school members 

and the success of inclusion. Collaboration was one of the strongest elements of inclusion 

as indicated by staff members in the Checklist and confirmed by other writers (Halvorsen 

& Neary, 2009; Friend & Cook, 2007; MeGregor, 1994; McGregor, 1994; Thousand & 

Villa, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002). The presence of collaboration was manifested in 

weekly planning sessions, joint grade assignment, ongoing consultation about classroom 

instruction, and behavior interventions. Collaboration also was evident in the orchestrated 

provision of assistance to special education students in general education classes, pointing 

to the relationship between the school members and the setting and activities in the 

school.     

My conclusions have been substantiated by the perceptions of teaching staff and 

administrators, and evidenced in checklist responses, discussion groups, and interviews. 

The conclusions also were corroborated by my observations as I participated in 
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developing and implementing inclusion in the school and later as I returned to conduct 

formal observations.

I have shown the setting that promoted inclusion philosophy and practice in the 

school. I have shown the activities that promoted inclusion practice in the school from its 

inception to the present. I also have shown school members’ attitudes and beliefs about 

inclusion in the school. The leadership of the special education team, the willingness and 

responsiveness of general education teachers to cooperate and collaborate to promote 

success of inclusion practice in the school, and the initial strong administrative support 

for inclusion produced a dynamic learning environment for special education students in 

the school. Diminishing investment in inclusion by the principal, and lack of leadership 

from special education team members resulted in diminishing the practice of inclusion in 

the school.  

Analysis of the Decline of Inclusion in the School  

If inclusion in the school proved to be so effective and so well supported by staff 

members, why was inclusion practice in the school so limited at the conclusion of the 

study? Important elements for successful inclusion were no longer present in the school. 

The vision of inclusion had dissipated. New special education teachers who came into the 

school did not embrace inclusion philosophically or as a program component. General 

education teachers who practiced inclusion for three years did not insist that inclusion 

continue. Their investment in inclusion practice disappeared with the vision. No 

visionary leader carried the banner of inclusion, and administrators from the district level 

to the school level did not promote or uphold inclusion practice. Collaboration was not 

fostered and nurtured and teachers became accustomed to working by themselves. 

Adaptations of materials and instruction for special education students were no longer 
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provided for general education teachers, and no direct services from special education 

teachers were provided for special education students in their classrooms. Two of the 

special education paraeducators provided direct services in general education classrooms. 

The teachers in the classrooms in which paraeducators provided services were committed 

to inclusion when the necessary elements were in place for school wide inclusion practice. 

I have considered frequently whether or not inclusion could be renewed in the 

school to the extent and with the vitality and strength we experienced with inclusion 

previously. Conviction that inclusion is worthwhile, along with commitment to inclusion 

practice, would be the first requirement for all teaching staff members (Sergiovanni & 

Starratt, 2006). A principal who upholds inclusion and facilitates inclusion’s delivery 

would be another requirement (Sergiovanni, 2008; Goldring & Rallis, 2000). A special 

education teacher leader dedicated to the philosophy of inclusion (Sergiovanni; Goldring 

& Rallis), willing to work alongside the other special education teachers and general 

education teachers functioning as a team (Villa & Thousand, 2005) to provide quality 

instruction for special education students, and program assistance for the students’ 

classroom teachers would be the next requirement. Mutual trust and confidence in each 

other as competent professionals would need to be built into the team concept. 

Collaborative planning (Halvorsen & Neary; 2009), regularly scheduled, would be vital to 

inclusion. Strong instructional techniques and strategies (Idol, 2006), modeled by special 

education staff members and practiced by all teaching staff members,would support 

dynamic inclusion practice. If these necessary elements were reestablished, inclusion 

could again be instituted in the study school, or any other school with the willingness to 

attempt inclusion.
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My Role as Visionary Leader of Inclusion in the School

I believe that general and special education students benefit, behaviorially and 

academically, from being in general education classrooms. I believe that the continuity of 

classroom activities and experiences is maintained, and that a mutual sense of ownership 

between general and special education students is fostered when students are not 

“missing” from the classroom for part of the day. I believe that both general and special 

education teachers benefit from the close interaction that inherently results for planning 

and delivering special education services in general education classrooms. Inclusion in the 

study school was based on these beliefs. On these beliefs I rest my desire to continue to 

encourage that educators embrace whole school inclusion services for special education 

service delivery.

