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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION 
GRADUATE SCHOOL, UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

Degree Ph.D.____________________ Program Early Childhood Education_________

Name of Candidate Isabel Mary Goodstadt-Killoran_____________________________

Committee Chair Jerry Aldridge___________________________________________

Title A Longitudinal Investigation of Developmentally Appropriate Practice and______

Inclusion Perspectives Held by Prospective Educators of Young Children________

Preservice early childhood and elementary educators from 2 different universities 

and types of program were followed for 15 months during their preparation programs ( N -  

83). The participants were asked to complete the Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool (TBS; 

Charlesworth, Hart, Burts, & Hernandez, 1991; Charlesworth, Hart, Burts, Thomasson, 

Mosley, & Fleege, 1993; Hart, Burts, Durland, Charlesworth, DeWolf, & Fleege, 1998) 

and the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted (ORM-A; Antonak & Larrivee,

1995; Larrivee & Cook, 1979;) at 3 different points. Degree program, university, and type 

of program (traditional or nontradhional) were used to investigate the change in scores 

over time. With the subsampie who completed the instruments at all 3 collections (n = 18), 

statistical significance was found for the ORM-A in relation to degree program and type of 

program (p = .026, p  = .021). The participants in the traditional program and the early 

childhood program had the greater positive change in mean score on the ORM-A. Al­

though not statistically significant, the early childhood participants also had greater posi­

tive change in the mean score that reflected developmentally appropriate beliefs (TBS).

The changes in scores on the TBS and the ORM-A, correlated with type of program, were 

approaching statistical significance for those who completed Times 1 and 3 (n -  30; p  = 

.088,/? = .067).
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

Institutes of higher education are increasingly being held responsible for prepar­

ing teachers who are competent in meeting the needs of a diverse population of students. 

To ensure success for all students, there is growing concern that IHEs should focus on 

preparing teachers to address a myriad o f student differences based on individual learning 

rates and styles and the priorities and preferences of families and communities. Concerns 

have been raised regarding educators’ preparedness to deal effectively with their chang­

ing roles, particularly when working with a diverse student population (Pugach. 1996; 

Rosenberg, 1996; Sexton et al., 1996; Spodek & Saracho, 1990).

The level and type of preparation provided to individuals who plan to assume 

teaching and caregiving roles with young children and their families have recently under­

gone close scrutiny (Goffin, Wilson, Hill, & McAninch, 1997; Katz & Raths, 1992; 

Knight & Wadsworth, 1998; Lubeck, 1996; Shanker, 1996; Spodek & Saracho, 1990; 

Stott & Bowman, 1996). This intense examination has resulted in many serious questions 

about the extent to which institutions o f higher education actually prepare prospective 

teachers to deal effectively with an increasingly heterogeneous classroom (Diamond, 

Hestenes, & O'Connor, 1994; Gettinger, Stoiber, Goetz, & Caspe, 1999; Kirk, 1998; 

Pugach, 1996; Rosenberg, 1996; Sexton e ta l, 1996; Shanker, 1996; Wise, 1996).

1
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Determining how best to meet the needs of preservice teachers has proven to be a com­

plex issue.

Early childhood education has undergone, and will continue to undergo, many 

significant changes which will affect the educational needs of prospective educators.

Some reasons for these changes are (a) a higher demand for out-of-home childcare, (b) an 

increase in diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds, (c) legal mandates such as 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA), (d) younger children being enrolled and hours being extended, and (e) the 

change of program sponsorship to include corporations and public school systems 

(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997). In response to many of these changes, developmentally 

appropriate practice (DAP) and inclusion have emerged as two primary arenas of debate 

(Sexton, Kelley, & Aldridge, 1998). Although there has been much discourse in the field 

on these two topics, no consensus has yet to be reached on the efficacy of either practice. 

Currently, differing perspectives on DAP, and on inclusion, separate the general educa­

tion and special education fields (Bricker, 1995; Carta, Schwartz, & McConnell, 1991; 

Carta, 1994; Charlesworth, 1998a, 1998b; Isenberg & Brown, 1997; Kostelnik, 1992; 

Lubeck, 1998a, 1998b; Raines, 1997; Turnbull & TurbiviUe, 1995; Wolery & Bre­

dekamp, 1994).

Developmentally Appropriate Practice Guidelines

The developmentally appropriate practice guidelines, published by the National 

Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC, 1987,1997), are being used 

to define quality early childhood education and care. From October 1994 until April 

1998,254,332 copies o f the guidelines were distributed to the public. Records before then
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3

are inconclusive, although NAEYC estimates that 2,000 copies a month were sent out. 

With close to 500,000 copies of the DAP guidelines in circulation, and with 87,000 

members receiving the Position Statement (NAEYC, 1986), the DAP guidelines have 

been adopted by most early childhood education IHEs and professionals. Their influence 

cannot be overlooked.

Developmentally appropriate practice’s “primary position (is) that programs de­

signed for young children be based on what is known about young children” (Bredekamp 

& Copple, 1997, p. v). Developmentally appropriate practices, as defined by NAEYC, 

promote facilitating the learning process (Bredekamp. 1987; Bredekamp & Copple. 

1997). The practices are based on individual needs, interests, and learning abilities. Prin­

ciples of child development and the way children learn provide the foundations that sup­

port these practices.

Criticism of Developmentally Appropriate Practice Guidelines 

The DAP guidelines have had such a profound influence that they serve as the 

primary basis for preparation standards of early childhood educators (NAEYC, 19%). 

Although the guidelines are widely accepted, major criticism has been leveled at whether 

DAP is appropriate for all children and families (Carta et al., 1991; Carta, 1994; Lubeck, 

1994, 1998a, 1998b).

Concern has also been raised as to whether DAP further marginalizes students, 

especially those from minority groups (Kessler & Swadener, 1992). Lubeck (1996) be­

lieves that DAP “assists children in learning dominant cultural practices,” and questions 

whether this is appropriate in a multicultural setting (p. 161). Lubeck (19%) also argues 

that child development theory is a social construct and, therefore, cannot be universal to
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all children. By predicating DAP on developmental theory, practitioners may be neglect­

ing the population of young children and families who do not conform to the implied de­

velopmental universals.

Developmentally Appropriate Practice and Special Education

Special education is motivated by recent research on brain development and the 

efficacy of early intervention (Puckett, Marshall, & Davis, 1999; Shore, 1997). Research 

clearly shows that children with special needs benefit most from intervention when serv­

ices are provided well before the traditional school age (Ramey & Ramey, 1992). As 

more professionals and families recognize the importance of early intervention, the edu­

cation field is seeing a surge in the number of programs and educators needed for young 

children.

Developmentally appropriate practice has not been embraced by all o f  the special 

education professionals as meeting the needs of young children with disabilities. The 

DAP guidelines do not address the legal mandates of IDEA, and as a result the special 

education field has needed to turn elsewhere. The Division for Early Childhood (DEC) of 

the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) developed its own guidelines for recom­

mended practices (Odom & McLean, 1996). The need for this was due in part to the legal 

mandates pertaining to inclusion and family involvement. Although the DAP guidelines’ 

fundamental Principles 4 and 5, “significant role of families in early childhood educa­

tion” and “applicability o f the principles to children with disabilities and other special 

learning and developmental needs,” address the role of the family and the application of 

the principles to children with disabilities, neither of these concerns is addressed suffi­

ciently (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, p. vi). The debate as to what is appropriate for
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children with disabilities complicates matters for the general education teacher as more 

and more of these children are included in the general education classroom.

The political arena has promoted early intervention and has required procedures 

and practices that were not adequately addressed in the original DAP guidelines 

(Bredekamp, 1987). Developmentally appropriate practice as defined in the 1987 version 

focused on two dimensions: age appropriateness and individual appropriateness. The 

guidelines were issued primarily in response to the push to conform to an academic 

model for young children (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997; Eikind, 1986; New & Mallory,

1994). In the revised edition, Bredekamp and Copple (1997) included three components 

in the definition of developmentally appropriate practice from NAEYC’s 1996 Position 

Statement:

Developmentally appropriate practices result from the process o f professionals 
making decisions about the well-being and education o f children based on at least 
three important kinds of information or knowledge: 1. What is known about child 
development and learning. . .  2. What is known about the strengths, interests, and 
needs o f each individual child in the group. . .  and 3. Knowledge o f the social and 
cultural contexts in which children live. (pp. 8-9)

The statement goes on to describe what is required of teachers incorporating develop­

mentally appropriate practices:

Developmentally appropriate practice requires that teachers integrate the many 
dimensions of their knowledge base. They must know about child development 
and the implications o f this knowledge for how to teach, the content of the cur­
riculum--what to teach and when—how to assess what children have learned, and 
how to adapt curriculum and instruction to children’s individual strengths, needs, 
and interests. Further they must know the particular children they teach and their 
families and be knowledgeable as well about the social and cultural context, (p.
16)

These requirements should be interpreted to include a teacher’s ability to adapt and mod­

ify material for students with special needs (Bredekamp & Rosegrant, 1992).
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Carta et al. (1991) expressed valid concerns regarding the appropriateness o f the 

current DAP guidelines for use with young children with disabilities. The lack of research 

regarding the efficacy of using DAP with children who have disabilities is one of the 

major concerns cited. Special educators may also argue that the DAP guidelines limit 

intervention strategies and do not address Individual Family Service Plan (IFSP) or Indi­

vidual Education Plan (IEP) processes required by law. The special education field must 

collaborate with general education if all teachers are to be prepared for, and made to feel 

positive about, working with children with diverse abilities. This is especially important 

now, because the 1997 Amendments to IDEA require the general educator’s participation 

in the IEP process.

Several researchers have argued quite convincingly that the two fields are not di- 

chotomous (Aldridge, Sexton, Booker, & Holley, 1996; Bergen, 1997; Kilgo & Bruder, 

1997; McLean & Odom, 1993; Pugach, 1996; Welch, 1996). Even though many special 

educators did not embrace all tenets of the DAP guidelines published by NAEYC 

(Bredekamp, 1987; Bredekamp & Copple, 1997), there appear to be some areas of con­

vergence with recommended practices published by DEC (Bergen, 1997; McLean & 

Odom, 1993; Odom & McLean, 1996).

McLean and Odom (1993) identified several areas of agreement across the two 

fields related to curricular strategies. The most obvious o f these are (a) accommodating a 

broad range of individual difference, (b) supporting positive relationships with families, 

(c) recognizing cultural diversity, (d) actively engaging children in learning, (e) support­

ing the physical needs of children, and (f) making sure strategies are relevant and func­

tional. These apparent points o f agreement should be viewed as a springboard to devel­

oping common, comprehensive guidelines for all special and general educators.
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Developmentally Appropriate Practice and Inclusion 

Renewed interest in early childhood as the most important period for learning and 

development has been instrumental in bringing the needs of children with disabilities to 

the forefront. As legal mandates, civil rights, and current research push for normalized 

educational experiences for students with disabilities, an emphasis on diversity in aca­

demic ability, learning styles, and behavioral needs will become more common within the 

general education classroom. The DAP guidelines do not “actively promote inclusion”; 

however, Bredekamp (1993) argues that the individual appropriateness component of 

DAP and the requirement of meeting the needs of children as stated in the guidelines cre­

ate an environment in which inclusion should succeed (p. 263).

Current legal mandates (IDEA) protect all students’ rights to be educated in the 

least restrictive environment. The least restrictive environment differs from the philoso­

phy of inclusion and does not automatically mean a folly inclusive environment. The in­

dividual needs of each child determine the most appropriate setting. In the majority of 

cases, appropriate or not, the least restrictive environment is being interpreted as the gen­

eral education classroom. As the special educators’ role changes, general educators and 

their attitudes towards inclusion become the pivotal piece in the success of children with 

special needs (Kirk, 1998).

Most IHEs do not offer blended programs; consequently, general education stu­

dents may not get the instruction that is required to work with students who have special 

needs. Without such knowledge, they are unprepared to meet the demands o f inclusion.

If the guidelines for DAP are to be part of the core curriculum of preservice programs for 

educators working with children from birth through age 8 years, then IHEs must address 

all the components of being a competent, effective educator in order to test the true effi­
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cacy o f the guidelines. This cannot be done without examining inclusion and the chal­

lenges it presents to the general educator (Heston, Raschke, Kliewer, Fitzgerald, & Ed- 

miaston, 1998).

Inclusion provides a heterogeneous mix within the general education classroom 

which benefits students, parents, and the community. It helps eliminate ignorance of dif­

ferences and helps foster tolerance and acceptance of others. It demonstrates a true belief 

in the value of people, helping to eliminate the prejudice that permeates our society 

(Stainback, Stainback, & Stefanich, 1996). NAEYC’s position statement on DAP identi­

fies fostering a “positive self-identity and a tolerance for others whose perspective and 

experience may be different” as a goal of early childhood education (p. 8).

History of Inclusion

The definition and requirements of inclusion have undergone much change in the 

last three decades. Most of this change has been brought about by legal action initiated by 

families and advocacy groups (Yell, 1998). Early childhood and elementary policies re­

flect the social and economic environments. The interest in the rights of all children has 

also been a contributing factor (Goffin et al., 1997).

How and where to educate children with disabilities has undergone much debate. 

Policies created to clarify the issues have often led to more confusion. Inclusion as a 

philosophy, and how it has impacted services for young children with disabilities, is re­

flected in the legislation. Over time, laws have promoted the inclusion of young children.

In 1964, the federal government funded early childhood education programs for 

the first time through the Head Start legislation. While still in place, this program has un­

dergone some significant changes since its implementation. Since the early 1970’s. 10%
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of the children served by Head Start must have disabilities. This could be considered the 

first nationwide inclusion program for preschool children. Although this was a step for­

ward, it only really addressed the inclusion needs of children who had identifiable dis­

abilities. The first piece of legislation to deal exclusively with the education of children 

with disabilities that was not attached to another bill did not come into play until 1968. At 

this time, funds were authorized for the development, evaluation, and dissemination of 

programs for infants and children with disabilities.

This was followed, in 1973, by the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. P.L. 93-112. 

Although this Act was not specifically education legislation, Title V's impact on the edu­

cation of students with disabilities is still felt today. Title V of the Rehabilitation Act 

mandated civil rights for all persons with disabilities. Any program receiving funds from 

the government, directly or indirectly, could not discriminate against people with dis­

abilities. Section 503 states:

No otherwise qualified handicapped individual. . .  shall, solely by reason of 
his/her handicap, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, 
or be subject to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal fi­
nancial assistance. (29 U.S.C. 794)

Section 504 also applies to all ages. It requires equal and accessible transportation, ar­

chitecture, educational programs, and nonacademic services. Section 504 guarantees a 

free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment.

Under Section 504, the definition of disability is broad and serves as a safety net 

for the students who foil between the cracks with the more specific education legislation. 

Any person who (i) has a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or 

more major life activities, (ii) has a record of such an impairment, or (iii) is regarded as
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having such an impairment is identified as handicapped. This definition was incorporated 

into the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), P.L. 94-142, in 

1975, clearly defined the rights of children with disabilities and their parents. This was a 

national policy for children with disabilities from ages 3-21 years. It endorsed early edu­

cation programs for children under 5 years, and provided incentive funds to encourage 

states and local education agencies to serve children ages 3-5 years. It formalized the use 

of the IEP, which only recently underwent major changes (1997 IDEA Amendments). 

Any child with a disability, between the ages of 5 and 21 years, regardless of the nature 

and severity of the disability, was entitled to a free appropriate education in the least re­

strictive environment. As it impacted young children with disabilities, many people con­

sidered it to be a flawed mandate because it allowed states not to service preschool stu­

dents. Although this Act began to address the specific educational needs of children with 

disabilities, it did not guarantee services to children younger than school age. Not until 

1983 did the government provide state planning grants to develop and implement com­

prehensive plans for the development of early intervention services for children with dis­

abilities from birth to 5 years.

There have been several amendments to EAHCA to clarify and improve the origi­

nal Act. In 1986, an amendment to the original Act, provided reimbursement of legal 

costs to parents who prevailed in their fight to ensure a free appropriate special education 

for their child. In addition, in 1986, P.L. 99-457 extended the original Act to include chil­

dren ages 3 to 5 years who were disabled or at risk. Policies regarding this age group 

were under Part B. Incentives were offered to states to begin serving infants and toddlers 

with disabilities, under Part H (now Part C). An IFSP was required when a young child
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received services under Part H. Finally, legislation was recognizing the ecology of chil­

dren and the importance of the family. It was the expectation that all states would have 

established services for all eligible 3 to 5 year olds by the 1990-91 school year.

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, P.L. 101-336, adopted the Voca­

tional Rehabilitation Act’s Title V definition of an individual with disabilities. This 

maintained the trend of a generic definition of disability rather than a focus on character­

istics associated with a disability. Unfortunately, this was not the definition used in 1990 

when EAHCA was retooled into IDEA, P.L. 101-476. Although there were some positive 

changes, such as terminology that is more sensitive and a focus on cultural and ethnic di­

versity, IDEA still required the labeling of students in order for services to be available.

