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Supports for General Education Teachers to  Successfully Include 

Students w ith D isabilities in Their Classroom s

Currently, I am a Special Education Support Teacher, form erly titled Inclusion Specialist, 

w ith  M oorpark  U nified School District. I have held this position since Septem ber 1997. I have 

m ostly case m anagem ent responsibilities; ensuring that students’ IEP goals and accom m odations 

are addressed in the general education classroom , consulting w ith teachers and service providers, 

m onitoring students’ progress, and supervising supports for students. I hold a fundam ental be lief 

that all students should have equal access to  an appropriate public education, along w ith the 

necessary supports to  reach a reasonable m easure o f  success in their education. M y job  is to 

oversee the program s and services for the inclusion students, so I am often speculating, and 

considering, if  the general education teachers are receiving sufficient supports to  help them  

successfully teach inclusion students. That leads to  m y research question “W h a t su p p o rts  a re  

needed  fo r  g en era l ed u ca tio n  te a c h e rs  to  successfu lly  in c lude  s tu d e n ts  w ith  d isab ilities  in 

th e ir  c la ssro o m s?” This question addresses w hat teachers consider to  be im portant to  know, or 

have access to, in order to  teach inclusion students. I hope to  identify w hat supports are m ost 

helpful, and find out if  general education teachers feel adequately prepared and equipped to 

successfully teach students w ith disabilities. I also w ant to  know  w hat supports and services 

should be provided in order to  achieve the expectations o f  inclusive education in public schools.

L i te r a tu re  R eview

F e d e ra l L aw
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P rio r to the enactm ent o f federal legislation, children w ith disabilities w ere educated in 

separate schools or separate classroom s. In 1975, a m onum ental federal law  passed guaranteeing 

free and appropriate public education for all children regardless o f the type or degree of 

disability (Itkonen, 2013). This new  law , PL 94-142 (later renam ed the Individuals w ith 

D isabilities A ct in 1990, and then codified as the Individuals w ith D isabilities Education A ct in

2004), established the rights o f  students w ith disabilities to  receive a “free, appropriate public 

education” in the least restrictive environm ent or “L R E ” . In accordance w ith the Individuals 

w ith D isabilities Education A ct (IDEA, 2004), the least restrictive environm ent, requires:

To the m axim um  extent appropriate, children w ith disabilities, including children in 

public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated w ith children w ho are 

not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or other rem oval o f children w ith 

disabilities from  the regular educational environm ent occurs only w hen the nature or 

severity o f the disability o f a child is such that education in regular classes w ith the use of 

supplem entary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

The A ct w as intended to  im prove opportunities in education for handicapped children and adults 

ages 3-21 by requiring their education in the “least restrictive environm ent” , m andating students 

w ith disabilities to be educated w ith children w ho are not handicapped.

In c lu s io n

By the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, interpretation o f  the LR E evolved into the approach 

now  know n as inclusion, w hich supports the principle and practice o f considering general 

education as the placem ent o f  first choice for all learners (V illa & Thousand, 2003). Inclusion is 

a term  w hich expresses com m itm ent to  educate each child to  the m axim um  extent appropriate, 

regardless o f handicapping condition or severity, in the regular classroom  (W isconsin Education
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A ssociation Council, 2007). “The inclusion m ovem ent began as an attem pt to  create equality in 

education for students w ith disabilities and integration into the school com m unity” (Allday, 

N eilsen-G atti, & Hudson, 2013). O ver the last 35 years, groundbreaking litigation, political 

events, and parental advocacy have shaped the current system  of inclusive practices in the U nited 

States. Prem ised on the notion that all students, regardless o f  the level or type o f  disability, 

should be educated entirely in the same educational classroom s as their sam e-age peers, 

inclusion typically brings supplem ental supports, aids, and services to  the child in the general 

education classroom  rather than placing a child in a separate, special education setting. Inclusion 

is a philosophical m ovem ent based upon the notion that all students, regardless o f the level or 

type o f disability, should be educated entirely in the same educational classroom s as their same- 

age peers. Inclusive classroom s provide students w ith disabilities the opportunity to  learn 

alongside their typical peers and experience equal access to  public education, usually in their 

hom e schools. The ID EA  considers the general education classroom  to be the least restrictive 

environm ent (IDEA, 2004).

S tud ies

N um erous studies on how  to  prepare educators to  foster the type o f education envisioned 

by the ID EA  have been conducted. Surveys show that w hile teachers generally accept the idea o f 

teaching students w ith disabilities, they do not alw ays feel prepared to  do so effectively (Doorn, 

2003). This literature review  attem pts to  better understand w hat prospective teachers need to 

know, or be able to  do, in order to  effectively teach in inclusive classroom s and identify w hat 

resources general education teachers need to  successfully include students w ith disabilities in 

their classroom s.

The literature recognizes that inclusion can only be as effective as the resources,
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personnel, and trainings that are available. E ffective inclusive practices require collaboration 

and com m unication w ith special education staff, pre-service education, staff developm ent and 

trainings, strong adm inistrative support, positive attitudes, allow ances o f  tim e, and 

paraprofessionals/extra adults to  support the child w ith special needs. A  review  o f  the literature 

reveals a large percentage o f  teachers feel they have insufficient training, tim e or assistance to 

carry out inclusive practices. D oorn’s w ork dem onstrates only one-fourth or less o f  the teachers 

surveyed feel they have had sufficient tim e, training, or assistance to  undertake inclusive 

practices (2003).

C o llab o ra tio n  a n d  co m m u n ica tio n . W hen looking at successful m odels o f  inclusive 

practices, researchers m ost often note the im portance o f  collaboration and com m unication. 

R ichard Villa, et al (2005) identified “collaboration and com m unication” as tw o o f  the six “B est 

Practice” them es for successful inclusion.

Collaboration has been described as “ .. .a  style for direct interaction betw een at least tw o 

coequal parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision m aking as they w ork  tow ard a com m on 

goal” (W allace, A nderson, & Bartholom ay, 2002). Possible teaching m odels for collaboration 

include: consultation betw een teachers (enabling the general education teacher to  teach all 

students), parallel teaching (the 2 teachers/staff m em ber rotate am ong groups), supportive 

teaching (general education teacher takes the lead role and the special education teacher/staff 

m em ber rotates am ong groups), com plem entary teaching (special education teacher/staff 

m em ber takes notes, paraphrases the teacher’s statem ents, etc.), and co-teaching (2 teachers/staff 

m em ber teach s id e -B -s id e ). Collaboration can be betw een general education teachers and 

special education teachers, support service providers (e.g. speech and language pathologists, 

occupational therapists, adaptive PE  specialists), adm inistrators, state agencies, and parents.
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W ith the expectation o f a m ultidisciplinary team  approach to  best serve students w ith special 

needs, ID EA  (2004) specifies an education for all students, including children w ith disabilities, 

“requires the involvem ent o f  States, local educational agencies, parents, individuals w ith 

disabilities and their fam ilies, teachers and other service providers, and other interested 

individuals and organizations to  develop and im plem ent com prehensive strategies that im prove 

educational results for children w ith disabilities” .

