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Abstract

The overall purpose of this dissertation study was to understand teachers’
attitudes and beliefs about essential supports néeded to succ_essfully include students with
developmental disabilities who engaged in challenging behavior using positive behavior
intervention strategies in general education settings. To this end, 14 general education
teachers who had the experience of including a student with developmental disabilities
who engaged in challenging behaviors in their classroom were identified for participation
in the study. To gather data, participants were asked to engage in a series of three
separate in depth interviews spaced at approximately one-week intervals and respond to a
series of member checks.

Teachers developed initial impressions about including their focus student that
could be characterized as either apprehensive or confident. Three predispositions appear
pertinent to the type of initial impression teachers formed and included a school vision
toward inclusion, their general beliefs about classroom management, and the extent that
they had direct or indirect prior experiences with students similar to their focus students.

The teachers described two levels of essential supports they needed to be
successful with their student. The first level was described as a school wide context of
social support. This level of support can be conceptualized as a culture within the
building where professional staff took care of and supported one another. As might be
expected, even within a context of social support teachers experienced struggles and
frustrations related to including their focus student. Among the struggles encountered
included conflicts with parents and professionals, and student centered struggles

regarding challenging behavior. In response to struggles and frustrations the second level

1
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of support became evident. When experiencing a struggle or frustration, members of the
school community provided a number of situation specific supports to the teachers.
Situation specific supports that teachers found most helpful included interpersonal
supports, collaboration with others, and awareness building activities.

Despite not having any training in positive behavior support, the teachers used
combinations of intervention practices with their student that were comprehensive and
grounded in core beliefs that guided their development. Among the intervention
practices used included strategies that were proactive, helped build relationships,
reinforced appropriate behaviors, effectively responded to unwanted behaviors, and
taught skills to make their students more socially competent.

Upon reflection, teachers credited their experience as helping to change or
validate their perspectives about including challenging students and helped them to grow
as professionals. Despite positive experiences, teachers nonetheless held beliefs about
parameters for when inclusion might not be appropriate. Implications for practices and

future directions for research are discussed.
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Chapter 1
Statement of the Problem
Historically, students with disabilities were removed from the general class
setting and placed in a special class or school environments that were designed to meet
their unique educational needs. However, these special plécements often isolated
students from their typical peers creating a social vacuum that lacked opportunity for
interactions or relationship development. This was particularly true for students with
severe developmental disabilities whose idiosyncratic communicative styles further
inhibited opportunities for social relations. A primary concern with this isolation is the
extent to which students with disabilities have opportunities to experience membership
and belonging with a typical peer group and the school community (Kunc, 1992).
The current school reform movement (Lipsky & Gartner, 1997; Sage & Burrello,
1994; Sailor, Gee, Karasoft, 2000), passage of IDEA 1997, and empirical demonstrations
(Hunt & Ferron-Davis, 1992; Kennedy & Itkonen, 1994) validating the benefits of
inclusion have made inclusive educational environments more available for students with
disabilities. One explanation for this increase may be the emphasis placed on serving
students in typical environments by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). Specifically, the IDEA mandates that “to the maximum extent appropriate,
children with disabilities [should be] educated with children who are not disabled; and
...removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment [should]
occur only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education in
regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved

satisfactorily” (s612(a)(5)(A)).
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During the 1998-1999 school year 95.9% of students with disabilities were being
served within the regular school building with 47.4% being served in the generall class
environment for some part of the day (23" Annual Report to Congress, 2002). While
growing at a slow rate, this represents a 2.1% increase in the number of students being
educated in the general class environment for more than 22% of school day since 1990
(23™ Annual Report to Congress, 2002). Although a consistent increase has been
observed, not all students are benefiting equally. Elementary age children are more likely
than older students to be included in general education settings (22" Annual Report to
Congress, 2000). Further, students with severe disabilities (e.g., auﬁsm, mental
retardation, multiple disabilities) continue to be the least likely to receive services in
inclusive settings (22rld Annual Report to Congress, 2000).

For students with severe disabilities, research on inclusion has focused on two
important areas: (a) benefits/outcomes of inclusive placements and (b) teacher
attitudes/beliefs about inclusion. Each of these areas has contributed to our
understanding of both the appropriateness and acceptability of inclusion for learners with
severe disabilities and helps to identify factors that may enhance or inhibit successful
inclusion outcomes.

Benefits of Inclusion

Many studies have looked at various outcomes from inclusive placements. A
number of benefits for students with severe disabilities included in general education
settings can be gleaned from this research. Most notable are the social opportunities
available to students in inclusive placements as compared to placement in self contained

settings. For example, students included in general education have increased social

4
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contacts (e.g., Kennedy & Itkonen, 1994) and social networks (e.g., Kennedy, Shukla, &
Fryxell, 1997).

A second major benefit of inclusion is that students are more likely to have better
quality Individualized Educational Programs (IEP). For example, IEPs designed for
inclusive settings have been significantly more likely to have ratings of best practice
quality (e.g., age-appropriateness and functionality) than IEPs designed for special class
settings (e.g., Hunt, Goetz,’ & Anderson, 1986; Hunt & Ferron-Davis, 1992; Hunt et al.,
1994). In addition to superior quality, students with severe disabilities may also be more
likely to achieve greater gains on their IEP objectives when in inclusive classrooms (e.g.,
Saint-Laurent & Lessard, 1978; Brinker & Thorpe, 1984).

A third benefit of inclusion is that availability of instructional features that are as
least as good as in spgcial class settings. For example, greater amounts of instructional
time and opportunities for participation in whole group instruction may be equal or more
in the general education class as compared to self contained classrooms (e.g., Helmstetter
et al., 1998; Logan & Keefe, 1997; Logan & Malone, 1998). Thus far, the research on
inclusion suggests that students with severe disabilities may benefit from placements in
general education settings. Specifically, these benefits include increased social relations,
higher quality IEPs and equitable instructional opportunities.

Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs Toward Inclusion

The second area reseérch has focused on is the extent that general education
teachers hold positive‘attitudes toward including students with severe disabilities. This
research has focused on teachers’ general acceptance of inclusion and what they needed

to make inclusion work. Referring to special education teachers, Kauffman (1994) noted

5
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that one of the worst mistakes we can make is to train teachers “whose skills are no
match for their student’s needs and whose level of expertise in instructing and managing
difficult students is not significantly different from that of the model general educator”
(p. 615). His point is that in order to serve students with difficult learning and behavioral
needs, special education teachers should be trained to have special skills that allow them
to be successful with these students. Although it is unclear as to whether general
educators in school buildings adopting inclusive philosophies feel that their level of
expertise in instructing and managing difficult learning and behavioral needs is sufficient,
findings vfrom empirical research indicate that generally they hold positive attitudes
toward the inclusion of students with severe disabilities (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993;
Janney et al., 1995a/b; Smith, 1997).

One common ﬁnding across the studies on teacher attitudes toward inclusion is
that over time as general education teachers acquired first hand opportunities to include a
child in their classroom, they became more comfortable with and less apprehensive about
inclusion (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993; Hamre-Nietupski, McKee, Cook, Dvorsky,
Nietupski, & Costanza, 1999). Sometimes referred to as transformational experiences
(e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993), changes in general education teachers’ stance on inclusion
is encouraging because it offers a window of opportunity where “trying it out” may lead
to an adoption of values and beliefs consistent with inclusive philosophy (e.g., Giangreco
et al., 1993).

The extent that teachers perceive themselves as being successful may be related to
the extent that they believe they are réceiving administrative and educational supports for
their inclusion efforts. For example, Wolery, Gessler-Werts, Snyder, and Lisowski

6
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(1995) surveyed general and special education teachers and found that teachers who rated
themselves as extremely successful including students with severe disabilities were more
likely to have supports and resources they perceived necessary than were teachers who
rated themselves as unsuccessful. Gessler-Werts, Wolery, Snyder, Caldwell and
Salisbury (1996a) and Gessler-Werts, Wolery, Snyder, and Caldwell (1996b) continued
this line of research by focusing on support needs in relation to the severity of disability.
These researchers found that general and special education teachers of students with
severe disabilities perceived themselves as having greater support needs than teachers of
students with mild disabilities.

The type of actual support and resource needs perceived as necessary to enhance
inclusion varies across studies on teacher attitudes. Variations in perceived support needs
may have as much to do with school building climate and culture as it does the individual
needs of the student being included. Several examples of support needs can be gleaned
from the research on teacher attitudes. For example, opportunities to plan for inclusion
prior to the student’s arrival was described by general education teachers in Hamre-
Nietupski et al. (1999). General education teachers in Janney et al. (1995a/b) described
needing administrative and special educator support. In another example, teachers in
Coots et al. (1998) described the availability of paraprofessional and related services staff
as important.

In addition to the need for support, general education teachers have stressed that
respect and professionél autonomy are important features for successful inclusion
(Giangreco et al., 1993; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992).
For example, general education teachers in York et al., (1992) and Giangreco et al. |

7
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(1993) believed it was important that they could volunteer for inclusion and not be made
to take a student. Other general education teachers (e.g., Coots et al., 1998; Janney et al.,
1995a/b) discussed the importance of being recognized as the primary decision makers
regarding instructional needs and practices for students with severe disabilities. This
means that although they sought assistance from special educators or administrators, they
enjoyed being responsible for the educational decision- making in their classrooms
including those made for students with severe disabilities.

In summary, general education teachers generally hold positive attitudes toward
the inclusion of students with severe disabilities. First hand experiences, receiving
needed supports/resources, and acknowledgment of professional autonomy are three
factors that may inﬂuenée attitudes toward inclusion and inclusion success.

Positive Behavior Support

While the literature reveals the positive benefits of inclusion for learners with
severe disabilities and positive general educator attitudes, noticeably absent from the
discussion is how students who display challenging behaviors affect positive outcomes
and teacher attitudes. The few studies that have addressed problem behavior, suggest that
problem behaviors can have a negative influence on peer membership and teacher
attitudes. For example, general education students in Fisher et al. (1998) and Williams
and Downing (1998) described inappropriate behavior and being disruptive as potentially
contributing to nonmembership. Cook, Tankersley, Cook, & Landrum (2000) and Cook
(200.1) found that general education teachers were significantly more likely to nominate
students with a variety of disabilities into the categories of concern, indifference, and

rejection as opposed to the category of attachment. Analysis of written anecdotal

8
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comments by teachers in these studies revealed that behaviors such as being “disruptive”
or “disorganized” were often associated with students who were nominated in the
rejection category.

Although problem behaviors may create a strain in the classroom, current practice
suggests an emphasis on addressing problem behavior in inclusive settings and including
general education teachers in the process. In 1997, the IDEA expanded the team
membership to include general education teachers as active participating members of the
IEP process. Such a requirement suggests that general education teachers are being
expected to take on increasing responsibility for students with severe disabilities in
general education settings. In the past, placement outside of the general education setting
excluded the general education teacher from the process of designing and implementing
behavior support plans. As more students are being included in the general class, general
education teachers are being asked to take more responsibility for meeting the needs of
all students. One such responsibility is participating in the design and implementation of
behavior support plans when problem behavior is a concern.

One approach to designing behavior support plans is positive behavior support.
Positive behavior support (PBS) emerged in response to a need for interventions that used
positive practices to result in quality life outcomes. One such outcome is inclusion in
school and community settings (Weigle, 1997). According to Koegel, Koegel, and
Dunlap (1996) positive behavior support is premised on an appreciation of the
individual’s desires and needs and the acknowledgement that students should be treated

with dignity and respect. With these fundamental beliefs in mind, supports are designed
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that offer opportunities for the student to achieve desired and meaningful outcomes
within the context of inclusive settings.

PBS draws from person-centered philosophies and the principals of applied
behavior analysis to result in comprehensive support plans. Although the focus is on
designing support plans for behavioral challenges, PBS is considered one way to promote
inclusive opportunities (Weigle, 1997). To achieve an inclusive outcome, PBS relies on a
collaborative team approach that involves the family and general education teacher
working together with specialized personnel (e.g., special education teacher) to design a
supportive and enriching environment for the student (Anderson, Russo, Dunlap, &
Albin, 1996).

The first step to designing behavior support plans using the process of PBS is to
conduct a functional behavioral assessment that identifies the antecedent and consequent
variables maintaining behavioral occurrence (Knoster, 2000). The information collected
is then translated into a hypothesis of behavioral funcfion that proposes an explanation
for why behavior is occurring. These hypotheses are pivotal in the design of a
comprehensive support plan as they provide a basis for the selection of intervention
strategies (Bambara, Mithcell-Kvacky, & Iacobelli, 1994; Carr & Carlson, 1993).

Interventions in comprehensive support plans are designed to prevent occurrence
of problem behaviors through the manipulation of antecedent events (e.g., Foster-
Johnson, Ferro, & Dunlap, 1994; Horner, Day, & Day, 1997), instruction of alternative
replacement skills (e.g., Carr, Levin, McConnachie, Carlson, Kemp, Smith, & Magito-

McLaughlin, 1999; Durand & Carr, 1991), and elimination of reinforcement associated

10
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with the maintenance of problem behavior (e.g., Carr et al., 1999; Lerman, Iwata, &
Wallace, 1999).
Purpose and Significance of the Study

As aresult of the increasing trend toward inclusion and positive behavior support,
general education teachers are finding themselves facing student problem behaviors that
previously would have been addressed in a special education placement. Problem
behaviors, such as disruption to classroom routines, can be one of the most difficult
challenges teachers face. Because the occurrence of problem behaviors in general
education settings may place the student at risk for exclusion, current state of the art
knowledge and practice requires general education teachers be prepared to educate
students with behavioral challenges. Although research efforts have focused on
understanding the process and outcomes of inclusion and teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion, little attention has focused on the experiences and needs of general education
teachers serving students with behavioral challenges in inclusive settings. Therefore, the
central research focus of this study is to understand the teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about essential supports needed to successfully include students with developmental
disabilities who engage in challenging behavior using positive behavior intervention
strategies in general education settings. Positive intervention strategies are defined as
those that are consistent in values with positive behavior support in that they emphasize
prevention and instructional practices.