In order to receive services, a student must be categorized according to 13 federal dis­

ability categories (or state law equivalents) and be determined by the school system to 

require special services. The narrow definition used by IDEA eliminates accessibility to 

services for those students who are guaranteed under Section 504. This “system has cre­

ated two sets of students with disabilities: the ‘haves’ who receive special education un­

der IDEA and the ‘have-nots' who must rely solely on state support” (Hardman, McDon­

nell, & Welch, 1997, p. 63). Hardman et al. (1997) also argue that IDEA was developed 

at a time when the potential for persons with disabilities was unknown, and should no 

longer be considered “best practice.”

In 1997 IDEA was amended (P.L. 105-17). There were several significant im­

provements in this legislation:

1. “Developmental delay” can be used as a disability category through age 9.

This eliminates the requirement to label children early in their academic career.

2. Children with disabilities in private schools must also be served.
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3. The IEP process and contents are much more detailed. The general educator is 

now required to be part of the process.

4. The process involved with, and the needs of children with behavior/emotional 

disabilities, are significantly addressed.

Although there has been much progress in including children with disabilities in 

the general education classroom, much of the change has been brought about by litiga­

tion. The courts are continually fine tuning the legislation by interpreting the acts and 

amendments. At first glance, this may appear beneficial, but the larger issue is a philo­

sophical one. The law requires that schools provide a free appropriate public education 

for all children, based on their individual needs (Council for Exceptional Children. 1993). 

How and where this takes place should be dictated by the needs of the child and docu­

mented in the IEP or IFSP. The courts have clearly shown that children cannot be placed 

in either the general education classroom or the special education classroom without the 

appropriate supports and services.

Teacher Preparation

Education in the least restrictive environment is the right of every child. Many 

child advocates believe that inclusion is the only alternative (Paul & Ward, 1996). Edu­

cators are legally, and some would argue ethically, required to consider this option for all 

children regardless o f their disabilities. Legislation recognizes the importance of prepar­

ing educators to fill the roles that are mandated and requires each state to have a Compre­

hensive Service Plan for Development (CSPD) to prepare personnel to meet the require­

ments of these roles. Collaboration between general and special education programs is an
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essential element of successfully serving children with special needs in the general edu­

cation classroom (Voltz & Elliott, 1997).

The early childhood field is beginning to recognize the importance of preparing 

general educators to work with a diverse student body. The emergence of the blended 

program has been one of the responses to this need (Miller & Stayton, 1998). Early 

childhood general educators, the majority o f whom have been exposed to DAP, find 

themselves ill prepared and confused about what is required and what should be done 

with the new population of students (Brown, Gable, Hendrickson, & Algozzine, 1991; 

Fender & Fielder, 1990; Goodlad & Field, 1993; Kirk, 1998; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 

1996; Williams, 1990).

Agreement has not been reached as to whether the DAP guidelines alone are 

enough to educate special education students. Some researchers argue that DAP is not 

sufficient enough (Wolery & Bredekamp, 1994). With the dualistic format of DAP and 

developmentally inappropriate practice (DIP) outlined in the guidelines, few options are 

available to address the continuum o f possible services that a child with disabilities may 

need. If children with special needs are to be successfully included in the early childhood 

setting, more research must be done on how DAP may promote or hinder their success.

Operational Definitions 

For the purpose of this study, the following operational definitions were used: 

Developmentally appropriate beliefs were the scores on the Teacher Beliefs Scale

(TBS).

Course hours were the self-reported total semester hours each student had com­

pleted.
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Education course hours were the self-reported hours in education each student 

had completed.

Practicum course hours were the self-reported hours that each student had com­

pleted. These may include student teaching hours and practicum hours because no clarifi­

cation was made.

Race or ethnicity was self-identified by the students from the survey list (1 = Af­

rican American/Black, 2 = Caucasian/White, 3 = Asian, 4 = Hispanic, 5 = Native Ameri­

can or 6 = specified other).

Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version (TBS) is a later version of the subscale 

of the Teacher Questionnaire, Kindergarten Version (Charlesworth, Hart. Burts, & Her­

nandez, 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993) used to examine developmentally appropriate 

beliefs of early childhood teachers.

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming (Larrivee & Cook, 1979) is a scale devel­

oped to measure teachers’ attitudes towards integration. It was revised and renamed the 

Opinions Relative to Integration o f Students with Disabilities (ORI; Antonak & Larrivee,

1995). For the current study, it was adapted and renamed the Opinions Relative to Main­

streaming-Adapted (ORM-A).

Construct Definitions

For the purpose of this study, the following construct definitions were used:

Inclusion is defined as providing a child with a disability the opportunity for a 

quality educational experience within the general education classroom. This definition 

assumes that all necessary modifications, adaptations, and supplementary aids will be
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provided for the child based on his or her individual needs. No distinction is made be­

tween partial and lull inclusion.

Developmentally appropriate practices refer to those described in the NAEYC 

guidelines (Bredekamp, 1987; Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).

Least restrictive environment is defined as the terminology used in education law 

to refer to the most appropriate placement for children with disabilities that ensures the 

maximum education with peers without disabilities.

Special need/disability is defined as any category of special education identified 

by the state of Alabama guidelines.

Mainstreaming and integration are used interchangeably with inclusion. Although 

today philosophically there is a difference between inclusion and these terms, at the time 

of the scale development this was the common terminology used.

Attitude, as defined by The Merriam Webster Dictionary (1997), is a “mental po­

sition or feeling with regard to a feet or state” (p. 63).

Purpose of the Study

As general educators prepare to work with more students with disabilities, con­

cern is raised regarding their preparation. As the trend of inclusion continues, many of 

these children are going to be educated in the general education classroom thereby neces­

sitating the study of attitudes and beliefs towards inclusion. With the current movement 

of including most children with special needs in the general education classroom, this 

study will examine the attitudes and beliefs of general education preservice students. 

Many general and special educators disagree about the appropriateness o f DAP and its 

use with children with special needs; therefore it seems critical to also look at attitudes

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



16

and beliefs towards DAP. Early childhood and elementary education overlap in the ages 

that are taught, so students in either major were eligible to participate in this study.

The following research questions will guide the study:

1. What are the psychometric properties of the TBS and the ORM-A when used 

with prospective early childhood and elementary educators?

2. Do attitudes towards DAP and inclusion change differentially over time in re­

lation to university, degree program, or type of program?

Significance of Study

No studies were found that investigated both DAP and inclusion. Arguments for 

the appropriateness and lack of appropriateness of DAP with students with special needs 

have been published, as have the benefits of and concerns with inclusion (Atwater, Carta, 

Schwartz, & McConnell, 1994; Bennett, Deluca, & Bruns, 1997; Bergen, 1997; Bricker, 

1995; Carta et al., 1991; Carta, 1994; Cole, Mills, Dale, & Jenkins, 1991; Diamond et al., 

1994; Kostelnik, 1992; McLean & Odom, 1993; Raines, 1997; Turnbull & Turbiville, 

1996; Wolery & Bredekamp, 1994; Wolery, Strain & Bailey, 1992). Few studies have 

examined what is needed in teacher preparation especially in relation to making inclusion 

work (Kilgo & Bruder, 1997; Miller & Stayton, 1996; Pugach, 1996; Rosenberg, 1996; 

Spodek & Saracho, 1990; Voltz & Elliott, 1997). Most o f these authors promote an in­

terdependent, or collaborative, blended early childhood or elementary program. Almost 

nothing is written on the effect o f preservice programs on attitudes towards DAP, and 

very little is written on the effect on attitudes towards inclusion.

Welch (1996) challenges educators to include all children in our plans. If this is to 

be done successfully, we must look towards the general educator and his or her attitudes
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towards including all students. Because the DAP guidelines are intended to define quality 

education for young children, prospective educators' attitudes towards DAP are also sig­

nificant. Information gathered from prospective educators will help institutes of higher 

education evaluate their programs and revamp them where necessary, in order to prepare 

teachers to meet their professional responsibilities. Hopefully, as Villa. Thousand, and 

Chappie (1996) propose, this will encourage educators to collaborate in the creation of a 

“common conceptual framework, language and set of technical skills with which to 

communicate” (p. 42).

Assumptions and Limitations of the Study 

The following assumptions were made in the design and implementation of the

study:

1. Preservice educators would respond to the questions on the instruments in a 

manner that reflected their true beliefs.

2. The TBS would represent beliefs about developmentally appropriate practices 

(Charlesworth et al., 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993; Hart et al., 1998).

3. The ORM-A would represent beliefs about inclusion (Antonak & Larrivee, 

1995; Larrivee & Cook, 1979).

The following limitations are also acknowledged:

1. Each preservice student came from a varied background and may have been 

influenced by experiences outside of the IHE.

2. The students have not had the same number or kind of education courses.
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3. The size o f faculty at each university is quite small; therefore, most students at 

the universities will have been presented with the same professors' attitudes towards 

DAP and inclusion.

4. The population was not randomly selected; therefore, the study is only gener- 

alizable to the sample used.

5. Cooperating teachers' attitudes may influence the students during their practi-

cums.

6. Some students may have experience with children or may have family mem­

bers who have a disability.

7. The information is self-reported and is not necessarily what would be observed 

in practice.

8. The definition of inclusion varies greatly and may have impacted responses to 

ORM-A.

9. Levels of disabilities were treated equally on the instruments. Answers may 

have been different if a distinction was made between mild and severe disabilities.

Theoretical Framework of the Study

The theoretical frameworks for this study are developmental contextualism, eco­

logical systems theory, and the DAP guidelines. Developmental contextualism has the 

potential to encompass both DAP and inclusion. The contextual paradigm views the child 

and the environment as having an interactive, multidirectional relationship (Lemer,

1986). Theorists operating from a contextual paradigm believe that the context gives 

meaning and can explain the behavior (Miller, 1993). Although the current DAP guide­

lines support other theorists besides Bronfenbrenner, an ecological model is clearly part
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of its foundation. Principle 6, “development and learning occur in and are influenced by 

multiple social and cultural contexts,” directly addresses Bronfenbrenner’s theory 

(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).

Bronfenbrenner “explains that children’s development is best understood within 

the sociocultural context of the family, educational setting, community, and broader soci­

ety. These various contexts are interrelated and all have an impact on the developing 

child” (cited in Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, p. 12). These same influences will impact 

preservice teachers and their attitudes towards DAP and inclusion.

Developmentally appropriate practice focuses on the cultural component of sys­

tems theory and sensitizes teachers to its diversity. Unfortunately, DAP does not give the 

same relevance to family and peers. This is where special education and general educa­

tion may differ. Most special educators are taught to consider the whole child when de­

termining what is best. Legal mandates require the family to have the opportunity to be 

active participants in the educational process through IFSPs and IEPs. The child is seen 

as an integral member of the family, reciprocally interacting with and affecting the mem­

bers’ development. As general educators become more involved in and responsible for 

students with disabilities, then- approach to the child must include all of his or her sys­

tems if inclusion is to be successful.

Developmentally appropriate practice and inclusion are not mutually exclusive 

from a metatheoretical standpoint. In order for both to be effectively implemented, DAP 

needs to broaden its guidelines to address in detail all o f the systems in a child’s life. The 

best approach to this would involve a collaborative effort between general and special 

educators to develop a common set o f appropriate guidelines.
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Organization of the Study 

This dissertation is divided into five chapters. This first chapter introduces the 

study, discusses the historical and social context of DAP and inclusion, defines the termi­

nology used in the study, identifies the research questions, and addresses assumptions and 

limitations. The theoretical framework is also discussed. Chapter 2 provides a review of 

the relevant literature pertaining to teachers’ attitudes and beliefs towards inclusion and 

DAP. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology used to examine the research questions. 

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study, while Chapter 5 outlines conclusions and 

possible further research questions.
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Although research has been conducted on the attitudes and beliefs of teachers re­

garding inclusion and DAP, no studies were found that examined both simultaneously. 

Consequently, Chapter 2 examines three areas of research which have been organized 

into three sections. The first section reports on studies which have incorporated the TBS, 

Preschool, Kindergarten, or Primary Version to examine attitudes and beliefs towards 

DAP. With the exception of Cassidy, Buell, Pugh-Hoese, & Russell (1995), no studies 

were found that studied change over time in attitudes towards DAP. The second section 

outlines research on attitudes towards inclusion, using the ORM and the ORI. Due to the 

changes in terminology since the creation of the ORM, studies may refer to mainstream­

ing, integration, or inclusion. Section 3 addresses current research on teacher preparation 

and how it affects attitudes towards DAP and inclusion (see Appendix A).

Teacher Beliefs Scale 

There are many studies that have utilized various versions of the TBS. The TBS is 

a subscale of the Teacher Questionnaire (Charlesworth et al., 1991). This subscale, along 

with the other subscale, the Instructional Activities Scale (IAS), was originally adminis­

tered to kindergarten teachers in four southern states to determine the psychometric prop­

erties of the scale (N= 113). The analysis indicated that there was a positive correlation 

between developmentally appropriate beliefs and activities, as well as between develop-
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mentally inappropriate beliefs and activities. These findings emphasize the importance of 

looking at attitudes towards DAP as a potential predictor for the developmental appropri­

ateness level of classrooms. By studying preservice teachers’ attitudes, one may be able 

to predict the developmental appropriateness of their classrooms upon graduation. Insti­

tutes of higher education (IHE) can take this information and evaluate and modify their 

teacher preparation programs to ensure that graduates develop a positive belief structure 

about the importance of DAP prior to leaving the program.

The TBS and IAS were reevaluated with 204 kindergarten teachers through ob­

servations and completion of the Checklist for Rating Developmentally Appropriate 

Practice in Kindergarten Classrooms (Charlesworth et al., 1993). The TBS was found to 

be reliable in identifying teachers, based on their beliefs, who used more DAPs than DIPs 

and those who used more DIPs than DAPs. A later study showed a similar correlation 

between teachers’ DAP beliefs and practices (Bartkowiak, 1996). Hyson, Hirsh-Pasek, 

and Re scoria (1990) also found a positive relationship between DAP beliefs and observed 

classroom practices.

The TBS has been used in several studies that have investigated stress behaviors 

o f children in developmentally appropriate and inappropriate classrooms. The TBS was 

reported by Charlesworth et al. (1991) to be a potential predictor of the DAPs o f teachers; 

consequently, this instrument, along with the IAS and observations to complete the 

Checklist for Rating Developmentally Appropriate Practice in Kindergarten Classrooms, 

has served as the main tool for identifying classrooms that were developmentally appro­

priate and developmentally inappropriate. The findings in the studies described below are 

important because they clearly show that developmentally inappropriate classrooms have 

a negative effect on children’s stress levels. I f  educators are to reduce stress behaviors,
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they must be able to create a developmentally appropriate environment. This can only be 

done effectively if they have a positive attitude towards DAP.

Burts, Hart, Charlesworth, and Kirk (1990) studied children in two kindergarten 

classrooms (Ar= 37). The classrooms were chosen from a sample of 113 kindergarten 

teachers who had completed the TBS and IAS for another study (Charlesworth et al.,

1991). The inappropriate teacher’s scores were more than 1 SD below the mean on ap­

propriate factors and 1 SD above the mean on inappropriate factors. The appropriate 

teacher's scores were 1 SD above the mean on appropriate factors and 1 SD below the 

mean on inappropriate factors.

Children in the developmentally inappropriate classroom (« = 17) exhibited sig­

nificantly more stress behaviors than those in the developmentally appropriate classroom 

(n = 20). There were some marginal gender differences, with males exhibiting more 

overall stress behaviors. Stress behaviors were also studied during specific activities. The 

findings showed that the children’s stress behaviors increased during whole group and 

workbook/worksheet activities. These activities were more common in the developmen­

tally inappropriate classroom. The developmentally appropriate classroom spent more 

time on transition activities, group story, and centers (Burts et al., 1990).

The TBS, IAS, and previously mentioned checklist were also used in a larger 

study which investigated the stress behaviors o f204 kindergarten children and the effects 

of the developmental appropriateness of their classrooms (Burts et a l, 1992). The vari­

ables o f race, gender, and socioeconomic status (SES) were used to explore the findings. 

As in the earlier study, males in the developmentally inappropriate classrooms exhibited 

more stress behaviors. Overall, more stress was exhibited by all children in the develop­

mentally inappropriate classrooms. Transition times, waiting, and workbook/worksheet
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activities seemed to generate the most stressful behaviors. Low SES children tended to be 

less involved in appropriate activities.

The sample in the above study was followed up to determine the relationship be­

tween the developmental appropriateness of their kindergarten classrooms and their first- 

grade report card overall averages and averages in reading, language, spelling, math, sci­

ence, and social studies (*V= 166). Gender and SES were also examined. Students who 

had come from the developmentally appropriate classrooms had higher reading averages 

than those from the inappropriate classrooms. Females had higher overall and subject av­

erages than males. There were no significant differences found between high and low 

SES children in developmentally appropriate classrooms; however, high SES children 

from developmentally inappropriate classrooms had higher overall averages as well as 

higher subject averages, except in reading, than low SES children from developmentally 

inappropriate classrooms. Low SES children from developmentally appropriate class­

rooms had higher overall and subject averages, except reading, than low SES children 

from developmentally inappropriate classrooms (Burt et al., 1992).