My role in the study school was to share my beliefs and to plan an inclusion 

program, and then to provide the day-to-day guidance for the program, with an awareness 

of how school members were reacting, and to adjust program delivery to meet their needs. 

The strength of the program was reliant on my ability to understand and to be responsive 

to school members needs and concerns. My role was to interface with the principal of the 

school and the special education director so that the necessary resources were available, 

including making arrangements for planning time for general and special educators, and 

justifying the need for additional special education staff members and additional materials 

and supplies specific to the inclusion program. My role was to guide instructional 

practices for special educators, as well as specific approaches for behavior management 

for special education students, and to guide interaction of special educators with general 

educators. Additionally, my role was to appreciate, enjoy, and recognize the positive 

outcomes of inclusion practice with frequent “attaboys,” that too frequently are not 

      288



offered, to encourage and congratulate educators for a job well done. I believe that a 

visionary leader willing to accept these roles promotes successful inclusion.

Overview of Observational Outcomes and Explanations of Why the Changes 

Occurred 

In retrospect, when I considered from my own perspective what school members 

accomplished with inclusion practice in the three years of my active participation in the 

school, it seemed appropriate to describe changes that I observed as inclusion practices 

were implemented. General education teachers, special education staff members, and 

special education students, as a whole, experienced notable changes that I believed were 

keys to inclusion’s success.  

1. General education teachers began to use specialized instructional techniques 

(Idol, 2006; Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker, 

Jenkins, & Couthino, 1995) and accommodations and continued to use the techniques, 

including, but not limited to, presentation of the language of the lesson for core and 

content area instruction, provision of open-ended activities in which level of response 

varied, and tailoring of assignments to individual capability. Special educators modeled the 

techniques and provided accommodations, allowing teachers to learn by example. 

2. General education teachers accepted special education students in their 

classrooms and took responsibility for their learning, making students accountable for 

meeting classroom expectations. Children were on classroom rolls, turning in classroom 

assignments, modified if necessary, with completion of assignments monitored by 

teachers, and expected to follow the classroom/school discipline plan, with assistance 

from special education staff members if needed. The attitude that special education 

students belonged in the classroom and took part fully in the activities of the class 

      289



promoted special education students’ acceptance (Villa & Thousand, 2005; Johnson & 

Johnson, 2002; Halvorsen & Neary, 2009).  

3. General education teachers collaborated (Halvorsen & Neary, 2009; Friend & 

Cook, 2007; MeGregor, 1994; Thousand & Villa, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 2002) for 

planning, instruction, assessment, and assigning grades in the weekly special/general 

education planning day. Informal collaboration also occurred incidentally throughout the 

day. The scheduled weekly planning sessions allowed the time and focus for the activities 

to occur. 

4. Special educators adapted to the varied classroom climates and instructional 

approaches, facilitated by matching (choosing) general education teacher partners 

(Klingner & Vaughn, 2002). Special education teachers and paraeducators provided help 

to teachers and students in whatever way was suitable for the activity or skill presented 

in the classroom, prompting students through steps of a process, providing scaffolding to 

take a student from his/her skill level to the level of instruction or modifying the skill 

level, or providing individual instruction or reinforcement of a skill. Teachers accepted 

special education teachers into their classrooms, sharing information about expectations 

for students. Special educators, in turn, used their skills to respond to the specific 

situation and need.

5. Special educators responded to behavior problems (Idol, 2006; Vaughn, et al., 

1996) and assisted general education teachers with behavior solutions to minimize 

disruption of classroom instruction and processes. Special education staff members 

provided behavior coaching as needed in the general education classrooms, and counseled 

and assisted students in managing unacceptable classroom behaviors when students 

needed to be removed from the regular classroom setting. This change occurred because 
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special and general education teachers recognized that disruption of learning of other 

students in the class was unacceptable; however, simple removal from the class did not 

change behavior. 

6. Special education students responded to general education teacher and 

classroom expectations, taking responsibility for assigned work and appropriate behavior, 

turning in assignments and meeting behavior expectations (Villa & Thousand, 2005; 

Halvorsen & Neary, 2009). Students understood that, as members of the class, they were 

accountable.

