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ABSTRACT
 

Regular Education and Special Education: Toward Improving High School Inclusion 

With recent special education law, more special needs students are being educated 

in the general education classroom than ever before.  No Child Left Behind is requiring 

educators to ensure that special needs students are achieving at the same level as their 

peers.  General educators need training, support and resources in order to be more 

effective in their classrooms.  This means special educators and administrators need to be 

cognizant of their needs and work to provide general educators the support they need to 

be successful with special needs students in the general education classroom.  In an effort 

to provide data to administrators for improving inclusionary practices within the district, 

this study looks at the perceived needs of high school general educators in Montrose 

County School District in Colorado. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION  

Inclusion is a controversial policy that has become the ideal for policy makers. 

Since the passage of the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-142) 

special education has been developed as an essential part of public education and has 

continued to change with the demands of parents, lobbyists, and lawmakers.  Special 

education has also been driven by litigation.  These elements combined to create the 

current drive toward the inclusion of special needs children into regular education 

classrooms. 

PL 94-142 mandated the free and appropriate education (FAPE) for all handicap 

students in the least restrictive environment (LRE) (Connor & Ferri, 2007) which has 

driven the formation of special education. When PL 94-142 was re-authorized in 1990, it 

was renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) and has since been 

reauthorized twice, most recently in 2004 (Berninger, 2006). The 1997 reauthorization of 

IDEA mandated that disabled students take the same state and district assessments as 

their non-disabled peers (Cox, Herner, Demczyk, & Nieberding, 2006).  Another piece of 

federal legislation that has applied further pressure to move toward inclusion is the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).  According to Cox et al. (2006), NCLB requires 

that disabled students perform at the same level as their non-disabled peers.  The 

requirements of these particular pieces of legislation force schools to move to a more 



 2 

inclusionary model for all students. If disabled students are to take the same assessments 

and be expected to perform to the same level for all content area standards as their non-

disabled peers, then disabled students must be exposed to the same content information. 

Inclusion is the current accepted model in which to achieve these lofty goals. 

Whether inclusion is good or bad is not the issue at hand.  It has become the 

requirement of many districts.  However, just making inclusion a requirement through 

policy does not make it work in the classroom.  Placing special needs students in regular 

education classrooms requires additional work and funding on many levels.  However, as 

legislatures have increased the expectations and accountability of educators with respect 

to special needs students, funding has not kept pace.  Berninger (2006) recognized that 

not only had funds for IDEA dwindled since it was first passed, but that there is not 

enough money to support everyone who needs special education services.  Despite 

funding issues, all educators must adhere to the legislative requirements regarding special 

needs students. To do so means administrators, regular education and special education 

teachers must work together in creative ways to ensure inclusion is implemented in a 

successful manner for all students. Understanding the needs of regular education teachers 

is the first step in this process. 

Statement of the Problem 

Regular education teachers are not always adequately trained nor are they 

comfortable dealing with special needs students in their classrooms. Regular classroom 

teachers see special education and accommodations as vague and obscure concepts.  Such 

teachers feel unprepared and inadequate with implementing accommodations that they do 
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not fully understand.  These teachers are also uncomfortable with the overall expectation 

that they participate in the IEP process and special education in general. 

Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this project was to determine the specific aspects of inclusion and 

special education in which regular education, high school teachers in Montrose County 

School District need more training and information in order to become more successful 

participants in the inclusion process. Teachers were asked to complete a survey at a 

weekly professional learning community (PLC) meeting.  The results of this survey 

provided a starting point to determine how special educators and administrators in 

Montrose County high schools can best help regular education teachers engage in the 

inclusion process. 

Chapter Summary 

IDEA and NCLB has increased the expectations and accountability of all educators 

with respect to special needs students. This has aided the drive toward inclusion.  As 

such, regular education teachers find themselves increasingly responsible for special 

needs students.  However, with the failure of funding to keep pace with the needs of 

special education, regular education teachers are not always adequately prepared or 

supported when dealing with exceptional students.  Special educators need to find 

creative ways to help support the needs of their colleagues and must work with 

administrators to ensure regular education teachers are adequately prepared to work with 

special needs students within their classrooms. 
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Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Current education laws dealing with SPED, NCLB and IDEA, mandate the use of 

research-based practices and programs (Clark, Cushing, & Kennedy, 2004).  While there 

is much research in the area of special education and more is being done everyday, there 

seems to be a relative lack of research for high school inclusion programs.  This issue of 

inadequate research at the secondary level is not only a problem in the United States, but 

Italy as well; one of the leaders in inclusionary education in the world (Begeny & 

Martens, 2007). High school is very different from elementary or even middle school in 

many ways including class scheduling, switching teachers, student responsibility and 

class selection.  Basing mandates and practices for high school SPED programs on what 

happens at the elementary level is not a best practice. The situation with research forces 

high schools to be more creative in their approaches toward building effective inclusion 

programs. 

There are four aspects of special education that affect the quality of services 

special needs students can expect with respect to inclusion.  First, there are the legal 

mandates that drive the special education process and the extent to which regular 

education teachers understand their roles under these laws. Secondly, the ability and will 

of governing bodies to provide adequate funding for the legally mandated education of 

special needs students.  Thirdly, the quality and availability of teacher training to ensure 

that all educators who teach exceptional children are adequately prepared and supported. 
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Lastly, teacher attitude can be the ultimate factor in providing a quality education for 

learning disabled students. It is the job of the special educators and administrators to 

evaluate the needs of regular education teachers with respect to these issues and then to 

provide support and training to address any weaknesses. 

Special Education Law 

Legislation regarding special education, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the 

reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), place more 

responsibility for educating special needs students on regular classroom teachers. Regular 

classroom teachers are required to participate in the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 

process, progress monitoring and accommodating and/or modifying instruction for 

Special Education (SPED) students to the extent that such students are in their classes. 

Ensuring that regular educators are knowledgeable of their responsibilities under the 

current laws is essential to effective implementation of any inclusion program. 

The Individual Education Plan 

Lee-Tarver (2006) addressed the perspectives of elementary school teachers 

regarding involvement in creating and implementing IEP‘s.  In this study Lee-Tarver 

(2006) indicated general education teachers see IEP‘s as useful and feel involved in the 

process, but also found a large number of teachers who required further training —on the 

purpose, development and implementation of an IEP.“ Boyer and Bandy (1997) also 

indicated that regular education teachers needed additional training to adequately 

comprehend and use the IEP. One important finding by Lee-Tarver (2006) indicated a 

lack of accessibility to the IEP concerned 86% of the respondents, all of whom were 

regular education teachers (Lee-Tarver, 2006). The IEP is a legal document.  All 
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individuals responsible for educating special needs students are required to be involved in 

the IEP process and as such need to be adequately trained and have access to such 

documents. 

Regular education teachers are also responsible for ensuring that the IEP is being 

properly implemented in the regular education setting.  Ideally there would be a SPED 

teacher or a para-educator in each classroom to support special needs students.  However, 

reality does not always match the ideal.  Inadequate funding does not always facilitate 

best practice.   Regardless of resources and support, both regular education and special 

education teachers are legally responsible for implementing the IEP and for making the 

appropriate accommodations and modifications to ensure that SPED students get an 

adequate free and appropriate education. 