Successful prom otion and im plem entation o f  inclusive education requires collaboration 

and com m unication (V illa & Thousand, 2003). In a study o f  m ore than 600 educators, 

collaboration em erged as the only variable that predicted positive attitudes tow ard inclusion 

am ong general and special educators, as well as adm inistrators. Successful prom otion and 

im plem entation o f inclusive education requires additional adult support, presented as the team ing 

o f a general education teacher w ith a special education teacher or special education support staff 

m em ber. A  collaborative approach to  teaching and support for collaborative practices are an 

essential part o f  successful inclusion. A  study by W allace, Anderson, and Bartholom ay (2002), 

exam ined collaboration and com m unication practices am ong general education and special 

education teachers in four high schools that w ere successful in including students w ith 

disabilities. Their findings indicate that establishing a structure to  support collaboration 

contributed to  the success o f these four high schools. C reating a school-w ide culture o f sharing 

and serving all students, w ith a focus on establishing planning tim e for instructional team s, 

ensuring frequent com m unication through m eetings, and supporting teaching and learning in all 

classroom s, w as essential to  successful inclusive environm ents. Collaboration betw een general 

and special education teachers creates a positive and open flow  of com m unication and m akes for 

a w ell-rounded support system. Collaboration is a key factor associated w ith a school’s success
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for achieving good results w hen including students w ith disabilities in general education. An 

open dialogue betw een general education and special education teachers allows for a shared 

vision for student learning and teaching, and an enduring and shared com m itm ent to  the 

collaborative process (W allace, A nderson, & Bartholom ay, 2002). Frequent, extended, and 

positive interactions betw een teachers and adm inistrators unify the school’s com m on vision 

and/or perspective and prom ote a com m unity o f  caring professionals.

In a study by K o and Bosw ell (2013), general education physical education teachers 

stated that com m unicating w ith other teachers w as beneficial for learning to  teach inclusive 

classes. Collaboration offers the sharing o f ideas about how  to  address students’ individual 

needs and other teachers often provide valuable insights about adaptations, especially for general 

education teachers w ith lim ited experience and lack o f expertise w orking w ith students w ith 

special needs. Even so, opportunities for collaboration w ere not alw ays readily available. The 

teachers participating in this study felt strongly about the need for w hat they called “ sharing 

sessions” to  strengthen inclusion practices. O ngoing discussions w ith colleagues provide 

opportunities to  share, analyze ideas, and reflect on teaching, w hich leads to  m astery o f skills and 

teaching w ith confidence (Ko & Bosw ell, 2013). K o and B osw ell concluded teachers’ beliefs 

and perceptions about inclusion directly im pact the success o f their inclusion classes and the 

quality o f the environm ent for their students.

There are varying em pirical findings about collaboration. C onderm an and Johnston- 

R odriguez (2009) used a survey to  m easure beginning general education and special education 

teachers’ perceptions o f their preparation and the im portance o f skills associated collaborative 

roles. The results from  a 3-part peer validated survey found that elem entary teachers felt m ostly 

prepared in using effective com m unication skills w ith colleagues and team  m em bers and co
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planning w ith colleagues to  m eet the needs o f  students w ith disabilities, and rated this area w ith a 

“high im portance” score. This data sharply contrasts w ith earlier investigations w hich found 

infrequent and ineffective com m unication betw een special education and general education 

teachers, difficulties for special education teachers to  collaborate w ith general education 

teachers, and lim ited pre-service course work in collaboration (Conderm an and Johnston- 

R odriguez, 2009). In a study by H am m ond and Ingalls (2003), the m ajority o f  teachers surveyed 

in three rural school districts (82% ) believed that special education teachers and general 

education teachers do not collaborate to provide services to  students. The results suggest that 

w hile collaboration can be a com plex process, teachers m ust practice successful collaboration in 

order to  create a successful m odel o f  inclusion.

P re -se rv ice  tra in in g  a n d  s ta f f  deve lopm en t. A ccording to  the literature, other key 

issues for successful inclusive practices include pre-service education, teacher training, and on

going sta ff developm ent. P re-service preparation and in-service training that address 

collaboration, team ing, com m unication, m odifying curriculum , m anaging behavior, and 

instructional strategies are essential (W allace, A nderson, & Bartholom ay, 2002). D oorn (2003) 

suggests that teacher credentialing program s in colleges and universities should rethink their 

teacher training, classroom  practices, and adm inistrative structures for determ ining w ho is 

taught, w hat is taught, and how  teaching is done. O ther researchers agreed. Titone (2005) notes 

a lack o f  effective preparation for both general and special education teachers and therefore a 

great need to  transform  teacher education. Follow ing interview s w ith a focus group o f  53 

individuals including general education faculty, special education faculty, undergraduate teacher 

candidates in both special and general education program s, parents o f  students w ith special 

needs, and adm inistrators, Titone determ ined there is a great need to  teach and enact com petent
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inclusive teaching practices. The em phasis should be on im proving teacher training m odels to 

better prepare future teachers to  w ork  w ith students w ith disabilities, establishing team -teaching 

system s, and providing opportunities for pre-service teachers and special education teachers to 

talk  and w ork together in courses, field work, and educational settings. K o and Bosw ell (2013) 

found insufficient training during teacher preparation program s can result in negative outlooks 

tow ards inclusion. Their study indicates that teachers felt their pre-service experiences were 

inadequate and professional developm ent learning opportunities w ere lim ited and ineffective. 

D ue to  a lack o f hands-on experiences, participating general education P E  teachers learned how  

to m ake accom m odations and adaptations by a tria l and  erro r process.

H istorically, teacher education program s have not been responsive to the inclusion 

m ovem ent (A llday et al, 2013). In the 1990’s, teacher preparation course work lacked 

inform ation related to  w orking w ith students w ith disabilities, w ith lim ited content on 

m ethodologies for inclusive practices. To A llday et al, teaching in todays’ classroom  requires a 

w ide range o f  skills and view s to  m eet the needs o f  diverse populations. Their study exam ined 

the required course work at 109 universities and colleges that offered certification in elem entary 

education w ithin the U nited States. Course nam es and catalog descriptions w ere analyzed to 

determ ine the num ber o f credit hours related to  the follow ing four areas: characteristics of 

disabilities, differentiation o f instruction, classroom  and behavior m anagem ent, and 

collaboration. The purpose o f  the study w as to  determ ine the training received by general 

education teachers at the pre-service level for including students w ith disabilities. Even though 

inclusion o f students w ith disabilities in general education classroom s is w idespread, the 

researchers found an clear disconnect betw een w hat teachers in pre-service program s are 

learning and w hat they face as practicing teachers. O f the colleges and universities included in
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the study, course requirem ents w ere very lim ited in instruction o f  characteristics o f  disabilities, 

behavior m anagem ent, and differentiating instruction. D espite the rising academ ic and 

behavioral challenges that teachers face in their classroom s, this study discovered m ost 

elem entary education preparation program s do not offer or require extensive course work on 

w orking w ith students w ith disabilities in inclusive environm ents (A llday et al, 2013).

In addition to collaboration and com m unication, Villa, Thousand, N evin, and L iston 

(2005) nam ed “on-going professional developm ent” as one o f  the six “B est Practice” them es for 

successful inclusion. Com ponents o f  professional developm ent should include inclusive 

educational practices, universal lesson plan design, differentiated instruction, m ethods for 

resolving differences, and opportunities for v isiting other school sites as a w ay to  gain/exchange 

instructional and organizational strategies. U niversal design for learning (UDL), form erly 

referred to  as differentiation o f  learning experiences, m inim izes the needs for m odification and 

decreases the segregation o f  students based on their different perform ance levels or perceived 

abilities. D ifferentiated instruction and U D L m eet the unique learning characteristics o f  each 

student and facilitates m eaningful and effective instruction regardless o f  their background or 

individual learning style.

To best support general education teachers w ho have students w ith disabilities in their 

classroom s, the literature recom m ends teachers be fam iliar w ith the characteristics o f  the 

disability and have a base know ledge o f  successful teaching strategies including academ ic 

m odifications, and social, com m unication, and behavioral strategies (Flynn, 2010). It is critical 

for teachers to  understand the ch ild’s disability and how  the disability affects the child as a 

whole, and not put blam e on the child for their behavior and responses to  their environm ent 

(Titone, 2005). Teachers can learn supportive strategies to  increase active engagem ent in
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instructional lessons. L each  and D uffy (2009) endorse strategies and techniques to  im prove 

academ ic engagem ent, as well as social integration, im proved com m unication, and enhanced 

positive behaviors to  support students w ith autism  spectrum  disorders in the classroom . 