The current study will address four specific purposes. The first purpose is to
understand what contributes to the types of initial impressions teachers form about

including a student with developmental disabilities who engages in challenging behaviors
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in their general education classroom. Understanding the factors that contribute to the
types of impressions teachers form about including their students may offer guidance
about the types of practices needed to encourage the formation and transformation of
positive teacher attitudes. Currently, a number of studies (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993;
Hamre-Nietupski et al., 1999; Janney et al., 1995a/b) describe the attitudes and beliefs
teachers have about inclusion but have yet to reveal the specific influences on the
formation of those attitudes. Findings from this study may identify practices that may
help general education teachers form positive attitudes about including students with
disabilities who engage in challenging.

The second purpose is to understand what general education teachers believe are
essential supports needed by teachers when including students with developmental
disabilities who engage in challenging behavior. A number of studies (e.g., Gessler-
Werts et al., 1996a/b) have suggested support needs for teachers in inclusive settings;
however, none of the studies focused on students with disabilities who also engaged in
challenging behaviors. Thus, the extent to which support needs differ for teachers who
include students with behavioral challenges is relatively unknown. The findings from
this study may then extend the research on support needs by describing the specific types
of supports and practices teachers need to successfully include students who engage in
behavioral challenges.

The third purpose is to understand how teachers describe the intervention
practices they use to address the challenging behaviors of the included students with
disabilities. Thus far the research on positive behavior support has focused on
establishing the effectiveness of positive intervention practices used by specialized

12
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personnel (e.g., special education teachers or job coaches) (e.g., Carr et al., 1999) and
families (e.g., Lucyshyn, Dunlap, & Albin, 2000). Absent from this literature base is a
demonstration or description of how a general education teacher participate in the
development of and use positive intervention practices. The findings from study may
illustrate the ways in which general education teachers are involved in designing and
using positive intervention strafegies to produce successful outcomes for their students.

Finally, the fourth purpose of this study is to describe the teachers’ reflections on
how their beliefs and attitudes changed as a result of including a student with
developmental disabilities who engaged in challenging behavior in their classroom. The
literature on inclusion suggests that over time teachers attitudes toward inclusion
transform from negative or apprehensive to positive and confident (e.g., Giangreco et al.,
1993). Thus far, these studies (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993; Janney et al., 1996a.b) have
not looked at teachers including students with behavioral challenges. The extent that
similar transformations occur in situations where the included student is behaviorally
challenging is not known. The current study extends the research by describing the
factors that may contribute to positive transformations in general education teacher
attitudes. Thus, pracﬁces to best prepare and support general education teachers in ways
that encourage positive transformations in attitudes can be identified.
Research Questions

This study interviewed 14 general education teachers from New Jersey and
Pennsylvania who have successfully included a student with developmental diéabilities
and challenging behaviors in their classroom. The overall research question guiding this

inquiry is what are these teachers’ beliefs about essential supports needed to successfully
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include a student with challenging behavior in general education classrooms? Four

specific questions will be investigated:

1. What factors influenced the teachers’ initial impressions about including a student
with developmental disabilities and challenging behavior in their classroom?

2. What do the teachers believe are essential supports needed by teachers when
including students with developmental disabilities who engage in challenging
behavior?

3. How do teachers describe the intervention practices they used to address the
challenging behaviors of students with developmental disabilities in their classrooms?

4. How have the teachers’ beliefs and attitudes toward inclusion changed as a result of

including a student with challenging behavior in their classroom?

14
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

The purpose of this literature review is to provide a basis for the need and
significance of the proposed study. The specific purposes are to (a) establish an
empirically based rationale for inclusion, (b) provide a description of the literature
addressing general education teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion, (c) provide a
description of the research investigating the support needs of general education teachers,
and (d) establish the need for the proposed study. For purposes of this review the term
inclusion is used to refer to full or part time participation in general education academic
and nonacademic settings.

The literature review is organized in the following way. First, a rationale for
inclusion is described based on empirical demonstrations of the benefits and acceptance
of inclusion. Second, the literature addressing the attitudes and beliefs of general
education teachers is reviewed. Third, a description of studies specifically investigating
the support needs of general education teachers is provided. Fourth, an overview of
positive behavior support as it relates to promdting inclusive opportunities is provided.
Taken together the findings from this review will support the need and potential
contribution of the proposed study. The following criteria was used to select and include
studies in the review. Included studies are those that:

1. were publishéd in peer reviewed journals;

2. focused on séhool age students kindergarten through high school;

3. focused on students with severe or profound developmental disabilities (on

occasion studies are included that focused on multiple disability populations

15

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



[e.g., Cook, Tankersley, Cook, & Landrum, 2000]). The rationale for
including these studies was because the findings provide important
information about teacher attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion;

4. were conducted in general education settings; and

5. focused on the experiences of general education teachers or peers.

Occasionally, studies are included that investigated additional members such
as special education teachers or parents because they included important and
relevant findings. However, findings for other populations (e.g., special
education teachers or parents) are not reported.

Empirical Support for Inclusion

Exploring the characteristics and benefits of general education settings is an
important starting point for understanding the ways in which inclusion may offer
opportunities not available in the self contained setting. Researchers have approached
empirical support for inclusion through both qualitative and quantitative methods. The
findings from these works are organized in the following ways: social opportunities,
perceptions of general education peers, equal instructional opportunities, and [EP quality
and outcomes.

Social opportunities. Participation in the general education setting serves as a
forum for meeting students without disabilities (Kennedy & Itkonen, 1994). Such
placements may increase the opportunities for students with severe disabilities to have
social contacts and develop social networks (Kennedy & Itkonen, 1994). Social contact in
the general education setting offers students with severe disabilities the opportunity to

meet same age peers and develop networks of support. For example, in a study
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comparing 16 students in full inclusion classes and 16 students in self contained classes,
Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis, and Goetz (1994) found that students with more
significant disabilities spent more time overall in integrated school activities (i.e.,
activities that included the presence of peers without disabilities) when placed in general
education classes and had significantly more reciprocal interactions with their peers
without disabilities than students in self contained settings. Such interactions may
positively effect levels of happiness. Logan, Jacobs, Gast, Streu-Murray, Daino, & Skula
(1998) observed that four of the five participants with profound disabilities displayed
more frequent happiness behavior (e.g., percentage of intervals smiling was present)
when in the presence of typical peers than when with peers with disabilities.

The social benefits of inclusion were supported by Fryxell and Kennedy (1995)
and Kennedy, Shukla, and Fryxell (1997) who found that middle school students with
severe disabilities placed in general education settings were more likely to have social
contacts and interaction with their typical peers than coﬁnterparts in self contained
settings. These researchers also found that included students were significantly more
likely to have richer friendship networks (e.g., interacting with and receiving support
from a greater number of péers without disabilities, longer durations of interaction).
Kennedy et al. (1997) further found that social networks developed in inclusive settings
were more durable over time, with some networks lasting as long as 19 months. The
benefits of social interaction may extend beyond the school day. For example,
McDonnell, Hardman, Hightower, and Kiefer-O’Donnell (1991) found that students were
more likely to have after school interaction opportunities when they participated in

general education classes and routines.
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Opportunity for interaction may not secure one’s popularity however. Using a
sociometric assessment, Mu, Siegel, and Allinder (2000) found that participating students
with severe disabilities in the study had mixed social status with their peers. Three
participants were described as having average social status, while two participants were
considered to have rejected status. Although oppbrtunities for social interactions were
available, they were less than those available for the students’ typical peers. These
findings were similar to those of Evans, Salisbury, Palombaro, Berryman, and Hollowood
(1992) and Hall (1994) who also found that participating students had mixed social status
ranging from very popular to rejected.

General Education Students’ Perceptions. As inclusion becomes a more frequent
experience, the attitudes of general education peers towards students with severe
disabilities may become more positive (Krajewski & Hyde, 2000). When peers have
positive attitudes towards students with severe disabilities, they may be more likely to
initiate and maintain social contact and relationships. Several researchers have
investigated how general education students perceive their peers with severe disabilities.
Membership, characteristics of membership, and beneficial outcomes have been key
findings in much of this research.

The amount of time a student spends in the classroom may contribute to the extent
that classmates perceive the child as a member or friend. Exposure to students with
disabilities, either direct (e.g., participation with a student with disabilities) or indirect
(e.g., story books) may be an important variable in the acceptance of students with
disabilities included in general education settings (Favazza & Odom, 1997). Presence

and participation in class activities may contribute to the extent that the student with
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severe disabilities is considered a class member or friend. For example, middle school
students in Williams and Downing (1998) expressed that regularly participating in class
activities contributed to the belief that their peers with severe disabilities were members
of the group.

Using interview and observation methods, Schnorr (1990) investigated the
perspectives of first graders who had the experience of a student with severe disabilities
coming into the class 6n a part time basis. Although the focus student came to the class
on a daily basis, his brief stay was not enough for other students to consider him a part of
their group identity. Free time, shared experiences, and longevity all contributed to the
first graders perceptions of friendships. His absence from the majority of the class day
inhibited his ability to participate in key activities such as free time and build a shared
history with other members of the class.

Fisher, Pumpian, and Sax (1998) had similar findings with the high school
population. These researchers compared the attitudes of students attending inclusive (i.e.,
services and supports within general education classes) versus mainstream (i.e., services
and supports provided in self-contained classes with opportunities to be in settings with
peers without disabilities) high schools. Although students from both high schools
generally held positive attitudes toward their peers with disabilities as measured by their
responses to survey items, some differences did exist. Of the responding students at the
inclusive high school, 80% recommended continuing with inclusive practices, while only
59% of students in the mainstreamed high school made the same recommendation.

In addition to presence and participation, the classroom environment may

influence peer acceptance of the student with severe disabilities. Expectations of peers
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may be one variable to consider. Cook and Semmel (1999) hypothesized that peer
acceptance of students with severe disabilities may be in part due to the characteristics of
the group in which the student is included. Using sociometric nominations elementary
students nominated the peers they would most like to play with during recess. The
researchers evaluated differences between three student groups, no disability, mild, and
severe disability. The findings indicated that students with severe disabilities were more
likely to be accepted in nonheterogeneous (i.c., general class) class settings. This means
that when in heterogeneous (i.e., special class) classrooms, students with severe
disabilities do not stand out aé different because all students have a wide range of needs
and as such are held by their peers to a certain set of expectations for membership. The
authors concluded that in nonheterogeneous classes, students with severe disabilities do
stand out as different and are thus held by their peers to different expectations. In
nonheterogeneous settings peers expect that students with severe disabilities will engage
in behaviors that are not typical to the group. Because of this expectation in
nonheterogeneous settings peers are more likely to accept the student even when the
student does things that are not typical to the group.

Teacher behavior is a second classroom environment variable that influence peer
acceptance. Williams and Downing (1998) investigated the meaning of classroom
memberships for students using focus group and individual interview methods. A total of
51 middle school students participated including 4 students with severe disabilities.
Students in Williams and Downing (1998) believed that the teacher held an important
role in creating an atmosphere of membership and acceptance for éll students.
Respbnding to interview questions, middle school students in this qualitative study
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identified teacher behaviors such as treating students equally, joking around, and helping
to understand as all contributing to feelings of membership. These students also believed
that the teacher could enhance the membership and acceptance of students with severe
disabilities by being consistent with expectations, helping them to fit into the class,
making conversation with the student, calling on the student, using the same grading
system, and making sure they have a part in the activity.

The construction of class arrangements and activities were additional classroom
environment variables viewed important by the general education students in Williams
and Downing (1998). For example, responding students believed that group activities,
seating arrangements, opportunities to make choices about activities, flexibility with class
schedules and making activities fun were all class environment factors that students
perceived contributed to membership and acceptance

A number of factors contributed to nonmembership in general education settings.
A consistent theme across several studies was the extent that engaging in disruptive
behavior, could potentially lead to nonmembership and a lack of acceptance by peers .
General education students in Williams and Downing (1998) believed that, engaging in
inappropriate behavior and being disruptive contributed to nonmembership in the
classroom. These students also believed that looking different and not having friends
could also contribute to nonmembership. Similarly, the students in Fisher et al. (1998)
cited distracting behaviors as the main reason for why students did not think inclusive or
mainstreamed practices should continue. Comments from the students in Fisher et al.
included both things that the student did during class that were distracting or perceived as

annoying by students as well as the increased need for teacher attention in class due to
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unique learning needs. The extent that the student with severe disabilities engaged in
inappropriate behavior was also a concern for students in Peck, Donaldson, and Pezzoli
(1990). Responding general education students expressed that inappropriate behavior
lead to difficulty with their relationship with the student as they felt reluctant to provide
feedback about the behavior (Peck et al., 1990).

In addition to inappropriate and disruptive behavior, several classroom
environment factors could also lead to feelings of nonmembership and a lack of
acceptance. Students in Williams and Downing (1998) identified teacher behaviors such
as being unfair, not following the class rules but holding students to the class rules, being
intolerant or rude, and not making students feel comfortable as potentially contributing to
nonmembership. When students with severe disabilities were not present for or a part of
the activities, projects, or discussion students in Williams and Downing (1998) tended to
view them as nonmembers.

Several researchers have investigated peers perceptions regarding the outcomes or
benefits peers received from either inclusion or their relationship with a peer with a
severe disability. Peck et al. (1990) used semi-structured interviews to explore the
perceptions of 21 high school students regarding the benefits they received from their
interactions with peers who have severe disabilities. The students with disabilities were
not full time members in general education, but were integrated into a variety of
academic and nonacademic activities. Among the benefits identified by students
included positive influences on their own self-concept, how they perceived others with
differences, increased tolerance of people in general, and the enjoyment of having the

friendship. According to the authors, one reason why the students may have had such
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positive experiences was the thorough planning and implementation of the social
integration program. The logistics of high school may be another possible explanation
for why these students may have more readily considered their peer with a disability a
friend. In high school, it is expected that students switch classes, are not with the same
teacher, and have schedules different than their friends.

York, Vandercook, Macdonald, Heise-Neff, and Caughey (1992) surveyed middle
school students, teachers, and parents about their perceptions of the inclusion of students
with severe disabilities. Of the 181 students surveyed, 89.5% indicated that including
students with severe disabilities into general education classes was a good idea. When
asked if they learned anything by having a peer with a severe disability in their classes,
63% of students indicated that they had learned something about the student’s positive
attributes, with some students commenting that the focus student was just like them. Of
the responding students, 78% felt that students with severe disabilities should be included
in at least some classes, with a smaller number of respondents, 12.69%, indicating that
they should be involved in all classes.

Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco (1994) surveyed 166 high school students
across the state of Washington to investigate what they perceived were the outcomes of
_interacting with peers with moderate or severe disabilities. Similar to the results of Peck

et al. '(1990), Helmstetter et al. found that high school students perceived a number of
beneficial outcomes as a result of their interactions with peers with moderate and severe
disabilities. Most notably, these students experienced growth in their perceptions of
diversity and personal values, while others believed they had improved status with other

general education students. The authors indicated that there was a significant relationship
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between students who shared a classroom with a peer with a disability and a greater
degree of tolerance for others, than were peers who were involved through tutoring or
helping. Additionally, students who received credit for their interactions were
significantly more positive in terms of their personal status and benefit their received
from the interaction.

Equal Instructional Opportunities. In addition to the positive impact of inclusion
on social opportunities and relationships with peers, researchers have been interested in
similarities and differences between the instructional opportunities of general education
versus special class placements for students with severe disabilities. The goal of such
research is to determine which placement results in better instructional opportunities for
learners with severe disabilities. Although a number of studies have investigated the
similarities and differences of inclusive versus special class placements, thus far, the
research has not conclusively found one better than the other. Rather, there is great
variability in the findings which indicate that general class and special class placements
are more similar than they are different.

The instructional arrangement (e.g., one to one instruction) is one feature that has
been evaluated by researchers. Interestingly, students with severe disabilities may be
more likely to have instruction focused exclusively on them when in the general
education class as compared to special class placement (Logan & Keefe, 1997,
McDonnell, Thorson, & McQuivey, 2000). Logan and Keefe (1997) and Logan and
Malone (1998) found that students included in general education classrooms received

significantly more instruction within a one-to-one format than their general education
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classroom peers. Helmstetter et al. (1998) found comparable amounts of one to one
instruction in special versus general class placements.

Another instructional opportunity that has been evaluated is the extent that
included students are receiving instruction from the general education classroom teacher.
McDonnell et al. (2000) found that included students were less likely to receive
instruction from the general education teacher than their nondisabled peers. In contraét,
Logan and Malone (1998) ,found that general education teachers were significantly more
likely than any other personnel to teach included students in included settings. However,
IHelmstetter et al. (1998) found that paraprofessionals were the most likely to provide
instruction to students with severe disabilities in the self contained setting with peers
being significantly more involved in the student’s instruction when in the general
education class. Similar to Helmstetter et al. (1998), Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, and
MacFarland (1997) observed that paraprofessionals most often had the responsibility of
educating students with disabilities included in general education.

In terms of the opportunity for instructional time, Hollowood, Salisbury,
Rainforth, and Palombaro (1994) found that students with severe disabilities used the
most available instructional time when compared to their randomly matched peers
without disabilities in the same general education class, and a comparison group in
another general education class. Logan, Bakeman, and Keefe (1997) found that students
were more engaged when being taught by the general education teacher in comparison to
the special education teacher in the general education setting. Based on the findings
presented, it is not clear if this was a function of teacher role (e.g., general versus special
education) or teacher personality. While McDonnell, Thornson, and McQivey (1998)
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found that students responded equitably regardless of who the instructor was. High level
of teacher engagement may be a function of the teacher’s attitude toward having the
student in their classroom and how they view the role of the paraprofessional. For
example, Giangreco, Broer, and Edelman (2001) observed that teachers who were highly
engaged with the included student expressed a sense of ownership for the education of
the included student and tended to use instructional strategies that promoted the active
participation of all students. General education teachers in Giangreco et al. (2001) who
displayed high levels of interaction with students with disabilities tended to use
paraprofessional support judiciously relying more on inclusive strategies for all children
than one to one instruction by paraprofessional staff.

Participation in whole group instruction may be another opportunity afforded
students included in the general education setting. For example, Helmstetter et al. (1998)
and Logan and Malone (1998) found that students included in general classes had
significantly more opportunities for whole group instruction, while Logan and Keefe
(1997) found comparable amounts of whole group instruction between general and
special class placements. McDonnell et al. (2000) found that although students with
severe disabilities had whole group opportunities, their peers without disabilities had
significantly more whole group opportunity and less individualized instructional time.
Despite the opportunity, whole group instruction may not produce the highest levels of
student engagement. Students in Logan et al. (1997) and McDonnell et al. (1998) were
observed to have the highest engagement levels when the teacher used a one to one
instructional format or a small group format with their attention focused on the target

student. The lowest levels of student engagement occurred during whole group activities.
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Increased amounts of one to one instruction may be a function of the severity of the
student’s disability, however, based on the reported results, this cannot be for certain.

In terms of engaged and instructional time, students with disabilities in inclusive
settings appear to be equally or more engaged than students with disabilities in self
contained settings. For example, Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis, and Goetz
(1994) found that students in general class placements were significantly more engaged
than counterparts in special classes. Similarly, Helmstetter et al. (1998) found that
students in special class placements had significantly more noninstructional time (i.e., no
instruction occurring) than their counterparts in general classes. Logan and Keefe (1997)
found comparable amounts of engaged time between the special class and general class
for students with severe disabilities. Finally, McDonnell, Thorson, McQuivey, and
Keifer-O’Donnell (1997) found no significant differences in engaged time between
students with severe disabilities in inclusive classes and their same class and same grade
peers. However, students with severe disabilities were significantly more likely to
engage in unacceptable behaviors (e.g., aggression, noncompliance) than were their peers
(McDonnell et al., 1997).

IEP Quality and Outcomes. Better IEP quality and outcomes is another potential
benefit of inclusion. Generally, studies have found that IEPs for students with severe
disabilities who were included in general classes had significantly higher ratings of
quality (Hunt, Goetz, & Anderson, 1986; Hunt & Ferron-Davis, 1992; Hunt et al., 1994).
Across studies, indicators of best practice were used to rate IEPs that included age-
appropriateness, functionality, and generalizability. One additional difference found by
Hunt et al.. (1994) was that IEP objectives written following full time placement in

27

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



general education classrooms were significantly more likely to contain opportunities for
participation with peers without disabilities.

In an early study, Saint-Laurent and Lessard (1978) found no differences in skill
attainment for students in special versus regular classes, even when comparing functional
and traditional curriculums. Later, Brinker and Thorpe (1984) found that students with
severe disabilities did achieve greater gains on IEP objectives when instruction occurred
within an integrated context. In terms of content, Logan and Keefe (1992) and Logan and

~ Malone (1998) found that students in general education settings were more likely to have
instruction that was focused on academic skills rather than functional skills. Using a
longitudinal case study approach, Ryndak, Morrison, and Sommerstein (1999) observed
changes in instructional content (i.e., increased focus on literacy instruction) and delivery
for one young woman following placement in the general education setting. These
changes produced the opportunity for this young woman to develop literacy skills that
had previously been ignored. While emphasis on functional skills may be greater in the
special class, providing instruction within functional returns may not be (Helmstetter et
al., 1998).

Summary. Despite the contradictory findings in some areas (i.e., instructional
opportunities) the benefits of including students with severe developmental disabilities
appear supported by empirical research (Freeman & Alkin, 2000). Taken as a whole, the
findings from the reviewed studies support four common findings. First, students with
severe‘disab‘ilities may have greater social opportunities and be perceived more positively
by peers in regular class placements. Hunt et al. (1994), Kennedy & Itkonen, (1994),
Fryxell and Kennedy (1995) and Kennedy et al. (1997) found that students had increased
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opportunity for social relations when in included settings. Key to creating this
opportunity is the extent that students are not only physically present in the setting but are
active participants in activities and share with the experiences of the class. Students in
Schnorr (1990), Williams and Downing (1998), and Fisher et al. (1998) indicated that
presence and participation were critical to determining whether students with disabilities
were perceived positively or as members of the class by their nondisabled peers.

Second, instructional opportunities available to students with severe disabilities
are as good in general education classrooms as special education classrooms. Much of
the research (e.g., Helmstetter et al., 1998; Logan & Keefe, 1997) comparing placements
indicated that students with severe disabilities received instruction comparable to special
class placements. However, the type of instructional arrangement (e.g., whole group
versus one to one) used and amount of teacher attention may contribute to the extent the
student is engaged in either setting.

Third, the quality of IEP objectives may be improved when students are included
in regular class settings. Hunt et al. (1986), Hunt and Ferron-Davis (1992) and Hunt et
al. (1994) found that IEP objectives written for students in included settings were more
consistent with established best practices in the field of special education than were those
written for students in self-contained settings. Further, the content taught in inclusive
settings may focus more on academic skills as opposed to traditional life skills providing
the student with educational opportunities that may otherwise be missed.

Finally, challenging behaviors may place students at risk for nonmembership and
isolation. McDonnell et al. (1997) found that students with severe disabilities were

significantly more likely to engage in behaviors considered unacceptable. Such
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behaviors may isolate the included student from their peers. General education students
in Peck et al. (1990), Williams and Downing (1998), and Fisher et al. (1998) all identified
disruptive and inappropriate behaviors as either contributing to a student’s
nonmembership in the setting or as the source of difficulty with their relationship with a
student with severe disabilities.

If instruction is equal, opportunities for peer relationships are increased, and
quality of the IEP is better than it may be surmised that inclusion classrooms offer
equivalent or better opportunities for learners with severe disabilities.

Studies Investigating the Perceptions and Attitudes of Teachers Toward Inclusion

The previous section provided a rationale for the inclusion of students with severe
developmental disabilities in general education settings based on the potential for
beneficial outcomes. The attitudes and beliefs of general education teachers regarding
including this population of students is another important dimension that requires
consideration. Using both quantitative and qualitative methods, researchers have
investigated how general education teachers regard the inclusion of students with severe
disabilities. In the following sections, the research on teacher attitudes toward inclusion is
reviewed to determine (1) the nature of teacher attitudes toward inclusion and (2) what
teachers believe are important factors that contribute to success.

In an early study of teacher attitudes, Williams, Fox, Thousand, and Fox (1990)
surveyed 212 general and special education teachers who had experiences teaching
students with severe disabilities in inclusive settings. These researchers found that
teachers in this study who had administrative support, preservice and inservice training

experiences, flexibility with scheduling, and collaboration between general and special

30

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



educators were more likely to implement exemplary practices. The respondents in this
study identified lack of time for planning and collaboration as a significant barrier to
implementing best inclusive practices.

Responding to written questionnaires, general education teachers in York et al.
(1992) described the acceptance of students with disabilities by their peers and the
included student’s enjoyment of doing the work as the best part of inclusion. These
teachers believed that it was important to continue with inclusion efforts describing a
number of positive outcomes for themselves (e.g., personal reward), the special educators
(e.g., being more a part of the school), the general education students (e.g., increase in
understanding), and the students with disabilities (e.g., increase in interactions).
Although benefits were experienced, the teachers did raise some concerns including a
need for ongoing communication between general and special education teachers,
knowing how to include the student in activi;cies and lessoris, limited time to work with
the student, and large class sizes.

Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, and Schattman (1993) used semi-
structured interview methods to describe the experiences and perspectives of 19 general
education teachers who had students with severe disabilities in their classrooms. The
respondents taught grades ranging from Kindergarten to ninth. Initially, the teachers felt
reluétant and concerned about including a student with severe disabilities in their
classroom. However, as teachers gained more experience with the student and inclusion
their perceptions transformed from those of worry and angst to a sense of success and
enjoyment. Giangreco et al. described these changes as occurring gradually over time.

According to the respondents, they changed in a number of ways that included feeling
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more willing to interact with the student, growing professionally by learning new
teaching skills, and experiencing a change in attitude toward the student and inclusion.
Teachers expressed changes in their personal and professional selves as well. Some
viewed themselves as being more reflective, while others had feelings of pride and
confidence. The teachers described the importance of being asked to volunteer to take a
student with severe disabilities and to be offered needed supports.

Using interviews and observation, Janney, Snell, Beers, and Raynes (1995a)
explored the meaning of change for 26 general education teachers from five school
districts experiencing integration reform. General education teachers in this study
expressed initial concern about having a student with severe disabilities in their
classrooms. They questioned what type of work the student could do as well as their own
ability to serve the child. These teachers expressed the importance of someone
explaining to them why the student was going to be included in their classroom. In
addition to understanding the purpose, responding teachers also discussed the importance
of clarification so that they knew what was expected of them and what to expect from the
student. The teachers in this study discussed the importance of respecting their
professional autonomy by asking them to volunteer to take a student with disabilities and
to have the freedom to make decisions as needed. Teachers expressed concern over the
time and effort that would be required to include the student in their classroom. Some
teachers were particularly concerned that they would be responsible for teaching the
student despite not having any training in special education. Responding teachers also
discussed the need for adequate support. For these teachers, support included materials

and resources, administrator encouragement, special education support, and respect for
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their authority as teachers. Despite their initial concerns (e.g., questioning their own
ability to serve the student with disabilities), the general education teachers in Janney et
al. (1995a) believed that everyone benefited from the inclusion experience. In some
cases, these rewards were greater than those that they initially anticipated.

Janney, Snell, Beers, and Raynes (1995b) reported findings similar to that of
Janney et al. (1995a) when they interviewed 53 special and general education teachers
and administrators from five school districts regarding their inclusion experience.
Initially, the general education respondents were hesitant to include a student with severe
disabilities in their classrooms. However, with the provision of needed supports and first
hand experiences, teachers became more relaxed and confident. General education
teachers believed that professional development was an important step in building their
confidence and attitudes. For these general education teachers, professional development
should address why the student is being included and a clarification of what is expected
of the teacher. According to these teachers, it was important that the special education
teachers forméd a good rapport with general educators, solicited their input for planning,
-and were present in the class if needed. Finally, general education teachers perceived
themselves as facilitators of student to student relationships that fostered membership of
the students with severe disabilities. Both general and special education teachers
believed it was important for the administrators to set a positive tone in the building by
encouraging teaming and professional autonomy. One example of this was asking
teachers to volunteer and including all members in the planning process.

Block and Rizzo (1995) surveyed physical education teachers to determine their

attitudes toward students with significant disabilities in their classes and to identify
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predictors of favorable attitudes toward these students by'the surveyed teachers. These
researchers found that physical education teachers’ attitudes were undecided, however,
they were more comfortable including students with severe as opposed to profound
disabilities. In general, physical education teachers had more positive attitudes when
they had prior coursework in special education and adapted physical education.
Additionally, quality teaching experiences and perceived competence as a teacher also
correlated positively with favorable attitudes.