Adaptations 

Special needs students are expected to cover the same curriculum as regular 

students.  Because of this, the need for appropriate adaptations is crucial.  Adaptations 

include both accommodations and modifications and must be applied to classroom work 

and assessments as well as to high-stakes testing. The IEP addresses the accommodations 

and adaptations needed for individual students.  Since the IEP is a legal document, these 

adaptations to the curriculum are not only required, but are often the responsibility of the 

regular education teacher. This is especially true in situations where there are not 

adequate resources to provide a SPED teacher or para-professional to support SPED 

students and general educators in a general education classroom. 

Rieck and Wadsworth (2005) stated that general education teachers have 

misconceptions regarding the nature of accommodations that must be addressed by 
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ensuring that all educators are aware of the reasons behind the accommodations and how 

to implement appropriate accommodations.  Meikamp and Russell (1996) found that 

general education teachers in rural Virginia used very few suggested curricular 

modifications and relied heavily on one particular accommodation: extended time. 

Meikamp and Russell (1996), concluded that not only did general educators mistakenly 

surmise that mildly disabled students could do all of  the required work as long as they 

were given more time, but also hypothesized that general educators were uncomfortable 

and untrained in implementing more effective accommodations. 

When there are misconceptions, teachers can not effectively teach.  This is 

especially true with respect to exceptional students who learn differently from traditional 

students.  This leads to frustration for both the teacher and the student.  Teachers need to 

be trained and supported in the use of adaptations for special needs students.  General 

educators not only have a responsibility to their students, but they also have a legal 

responsibility to the IEP thus ensuring that adaptations are correctly implemented as well 

as to ensure that students have access to the general education curriculum as determined 

by the IEP. 

Training for general education teachers must include aspects of special education 

law, the IEP process and teaching exceptional students within the general education 

setting.  Administrators and special educators can help train and support general 

education teachers, but this should not be the only support for general education teachers. 

Teachers need access to the materials and training in research-based methods for working 

with special needs students.  All this is necessary in order to facilitate the legal mandates 

for educating all students.  The training and materials needed to provide the free and 
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appropriate education for all students has a cost.  Funding of legally mandated 

educational practices continues to be a problem area in the realm of special education. 

Special Education Funding 

The legislation designed to provide special needs students with access to quality 

education has admirable intentions.  However, these intentions and mandates are often 

not adequately funded.  The bottom line, when it comes to training and staffing, is 

whether or not the school in question has the funds to hire needed staff, purchase needed 

equipment or materials, or provide the needed training to existing staff.  There are 

competing demands for limited resources in education. However, when it comes to 

special education, educators are asked to provide services without adequate resources. 

Failure to do so can result in legal action. 

Case law has determined that schools must provide the necessary services and 

supports in order for a disabled student to have equal access to education (Fischer, 

Schimmel, & Stellman, 2003).  Such services include, but is not limited to, access to 

adaptive technology, modified curriculum, adapted materials and related services 

necessary to access the same educational opportunities as non-disabled peers; regardless 

of service delivery method. 

Federal Funding 

In an article, Snyder, of the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association 

(ASHA) (2006) voices his concern that the federal government may decrease funding for 

IDEA.  Snyder (2006) indicates that this will make it highly unlikely that Congress will 

ever fund IDEA to the 40% level that is authorized by law. Special education funding at 

the federal level is based upon a national per pupil average expenditure and is not 
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guaranteed to be provided, except that it will not exceed the 40% excess cost for 

providing special education services (Special Education Law Overview, 2005; Smith & 

Shreve, 2003).  In 2004, congress funded 18.65% of the excess cost (Special Education 

Law Overview, 2005), this was the highest rate ever funded at that time, but no where 

near the 40% rate nor the actual costs for educating special needs students. Recent figures 

indicate that it costs 1.9 times as much to educate a special needs student as it does to 

educate a regular education student (Chambers, Parrish, & Harr, 2004).  All of these 

figures are based upon national averages and combines all programs and services 

together.  While special education has specific legal mandates that must be met; schools 

are not guaranteed the funding to provide the required services and must therefore be 

prudent in how they allocate money. 

Cost Analysis of Research-Based Methods and Programs 

While educators are mandated to use research-based, best practice methods and 

programs for teaching all students, they must also consider cost-benefit analysis. 

However, there is a relative lack of research with respect to the costs of implementing 

different special education models.  Researchers seldom consider costs of implementing 

or changing special education services when evaluating teaching methods and 

programming.  Two studies were found to address program costs (Odom, Hanson, Lieber, 

Marquant, Sandall, Wolery, Horn, Schwartz and Beckman, 2001; Pruslow, 2000).  Both 

studies indicated problems with the limited research available for cost analysis of 

program delivery. 

It is equally important to understand the cost ramifications of special education 

programs along with the educational effectiveness of such program. By beginning to look 
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at the actual costs of different program models, schools and district can better allocate 

funds for programs, service delivery and teacher training.  Cost analysis of all aspects of 

special education is essential for future planning to ensure that there are adequate funds 

for programs and teacher training necessary to develop strong special education 

programs. 

While there is a relative lack of studies analyzing costs of perspective programs, 

according to Chambers, Parrish, and Harr (2004) the average national per pupil spending 

on special education students has decreased.  The authors attribute this to the trend 

toward the least restrictive environment, which essentially means special needs students 

are spending more time in regular education classrooms.  The implications of this 

particular study indicate that it may be more cost effective to educate special needs 

students in a regular education setting than in special classes.  This makes it even more 

important to ensure regular education teachers are getting the training and support they 

need in order to be successful with inclusion of exceptional students within their 

classrooms.  Understanding the background training, experiences and attitudes of regular 

education teachers in teaching special needs students is an important stepping stone to 

implementing appropriate in-service training for regular educators. 

Rural Funding Issues 

The very nature of special education makes it difficult to find practices and policies 

that will work in every setting.  Each special needs child is completely unique.  This is 

only intensified in rural settings.  In a study regarding the affects of NCLB on rural 

schools, McLaughlin et al. (2005) found it was difficult to monitor and analyze data 

regarding accountability due to small numbers when accountability measures were 
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disaggregated.  With the new funding formulas, schools that do not progress from year to 

year will have funds withheld until adequate progress has been made. This can make or 

break a small, rural district or school.  Issues that face rural schools include less state 

funding due to lower enrollment, limited tax base, limited resources, and teacher 

retention issues (McLaughlin et al., 2005). 

Teacher Training 

When discussing teacher training, both pre-service an in-service training must be 

evaluated.  The push for highly qualified teachers as mandated by NCLB is changing 

who is hired as teachers, and to some degree changing what training teachers entering the 

field for the first time have had.  This, in turn, affects which in-service trainings need to 

be offered to new and veteran teachers.  Combined with funding and accountability 

issues, in-service training needs to be applicable to the majority of teachers in a given 

building or district. 