7. Special education students participated in general education classrooms as their 

teachers drew them into the activities and discussions in the classes and validated 

students’ performance and responses (Villa & Thousand, 2005; Halvorsen & Neary, 

2009). Teachers began to call on special education students to answer questions 

appropriate to their knowledge and ability levels and to acknowledge that good efforts 

were made by the student even if the student did not give a correct response. The sense of 

acceptance and belonging prompted these changes. 

8. General education students accepted special education students, not as needing 

to be helped necessarily, but as having strengths and adding to the quality of the group 

(Van der Klift, 2002). Special education students could be line leaders or take other 

responsibilities beyond picking up trash. A gradual attitude change occurred over time as 

expectations for special education students increased.  

9. General education students benefited from the variety of instructional 

approaches, specifically individualization of instruction (Idol, 2006). Teachers broadened 

their own scope of possibilities, learning new ways of providing instruction responsive to 

individual needs, expanding the belief that all children can learn.  
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10. All students had access to assistance and did not show a preference for 

assistance from either special education staff members or their general education teachers 

(Stockall & Gartin, 2002; Van der Klift, 2002). Small groups receiving more intense 

instruction included general education students as well as special education students. 

Individual assistance was available to all students. Students understood that teachers were 

not selective about which students they assisted and responded in like manner. 

11. All students received undifferentiated assistance from general education 

teachers and special education staff members. Special education teachers and students 

were not referred to as giving or receiving special education services. Any student could 

request and receive assistance from any teacher or paraeducator. The sense of special and 

general educators as a team fostered the sense of availability of assistance to all students 

(Klingner & Vaughn, 2002; Villa & Thousand, 2005).

What I observed as negative aspects were the challenges of time constraints, the 

administrative demands of scheduling and collaboration with general education teachers, 

and the infringement on special education service delivery because of necessary special 

education meetings for evaluation, placement, and reviews of and changes in IEPs. Time 

was always in short supply with too many tasks and too little time to accomplish the 

tasks. In addition, with the variety of special education meetings for the 60 to 70 students 

in special education, some meetings occurred during the instructional day when special 

education teachers were scheduled to provide services in general education classes. Even 

though teachers knew the reasons for the interruption of services, the interruption still 

fostered resentment that the special educator was not providing services at the scheduled 

time.
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In retrospect, I consider administrators’ and teachers’ permission to initiate 

inclusion in the school as a gift to me; it was a vote of confidence in my professionality, 

knowledgeability, and my intent to foster and further inclusion practices school members 

could use that would have positive outcomes. It is a gift I continue to value.

Why Did I Obtain the Results that Were Yielded in the Study?

In the study, specific instruments were used, including surveys and 

questionnaires, observations, whole group dialogue or discussion groups, a checklist, and 

individual interviews, for the purpose of gathering information about the setting to 

promote inclusion philosophy and practice, determining the activities to promote 

inclusion, and gaining insight into school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion in 

the school. In response to the specific instruments, school members participated in 

providing data, and the result was a body of in-depth information that could be helpful to 

others interested in the experiences and perceptions of the practice of inclusion in one 

rural elementary school. 

Limitations of the Study

Limitations of the study relate primarily to lack of generalizability because the 

study is of one school, and the practices educators applied were specific to the particular 

school environment, population, teachers, administrator, students, and my own 

background of experience with inclusion practices. Also, the school was located in a rural 

community of lower socioeconomic status as a whole, which may have an impact on 

generalizability of inclusion practices as seen in the school. Another limitation was that 

the study was presented through my perspective, influenced by my prejudices, although I 

have attempted to present objectively the view of the setting and activities of inclusion in 

the school, along with school members’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion.   
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Implications for Practice: Substance of the Findings for Use by Schools 

My hope is that the description of the setting, the activities in which school 

members engaged, and teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion will allow other 

educators to place themselves in the setting, experience the activities vicariously, and 

consider the attitude and belief system within the study school. Further, my hope is that 

educators will gain insight into their own attitudes and beliefs toward educating together 

students with widely differing needs and learning styles in their own schools. 

Educators who initiate and implement inclusion in other rural schools may find 

commonalities with the study school that suburban and urban schools do not identify. 

Certainly the ready availability of information about inclusion in the school may have 

affected parents’ understanding and acceptance of the program. That I had established 

myself with parents as I held other roles in the school also may have influenced 

acceptance of the program because the school was a neighborhood school of only 

moderate size, so I had involvement with many of the parents over time.