York-Barr, Schultz, Doyle, Kronberg, and Crossett (1996) interviewed 17
administrators, parents, general education teachers, and special education teachers from
one school district to better understand the attributes that characterize professionals in
inclusive schools. The general education teachers in this study believed they had strong
support and commitment from their special education colleagues and to a lesser degree,
their administrators. These teachers viewed inclusion as being of value for all students in
their classes and focused on the classroom as a community where all are welcome.
Teachers also described a ﬁumber of personal reflections including a sense of self-
efficacy and belief that inclusion was more a part of social reform than best special
education practice.

Responding to a survey conducted by Villa Thousand, Meyers, and Nevin (1996),
experienced general education teachers in 32 school sites were significantly more likely
to hold positive attitudes toward inclusion and working with special educators than those
without such experience. The general education teachers in this study believed that
administrative support, opportunities for collaboration, and experience were important

factors contributing to their attitudes about inclusion.
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Smith (1997) used interviews and participant observation to describe the inclusion
efforts of a ninth grade team at an urban high school. Participants included one special
education téacher, one teacher assistant, and three general education teachers. This team
of teachers had experiences with a wide range of students that also included students with
severe disabilities. For some team members, the more significant the disability, the less
favorable they were toward inclusive opportunities that subsequently led to the étudent
not participating in more traditional academic classes. Teachers on the team described
including both social and academic goals in their classes and expressed a desire for
students to reach their potential. They also discussed the emergence of social
opportunities and experiences for the focus student as being important. Although the
general and special education teachers felt challenges such as the difficulty level of high
school curriculum and traditional class formats, they believed that the strategies they
were using to include the focus student were also helpful for other students in the class.
Teachers found support in coilegial opportunities to share ideas and discuss strategies.
There was a belief among team members that the inclusion experience had impacted their
own professional practice both in terms of collaboration and their skill at accommodating
unique needs.

Soodak, Podell, and Lehman (1998) surveyed 188 general education teachers to
investigate how they responded to including students with dfsabilities in their classrooms.
The researchers used four separate surveys previously established in other studies, The
Response to Inclusion Survey, Teacher Efficacy Scale, Differentiated Teaching Survey,
and the School Climate Survey. These researchers found that experienced teachers were

more likely to hold hostile attitudes, as measured by survey responses, towards students
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with mental retardation, behavior disorders, and learning disabilities, even when they
used differentiated instruction in their classrooms to accommodate for diverse learning
needs. In contrast, teachers held less hostile attitudes toward students with physical
disabilities or hearing impairments. Teachers’ attitudes tended to be more hostile toward
inclusion when they did not perceive themselves as having the opportunity to collaborate
with others. Teachers with low personal efficacy, as measured by responses on the
Teacher Efficacy Scale, were also more likely to express anxiety about including a
student with a disability. Class size was an additional variable that contributed to
teachers’ anxiety about inclusion.

Using semi-structured interviews and participation observation, Coots, Bishop,
and Grenot-Schéyer (1998) explored the perspectives of four general education teachers
who had the experience of including students with severe disabilities. Responding
teachers expressed a number of supports that they perceived themselves as needing to
ensure successful inclusion. Similar to the teachers in Giangreco et al. (1993) and Janney
et al. (1995b), the teachers in Coots et al. (1998) believed that it was important they were
recognized as autonomous professionals who were the primary decision makers for all
students in their class, including students with disabilities. Teachers also viewed
additional personnel as supportive, in particular the aide who was there on a day to day
basis working with the student. They also found related service personnel supportive in
that they provided both direct service to the student and consultation to the teacher. Some
teachers mentioned the inclusion facilitator as a source of support because they could
provide specific information about the student. However, not all teachers were in

agreement. For some teachers, the inclusion facilitator was not supportive because they
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came during times when the teacher was unavailable to meet with them or made
recommendations that were, in their opinion, inconsistent with the student’s needs. Coots
et al. (1998) described teachers as having transformational experiences from their initial
exposure to later in the school year. They emphasized a process of acclimation where
teachers and general education peers became more comfortable with the student and
inclusion over time.

Hamre-Nietupski, McKee, Cook, Dvorsky, Nietupski, and Costanza (1999) used
qualitative methods to explore the pcrceptioﬁs of six general and special education
teachers regarding their experiences including students with severe disabilities in a rural
school district. Because these authors conducted several interviews with each teacher
across the school year, they were able to capture changes or transformations in the
teachers’ perceptions about inclusion. Initially both general and special education
teachers expressed hesitation, uncertainty, and some negative attitudes over what would
happen. As the school year progressed and teachers had the experience of including é
student, they were described as less apprehensive and more confident about what they
were doing.

In addition to transformations, several content specific themes emerged through
the authors’ analysis. Teachers discussed the importance of time to plan together, but not
always having the time or resources to do so. In addition to day to day planning,
responding teachers in Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999) discussed the importance of
planning prior to the student being included. They suggested having specific information
and opportunities to observe the student prior to the school year beginning. Receiving

information directly from the special educator instead of through second hand sources
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was also important. For one general educator the opportunity to view a video tape of the
student prior to having her in the class helped to diminish feelings of being overwhelmed.
In terms of outcomes, general and special education teachers in this study perceived the
development of social opportunities as a positive experience. For at least one general
education teacher, she could see changes in the way peers treated the student with severe
disabilities from the beginning of the year, with relationships evolving from that of a
helper to a friend. The general and special education teachers found meaning in the
targeted students’ successes and the rewards the teachers themselves felt when the
student was successful. These teachers also expressed the benefits experienced by peers
without disabilities.

At times, general and special education teachers in Hamre-Nietupski, et al. (1999)
were frustrated by the need to create adaptations for materials and content, in particular,
adaptations that would produce opportunities for meaningful participation. For some
general educators not knowing how to make the adaptation or who to ask for assistance
created frustration. One general education teacher described the special educator, speech,
and physical therapist as providing support and needed information. Another general
education teacher expressed frustration over a lack of administrative support and
resources or materials to support the needs of the focus student.

Cook, Tankersley, Cook, and Landrum (2000) examined 70 general education
teachers’ attitudes toward students with mild and severe disabilities in their classrooms.
Teachers taught a range of grades from kindergarten to sixth. Teacheré in Cook et al.
(2000) nominatéd three of their students in response to four nomination prompts: (a) If
you could keep one student another year for the sheer joy of it, whom would you pick, (b)
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If you could devote all of your attention to a child who concerns you a great deal, whom
would you pick?, (c) If a parent were to drop by for a conference, whose child would you
be least prepared to talk about?, (d) If your class was to be reduced by one child, whom
would you be relieved to have removed? Teachers’ comments were then coded using
four different attitudinal categories (a) attachment, (a) concern, (a) indifference, or (a)
rejection. The results of the analysis indicated that teachers were significantly less likely
to nominate students with disabilities in the attitudinal category of attachment and
significantly more likely to nominate these students in the concern or rejection categories.
Additionally, comments made about students in the concern and rejection categories were
- more likely to be negative descriptors of the student and their social-personal
characteristics. Further, students nominated in the rejection category were more often
described as the cause of the problem using behavior descriptors such as “disruptive” and
“highly unorganized” (Cook et al., 2000, pp. 125). Although this study did not focus
exclusively on students with severe disabilities it offers important findings regarding how
teachers perceive students with disabilities, particularly students who engage in difficult

behaviors.

In a follow up study using the same nomination procedures as Cook et al. (2000),
Cook (2001) reported similar findings. A total of 70 general education teachers in grades
kindergarten through sixth participated. Students with obvious and severe disabilities
were overrepresented in the attitudinal category of indifference, while students with
hidden disabilities (e.g., learning disability) were overrepresented in the attitudinal
category of rejection. Cook (2001) theorized that for students with severe disabilities,

general education teachers do not feel prepared to meet the unique learning needs of this
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population and therefore limit their engagement with the student. According to Cook
(2001), teachers may be expecting students with obvious disabilities to engage in
behaviors that are outside of typical performance and therefore are more tolerant. In
contrast, student inappropriate behaviors and negative attitudes were the most common
reasons provided by teachers for why they nominated students with hidden disabilities in
the rejection category. However, it was not clear from either of these investigations
(Cook et al., 2000; Cook, 2001) whether teachers’ attitudes toward students with obvious
and severe disabilities would be affected by the display of student problem behaviors by
this specific group. Further, it is not clear why teacher participants in both studies
appeared to hold more negative attitudes toward students with disabilities than
participants in other studies reviewed. One possible explanation is that teachers in other
studies reviewed (e.g., Janney et al., 1995a/b; York-Barr et al., 1996) either received
technical assistance on inclusion or were the focus of school-wide reform or inclusion
efforts, thus it is possible that participants in these studies were in environments that were
more supportive of inclusion education, than participants in Cook et al. (2000) or Cook
(2001).

Summary. A number of important findings can be gleaned from the research
reviewed on teacher attitudes toward inclusion. Taken as a whole, the studies support
four common findings regarding the nature of teacher attitudes and the factors needed for
success. First, teachers perceived support for their work in supporting a student with
disabilities as an important feature of inclusion (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993; Janney et
al., 1995a/b; Smith, 1997). For teachers in these studies, the types of supports described

varied. For example, general education teachers in Janney et al. (1995a/b) discussed the
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need for materials, administrator encouragement, and special education support, while,
the general education teachers in Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999) discussed needing
opportunities for planning prior to the student coming to their class. In another example,
teachers in Coots et al. (1998) discussed the need for related service personnel and
paraprofessionals. The implication from these studies is that teachers suggest that while
the need for support is common among teachers the types of supports needed may vary
depending on the teacher, the student, the class characteristics, and building culture.

A second common finding on teacher attitudes and supports for inclusion is that
general education teachers expressed a need for respect and professional autonomy when
including a student with severe disabilities in their classroom. Teachers in Giangreco et
al. (1993) and York et al. (1992) described the importance of being asked to volunteer to
take the student. In addition to being asked, teachers in Janney et al. (1995a/b) and Coots
et al. (1998) believed that it was important that they were recognized as the primary
instructional decision makers for all students in their class, including the student with
disabilities. Respecting the general education teacher’s role as an autonomous
professional may be an important variable that influences attitudes toward inclusion. A
practical example of this was described by teachers in Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999) who
were frustrated by the inclusion facilitator Because they came to the classroom during
times when the general education teacher was unavailable to speak with them.

A third common finding on the nature of teacher attitudes and support needs for
inclusion is that over time general education teachers may become more comfortable with
inclusion once they have had the opportunity to try it first hand. Teachers in Giangreco
et al. (1993), Janney et al. (1995a/b), and Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999) described feeling
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concerned and uncertain when initially including the student with severe disabilities.
However, over time teachers’ attitudes appeared to transform from that of concern to
confidence. Not feeling adequately prepared may be one reason why teachers are
initially hesitant. The physical education teachers in Block and Rizzo (1995) held more
positive attitudes when they had prior coursework in special education and adapted
physical education. Fear of the unknown may contribute to a teacher feeling hesitant.
The teachers in Janney et al. (1995a/b) described the importance of clarifying roles and
expectations prior to beginning inclusion. According to these teachers it was important to
explain why the student was going to be included and what their responsibilities would
be. Once teachers have the opportunity to be successful with the student, their initial
concerns appear to be replaced with feelings of confidence and reward. In some cases the
reward exceeded the teachers’ expectations (Janney et al., 1995a).
The extent that student problem behaviors may contribute to a teacher’s attitude

‘toward the student and inclusion is a fourth common ﬁnding on teacher attitudes and

- supports for inclusion. Cook et al. (2000) and Cook (2001) found that teachers were
significantly more likely to nominate students with mild and severe disabilities in the
categories of indifference, concern, and rejection. In turn, they were less likely to
nominate students with disabilities in the attitudinal category of attachment. Cook (2001)
discussed a possible relationship between the obviousness of the disability and the
teachers’ attitude. For example, teachers were more likely to nominate students with
obvious disabilities in the category of indifference while nominating students with hidden
disabilities in the category of rejection. One explanation may be that teachers expect

students with more severe disabilities to act in ways that are outside of typical
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performance. While students with hidden disabilities, such as a learning disability, are
held to expectations that are similar to their peers without disabilities. Teachers’
comments indicated that student behaviors and attitudes were the most common reason
for nomination in the rejection category. This underscores the importance of
understanding the extent to which problem behavior influences attitudes of acceptance
toward students with more severe developmental disabilities in general education
settings. If teachers believe that they are unable to influence positive change they may be
likely to develop attitudes of rejection, instead of indifference toward these students. In
any case, regardless of attitudes of indifference or rejection, these two studies suggest
that general education teachers need additional support to help them feel more prepared
to serve students with severe disabilities in their classrooms.

Although confidence can be placed in the studies reviewed, several important
limitations need to be discussed. First, eight of the fifteen studies reviewed used
qualitative methods to gather data (e.g., Giangreco et al., 2001; Smith, 1997).
Increasingly, qualitative research methodology has been used to explore a variety of
phenomena and experiences in the special education field.

Focusing on a small number of purposefully selected cases, qualitative research
provides rich and detailed descriptions of the participants’ experiences. The benefit of
this approach is that it offers the reader insights about the respondents’ personal
reflections and meaning they derived from their experience. While this allows the
researcher to capture the respondents’ experiences, a potential limitation of this
methodology is the extent that the findings apply to other students, teachers, or school
districts. For example, Smith (1997), Janney et al. (1995a), Giangreco et al. (1993),
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York et al. (1992), Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999), and Janney et al. (1995b) cited small
and unique samples as a limitation of their studies. Becéuse the focus is on the unique
experiences of a purpbsefully selected group, the findings highlight the idiosyncratic
nature of the inclusive environments. In other words what inclusion looks like and how it
is experienced may be unique to an individual’s circumstances (e.g., teacher, focus
student, building culture). Because of this, continued exploration of inclusion
experiences is needed until multiple variations in service delivery and support are
presented by research.

A second potential limitation for two of the studies is the extent that the
participants had first hand experiences with the researchers prior to the study being
conducted. For example, Janney et al. (1995a) and Janney et al. (1995b) provided
various forms of technical assistance to the respondents and or their school districts to
promote inclusion success. Given this relationship, respondents may have been
influenced by the expectation or biases of the researchers, to say something about their
experience, particularly to be positive about their inclusion experience. For example,
Janney et al. (1995a/b) expected that teachers would discuss the amount of work needed
for inclusion, but that the effort was worth the outcome. Instead, all but two respondents
stated that inclusion was not that much work. It is possible, that respondents were
influenced by familiarity with the researchers’ and their participation in technical
assistance.