Pre-Service Training 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996), stated,“ the lack of improvement in perceptions of 

teacher preparedness for mainstreaming/inclusion over time suggests that teacher 

education programs may be no more effective at preparing teachers for 

mainstreaming/inclusion now than they were more than 2 decades ago.“  Only 8.3% of 

teachers in a study by Boyer and Bandy (1997) indicated that they received adequate pre-

service training for dealing with special needs students. Even if regular education pre-

service teacher training is revised to include preparatory instruction for working with 

special needs students in a regular setting, there will be many teachers who have already 

completed their pre-service training and need effective in-service training to bring their 
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skills and knowledge base to the level needed for successful inclusion.  A teacher‘s 

education never ends with a degree; it is continual.  Therefore, the need for quality in-

service training is crucial. 

Training Issues for Rural Teachers 

Boyer and Bandy (1997) found teachers in rural settings need more training to meet 

the needs of special education students.  Many in this study indicated that they did not 

receive enough practical training, from any source, with respect to teaching SPED 

students.  In a study by Buell, Hallam, and Gamel-Mccormick (1999), the results 

indicated that general educators often need even more training and support than special 

educators in the realm of inclusion.  These issues are often exacerbated in rural areas as it 

is difficult to find, train and retain qualified teachers in rural areas (McLaughlin, Embler, 

Hernandez, & Caron, 2005).  According to IDEA mandates, states are responsible for 

developing training programs and ensuring that professionals are trained to provide the 

necessary services to disabled students (Buell et al., 1999). Although the current study is 

dealing with local issues, adequate training for individuals working with special needs 

students is also a state issue. 

In-Service Training 

The areas in which general educators need more in-service training are: 

development and implementation of IEP‘s (Lee-Tarver, 2006; Boyer & Bandy, 1997), as 

well as accommodations and modifications, academic assessment, behavior management 

and curriculum adaptations (Buell et al., 1999).  Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found 

that teachers feel that they do not have enough time, training nor resources necessary to 

successfully include special needs students within the general education classroom.  In 
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rural schools it is even more crucial for general education teachers to experience quality 

in-service training for dealing with disabled students as there is often a lack of resources 

and support for general education teachers in small schools. 

Methods for In-service Teacher Training 

In order for teacher training to be effective, methods used to train teachers must be 

evaluated.  Kelleher (2003) voices a number of concerns in the current professional 

development of all teachers including disjointed workshops, faculty meetings and guest 

speakers without follow up nor time to process and practice new skills and teaching 

concepts. Clark et al. (2004) echo these concerns and provide data regarding the 

effectiveness of an intensive on-site technical assistance (IOTA) model for professional 

development. This model included workshops, weekly consultation and the formation of 

teams within the schools to target specific students.  The teaching skills targeted with this 

training model were selected by the district and administrators as priorities.  While this 

method of professional development proved to be effective, the cost of such training was 

not included in the research report. 

While most would agree that follow up and feed back are important to learning any 

new skill, this is seldom done with teacher training.  Clark (2003) builds upon these 

concepts and discusses the need for assessment-driven professional development.  Clark 

(2003) goes on to discuss the need to address the cost issues of training, more specifically 

the need to calculate training costs consistently from district to district, and different 

methods for providing professional development. Clark (2003) suggests using everything 

from SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, results-oriented and time-bound) goals to 

peer collaboration in teacher training.  If we look at what we know are effective teaching 
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methods and combine this with the individual skills of teachers already in the building or 

district, we can provide creative training that allows for follow-up and feed back. 

Education is now a team effort.  Teachers can form teams, teach skills or share 

knowledge amongst each other, observe and provide feed back in a professional manner 

and in so doing, save money and improve teaching at the same time.  This is very similar 

to teacher coaching, something physical education teachers already do and has proven to 

be effective (Maeda, 2001). 

In 1995, Liebermann not only noted that staff development methods did not relate 

to what goes on in the classroom, but gave a host of ideas for improving staff 

development and making it relevant. Putting new and experienced teachers together for 

planning, using existing staff to provide trainings and interdisciplinary curricular 

planning are some of the ways teachers can learn from each other (Lieberman, 1995). 

Involving teachers in setting goals for professional development (Lieberman, 1995; 

Kelleher, 2003) allows teachers to prioritize their classroom needs and to take ownership 

of their professional development.  Having clear goals makes it easier to retain and use 

the information learned; the learning now has a purpose. It is expected that teachers be 

creative and make learning relevant to students; if we want teachers to teach this way, 

then we must train them this way. 

Teacher Attitude 

When dealing with including exceptional students, a teacher‘s attitude can have 

great affect on performance.  It can also affect professional relationships.  Teaching is no 

longer done in an isolated classroom; especially when dealing with exceptional students. 

Teaching now needs to be a team effort. 
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Inclusion has been a hard pill to swallow for some. According to Snyder (1999), 

inclusion was a push by special education with little input from general educators.  It has 

also been a push from legislative bodies and education activists.  Training and support 

from administrators and special educators are crucial for the success of both the general 

educator and the student in an inclusive environment (Snyder, 1999).  Just mandating a 

policy does not make it work.  The school atmosphere and administrator‘s attitude can 

and will affect the general educators‘ attitude and more importantly, will affect the level 

of success the exceptional student will achieve in a general education setting. 

Many studies have found that the nature and the severity of the disability can affect 

a teacher‘s attitude (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  This is true even with student 

teachers (Hastings & Oakford, 2003). More exposure to and training for dealing with 

special needs students was found to improve teacher and student teacher attitudes toward 

exceptional students (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  General education teachers need 

support and training in order to work with special needs students in the general education 

environment.  Even in Italy, where inclusion has been mandated since the 1970‘s, 

teachers still feel that they need more support in the classroom (Begeny & Martens, 

2007). 

Supporting General Educators 

Support in the general education classroom can take many forms.  In the world of 

tight budgets and teacher shortages schools must be creative in providing support for 

inclusive, educational settings.  One of the most discussed methods for supporting 

general educators is collaboration.  This includes a range of options from consultation to 

co-teaching.  However, this requires egos to be checked at the door.  Collaboration can 
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only be successful if the collaborating parties are willing to work together and respect 

what each other brings to the table.  In a case study, Mastropieri et al. (2005) found that 

co-teachers with conflicting ideas and methods can have negative effects on students. 

However, in the same case study Mastropieri et al. (2005) observed and described 

effective co-teaching.  In both cases the interpersonal relationships between teachers 

influenced the efficacy of co-teaching. 

Co-teaching is just one aspect of collaboration that can make inclusion successful. 

Co-teaching brings the expertise of general educators and special educators together 

making both parties responsible for educating all of the students in an inclusive 

classroom.  However, there is not always the time, money nor personnel for co-teaching. 

Joint planning and consultation between general and special educators (Carpenter & 

Dyal, 2007) is another method for making inclusion successful. Lack of planning time is 

one of the main concerns of teachers when it comes to including special needs students 

(Snyder, 1999; Buell et al., 1999). This planning time is crucial to student success. 

During joint planning, educators can explore and employ a number of strategies for 

making inclusion successful.  This is where special educators can help accommodate or 

modify assignments or curriculum.  Teachers can work together to find alternative 

reading materials that cover the same content. They can informally assess individual 

student progress or evaluate the needs of a struggling student who has not been identified. 