Two other studies also looked at achievement of first- and second-grade children 

from developmentally appropriate and inappropriate classrooms (Ray, 1992; Verma,

1992). Ray found that, overall, the children from the developmentally appropriate kinder­

garten classroom achieved better grades in first grade. Although in Verma the children 

from appropriate kindergarten classrooms scored no differently on standardized tests in 

kindergarten and first and second grades than those from inappropriate kindergarten 

classrooms, she did find that low SES males from developmentally appropriate kinder­

garten classrooms scored better in some subject areas than those from developmentally 

inappropriate classrooms.

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



25

A slightly modified version of the TBS, Kindergarten version, was developed for 

preschool educators (Hart et al., 1998). This is the version that was used in the current 

study. The investigators were concerned that preschool educators' beliefs towards DAP 

and their effects on stress behaviors may be different because many settings for preschool 

education are different than those of kindergarten students. Using the preschool version 

they studied the effect of DAP and DIP classrooms on stress behaviors. As in earlier 

studies, these were mediated by SES and gender. Confirming earlier research, it was 

found that there was twice the level of overall stress behaviors in children from the de­

velopmentally inappropriate classroom. In the DIP classroom, children who were low 

SES, or were males completing small motor and paper and pencil tasks, exhibited the 

most stress behaviors.

Buchanan, Burts, Bidner, White, and Charlesworth (1998) slightly modified the 

kindergarten version of the TBS to use with primary teachers. They studied predictors of 

developmental appropriateness in primary classrooms. They found that when they con­

trolled for classroom variables, such as class size, grade level, number of children with 

disabilities, and children on free or reduced lunches, teacher characteristics added signifi­

cantly to the prediction of developmentally inappropriate activities. As in the current 

study, they examined the importance of certification level and the inclusion of children 

with disabilities. They found that educators with early childhood certification were less 

likely to have DIPs. They also found that those who had more children with disabilities in 

their classrooms were more likely to be congruent with the DAP guidelines.

All o f the studies described have clearly shown the importance of educators' be­

ing able to provide a developmentally appropriate classroom. Because Charlesworth et al. 

(1991) and Buchanan et a l (1998) reported on the potential predictive significance of the
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TBS, one may assume that the attitudes towards DAP of preservice educators will also be 

positively correlated to their practices.

Cassidy et al.’s (1995) study supports the significant effect of formal training on 

beliefs and practices of early childhood personnel. The TBS, along with other instru­

ments, was used to measure change in attitudes following formal instruction. Although 

the researchers did not follow the participants for a long period o f time, the participants 

completed 12 to 20 credit hours of community college coursework prior to the posttest. 

Those who had attended the training program had a significant increase in the develop­

mental appropriateness of their attitudes and practices.

Vartuli (1999) looked at the differences in attitudes and practices of early child­

hood educators across each grade level. She found that, as the grade level increased, de­

velopmentally appropriate beliefs and practices decreased. Teachers who had fewer years 

of experience teaching and those with certification in early childhood rather than ele­

mentary education were more likely to believe in and use DAPs.

Sexton, Daly, Lobman, and Snyder (2000) expanded the use of the TBS to ex­

amine the attitudes and beliefs of general education and special education early childhood 

teachers towards DAP. The findings support the two areas of focus of the current study, 

DAP and inclusion. Although the current study incorporates only general educators, the 

attitudes of special educators are especially important as their role changes with the push 

for inclusion and the call for blended programs. Sexton et al. (2000) discovered that there 

was consensus within and between the groups regarding DAP. This was also found by 

other researchers (Kilgo et a l, 1999; LaParo, Sexton, & Snyder, 1998). The only real dif­

ference in the Sexton et al. (2000) study related to behavioral pedagogy. Although the 

groups were much closer together than originally thought, the authors suggested that a
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continuum of appropriate services related to individual appropriateness may be necessary 

to bridge the philosophical differences o f the programs. This suggestion is supported by 

other professionals who argue that DAP views teaching on a continuum (Bredekamp, 

1993; Minzenberg, Laughlin, & Kaczmarek, 1998).

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming

Larrivee and Cook (1979) examined the effect of institutional variables on atti­

tudes towards mainstreaming using the ORM. They found that teachers’ perceptions of 

success had the greatest influence on their attitudes towards mainstreaming. Administra­

tive support and access to supportive services also played a significant role. Class size, 

school size, and type of school did not impact their attitudes. Much like Vartuli’s (1999) 

findings with DAP, the positiveness of their responses declined as their grade level in­

creased. The least positive educators were from the junior high school level. It was sug­

gested that junior high school teachers be targeted for inservice to increase their respon­

siveness to mainstreaming. As the other levels already agreed with mainstreaming philo­

sophically, they needed only specific skill awareness to implement inclusion successfully.

Larrivee (1982) outlined the factors found in the aforementioned study. Five fac­

tors, which had eigenvalues of greater than or equal to 1, were retained. Twenty-six items 

met the criteria o f loading at 0.37 or higher. The five factors that seemed to underlie the 

teachers’ attitudes towards mainstreaming were (a) general philosophy of mainstreaming, 

(b) classroom behavior o f special needs children, (c) perceived ability to teach the special 

needs child, (d) classroom management with special needs children, and (e) academic and 

social growth o f the special needs child. These factors accounted for 52.4% o f the vari­

ance. The first factor, general philosophy of mainstreaming, included the affective devel­
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opment and emotional adjustment o f the child with special needs and the regular class­

room child. This factor accounted for 32% of the variance. Larrivee argued that this atti- 

tudinal dimension may be far more important than the factors that covered traditional 

concerns, such as behavior, classroom management, and academic development.

Green, Rock, and Weisenstein (1983) studied the validity and the reliability of the 

ORM with College of Education students (M= 168). Unlike the current study, Green et 

al. included a fairly balanced split between undergraduate and graduate students (43% 

and 57%, respectively). The study had a lower return rate of 30%. They found the scale 

to be reliable with an alpha of 0.89.

Antonak and Larrivee (1995) updated the ORM and renamed it ORI. They com­

pared it to the responses o f376 undergraduate students on another instrument that meas­

ured attitudes towards people with disabilities. They concluded that attitude towards peo­

ple with disabilities was the greatest predictor of attitude towards integration.

Although no studies were found that used the ORM to measure change in atti­

tudes over time, it has been used with preservice teachers and found to be reliable. The 

Cronbach's alphas when used with this population were 0.88 (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995) 

and 0.89 (Green et al., 1983).

Teacher Preparation 

Institutes of higher education have just begun to consider attitudes towards DAP 

and inclusion in their teacher preparation programs. Much research has been conducted 

on educational roles in inclusive settings. While there is a plethora of literature regarding 

the inclusion of children with special needs into the general education classroom and the 

need to prepare teachers to work with these students, there is not a great deal written on
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the effect of teacher preparation programs on teacher attitudes towards inclusion. There is 

even less research on the relationship between teacher preparation programs and teacher 

attitudes towards DAP. The following studies represent the limited knowledge available 

concerning general education teacher perception as related to preparedness to teach in full 

inclusion classes and the effects of teacher preparation on teacher attitudes towards DAP 

and inclusion.

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) completed a synthesis of the research on teach­

ers’ perceptions of mainstreaming/inclusion for the years 1958 to 1995. Their findings 

indicate that the majority of general education classroom teachers support the idea of in­

clusion as related to students with special needs. However, it was discovered that the per­

centage of teachers supporting full inclusion dropped significantly as the degree of sever­

ity of the exceptionality increased. In some of the research as many as 86.9% of teachers 

supported mainstreaming for students with mild physical, sensory, and medical disabili­

ties, requiring little or no teacher assistance. The support decreased to 31.2% for children 

with serious behavior, intellectual, or physical disabilities. This finding relates signifi­

cantly to the practicality of the ORM-A. Without a definition of inclusion or a reference 

to the type or severity of disability, it is not possible to ascertain exactly what is being 

measured. Each participant interpreted inclusion independently, based on his or her own 

experiences. There is no common concept o f inclusion; thus, extreme caution should be 

taken when interpreting the results of the ORM-A.

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) looked at 10 surveys, between 1975-1994, which 

specifically addressed whether general educators had sufficient expertise for including 

students with disabilities or whether they had adequate training for inclusion. Overall, 

70.8% did not feel that general education teachers had sufficient expertise or training for

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



30

inclusion. In one study cited, 68% of the teachers “agreed that preservice and inservice 

training would ‘aid’ them in teaching exceptional children in their own classrooms” 

(Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996, p. 69). Scruggs and Mastropieri found in another study 

that only 17% of school personnel reported being aware of specific techniques of main- 

streaming prior to taking a graduate course on mainstreaming. One investigation with 

preservice undergraduates found that “[teacher] attitudes became more positive after ex­

tended training, and these gains transferred to higher percentages of time on task for stu­

dents with disabilities in their classes” (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996, p. 69).

Thus, it can be concluded that the level of perceived preparedness on the part of 

the teachers to teach in full inclusion settings servicing children with mild to severe ex­

ceptionalities is directly related to their attitudes towards full inclusion. Scruggs and 

Mastropieri (1996) found that only “one fourth to one third of teachers surveyed agreed 

that they had sufficient time, training or material/personnel resources to implement main­

streaming/inclusion successfully” (p. 71). Of particular interest was the finding that over 

the years there has been a lack of improvement in perceptions of teacher preparedness for 

inclusion. This suggests that “teacher education programs may be no more effective in 

preparing teachers for mainstreaming/inclusion now than they were more than two dec­

ades ago” (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996, p. 71).

Research done by Johnson and Cartwright (1979) supports Scruggs and Mas- 

tropieri’s (1996) conclusion that not much has improved in the last two decades. The 

authors posit that “many regular teachers are still concerned with having handicapped 

children in their classrooms” (Johnson & Cartwright, 1979, p. 453). This may be due to 

their feelings that they lack the skills necessary to teach these students. “Educators gener­

ally agree that in order for mainstreaming to succeed, the training and retraining of regu-
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lar class teachers should be given top priority” (Johnson & Cartwright, 1979, p. 454). 

They argue that it is important to determine what factors underlie the development of a 

positive attitude because “teachers’ attitudes are important to the educational and psy­

chological adjustment o f the mainstreamed child” (p. 454). The authors conclude that 

general education teachers are often ill-prepared, both in knowledge and attitude, to teach 

children with exceptionalities and recommend further research. Aldridge and Clayton 

(1987) found similar results.

Monahan, Marino and Miller (1996) surveyed 342 general education classroom 

teachers to ascertain their attitudes towards inclusion of students with special needs into 

their classrooms. “According to 72% of the respondents, inclusion of students with spe­

cial needs will not succeed because of too much resistance from regular educators” 

(Monahan et al., 1996, p. 317). This may be due to the fact that 75% of the teachers felt 

that regular education teachers did not have the “instructional skills and educational 

backgrounds to teach students with special needs” (p. 317).

The respondents to Monahan et al. (1996) believed that teacher education pro­

grams should include the integration of appropriate curriculum for all children and that 

clinical experiences should include opportunities to work with students with a wide range 

of ability levels. In conclusion, they argued that preservice and inservice programs should 

focus on fostering attitudes that would enable teachers to work with students with special 

needs.

Williams (1990) investigated 114 general educators’ perspectives o f the appropri­

ateness o f the content in an undergraduate course taken to prepare them for the needs of 

children with exceptionalities. This course, offered at 12 different universities, was de­

scribed by 45% of the respondents as being “very general in nature” (Williams, 1990, p.
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151). The remaining group reported that the class did include “methods and materials for 

working with handicapped students in the regular classroom” (Williams, 1990, p. 151). 

This may explain why 51% felt that they were fairly adequately prepared. Not surprising, 

however, was that only 6% felt extremely well prepared.

The respondents were given the opportunity to make comments on the question, 

“Are there any additional areas of study or experiences which you feel would be benefi­

cial if they were included in the teacher training program to better prepare teachers to 

work with mainstreamed students?” The most frequent responses were to provide experi­

ences that were more direct with children with special needs and to offer more than one 

special education course for general educators. Williams (1990) concluded that these re­

sponses confirmed what was found in the literature regarding what was important for 

successful inclusion.

Dinnebeil, Mclnemey, Fox, and Juchartz-Pendry (1998) surveyed 400 early 

childhood personnel and examined the characteristics associated with an interest in or 

motivation to work with young children with exceptionalities in community-based pro­

grams. They identified two main issues related to the growing need for childcare and 

early education for young children with exceptionalities. These were (a) increasing the 

number and range of programs available, and (b) improving the quality of childcare for 

these children. They argued that addressing staff expertise would help alleviate problems 

in finding appropriate, high quality programs in the community. “Most of the respondents 

(70%) identified a lack of knowledge as a barrier to caring for a young child with a dis­

ability” (Dinnebeil et al, 1998, p. 124). Dinnebeil et al. concluded that future research 

and training is warranted and should be directed at the continuing education of commu­

nity-based early childhood staff who care for young children with exceptionalities. They
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also agreed with Bricker (1995) that issues must be addressed at the concrete levels of 

training, resources, attitude change, and curriculum development, if inclusion is to be 

successful.

Cassidy et al. (1995) was the only study found that looked specifically at changes 

in teachers’ attitudes towards DAP as mediated by instruction. They found that those who 

had attended an inservice program had a significant increase in the developmental appro­

priateness of their attitudes and practices. This lack of evidence on the efficacy of teacher 

preparation as it relates to DAP clearly suggests the need for further research.

McMullen (1997) compared the beliefs about DAP and teaching efficacy of four 

groups of preservice and inservice early childhood professionals. She found that there 

was a significant difference in beliefs about DAP across the four groups. The more expe­

rience the professional had, the higher the mean score. Her study supports the positive 

effect that instruction and experience can have on DAP beliefs.

This literature review has reported research on the TBS, the ORM, and attitudes 

towards DAP and inclusion in the context of teacher preparation programs. While the 

TBS has been used in several studies the ORM has had limited utilization in previous 

studies. There have been no studies that have examined both instruments simultaneously. 

Further, several studies have shown the influence of teacher preparation programs on at­

titudes towards DAP and inclusion; very few have considered change in attitude over 

time.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to investigate the psychometric properties o f the TBS 

(Charlesworth et al., 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993; Hart et al., 1998) and the ORM-A 

(Antonak & Larrivee, 1995; Larrivee & Cook, 1979). Quantitative methods were used to 

identify preservice teachers’ beliefs towards inclusion and DAP. Personal characteristics 

related to these beliefs were also identified. Information describing research questions, 

participants, data collection, and analysis is presented in this chapter

Research Design

The questions, which guided this research, were as follows:

1. What are the psychometric properties of the TBS and the ORM-A when used 

with preservice early childhood and elementary educators?

2. (a) Do attitudes towards DAP change differentially over time in relation to 

university, degree program, or type of program? (b) Do attitudes towards inclusion 

change differentially over time in relation to university, degree program, or type of pro­

gram

Sample

Preservice early childhood/elementary general education students from two 

southeastern universities, who were at or near the beginning of their programs, were

34
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asked to participate. The beginning of the program generally coincides with the junior 

year or with the fifth year nontraditional Master’s program. Seventy-seven females and 6 

males responded to the original request (N -  83). The universities and participants were 

selected from a convenience sample. Thirty-six participants attended a traditional early 

childhood program at a small state university. Fifteen participants were enrolled in tradi­

tional early childhood and elementary programs at a large state university. Thirty-two 

participants were enrolled in a nontraditional cohort based at a local school through the 

larger university. A large portion of these preservice teachers' time was spent in class­

rooms.

The histories of the two universities are vastly different. The small state univer­

sity, in existence for over 100 years, is located in a rural area. It is a traditional teachers’ 

college with a focus on practice. In 1997,6,477 undergraduate students were enrolled at 

the university; 17% of the total population was African American; 77% was White; the 

remainder were identified as Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaskan, 

and other. The education programs of both universities are accredited by the National 

College Association for Teacher Education (NCATE).

The larger university is a research institution located in the heart of a large met­

ropolitan city. In Fall 1999, 10,420 undergraduate students were registered; 27.4% of the 

student body were African American; 31.1% o f the total student body represented mi­

norities.

Instruments

A demographic questionnaire was developed to collect information on the back­

grounds o f the participants. This was completed at each of the collection points (see Ap­
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pendix B). The information collected included age, gender, marital status, yearly income, 

self-identified race or ethnicity, relationships with people with disabilities, number o f 

children with and without disabilities, university attended, degree program, reason for 

choosing that program, completed course hours, completed education hours, completed 

practicum hours, primary resource for inclusion, and primary resource for DAP. The 

TBS, Preschool Version and the ORM-A were the two instruments used in this study. 

These instruments are described as follows and can be found in Appendix C.

The Teacher Beliefs Scale

The TBS was developed as a subscale of the Teacher Questionnaire, Kindergarten 

Version (Charlesworth et al., 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993). This instrument was 

originally designed to measure developmentally appropriate beliefs of kindergarten 

teachers. The scale was based on the guidelines published by the NAEYC (1986) and a 

later expansion (Bredekamp, 1987). The original TBS contained 30 items regarding 

teacher beliefs. Each item was a statement that described either a developmentally appro­

priate or a developmentally inappropriate belief (e.g., “As an evaluation technique in the 

preschool program standardized tests are  The participants were asked to com­

plete the statements with a response from a 5-point Likert scale as described below. Thus, 

their responses ranged from 1 (not important at all) to 5 {extremely important).