Supportive strategies include (a) setting clear behavioral and social expectations, (b) 

differentiating instruction and assessm ent, and (c) increasing physical participation/active 

engagem ent, w ith activities such as role-playing, group responses, and incorporating special 

interests into the lessons and activities. Teachers can also learn corrective and preventative 

strategies. Corrective strategies support differentiated reinforcem ent, positive reinforcem ent, and 

prom pting-fading procedures. P reventive strategies/m easures provide a variety o f instructional 

form ats that m ay include social stories, P icture Exchange Com m unication System  (PECS), 

visual schedules, and environm ental arrangem ents. For an inclusive experience to  be successful 

for students w ith disabilities, the teachers m ay often need to  m ake curricular adaptations and 

utilize inclusive teaching strategies (Titone, 2005). A daptations m ay include finding alternate 

textbooks and m aterials to  teach a certain subject, or be able to  break dow n tasks into sm aller 

chunks, or slow  dow n the lessons com pletely and “pull the lesson apart” . V illa, Thousand, 

Nevin, and L iston (2005) assert that professional developm ent should include trainings in 

instructional responsiveness and expanded authentic assessm ent. Instructional responsiveness 

looks at how  students engage w ith each other, looking at individual needs, using hands-on 

experiences w here students help each other. Expanded authentic assessm ent looks at the w hole 

child, not using ju s t one singular assessm ent, using project-based assessm ents, and alternative 

assessm ents. It is im portant to  keep in m ind that successful im plem entation o f any new  

strategies requires com m itm ent and creative thinking.

T ech n ica l su p p o rts . A nother them e for successful im plem entation o f inclusive
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education is the requirem ent o f  technical assistance. A  study o f  program s for students w ith 

autism  in rural com m unities in M ontana showed that providing technical supports b e n e fite d  

teachers in using evidence-based practices (EBPs) to  teach children w ith autism  (Y oung-Pelton 

& Doty, 2013). The M ontana A utism  Education Project enlisted A utism  Training Solutions 

(w w w .autism trainingsolutions.com ) to  provide professional developm ent to  teachers through 

video training. This technology-based com pany highlights techniques and provides 

dem onstrations o f  EB Ps using video training to  teach skills using EBPs. They also provide 

trouble-shooting techniques for com m on challenges as needed and give feedback for evaluation 

and accountability. The results o f  the study w ere that teachers felt m ore com petent im plem enting 

EB Ps for students w ith autism  through the technical dissem ination o f  inform ation and training 

efforts.

A d m in is tra tiv e  su p p o rts . Successful prom otion and im plem entation o f  inclusive 

education requires visionary leadership and adm inistrative support. The literature establishes 

that the degree o f  adm inistrative support and vision is one o f  the m ost pow erful predictors o f  a 

general educator’s attitude tow ard inclusion (Villa, Thousand, N evin, & Liston, 2005).

A ccording to P raisner (2003), adm inistrators are expected to  design, lead, m anage, and 

im plem ent program s for all students, including students w ith disabilities. They m ust m odel 

behaviors that advance the integration, acceptance, and success o f  students w ith disabilities in 

general education classroom s. As school leaders, their attitudes about inclusion can have a great 

im pact on the attitudes and com m itm ent o f  staff. P raisner (2003) surveyed 408 elem entary 

school adm inistrators about their attitudes tow ards inclusion, how  their training and prior 

experience im pacts their attitude, and their perceptions about p lacem ent o f  students w ith 

disabilities. The m ajority o f  adm inistrators surveyed (76% ) w ere w ithin the uncertain range in
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their attitudes about inclusion. There w as a significant correlation betw een the num ber o f special 

education courses taken, in-service hours, specific topics on students w ith disabilities studied, 

and prior experience w ith adm inistrator’s attitudes tow ards inclusion. The study found that the 

m ore hours and credits taken (in special education classes), the m ore positive the attitude tow ard 

inclusion, and subsequently, the m ore positive the attitude, the m ore inclusive placem ents were 

selected for students w ith disabilities (Praisner, 2003). Even though a student’s p lacem ent is a 

decision m ade by the IEP team , the adm inistrator’s attitude and perceptions can strongly 

influence a p lacem ent decision. A dm inistrative support is necessary for the successful 

im plem entation o f  inclusion program s at any given school. A ccording to  V illa et al (2005), 

adm inistrators m ust build  consensus for a vision o f inclusive schooling and develop educators’ 

skills and confidence to be strong inclusive educators. This can be accom plished by arranging 

on-going m eaningful professional developm ent and providing incentives, including tim e to  m eet, 

training, listening to  staff concerns, and collaborative decision-m aking. The degree o f support is 

a powerful predictor o f  general education teachers’ positive feelings tow ards inclusive education. 

A dm inistrators m ust also reorganize and expand hum an and other teaching resources and plan 

for and take actions to  help the com m unity see and get excited about a new  vision o f inclusion. 

A ccording to D oorn (2003), educational adm inistrators could learn from  m ore efficient m odels 

like those found in Italy w here inclusion has been m andated for alm ost 30 years. In Italy, 

classroom s do not have m ore than one student w ith disabilities (not counting students w ith 

learning disabilities) and w hen there is a full inclusion student, there are no m ore than 20 

students in a class.

A ttitu d e s . Teachers’ attitudes tow ards inclusion play an im portant role in the success of 

inclusion. The literature shows that teachers value inclusive settings because they can offer
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environm ents w here students can fit (Villa, Thousand, N evin, & L iston, 2005). Inclusive 

classroom s can increase com passion and reduce stereotypes and stigm as; students do not alw ays 

know  w ho has special needs. O ther benefits include superior academ ic im pact for students w ith 

m ild special needs, acceptance o f  diversity am ong fellow  students, appropriate role m odels, 

appropriate preparation for future com m unity living, establishing a netw ork o f  com m unity 

supports, h igher teacher expectations for m ainstream  behaviors and skills, and greater social 

gains for students w ith disabilities (H am m ond & Ingalls, 2003). Successful prom otion and 

im plem entation o f  inclusive education m ay require redefining roles and relinquishing traditional 

roles for general education teachers. D oorn (2003) states w ith the legal responsibilities for 

m eeting the needs o f  learners w ith disabilities in the LRE, teachers can feel stressed, 

unsupported, and overw helm ed by the dem ands that inclusion places on them . Teachers often do 

not have a sense o f  ow nership or o f  em pow erm ent due to  their m inim al role on determ ining the 

nature o f  the students in their classes. A ccording to  D oorn (2003), teachers w ant to  be m ore 

involved in decisions concerning how  students are assigned, disciplined, and prom oted. Titone 

(2005) believes that teachers should m onitor their own attitude; they m ust believe that they are 

capable o f  teaching all children in inclusive ways, feel com fortable, em pathetic, and be 

respectful tow ards students w ith disabilities. Thinking about students w ith diverse needs is as 

im portant as the lessons and activities used to  teach them ; teachers m ust have a positive attitude 

about inclusion and students w ith disabilities, and m ake inclusion part o f  one’s educational 

philosophy. Teachers’ attitudes tow ards tow ard innovative educational practices, such as 

inclusion, are one o f  the m ost im portant factors in determ ining the success o f  the practice 

(H am m ond & Ingalls, 2003). H am m ond and Ingalls developed questionnaires for elem entary 

teachers in three rural school districts in the southw estern region o f  the U nited States for the
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purpose o f surveying teachers’ attitudes tow ards inclusion and determ ining the level or degree of 

inclusive practices occurring in their rural schools. The researchers know  that teachers face 

m any challenges in providing appropriate educational experiences for students w ith disabilities. 