Teachers can also use this time to determine other supports, materials, needs or training 

that they may require to ensure that special needs students are successful.  Once needs are 

identified, the teachers can go to other teachers, specialists or administrators for further 
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support. This creates a team atmosphere and helps all teachers become better prepared, 

which in turn, makes all students more successful. 

Chapter Summary

 NCLB and IDEA have moved special education into the general education 

classroom.  This means general educators have to be more responsible for special 

education students, which includes understanding SPED laws, IEP responsibilities and 

best-practice methods for dealing with diverse student populations.  Since many teachers 

feel their pre-service training did not adequately prepare them for dealing with special 

needs students in their classrooms, this training must be provided by other means. 

Teachers need more training in implementing and developing IEP‘s.  General 

educators must be aware of their responsibilities under education law with respect to 

SPED students.  General educators must also be provided support and training for dealing 

with all special needs students in their classrooms.  Severe social, emotional or cognitive 

students can be intimidating for general educators to deal with if they have had no 

training.  Teachers who are prepared or supported will be more effective at teaching all 

students, and more willing to include needier students in classroom based activities. 

Knowledge is power. 

Researchers need to look at the dynamics of high school inclusion programs. 

Students are with different teachers for every class and students must be more responsible 

for themselves at the high school level.  For example, general educators need to know 

strategies that work with non-readers at the high school level in content area classes; 

these students will be very different from an elementary non-reader who does not have to 
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worry about such things.  Research into methods and programs need to reflect not only 

the academic level of the special needs student, but age level and instructional setting. 

While the research is being done, researchers need to consider cost-benefit analysis 

of the programs and methods being studied.  With more accountability and tighter purse 

strings, education dollars must be wisely spent.  Teachers want effective methods and 

programs for teaching special needs students, and administrators need to spend their 

limited funds wisely. 

Teachers are expected to use effective, research-based instruction.  The same 

quality of instruction is not always provided when training teachers.  General educators 

need good quality, cost effective, in-service training.  Teachers need to see the purpose 

and applicability of what they are being asked to learn and implement.  They also need 

follow-up and opportunities to practice new teaching methods. 

Education is becoming a team effort. This is especially true with regard to high 

school special education inclusion programs.  High school SPED students often spend 

more time in the general education setting, and very little time with any single teacher. 

This means the general educators are needed more than ever to help evaluate progress 

and develop effective IEP‘s.  Teachers can collaborate through informal meetings, joint 

planning and co-teaching.  However, there is  not always the time, money, or personnel 

resources for effective collaboration, even though collaboration has been proven to be 

effective for improving student learning. 

With limited funds and research, schools must learn to be creative with their high 

school special education inclusion programs.  Cost, time, resources, personnel issues and 

student achievement must all be considered when considering inclusion.  Decisions can 
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not be made lightly.  General educators are essential to the success of any high school 

inclusion program, but are often the least prepared for such a task.  Administrators and 

special educators need to be aware of the needs of the general educators in their buildings 

and help prepare and support the general educators as best they can with the tools at 

hand. 
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Chapter 3 

METHOD 

The purpose of this survey is to help improve and streamline inclusionary practices 

in Montrose County School District high schools.  In order to do this, there needs to be a 

clear starting point or baseline with respect to what general educators know and 

understand with respect to special education laws, responsibilities and teaching practices 

within their own classrooms.  There is a need, also, to discover how they feel about the 

inclusionary process.  Once this had been determined, then training and resources can be 

prioritized and money can be more effectively allocated.  Further, a dialogue can be 

opened between the two high schools in the district.  By collaborating, schools can share 

resources, knowledge and expertise which may improve district high school special 

education practices. 

Participants 

High school teachers from Montrose High School and Olathe High School were 

asked to participate in this survey during the last Professional Learning Community 

(PLC) meeting of the 2006-2007 school year.  The district Special Education Director 

asked that special educators take the same survey as the general educators.  Teachers 

from Olathe Middle School also participated in the study as Olathe Middle and Olathe 

High School are in one building and do share staff and resources. 
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Procedures 

Prior to distributing the survey, building administrators and the district Special 

Education Director were sent drafts of the survey and the cover letter that was to 

accompany the survey.  They were asked to make any changes or recommendations to 

that survey.  The survey has a demographic section to gather some basic information and 

is followed by four sections via a combination of Lickert scale and open ended questions. 

Following the demographic section, there are sections that relate to special education in 

general, IEP‘s, staff support, and a final section entitled —How can we help you?“ There 

was space provided at the end of the survey for teachers to include anything they felt was 

important and should be considered with respect to inclusion practices. 

Participation was voluntary. A short introduction to the study was given prior to 

distributing the survey.  Teachers were informed that the survey is anonymous and that 

individual surveys were not to be shared with administrators, only the results of the entire 

study were shared.  Teachers were specifically asked to be honest; teachers were asked to 

share what they really know and feel and not to try to give the answers they thought the 

researcher or the administrators wanted to hear. 

The surveys at Montrose High School (MHS) were collected over a two week 

period at the end of the school year.  The surveys from Olathe Middle/High School 

(OMHS) were collected at the PLC meeting at which the survey was presented.   Data 

was compiled for the individual schools and then compared with the other schools.  Data 

was also be compiled for OMHS to give the administrator a building wide view of needs 

and perceptions of the inclusion program in that building. 



 22 

Project Goals 

The goal for this project was to establish what general education teachers know 

about special education law and practices, what training they have had, perceptions of 

support and their general understanding of the IEP process and procedures and how they 

feel towards SPED students.  This survey gave administrators a snap shot of the 

perceptions about the current high school inclusion program.  This allowed administrators 

to view the needs of each high school individually and then to compare the needs of the 

high schools in the district.  By comparing data the two high schools may be able to 

provide joint training and resources for general education teachers.  More collaboration 

between the schools should improve teaching practices and ultimately ensure that all 

special needs students within the district have access to good teachers and needed 

resources. 

Summary

  The purpose of this project was to discover what general education teachers know 

and how they feel about special education and their current involvement in the inclusion 

process as well as what they understand regarding special education and inclusion.  By 

obtaining this data, building and district administrators tasked with improving the 

education of all students, more specifically special needs students, should be able to make 

more informed decisions regarding funding, training and allocation of resources for 

educating special needs students. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this research project was to determine which aspects of inclusion 

and special education that high school teachers in Montrose County School District 

needed more training and support for in order to become more successful participants in 

the inclusionary process.  The results of this survey were based on the perspectives of 

teachers and not based on observation or scientific study.  The results, nonetheless, are 

important as the perceptions of educators will affect their attitudes toward working with 

special needs students and ultimately will affect the learning of special needs students. 

The Survey 

The majority of Montrose County School District (MCSD) secondary general 

education teachers surveyed indicated they support inclusion, with conditions, and do 

need additional support and training in order to make inclusion more successful for 

special needs students.  While this study omitted two MCSD middle schools, the 

intention was to evaluate the needs of secondary schools.  Given the unique set up of 

Olathe Middle High School (OMHS) and the shared teachers and facility, it was difficult 

to exclude Olathe Middle School (OMS) and still provide workable data to OMHS 

administrators. 