Factor analysis produced four reliable components with eigenvalues greater than

1. These accounted for 64% of the variance (Charlesworth et al., 1991). Two o f the com­

ponents were developmentally appropriate beliefs; two were developmentally inappropri­

ate beliefs: (a) developmentally appropriate materials and management, (b) developmen­

tally inappropriate materials and management, (c) appropriate positive teacher/child rela-

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



37

tionship, and (d) inappropriate literacy activities. When a varimax rotation was con­

ducted, item loadings were moderate to high (0.40 to 0.80). There were no substantial 

cross loadings. Using Cronbach’s alpha, the levels of internal consistency obtained for 

the factors were 0.8S, 0.80,0.68, and 0.74 (Charlesworth et al., 1991).

The instrument was revised in 1993 by Charlesworth and her colleagues. The re­

vised instrument differed from the original instrument in that a few items, which had not 

loaded on any factor, were dropped. Other modifications were made, based on the DAP 

guidelines for 5-8 year olds (Bredekamp, 1987) that had become available. The format of 

the TBS was revised to contain 36 items, presented as statements. The 5-point Likert 

scale was maintained with anchors ranging from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (extremely 

important). Twenty-two of the responses indicated a positive attitude towards DAP: 14 

represented a negative attitude.

In Charlesworth et a l (1993), a principal components analysis produced six fac­

tors with eigenvalues greater than 1. These accounted for 52.3% of the variance. When 

the varimax rotation was applied, moderate to high item loadings (.35 to .82) were estab­

lished. There were no substantial cross loadings. Two of the factors were inappropriate 

beliefs, four were appropriate: (a) inappropriate activities and materials, (b) appropriate 

social, (c) appropriate individualization, (d) appropriate literacy activities, (e) appropriate 

integrated curriculum beliefs, and (f) inappropriate structure. Cronbach’s alpha was used 

to assess subscaie reliability. Moderate to low levels of internal consistency were ob­

tained for the six factors (0.84,0.77,0.70,0.60,0.66, and 0.58) (Charlesworth et al.,

1993).

Hart et al. (1998) modified the TBS to use with preschool educators. The changes 

were minor and involved replacing the word kindergarten with preschool. They also al­
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tered the wording of two items so that they were more specific to preschoolers. Both 

items retained their original focus. For example, Item 16 (15 in the current study), “The 

basal reader is  to the kindergarten reading program” was changed to read “A struc­

tured reading or pre-reading program is  to the preschool program.” No validity or

reliability testing was conducted with the modified instrument.

The TBS was modified again to use with primary teachers (Buchanan et aL,

1998). Item 1 from the kindergarten and preschool versions was extended so that the 

participants rated the influence of seven factors on planning and implementing instruc­

tion. The only change to the other items from the kindergarten version was the replace­

ment of preschool with primary. A factor analysis was conducted forcing four compo­

nents (DAP beliefs, DIP beliefs, DAP activities, and DIP activities). Items that loaded at 

.30 or greater were retained. Cronbach’s alphas for the subscales ranged from 0.55 to

0.87. A pilot study had been conducted which resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.79 for 

the total scale.

The original intention of this study was to measure early childhood educators’ be­

liefs; therefore, the preschool version was selected. It quickly became apparent, however, 

that the sample would be too small. Due to the overlap in certification levels, it was de­

cided that elementary preservice educators could also participate. In hindsight it may 

have been better to use the primary version, because that version better reflects the over­

lap in certification. There are several points, however, that support the use of the pre­

school version: (a) the study that utilized the primary version was not published until 

more than half o f the current study’s data had been collected; (b) the original kindergar­

ten version, from which all others stem, was based on the primary grade section of the 

initial publication of the guidelines (Buchanan et aL, 1998); (c) the differences in the ver­
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sions are minute and do not involve any changes in focus; (d) a test-retest was completed 

using the preschool version with elementary and early childhood preschool educators; (e) 

just as the primary version was found to be reliable with educators certified in elementary 

or early childhood education, or both (Buchanan et al., 1998), the preschool version was 

also found to be reliable with both certifications; and (f) the results, as discussed in 

Chapter 5, are similar to the findings with the primary version (Buchanan et al., 1998).

In the current study, the 14 responses that represented DIP beliefs were reverse 

scored so that higher scores represented a more positive attitude towards DAP. Possible 

total scores ranged from 36 to 180. For use in this study, the instrument was modified to 

exclude Question 1. This question, involving ranking influences on planning and imple­

menting instruction, was not relevant to the participants. Consequently, the item numbers 

do not match the item numbers in previous studies.

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted

The ORM was developed by Larrivee and Cook (1979) to investigate the effect 

of selected variables on the attitudes of regular classroom teachers towards mainstream­

ing students with disabilities. A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 

(strongly disagree) was used. Eighteen of the items represented a negative attitude to­

wards mainstreaming; 12 reflected a positive attitude. The original scale, the ORM, con­

sisted of 30 items. Items whose correlations with the total score were below 0.30 were 

discarded. The split-half reliability of the scale, determined by the Spearman-Brown reli­

ability coefficient, was found to be .92.

Psychometric properties o f the ORM were examined using the 941 regular 

kindergarten through 12* grade classroom teachers who participated in the original study.
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The sample was weighted 2:1 in favor o f elementary teachers. Factor analysis was com­

pleted on the responses to the 30 items. Five factors had eigenvalues of greater than 1 and 

were used to define the underlying dimensions of the scale. Prior to interpretation, a nor­

malized varimax rotation was performed (Larrivee, 1982). Only items with fa c to r  load­

ings of 0.37 or greater were retained. Four items did not meet this criterion and were dis­

carded. The five dimensions were interpreted as (a) general philosophy o f mainstreaming, 

(b) classroom behavior of special needs children, (c) perceived ability to teach the special 

needs child, (d) classroom management with special needs children, and (e) academic and 

social growth of the special needs child. These five factors accounted for 52.4% of the 

total variance of the scale (Larrivee, 1982).

Antonak and Larrivee (1995) revised the ORM and renamed it the ORI. The 30 

items were maintained; however, they were rewritten to use more inclusive and contem­

porary terminology. Wordings were also changed to create 15 positive and 15 negative 

responses. A 6-point continuum with anchors ranging from 1 (disagree very much) to 6 

(agree very much) was added to prevent midpoint responses.

The original 30 items (Larrivee & Cook, 1979) were used in this study; however, 

the 6-point continuum created for the ORI (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995) was chosen to 

eliminate midpoint responses. Eighteen items represented negative attitudes towards in­

clusion and were reverse scored so that higher scores represented more positive attitudes 

towards inclusion. Possible total scores ranged from 30 to 180. The language o f the items 

was also further updated to include current terminology. Due to the differences in the in­

strument used in this study compared to the original ORM, the instrument used in this 

study has been identified as ORM-A for clarification. Below is an example o f the differ­

ences in terminology in the ORM, ORI and ORM-A.
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1. In the ORM, “Mainstreaming is likely to have a negative effect on the emo­

tional development of the special needs child.”

2. In the ORI, “Integration will likely have a negative effect on the emotional 

development of the student with a disability.”

3. In the ORM-A, “Inclusion is likely to have a negative effect on the emotional 

development of the student with a disability.”

Test-Retest of Instruments

A group of 22 preservice early childhood and elementary educators, who were not 

part of the study, were selected for a test-retest of the two instruments. The instruments 

were initially administered during a class period. Three weeks later a retest was done 

with the same group during another class period. The item mean score at the first admini­

stration for the TBS was 134.79 with a standard deviation of 12.31; the item mean score 

for the ORM-A was 113.72, with a standard deviation of 17.07. At the retest, the item 

mean score for the TBS was 136.25, with a standard deviation of 11.69; for the ORM-A 

it was 117.23, with a standard deviation of 18.65. A Pearson’s correlation was conducted 

for each instrument. The correlation for the TBS test/retest was .81. The correlation for 

the ORM-A test-retest was .87.

Data Collection Procedures

Data were collected from the two universities on three separate occasions, Fall 

1998, Spring 1999, and Fall 1999. Collection procedures, which are outlined below, were 

slightly different at each collection in order to maximize the return o f the completed in­

struments.
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Time 1

Prior to collection, permission was requested and received from the Institutional 

Review Board for Human Use. This permission was extended to encompass the third 

collection date (see Appendix D). The two instruments and demographic questionnaire 

were distributed during class periods at each of the sites. Completion was voluntary and 

anonymous. The participants were given as much time as needed to complete the instru­

ments. Upon completion, the instruments were collected and assigned identification 

numbers.

Time 2

Seven months after the completion of the first set, a second administration of the 

instruments was conducted. The instruments were mailed to all of the original partici­

pants from Time I. Addresses provided by the respondents were used. A self-addressed, 

stamped envelope was included for return. Four percent (n = 3) were returned with inva­

lid addresses. Two weeks after the mailing, a postcard requesting the completion of the 

set was mailed to those who had not yet responded. Thirty-six o f the original sample re­

sponded at Time 2, yielding a return rate of 43%. The completed instruments were 

matched and labeled with the identification numbers from Time 1.

Time 3

Six months after the second collection, the third set was mailed to the respon­

dents from Time 1 at the smaller university and those from the traditional program at the 

larger university (n = 51). It was hoped that some of those who had not returned the sec­

ond set would do so at this time. The presentation of the instruments and questionnaire 

were redesigned to appear briefer. After 2 weeks, a follow-up letter, including another
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copy of the instruments and a self-addressed, stamped envelope, was sent to those who 

had not yet responded. A telephone number was provided so that the option of complet­

ing the surveys and questionnaire on the telephone could be offered. Three were returned 

with invalid addresses.

The third set was distributed in class to the cohort from Time 1 in order to guar­

antee a maximum number of completed surveys (n = 32). Unfortunately, only 14 mem­

bers of the cohort were present to complete the instruments. One participant refused to do 

so. The remaining 18 cohort members had the instruments mailed to them. The same 

follow-up procedures as at Times 1 and 2 were followed. The total return rate for Time 3 

was 36%.

Data Analysis

Research Question 1

What are the psychometric properties of the TBS and the ORM-A when used 

with prospective early childhood and elementary educators? Construct validity of both 

scales was investigated using a principal components analysis followed by varimax rota­

tion at Time 1. Only components with eigenvalues of 1 or greater, and with three or more 

substantial loadings of 0.40 or higher, were retained. To determine internal consistency, 

Cronbach’s alpha was conducted on the scales and their components.

Research Question 2

Do attitudes towards DAP or inclusion change differentially over time in relation 

to university, degree program, or type of program? Descriptive statistics were computed 

for all o f the demographic information and item responses. Variables were summarized 

with frequencies and percentages, using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences,
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Graduate Pack 9.0 for Windows (SPSS, 1998). Repeated measures methods were con­

ducted for both the TBS and ORM-A using type o f program (traditional or 

nontraditional) as the between-subject variable.

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted with the data from the participants who 

completed Times 1 and 3 (n = 30) and for those who completed the instruments at Times 

1,2, and 3 (n = 18). The change in scores on each instrument was the dependent variable. 

The participants were grouped in three ways: (a) traditional versus nontraditional pro­

grams, (b) large urban university versus small rural university, and (c) early childhood 

versus elementary degree programs. The decision was made to associate the combination 

majors with one of the two programs. Anyone who had an early childhood combination 

major was placed in the early childhood program; those with an elementary combination 

without early childhood were placed with the elementary group.

Summary

This chapter has reported the methodology used to answer the research questions 

in this study. To investigate the psychometric properties of the TBS and the ORM-A the 

construct validity was analyzed. Changes in early childhood and elementary preservice 

teachers’ beliefs towards DAP and inclusion throughout their preparation programs were 

identified through quantitative methods. Chapter 4 will present the results of this study.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

As stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of this study was (a) to describe the psycho­

metric properties of the TBS and the ORM-A when used with prospective early child­

hood and elementary educators, and (b) to describe the change in attitudes towards DAP 

and inclusion over time of preservice early childhood and elementary educators in rela­

tion to university, degree program, and type of program. Information was gathered over 

15 months from three groups of preservice educators (N = 83).

Demographic information and scores from the TBS, Preschool Version 

(Charlesworth et al., 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993; Hart et al., 1998) and the ORM-A 

(Antonak & Larrivee, 1995; Larrivee & Cook, 1979) were subjected to statistical analysis 

procedures to obtain quantitative data (SPSS, 1998). The descriptive analysis of the 

demographic data is found in Appendix E due to the quantity o f information.

The results of the study are reported in five sections. The first section reports on 

the reliability and validity o f the two instruments. The second section reports data gath­

ering procedures and descriptive characteristics of the TBS and the ORM-A at Time 1. 

The third and fourth sections report on the descriptive characteristics of the instruments at 

Time 2 and Time 3. The fifth section reports on the relationships between demographic 

variables and the change in scores on the TBS and the ORM-A.

45
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Research Question 1 

Reliability and Validity o f Instruments

Construct validity o f Teacher Beliefs Scale. At Time 1, the initial principal com­

ponent analysis resulted in an 11-component solution. Each o f these components had ei­

genvalues greater than or equal to 1. When varimax rotation was attempted no solution 

was presented. Based on this and the fact that many of the components did not have three 

or more substantial loadings (0.400 or greater), this solution was rejected. The initial 

scree plot indicated a possible 5-component solution.

A second principal components analysis was conducted requesting only five com­

ponents. Three criteria were used to determine the number of components to retain: visual 

interpretation of the scree plot, three or more loadings greater than or equal to 0.400. and 

eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1. Two items, Numbers 20 and 36, did not load sub­

stantially in any of the components; therefore, they were discarded and another principal 

components analysis was run requesting five components. The final 5-component solu­

tion accounted for 52.01% of the variance. The Kaiser-Meyer-0 lin index was 0.718. The 

final 5-component solution is displayed in Appendix F.

The eigenvalue decreased gradually between components. Component I had an 

eigenvalue o f5.275, accounting for 15.515% of the variance. Component II had an ei­

genvalue o f3.696, accounting for 10.872% of the variance. Component m  had an eigen­

value of 3.102, accounting for 9.123% of the variance. Component IV had an eigenvalue 

o f2.950, accounting for 8.677% of the variance. Component V had an eigenvalue of 

2.660, accounting for 7.824% of the variance (Table 1).

The definitions o f the 5-component solution are as follows. Component I, Inap­

propriate Materials and Activities includes activities such as worksheets, ditto

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



47

Table 1

Eigenvalues and Variance o f Final 5-Component Solution o f TBS at Time I

Component Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %

I. Inappropriate materials and activities 5.275 15.515% 15.515%

11. Appropriate materials and activities 3.696 10.872% 26.386%

HI. Appropriate literacy activities 3.102 9.123% 35.509%

IV. Appropriate curriculum beliefs 2.950 8.677% 44.186%

V. Beliefs about structure 2.660 7.824% 52.010%

Note. Eigenvalues and percentages are post varimax rotation values. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Pre­
school Version.

sheets, printing on the line, learning to read, and standardized testing. Component II, Ap­

propriate Materials and Activities, includes such items as child-directed activities, read­

ing to the children, and observation as a tool for evaluation. Component m , Appropriate 

Literacy Activities, includes functional print, dictated stories, dramatic play, informal 

conversation with adults, and inventive spelling. Component IV, Cuniculum Beliefs, 

contains both appropriate and inappropriate items. These include items such as separate 

times for separate subjects; providing opportunities for social skills; integrating math; 

teaching health and safety throughout the yea; and exposing students to nonsexist, 

multicultural activities. Component V, Beliefs About Structure, contains appropriate and 

inappropriate items, such as addressing individual differences and using treats and pun­

ishment (Table 2).

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



48

Table 2

Final 5-Component Solution o f Items From Teacher Beliefs Scale for Time I

Component I: Inappropriate materials and activities

1. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, standardized group tests are

3. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, performance on worksheets and 
workbooks is .

10. It is  for preschoolers to learn to work silently and alone on seatwork.
13. Workbooks and/or ditto sheets are to the preschool program.
14. Routine group practice on shapes, numbers, letters, months and/or words, etc. using 

materials such as flashcards and charts is  to the preschool program for instruc­
tional purposes.

15. A structured reading program is  to the preschool program.
16. In terms of effectiveness, it is  for the teacher to talk to the whole group and

make sure everyone participates in the same activity.
21. It is  for children to be instructed in recognizing single letters of the alphabet,

isolated form words.
22. It is for children to color within predefined lines.
23. It is for children in preschool to form letters correctly on a printed line.
31. It is for preschoolers to learn to read.

Component II: Appropriate materials and activities

2. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, teacher observation is___
7. It is___for teacher-pupil interactions in preschool to help develop children’s self­

esteem and positive feelings towards learning.
8. It is___for children to be allowed to select many of their own activities from a va­

riety o f (earning areas that the teacher has prepared (blocks, centers, art, house­
keeping, etc.).