They w ere concerned that teachers in rural districts faced additional challenges specific to  their 

region. These unique challenges include high num bers o f  teachers on em ergency credentials, 

lim ited access to  teacher training program s, and high num bers o f students living w ithin poverty 

levels. The results o f  their surveys indicate that although a m ajority o f  teachers stated that they 

had inclusionary program s in operation at their schools, a very high percentage had either 

negative attitudes or uncertainty tow ard inclusionary program s and their benefits, and w ere not 

fully com m itted to  the concept o f  inclusion (H am m ond & Ingalls, 2003). Perceptions o f  teachers 

m ust be positive in order to  im prove the success o f  inclusive practices. H am m ond and Ingalls 

believe that this can be accom plished by increased opportunities to  collaborate on inclusive 

program s, adequate training from  pre-service and inservice program s, ongoing support from  

fellow  teachers and adm inistrators, and increased levels o f teacher involvem ent in planning and 

im plem enting an inclusionary program . K o and Bosw ell (2013) concluded from  their study that 

teachers’ beliefs and perceptions about inclusion directly im pact the success o f their inclusion 

classes and the quality o f  the environm ent for their students.

T im e . A nother frequent them e in the literature is that teachers do not have enough tim e 

to  do w hat they need to  properly support their students w ith disabilities. There is a great burden 

on teachers to  ensure a successful inclusive experience for their students w ith disabilities. Time 

is a huge factor for teachers w hen including students in their classroom s. Teachers need 

sufficient tim e for taking special education training, adapting and m odifying program s, and 

m eeting w ith parents, special education teachers, and support providers (Doorn, 2003). Teachers
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need tim e to  address the needs o f inclusion students, including preparing and adapting lessons, 

helping students m eet the academ ic dem ands, and dealing w ith behavioral issues. General 

education and special education teachers m ust have opportunities to  plan together, and 

adm inistrators m ust find scheduling m odels that create that tim e (W allace, Anderson, 

Bartholom ay, 2002).

Para  p ro fessional su p p o rts . The literature also addresses the use o f  para professionals in 

inclusive classroom s. In a report by Susan F lynn (2010), para professionals are a vital com ponent 

to  a student’s success in the general education classroom  and can be a trem endous support to  the 

general education teacher. A para professional can w ork w ith a student in a one-to-one form at, in 

sm all-group instruction, and in large-group instruction. H e or she should be very fam iliar w ith 

the student’s behavior plan and can im plem ent strategies and accom m odations consistently. In a 

study by W allace, A nderson, and B artholom ay (2002), the general education and special 

education teachers m ust have skills to  effectively w ork w ith para professionals and in turn, 

para professionals need to  be appropriately prepared for their roles. Teachers are responsible for 

m aking instructional m odifications and decisions, and although para professionals m ay be the 

staff m em ber w ho best know s the student w ith disabilities, he or she should not be expected to 

have the sam e am ount o f responsibility as the teacher. It is im portant to  note that in this study, 

special education teachers reported less com m unication w ith general education teachers w hen a 

para professional is providing classroom  support for inclusion. Para professionals, special 

educators and other related service personnel are there to  enable students to  access the general 

education curriculum , not to supplant curriculum  access by pulling the student out o f the 

instructional activities in w hich other students are engaged (Villa, Thousand, N evin, & Liston,

2005). Para professionals should be a co-teacher and a support to  the class, not a “velcroed”
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personal assistant to  one lone student.

L im ita tio n s

The studies in this review  acknow ledged lim itations in their research. Y oung-Pelton and 

D oty (2013) expressed concerns about the self-reporting o f  data by participants and lim ited 

resources to  conduct the study. H am m ond and Ingalls (2203) stated their study only surveyed 

teachers in a small geographic region and lacked biographical inform ation on the participants. 

W allace, A nderson, and Bartholom ay (2002) expressed concerns over the small num ber o f 

schools (four) included in the study that lim ited the ability to generalize results to  other settings, 

the fact that the results are based on the perceptions o f  those in the focus 

groups/interview s/surveys, and that the surveys did not include the perspectives o f  the general 

education teachers or para professionals. P raisner’s study (2003) surveyed principals in one state, 

only at the elem entary level, and m ade the assum ption that all principals w ork under the same 

conditions. A llday, N eilsen-G atti and H udson (2013) expressed concerns their study included a 

lim ited range o f  universities and colleges w ith elem entary education preparation program s, and 

did not include universities that offered dual certification o f  elem entary education and special 

education program s.

S u m m a ry

N ow , m ore than ever, students w ith disabilities are being included in general education 

classroom s in public schools. The types o f  disabilities vary, crossing a range o f  severity o f 

A utism  Spectrum  D isorders and including, bu t not lim ited to, students w ith significant attention 

issues, em otional disorders, and physical handicapping conditions. W ith the increasing influx o f 

students w ith disabilities into general education classroom s, there are grow ing expectations and
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dem ands on a general education teacher to  include and support these students in their classroom s 

and attain a certain level o f  academ ic, social, and behavioral success. The results o f  legal 

m andates have accelerated the p lacem ent o f  students w ith disabilities in general education 

classroom s, and intensified the need for educator training and collaboration in an effort to 

im prove achievem ent o f  all students (A llday et al, 2013).

The literature depicts consistent them es for w hat is im portant or necessary to  effectively 

teach in inclusive classroom s. The studies and articles em phasize m ajor them es that include the 

im portance o f  collaboration and com m unication betw een general education and special 

education teachers, pre-service education in college and university credentialing program s, 

ongoing sta ff developm ent and trainings for teachers, adm inistrative support for school-w ide 

positive inclusive environm ents, adequate tim e for planning and collaborating, personal positive 

attitudes o f  staff and faculty, and para professional support.

It is evident that further research is needed to understand the relationship betw een how  

teachers w ork together and the im pact various form s o f  collaboration have on the teachers 

them selves as well as the students w ith disabilities in inclusive environm ents. Several o f  the 

researchers included in this literature review  not only recom m ended m ore extensive pre-service 

course work at the university  and college level to learn m ore about best practices for teaching 

students w ith disabilities, bu t they also em phasized the need for increased hands-on field w ork  in 

inclusive classroom s w ith students w ith disabilities. There is a w idespread b e lie f that guided 

field experiences build confidence in student teachers. Further research on how  to effectively 

deliver instruction to  m eet the unique needs o f  students in inclusive classroom s to  include 

differentiation o f  lessons, accom m odations, and adaptations is also needed.

M ethodo logy
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P a r tic ip a n ts

In an effort to  discover w hat supports are needed and considered to  be m ost helpful for 

general education teachers to  successfully include students w ith disabilities in their classroom s, I 

chose to  exam ine tw o elem entary schools w ithin M oorpark  U nified School District: Cam pus 

Canyon College Preparatory A cadem y and M ountain M eadow s 21st Century Learning Academy. 

B oth  schools are located in M oorpark, California, a suburban area northw est o f L os Angeles.

Schools. The first school in the study, Cam pus Canyon College Preparatory A cadem y 

(hereafter referred to  as CC) serves students from  transitional kindergarten through grade eight, 

w ith an enrollm ent o f  approxim ately 670 students. CC is a Title I school and the perform ance o f 

some o f  its subpopulations has deem ed it a school for Program  Im provem ent (PI). O f the 542 

elem entary students I focused on, 30%  are considered English Learners and 45%  o f  the students 

receive free/reduced lunches. Ten percent o f the students receive special education services. 

Currently, there are 23 elem entary general education teachers and one full-tim e Specialized 

A cadem ic Instruction (SAI) teacher for an English-Language A rts and M ath pull-out program .