Because of the proximity of the town to a university, and because preservice 

teachers were offered the opportunity to fulfill the requirement for supervised teaching in 

their own rural communities, we were fortunate to be able to “grow our own” special 

education teacher for inclusion, training her specifically in inclusion practices. She became 

a leader of inclusion practice in the school for the two years following her supervised 

teaching experience. She had strong family connections in the town and wanted to be able 

to teach there. Strong family connections in the town, as in other small towns, may be the 

motivation for new teachers’ desire to remain in their established settings.

Teachers comprised a substantial group in the town, as sometimes occurs in rural 

communities. A greater degree of acceptance and understanding in and among the group 
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may have been promoted because the schools were hubs, professionally, and to a degree, 

socially, and because of the connections they shared, teachers could be more accepting of 

innovations such as inclusion. This may have been the case for the study school and may 

be the case in other rural schools. 

The description of inclusion in the school had components important to the 

implementation of inclusion in other schools. In the description, I addressed the 

participants’ roles in accepting, encouraging and committing to the change to inclusion. I 

gave a view of the relationship between those participating in the change to inclusion and 

the change itself, inclusionary practice. In the description I provided the basis for an 

understanding of what is successful inclusion, and that successful inclusion is present in 

the school. I addressed the need for cultural change that will continue to support inclusion 

in a school. 

An understanding of the particular elements of inclusion in the study school may 

serve as a guide for other schools as school members determine to move toward inclusion 

in whatever particular and specific way they decide is appropriate for them. School 

members may find exploration of their own values and their beliefs about inclusion 

helpful  for planning their own approach to inclusion, how and to what degree inclusion 

services will be provided in their school. As school members define their goals for 

inclusion and establish guidelines for an inclusion program, directions for initiating and 

fully implementing inclusion may become clear. The varieties of ways of thinking about 

inclusion presented in the study may aid other schools’ members in discovering their own 

inclusion orientation and how best to attain their own inclusion goals. 

Understanding teachers’ attitudes about inclusion in the study school as it was 

initiated, implemented, and refined may guide other schools as they establish inclusion 
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programs in their own schools. Perhaps some barriers for discipline, staff development 

and training, and acceptance of inclusion practice can be avoided.

In any case, having the opportunity to know about and understand why and how 

decisions were made for inclusion, how inclusion was initiated, developed, and 

implemented, and what the results were, is potentially illuminating. If good ideas for 

practice in individual settings result, I will find satisfaction in that.

Areas for Further Research about Inclusion  

Research to confirm or negate inclusion practice has focused on teachers’ 

perceptions of inclusion (Horne & Timmons, 2009; O’Shea, Stoddard, & O’Shea, 2000; 

Klingner & Vaughn, 2002) and on components of inclusion (Idol, 2006; Brownell, et al., 

2006; Smith & Leonard, 2005; Vaughn, et al., 1996), and a significant body of information 

and research is available. Research is scanty on academic outcomes of inclusion and the 

research largely is influenced by the personal views of the researcher (Stockall & Gartin, 

2002; Waldron & McLesky, 1998; Zigmond, et al., 1999). This notwithstanding, 

questions have arisen and not been answered in this case study.  

Two areas relating to the long-term effects of the inclusion experience at the study 

school and six other areas related to inclusion practice in other settings are worthy of 

further exploration and study:

1.  Follow up seriously learning disabled and emotionally disabled students who 

attended the study school during the three years that special education services were 

delivered in general education classrooms to determine the individuals’ level of acceptance 

in and sense of belonging to their peer group as a whole. Questions guiding the study 

could include whether or not they have maintained friendships established during the time 

at the study school, whether or not their friends have disabilities, and what kinds of social 
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activities they engage in. Questions could be broached in individual interviews or focus 

groups to enhance personal confidence to express ideas.

2.  Observe general education teachers in whose classrooms special education 

services were provided during those three years and conduct individual interviews to see 

if the teachers continue to use techniques and strategies learned during that experience. 

Specialized instructional techniques, differentiated instruction, and individualized 

instruction could be targeted, along with behavior management techniques.