9. It is__ for children to be allowed to cut out their own shapes, perform their own
steps in an experiment, and plan their own creative drama, art, and writing or 
scribbling activities.

11. It is for preschoolers to learn through active exploration.
12. It is for preschoolers to learn through interaction with other children.
17. In terms of effectiveness, it is for the teacher to move among groups and indi­

viduals, offering suggestions, asking questions, and facilitating children’s in­
volvement with materials and activities.

24. It is for children to have stories read to them individually and/or on a group
basis.
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Table 2 (Continued)

Component III: Appropriate literacy activities

25. It is for children to dictate stories to the teacher.
26. It is for children to see and use functional print (telephone book, magazines,

etc.) and environmental print (cereal boxes, potato chip bags, etc.) in the preschool 
classroom.

27. It is___for children to participate in dramatic play.
28. It is___for children to talk informally with adults.
29. It is___for children to experiment with writing by inventing their own spelling.

Component IV: Curriculum beliefs

6. It is___that each curriculum area be taught as separate subjects at separate times.
30. It is___to provide many opportunities to develop social skills with peers in the

classroom.
32. In the preschool program, it is  that math be integrated with all other curricu­

lum areas.
33. In teaching health and safety, it is  to include a variety o f activities throughout

the year.
34. In the classroom setting, i t  for the child to be exposed to multicultural and

nonsexist activities.

Component V: Beliefs about structure

4. It is___for preschool activities to be responsive to individual differences in inter­
est.

5. It is___for preschool activities to be responsive to individual differences in de­
velopment.

18. It is___for teachers to use their authority through treats, stickers, and/or stars to
encourage appropriate behavior.

19. It is___for teachers to use their authority through punishments and/or reprimands
to encourage appropriate behavior.

35. It is___that outdoor time have planned activities. (Negative relationship)

Items that cross-loaded

6. It is  that each curriculum area be taught as separate subjects at separate times (I
&IV).

9. It is  for children to be allowed to cut out their own shapes, perform their own
steps in an experiment, and plan their own creative drama, art, and writing or scrib­
bling activities (It & El).

21. It is for children to be instructed in recognizing single letters of the alphabet,
isolated from words (I & V).
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Internal reliability o f Teacher Beliefs Scale. Estimates of internal consistency of 

the responses at Time 1 were determined by calculating Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha co­

efficient for the final 34-item scale was 0.84. Cronbach’s alpha was also calculated for 

the five subscales. The Component I alpha was 0.86 (11 items), Component II alpha was

0.78 (8 items), Component III alpha was 0.74 (5 items), Component IV alpha was 0.71 (5 

items), and Component V alpha was 0.70 (4 items; negative item not included).

Construct validity o f Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted. The initial 

principal components analysis with varimax rotation resulted in a 9-component solution. 

Each of these components had eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1. Five of the compo­

nents did not have three or more substantial loadings (greater than or equal to 0.400); 

therefore, they were discarded. Four components remained that met the criteria of having 

an eigenvalue equal to or greater than 1 and three or more loadings with a value of 0.400 

or greater. Based on this and the visual interpretation of the scree plot, a 5-component 

principal components analysis was extracted. One component did not have three or more 

substantial loadings; therefore, the principal components analysis was run requesting a 4- 

component extraction. Three items, Numbers 12,16, and 26, did not load and were dis­

carded. The principal components analysis was rerun without these items. One compo­

nent did not have three or more loadings equal to or greater than 0.400; therefore, the 

analysis was rerun requesting a 3-component extraction. Item 8 did not load; therefore, it 

was discarded. After the rerun, Item 14 did not load; therefore, it was also discarded. The 

final 3-component solution accounted for 50.137% of the variance. The Kaiser-Meyer- 

Olin index was 0.804. The final 3-component solution is displayed in Appendix F.
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Components I and II accounted for 37.361% of the variance. Component I had an 

eigenvalue of 5.142, accounting for 20.567% of the variance; Component II had an ei­

genvalue of 4.199, accounting for 16.794% of the variance; and Component III had an 

eigenvalue of3.194, accounting for 12.776% of the variance (Table 3).

Table 3

Eigenvalues and Variance o f Final 3-Component Solution fo r ORM-A at Time 1

Component Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %

I. Positive beliefs about inclusion 7.381 20.567% 20.567%

II. Negative beliefs about inclusion 4.199 16.794% 37.361%

III. Beliefs about the requirements for including a 
student with special needs

3.194 12.776% 50.137%

Note. Eigenvalues and percentages are postvarimax rotation values. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Main' 
Streaming-Adapted

The definitions o f the 3-component solution are as follows. Component I, Positive 

Beliefs About Inclusion, includes such items as academic growth, social independence, 

and acceptance of differences. Component II, Negative Beliefs About Inclusion, includes 

items such as harmful contact, confusion, and social isolation. Component m , Beliefs 

About the Requirements for Including a Student With Special Needs, includes items such 

as setting a bad example, monopolizing teacher’s time, and exhibiting behavior problems 

(Table 4).

Internal reliability o f the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted. Estimates 

o f the internal consistency of the responses at Time 1 were determined by calculating 

Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficient for the final 25-item scale was 0.87. Cronbach’s
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Reproduced with

alpha was also conducted for each component. The Component I alpha was 0.81 (9 

items). Component II alpha was 0.81 (9 items), and Component HI alpha was 0.77 (6 

items; Item 7 had a negative correlation and was not included in the alpha calculation).

Table 4

Final 3-Component Solution o f Items from  Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted 
fo r Time I

Component I: Positive beliefs about inclusion

I. Many of the things teachers do with regular students in a classroom are appropriate 
for students with special needs.

4. The challenge of hieing in a general education classroom will promote the academic 
growth of the student with special needs.

6. Inclusion offers mixed group interaction, which will foster understanding and accep­
tance of differences.

10. Isolation in a special education class has a negative effect on the social and emotional 
development of a student with a disability.

II. The student with a disability will probably develop academic skills more rapidly in a 
special education class than in a general education class (cross-loaded with Compo­
nent III; fits better in III).

18. Including a student with a disability will promote his/her social independence.
21. Inclusion o f students with disabilities can be beneficial for students without disabili­

ties.
28. Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to function in the general 

education classroom, where possible.
30. The presence of students with disabilities will promote acceptance o f differences on 

the part of students without disabilities.

Component II: Negative beliefs about inclusion

15. The contact students without a disability have with students with a disability in an 
inclusive setting may be harmful.

17. Students with disabilities will monopolize the teacher’s time.
19. It is likely that a student with a disability will exhibit behavior problems in a general 

education classroom setting.
20. Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching is better done by special education teachers than by 

general education teachers.
22. Students with disabilities need to be told exactly what to do and how to do it.
23. Inclusion is likely to have a negative effect on the emotional development o f the stu­

dent with a disability.
24. Increased freedom in the classroom creates too much confusion.
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Table 4 (Continued)

25. The student with a disability will be socially isolated by the students without disabili­
ties.

29. Students with disabilities are likely to create confusion in the general education class­
room.

Component III: Beliefs about the requirements for including a student with special needs

2. The needs of a student with a disability can best be served through special, separate 
classes.

3. The classroom behavior of students with special needs generally requires more pa­
tience from the teacher than does the behavior of a child without special needs.

5. The extra attention a student with a disability requires will be to the detriment of 
other students.

7. It is difficult to maintain order in a general education classroom that contains a stu­
dent with a disability (negative relationship).

9. The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad example for the other stu­
dents.

13. Inclusion of students with disabilities will require significant changes in the general 
education classroom procedures.

27. Inclusion of students with disabilities will necessitate extensive retraining of general 
education teachers.

Items that cross-loaded

11. The student with a disability will probably develop academic skills more rapidly in a 
special education class than in a general education class (I & III).

13. Inclusion of students with disabilities will require significant changes in the general 
education classroom procedures (evenly between II & III).

15. The contact students without a disability have with students with a disability in an 
inclusive setting may be harmful (I & II).

17. Students with disabilities will monopolize the teacher’s time (II & III).

Pearson correlation o f instruments over time. A Pearson correlation was con­

ducted with the two instruments over all three times. There was statistical significance in 

the scores between each time on both instruments (Table 5). The most significant corre­

lation was between Time 2 and Time 3 on the ORM-A. The Pearson correlation was 

0.819, p  < .0001. The scores at Time 2 and Time 3 for the TBS also had a probability of 

less than .0001. The Pearson correlation was 0.793.
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Table 5

Pearson Correlations

ORM-A I ORM-A 2 ORM-A 3 TBS 1 TBS 2 TBS 3

ORM-A I
Pearson 1.000 0.682 0.554
Sig. (1 tail) 1.000 0.001 0.009

ORM-A 2
Pearson 0.682 1.000 0.819
Sig. (1 tail) 0.001 1.000 0.000

ORM-A 3
Pearson 0.554 0.819 1.000
Sig. ( I tail) 0.009 0.000 1.000

TBS 1
Pearson 1.000 0.631 0.600
Sig. (1 tail) 1.000 0.003 0.004

TBS 2
Pearson 0.631 1.000 0.793
Sig. (1 tail) 0.003 1.000 0.000

TBS 3
Pearson 0.600 0.793 1.000
Sig. (1 tail) 0.004 0.000 1.000

Note. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version; ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming- 
Adapted.

Research Question 2

Time 1

Descriptive characteristics o f sample. In Fall 1998, preservice early childhood 

and elementary educators from two southeastern universities were selected based on a 

convenience sample to participate in this study (N  -  83). The two instruments and demo­

graphic questionnaire were distributed during class periods at each of the sites. Upon 

completion, the instruments were collected and assigned identification numbers. The two 

universities represented three separate groupings of students. Hereafter, the sample from 

the larger university’s traditional program will be referred to as Group A; the sample
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from the smaller university will be Group B; and the cohort from the larger university 

will be identified as Group C. Appendix E contains the descriptive summaries o f the 

sample at each of the three times.

Descriptive characteristics o f the Teacher Beliefs Scale. The total mean score for 

the TBS at Time 1 was 138.14 (SD = 12.85). The item mean scores ranged from 2.296 to 

4.841. The total mean score for Group A was 140.33 (SD= 17.16); for Group B it was 

138.35 (SD = 11.99): and for Group C it was 136.87 (SD~ 11.71) (Table 6). The total 

group means on Items 7, 11,24.30, and 36 were 4.5 or above, indicating beliefs ap­

proaching “extremely important.” Items 2,4, 5, 8, 9,20,27, 28, 33, and 34 had a mean of 

4.0 or higher, indicating that the participants believed that these were “very important” 

(see Appendix G).

Table 6

Item Mean Scores o f Teacher Beliefs Scale

Whole group Group A Group B Group C

M SD M SD M SD M  SD

Time 1 138.14 12.85 140.33 17.16 138.35 11.99 136.87 11.71
(AT =83)

Note. Toial possible score = 180.00.

Descriptive characteristics o f the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted. 

The total mean score for the ORM-A was 119.42 (SD = 16.76). The item mean scores 

ranged from 2.277 to 5.096. The total item mean score for Group A was 114.78 (SD =
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12.79). The total item mean score for Group B was 116.05 (SD = 16.26); the total item 

mean score for Group C was 125.19 (SD -  17.68) (Table 7).

Table 7

Item Mean Scores o f Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted

Whole group Group A Group B GroupC

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Time 1 119.42 16.76 114.78 12.79 116.05 16.26 125.19 17.68ooII*

Hole. Total possible score = 180.00.

The total group means for Items 4 ,6 ,8 ,9 ,10 , 12, 15, 18, 19,21,23,25,28,29, 

and 30 were 4.0 or higher, indicating that the participants agreed “pretty much” or “very 

much” with these beliefs about inclusion (see Appendix G).

Time 2

Descriptive characteristics o f sample. In Spring 1999, a second administration of 

the instruments was conducted. The instruments were mailed to all o f the original partici­

pants from Time 1 (N = 83). A self-addressed stamped envelope was included for return. 

Four percent (n -  3) were returned with invalid addresses. Two weeks after the mailing a 

reminder postcard was sent to those who had not responded. Thirty-six responded, yield­

ing a total return rate of 43%. Ten of the 15 participants (66.67%) from Group A re­

sponded. Nine of the 36 (25%) from Group B responded. Seventeen of the 31 participants 

(54.8%) from Group C responded.
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Descriptive characteristics o f the Teacher Beliefs Scale. The total mean score for 

the TBS at Time 2 was 147.64 (SD = 11.37) (Table 8). The item mean scores ranged from 

2.402 to 4.886 (Table 8). The total mean score for Group A was 153.17 (SD = 12.54); for 

Group B it was 142.67 (SD = 12.64); and for Group C it was 147.02 (SD = 8.9). Items 2,

1,9, 11, 12, 17,20, 24, 30, and 34 had means of greater than 4.5. Items 1,4, 5, 6, 8, 13, 

22, 23, 26, 28,29, 33, and 36 had item means between 4.0 and 4.49 (see Appendix G).

Table 8

Comparative Item Mean Scores o f Teacher Beliefs Scale

Whole group Group A Group B Group C

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Time 1 
(W=83)

138.14 12.85 140.33 17.16 138.35 11.99 136.87 11.71

Time 2 
(n = 36)

147.64 11.37 (53.17 12.54 142.67 12.64 147.02 8.90

Note. Total possible score = 180.00.

Descriptive characteristics o f the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted. 

The total mean score on the ORM-A was 122.41 (SD = 18.30). The item mean scores 

ranged from 1.943 to 5.139. The item mean score for Group A was 122.70 (SD = 18.80); 

for Group B it was 119.49 (SD -  17.88); and for Group C it was 123.79 (SD = 19.16) 

(Table 9). At Time 2, attitudes towards inclusion improved slightly, with Items 1,4,6, 7,

9,10, 12, 15,18,21,22,23,24,25,28,29, and 30 having mean scores of 4.00 or higher 

(see Appendix G).
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Table 9

Comparative Item Mean Scores o f Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted

Whole group Group A Group B Group C

M SD M  SD M SD M SD

oo

(- s 119.42 16.76 114.78 12.79 116.05 16.26 125.19 17.68

Time 2 
(* = 36)

122.41 18.30 122.70 18.80 119.49 17.88 123.79 19.16

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. 

Time 3

Descriptive characteristics o f sample. In Fall 1999, a third administration was 

mailed to the participants from Group B (n = 36) and Group A (n = 15). A self- 

addressed, stamped envelope was included for return. Two weeks later a follow-up letter 

was mailed with another copy of the instruments and a self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

In order to ensure the return of as many completed instruments as possible, the instru­

ments were distributed in class to Group C(n = 32). Only 14 of Group C’s participants 

were present; consequently, the remaining 18 members had the instruments mailed to 

them. The same procedure as for Groups A and B was followed. Six of the 15 partici­

pants (40%) from Group A responded. Eight of the 36 participants (22.2%) from Group B 

responded. Sixteen of the possible 32 (50%) responded from Group C. One participant 

who was given the instruments in person refused to complete them. Three were returned 

with invalid addresses (4%). The total return rate was 36%.
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Descriptive characteristics o f the Teacher Beliefs Scale. The total mean score at 

Time 3 was 137.41 (SD = 16.98). The item mean scores ranged from 2.464 to 4.759. The 

total mean score for Group A was 153.25 (SD = 9.037). The total mean score for Group B 

was 135.70 (SD = 13.62). The total mean score for Group C was 132.32 (SD = 17.72) 

(Table 10).

Table 10

Comparative Item Mean Scores o f Teacher Beliefs Scale

Whole group Group A Group B Group C

Score SD Score SD Score SD Score SD

Time 1
(N= 83)

138.14 12.85 140.33 17.16 138.35 11.99 136.87 11.71

Time 2 
(n = 36)

147.64 11.37 153.17 12.54 142.67 12.64 147.02 8.90

Time 3
(n = 30)

137.41 16.98 153.25 9.04 135.70 13.62 132.30 17.72

Note. Total possible score = 180.00.

The total group means on Items 2,7,11, and 12 were 4.50 or above, indicating 

beliefs approaching “extremely important.” Items 8,17,20,24,26,30,34, and 36 were 

between 4.0 and 4.49, indicating that the participants believed that these were ‘Very im­

portant” (see Appendix G).

Descriptive characteristics o f  the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted 

The total mean score for the ORM-A was 119.70 (SD = 18.19), and the item mean scores 

ranged from 2.233 to 5.000. The total mean score for Group A was 128.33 (SD = 15.29).
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The total mean score for Group B was 111.96 (SD = 19.28) at Time 3. The total mean 

score for Group C was 120.33 (SD = 18.07) (Table 11).

At Time 3, the total group means for Items 1,2 ,4 ,6 ,7 ,9 ,10,12,15,18,21,23, 

25,28, 29, and 30 had means of 4.00 or higher, indicating that they agreed “pretty much” 

or “very much” with these beliefs about inclusion (see Appendix G).