As o f  January 2015, there w ere tw elve elem entary students considered to  be fully included in 

general education settings at CC, enrolled in ten separate classroom s. Their disabilities included 

four students w ith A utism  Spectrum  D isorders, five students w ith O ther H ealth  Im pairm ents for 

significant attention disorders, tw o students w ith a significant learning disability, and one student 

w ith an em otional disorder.

The second school in the study, M ountain M eadow s 21st Century L earn ing  A cadem y 

(hereafter referred to  as M M ) serves students from  transitional kindergarten through grade five, 

w ith an enrollm ent o f  approxim ately 487 students. M M  is a Title I school. O f the population at 

M M , 47%  are considered English Learners and 31%  o f  the students receive free/reduced
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lunches. M M  houses 3 self-contained special education classes. Two o f  these classes are 

specifically designated for students w ith autism, w ith the th ird  identified as a non-categorical 

class. A pproxim tely18%  o f  the student population receives special education services. There 

are 19 elem entary general education teachers and tw o Specialized A cadem ic Instruction (SAI) 

teachers for English-Language A rts and M ath pull-out program s. As o f  January 2015, there w ere 

tw elve elem entary students considered to  be fully included in general education settings at M M , 

enrolled in 8 separate general education classroom s. Their disabilities include students w ith 

A utism  Spectrum  D isorders, O ther H ealth  Im pairm ents for significant attention disorders, 

em otional disorders, intellectual im pairm ents, and orthopedic im pairm ents.

T each ers . Surveys w ere given to  a total o f  forty-tw o general education teachers (see 

A ppendix A  for sam ple surveys). O f these, 28 teachers returned com plete surveys. The 

requested dem ographic variables included age, num ber o f  years teaching, level o f  education, 

special pre-service training, and experiences w ith teaching students w ith disabilities. The 

m ajority o f  the teachers participating in the study are over 40 years old (80%). The breakdow n 

o f  age groups is as follows: 3 teachers are in the 20-29 age range, 3 teachers are in the 30-39 age 

range, 12 teachers are in the 40-49 age range, 8 teachers are in the 50-59 age range, and 5 

teachers are 60 and over. The num ber o f  years teaching w as w idespread. M ore than h a lf  o f  the 

teachers surveyed have been teaching for m ore than 20 years. The breakdow n o f teaching 

experience in years is as follows: 5 teachers have taught less than 5 years, 11 teachers have 

taught betw een 11-20 years, 11 teachers have taught betw een 21-30 years, and 4 teachers have 

taught m ore than 30 years. Tw elve teachers (39% ) hold m asters’ degrees. A  large m ajority o f 

the teachers (97% ) have had students w ith disabilities fully included in their classroom s. (See 

A ppendix B1 for specific dem ographic data).
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P ro c e d u re  an d  M a te ria ls

This study received form al approval from  the Institutional R eview  B oard (I.R .B.) o f  the 

Research and Sponsored Program s D epartm ent at C alifornia State U niversity Channel Islands. In 

order to  assess teachers’ opinions and attitudes on successful inclusive supports, I form ulated a 

w ritten survey to  dissem inate to  general education teachers (See A ppendix A2 and A3). In a 

cover letter to  the teachers, I asked for their assistance in m y project to  find out w hat types o f 

supports a general education teacher w ould need to  have a successful inclusion experience w ith 

students w ith disabilities in their classroom s. I explained that their participation w as voluntary, 

bu t that I w as truly looking forw ard to  their input and contributions to  m y Research Project. The 

surveys w ere to  be com pleted anonym ously, w ith a consent form  subm itted separately. I also 

included a dem ographics questionnaire in order to acquire background inform ation on the 

teachers. The first page o f  the survey consisted o f  ten statem ents related to  the opportunities that 

teachers are currently receiving or have received in the past in regard to  having students w ith 

disabilities in their classroom s, referred to as the “O pportunities Survey” . Teachers w ere asked 

to  rate each statem ent from  1-5, w ith one being “H ighly D isagree’ and five being “H ighly 

A gree” . The statem ents in this survey w ere based on inform ation derived from  the literature 

review  regarding supports for teachers. The second page o f  the survey consisted o f  10 

statem ents o f  possible supports that teachers m ay need to  m ake the inclusion experience 

successful, referred to  as “Teacher Support Survey” . Prior to  handing out the surveys to 

teachers, I first shared a copy o f  the surveys w ith both principals to  get acceptance and approval 

o f  m y research project. I then distributed the surveys to  the general education elem entary 

teachers w orking at the tw o schools. I gave a w eek ’s tim e to  com plete the survey and set a 

deadline to  return the surveys in an envelope that I provided to  a designated receptacle (large
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envelopes labeled “consent form ” and “ surveys”) in the teachers’ lounges.

A nalysis

R esponses

Once the com pleted surveys w ere collected, the results w ere com piled and analyzed. 

Sixteen teachers from  CC and 15 teachers from  M M  returned the consent form s and surveys, for 

a total num ber o f  31 teachers. Thirty-one teachers signed the consent form  to  participate in the 

study and com pleted the dem ographics survey. A  total o f  28 teachers returned the first page 

(rating a series o f  10 statem ents) o f  the survey com pleted appropriately. Tw enty-eight teachers 

returned the second page (ranking a series o f  10 statem ents) com pleted appropriately. The raw  

data o f the surveys is attached in A ppendix B.

F ind ings

O p p o rtu n itie s  su rvey . The “ O pportunities Survey” used a L ikert scale to  specify 

respondents’ level o f agreem ent or disagreem ent on a sym m etric agree-disagree scale for a series 

o f statements. R atings o f “ 5 and 4” indicated “H ighly A gree and A gree” , respectively. Ratings 

o f  “ 1 and 2” indicated “H ighly D isagree and D isagree” , respectively. A  rating o f  “ 3” w as 

considered “N eutral” . On this survey, my findings show  that the m ajority o f teachers surveyed 

“H ighly A gree/A gree” that they have an adm inistrator that supports inclusive practices at their 

school site (93% ) and they have sufficient opportunities to  collaborate w ith general education 

teachers (89%). M ore than h a lf  o f  the teachers surveyed “H ighly A gree/A gree” that they receive 

sufficient on-site support from  their inclusion students’ special education support staff (75%), 

have sufficient opportunities to com m unicate and/or collaborate w ith special education support 

staff (71% ), and feel confident in their abilities to  m ake accom m odations for students (53%).
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Less than 10% percent of teachers “Highly Disagree/Disagree” with these five statements. 

Twenty-one percent of the teachers “Highly Agree/Agree” that they have received sufficient pre

service training for including students with disabilities in their classrooms; while 60% percent 

“Highly Disagree/Disagree” with that statement. Twenty-five percent of teachers “Highly 

Agree/Agree” that they are generally more overwhelmed and/or stressed by their inclusion 

student; while 46% “Highly Disagree/Disagree”. Teachers were closely divided on having 

sufficient time to plan or attend IEP meetings specifically for their inclusion student; 41% of 

teachers “Highly Agree/Agree”, while 39% “Highly Disagree/Disagree” with this statement. 

Thirty-six percent of the teachers “Highly Agree/Agree” that they have sufficient opportunities 

to be involved in a collaborative decision-making process to place inclusion students in their 

classrooms; 32% disagree with this statement. Zero teachers “Highly Agree/Agree” that the 

district provides sufficient staff development for including students with disabilities, compared to 

86% who “Highly Disagree/Disagree” with this statement. (See Table 1)

Table 1 Opportunities Survey: Results of Respondents’ Level of Agreement or Disagreement

Statements o f Support Highly Agree/ 
Agree

Highly Disagree/ 
Disagree

Positive school site administrative support 93% 0%

Sufficient opportunities to collaborate with general education teachers 89% 4%

Sufficient on-site support from special education team 75% 4%

Sufficient opportunities to communicate/collaborate with special education staff 71% 7%

Feel confident in abilities to make accommodations 53% 4%

Sufficient pre-serving training 21% 60%

Overwhelmed/stressed by demands of inclusion student 25% 46%

Sufficient time to for planning and attending IEP meetings 42% 39%

Sufficient opportunities to be involved with decision-making process to include students 36% 32%

District provides sufficient staff development for including students with disabilities 0% 86%

Teacher support survey. On the second survey, 10 items of support were to be ranked in 

order of most important to least important. Supports were considered highly important if they 

were marked as a “9” or “10” on the rating scale, while those that were marked as a “1” or “2”
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were considered least important. My findings show that teachers favored instructional aide 

support (54%) and collaboration/communication with special education support staff (43%).