A third potential limitation is the extent that researchers relied on respondents’
ability to recall their past experiences. Over time it is possible that the respondents’

interpretation of their experience may have changed and did not provide an accurate
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picture of what happened when they were involved in the inclusion situation. Context and
perspective at any given point in time can influence the data being collected. Researchers
tried to account for this using different methods. Some researchers attempted to
triangulate their data by using multiple data sources such as interviews and observation
(e.g., Janney et al., 1995b; Smith, 1997). While, Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999)
interviewed teachers on three separate occasions over the course of the school year as
they were experiencing inclusion. In doing this, the experience was fresh for the
participants and as such they did not have to rely on their long-term memory to
reconstruct the experience.

A fourth limitation is the extent that the researchers accurately interpreted the
information obtained duﬁng the interviews and captured the participants’ experiences .
Giangreco et al. (1993) were the only researchers to report using member checks as a way
to establish accuracy of their interpretations. These researchers prepared written reports
that were then reviewed and commented on by participants. Some researchers attempted
to establish accuracy of interpretations by using reliability procedures. For example,
York et al. (1992) calculated reliability for interpretation of participants’ written
responses. While Hamre-Nietupski et al. (1999) used weekly meetings to compare and
contrast their coding and interpretation within a research team. Working in research
teams was used by some researchers to strengthen the credibility of their findings (e.g.,
Giangreco et al., 1993; Hamre-Nietupski et al., 1999; York et él., 1992). However,
reliability of data coding does not guarantee validity in terms of capturing the

participant’s meaning.
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One limitation of the survey studies discussed is the extent that general education
teachers and students with severe disabilities were the primary focus of the research. All
of the survey studies in this review used school personnel from a variety of job positions

(e.g., general education teachers, special education teachers, and principals) and went
across disability areas. Since these studies did not focus exclusively on general education
teachers or on students with severe disabilities, future investigations are needed that are
designed specifically to understand the perspectives and needs of general education
teachers serving this population of students.

A second limitation of the survey research concerns the absence of an explanation
for the findings obtained. While reviewed studies offered insight about the type of
attitudes teachers held toward students with disabilities, additional information is needed
to describe why and how these attitudes were formed. For example Cook et al. (2000)
and Cook (2001) reported teacher attitudes toward students with disabilities but did not
capture any information regarding why teachers held those attitudes, especially toward
students with severe disabilities who engage in problem behavior. Information such as
descriptions of behavior problems, perceived support needs and availability, as well as
clearer explanations of the type of students is generally needed in future research to better
understand teachers’ strong held beliefs on inclusion.

Studies Investigating the Support Needs of Teachers

One of the key findings from the research on teacher attitudes and beliefs about
inclusion is the need for various types of support for the general education teacher. A
few studies have attempted to understand what supports were needed and in some cases

the extent to which teachers received them. Wolery, Gessler-Werts, Snyder, and Lisowski
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(1995) sought to identify the types of resources and supports that were needed by general
and special education teachers to include children with substantial disabilities in general
education classrooms. In addition they were interested in determining the extent to which
identified resources were (a) available to the participating teachers and (b) whether the
teachers’ perceptions of resource need and availability were related to job position, grade
level, and their self ratings of success with regard to the inclusion experience.

To answer these questions the researchers distributed surveys to 175 teachers (129
general education teachers and 46 special education teachers) in Pennsylvania who were
nominated by their principals as having experience teaching a child with moderate to
severe disabilities in general education classrooms. Of the questionnaires returned 158
were usable (90.3%) and included in the analysis. General education teachers comprised
83.6% of the respondents, all of whom taught a single grade.

The results of the survey indicated that respondents perceived discrepancies
between needed resources and availability of those resources. With regard to needed
resources, general education teachers indicated that training, material resources (e.g.,
journals), supportive personnel (e.g., paraprofessionals, related services personnel), and
regular meetings were all necessary. General Education respondents did not always
agree that needed resources were available. Among those resources not available to at
least 50% of the responding general education teachers included beginning of the year
training, on-going in-services, observing other teachers, full and part time assistants,
related services personnel, and weekly contact with families.

For both special and general education respondents, teachers who rated

themselves as unsuccessful in the inclusion situation reported a lower availability of
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resources than teachers who rated themselves successful or moderately successful in the
inclusion situation. Across special and general education teachers, support from the
family of the included child was available for 90% of the respondents who rated
themselves as extremely successful, 70.8% for teachers who rated themselves as
moderately successful and 38.9% of teachers who rated themselves as unsuccessful.
Similarly, for both the general and special education teachers, 83.9% of teachers who
rated themselves as successful indicated having support from all families in the class. In
contrast, 35.5% of teachers (both special and general education) who rated themselves as
unsuccessful indicated having support from all families in the class. Finally, all teachers
who rated themselves as unsuccessful indicated that training (i.e., in-service and
opportunities to observe other teachers) was needed but less than a quarter had it
available.

Gessler-Werts, Wolery, Snyder, Caldwell, and Salisbury (1996a) continued this
line of research by investigating whether teachers’ perceptions about the need for and
availability of supports varied as a function of the severity of the included child’s
disability. In this study, teachers in public schools kindergarten through grade six were
randomly selected from a national register reflecting geographic regions to the United
States proportionate to the number of children living in each region. For each grade 500
randomly selected names were purchased. Of the 500, 300 participants per grade were
then selected to receive a survey. A total of 2,100 elementary general and special
education teachers were identified. Of the 2,100 surveys mailed, 1,430 (68.1%) were

returned usable.
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Gessler-Werts et al. (1996a) did not make a distinction between results for generai
and special educators, therefore all reported results included both teacher populations. Of
the respondents, 80.6% had at least one student diagnosed with a disability in their class
and of these 74.5% indicated that the student was enrolled on a full time basis. To rate
severity, teachers were asked to respond using a 6-point scale (1 = normal, 2 = suspected,
3=mild, 4 = moderate, 5 = severe, and 6 = profound) on the ABILITIES Index. Seventy
six percent of respondents completed all nine areas of the ABILILITIES Index and were
subsequently divided into two groups, teachers who rated a child above the mean (high
rated group) and teachers who rated a child below the mean (low rated group). The mean
break point on the 6-point scale was 2.21. Teachers in the low rated group had students
who fell within the normal to suspected disability group and teachers in the high rated
group rated as having students in the suspected to severe range of disability.

Similar to the Wolery et al. (1995) study, the categories for resources and
supports included training, material and physical resources, additional personnel,
personal support, contact and meetingé. For the items listed in the survey, respondents
were asked to rate if the resource or support was needed and whether it was available.
Using the ratings of severity, the researchers analyzed the data for support and resource
needs for three distinct groups of teachers: no disability, low rated disability group, and
high rated disability group.

Using a one way analysis of variance (ANOVA), no significant differences were
identified with regard to needing training, material and physical resources, additional
personnel, or contact and meetings among the three groups of teachers with varying

disability groups. Minimal differences existed between the two groups regarding the
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availability of these supports. Personal support was significantly more available to
teachers in the low and high disability groups than a teaéher in the no disability group.
Three items accounted for this difference; support from the family of the included child,
support from families of other children in the class, and support from a principal or
supervisor. Significantly larger percentages of teachers in the low disability rated group
reported having training and personal supports available to them than teachers in the high
rated or ﬂo disability groups. The researchers concluded that teachers’ perceptions of the
resources and supports available to the them for inclusion do not differ based on whether
the teachers perceived all of the children to be within the normal range of functioning or
based on their ratings of severity of the included student.

With regard to the perceived necessity of the resources and supports, significantly
larger percentages of teachers in the high disability group reported needing resources and
supports in the five categories in comparison to teachers in the no disability or low rated
group. This finding was consistent for all 29 specific items across the five categories of
resources and supports. Teachers in both the high and low rated groups were more likely
to report needing more resources and supports than were available to them.

Gesler-Werts, Wolery, Snyder, and Caldwell (1996b) conducted state and national
surveys to determine the types of supports and conditions identified by teachers as the
most important to inclusion. The researchers first conducted a state survey of general and
special educators from Pennsylvania who were identified by public school principals as
having prior inclusion experience. The questionnaire used open ended questions to
prompt respondents to list three supports and resources and three problems or barriers

associated with including students with disabilities in their classroom. Of the 175
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questionnaires, 158 (90%) were returned usable and included general educators (81%)
and special educators (19%).

The results of the state survey for general educators included 11 types of
resources and supports, positive teacher attitudes, in class help, time, administrative
support, team of professionals, peers and buddies_, training, parental support, class size,
money and resources, and community awareness. Twelve categories of problems/barriers
were also identified and included lack of time, lack of training, insufficient khowledge,
inability to understand needs, la'ck of in class supports, meeting of problem behavior,
teacher attitudes, inadequate class size/structure, lack of parental support and poor social
relationships. Using the results from the state survey, the researchers conducted a follow
up study by having respondents rate how critical each 11 supports and 12 barriers were
on a 5-point scale (1= very important or a significant problem, S=unimportant or minor
significance). The results of this follow up indicated that all of the supports except
money/resources and community awareness had mean ratings of 4 or 5 and were
considered by respondents as very important. Lack of time, training, and management of
problem behavior were considered the most significant barriers to inclusion.

For the national survey, 2,100 surveys were sent and 1,430 (69.8%) were returned
usable and included in the analysis. Similar to the state survey, respondents in the
national survey were asked to list resources and supports and barriers critical to inclusion.
In addition, teachers were asked to indicate if they had a child with a disability, the type
of disability, if the child was enrolled full or part time, and they were asked to complete
the ABILITIES Index described in previous studies (Wolery et al., 1995; Gessler-Werts
et al., 1996). The respondents were general education teachers grades kindergarten to
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six. Gessler-Werts et al. (1996) grouped participants into three categories students with
no disability, students with suspected to moderate disabilities, and students with severe
disabilities. Respohding teachers listed a number of supports and resources critical to
inclusion. The most frequently reported supports and resources were help from
additional personnel, support from a team, sufficient training, family support, smaller
class size, and administrative support. In comparing the differences between the groups,
general education teachers who had a students with severe or profound disabilities were
significantly more likely than the two groups of teachers to perceive lack of time,
difﬁdulty meeting the needs of children, inadequate class size, lack of team support,
curriculum standards, and lack of understanding from other children as the most
significant barriers and problems.

Gessler-Werts et al. (1996) raise a number of limitations that should be
considered when interpreting these results. First, the extent that teachers would have
continued to list other types of supports or barriers beyond the requested three is not
known. Second, from the data available it cannot be determined which of the supports
are considered most critical or how supports are specifically provided to teachers. For
example, it is not known what administrators or other personnel did that was considered
supportive. Neither are we able to determine what specific aspects of the barriers created
problems for the responding teachers. In addition to these limitations, information is
needed on how the teachers’ perceived their inclusion experience (i.e., positive or
negative) relative to interpreting and understanding their resource and support needs.

Support and needed resources may also be conceptualized as teacher incentives

for facilitating inclusion. Pearman, Huang, and Mellblom (1997) investigated the
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incentives and concerns of educators and administrators in inclusive general education
settings. Using a survey developed by the researchers 558 participants in a mid sized
Colorado school district were asked to participate. Of the distributed surveys, 246 were
usable resulting in a 44% response rate. Of the respondents 45% were general education
teachers, 31% were entitlement staff, 10% were administrators, and 15% were
paraprofessional and related services staff. The survey contained three separate scales
focusing on incentives, attitudes and perceptions, and concerns.

The findings from this study indicated that general education teachers were
significantly more concerned with funding issues than other responding groups. Among
the items in this subscale were funding for additional planning time for cooperative
teaching, additional paraprofessional time for staff, and increased teacher staff. With
regard to incentives, 46% of all respondents indicated financial rewards for teachers and
schools were important, however, collectively respondents felt that training and funding
issues were rﬁore important. This may or may not fully reflect the beliefs of general
education teachers alone, as the researchers did not separate out their data from the rest of
the participants in reporting this finding. For example, the researchers did report that
general education teachers were significantly less likely than special education teachers
to believe that training Was. important, and significantly more likely to believe that
funding issues were important. Therefore, based on the reported findings in Pearman et
al. (1997) additional research is needed to better understand what general education
teachers perceive as incentives to inclusion.

With regard to staff concerns, no significant differences were reported for job

position (e.g., special versus general education teachers). However, staff with more years
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of experience had higher levels of concern than staff who were new to the field.
Concerns raised by all participants included a lack of time for planning and meetings,
initial and ongoing training, lack of sufficient time to meet student needs, managing
classrooms with diverse learners, and changing class standards.

Teachers in Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick, and Scheer (1999) suggest that
training and confidence may be two important supports needed to ensure successful
inclusion. Using a likert-type scale, Buell et al. (1999) surveyed 202 general and 87
special education teachers in a mid-Atlantic state. The Likert-type scale addressed
teacher confidence, inservice needs, and perceptions of necessary supports. The findings
from this survey indicated that special education teachers were more likely to understand
inclusion and have higher ratings of confidence that they would be able to teach difficult
students than were general education teachers. General education teachers were
significantly more likely than special educators were to express a need for training.
General education teachers reported training was needed in program modifications,
assessing academic progress, adapting curriculum, managing behavior, developing IEPs,
and using assistive technology. For this group of responding general education teachers,
they reported not having the necessary supﬁorts and resources needed to successfully
include students with disabilities in their classrooms. Lack of training and other supports
may explain why special education teachers were significantly more likely than general
education teachers to have increased ratings of confidence for teaching difficult students.
Among the supports and resources reported as being needed but not available were

adequate class size, inservice training, and time to meet with families. General education
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teachers did report that they had support from their administration and that they had
opportunities to team with a specialist.

When interpreting the findings from Buell et al. (1999) it is important to consider
that the respondents represent only one state and were not from a national sample. This
is important because the philosophies, policies, and implementation practices for
inclusion vary widely from state to state. Therefore the experiences these respondents
had may produce findings that are substantially different from teachers in other parts of
the country.

Summary. Research on teacher support and resource needs suggests that the
extent to which support and resource needs are met may influence attitudes toward
inclusion and teachers’ perception of success and confidence with inclusion. Findings
from these studies need to be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, although all
studies produced information about the types of supports needed, it is not known why
these supports were important for teachers and how they were best provided.
Additionally, little is known about the unique characteristics of the inclusion situation,
the students being included, or the school climate toward inclusion. These factors may
substantially influence one’s perception about the types of supports needed as well as the
availability of those supports.