Table 11

Comparative Item Mean Scores on Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted

Whole group Group A Group B Group C

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Time 1
(JV = 83)

119.42 16.76 114.78 12.79 116.05 16.26 125.19 17.68

Time 2 
(n = 36)

122.41 18.30 122.70 18.80 119.49 17.88 123.79 19.16

Time 3 
(n = 30)

119.70 18.19 128.33 15.29 111.96 19.28 120.33 18.07

Note. Total possible score = 180.00.

Descriptive characteristics o f  subsample who responded at all three collection 

points. Out of the original sample of 83, only 18 participants responded at all three col­

lection points. The purpose of this study was to investigate change over time; therefore, 

this group, along with the group who completed the instruments at Times 1 and 3, was 

the focus of the statistical analysis. The group of 30 includes the group of 18. Their de­

scriptive characteristics are displayed in the table below (Table 12).

The group who responded all three times had a mean age o f 27 years and 4 

months. The subsample was overwhelmingly White and female (94.4% and 88.9%, re-
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spectively). The degree programs represented by those who responded three times were 

as follows: 66.7% were elementary; 16.7% were early childhood; 11.1% were early 

childhood and elementary; and 5.6% were elementary and middle school. The majority of 

the participants were from the larger university, with 61% coming from Group C (n =

1 1 ).

Table 12

Comparison o f Descriptive Characteristics o f Subsamples Who Responded at Times I 
and 3 (n = 30) and at Times /, 2, and 3 (n = 18)

Variable

Descriptives/frequency for subsampie 
who responded at Times 1 and 3 

(n -  30)

Descriptives/frequency for subsampie 
who responded at Times 1.2, and 3 

(n= !8)

Age 26 years 9 months 27 years 4 months

Gender 93.3% female 88.9% female
6.7% male 11.1% male

Race 10.0% African American/Black 5.6% African American/Black
90.0% Caucasian/White 94.4% Caucasian/White

University 73.3% large university 83.3% large university
26.7% small university 16.7% small university

Group Group A n =6 Group A n =4
Group B n = 8 Group B n = 3

Group C n = 16 Group C n = 11

Degree program 20.0% early childhood 16.7% early childhood
70.0% elementary 66.7% elementary

6.7% ECE and elementary 11.1% ECE and elementary
3.3% elementary and middle school 5.6% elementary and middle school

Student Status 100.0% fulltime 100.0% fulltime
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Table 12 (Continued)

Variable

Descriptives/frequency for subsample 
who responded at Times 1 and 3 

(n = 30)

Descriptives/frequency for subsample 
who responded at Times 1,2, and 3 

(n = 18)

Reason for choosing 6.7 % personal experience 11.1% personal experience
major 66.7% wants to work with children 55.6% wants to work with children

3.3 % beliefs 5.6% beliefs
3.3 % required prerequisite 5.6% required prerequisite

13.3% career goal 11.1% career goal
3.3% family influence 5.6% family influence

3.3% improve the system 5.6% improve the system

Number of children 73.3% no children 72.2% no children
6.7% 1 child 5.6% 1 child

16.7% 2 children 
3.3% 3 children

22.2% 2 children

Children with disabil­
ities

0.0% had a child with a disability 0.0% had a child with a disability

Relationship with per­ 13.3% do not know anyone with a 16.7% do not know anyone with a
son with disability disability disability

30.0% know an acquaintance 38.9% know an acquaintance
26.7% know someone casually 16.7% know someone casually

20.0% know someone close 11.1% know someone close
3.3% know someone intimately 5.6% know someone intimately

6.7% know multiple people 11.1% know multiple people

Completed education 6.6% 0-12 hr 0.0% 0-12 hr
hours 40.0% 13-24 hr 50.0% 13-24 hr

33.3% 25-36 hr 43.8% 25-36 hr
3.3% 37-48 hr 5.6% 37-48 hr
6.6% 49+hr 

10.0% missing
11.1% missing

Completed practicum 86.7% 0-12 hr 88.8% 0-12 hr
hours 6.6% 13-24 hr 5.6% 13-24 hr

6.7% missing 5.6% missing

Primary resource for 36.7% courses 44.4% courses
inclusion 13.3% practician 11.1% practicum

6.7% independent reading 0.0% independent reading
43.3% personal experience 44.4% personal experience
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Table 12 (Continued)

Variable

Descriptives/frequency for subsample 
who responded at Times 1 and 3 

(n = 30)

Descriptives/frequency for subsample 
who responded at Times 1,2, and 3 

(n = 18)

Primary resource for 66.7% courses 77.8% courses
DAP 16.7% practicum 11.1% practicum

3.3% independent reading 0.0% independent reading
13.3% personal experience 11.1% personal experience

Note. Based on Time 1 responses; ECE = early childhood education; DAP = developmental^ appropriate
practice.

A variety of answers was given from the subsample who responded at all three 

times to the question of why they chose teaching. Wanting to work with children was the 

majority response. All o f the participants had completed more than 12 semester hr of 

education courses at Time 1; 88% had completed less than 12 hr of practicum.

Of those who responded all three times, only 16.7% did not have a relationship 

with someone with a disability. Courses and personal experience were viewed equally as 

the primary resource for inclusion (44.4% each). This subgroup believed, by an over­

whelming majority (77.8%), that courses were their primary resource for DAP.

Descriptive characteristics o f subsample who did not respond at Time 2. The de­

scriptive characteristics of the sample who did not respond at Time 2 are shown in Table

13. These are based on their responses from Time 1. The mean age of the group who did 

not respond was 25 years and 5 months. The majority of this group self-identified as 

White (87.2%). Of the participants who did not respond, 72.3% were in the elementary 

program, and 14.9% were in early childhood. Of those who did not respond at Time 2, 

74.5% chose teaching because they “warned to work with children.” Only 2.1% chose 

teaching because of their beliefs.
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Participants from the smaller university (Group B) were more likely not to re­

spond at Time 2; 57.4% of those who did not respond were from Group B. The only per­

son who reported having a child with a disability at Time 1 did not respond at Time 2. 

Almost a quarter of this sample, 23.4%, reported knowing no one with a disability. The 

primary resources for inclusion for the group who did not respond included 36.2% 

courses, 23.4% practicum, 6.4% independent reading, and 34% personal experience. The 

primary resources for DAP were as follows: 29.8% practicum, 48.9% courses, 6.4% in­

dependent reading, and 12.8% personal experience, and the remainder did not answer.

Table 13

Descriptive Characteristics o f the Subsample Who Did Not Respond at Time 2 (n = 47)

Variable Response

Age 25 years and 5 months

Gender 93.6% female
6.4% male (n = 44,3)

Race 12.8% Black
87.2% White (* = 6 ,4 !)

Degree program 14.9% ECE
72.3% elementary 

6.4% ECE and elementary 
2.1% physical education 

2.1% 5* year special education 
2.1% 5* year ECE

Reason for choosing major 6.4% experience
74.5% want to work with children 

2.1% beliefs 
12.8% career goal 

4.3% improve the system
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Table 13 (Continued)

Variable Response

Student status 91.5% fulltime 
8.5% parttime

Completed education course hours 17.5% 0-12 hr 
32.5% 13-24 hr 
25.0% 25-36 hr 
10.0% 37-48 hr 

5% 49-60 hr 
7.5% 61-72 hr 
2.5% 73+ hr

Completed practicum course hours 88.6% 0-12 hr 
13.4% 13-24 hr

University 42.6% large state university (A & C) 
57.4% smaller state university (B)

Children 74.5% no children 
10.6% I child 

2.1% 2 children 
6.4% 3 children 
4.3% 4 children 
2.1% missing

Children with disability 2.1% had a child with a disability

Relationship with people with disabilities 23.4% do not know anyone with a disability 
17.0% know an acquaintance 

27.7% know someone casually 
19.1% know someone close 

2.1% know someone intimately 
10.6% know multiple people

Resources for inclusion 36.2% courses
23.4% practicum 

6.4% independent reading 
34.0% personal experience
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Table 13 (Continued)

Variable Response

Resources for DAP 48.9% courses
29.8% practicum

6.4% independent reading
12.8% personal experience

2.1% missing

Note. Based on Time I responses; ECE = early childhood education; DAP = developmental^ appropriate 
practice.

Analysis o f Subsample Who Completed Time I and Time 3

Teacher Beliefs Scale. A repeated measures analysis could not be conducted on 

the subsample who responded at Times 1 and 3 using degree program or university as 

between-subject variables because o f the low numbers. A repeated measures was at­

tempted for type of program. The two traditional programs, Group A and Group B, were 

combined. The assumptions were violated; therefore, no results were valid.

The total mean score for the traditional group (Groups A and B) was 140.09 at 

Time 1 and 143.22 at Time 3. The total mean score for the nontraditionai group (Group 

C) was 137.42 at Time I and 132.32 at Time 3 (Table 14). Broken down by universities, 

the larger university’s mean scores were 140.58 and 138.03; the smaller university’s 

mean scores were 133.41 and 135.70. The traditional group had the more positive change 

with an overall increase in mean score o f+3.13 The nontraditionai group had the lesser 

positive change with an overall decrease in mean score o f -5.11 (Table 14).

Based on degree programs, the total mean scores were as follows; early child­

hood’s mean scores were 148.30 at Time 1 and 155.62 at Time 3, elementary’s mean 

scores were 134.58 at Time 1 and 131.04 at Time 3, early childhood and elementary dual 

major’s mean score was 150.50 at Time 1 and 148.91 at Time 3, elementary and middle
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Table 14

TBS Score Means for Subsample Who Responded at Times 1 and 3 (n = 30)

Time I SD Time 1 Time 3 SD Time 3 N

Type of program
Traditional 140.09 14.42 143.22 14.58 14
Nontraditionai 137.42 13.03 132.32 17.72 16

University
Large 140.58 13.61 138.03 18.29 22
Small 133.41 12.60 135.70 13.62 8

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.

school’s mean scores were 143.00 at Time 1 and 139.00 at Time 3. The degree program 

with the most positive change was the early childhood education program with an overall 

mean score increase o f+7.28. Elementary and middle school had the least positive 

change with a decrease o f-4.0; however, there was only one person who responded. The 

elementary program, with a much larger sample, decreased by -3.54 (Table 15).

Table 15

TBS Score Means fo r Subsample Based on Degree Programs (n = 30)

Degree Program M SD N

TBS Score Early childhood education 148.33 12.03 6
Tone I Elementary education 134.58 12.90 21

Early childhood and elementary 150.50 6.36 2
Elementary and middle school 143.00 I

TBS Score Early childhood education 155.62 7.10 6
Tune 3 Elementary education 131.04 15.65 21

Early childhood and elementary 148.91 10.03 2
Elementary and middle school 139.00 1

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.
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A Mann-Whitney U test was calculated. As described in Chapter 3, the partici­

pants were combined so that there were two types of programs and two degree programs. 

The traditional versus nontraditionai grouping was approaching significance with a prob­

ability value of .088. No statistical significance was found for degree programs or uni­

versities (Table 16).

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted. A repeated measures analysis was 

attempted on the subsample using type of program as the between-subject variable and 

test scores as the factor. Groups A and B were combined to formulate the traditional 

grouping. When the test was run the assumptions were violated, resulting in an invalid

Table 16

Mann-Whitney U Test Results fo r Change in TBS Score (n = 30)

Mann-Whitney U Significance (two-tailed)

Degree program 55.00 0.122

Type of program 71.00 0.088

University 63.00 0.241

Note. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.

result. Consequently, descriptive statistics were used to analyze the type of program, the 

degree program, and the university. The results are displayed in Tables 17 and 18.

The total mean scores for the traditional program were 112.14 at Time 1 and 

118.97 at Time 3. The total mean scores for the nontraditionai program were 124.50 at 

Time 1 and 120.33 at Time 3. Broken down by university, the larger university’s mean
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scores were 121.50 and 122.51; the smaller university’s mean scores were 111.13 and 

119.56. The traditional group had the more positive change with an increase of +6.83

Table 17

ORM-A Score Means fo r Subsample (n = 30)

Time 1 SD Time 1 Time 3 SD Time 3 N

Type o f program
Traditional 112.14 13.98 118.97 18.99 14
Nontraditionai 124.50 18.99 120.33 18.07 16

University
Large 121.50 12.51 122.51 17.38 22
Small 111.13 17.13 111.96 19.28 8

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted. SD = stan­
dard deviation.

points in the mean score. The nontraditionai group had the lesser positive change with a 

decrease of -4.17 in the mean score.

Table 18

ORM-A Score Means fo r Subsample Based on Degree Programs (n = 30)

Degree program M SD N

TBS Score Early childhood education 111.33 12.85 6
Time 1 Elementary education 119.48 18.22 21

Early childhood and elementary 136.00 8.49 2
Elementary and middle school 113.00 1

TBS Score Early childhood education 120.50 18.58 6
Tune 3 Elementary education 116.92 18.21 21

Early childhood and elementary 141.99 0.02 2
Elementary and middle school 128.68 I

Note. Total passible score = 180.00. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted.

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



70

Based on degree programs, the total mean scores for the ORM-A were as follows: 

early childhood’s mean scores were 111.33 at Time 1 and 120.50 at Time 3, elementary’s 

mean scores were 119.48 at Time 1 and 116.92 at Time 3, early childhood and elemen­

tary dual major’s mean scores were 136.00 at Time 1 and 141.99 at Time 3; elementary 

and middle school’s mean score was 113.00 at Time 1 and 128.68 at Time 3. As a group, 

the early childhood education participants had the most positive change with an increase 

of +9.17 points in their overall mean score. Elementary/middle actually increased more, 

but there was only one participant from that degree program.

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted using the change in ORM-A scores as the 

dependent variable and the combined groupings discussed earlier. The type of program 

was found to be approaching significance with a probability of value o f0.067. No sta­

tistical significance was found for university or degree program groupings (Table 19).

Table 19

Mann-Whitney U Test Results fo r Change in ORM-A Score (n = 30)

Mann-Whitney U Significance (2-tailed)

Degree Program 61.00 0.205

Type o f Program 68.00 0.067

University 78.00 0.639

Note. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted. 

Analysis o f Subsample Who Completed Times I, 2, and 3

Teacher Beliefs Scale. A repeated measures analysis could not be conducted on 

the subsample who responded at Times 1,2, and 3 using degree program or university as
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between-subject variables because of the low numbers. A repeated measures was at­

tempted for type of program. The two traditional programs were combined as described 

earlier. The assumptions were violated; therefore, no results were valid. The descriptive 

results are displayed in Tables 20 and 21. A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted using 

the same variables as described earlier.

Table 20

TBS Score Means for Subsample (n = 18)

Time 1 SD Time 2 SD Time 3 SD N

Type of program
Traditional 145.57 13.81 150.86 17.47 148.13 14.75 7
Nontraditionai 141.26 14.20 147.36 9.90 136.26 19.38 11

University
Large 143.92 14.38 150.33 10.67 141.19 19.11 15
Small 138.00 11.36 140.67 22.75 139.33 16.50 3

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.

The total mean scores for the traditional group (Groups A and B) were 145.57 at 

Time 1,150.86 at Time 2, and 143.22 at Time 3. The total mean scores for the 

nontraditionai group (Group C) were 141.26 at Time 1, 147.36 at Time 2, and 136.26 at 

Time 3. Broken down by universities, the larger university’s mean scores were 143.92,

150.33, and 141.19; the smaller university’s mean scores were 138.00,140.67, and

139.33. The traditional group had the more positive change from Time 1 to Time 3, with 

an overall increase in mean score of +2.55. The nontraditionai group had the lesser posi­

tive change with an overall decrease in mean score o f-6.99. No statistical significance 

was found for type of program or university with the Mann-Whitney U test (Table 22).
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Table 21

TBS Score Means fo r Subsample Based on Degree Programs (n = 18)

Degree program M SD N

TBS Score Early childhood education 150.00 16.82 3
Time 1 Elementary education 139.90 14.32 12

Early childhood and elementary 150.50 6.36 2
Elementary and middle school 143.00 1

TBS Score Early childhood education 160.00 12.03 3
Time 2 Elementary education 145.25 12.90 12

Early childhood and elementary 160.00 6.36 2
Elementary and middle school 134.00 1

TBS Score Early childhood education 159.02 8.16 3
Time 3 Elementary education 135.16 18.87 12

Early childhood and elementary 148.91 10.03 2
Elementary and middle school 139.00 1

Note. Total possible score = 180.00. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale. Preschool Version. 

Table 22

Mann-Whiiney U Test Results fo r Change in TBS Score (n = 18)

Mann-Whitney U Significance (2-tailed)

Degree program 24.00 0.402

Type of program 30.00 0.441

University 17.00 0.515

Note. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.

Based on degree programs, the total mean scores were as follows: early child­

hood’s mean scores were 150.00 at Time 1,160.00 at Time 2, and 159.02 at Time 3; ele- 

mentary’s mean scores were 139.90 at Time 1,145.25 at Time 2, and 135.16 at Time 3; 

early childhood and elementary dual major’s mean scores were 150.50 at Time 1,150.50 

at Time 2, and 148.91 at Time 3; elementary and middle school’s mean score was 143.00
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at Time 1,134.00 at Time 2, and 139.00 at Time 3. The degree program with the most 

positive change from Time 1 to Time 3 was the early childhood education program with 

an overall mean score increase of +9.00. The degree program with the least positive 

change was the elementary program. Their overall mean decreased -4.74 points. No sta­

tistical significance was found with the Mann-Whitney U test when the degree programs 

were grouped into early childhood and elementary (Table 22).