Surveys distributed in this study were color coded according to the building: 

Montrose High School (MHS) was pink; Olathe High School (OHS) was blue; and 
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Olathe Middle School was white.  The color coding was done only to ease analysis of the 

data to ensure surveys did not get mixed up. The surveys were the same for each school. 

According to the Montrose County School District web site (2006), MHS had 70.47 

teachers (rounded to 70 for the purpose of this study) and OMHS had 38.17 teachers 

(rounded to 38 for the purpose of this study).  MHS staff returned 24 surveys for a 34% 

return rate.  OMS returned 11 surveys and OHS returned 15 surveys, for a building total 

of 26 surveys for a 68% return rate.  OMHS shared teachers were given the option to 

choose between either the blue or white survey.  The survey return rate for OMHS was 

68%.  The higher return rate may have been due to the fact that surveys were collected 

before OMHS teachers left the Professional Learning Community (PLC) meeting in 

which the survey was presented.  MHS teachers were given the option to put the 

completed study in the inter-office mail box of the researcher at MHS. 

Demographics 

The average ages of teachers from building to building were very close with MHS 

average age being 43.6 years at the high end, and OMS at 42.45 years at the low end. 

The average age of survey participants was 43.26 years.  While there were a few younger 

teachers, many respondents were in their 40‘s and 50‘s with one teacher at each high 

school over 60 years old.  This researcher does not have figures with which to compare 

these results in order to determine if this is representative of the actual teacher age 

population in the schools or if older teachers saw more purpose or usefulness than 

younger teachers in responding to a survey designed to help improve the educational 

outcomes of special needs students. 
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were differentiation and accommodating for special needs students.  There were some 

respondents who had received training in differentiation for English as a Second 

Language (ESL) students and one teacher who had received training in differentiation for 

Gifted and Talented (GT) students.  Universal designed caused the most confusion 

among respondents with one respondent asking if it was similar to Intelligent Design. 

Those who did indicate training specified college or online classes, conferences and 

workshops as places where training did occur.  There were a few respondents who 

indicated their training came from on-the-job experience or from reading articles.  These 

questions should have been more specific in order to clarify the actual level of training 

teachers have had in these areas.  Assuming that those who did not respond did not 

receive training in any area listed, there is a need for targeted training among the general 

educators in the two high schools for dealing with inclusion of special needs students in 

the regular education setting. 

IEP‘s 

For the most part the teachers participating in this survey understood they have a 

role in developing IEP‘s for SPED students, but they did not all understand what that 

entails.  One teacher did comment —not my job“ when asked what the role of the general 

educator was in developing IEP‘s.   Similar comments were made by teachers at all the 

schools.  More teachers had answers indicating different levels of responsibility with 

respect to the IEP.  For some it was only to attend meetings and sign papers, but others 

indicated greater levels of involvement.  Many teachers indicate their roles in the IEP 

process were advisory, input and development, assessing growth and progress monitoring 
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and facilitating the needs of students according to the IEP.  Some teachers understood 

they had a responsibility to the IEP, but were unclear what that role was. 

Questions seven and eight covered teachers‘ roles in the IEP process; for number 

seven, 7 of the teachers who responded rated their level of understanding at a 1 (the least) 

and 8 rated their level of understanding at a 10 (the most). The average score was 5.29 

with responses for special educators included and 4.59 with responses from special 

educators excluded.  The answers and comments to these questions set the tone for the 

rest of this section (see table 1 and appendix D). 

Table 1 

Question 
MHS 
(n=24) 

OHS 
(n=15) 

OMS 
(n=11) 

OMHS 
Combined 
(n=26) 

Total 
Survey 
Participants 
(n=50) 

7.  How well do you 
understand the role of the 
regular education teacher in 
developing the IEP for SPED 
students? 

Least  1  6  1  0  1  7  
2  1  2  1  3 4  
3  3  1  3  4 7  
4  3  1  2  3 6  
5  2  3  2  5 7  
6  1  0  0  0 1  
7  2  2  0  2 4  
8  2  1  1  2 4  
9  1  1  0  1 2  

Most 10  3  3  2  5  8  
Average with SPED teachers 4.75 5.87 5.18 5.58 5.29 

Average without SPED 
teachers 

(n=21/n=13/n=10/n=23/n=44) 4.14 5.23 4.70 5.00 4.59 
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There was some confusion regarding access to IEP‘s and preferences between 

confidential student profiles and IEP‘s.  However, more teachers indicated they would 

rather have a confidential student profile, 18 of 50 or 36%, than an IEP, 7 of 50 or 14%. 

When asked to rate the usefulness of the IEP, OMS teachers averaged 3.13 on the Lickert 

scale while MHS averaged 6.91 and OHS averaged 7.38.  Teachers at the middle school 

do not find the IEP useful, while the high school teachers indicate that the information is 

somewhat useful. 

Table 2 

12.  How useful is the 
information in the IEP or 
confidential student 
profile? MHS n=23 

OHS 
n=13 OMS n=8 

OMHS 
n=21 

Survey 
Total 
n=44 

Least 1 1 1 2 3 4 
2 0 0 2 2 2 
3 1 1 0 1 2 
4 2 0 1 1 3 
5 0 1 0 1 1 
6 6 0 1 1 7 
7 2 2 0 2 4 
8 6 0 0 0 6 
9 1 7 1 8 9 

Most 10 4 1 0 1 5 
Average with SPED 

teachers 6.91 7.38 3.13 5.04 5.96 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=23/n=13/n=7/n=21/n=44) 6.75 7.38 2.71 5.48 5.68 

**SPED teachers for OHS did not answer this question.  One SPED teacher rated IEP 
usefulness as a 4, and another SPED teacher rated it as a 6. 

When asked what additional information teachers would like to receive on students, 

there were many good answers (see appendix D).  Teachers wanted to know family and 
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personal background, personal interests, strategies that have worked in the past and 

strategies that have not worked in the past.  Teachers also wanted to know reading levels 

and how to specifically implement modifications and accommodations for individual 

students.  One teacher wanted no, —theoretical stuff,“ only, —stuff that works.“ One 

teacher wanted an, —honest assessment of what we can expect them to do.“  General 

education teachers want specifics about the SPED students in their classrooms. 

When asked about being comfortable accommodating for SPED students, teachers 

were somewhat comfortable.  The average Lickert scale score for all respondents was 

7.87.  One teacher commented, —I am uncomfortable with the contradictory nature of 

some accommodations.“  Teachers at the two high schools indicated that they were 

uncomfortable with different grading systems for general education and special education 

students.  One teacher was uncomfortable with giving the same grade for half the work, 

while others indicated concern with allowing SPED students to turn in late work.  One 

teacher indicated unease with sending SPED students to the resource room stating, —it 

ends up not being their work all the time.“ There was apprehension for accommodations 

that bring undue attentions to SPED students; teachers indicated this made both special 

education and general education students uncomfortable.  Some teachers were concerned 

with trying to accommodate for the needs of some students while trying to raise test 

scores (see appendix D).  Teachers see accommodating for SPED students and raising 

test scores as competing interests. Teachers also indicated a need for more support in 

order to make accommodations more effective.  Support for general educators is the basis 

to ensuring a successful inclusion program. 
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Staff Support
 

Support for general educators is essential for successful inclusion of SPED students 

and it begins with building administrators.  Teachers at OMS rated their administrators as 

less supportive than the two high schools with an average rating of 4.38 with the SPED 

teacher‘s data pulled out. This is quite interesting as OHS rated administrator support for 

inclusion at 7.45 with SPED teacher data pulled out. This was higher than MHS which 

had 7.29 as the average Lickert rating for the same question and same conditions (see 

table 3).  OMS and OHS share a building administrator.  It is this researcher‘s opinion 

that this may be due to communication issues since building policies and practices for 

both OMS and OHS should be similar. 