Second, Gessler-Werts et al. (1996a) grouped teachers by how they rated the
severity of disability of students in their classrooms. However, they do not specify the
number of teachers with students in each of the disability groups (i.e., normal to
profound), but rather present aggregate data. A close inspection of their data reveals that
the majority of teachers self rated as having students within the suspected to mild
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disability groups, with fewer teachers self rating as having students in the moderate and
severe groups. The implication is that the findings obtained may be more a reflection of
the needs of teachers who have students with mild disabilities as opposed to the needs of
teachers with students who have severe disabilities. Additional research is needed to
determine the type and degree of supports needed for general education teachers of
students with severe disabilities.

Third, all of the studies included both general and special education teachers and
did not focus on one particular disability area. Because of this the extent that the findings
accurately reflect the experiences and beliefs of general education teachers working with
students with severe developmental disabilities is unclear. It is possible that the
instruments used to capture the opinions of both general and special education teachers
across multiple disability populations may have been designed differently if the exclusive
focus was on general education teachers working with students with severe
developmental disabilities. Had general education teachers of students with severe
developmental disabilities alone been sampled different findings may have been
obtained.

Fourth, none of the studies specifically addressed the needs of teachers supporting
students engaging in challenging behavior. The extent that general education teachers of
students with severe developmental disabilities who engage in challenging behavior are
in need of more supports or different kinds of supports are currently unknown.

Positive Behavior Support

Many have argued that schools need to be restructured to encourage collaboration

both within the school system and with the community (e.g., Lipsky & Gartner, 1987,
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Sailor, 1996; Skrtic, 1991). One of the core objectives of the school restructuring effort is
the emphasis on student-centered and individualized approaches to learning (Sailor,
1996). To achieve such an outcome, some have proposed inclusive educational
arrangements where supports and services as a matter of design are embedded within the
general education classroom (Sage & Burrello, 1994; Sailor, 1996). In 1997, the IDEA
took a step toward such an approach by establishing the role of the general education

~ teacher as an active participating member of the Individualized Educational Program
(IEP) process. Including the general education teacher in the IEP meeting establiéhes a
foundation for collaborative planning to promote inclusive educational arrangements.
Such requirements also suggest a change in the role of the general education teacher.
Previously, general education teachers were not included in the planning process for
students with significant disabilities. This most likely occurred because these students
were often placed outside of the general education classroom. As more students with
severe disabilities are included in the general class, general education teachers are finding
their responsibilities evolving to include the design of specialized supports and services.

One of these new responsibilities may be participating in the design of a behavior

support plan. Students who engage in problem behaviors in school settings pose great
challenges for educators. Unwanted problem behaviors may disrupt day to day
classroom routines and adversely affect learning for the focus student and their peers. In
addition to impeding learning, the occurrence of problem behavior may affect how peers
perceive students as well as their status as a member of the setting (e.g., Williams &
Downing, 1998). The occurrence of problem behavior may also affect teachers’ attitudes
toward the student and inclusion (e.g., Cook et al., 2000; Cook, 2001). Because of the
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risk for nonmembership and placement outside of the general education class,
interventions are needed that will effectively support the student in inclusive settings.

Positive behavior support is one approach that might offer a framework for

| supporting students engaging in challenging behavior (Scotti, Ujcich, Weigle, Holland, &
Kirk, 1996). Positive behavior support (PBS) is described as a values based approach to
behavior interventions that relies both on the principles of applied behavior analysis and
person centered philosophies. According to Sugai et al. (2000), PBS is the blending of
behavioral science, practical interventions, social values, and team process. It is the
unique interaction of these features that encourage the development of quality
interventions for students engaging in difﬁcult behaviors. PBS is premised on the belief
that problem behaviors serve a function for the student that is often environmentally
influenced.

Although the focus is on behavior intervention, PBS is considered a means to
promote inclusion as an outcome for children and youth with developmental disabilities
who engage in challenging behavior (e.g., Foster-J ohnson & Dunlap, 1993; O’Neill,
Williams, Sprague, Horner, & Albin, 1993; Sugai & Horner, 1994; Weigle, 1997). To
achieve an inclusive outcome, PBS relies on a collaborative team process to promote the
development of meaningful supports for the student (Anderson, Russo, Dunlap, & Albin,
1996). Team mémbership and participation must include the family, the general
education teacher, and specialized personnel (e.g., special education teacher). Although
much is known about the process of PBS, thus far, little is known about how teafns work

together to implement PBS in school settings.
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Generally, PBS occurs in two stages. First, a functional behavior assessment
(FBA) is conducted. FBA refers to the process of gathering information about the
student, the behavior, antecedents, and consequences maintaining occurrences of
behavior in order to develop a student centered hypothesis of why behavior occurs
(Knoster, 2000). To conduct a FBA a variety of assessment strategies (e.g., interviews
and observations) are used to identify functional relationships between environmental
variables and problem behaviors (Demchack & Bossert, 1996; Lennox & Miltenberger,
1989; O’Neill et al., 1997; Tobin, 1994). The information collected through the
assessment is then summarized into hypothesis statements explaining behavioral function
that are used to guide the development of behavior support plans.

The second step involves using the information gathered during the assessment to
develop a comprehensive behavior support plan. The intervention plan describes
supports, strategies, and instruction all tailored to meet the unique needs of the student
based on the explanation of behavioral function and contributing environmental
influences. Comprehensive behavior support plans generally contain at least three
essential elements, environmental interventions, alternative skill training, and effective
strategies to respond to occurrences of behavior (Albin, O’Neill, & Sprague, 1989;
Bambara, Mitchell-Kvacky, & Tacobelli, 1994; Bambara & Knoster, 1998; Carr &
Carlson, 1993; Meyer & Evans, 1989).

Environmental interventions refer to both immediate antecedent interventions as
well as lifestyle enhancement interventions. Immediate antecedent interventions are
designed to either prevent problem behavior from occurring, neutralize the occurrence of

an antecedent event, or promote the occurrence of desired skills (e.g., Bambara, Koger,
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Katzer, & Davenport, 1995; Dunlap, DePerczel, Calrke, Wilson, Wrigth, White, &
Gomez, 1994; Dyer, Dunlap, & Winterling, 1990; Foster-Johnson, Ferro, & Dunlap,
1994; Haring & Kennedy, 1990; Horner, Day, & Day, 1997; Kennedy, 1994; Koegel,
Dyer, & Bell, 1987). Antecedent interventions are useful because they are a powerful
way to modify the environment and create opportunities for students to learn and use
more appropriate skills alternative to the problem behavior. Interventions designed to
promote lifestyle enhancement focus on building the quality of the student’s life through
opportunities for school and community inclusion.

Once environmental interventions are in place, the teacher can then introduce
learning opportunities that encourage the student to use more socially appropriate skills
alternative to the problem behavior (e.g., Carr et al., 1999; Doss & Reichle, 1989;
Durand, 1990; Durand & Carr, 1991; Horner, Sprague, O’Brien, & Heathfield, 1990;
Horner & Day, 1991). One reason for teaching alternative skills is to replace the problem
behaviors with socially appropriate alternative means for addressing the same function of
behavior. A second reason is to provide the student with alternative skills that reduce the
need for problem behaviors by providing outcomes that effectively compete with the
function of behavior (e.g., teaching play skills to eliminate self-stimulatory behavior).

The third essential componeﬁt to the intervention plan is strategies to effectively
respond to both the occurrence of desired and undesired behaviors. Typically, strategies
designed to respond to undesired behavior afe aimed at eliminating the reinforcement
associated with and maintaining problem behavior (e.g., planned ignoring, differential
reinforcement) (e.g., Carr, Levin, Mconnachie, Carlson, Kemp, & Smith, 1994; Lerman,
Iwata, & Wallace, 1999; Meyer & Evans, 1989). In addition to planned consequences,
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these strategies also incorporate the use of natural or typical consequences that are age
and setting appropriate. Equally important is responding effecﬁvely to occurrences of
desired or appropriate behavior. Regular and consistent reinforcement may be needed as
a student acquires a new skill (Snell & Brown, 2000). Some students may also benefit
from reinforcement based monitoring programs such as self-monitoring combined with
token reinforcement.

Within the general education setting, positive behavior support may be one viable
means to promoting successful inclusion for students who engage in challenging
behaviors. Participation in the design and implementation of a behavior support plan is
considered an essential competency of professionals working with students who engage
in difficult behaviors (Dunlap, Heineman, Knoster, Fox, Anderson, Albin, 2000).
Traditionally, general education teachers have not been a part of the development or
implementation of behavior support plans. The most likely reason is because students
needing this type of intervention were often placed in special education classrooms.
However, more recently, general education teachers are an active part of this process as a
result of students being including in their classrooms. Unfortunately, there is no research
that provides guidance or examples of what participation mean, how teachers are
participating, or what it means to them to take part in individualized support for students
with severe developmental disabilities who engage in challenging behavior.

Summary of Need

A strong empirical base supports the inclusion of students with developmental

disabilities in general education settings. Among the potential benefits offered by the

inclusive environment are increased social opportunities, membership and belonging, and
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IEPs reflective of current best practice. Although there may be initial hesitation to
include a student with severe disabilities, general education teachers tend to hold positive
attitudes toward inclusion. Initial hesitations may be a function of feelings of uncertainty
and not being prepared (e.g., Janney et al., 1995a/b). However, over time, general
education teachers may feel more confident once they have the first hand opportunity to
include the student (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993; Janney et al., 1995a/b). One important
feature of successful inclusion experiences for general education teachers is the extent
that the teachers believe they are receiving supports needed. The specific types of
supports needed may vary depending on the unique circumstances of the inclusion
situation (e.g., teacher, student, building culture). Providing general education teachers
with respect for their professional autonomy and decision making capability is one
example of a support needed by teachers (e.g., Giangreco et al., 1993). In another
example, general education teachers discussed the need for opportunities to plan for
inclusion (e.g., Hamre-Nietupski et al., 1999).

Another variable that may impact the success of inclusion is the extent that the
student engages in behaviors considered problematic by the teacher and peers. Students
with developmental disabilities may be more likely to engage in behavior considered
unacceptable by peers and teachers (McDonnell, et al., 1997). As a result, students with
developmental disabilities who engage in such behavioral challenges may be at risk for
nonmembership or even placement outside of the general education classroom. General
education peers in Peck et al. (1990), Williams and Downing (1998), and Fisher et al.
(1998) discussed disruptive behaviors as reason why nonmembership could occur.

General education teacher attitudes toward inclusion may also be affected by challenging
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behaviors (Cook et al., 2000; Cook, 2001; Soodak et al., 1998). Because challenging
behavior may impede the academic progress of the student with disabilities as well as
other students in the classroom, general education teachers may need to be equipped with
special skills and supports that enable them to effectively manage the inclusion
classroom. Based on current best practices, in inclusion and behavioral support, these
special skills may include an understanding of how to conduct functional behavioral
assessments, develop multicomponent intervention plans, implement interventions, and
evaluate the effectiveness of those plans.

Students engaging in problem behaviors may pose unique challenges to the
inclusion process. The extent that teachers serving this population of students need
supports that are different from or in addition to those described in the literature thus far
is unknown. Published literature in the area of inclusion provides numerous examples of
successful inclusion experiences, however, none has focused on students who also
engage in problem behaviors. In particular, the experiences, perspectives, and needs of
general education teachers who are including students with severe disabilities who
engage in challenging behavior in their classroom is relatively unknown. In order to
promote the success of students engaging in problem behaviors in inclusive
environments, we must understand the perspectives and support needs of general

education teachers responsible for managing classrooms with diverse learners.
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Chapter 3
Methods
The current study was designed to describe general education teachers’ attitudes

and beliefs about the essential supports needed to successfully include a student with
developmental disabilities who engaged in challenging behavior in general education
classrooms. Rooted in a phenomenblogical approach to inquiry, I used semi-structured
interviews to gather information about the participants’ experiences including students
with developmental disabilities who engaged in challenging behavior using positive
behavior intervention practices. Qualitative designs that use interviewing as the primary
method of data collection seek to understand the participant’s experiences and the
meaning or sense they make of those experiences (Seidman, 1991). By posing open
ended questions and then exploring teacher responses, interviewing allowed me to
explore the participant’s subjective understanding and meaning they attached to their
experience (Seidman, 1991). Through the interview process, the participants were asked
to provide information about themselves in relationship to the topic under study,
reconstruct their experiences, and then explore the intellectual and emotional connections
they attached to their attitudes and beliefs (Seidman, 1991).
Researcher Bias and Presuppositions

In phenomenological inquiry, the researcher must understand the concept of epoche
(Creswell, 1998). Epoche is when the researcher brackets his or her presuppositions and
biases so that the phenomena can be understood from the participants’ perspective. In the

current study, I acknowledged the following presuppositions:
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1. General education teachers would have received support from a special education
teacher and special services staff/education consultants to develop and implement
intervention strategies.

2. General education teachers would have perceived their experience as successful
because they were able to include the student in their class.

3. General education teachers would have been frustrated by systems level barriers such
as lack of administrative support and limited resources.

4. General education teachers who felt satisfied with the experience likely had frequent
and positive contact with the child’s parent.

5. General education teachers would have used an informal problem solving approach to
behavior support that was characterized by frequent discussions with other members
of the child’s educational team and implementation of various types of intervention
strategies.

To ensure that these presuppositions did not bias data analysis, I took the following steps:
1. All biases were recorded in memo form.

2. Prior to each interview, I reviewed the biases to ensure that my personal beliefs
did not interfére with interviewing,.

3. Each time I analyzed data, the biases were reviewed to ensure that data analysis
was not guided by my presuppositions.

4. When identified themes were consistent with my presuppositions I looked for

evidence to support the theme.
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Participants and Setting
A total of 14 public school teachers participated in the study. To select

participants who had experienced a common phenomenon, purposeful sampling
procedures were employed. Purposeful sampling refers to a process of deliberately
selecting participants who can provide important information about the topic of study
(Maxwell, 1996). Participants selected were perceived by nominators (see recruitment
section) to have experienced some measure of success (Bogdan & Taylor, 1990). Thé
intention behind using success as a criterion was to identify cases where the most
information about what it takes to make inclusion work could be learned (Patton, 1990).
In this study, target participants were general education teachers who had a successful
inclusion experience with a student who had a history of engaging in challenging
behaviors. Through careful selection, it was possible to detail the uniqueness of each
situation within the context of the experience they had (Creswell, 1996; Lincoln & Guba,
1985).