Staff development on instructional strategies and accommodations (29%) was important but with 

lower significance, as were the following supports, which tied with 21% of teachers attaching 

some importance: pre-service education for working with students with specials needs and staff 

development on behavior management techniques. The least important support according to the 

teachers surveyed was school-wide positive attitudes about inclusion (54%). Release time for 

instructional planning and administrative support for inclusion each garnered 32% of teachers

Most Important Least Important

Instructional Aide Support 54% School-Wide Positive Attitude 54%
Collaboration/Communication with 

Special Education Support Staff
43% Release Time for Instructional 

Planning
32%

Most Important Least Important

Instructional Aide Support 54% School-Wide Positive Attitude 54%
Collaboration/Communication with 

Special Education Support Staff
43% Release Time for Instructional 

Planning
32%

feeling that they were less important. Teachers were neutral on release time for IEP related 

meetings, and staff development on disability characteristics. (See Table 2)

Table 2 Teacher Support Survey: Results of Respondents’ Preferred and Less Preferred Supports

Trends. Data compilation showed which supports teachers found most important and 

which supports they considered to be less important. It was revealing to see the disparity 

between which supports teachers value, as compared to the supports they have been able to 

access.

Twenty-one percent of the teachers surveyed stated that both pre-service education was 

very important and felt that they received sufficient pre-serve education to prepare themselves to 

work with students with special needs. More than half of the teachers (60%) agree that their pre

service education was less than sufficient. Both staff development on instructional strategies
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and behavior m anagem ent techniques w as ranked as relatively im portant (29%  and 21%  

respectively); w hile teachers stated that the district did not offer sufficient trainings. Zero 

percent o f teachers agree that the district provides training for w orking w ith students w ith 

disabilities; 86%  o f  the teachers disagree that the district provides sufficient training. On a 

positive note, collaboration/com m unication w ith special education support staff ranked high on 

the list o f im portant supports and alm ost ha lf o f the teachers stated that they have sufficient 

opportunities for this (75%). M ore than h a lf  o f  teachers surveyed (53% ) stated that 

adm inistrative support w as one o f the least im portant supports for including students w ith 

disabilities in their classroom s, yet 93%  o f  those teachers felt that their adm inistrator w as highly 

supportive o f  inclusion at their school. A bout h a lf  o f  the teachers surveyed (53% ) feel that 

having an instructional aide to support their student w ith special needs w as im portant.

C o m p a re  a n d  c o n tra s t. W hen com paring the results o f  my surveys and the preferences 

o f the general education teachers at both CC and M M  to the m ajor them es found in the research 

literature, there are som e com m on areas and some surprises in regard to  w hich supports teachers 

need m ost to  successfully include students w ith disabilities in their classroom s. The m ajor 

them es that com e across in the literature are that teachers feel that they have insufficient training, 

tim e, or assistance to  undertake inclusive practices. They also feel that effective inclusion 

practices are best supported by collaboration and com m unication w ith special education staff, 

pre-service education, staff developm ent and trainings, strong adm inistrative support, school- 

w ide positive attitudes, and instructional aide support. The teachers I surveyed highly agree w ith 

the need for collaboration and com m unication w ith special education support staff and m ore pre

service training. They did feel the need for on-going staff developm ent or tim e for planning for 

instruction and accom m odations as the literature suggests. Even though they w ant m ore staff
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developm ent opportunities, they m ostly felt that the district did not provide it. The study 

participants at both schools felt very strongly about the need for instructional aide support, 

w hereas the literature seem ed to  present that as a lesser factor in the success o f including 

students w ith special needs in a general education classroom . This study w as lim ited by the 

small sam ple size o f teachers from  only tw o school sites in a small suburban school district, 

w hile the overall literature included a w ider range o f subjects and geographical areas.

S ign ifican t re su lts . The inform ation gathered from  m y research and data collection 

includes notew orthy observations. M y findings show that the m ajority o f  the participating 

teachers are betw een the ages o f  40 -  49, w ith a larger num ber o f  teachers above age 40 than 

below. Fem ale teachers significantly outnum ber m ale teachers. A lm ost all o f  the teachers 

(97% ) have had students w ith special needs in their classroom s; w hile few  (6% ) have had any 

specific special education training, w hether in their pre-service education prior to  teaching or 

provided through district-w ide staff developm ent opportunities. Overall, teachers w ere neutral in 

having confidence in their abilities to  teach and m ake accom m odations for their students w ith 

special needs, despite the num ber o f years o f teaching experience.

A dditional findings show that the m ajority o f the participating teachers feel that their 

school site, including fellow  teachers and adm inistrators, em anate a positive attitude about 

including students w ith disabilities, yet this quality w as ranked low  on the im portance level. 

Teachers did not express concerns over having enough tim e for IEP related m eetings, planning 

for instruction, and collaboration w ith specialists and other teachers. Teachers stated that they 

were, for the m ost part, not overw helm ed by having students w ith disabilities in their classroom s. 

Teachers did strongly state the need for instructional aide support, although not all felt th is way, 

and the research does not suggest that this type o f support is essential for successfully including
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students w ith special needs in general education classroom s. Only a small num ber o f  teachers 

stated that training on behavioral strategies w as o f  im portance.

D iscussion

“W hat supports are needed for general education teachers to  successfully include 

students w ith disabilities in their classroom s?” This is the question that I often ask m yself as I 

contem plate how  best to  fulfill m y professional duties, w hich prom pted m y current project.

This action research study increased m y know ledge and opened m y eyes to  the supports that 

teachers feel they need in order to successfully include students w ith disabilities in their 

classroom s and their attitudes about inclusion o f  students w ith special needs. A s I began this 

study, I w as earnest in m y quest to  learn w hat w as im portant to  teachers and determ ined to  find 

w ays to  im prove m y support to  them , and ultim ately to  the students in their classroom s. W ith 

the cooperation o f  m y fellow  teachers and adm inistrators, I w as able to  conduct this study and 

explore the view points and ideas o f  a group o f  general education teachers. The data that I 

collected successfully answ ered m y research question. A bout 50%  o f  teachers feel instructional 

aide support is im portant. M y data does not indicate the reason behind this bu t m y professional 

experience leads to  possibilities involving shared responsibilities for behavior m anagem ent and 

m eeting individual needs, additional supervision, or clerical support. Teachers seem  to 

appreciate having som eone else in the classroom  to help address specific individual needs 

w ithout taking away significant teaching tim e from  the entire class. U nfortunately some 

instructional aides are used m ore for m aking copies, correcting student work, or preparing 

m aterials than w orking w ith children. I w as surprised that only h a lf  o f  the teachers ranked 

instructional aide as im portant; I expected it to  be m uch higher. This is usually the first thing 

that teachers ask for upon learning that an inclusion student w ill be placed in their classroom .
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Teachers w ant opportunities to  collaborate w ith their professional peers, from  both 

special and general education arenas. Support from  other professionals is critical and 

collaboration provides alternate ideas, fresh strategies, and em otional support. H istorically, 

teaching has been an isolated profession; teachers w ere on their own, in their ow n classroom s. 

Currently, teachers often w ork  as collaborative team s, w hether by grade level or ideologies. 