Table 3 

17. Are Administrators in 
your building supportive of 
your needs with respect to 
inclusion? MHS n=19 

OHS 
n=12 OMS n=9 

OMHS 
n=21 

Survey 
Total 
n=40 

Least 1 1 0 3 3 4 
2 1 0 0 0 1 
3 0 1 0 1 1 
4 0 0 0 0 0 
5 3 2 2 4 7 
6 1 0 1 1 2 
7 3 0 1 1 4 
8 3 4 0 4 7 
9 2 3 1 4 6 

Most 10 5 2 1 3 8 
Average with SPED 

teachers 7.21 7.67 5.00 6.52 6.85 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=17/n=11/n=8/n=19/n=36) 7.29 7.45 4.38 5.84 6.69 



 34 

There were many good suggestions for how building administrators could better 

support the inclusionary needs of general educators.  One teacher commented that the 

roles of the special and general educators need to be specifically defined. Other 

comments included lowering class sizes, providing a specialist, providing more time for 

collaboration, and more training.  Teachers said administrators need to keep teachers 

better informed and communicate more with teachers. Teachers wanted administrators to 

be more aware of SPED law and best practices.  Teachers at OMS also wanted 

administrators to visit the classrooms more often. While there were many comments on 

how administrators could better support teachers, these comments were all productive. 

Table 4 

19. Do special educators in 
your building provide 
support or information for 
including SPED students 
within regular education 
classrooms? MHS n=21 

OHS 
n=13 OMS n=9 

OMHS 
n=22 

Survey 
Total 
n=43 

Least 1 1 1 3 4 5 
2 0 1 0 1 1 
3 0 1 0 1 1 
4 1 1 0 1 2 
5 1 0 0 0 1 
6 0 2 0 2 2 
7 4 1 0 1 5 
8 5 3 1 4 9 
9 3 2 1 3 6 

Most 10 6 1 4 5 11 
Average with SPED 

teachers 7.86 6.23 6.67 6.41 7.65 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=19/n=12/n=8/n=20/n=43) 7.74 6.67 6.25 6.50 7.10 
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Both MHS and OMS rated support from special educators as being higher than that 

of the building administrators.  Only OHS rated support of special educators lower than 

support from administrators.  OMHS combined average rating was more than 1 full point 

below MHS average rating.  The comments associated with this question were less 

positive than the comments associated with administrator support although the ratings of 

special educator support were higher.  Comments ranged from, —they don‘t,“ to, —all I 

have to do is ask.“ (See appendix D.) 

When asked how special educators could better support them, teachers were once 

again productive in their responses.  Teachers wanted more help solving day to day issues 

that arise with assignments and lessons; more specifically teachers wanted help 

accommodating and modifying lessons and assignments. Teachers would like more time 

to collaborate with special educators. They wanted more and better communication. 

Teachers also wanted special educators to come into the classrooms to do more 

observations on SPED students.  General educators wanted special educators to better 

prepare students for general education.  Teachers wanted more training and more specific 

information and strategies on individual students. 

OHS indicated they had more opportunity to collaborate with special educators 

than either respondents from MHS or OMS. This perception of the lack of opportunity to 

collaborate could be why perceptions of special educator support are low. Even some of 

the comments on question 23 were somewhat negative, indicating there is a lack of 

opportunity to collaborate.  Some teachers indicated there was no collaboration; another 

stated, —if they would collaborate all levels would benefit.“  Other teachers indicated 

collaboration worked to give insight into the strengths and needs of students, helped 
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implement teaching methods that help all students, and gave teachers a support system. 

One teacher indicated that collaboration helped it multiple ways, and not just with SPED 

students (see appendix D).  Teachers see collaboration as a good thing, but do not always 

have the opportunity to collaborate. 

Table 5 

22.  Do you have the 
opportunity to collaborate 
with special educators? 

MHS 
n=20 

OHS 
n=13 OMS n=9 

OMHS 
n=22 

Survey 
Total 

Participants 
n=42 

Least 1 6 1 2 3 9 
2 1 1 3 4 5 
3 2 0 0 0 2 
4 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 
6 2 0 0 0 2 
7 3 2 0 2 5 
8 1 4 0 4 5 
9 0 3 0 3 3 

Most 10 5 2 4 6 11 
Average with SPED 

teachers 5.25 7.38 5.33 6.55 6.23 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=19/n=12/n=9/n=20/n=40) 5.00 7.17 5.33 6.38 5.73 

**One SPED teacher from each high school responded to this question. 

How can we help you? 

The last section of the survey allowed teachers to elaborate on what they needed to 

make inclusion more successful for special needs students.  Respondents from all three 

schools indicated they needed clarification of SPED law, specifically guidelines and 

training for compliance and implementation.  Teachers want teaching techniques for 

working with students, strategies for inclusion, knowledge of specific disabilities, and 
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methods of inclusion.  Teachers want more training and support in all these areas. They 

also want to know how to differentiate curriculum.  Teachers in all schools surveyed once 

again reiterated the need to know what goes on in the resource room; what is taught in 

pull out versus what is taught in inclusion; what is happening when SPED students take 

exams in the resource room (see appendix D). 

When asked if teachers needed supplemental materials for making inclusion more 

successful, the two high schools were very close in responses.  With the SPED teachers 

pulled out MHS average need was 7.06 and OHS average need was 7.09, with 10 being 

the highest need on the scale.  OMS was at 8.25 with the SPED teacher data included and 

8.00 with the SPED teacher data pull out. Teachers do need supplemental materials to 

help deal with the individual needs of SPED students. 

Table 6 

25.  Do regular education 
teachers need access to 
supplemental materials or 
resources concerning 
special education to make 
inclusion more successful? 

MHS 
n=20 

OHS 
n=11 OMS n=8 

OMHS 
n=19 

Survey 
Total 

Participants 
n=39 

Least 1 1 1 0 1 2 
2 0 1 0 1 1 
3 0 0 1 1 1 
4 0 1 0 1 1 
5 4 0 1 1 5 
6 3 1 0 1 4 
7 0 1 0 1 1 
8 5 0 1 1 6 
9 3 2 0 2 5 

Most 10 4 4 5 9 13 
Average with SPED 

teachers 7.30 7.09 8.25 7.58 7.44 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=18/n=10/n=9/n=18/n=36) 7.06 7.09 8.00 7.44 7.25 
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Once again the range of comments was great. Some teachers indicated it was not 

the materials; they just did not have time to deal with accommodating.  One teacher 

stated, —If students can‘t learn in the regular classroom with minor mods (modifications) 

they should be where they can.“ Other comments included more time, para support, 

special educator in the classroom, and collaboration time.  Other materials listed were 

leveled reading materials, modified assessments, books on tapes, summarized books.  