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted A repeated measures analysis was 

attempted on the subsample using type of program as the between-subject variable and 

change in scores as the factor. Groups A and B were combined to formulate the tradi­

tional grouping. When the test was run the assumptions were violated. As a result, de­

scriptive statistics were used to first analyze the type of program, the degree program, and 

the university. The results are displayed in Tables 23 and 24.

Table 23

ORM-A Score Means for Subsample (n -  18)

Time 1 SD Time 2 SD Time 3 SD N

Type o f program
Traditional 115.43 16.54 118.43 25.49 126.08 21.54 7
Nontraditionai m u 18.05 122.09 20.37 119.70 21.63 11

University
Large 125.47 19.22 122.87 21.66 123.04 20.81 15
Small 116.00 12.77 109.67 23.01 119.56 28.13 3

Note. Total passible score = 180.00. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted.

The total mean scores for the traditional program were 115.43 at Time 1,118.43 

at Time 2, and 126.08 at Time 3. The total mean scores for the nontraditionai program
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were 129.27 at Time 1, 122.09 at Time 2, and 119.70 at Time 3. Broken down by univer­

sities, the larger university’s mean scores were 125.47,122.87, and 123.04; the smaller 

university’s mean scores were 116.00, 109.67, and 119.56. The traditional group had the 

more positive change with an increase o f+11.38 points in the mean score. The 

nontraditionai group had the lesser positive change with a decrease of -6.99 in the mean 

score.

Table 24

ORM-A Score Means for Subsample Based on Degree Programs (n = 18)

Degree program M SD N

ORM-A Early childhood education 106.00 13.08 3
Score Elementary education 127.25 18.58 12
Time 1 Early childhood and elementary 136.00 8.49 2

Elementary and middle school 113.00 1

ORM-A Early childhood education 114.33 23.16 3
Score Elementary education 119.17 21.82 12
Time 2 Early childhood and elementary 145.00 16.97 2

Elementary and middle school 109.00 1

ORM-A Early childhood education 129.00 19.98 J

Score Elementary education 117.06 22.56 12
Time 3 Early childhood and elementary 141.99 0.02

Elementary and middle school 128.68 1

Note. Total passible scare = 180.00. ORM-A -  Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted.

Based on degree programs, the total mean scores for the ORM-A were as follows: 

early childhood’s mean scores were 106.00 at Time 1 ,114.33 at Time 2, and 129.00 at 

Time 3; elementary’s mean scores were 127.25 at Time 1, 119.17 at Time 2, and 117.06 

at Time 3; early childhood and elementary dual major’s mean scores were 136.00 at 

Time 1,145.00 at Time 2, and 141.99 at Time 3; elementary and middle school’s mean 

scores were 113.00 at Time 1,109.00 at Time 2, and 128.68 at Time 3. As a group, the
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early childhood education participants had the most positive change from Time 1 to Time 

3 with an increase of +23.00 points in their overall mean score. The elementary partici­

pants had the least positive change with a decrease o f-10.2 points in their overall mean 

score.

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted using groupings as the between-subject 

variables and the change in scores as the dependent variable. Statistical significance was 

found for type of program (p = .021) and degree program (p = .026). No statistical sig­

nificance was found for university (Table 25). Practical significance can be investigated 

through descript ives, confidence intervals, and measures o f association (Popham, 1975). 

The use of the confidence intervals was complicated by the low return rate for those who 

completed all three collections (n = 18). Examining the descriptives for change in mean 

scores showed an increase of 5.9% for the traditional participants, while the nontradi­

tionai participants had a 5.3% decrease in their attitude scores. There was only a 3.5% 

difference in the Time 3 scores of the program types. Using the variable of degree pro­

gram, the early childhood participants had a 12.8% increase in their scores, while the 

elementary participants scores decreased 5.7%. There was a 6.7% difference in their final 

scores.

Table 25

Mann-Whitney U Test Results fo r Change in ORM-A Score (n = 18)

Mann-Whitney U Significance (2-tailed)

Degree program 10.00 0.026*
Type o f program 13.00 0.021*
University 14.00 0.312

Note. *p < .05. ORM-A = Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming -  Adapted.
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This chapter reported the results. Reliability and validity of the TBS and the 

ORM-A were investigated. Data gathering procedures and descriptive characteristics of 

two subsamples were described. The final section showed the relationship between 

demographic variables and the change in scores on the TBS and the ORM-A. Chapter 5 is 

concerned with the summary, findings, conclusions, and implications of this research.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPLICATIONS 

Chapter 5 provides an overall summary of the findings. The findings related to 

each research question will be discussed, as will the relevant additional findings. Impli­

cations and recommendations for further research will be provided.

Research Question 1 

Construct Validity and Reliability o f Teacher Beliefs Scale

The final principal components solution was similar to earlier studies, which had 

resulted in solutions containing four and six components (Burts et al., 1990; Charlesworth 

et al, 1991; Charlesworth et al., 1993; Sexton et al., 2000; Werner, 1997). For discussion 

purposes, the current study will be compared with Charlesworth et al. (1993), which util­

ized the kindergarten version. Charlesworth et al.?s study (1993) identified a 6- 

component solution. Component I, Inappropriate Activities and Materials, and Compo­

nent IV, Appropriate Integrated Curriculum Beliefs, are almost identical to Component I, 

Inappropriate Materials and Activities, and Component IV. Curriculum Beliefs, found in 

this study. Charlesworth et a l  (1993) also had a component for Appropriate Literacy Ac­

tivities. The items that loaded in this study under Component IB, Appropriate Literacy 

Activities, included literacy items as well as items that were identified by Charlesworth et 

al. (1993) as Appropriate Social Activities. The two items that did not substantially load
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in the current study were also not included in the earlier study’s component structure. Ta­

ble 26 outlines the components in the current study and the Charlesworth et al. (1993) 

study.

The reliability levels of the components, 0.70 to 0.86. corresponded with earlier 

studies. Using the kindergarten version, Charlesworth et al. (1991) had four components 

with alphas ranging from 0.68 to 0.85. Charlesworth et al. (1993) had six components 

with alphas ranging from 0.58 to 0.84. Using the preschool version. Werner (1997) had 

six components with alphas ranging from 0.47 to .87; Sexton et al. (2000) had three com­

ponents with alphas ranging from 0.65 to 0.91.

Table 26

Comparison o f the Principal Component Solution o f the Current Study (TBS at Time I) 
With the Charlesworth, Hart, Burts, Thomasson, Mosley, and Fleege study (1993).

Item Component in current study Component in Charlesworth et al. study ( 1993)

1 I, Inappropriate materials and activities VI, Inappropriate structure

2 II, Appropriate materials and activities Not included in component structure

3 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

4 V, Beliefs about structure III, Appropriate individualism

5 V, Beliefs about structure III, Appropriate individualism

6 IV, Curriculum beliefs VI, Inappropriate structure

7 II, Appropriate materials and activities Not included in component structure

8 II, Appropriate materials and activities Inappropriate activities and materials (negative
loading)

9 II, Appropriate materials and activities Not included in component structure

10 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

11 II, Appropriate materials and activities m . Appropriate individualism

12 II, Appropriate materials and activities Not included in component structure
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Table 26 (Continued)

Item Component in current study Component in Charlesworth et al. study (1993)

13 1, inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

14* I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

1S* 1, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

16 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I. Inappropriate activities and materials

17 II, Appropriate materials and activities V, Appropriate integrated curriculum beliefs

18 V, Beliefs about structure Not included in component structure

19 V, Beliefs about structure Not included in component structure

20 Not included in component structure Not included in component structure

2 1 I, inappropriate materials and activities I, inappropriate activities and materials

22 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

23 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

24 II, Appropriate materials and activities Not included in component structure

25 III, Appropriate literacy activities II, Appropriate social

26 III, Appropriate literacy activities IV, Appropriate literacy activities

27 III, Appropriate literacy activities II, Appropriate social

28 III, Appropriate literacy activities U, Appropriate social

29 III, Appropriate literacy activities IV, Appropriate literacy activities

30 IV, Curriculum beliefs II, Appropriate social

31 I, Inappropriate materials and activities I, Inappropriate activities and materials

32 IV, Curriculum beliefs V, Appropriate integrated curriculum beliefs

33 IV, Curriculum beliefs V, Appropriate integrated curriculum beliefs

34 IV, Curriculum beliefs V, Appropriate integrated curriculum beliefs

35 V, Beliefs about structure (negative loading) Not included in component structure

3 6______Not included m component structure__________Not included m component structure_________
Note: Item numbers in Charlesworth et al. study ( 1993) were changed to correspond with the current study. 
* Items were worded differently, but addressed the same issue. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool 
Version.
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Construct Validity and Reliability o f Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted

Larrivee (1982) described the results of the principal components analysis from 

the original study conducted by herself and Cook in 1979. They found a 5-component 

final solution. The definitions of the components were not split between negative and 

positive beliefs as found in the current study. However, their first component. General 

Philosophy of Mainstreaming, corresponds to this study’s Component I, Positive Beliefs 

About Inclusion. Table 27 compares the findings of the two studies.

Comparison o f the Principal Component Solution o f the Current Study (ORM-A at Time 
I) with Larrivee (1982)

Table 27

Item Component in current study Component in Larrivee (1982)

I. Positive beliefs about inclusion Not included in component structure

2 III, Beliefs about the requirements for includ­
ing a student with special needs

V, Academic and social growth of special 
needs child

3 III, Beliefs about the requirements for inciud- II. Classroom behavior of special needs child
ing a student with special needs

4 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion V, Academic and social growth of special 
needs child

S III, Beliefs about the requirements for
including a student with special needs

III. Perceived ability to teach the special needs 
child

6 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion 1, General philosophy of inclusion

7 III. Beliefs about the requirements for inciud- III, Perceived ability to teach the special needs
ing a student with special needs (negative rela- child 
tionship)

8 Not included in component structure III, Perceived ability to teach the special needs 
child

9 III, Beliefs about the requirements for inciud- II, Classroom behavior of special needs child
ing a student with special needs (negative rela­
tionship)
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Table 27 (Continued)

Item Component in current study Component in Larrivee (1982)

10 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion V, Academic and social growth of the special 
needs child

II I, Positive beliefs about inclusion V, Academic and social growth of the special 
needs child

12 Not included m component structure Not included in component structure

13 III. Beliefs about the requirements for includ­
ing a student with special needs

III, Perceived ability to teach the special needs 
child

14 Not included in component structure II, Classroom behavior of special needs child

15 II. Negative beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming

16 Not included in component structure III, Perceived ability to teach special needs 
child

17 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion IV, Classroom management with special needs 
child

18 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming

19 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion II, Classroom behavior of special needs child

20 11, Negative beliefs about inclusion Not included in component structure

21 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of inclusion

22 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion IV, Classroom management with special needs 
children

23 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming

24 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion IV, Classroom management with special needs 
children

25 II, Negative beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming

26 Not included in component structure Not included in component structure

27 III, Beliefs about the requirements for includ­
ing a student with special needs

III, Perceived ability to teach the special needs 
child

28 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming

29 11, Negative beliefs about inclusion II, Classroom behavior of special needs chil­
dren

30 I, Positive beliefs about inclusion I, General philosophy of mainstreaming
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Estimates of the internal consistency o f the responses were determined by calcu­

lating Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficient for the final 25-item scale was .87. This 

corresponded to the Cronbach’s alphas o f .88 and .89 from previous studies (Antonak & 

Larrivee, 1995; Green et al., 1983).

Research Question 2 

Summary o f Subsample Who Responded at AU Three Collection Points

It is important to look at the subsample that responded at all three times because 

this was the only sample in which statistical significance was found. Although the sample 

who responded at Times 1 and 3 was approaching significance in relation to type of pro­

gram, this may have been due to the significance found in the subsample of 18. Out o f the 

original sample of 83, only 18 participants responded at all three collection points. This 

subsample was slightly older than the groups who did not respond at Time 2 and Time 3 

(27 years, 4 months versus 25 years, 2 months and 25 years 5 months). The gender and 

self-identified race ratios were similar amongst the three subsamples. There were fewer 

degree programs represented within those who responded three times; 66.7% were ele­

mentary, 16.7% were early childhood, 11.1% were early childhood and elementary, and 

5.6% were elementary and middle school. The split between elementary and early child­

hood programs is consistent with the two subsamples who did not respond at Time 2 and 

Time 3. The majority o f the participants were from the larger university, with 61% com­

ing from Group C (n = 11). This is partly due to the collection procedures. At Time 3,13 

members of Group C were given the instruments in person. All o f Groups A and B had 

the instruments mailed to them, resulting in a lower return rate.
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The subsampie who responded at all three times to the question of why they chose 

teaching gave a wider variety of responses than the subsample who responded only at 

Times 1 and 3. Wanting to work with children was the majority response for this group as 

well as for those who did not respond. All of the participants who responded at all three 

times had completed more than 12 semester hours of education courses at Time 1.

Among those who did not respond at Time 2 and Time 3, 17.5% and 20.9% had not 

completed more than 12 semester hours of education courses at Time 1. There was no 

difference with completed practicum hour responses.

Fewer people who responded at all three times knew no one with a disability 

(16.7% versus 28.3% and 23.4%). This may have contributed to their interest in partici­

pating in a study that incorporated inclusion issues. The fact that at Time 1 44.4% of the 

participants believed that their personal experience was their primary resource for inclu­

sion supports the conclusion that they had a greater personal interest in this area. This 

percentage was higher than for those who did not respond at Time 2 and Time 3.

This sub-sample believed, with an overwhelming majority of 77.8%, that courses 

were their primary resource for DAP. This could be related to the fact that the majority of 

the participants were elementary or elementary combination majors (88.3%) and did not 

have practicum or personal experiences with DAP at the grade levels they had studied.

Discussion

Due to the high attrition rate, a repeated measures analysis could not be conducted 

with the variables of university and degree program. There are several possible reasons 

for the loss o f participants. Because the study was longitudinal, some of the students may 

not have been at the addresses provided at the first collection. Although only 4% were
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returned with incorrect addresses (w = 3), it is still possible that others did not find their 

way to the participants. Another possibility is the required time involvement. The two 

instruments, combined with the demographic questionnaire, resulted in a commitment of 

at least 30 min for completion at each time. When the survey was given in person, several 

participants complained about the length of the instruments. Although they did complete 

them, they may not have been so inclined without the pressure o f the researcher or pro­

fessor waiting to collect them. At the third collection, some of the cohort were given the 

instruments personally. As this was being done, some commented that they had already 

completed them. Because the third set had not been mailed to them, they could only have 

been referring to the second set. Although a letter was included with the instruments 

mailed out explaining which time it was, it is possible that others did not complete the 

instruments because they thought they had already done so.

Research Question 2 was specifically charged with investigating change over time 

as it related to degree program, university, and program type. To address this question, 

the whole group was divided into two subsamples: those who responded at Time 1 and 

Time 3 (n = 30); and, as a subgroup of that sample, those who responded at Times 1,2, 

and 3 (n = 18). Due to the small numbers, no repeated measures could be conducted using 

university or degree program. A repeated measures was attempted using type of program 

as the between-subject variable; however, the assumptions were violated and no statisti­

cal significance could be calculated. Consequently, descriptive analysis and Mann- 

Whitney U test were used to investigate the relationship of university, type of program, 

and degree program with the change in mean scores of the TBS and the ORM-A.

The types of programs were divided into traditional and nontraditionai. The tradi­

tional model involved the typical course of study found at most universities. The smaller
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university (Group B) had only three participants who completed the instruments at Time 

3 and, as a result, they were combined with the larger university's participants in the tra­

ditional program (Group A) to give a more balanced analysis. The nontraditionai program 

was referred to as Group C throughout the study. These students, all elementary, partici­

pated in a cohort structure spending at least 2 full days a week at a school (not including 

their practicum). With the sample o f  30 who completed Times 1 and 3, the split between 

traditional and nontraditionai programs was approaching significance for both instru­

ments (p  = .088 TBS, .067 ORM). With the subsample of 18 who completed the instru­

ments at Times 1,2, and 3, statistical significance was found for the ORM-A relating to 

degree program and type of program ip = .026 and = .021, respectively). These two ar­

eas of focus bear further investigation. No statistical significance was found with the uni­

versities. However, an interesting pattern emerged; the larger university went down 

slightly overall on each of the instruments and the smaller university went up slightly.

What is the Effect o f Type o f Program?

The programs were divided into two types, traditional and nontraditionai, as de­

scribed above. Examining the change in score means on the TBS and the ORM-A by type 

of program showed a definite pattern. This pattern was repeated in both subsamples (n = 

30, n = 18). Although overall, the mean scores went down on the TBS and the ORM-A 

for the two programs combined, the participants from the traditional program actually 

increased their attitude scores on both instruments. Those from the nontraditionai pro­

gram decreased on both instruments. Statistical significance or numbers approaching sig­

nificance were found with both instruments.
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There are at least three factors that may have contributed to the effect of the type 

of program: (a) less direct instruction, (b) the cooperating teacher, and (c) the degree pro­

gram of participants. The group from the nontraditionai program spent much more time 

in schools. On average, they had 2 full days in a classroom from the beginning of their 

program. Once they began their practica, they were in the classroom fulltime. The tradi­

tional program did not have the 2 days a week in a classroom.