3.  Initiate, develop, and implement inclusion practice in a setting similar to the 

setting at the study school to determine whether the outcomes the study school 

experienced can be replicated. The formal data gathering instruments could be used, 

including the definitions questionnaire, the Checklist of Inclusion Elements, whole group 

discussions/dialogue groups, to determine positive outcomes and negative aspects. The 

domains the study school’s teachers suggested could be used as a framework or other 

areas or themes could be determined. Questionnaires about inclusion could be completed 

by special education staff members, and individual interviews with school and district 

administrators could be conducted to determine attitudes and beliefs about inclusion.

4. Observe and catalogue inclusion practices in special education preschool 

settings, because inclusion is encouraged for special education preschool programs in 

Arizona. Report on the specific approaches to providing inclusive opportunities in the 

programs. Explore and report on funding for students who are regular peers, thereby not 

funded by IDEA, Part C. Explore curriculum possibilities and how special education 

students’ needs are being met.

5. Survey special education teachers to ascertain what would encourage them to 

attempt inclusion in their schools. What tools, training, and assistance would they want?
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6. Explore teachers’ positive and negative experiences personally with inclusion. 

What was the setting? What were the circumstances? What, if anything, could have 

changed the negative experiences to positive experiences?

7. Observe and report approaches to coteaching in high schools. Are more special 

education students who are cotaught by general and special education teachers enrolling 

in community colleges than those who are not cotaught and receive special education 

services in resource classes?

8. In high schools, what, if any, are the differences, academically and/or socially, 

between students who received special education services in inclusive settings during 

elementary and middle school and those who received services in separate settings? In 

what elective classes are both groups enrolled? In what extracurricular activities (clubs, 

sports, student council) are both groups involved? 

I still experience a strong inclination to follow inclusion to its next orientation and 

setting. I continue to seek current research and expert opinions about established inclusion 

in the key states in which inclusion was mandated or known to have wider dispersion. In 

other places, I see new directions for inclusion, and my interest is still piqued. 
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APPENDIX A

RATING SCALE AND CHECKLIST
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________________________________________________________________________

Rating Scale of Components of a Responsible Inclusion Program 

for Students with High Incidence Disabilities

________________________________________________________________________

                                                                      Directions:  Rate each item on a 3 point scale. 

Component and Item             Rating
________________________________________________________________________

1.  Each Student’s Educational Needs Are Considered First

1. Each student’s academic progress and likelihood for success in an inclusion       

     program influences placement in a inclusion program. 1  2  3 

2. Each student’s social progress and emotional needs influence placement in          

     an inclusion program. 1  2  3 

3. Alternative intervention models within the school are available for students        

     who are not successful within an inclusion model. 1  2  3 

4. Procedures for individually determining each student’s progress in an inclusion 

setting are established and implemented (e.g., progress on a measure of oral 

reading). 1  2  3 

5. Programs are designed to fit the needs of students rather than students forced 

to fit established programs. 1  2  3 

II. Teachers’ Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes Toward Inclusion Classrooms

6. General education teachers who teach in inclusion classrooms demonstrate 

beliefs and skills that facilitate their effectiveness in addressing the diverse learning 

needs of students with disabilities. 1  2  3 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Component and Item (continued)             Rating
________________________________________________________________________

7. Teachers self-select their involvement in inclusion classrooms. 1  2  3 

8. Teachers involved in co-teaching participate in selecting their co-teaching 

partner. 1  2  3 

9. All teachers at the school identify the importance of accepting and valuing all 

students. 1  2  3 

10. Teachers (general and special education) exhibit an orientation to instruction 

for students with disabilities that indicates their responsibility for the students’ 

success. 1  2  3 

III. Adequate Resources Are Provided

11. Inclusion programs are viewed as investments and not as ways to reduce 

special education costs. 1  2  3 

12. Staff and administration are committed to providing the resources necessary to 

develop or maintain high-quality inclusion models. 1  2  3 

13. Adequate personnel are available to provide effective inclusion models. 1  2  3 

14. Teacher-student ration is adequate to meet the instructional and social needs of 

students with disabilities in inclusion classrooms. 1  2  3 

15. Adequate materials and curriculums are available to meet the needs of students 

with disabilities in inclusion classrooms. 1  2  3 

16. Adequate technology is available to enhance learning of students with 

disabilities. 1  2  3 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Component and Item (continued)             Rating
________________________________________________________________________ 