Other teachers wanted to know what kind of resources are available.  Teachers want 

materials that will help them teach all their students. 

Table 7 

27.  Do regular education 
teachers need more 
training for dealing with 
inclusion? 

MHS 
n=19 

OHS 
n=13 OMS n=9 

OMHS 
n=22 

Survey 
Total 

Participants 
n=41 

Least 1 2 1 0 1 3 
2 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 1 1 2 2 
4 0 0 0 0 0 
5 2 1 0 1 3 
6 1 0 0 0 1 
7 2 2 0 2 4 
8 4 1 0 1 5 
9 1 0 0 0 1 

Most 10 7 7 8 15 22 
Average with SPED 

teachers 7.53 7.77 9.22 8.36 7.98 
Average without SPED 

teachers 
(n=17/n=13/n=8/n=20/n=40) 7.29 7.77 9.13 8.20 7.78 

OMS indicated the greatest perceived need for training general educators for
 

dealing with inclusion. Average scores for OMS with and without the SPED teacher were
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above nine on the Lickert scale, with 10 being the greatest need of training.  MHS 

indicated the least need but still had average scores above 7.  Special educators did not 

respond to this question for OHS, the average perceived need for training was 7.77. It is 

clear that the general educators in the two high schools and OMS all would like to see 

additional inclusion training. 

When asked what training teachers would like to see, it was more of the same. 

Teachers wanted training in diversifying instruction, differentiation, inclusion strategies, 

practical implementation, methods for accommodating, team teaching models, effective 

collaboration and classroom management with inclusion. Once again there were teachers 

who felt they did not need more training and some who were not sure what training they 

needed and still others indicating they needed training in anything and everything. 

Summary 

General educators kept reiterating the need for specifics throughout this survey. 

They need more specific details on responsibilities and SPED law, specific needs and 

details of SPED students and specific strategies for working with SPED students. 

Teachers indicated they generally support inclusion, but have concerns regarding who 

should be included and when, and receiving the needed support for those who are 

included.  Teachers see the need for more training and better understanding when it 

comes to dealing with SPED law and SPED students in the general education classroom. 

Other specific needs seen through out this survey are time for planning and 

accommodating, time for joint planning with special educators, smaller classes, more 

support staff, more communication and more training.  Teachers are concerned with the 

perceived conflicting nature of special education and general education.  This will take 
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team work and creative planning to ensure general educators get what they need, enabling 

special education students to be more successful in an inclusive setting. 
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 

The current era of education endorses inclusion (to various degrees) as the most 

effective method for teaching special needs students.  While many are divided on this 

issue, that is not important on the front lines.  Teachers in the classrooms are required to 

use research-based methods and programs for teaching all students.  This is difficult to do 

when there are gaps in the research and the costs associated with research-based methods 

and programs are not clear. 

There were over 53 articles reviewed for this project.  None addressed the costs of 

teacher training.  Only two dealt with the costs of inclusionary education, one was 

dealing with early childhood education (Odom et al., 2001) and the other dealt with a 

New York school district and looked at elementary through high school programs 

(Pruslow, 2000). Two studies funded by the U.S. Department of Education looked at the 

cost of special education services at the national level (Chambers, Parrish, & Harr, 2004) 

and the other looked at spending differences according to disability at the national level 

(Chambers et al. 2004).  Neither study provided specific information that could help 

evaluate the cost effectiveness of individual programs or methods.  Pruslow (2000) noted 

the lack of data relating to costs of local and state special education programs and the 

disconnect between costs and student outcomes.  In order to effectively evaluate different 

SPED programs, more specifically inclusion, the cost and student outcomes must be 

considered. 
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Regarding best practice, methods and programs need to be evaluated with respect 

to student outcomes and cost analysis.  However, it must also be evaluated across 

settings, i.e. high school versus early childhood and resource versus severe needs.  Of 53 

articles only 7 dealt directly with high school needs. Two dealt with inclusion, one of 

those was a foreign study dealing with teacher attitudes (Koutrouba, Vamvakari, & 

Steliou, 2006) and one was an informal case study (Anderson, 2006).  Neither article 

provided any data for this document.

 Much of the information gained for what general education teachers know relied 

on surveys that were based upon teachers self perception (Snyder, 1999).  Although 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) had similar concerns, both of these studies provided 

good insight into what general educators need with respect to inclusionary education.  In 

order to develop successful inclusion programs there needs to be a starting point.  This 

starting point has to be with the general educator. Understanding how they feel, what 

they know, what they need to know and what supports they need gives administrators and 

special educators a place to start. 

Implications for Montrose County School District 

High school general educators in MCSD have the same needs as other secondary 

teachers.  They need good, solid, research-based data that specifically deals with the 

needs of high school SPED students.  General educators need support from 

administrators and special educators on a regular basis to ensure effectiveness of teaching 

strategies and methods. Teachers need good quality training that deals with the specifics 

of teaching SPED students, with appropriate follow-up and feedback to improve all 
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aspects of classroom management and teaching with SPED students.  In order to do this, 

administrators must provide a positive team atmosphere. 

Teachers need to work together and share knowledge, frustrations and ideas.  They 

must work together towards common goals on which they all can agree.  Teachers need 

to see purpose in what they are doing in the classrooms.  All members of the team, 

administrators, general educators and special educators, must take responsibilities for 

their actions and must put personalities behind them.  They all need to have buy-in 

toward educating all students in a least restrictive environment. Until the research 

improves, all those involved in educating special needs students in an inclusionary high 

school setting must work together and use the data that is available in order to provide the 

best possible education for the students who can least afford to fail. 

Limitations of the Study 

The very nature of this study was a limitation in itself.  Surveys, while useful for 

providing information, do not provide hard scientific evidence of best practice.  While 

OMHS had a greater participation rate than MHS in this study, only 50 of a possible 108 

surveys were returned for a rate of 46.3%.  The data in this study was based on personal 

perspectives of teachers, resulting in somewhat subjective data.  However, the personal 

perspectives also allowed the author to better understand the attitudes of the respondents. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

There are many implications from this study for future research.  Future researchers 

should include both cost analysis and student outcomes to determine if specific programs, 

strategies or accommodations will be effective in high school inclusionary settings. 

Studies need to be done in high schools, with high school teachers and high school 
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students.  Researchers should also look at how teachers are trained, and determine the 

most effective methods for training teachers which will result in changes in classroom 

practices of teachers.  Researchers studying teacher training should also include cost 

analysis and look at student outcomes as a result of teacher training. The current trend of 

accountability requires that schools take cost and student outcomes into consideration 

before making changes in teaching practices.  Researchers need to understand and 

consider the accountability issues faced by schools in order to provide more realistic and 

applicable research data that can actually be used in a high school inclusionary setting. 