To adequately capture a common experience across participants the following criteria
were used for inclusion in the study:
1. A public school district employed the participants as full time general education

teachers at the elementary school level in either Pennsylvania or New Jersey with at

least one full school year of teaching experience. The exception-was Dawn, whose

general education teaching experience occurred on a United States military base in

Asia.
2. Participants had a student in their general education class who (a) was identified as

having a developmental disability (e.g., mental retardation, Autism, Asperger
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Syndrome, Down Syndrome), (b) received special education, and (c¢) had a history of
engaging in challenging behaviors. Challenging behavior referred to patterns of
chronic overt verbal and physical actions exhibited by a student that (a) were
considered to be disruptive to the student’s own learning or the learning of other
students, (b) posed a safety risk to the student or others, or (¢) disrupted or iﬁterfered
with established classroom or nonclassroom area routines, and required
individualized behavior support strategies. I attempted to recruit participants who had
included students with severe developmental disabilities, however I was unable to
find anyone who met this criteria. As aresult, this criteria was broadened to students
with moderate developmental disabilities.
3. The behavior intervention strategies used were positive practices that were consistent
with positive behavior support such as:
a. Conducted a functional assessment; or
b. Developed hypothesis or explanatory statements describing the environmental
influences and function of behavior; or
c. Designed interventions strategies that prevented behavior from occurring; or
d. Taught alternative skills to replace the behavior; or
e. Designed intervention strategies that aimed to improve the quality of the student’s
school day using positive practices (e.g., fostering friendships)
Initially, I tried to recruit participants who had experience with positive behavior support,
however, I was unable to find teachers who met this criterion. Therefore, this criterion
was subsequently modified to recruit teachers who used positive practices that were

- consistent with positive behavior support.
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4. The participant was responsible for the daily implementation of the behavior support
strategies.
5. The participant had been involved with the student for at least four months.
6. The inclusion situation was reported as a success, with at least two of the following
student outcomes being reported during the screening:
a. Consistent or increasing amounts of time being spent in general education
classrooms;
b. Improvement noted in academic performance or daily functioning;
¢. Maintenance or increases in the student’s positive social interaction with peers;
d. Decreases in the frequency and or intensity of challenging behavior.
7. Participants inchided the focus student in their classroom at least one full class period
per school day.
Teacher Student Profiles
Tables 1, 2, and 3 provide demographic information for each of the teachers
(Table 1), their school buildings (Table 2), and focus students (Table 3)!. Participating
teachers ranged in age from 26 to 57 years (average 45 years). Teachers taught in general
education an average of 18 years with a range of 2 to 37 years. Six teachers held
Master’s degrees and five teachers had graduate credits beyond a Bachelor’s but not
enough for a Master’s degree. Three teachers taught first grade, three teachers taught
second grade, five teachers taught third grade, two teachers taught fourth grade, and one
teacher taught sixth grade. One teacher was African American; the rest were Caucasian.

Four of the teachers were also certified in special education.

' The names of teachers, schools, and focus children®8ve been change to protect confidentiality.
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Table 1.

Participant demographics at the time of the inclusion experience.

Participant Age Years Years Other Highest Degree Race
(Grade Teaching Total Teaching in Certification Earned
Taught) General Areas
Education
Leslie 57 26 26 Autistic Support Masters Caucasian
(3" Grade) plus 42
Ernie 57 30 30 Special Bachelors Caucasian
(3" Grade) Education Plus 9
Laurie 29 2 2 None Masters Caucasian
(1* Grade)
Debbie 54 20 16 None Bachelors Caucasian
(2" Grade) plus 15
Alice 61 37 29 None Bachelors Caucasian
(3" Grade)
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Participant Age Years Years Other Highest Degree Race
(Grade) Teaching Total Teaching Certification Earned
General Areas
Education
Leigh 52 29 29 None B.achelors plus Caucasian
(4™ Grade) 12 credits
Peter 52 29 29 Special Masters Caucasian
(6™ Grade) Education & Plus 42
Administration
Penny 47 23 23 Early Childhood Bachelors Caucasian
(2™ Grade) Plus 3
Beatrice 54 32 32 None Bachelors Caucasian
(3™ Grade)
Melinda 31 8 3 Special Masters Caucasian
(3™ Grade) Education &
Administration
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Participant Age Years Years Other Highest Degree Race
(Grade) Teaching Total Teaching Certification Earned
General Areas
Education
Jillian 26 5 5 None Bachelors Caucasian
(1* Grade)
Mary 26 4 4 None Bachelors Caucasian
(2/3™ Grade) Plus 21
LeAnn 41 15 15 ~ None Masters Afiican
( 1* Grade) American
Desiree 7 3 Special Masters Caucasian
(4™ Grade) Education
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Table 2.

School district demographics for the school year the focus student was included

School Student Students in ‘Average Student to Students with Language
Building Population Respective Number Per Faculty Ratio IEP (Total for Diversity
(Teacher) Grade Class School)
Lincoln Elementary School Grades K-8
Debbie 137 17 15 9:1 16% English 99%
Other 1%
Alice 139 16 15 8:1 LEP 1%
Jackson Elementary School Grades K-3
Data not English 99%
Leslie 535 155 25 available 9% Spanish 1%
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School Student Students in Average Student to Students with Language
Building Population Respective Number Per Faculty Ratio IEP (Total for Diversity
(Teacher) Grade Class School)
Eisenhower Elementary School Grades K-4
| English 80%
Laurie 541 99 20.4 14.:1 14% Spanish 8%
Gujarati 5%
Ernie 541 109 20.4 14:1 14% Others 7%
LEP 7%
Adams Elementary School Grades 3-5
English 17%
Melinda 588 ‘ 188 20.6 13:1 12% Other: 83%

LEP 1%
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School Student Students in
Building Population Respective
(Teacher) Grade

Polk Elementary School Grades K-5

Mary 377 139

Ford Elementary School Grades K-5

LeAnn 525 104

Johnson Elementary School Grades K-5

Desiree 706 102

Average
Number Per

Class

19.2

22.2

Data Not

Available

Student to

Faculty Ratio

12:1

15:1

Data Not

Available

Students with
IEP (Total for

School)

14%

7%

Data Not

Available

Language

Diversity

English 94%
Spanish 6%

LEP 6%

English 39%
Spanish 49%
Other 12%

LEP 7%

Data Not

Available
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School Student Students in Average Student to

Students with Language
Building Population Respective Number Per Faculty Ratio IEP (Total for Diversity
(Teacher) Grade Class School)
Roosevelt Elementary School - Grades K-6
Leigh 334 50 20.6 11.3:1
Peter 334 37 20.6 11.3:1
13% English 99%
Penny 331 39 20.1 12.3:1 Spanish 1%
Jillian 334 54 20.1 12.3:1
Barbara 331 48 20.1 12.3:1
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Table 3.

Focus student demographics

Student and Grade Disability
Denny Autism
3" Grade (Leslie)
Tommy Autism

1* Grade (Laurie)
Adam | Asperger Syndrome
3™ Grade (Ernie)
James Down Syndrome
6™ Grade (Peter)
Kenny Down Syndrome
2" Grade (Debbic)

3™ Grade (Alice )

Behaviors of Concern
Crying and screaming; loud vocalizations; stomping feet ; refusing to
do school work
Inappropriate comments; refusing to do school work; tantrums that
included crying and yelling

Refusing to do school work; self hitting and head banging

Refusing to do school work; throwing things

Leaving area; refusing to do school work; spitting and biting
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Student and Grade Disability Behaviors of Concern
Timmy Autism Throwing objects; spitting and biting; refusing to do school work
3" Grade (Beatrice)
4™ Grade (Leigh)
Manny Hydrocephaly Aggression toward students; pushing students forcefully; throwing
2" Grade (Penny) Seizure Disorder things
Vision Problems
Armand Autism Crying and outbursts; fefusing to do school work
3™ Grade (Melinda)
Billy Autism Inappropriate social words and actions; refusing to do school work or
1* Grade (LeAnn) requests; run around the classroom
Philip Asperger Syndrome Throwing objects and furniture; hitting other students; threatening other
1* Grade (Jillian) students; running away; scratching himself; inappropriate social words

and actions
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Student and Grade Disability Behaviors of Concern
John - Pervasive Refusing to do school work ; refusing adult requests; hitting others;
2" Grade (Mary) Developmental threatening to throw objects; inappropriate social words and actions
Disorder - NOS
Oppositional Defiant
Disorder
David Cognitive Impairments  Hitting; spitting; biting; throwing objects; refusal to do school work
4" Grade (Desiree) Partial deafness

Autistic like features
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Participating teachers were from eight different elementary schools from different
regions of New Jersey, with two exceptions. One teacher was from a school in Northeast
Pennsylvania while another teacher (Desiree) had her inclusion experience teaching in a
public school on a military base in Asia. School districts located on United States
military bases fall under the auspice of the Department of Defense and are referred to as
Department of Defense Dependent Schools (DoDDS). Schools located on a military base
are considered a self standing school district and are often quite large. This particular
district had 8 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, and 2 high schools.

The elementary schools ranged in size from 137 to 706 students with an average
of 486 students. Class sizes ranged from 15 to 25 students with an average of 19 students
per class. In terms of langque diversity, schools were predominantly English speaking
with the exception of Ford Elementary School in which 61% of the student population
spoke a first language other than English. Three schools (Lincoln, Jackson, and
Roosevelt) were in rural areas, two schools (Polk and Ford) were in urban areas, and two
schools (Adams and Eisenhower) were in suburban areas.

A total of 12 students were‘ the focus of the inclusion experience. Two teachers at
Roosevelt (Beatrice and Leigh) both had experience with Timmy, but during different
school years and two teachers from Lincoln (Debbie and Alice) both had experience with
Kenny, but during different school years. All but two students (Billy and Timmy) were
included full time in the general education classroom. Billy and Timmy received half a
day support within a resource room setting. Eight students were ‘diagnosed with Austim
spectrum disorders (i.e., Autism, Asperger, and Pervasive Developmental Disorder), two
students (James and Kenny) with Down Syndrome, and two students (Manny and David)
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were diagnosed with varying exceptionalitie.s (e.g., Hydrocephaly, cognitive
impairments). All students were working on their grade level curriculum with
adaptations and modifications. All students also received instruction on functional life
skills ranging in frequency from twice a week (two students) to daily (10 students).
Common behavioral challenges included refusal to do school work, various types of
aggression (e.g., hitting and biting), and inappropriate words and actions (See Table 3 for
more complete description of behavioral challenges).

Recruitment Process

To identify teachers, professionals affiliated §vith districts, intermediate units, and
regional department of education training centers in New Jersey and Pennsylvania were
contacted. The professional roles of these individuals were district level directors of
special services, special education supervisors, educational consultants, department of
education employees, the Executive Director of the NJ Coalition for Inclusion, or state
trainers. Because of the supervisory and consultant nature of these positions, these
professionals had a broad familiarity with specific situations that involved the inclusion
of a student with disabilities engaging in challenging behavior. Professionals from New
Jersey and Pennsylvania were initially selected because of State Department of Education
outreach initiatives to train school-based teams on positive behavior support during the
past several years.

I provided nominators with a description of the study and criteria for inclusion
and then asked for nominees. Potential participants were contacted in two ways. Some
nominators preferred to speak with the teacher themselves. In these situations, the
nominator was provided with a copy of a general letter requesting participation
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(Appendix A), a copy of the study description (Appendix B), and a copy of the consent
form (Appendix C). In situations where the nominator provided a name directly, the
teacher was mailed a general letter requesting particination, a copy of the study
description, and a copy of the consent form.

Interested teachers were directed to contact me either by phone or by email.
Once I was contacted, an initial telephone screening took place. During the telephone
screening, I provided a verbal explanation of the study and asked if the teacher had any
questions they would like to ask. Additionally, I gathered initial information using the
participant criteria previously described to ensure that the teacher and the inclusion
situation were appropriate for the study. Teachers that mét criteria for the study and
expressed an interest in being a participant were asked to sign an informed consent form
giving permission for me to formally interview them. When consent was obtained I set
up a time and date for the first interview.

Over a 16 month period, 54 teachers from New Jersey and Pennsylvania were
invited to participate. Of the 54, 14 responded and were subsequently included in the
study and 2 responded who did not meet the criteria. Attempts had been made to recruit
participants in Pennsylvania through intermediate units and principal contacts. Two
teachers were nominated, one did not meet the study criteria the other was subsequently
included in the study. Contacts in Pennsylvania were not productive therefore efforts
were focused on recruiting participants in New Jersey.

To determine whether sufficient data were collected and recruitment efforts could
stop, I developed criteria to determine whether data saturation had occurred with the 14

participants. According to Bogdan and Biklen (1992) data saturation occurs when the
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information obtained from new participants becomes redundant and continued data
collection results in diminishing returns. To make decisions about data saturation, data
analyzed from the last three participants (i.e., Mary, Desiree, and LeAnn) was compared
to the analyzed data from the other 11 participants. Data from the last three participants
fit within the existing domain and category structure and added no new information.
Based on this information, I decided that data collection was sufficient and reached a
point of saturation.
Data Source

To gather data, participants engaged in a series of three separate interviews
(Seidman, 1991). Seidman (1991) recommends} a series of three separate interviews so
that the researcher can understand the participant’s perspective through prolonged
engagement. By prolonging engagement through the interview series, the respondent
builds trust in the interviewer allowing them to feel more comfortable sharing personal
information (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The ongoing interview process provided an
opportunity to gather in-depth information as well as provided a forum for checking the
consistency of information over time. Prolonged engagement may increase the
probability that credible findings (i.e., the extent that the data presented is worthy of the
reader’s confidence and belief) were produced (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

During Interview 1, Seidman (1991) suggests having participants describe their
early experiences leading up to how they arrived in the current situation (Seidman, 1991).
Therefore, in this study, Interview 1 served the purpose of gathering information about
the pdrticipants’ educational background, teaching experience, teaching philosophy and
management style, perspectives about problem behavior, and familiarity with providing
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special education services. By gathering this information, I could more fully understand
the participants’ pelfspectives and beliefs that guided their teaching practices prior to their
inclusion experience. Information about the teacher’s background experiences and
education also facilitated an understanding of how prepared they were for the inclusion
experience. On average, Interview 1 lasted 40 minutes (range of 30-75 minutes) with
transcript lengths ranging from 15 to 38 (average 20 one and a half spaced pages) pages.
During Interview 2, Seidman (1991) recommends having the participant
reconstruct their experience concentrating on detailed descriptions and illustrative
examples. In this study, Interview 2 served the purposes of having participants describe
(a) their experiences related to how the inclusion situation came about; (b) their initial
perceptions of the student; (c) the types of behavioral challenges they experienced; (d)
how they were involved in the development of the intervention plan; (¢) the specific
types of teacher supports they received and how those supports were provided; and (f) the
types of struggles they faced, and how they resolved those struggles. Interview 2 was
substantive in that participants were asked to concretely describe their day to day
experiences teaching the focus student engaging in challenging behavior in their class.
Through Interview 2, I was able to understand from the participants’ perspectives the day
to day mechanics of designing and implementing interventions to support the student,
how they dealt with difficult times, and the types of supports or resources the teachers
needed to make it work. On average Interview 2 lasted 60 minutes (range of 30-80
minutes) with transcript lengths ranging from 11 to 40 pages (average of 29 one and half

spaced pages).
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During Interview 3, Seidman (1991) recommends having the participants reflect
on the meaning of their experiences with the phenoména of interest. According to
Seidman (1991) the concrete details of Interviews 1 and 2 provided the context for the
participant to explore their understanding. In this study, Interview 3 had participants
reflect on their inclusion experience by commenting on (a) how supports provided to
them were critical to their success; (b) if their successful experience changed their
perceptions of including students who engaged in challenging behavior; and (c) lessons
learned from the experience. On average Interview 3 lasted 35 minutes (range of 20-50
minutes) with transcript lengths ranging from 10 to 26 pages (average of 15 one and a
half spaced pages).