IV. Inclusion Models Are Developed and Implemented at the School-Based Level.

17. School personnel are involved in the development and implementation of the 

inclusion model. 1  2  3 

18. Teachers and key stakeholders perceive that the school-level administrator is 

supportive of responsible inclusion programs. 1  2  3 

19. The inclusion model reflects the needs of the students in that school. 1  2  3 

20. The implications of inclusion are considered for all school personnel (bus 

drivers, cafeteria workers, after-care workers, etc.) 1  2  3 

V. Parents Are Involved in the Development and Implementation of the Inclusion Model

21. Parents’ views are considered when students’ service-delivery models are 

implemented. 1  2  3 

22. A plan is in place to gain the support of parents in the community. 1  2  3 

23. A systematic, ongoing method of communication is planned to ensure that 

parents are informed about the placement of their children. 1  2  3 

VI. A Continuum of Services is Maintained

24. School personnel realize that the needs of all students with high-incidence 

disabilities are unlikely to be met within the inclusion model 1  2  3 

25. Alternative services (e.g., resource, pullout, or self-contained classes) are 

available to meet the needs of students who are not progressing adequately within 

the inclusion model. 1  2  3 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Component and Item (continued)             Rating

________________________________________________________________________

26. Students with disabilities are not placed in general education classrooms 

merely because alternative services are not available. 1  2  3 

VII. The Service Delivery Model Is Continually Evaluated and Altered

27. Procedures for evaluating the inclusion service-delivery model have been 

identified and are systematically implemented. 1  2  3 

28. Effective inclusion models for high-incidence disabilities that are implemented 

at other sites are visited so as to identify successful components. 1  2  3 

29. Procedures for fine-tuning and improving the inclusion model are considered 

on an ongoing basis. 1  2  3 

VIII. Ongoing Professional Development

30. The skills and knowledge needed by all the professionals at the school are 

assessed and considered when designing professional development

experiences. 1  2  3

31. Professional development opportunities designed to meet the needs of all 

professionals, including support staff (cafeteria workers, after-school workers, 

etc.) are provided on an ongoing basis to enhance their skills with students with 

disabilities. 1  2  3 

32. Opportunities to visit classrooms of teachers who are effectively meeting the 

needs of students with disabilities in inclusion setting are provided. 1  2  3 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Component and Item (continued)             Rating

________________________________________________________________________

33. Opportunities to discuss issues related to inclusion are provided for all key 

stakeholders in the school. 1  2  3 

34. A written philosophy on inclusion exists that is endorsed by key stakeholders 

in the school. 1  2  3 

35. The written philosophy on inclusion exists that is endorsed by key 

stakeholders in the school. 1  2  3 

X. Curriculum Approaches that Meet the Needs of All Students Are Developed and 

Refined

36. Appropriate instructional practices that increase active and intensive 

participation of students with disabilities in the learning tasks are

implemented. 1  2  3 

37. Teachers make instructional adaptations to meet the learning needs of students 

with disabilities. 1  2  3 

38. Teachers make adaptations in materials to meet the learning needs of students 

with disabilities. 1  2  3 

39. Adequate teacher time is allocated to meeting the needs of students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom. 1  2  3 

40. Opportunities for reteaching or providing additional support for students with 

disabilities is evident. 1  2  3 

     (continued)
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________________________________________________________________________

Component and Item (continued)             Rating

________________________________________________________________________

XI. Roles and Responsibilities of the Special Education Teacher and Other Specialists

(e.g., Speech and Language Therapist)

41. The roles and responsibilities of the special education teacher and other 

specialists (e.g., speech and language therapist) within the inclusion model are 

specified. 1  2  3

42. Adequate opportunities for the special education teacher and other specialists 

to provide direct and intensive education for students with disabilities is 

available. 1  2  3

43. Adequate time is available to co-plan and collaborate with other 

professionals, including the general education teacher. 1  2  3

XIII. Roles and Responsibilities of the General Education Teacher

44. The role and responsibilities of the general education teacher within the 

inclusion model are specified. 1  2  3

45. Adequate opportunities for the general education teacher to provide 

appropriate instruction for students without disabilities is available. 1  2  3

46. Adequate time to co-plan and collaborate with other professionals, including 

the special education teacher, is provided. 1  2  3

47. Special area teachers (art, music, physical education) are provided with 

training  and support as related to the students with disabilities in their 

classes. 1  2  3

________________________________________________________________________
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Checklist of Inclusion Elements