Conclusion 

High school is different from middle school and elementary school.  OMHS is 

different from most high schools.  Educators must work as a team to develop a specific 

and successful inclusion program for their individual schools, and their individual 

students.  Teachers and administrators alike must be willing to reflect on practices and 

look at student outcomes to measure success.  Team members must also be willing to 

look for new and better practices, making changes when needed.  Every year different 

students, at all levels, enter the building all having different needs. 

Collaboration has proven to be successful in many forms, providing personalities 

are checked at the door.  General and special educators alike can share expertise and 

training with colleagues.  They need to share responsibility for teaching students, 

especially in a high school setting where students may see different teachers for every 

class.  Teachers must also be willing to take on responsibility for training each other and 

working together.  In the regular work force people must work as a team to be successful, 
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this is now true of the teaching profession as well. It also sets a positive example for all 

students. 

There is too much information regarding teaching in general and teaching special 

needs students.  No single person can know it all.  Team work again will help alleviate 

some of this problem.  Administrators can provide training opportunities and information; 

then different teachers can work on acquiring the different bits of knowledge and share it 

with one another.  This will save time and money and maximize resources.  However, 

teachers must be given time in which to share professional knowledge. 

As SPED students spend more and more time in the general education setting there 

is a greater need for content specialists and learning specialists to work together.  Joint 

planning, consultation on students, and help with differentiating or finding alternative 

materials are all ways special and general educators can work together if they do not have 

the opportunity to collaborate in the classroom.  All these strategies also improve the 

collaboration in the classroom if teachers are given the opportunity to team teach which 

has proven to benefit all students in the general education setting.  However, personalities 

must be checked at the door in order for collaboration to be successful. 

Inclusion is not going away, and waiting it out will not work.  There is no time to 

sit and debate the issue of inclusion or to wait for high school specific research to tell 

secondary teachers how to best include special needs students.  There are students in the 

classroom right now who deserve to have the best quality education.  Teachers do not get 

to choose who they want to teach.  It is time to step up, use the tools and knowledge at 

hand, and work together to create a positive learning environment in which all students 

can be successful. 
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APPENDIX A
 

Letter of Permission for Study
 

E-mail from Montrose County School District Special Education Director
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Page 1 of 1 

Donna White 

From: Lynn Gentry Sent:  Wed 6/27/2007 9:02 AM
 
To: Donna White.
 
Cc:
 
Subject: Letter to conduct study
 

Attachments: 

June 27, 2007 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Donna White is conducting a study in the district for her Special Education Program. I endorse 
the study and have knowledge of the activities associated with the study. Therefore, permission 
is granted. 

http://exchange.mcsd.org/exchange/Donna.White/Inbox/Letter%20to%20conduct%20stud...  6/27/2007 
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APPENDIX B 


Cover Letter for Survey
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May 9, 2007 

Survey Participants: 

The survey attached to this letter is designed to provide data to the 
district about the needs of regular education teachers with respect to 
instructing special education (SPED) students who are in the classrooms 
of these teachers.  The survey is also part of my Master of Education 
project for Regis University.  The data collected not only provides basic 
demographic information, but will help determine the base knowledge and 
skills of general educators about an inclusive setting for special education 
students. 

The areas of focus for this survey are: SPED law, teacher training, 
teacher attitudes and staff/building support. The survey participants 
include teachers from both of the high schools in the Montrose County 
School District and is anonymous.  Individual surveys will not be shared 
with the district, but the cumulative data will be shared with district 
administrators. 

Please answer the survey questions to the best of your ability. 
There are no wrong answers.  The results of the survey will help determine 
which trainings and supports are needed in order to help make high school 
inclusion productive and positive for all concerned. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (970) 275-2733 or 
through the district e-mail donna.white@mcsd.k12.co.us.  Thank you for 
participating in this survey. 

Sincerely, 

Donna L. White 
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APPENDIX C 


Survey
 



_________________________________ 

__________ 

______________________________ 

_______________________________ 
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TEACHER SURVEY 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age:  _______ 
Gender: _______ 

Degrees Held: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Initial Teaching Endorsement: 

Additional Endorsements: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

How many years have you been a teacher? 

List the types of teaching positions held. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Did you participate in the new teacher induction program held by the district? 

Did you  participate as a mentor or as a new teacher? 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION 


1. What is your personal philosophy on inclusion of special education (SPED) students 
in regular education classrooms? 

2.	 Are you familiar with the Individuals with disabilities Education Act 2004 (IDEA) 
legislation?  How does it affect general education teachers? 

3.	 How does the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) affect special needs children in the 
regular education setting? 

4.	 Are you comfortable with SPED students in your classroom? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(Least)   (Most)
 

a. Why or why not? 

b. Are there exceptions? 

5.	 How much training did you receive in your teacher education program for dealing 
with special needs students? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(Least)   (Most)
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6. Have you ever received training for dealing with special needs students? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(None)  (Adequate Training) 


a.	 For dealing with specific learning disabilities?

 Which ones? 


 Where?
 

b.	 For dealing with emotionally disturbed students?

 Where? 

c.	 On facilitating inclusion?

 Where? 

d.	 About differentiating instruction?

 Where? 

e.	 About Universal Design?

 Where? 

f.	 For accommodating or modifying for SPED students in your classroom?

 Where?
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLANS 

7.	 How well do you understand the role of the regular education teacher in developing 
the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) for SPED students? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(Least)   (Most)
 

8.	 What is the role of the general educator in developing an IEP? 

9.	 Do you have access to the IEP for SPED students who are in your classroom? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(Least)   (Most)
 

10.	 If not, do you receive a confidential student profile for those students? 

11.	 Do you understand the information in the IEP or in the confidential student profile? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


12.	 How useful is the information in the IEP or confidential student profile to the general 
education teacher for the purpose of inclusion? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(Not useful)  (Very useful)
 

13.	 Which would you prefer, a copy of the IEP or a copy of a confidential student 
profile? 

14.	 What additional information about the student would you like to receive? 

15.	 Are you comfortable accommodating for SPED students in your classroom? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


16.	 Are there accommodations with which you are uncomfortable implementing in your 
class room? Why? 
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STAFF SUPPORT 

17.	 Are administrators in your building supportive of your needs with respect to 
inclusion? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


18.	 How can they better support you? 

19.	 Do special educators in your building provide support or information for including 
SPED students within regular education classroom? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


20.	 How do special educators support you? 

21.	 How could special educators better support regular education teachers deal with 
SPED students? 

22.	 Do you have the opportunity to collaborate with special educators? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


23.	  If so, how is collaboration with special educators helpful? 
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HOW CAN WE HELP YOU? 


24. On what aspects of Special Education do regular education teachers need more 
clarification? 

25.	 Do regular education teachers need access to supplemental materials or resources 
concerning special education to make inclusion more successful? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


26.	 If so, what kinds of materials and resources are needed? 

27.	 Do regular education teachers need more training for dealing with inclusion? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 7  8  9 10 

(No)   (Yes) 


28.	 If so, what trainings would you like to see?

 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

If there are any additional issues regarding  inclusion or special needs students not addressed 
in this survey that you would like to address please use this space to do so. 
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APPENDIX D 


Data Summary
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