Teachers w ant inform ation on how  to best include students through know ledge o f using 

accom m odations and m odifications, and defining their instructional strategies to  m eet the 

specific needs o f a student. They take pride in their accom plishm ents and w ant to  use the latest 

and proven techniques to  support their students. M oorpark  U nified School D istrict encourages 

the schools to  develop and set aside tim e for collaboration through Professional Learning 

Com m unities (PL C ’s) on a m onthly basis. S taff m eetings alternate w hole group w ith small 

group/grade level m eetings. Special education support staff at each school alw ays participates in 

these m eetings.

Teachers did not necessarily w ant to  learn m ore about behavior m anagem ent for students 

w ith disabilities. This is in contrast to  w hat I encounter on a regular basis w here teachers express 

significant concerns about students’ challenging behaviors and frequently ask for help and 

advice. I th ink that tim e is a big factor here. M any teachers don’t w ant to  take tim e to  learn 

positive behavioral support strategies and m aybe they don’t realize that w ith m ore knowledge, 

they could potentially save tim e addressing challenging behaviors. Som e teachers feel 

responsible to  m anage students w ith special needs in their classroom s and others w ant som eone 

else to  handle the behaviors and let them  stay on track teaching their daily lessons. Even for 

teachers w ho do take ow nership o f students w ith special needs and their behavioral challenges, 

they often struggle w ith the dem ands to  teach a full curriculum  and staying on schedule. M any
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teachers that I w ork  w ith grapple w ith the idea o f w hat is fair to  the rest o f their students and how  

students w ith special needs im pact their learning.

The data shows that teachers w ere neutral about being given opportunities to  be involved 

in decisions about placing students w ith disabilities in their classroom s. This w as som ew hat 

surprising as teachers regularly tell m e at the start o f a new  school year that they w ished that they 

had had opportunities to  observe the child in their previous p lacem ent or had m ore inform ation 

about the academ ic and behavioral needs to  better prepare for their arrival. The decision to 

involve a potential teacher in the decision m aking process lies w ith the school’s principal. It is 

an individual preference at each particular site. I feel that w hen a teacher is a part o f  the 

decision, the m ore likely he/she is to  be accepting instead o f questioning the placem ent.

C onclu sions a n d  F u tu re  S tudies

I believe that the results o f  this study align w ith the findings in the published research, 

although w ith slight variations o f im portance. I feel the project reflects a reasonable sam pling of 

attitudes in M oorpark  U nified Schools. N ow  that I know  w hat supports teachers need to include 

students w ith disabilities in their classroom s, new  questions have emerged. The next step is to 

figure out how  to support teachers in the areas that are being insufficiently addressed. For 

exam ple, how  can w e reach teachers w ho don’t feel that they have adequate on-site support to 

help teach students w ith disabilities? H ow  can w e help to  increase and strengthen opportunities 

for com m unication and collaboration w ith either specialists or peer teachers? H ow  do w e go 

about providing teachers w ith m ore opportunities to  be involved w ith decision-m aking for 

placing students w ith disabilities in their classroom s? Lastly , and m ost relevant to  m y position, 

can I w ork w ith m y school district to  offer staff developm ent trainings for successfully including 

students w ith disabilities in general education classroom s?
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If  I w ere to  continue this research project, I w ould like the study to  include a larger or 

m ore w ide-spread sam ple o f  teachers. I only included tw o o f  the five elem entary schools in the 

district. W ith M oorpark  being a relatively small town, the diversity o f  teachers could be 

considered som ew hat lim ited. A larger area w ould likely include m ore varied backgrounds. 

A nother district could offer a com pletely different perspective. I w ould also like to  conduct oral 

interview s w ith teachers. This w ould provide opportunities for in-depth questioning and detailed 

answ ers and inform ation. Rating and ranking scales restrict responses.

This action research study brought attention to, and focuses on w hat teachers need to 

successfully teach students w ith disabilities. In the field o f  education, the em phasis is usually on 

w hat is necessary for students and how  best can w e m eet their individual needs. This study 

aw akened m y enthusiasm  for finding out w hat supports teachers need. I believe that i f  teachers 

get the support they need, then it is expected that students are going to  get w hat they need, too. I 

look forw ard to  sharing m y results w ith both school site principals and district level special 

education adm inistrators. I am hopeful that change can occur to  further m eet the needs o f 

general education teachers as they include students w ith disabilities in their classroom s.
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A ppendix A 

Sam ples o f  Teacher Q uestionnaire and Surveys
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Table A l Sam ple o f  Teacher D em ographic Q uestionnaire

T e a c h e r  D em o g rap h ic  Q u e s tio n n a ire

1. School N a m e :_______________________________________________________________

2. Age range: ___ 20-29 ____ 30-39 ____ 40-49 ____ 50-59 ____ 60+

3. G ender: Male Fem ale O ther

4. W hat grade(s) do you te a c h ? _____________________________

5. How m any years  have you been  te a c h in g ? _______________

6. How m any years  have you been  in your current p o sitio n ?__________________

7. W hat is your current position?

___ G eneral Education T each er ____ Special Education T eacher

8. Have you ever taught special education? YES NO

If yes, for how m any y e a rs /d e sc r ib e ? _________________________________________

9. Do you have specialized training working with s tuden ts  with disabilities, such a s  autism  

spectrum  disorders, em otional disorders, ADHD/ADD, physical disabilities, or specific 

learning disabilities?

YES NO If yes, describe your training experience:

10. Your h ighest level of education:

______B achelor’s d eg ree  ______ M aster’s d eg ree  ______ Doctorate deg ree

11. P lease  indicate your certifications

12. Have you had studen ts with disabilities in your classroom  that w ere considered  Full 
Inclusion s tuden ts?

YES NO
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Table A2 Sam ple o f  Teacher Survey

Teacher O pportunities Rating Survey

Topic: Supports needed for general education teachers to have successful inclusion experiences with 
students with special needs. Your inclusion experience can be current or in the past.

Please rate  the following statem ents 1-5, with 1 being “Highly Disagree” and 5 being “Highly 
Agree” .

I have received sufficient on-site support from my inclusion student’s special education support staff 
(i.e. inclusion specialist, speech & language therapist, and/or occupational therapist) in order to 
effectively include my student with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5

I have sufficient opportunities to communicate and/or collaborate with my special education support 
staff.

1 2 3 4 5

I have sufficient opportunities to be involved in a collaborative decision-making process to place 
inclusion students in general education classes.

1 2 3 4 5

I am generally more overwhelmed and/or stressed by the demands of my inclusion student as compared 
to the demands of typical students.

1 2 3 4 5

I have sufficient time for planning and attending IEP meetings for my inclusion student.

1 2 3 4 5

I have received sufficient pre-service training for including students with disabilities in my classroom.

1 2 3 4 5

My district provides sufficient staff development/on-site training for including students with disabilities 
in my classroom.

1 2 3 4 5

My school site administrator supports inclusive practices and placing students with disabilities in 
general education classrooms.

1 2 3 4 5

I feel confident in my abilities to make accommodations to support students with disabilities in my 
classroom.

1 2 3 4 5
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Table A3 Sam ple o f  Teacher Survey

T e a ch e r S u p p o r t R a n k in g  Survey

I’d like to know what you feel is important, and necessary, in order to have a successful experience teaching 
and including students with disabilities in your classroom.

Rank the following statements from 10-1, with 10 being “Most Important” and 1 being “Least 
Important”.

Use each number only once.