  (check if element is present)

1. The school has developed a vision statement.                              ___

2. The school has a stated philosophy of inclusion.                                          ___

3. Programs other than special education are undergoing change.                                    ___

4. The principal has a leadership or support role in inclusion in the school.                  ___

5. There is a specific individual other than the principal who leads inclusion

    in the school.      ___

6. Inclusion is supported at the district level.      ___

7. Inclusion is supported at the state level.      ___

8. Special education students are served by special education staff

    in the general education classroom.                  ___

9. Special education students are held accountable to the general

      education class/teacher.                  ___

10. Special education teacher’s role has changed with the implementation

       of inclusion in the school.      ___

11. General education teacher’s role has changed with the implementation

       of inclusion in the school.      ___

12. Accommodations for these changes are observable in the classroom 

      in the way children are served.      ___

13. Teachers support the concept of inclusion.      ___

     (continued)
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Checklist of Inclusion Elements (continued)

14. Teachers show their support of inclusion on a daily basis.       ___

15. Teacher-support impacts on the outcomes of inclusion in the school.                      ___

16. Collaboration plays an important part in providing the best possible

      learning environment for students.       ___

17. There is a schoolwide system of grading that accommodates special

       education students.       ___

18. IEP goals are being met.       ___

19. There is a scheduled planning time for special education and general

       education teachers.       ___

20. There are adequate formal or informal opportunities for collaboration or                                                                                                         

      consultation.       ___

21. There is a formal cooperative team for meeting student needs or problem

       solving.       ___

22. Teachers receive ongoing training in meeting needs of special education

       students.       ___

23. Curriculum and materials are adapted and/or appropriate for individual

       student needs.       ___

24. Provisions are made for appropriate accommodations for students.       ___

25. Provisions are made for managing inappropriate classroom behavior.                   ___

26. There are opportunities for shared teaching, team teaching, and parallel 

        teaching (teaching alongside) among special educators and general educators.       ___

27.  Cooperative learning activities are offered in the general education classroom.       ___

     (continued)
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Checklist of Inclusion Elements (continued)

28. Activities based instruction is provided in general education classrooms.                 ___

29. Funding is adequate to provide for inclusion in the school.       ___

30. There have been changes in funding with the onset of inclusion.       ___

31. The role of parents in the school is changing.       ___

32. Parents are involved in support of day-to-day activities of the school.       ___

33. Parents are involved in changes in school programs and school decision-

      making.       ___
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STUDY INSTRUMENTS
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INITIAL VIEW OF INCLUSION

What is good about what we are doing?

What needs to change?
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FINAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE PROGRAM 

SPRING 1996

Please use a scale of 0-5 

         0= no opinion

1= does not meet need

2= limited in meeting need

3= adequate in meeting need

4= strongly promotes student success

5= success greater than expected

1.  Students are gaining classroom strategies through Resource support.        0  1  2  3  4  5

2.  Students are gaining academic skills through Resource support.                0  1  2  3  4  5  

3.  Students are gaining social skills through Resource support.                      0  1  2  3  4  5

4.  Small group instruction provides for students outside grade level 

     parameters.                                                                                                  0  1  2  3  4  5

5.  Whole group instruction is a good support  mechanism.                            0  1  2  3  4  5

6.  Individual/as needed support during whole group teacher directed 

     activity is a good support mechanism.                                                        0  1  2  3  4  5

7.  Program is responsive to teacher/class needs.                                             0  1  2  3  4  5

8.  Program is responsive to individual needs.                                                 0  1  2  3  4  5

9.  Program is responsive to at risk student needs.                                          0  1  2  3  4  5

10. Referral (initiation of process) of students occurred in a timely fashion.  0  1  2  3  4  5

     (continued)
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FINAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE PROGRAM

SPRING 1996 (continued) 

Please list areas of concern regarding the program:

Please list any areas of particular strength in the program:

Comments:
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SURVEY ON THE REGULAR EDUCATION INITIATIVE

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neutral

4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

_______1. If special education students were taught in the general education environment 

      and did not have to be labeled to receive services, they and their parents would        

      have the same rights they have now.

_______2. Support for teaching special education students (money, personnel, materials) 

      should be a shared responsibility of general education, specialized areas of 

      education. universities, and parents of all children.