To gather information during the interviews, three separate -semi-structured
interview guides were used, one for each interview (Appendix D). The interview guides
focused the interviews on key topics and ensured consistency across participants
(Seidman, 1991). Development of the interview guides stemmed from a review of the
literature on inclusion and positive behavior support and my professional experiences.
To ensure the interview questions were clear and easy to respond to, pilot questions were
filed tested with a general education teacher with inclusion experience. Based on her
feedback, minor wording changes to the questions were made. The interview guides used
open-ended questions to provide participants with the opportunity to provide as much
description about the phenomena as possible. To ensure a thorough gathering of
information, I also encouraged the participants to expand on their comments when
relevant. To do this, I listened carefully to the participants’ comments for both content

and meaning and followed up with questions that asked for clarification, solicited more
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detail, or requested examples of stories (Seidman, 1991). During the interviews, I
reframed from making both verbal and nonverbal signals that could inadvertently
reinforce the participants’ responses (e.g., “yes”, “very interesting”). However, head
nods and affirmations to continue (e.g., “go on” “tell me more about that”) were used.
During data analysis, the interview questions were continually evaluated to ensure that
they (a) continued to stimulate relevant responses and (b) were producing information
that answered the research questions. As data were analyzed interview questions were
modified slightly to chase newly emerging topics and to clarify and improve wording.
The final set of interview questions is presented in Appendix E.

All interviews were conducted by me and took place at the respondent’s school
either in the teacher’s classroom or a private room. All interviews were tape-recorded
and as a precaution, I kept a second tape recorder with me at all of the interviews.
Generally, interviews occurred between S to 10 school days apart. For three participants
a one month interval occurred between Interviews 2 and 3 due to holidays, unscheduled
snow days and illness.

Data Management

Data preparation. All interviews were transcribed verbatim by a professional
transcriber whose sole business was providing transcription services. To ensure that the
transcriber understood the procedures, I met with her in person and reviewed the
transcription procedures described in Bogdon and Biklen (1992). These procedures
included (a) a heading at the start of each interview, (b) starting a new line each time a
new person speaks, (c¢) breaking long responses into manageable paragraphs, d)
numbering each line of the transcript, and (e) reading the transcript while listening to the
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tape to ensure accurate transcription. Iread all transcripts while simultaneously listening
to the audiotape to ensure that they had been transcribed accurately.

Data storage and retrieval. All transcripts were stored in a locked cabinet in my
office. Initially, I proposed using the NUDIST software program to manage data.
However, once the study began I found it more comfortable to use traditional cut and sort
metﬁods. To manage data in this way, coded transcripts were photocopied and then cut
into coded sections and then maintained in a file designated for each participant.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was ongoing and conducted in conjunction with data collection.
The following outlines the major components of the analysis process. However, the
process was not linear. Meaning that the components were applied to sets of transcripts
at a time and then repeated each time new data was collected. |

Domain and category development. To develop categories, I read and labeled
each line of text in the first participant’s transcript. Next, I performed the same steps for
participants two and three. Then the categories for all three participants were reviewed to
look for consistency, redundancy, and overlap while keeping the overall research
questions in mind. This process resulted in the development of an initial structure
consisting of eight domain areas and 32 categories within the domains. The initial list of
domains and categories were then applied to subsequent transcripts and continually
revised based on new information learned (Bambara, Gomez, Koger, Lohrmann-
O’Rourke, & Ping-Xin, 2002; Hill, Thompson, & Nutt-Williams, 1997). By the 11"

participant a steady list of domains and categories had been developed and defined. Table
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Table 4.
Domains and categories and their frequency of occurrence across participants. Domains

are in bold categories are in italics.

Domain and Category Structure Response Frequency
Building culture toward inclusion 14
Personal beliefs about classroom management and inclusion 14
Strengths based 13
Establishing consistent expectations 13
Building rapport and relationships 12
Encouraging student empowerment 8
Degree and type of exposure to challenging behavior 14
Prior teaching and training 14
Student reputations and teacher stories 12
Types of initial impressions formed 14
Initial apprehensions 10
Feeling confident 4
Social Context of Support 14
Administrative Posture 11
Acceptance and practice of inclusion 12
Collegial atmosphere 13
In class supports 14
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Domain and Category Structure Response Frequency

The Emergence of Struggles 14
Student centered struggles 13
Conflicts with parents 11
Conflicts with professionals | 8
Situational Supports for the Teacher 14
Interpersonal supports 12
Collaboration opportunities 13
Administrative support 10
Parent support 4
Awareness building activities 9
Interventions to Address Challenging Behaviors | 14
Design responsibility 14
Core beliefs 14
The ways interventions were designed 14
Strategies to prevent problem behavior 14
Strategies to build relationships 13
'Strategies to respond to behavior 14
Skills taught to help the student be more appropriate 7
Changes in Attitudes and Beliefs 14
Changing perspectives about inclusion 13
Learning and growing as a professional . 14
88

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The appropriateness of inclusion 13

4 presents the final domains and categories and the frequency of domains and categories
occurring across participants.

Individual summaries. Once the transcript had been coded, the next step was to
develop an individual summary that abstracted the respondent’s comments within
domains and categories (Bambara et al., 2002; Hill et al., 1997). Abstracting core ideas
provided a method to begin categorizing and reducing data for each participant in
preparation for the cross analysis. Additionally, the individual summaries provided a
format for the researcher to begin making initial interpretations about meaning. Each
domain area was labeled (e.g., Personal Beliefs) and included an abstract that
summarized and interpreted meaning for each of the categories within that domain. To
the greatest extent possible, abstracts were constructed using actual participant language.
Respondent quotations with specific citations from the original transcript accompanied
each domain/category abstract. While creating the individual summary, I returned to the
original transcript and re-read the entire interview so that comments were not taken out of
context and to ensure that the essence of what the respondent was saying was captured.
Additionally, I re-read written memos and reflected on recorded biases. To maintain a
data trail, all individual summaries contained specific numeric citations for each unit of
text so that comments could be tracked back to the original interview.

Cross analysis. Once individual summaries were developed, the next step was to
conduct a cross analysis across all participants’ individual summaries. The cross analysis

was characterized by a dynamic and reflective process where new data continually
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informed previously analyzed data and the structure of the emerging conceptualization.
Cross analysis was conducted into two stages. First, a constant comparative method of
analysis was used to look for similarities and differences across participants. In the
second stage, these similarities and differences were contextualized to interpret meaning,.
The constant comparative stage of analysis began after the transcripts for the first four
participants (Laurie, Leslie, Ernie, and Debbie) were coded and individual summaries
developed. A cross analysis document was developed using the same procedures
described above for constructing an individual summary except that data analysis
occurred across participants (Bambara et al., 2002; Hill et al., 1997). To develop the
cross analysis document, sets of three to four individual summaries were analyzed at a
time. The cross analysis document contained detailed narrative descriptions of each
domain and category (e.g., encouraging empowerment within the personal belief domain)
and contained numeric citations for each piece of data described in the text. With each
additional set of individualize summaries, categories were modified, if needed, to cabture
new meaning. When this occurred, I returned to the original transcripts for all participants
and looked for evidence of the modified category and recoded transcripts when
necessary. As new data were acquired and analyzed it was compared to and incorporated
into the existing cross analysis.

The second stage of cross analysis occurred after all of the individual summaries
had been analyzed and incorporated into the cross analysis document. The second stage
of cross analysis involved contextualizing the data to form a descriptive storyline of the
participants’ experiences. More than just sorting data by similarity, contextualizing was
the process of linking data to identify relationships among the different core ideas offered
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by respondents. To do this, the researcher looked for patterns or themes that emerged
across respondents’ interviews and then provided rich descriptions of the meanings of
those themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Contxtualization of the data is process oriented
and results directly from the data (Hill et al., 1997). However, it was at this stage in the
analysis that I began to move beyond data to interpret meaning.

Member Checks. One method to strengthen the credibility and thus
trustworthiness of the findings is to conduct member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Member checking in this study entailed gathering feedback from participants regarding
the accuracy of meaning or interpretation I constructed. A three phase member check
process was used.

In the first phase, participants were asked to comment on the extent that the
information described in their individual summary accurately reflected the information
they provided during the interviews. Member checks were conducted through the mail.
Each participants received a letter asking them to complete the member check (Appendix
F), copy of the individual summary previously described, with areas designated for them
to make comments, and directions for completing the member check. Member check
summaries ranged from 6 to 14 pages of single spaced text with an average of 9 pages.
In the left hand column next to each abstract was a box that provided a place for
respondents to check “Agree,” “Disagree,” or “Comments on Back.” The back side of
each page of the member check contained lines allowing participants to more easily make
comments if they wished. Appendix G provides a sample of a member check.

Participants were asked to return their comments using a self-addressed stamped

envelope to me within 2 weeks of receiving of the report. When feedback was not
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received within four weeks I sent a second mailing with a revised letter prompting them
to complete and return the member check. Subsequently, all member checks were
returned following the second mailing. In terms of agreement patterns, all participants
agreed with the summaries sent with no participants having a dissenting opinion. In one
situation, a participant asked to have two quotes removed from her summary.

In the second phase participants were asked to listen to a presentation of the
findings and comment on whether the cross analysis aggregating all of the teachers’
experiences was representative of their personal experience and to solicit further
feedback and comments from participants about the interpretations of meaning I made.
To do this, all participants received a letter (Appendix H) inviting them to attend a focus
group meeting at a geographically central location. The letter included information about
the focus group, it’s importance, and an invitation to dinner immediately following the
meeting. Four participants attended the focus group meeting. They all agreed with the
findings presented and did not add any new information to the interpretation of findings.

In the third phase, participants were asked to comment on a written summary of
the study findings. The purpose of this phase of the member check was for participants
to reflect and comment on whether the aggregate findings “rang true” to their experience.
The third phases of the member check was conducted by mail using the same procedures
described for phase one (individual member checks) (See Appendix I). Each participant
received a final summary (Appendix J) that was 11 one and a half spaced pages in length.
Participants were asked to return their comments using a self addressed stamped envelope
to me within 2 weeks of receiving of the report. Within four weeks, all member checks

were returned with no participants dissenting from the findings described.
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Validity

Validity in qualitative research refers to trustworthiness or credibility in the
findings. To enhance the trustworthiness in this study four factors were considered
during data collection and analysis. These were truth value, applicability, consistency,
and neutrality. Truth value or credibility, refers to the extent that the findings described
accurately reflected the participant’s reality. Fundamentally, the data gathered must
correspond with what the participants’ said during their interviews. In this study, the
primary threat to the credibility of the findings was missed or misinterpreted construction
of méaning. Prolonged engagement was used in two ways to control this threat. First,
the nature of the three-series interview provided me with the opportunity to repeatedly
check for distortions (e.g., misinformation or conflicting information) that might have
occurred in the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Second, participants had multiple
opportunities to critique findings throughout the data analysis phase of the study using
the member check process previously described. Peer debriefing was another strategy
that was used to control for credibility threats. Peer debriefing was the process of
presenting data to a person objective to the study for the purpose of critiquing emerging
meaning. The role of the peer debriefer was to play devil’s advocate by asking questions
that helped to clarify next methodological steps, question preliminary analysis and
hypothesis formation, offer contrary opinion, and point out potentially superficial
description. In doing this, I could be more confident that I was not missing or
misinterpreting meaning. In this study the dissertation chair (Linda Bambara) served as
the peer debriefer. Since no set procedure for how to conduct peer debriefing exists in

the published literature, the following procedures (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) were used:
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1. The debriefer and I met 4 times during the course of the study (12/16/02; 4/23/03;
9/12/03; 10/31/03).

2. When appropriate and necessary, I forwarded written examples and summaries to the
peer debriefer prior to the meeting so that sufficient time was allotted to prepare for
the meeting adequately. This also allowed the debriefer to carefully think about the
emerging findings and was then in a better position to offer critique.

3. During the debriefing, I presented a summary of the methodological steps taken and
the emerging research findings, highlighting key themes and patterns.

4. At the end of the debriefing session I documented the session in writing.

5. Following the debriefing ses}sion, I carefully reviewed the debrieﬁng notes and
considered ways of resolving critique addressed by the debriefer.

With regard to applicability, my responsibility was to provide a rich enough
description of the findings to allow the reader to make judgments about potential
transferability to similar teachers and settings. Superficial description and failure to
generate meaning were both potential threats to transferability in this study. The three-
phase interview process and the three-phase member check process both enhanced the
likelihood that sufficient information was obtained, thus allowing for a rich description of
the participants’ experiences. A second way these threats were controlled for was
through the participant selection process. By interviewing participants until a point of
data saturation was reached enhanced the likelihood of providing a rich or thick
description of the data. In the current study, the repetition of themes began to occur after
interviewing the 7" participant, and by the 11™ participant, no new information was

‘provided by participants that would change or alter the conceptual structure of the
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