____  Collaboration/communication with special education support staff

____ _Pre-service education for working with students with special needs

____ _Staff development on instructional strategies and accommodations

____ _Staff development on behavior management techniques

____ _Staff development on disability characteristics

____ _Administrative support for inclusion

____ _School-wide positive attitudes about inclusion

____ _Instructional aide support

____ _Release time for instructional planning

____ _Release time for IEP-related meetings (pre-planning, attending IEPs, follow-up discussions)

Thank you very much for participating in my master’s research project!!
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A ppendix B

Teacher Q uestionnaire and Survey R esponse Sum m aries
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T ab le  B1 D em ographic Inform ation

Table B1.1 School Name

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
Campus Canyon 15 53.6 53.6
Mountain Meadows 13 46.4 100.0
Total 28 100.0

Table B1.2 Age Range

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
20-29 3 10.7 10.7
30-39 2 7.1 17.9
40-49 12 42.9 60.7
50-59 6 21.4 82.1
60+ 5 17.9 100.0
Total 28 100.0

Table B1.3 Gender

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
Female 27 96.4 96.4
Male 1 3.6 100.0
Total 28 100.0

Table B1.4 Level of Education

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
Bachelor's Degree 17 60.7 60.7
Masters' Degree 11 39.3 100.0
Total 28 100.0
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Table B1.5 Years of Teaching

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
2 2 7.1 7.1
3 2 7.1 14.3
11 1 3.6 17.9
13 1 3.6 21.4
14 2 7.1 28.6
15 2 7.1 35.7
17 1 3.6 39.3
19 1 3.6 42.9
20 3 10.7 53.6
21 1 3.6 57.1
22 1 3.6 60.7
23 1 3.6 64.3
25 3 10.7 75.0
26 1 3.6 78.6
27 2 7.1 85.7
29 1 3.6 89.3
32 1 3.6 92.9
34 1 3.6 96.4
41 1 3.6 100.0
Total 28 100.0

Table B1.6 Special Ed Teaching Experience

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
No 27 96.4 96.4
Yes 1 3.6 100.0
Total 28 100.0

Table B1.7 Special Ed Training

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
No 23 82.1 82.1
Yes 5 17.9 100.0
Total 28 100.0
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Table B1.8 Inclusion Students in Classroom

Frequency Percent
Cumulative

Percent
No 1 3.6 3.6
Yes 27 96.4 100.0
Total 28 100.0
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T ab le  B2 Survey Page 1: Teacher O pportunities R ating Survey D ata

S ta te m e n t #1: I have received sufficient on-site support from  m y inclusion student’s special 
education support s taff (i.e. inclusion specialist, speech & language therapist, and/or 
occupational therapist) in order to  effectively include m y student w ith disabilities.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 6 21.4%

4 Agree 15 53.6%

3 Neutral 6 21.4%

2 Disagree 0 0.0%

1 Highly Disagree 1 3.6%

Total 28 100.0%

S ta te m e n t #2: I have sufficient opportunities to  com m unicate and/or collaborate w ith m y special 
education support staff.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 9 32.1%

4 Agree 11 39.3%

3 Neutral 6 21.4%

2 Disagree 2 7.1%

1 Highly Disagree 0 0.0%

Total 28 100.0%
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S ta te m e n t #3: I have sufficient opportunities to  be involved in a collaborative decision-m aking 
process to  place inclusion students in general education classes.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 6 21.4%

4 Agree 4 14.3%

3 Neutral 9 32.1%

2 Disagree 3 10.7%

1 Highly Disagree 6 21.4%

Total 28 100.0%

S ta te m e n t #4: I am generally m ore overw helm ed and/or stressed by the dem ands o f  my 
inclusion student as com pared to the dem ands o f typical students.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 3 10.7%

4 Agree 4 14.3%

3 Neutral 8 28.6%

2 Disagree 12 42.9%

1 Highly Disagree 1 3.6%

Total 28 100.0%
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S ta te m e n t #5: I have sufficient tim e for planning and attending IEP m eetings for m y inclusion 
student.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 2 7.1%

4 Agree 10 35.7%

3 Neutral 5 17.9%

2 Disagree 10 35.7%

1 Highly Disagree 1 3.6%

Total 28 100.0%

S ta te m e n t #6: I have received sufficient pre-service training for including students w ith 
disabilities in my classroom .

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 1 3.6%

4 Agree 5 17.9%

3 Neutral 5 17.9%

2 Disagree 11 39.3%

1 Highly Disagree 6 21.4%

Total 28 100.0%
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S ta te m e n t #7: M y district provides sufficient staff developm ent/on-site training for including 
students w ith disabilities in m y classroom .

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 0 0.0%

4 Agree 0 0.0%

3 Neutral 4 14.3%

2 Disagree 14 50.0%

1 Highly Disagree 10 35.7%

Total 28 100.0%

S ta te m e n t #8: M y school site  adm inistrator supports inclusive practices and placing students 
w ith disabilities in general education classroom s.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 14 50.0%

4 Agree 12 42.9%

3 Neutral 2 7.1%

2 Disagree 0 0.0%

1 Highly Disagree 0 0.0%

Total 28 100.0%
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S ta te m e n t #9: I feel confident in m y abilities to  m ake accom m odations to  support students w ith 
disabilities in my classroom .

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 2 7.1%

4 Agree 13 46.4%

3 Neutral 12 42.9%

2 Disagree 1 3.6%

1 Highly Disagree 0 0.0%

Total 28 100.0%

S ta te m e n t #10: I collaborate w ith m y general education teachers/staff to  help m e support my 
students w ith disabilities.

Count Table N %

5 Highly Agree 6 21.4%

4 Agree 19 67.9%

3 Neutral 2 7.1%

2 Disagree 1 3.6%

1 Highly Disagree 0 0.0%

Total 28 100.0%
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T ab le  B3 Survey Page 2: Teacher Support Ranking Survey D ata

respondent
collaboration / 
communication 
with special 
education 

support staff

pre-service 
education for 
working with 
students with 
special needs

staff staff 
development on development on 

instructional behavior 
strategies and management 
accomodations techniques

staff 
development on 

disability 
characteristics

administrative 
support for 
inclusion

school-wide 
positive 

attitudes about 
inclusion

instructional 
aide support

release time for 
instructional 
planning

release time for 
IEP-related 
meetings

1 10 7 8 4 3 2 5 9 1 6
2 10 4 9 6 2 1 3 8 5 7
3 10 9 8 7 5 4 3 6 2 1
4 4 9 3 7 10 8 1 6 5 2
5 3 10 9 7 8 6 5 4 2 1
6 10 6 4 5 2 3 1 7 9 8
7 7 3 4 5 2 8 1 9 6 10
8 8 5 4 7 3 9 6 10 1 2
9 2 8 7 6 9 4 5 1 3 10
10 9 2 5 6 1 8 3 10 4 7
11 9 7 4 5 3 8 2 10 1 6
12 9 7 8 2 3 6 5 10 1 4
13 3 5 4 7 8 1 2 10 6 9
14 9 10 5 4 6 2 1 8 3 7
15 6 10 9 8 4 5 1 7 3 2
16 2 3 9 8 7 6 1 10 5 4
17 3 6 10 9 8 2 1 7 5 4
18 3 8 5 4 10 7 9 1 6 2
19 10 8 6 7 4 5 3 9 2 1
20 5 6 10 9 4 3 1 8 7 2
21 7 8 3 6 5 2 1 10 4 9
22 6 10 9 8 7 2 1 5 4 3
23 5 7 6 1 2 4 3 10 8 9
24 9 6 5 4 1 8 7 10 2 3
25 3 8 7 4 6 2 1 10 5 9
26 7 8 10 9 6 4 3 5 1 2
27 9 6 7 1 5 8 2 10 4 3
28 9 8 4 6 5 2 1 10 3 7

Total N 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Mean 6.68 6.93 6.50 5.79 4.96 4.64 2.79 7.86 3.86 5.00
Median 7.00 7.00 6.50 6.00 5.00 4.00 2.00 9.00 4.00 4.00
Minimum 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Maximum 10 10 10 9 10 9 9 10 9 10