_______3. General educators, special educators, and support personnel should join in  

      partnership to improve the quality of instruction for special education 

      student.

_______4. Special education students can be placed in the general classroom without 

      being socially stigmatized or alienated.

_______5. Special education students can be placed in the general classroom without

      being academically stigmatized or alienated.

     (continued)
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SURVEY ON THE REGULAR EDUCATION INITIATIVE (continued)

_______ 6. Special education students can be placed in the general classroom without

      being behaviorially stigmatized or alienated.

_______ 7. Special education students who are placed in general classrooms should be

      grouped with students who are academically average or above average.

_______ 8. The general education curriculum is appropriate for students whose learning

       and behavioral patterns are varied.

_______ 9. The instructional methodologies of general education curriculum are 

       appropriate for students whose learning and behavioral patterns are varied.

_______10. It is necessary to restructure the general education classroom in order to meet     

       the needs of students whose learning and behavioral patterns are varied.

_______11. Problems in identifying students who need special education services will be

        minimized by having general and special educators work together.

_______12. Students with mental disabilities should be taught in general education 

        classrooms by both general and special education personnel.

_______13. Students with behavioral disorders/emotional disabilities should be taught in 

       general education classrooms by both general and special education personnel. 

_______14. Students with learning disabilities should be taught in general education 

        classrooms by both general and special education personnel.
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FINAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE PROGRAM

SPRING 1997

1.  How many students (not Resource now) in your class still need to be referred for SRT 

(Student Resource Team)?    

2.  Administrative time for Resource teachers is widely accepted as being at the 35% 

level.                                                                                              

Would you prefer to have this time regularly scheduled?                     Yes          No

Do you prefer this time be taken out of other regularly scheduled periods as            

needed (as it is now)?                Yes        No

 3.  In regards to Resource support of ASAP’S [state testing]

Do you prefer having Resource assistance while you give tests initially (with 

Resource breaking away from regular schedule)?                   Yes          No

Would you prefer that Resource keep to its regular schedule and assist students 

with ASAP’S at regularly scheduled times for working with your 

class?     Yes         No

4.  What approach currently being used by Resource staff do you feel is most effective 

For reading?   

For written expression?    

For math?

     (continued)
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FINAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE PROGRAM

SPRING 1997 (continued)

5.  What approach currently being used by Resource staff do you feel is least effective

For reading?   

For written expression?     

                                                            

For math?

6. A small amount of co-teaching has been done this year and last.  Is this appealing to                                                                                                         

you (perhaps a half-hour bloc for an agreed-upon time frame in a specific area - shared 

planning/shared execution --NO INTERRUPTIONS ALLOWED!)?   Yes         No

7. In consulting with Resource staff, do you receive enough information to have ideas 

for simplifying classroom assignments to fit Resource students’ levels?   Yes         No 

for managing undesirable behaviors in the classroom?   Yes         No

What other alternatives do you wish you would have (legal) ?

8.  What does Resource staff need to do more of?

     (continued)
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FINAL EVALUATION OF RESOURCE PROGRAM

SPRING 1997 (continued)

OPTIONAL:

STRENGTHS OF THE RESOURCE PROGRAM:

WEAKNESSES OF THE RESOURCE PROGRAM:

COMMENTS:
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PREFERENCE STATEMENTS FROM STUDENTS PREVIOUSLY IN THE 

RESOURCE PROGRAM

Would you prefer to be in Resource or the regular classroom? Why?
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONNAIRE 

FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

MAY 9, 2000

1. In serving special education students what do you see as the role of

a.) special education teachers

b.) special education paraeducators

c.) general education teachers

2. What is inclusion?

3. What is inclusion’s place in a school?

4. Are you comfortable delivering special education services in the general education 

classroom? Elaborate, if you wish.

5. Are you comfortable collaborating/planning with general education teachers?

Elaborate, if you wish.

6. How do you envision special education at the school next year?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR OUTGOING PRINCIPAL

MAY, 2000

1. Is inclusion in the school changing?

2. What is responsible for the change?

3. How do you feel about the changes?

4. What direction is inclusion taking in the school?

5. As you move into a central office position, what do you believe is the outlook for 

inclusion in the district?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR INCOMING PRINCIPAL

MAY, 2000

1. How is special education provided at the school?

2. What is your vision of how special education services should be provided?

3. What do you see as your role in regard to special education at the school?
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