Due to the increased time on-site, the participants from the nontraditionai program 

had significantly fewer hours of direct instruction from university professors. As a result, 

they had more contact with cooperating teachers. The teachers (n = 20) who served in 

these positions were more traditional in their instructional style, did not teach in inclusive 

classrooms, and were less likely to be developmentally appropriate. The cooperating 

teachers who had been certified for more than 10 years were unlikely to have had much, 

if any, preparation in DAP because the guidelines were published after they had com­

pleted their programs.

The division by program type is complicated by the fact that all of the 

nontraditionai participants were also elementary majors. The traditional participants were 

early childhood, elementary, or combination majors. When the change in score means on 

the two instruments was analyzed by degree program, the same trend was seen for both 

subsamples as with type of program. The early childhood majors' scores increased on 

both instruments; the elementary majors’ scores decreased. A more detailed discussion is 

provided below. Although statistical significance was found with degree programs and 

the ORM-A, it is not possible to determine which, if any, o f the two factors played the 

more important role in the change in scores (n = 18). However, it is possible to discuss 

the differences and hypothesize about potential effectors.
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What Is the Effect o f Degree Program?

Although the findings related to type of program are complicated by the degree 

programs of the participants, it is important to look at the differences in the elementary 

and early childhood programs to help identify any potential contributing factors. Two of 

these possible factors are (a) focus o f program and (b) placement options.

Early childhood majors' score means increased on both the TBS and the ORM-A 

from Time 1 to Time 3. Elementary majors’ score means decreased on both instruments 

for the same time span. These findings are consistent with the study by Vartuli (1999) in 

which she found a decrease in the positive attitudes towards DAP as the grade level in­

creased. Although not statistically significant in the current study, the positive change in 

the early childhood majors’ scores on the TBS is noteworthy. Developmentally appropri­

ate practices are an important component of the early childhood program course work. 

Consequently, it is understandable that this would be the program with the more positive 

change; in fact, these students are required to complete a question on DAP on their com­

prehensive exams prior to graduation. Elementary programs do not put an emphasis on 

DAP nor are the students required to demonstrate competence in this area before gradu­

ating.

The fact that elementary majors are not being prepared in the recommended best 

practices, as identified by the appropriate professional organizations, is concerning. Cur­

rently, there is an overlap in certification for first through third grade. Beginning in Fall 

2000, elementary major certification will include kindergarten. At the larger university, 

from where both early childhood and elementary majors took part, the two programs are 

completely separate except for one course, Developmental Reading. Although the pro­

grams cover much of the same content, all o f the curriculum and methods courses are
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separate and are taught by different professors. A blending of these programs may be the 

best solution, so that elementary majors get the theory and best practices that are pro­

posed for working with young children (Vartuli, 1999).

The large increase (23 points) in mean score on the ORM-A by the early child­

hood participants may be partly due to the fact that the coordinator o f the early childhood 

program has his doctorate in special education and attempts to integrate inclusive meth­

ods throughout the program. This is not a focus of the elementary program.

The larger university in this study has already attempted to address the differences 

in these programs by creating a blended early childhood/elementary program. Although 

blending may enable the students who would have been elementary majors to develop the 

knowledge and skill base to work with young children, it also runs the risk of diluting the 

early childhood program and its focus on DAP. To address inclusion the blended program 

will include coteaching by a special education professor. The change in program and cer­

tification needs to be closely monitored, so that what was beneficial is maintained, and a 

decrease in positive attitudes towards DAP and inclusion is avoided.

As mentioned earlier, cooperating teachers may have an effect on the preservice 

teachers’ attitudes. It is for this reason that IHEs need to be careful with their choice of 

placement and the quality of the experience. In the early childhood program teachers are 

chosen based on their apparent developmental appropriateness. A teacher who has DIPs 

would not serve as a cooperating teacher for these preservice teachers. As a result, the 

early childhood preservice teachers have developmental^ appropriate models for their 

placement. In the elementary program, the cooperating teachers are chosen by principals. 

They do not necessarily reflect developmentally appropriate beliefs or practices.
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Neither program focused on inclusive placements for their students. However, 

some professionals argue that, through DAP and the focus on individual appropriateness, 

one also addresses what is developmentally appropriate, thereby meeting the needs of the 

special education student (Bredekamp, 1993; Buchanan et a l, 1998; Heston et al., 1998).

This study did not examine the correlation between DAP attitudes and inclusion 

attitudes; however, based on the data, that when early childhood and elementary majors’ 

scores went up on the TBS they also went up on the ORM-A and when they went down 

they went down on both, there may be something intrinsic within developmentally ap­

propriate beliefs that carries over to attitudes towards children with special needs. Bu­

chanan et al. (1998) found that having more children with disabilities in a classroom 

could be used as a predictor of more developmentally appropriate beliefs and fewer de­

velopmentally inappropriate activities. The similar belief patterns towards DAP that have 

been found amongst general educators and special educators support the hypothesis that 

these two fields may be more closely related than originally thought (Kilgo et aL, 1999; 

Sexton et al., 2000). Future studies should address the possibility o f a correlation between 

attitudes towards DAP and inclusion.

Additional Findings 

What Happened Between Time 1 and Time 2 and Time 2 and Time 3?

The data from the subsample who completed all three collections were further 

analyzed through descriptive statistics to look for any patterns; university, type of pro­

gram, and degree program were used as variables. The more significant pattern involved 

the time span from Time 2 to Time 3.
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The early childhood and elementary mean scores on the TBS increased from Time 

1 to Time 2. From Time 2 until Time 3 they both dropped. The early childhood partici­

pants only dropped slightly so they showed an overall gain; however, the elementary 

majors dropped to such a degree that their final score at Time 3 was lower than their 

baseline score at Time 1. There are several hypothetical factors that may have contributed 

to these drops in attitude scores on the TBS. Probably the most obvious difference in pro­

grams between these two times would be the completion of the practicum somewhere 

between Time 2 and Time 3. This supports the hypothesis that the placement and cooper­

ating teacher may have an effect on attitudes, thereby stressing the importance of quality 

of placement.

A second possibility concerns type of courses. By Time 2, the participants had 

completed all of their child development courses and curriculum courses and a survey of 

exceptional learners. Between Time 2 and Time 3 they completed their methods courses 

and practicum. It is possible that the information they received in the first series of 

courses was not carried over to the methods courses and practical application of their 

practica.

Overall, the ORM-A scores continued the trend from Time 2 to Time 3 that was 

started from Time 1 to Time 2. The only exception to this was with the smaller univer­

sity. At Time 2 the scores on the ORM-A had increased, but by Time 3 they had dropped 

below the starting mean. Although the ORM-A scores generally maintained the trend that 

was started, it is interesting to note the large gain that occurred with the early childhood 

preservice teachers from Time 2 to Time 3 (+15.33 points). As mentioned earlier, the di­

rector of this program attempts to integrate inclusive methods throughout the courses, 

which may have contributed to the large increase in scores. Also, the early childhood pre-
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service teachers were more likely to be placed in developmentally appropriate classes, 

which, as discussed earlier, may have a correlation with attitudes towards inclusion.

Primary Resources for DAP and Inclusion

In keeping with the importance of the quality of the practicum, the participants 

who responded at all three times changed their choice of primary resource for DAP and 

inclusion over the course of their program (n = 18). At Time 1 an overwhelming majority 

(77.8%) viewed course work as their primary resource for DAP; only 11.1% thought 

practicum was the primary resource. By Time 3,44.4% viewed practicum as the main 

resource for inclusion; 27.8% still believed courses were the main resource. The same 

pattern was seen with resources for inclusion. From Time 1 to Time 3 the percentage who 

believed that practicum was their main resource increased from 11.1% to 55.6% (n = 18). 

If the preservice educators viewed their practicum experiences as their main resource, 

they were probably influenced by them. This supports the earlier discussion on the im­

portance of quality placement.

Recommendations for Further Research 

There appear to be differences between the early childhood and elementary 

programs that may have contributed to the preservice teachers' attitudes towards DAP 

and inclusion. There are several different areas related to these programs that need to be 

addressed. The overlap in certification grades and how best to prepare educators to work 

with young children need to be investigated. It would be wise to look at adding DAP as 

part of the competencies for the elementary program. A blending of early childhood and 

elementary education programs may be the best solution, so that elementary majors get 

the theory and best practices that are proposed for working with young children (Vartuli,
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1999). Blending must be done with care, so that the factor or factors that contributed to 

the positive change in attitudes o f the early childhood preservice teachers towards DAP 

and inclusion is not lost.

The question of how best to blend programs so that preservice teachers are pre­

pared to meet the needs of all students is an ongoing one. Besides the blending of early 

childhood and elementary education, researchers are beginning to look at blended early 

childhood and early childhood special education programs and their efficacy in preparing 

effective educators of young children (Miller & Stayton, 1998; Stayton & Miller, 1993). 

Some argue that this is how programs should be blended especially with the push for in­

clusion (Cavallaro, Haney, & Cabello. 1993). A comparative study of blended preservice 

early childhood/early childhood special education programs and traditional early child­

hood preservice programs should be conducted to see if the instruction in early childhood 

special education has more of a positive influence on attitudes towards inclusion and de­

velopmentally appropriate practice.

Much research has been conducted on educational roles in inclusion and on the 

need for collaboration between general and special educators (Gallagher, 1997; Wood, 

1998). This is a fairly new focus within teacher preparation programs (Miller & Stayton, 

1998), and, consequently, the majority o f practicing general educators do not have the 

preparation or experience collaborating with special educators that is necessary for the 

success of inclusion. As found in the literature, the majority o f general educators do not 

feel prepared to work with children with disabilities within their classrooms (Scruggs & 

Mastropieri, 1996). Concern has been raised regarding the preparedness of the general 

educators to deal with the modifications and accommodations needed for children with 

special needs. Garvar-Pinhas and Schmelkin (cited in Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996)
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have concluded that “in order for mainstreaming/inclusion to be effective, it is generally 

agreed that the school personnel who will be most responsible for its success—general 

classroom teachers—be receptive to the principles and demands of mainstream­

ing/inclusion" (p. 59).

Bredekamp (1993) believes that early childhood special education has a lot to o f­

fer early childhood education, especially with their interdisciplinary approach. As dis­

cussed in the previous section, a study on the correlation between DAP beliefs and inclu­

sion beliefs would be beneficial. Ideally, there should be a way to blend early child­

hood/elementary with special education so that all educators of young children are also 

effective at working in inclusive classrooms. Institutes of higher education are advised to 

proceed with caution, however, due to the danger o f blending so much that the quantity 

of information increases to such a level that depth and practicality are lost.

Before blending early childhood and early childhood special education personnel 

preparation, research needs to continue on the efficacy of using DAP with students with 

special needs. Developmentally appropriate practice is a focus of the early childhood 

classroom; therefore, it is reasonable to assume that it would continue to be so in a 

blended program. Of particular interest would be studies that examine stress levels and 

future grade outcomes of children with disabilities from DAP and DIP classrooms to 

compare with those that have been conducted on children without disabilities (Burts et 

ai., 1990, 1992, 1993; Hart et aL, 1998; Ray, 1992; Verma, 1992). The efficacy ofDAP 

with students with disabilities is an ongoing debate. Major proponents ofDAP believe 

that there are areas where general and special education can be merged (Bredekamp, 

1993). Cavallaro et aL (1993) provide strategies for intervention that balance special edu­

cation and DAP principles.
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Munby and Hutchinson (1998) recommend that preservice preparation for special 

education be experience based. The findings in this study support the importance of expe­

rience in affecting attitudes; however, this change was not always positive. A red flag 

should be raised by the finding that, during the time span that included practica and 

methods courses, positive beliefs decreased towards DAP and inclusion. Institutes of 

higher education need to look closely at how they can reinforce DAP and inclusion prac­

tices throughout the program and internship. This is strongly linked to the importance of 

studying in depth how practicum placement is determined and the impact of the cooper­

ating teacher’s influence. Practical experience is not enough. The quality of each place­

ment needs to be stressed.

The variables studied were intricately interwoven. A qualitative look at what the 

preservice teachers experienced and what they believed influenced their attitudes would 

help clarify some of the findings. “Teachers’ thoughts and beliefs are integral aspects of 

successful teaching” (Isenberg, 1990, p. 332) and worthy of research. Without this infor­

mation, discussion on what made a difference is only speculation. Interviewing the par­

ticipants in this study was not possible due to their anonymity.

There was other demographic information collected that could not be utilized. For 

example, it would have been interesting to study the correlation between practicum hours 

or education hours and attitudes towards DAP and inclusion. Although this information 

was collected from the participants, it did not result in valid data. The participants were 

asked for the information in semester hours; it appears, however, that some reported 

contact hours.

This study should be replicated with the following changes; (a) a much larger 

sample size should be used to help determine statistical significance; (b) a way of verify­
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ing course and practicum hours should be built into the collection procedures; (c) addi­

tional demographic information should be collected, such as experience working with 

young children; (d) the ORM-A should be revised so that it expressly measures attitudes 

towards full inclusion of young children with all types and severity of disabilities; and (e) 

the primary version of the TBS may be used to determine if this results in a different re­

sponse from the preservice elementary educators. One may suppose that if there were a 

change it would be in a negative direction because the elementary participants would be 

more likely to accept some of the DAPs from preschoolers than from primary students. 

For example, they may have believed that it was not important for preschoolers to print 

on predefined lines; however, it is more likely that they would not have accepted this as 

developmentally appropriate for primary students.

This study had two purposes: (a) to describe the psychometric properties of the 

TBS and the ORM-A when used with prospective early childhood and elementary edu­

cators; and (b) to describe the changes in attitudes towards DAP and inclusion over time 

of preservice early childhood and elementary educators in relation to university, degree 

program, and type o f program. Chapter 5 provided an overall summary o f the findings, a 

discussion related to the findings, and recommendations for further research.

Although the findings from this study cannot be generalized, they raise some 

salient issues regarding the need for further research on effectively preparing preservice 

teachers to work with young children. As the two main arenas of debate, DAP and inclu­

sion should be the foci. Institutes of higher education need to evaluate their programs for 

the content and quality that are needed to ensure that all children receive the best educa­

tion possible. It is hoped that the participating universities will use the results o f this
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study to reconstruct their teacher preparation programs in early childhood and elementary 

education.
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Table Al

Major Studies Using the Teacher Beliefs Scale (TBS)

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Bartowiak 77 preschool Not reported Not reported
(1996) teachers and ad­

ministrators

There was a significant cor­
relation between TBS and 
teacher attributes and a 
negative correlation be­
tween TBS and evaluator 
attributes.

Buchanan, 
Burts, Bidner, 
White, & 
Charlesworth 
(1998)

Primary version 
given to 277 
primary teachers

Burts, Hart, 
Charlesworth, 
& Kirk
(1990)

113 kindergarten 
teachers from 
four southern 
states

Forced 4 fac­
tors; DAP be­
liefs, DAP ac­
tivities, DIP 
beliefs, DIP 
activities

Principal Com­
ponents Analy­
s is -4  factors

Pilot study = .79 
Actual study sub­
scales = Cron- 
bach’s alpha 
ranged from .55 to 
.87

Cronbach’s alpha 
ranging from .68 - 
.85 for the four 
factors

The more children with dis­
abilities in class the more 
likely DAP. ECE less DIP 
than elementary. Activities 
in first grade were more DIP 
than other grades, but be­
liefs were more DAP. More 
experienced were more 
congruent with guidelines.

TBS used to help identify a 
developmentally appropriate 
and a developmentally in­
appropriate classroom to 
study child stressors. Using 
the CCSBI (Classroom 
Child Stress Behavior in­
strument), it was found that 
boys in the developmentally 
inappropriate classroom 
exhibited more stress be­
haviors than those in the 
developmentally appropriate 
classroom.

Burts, Hart, 
Charlesworth, 
Fleege, Mos­
ley, & Tho­
masson 
(1992)

204 kindergarten 
teachers

Principal com- Not reported TBS used to help identify
poncnts analy- DAP and DIP classrooms,
sis with vari- Using the CCSBI boys in
max rotation the inappropriate classroom

exhibited more stress be­
haviors. There were also 
differences related to SES 
and race.
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Table Al (Continued)

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Cassidy
(1995)

34 teachers; 19 
with scholarships 
to attend com­
munity college 
programs in 
child develop­
ment and ECE; 
and 15 compari­
son teachers

ANCOVA re­
vealed signifi­
cant gain for 
scholarship 
teachers from 
pretest to post­
test
p  = .0286

Not reported The scholarship teachers
responded in a more devel­
opmentally appropriate 
manner at the posttest. The 
TBS mean did not change 
for the control group.

Charlesworth, 
Hart, Burls, & 
Hernandez
(1991)

113 kindergarten 
teachers in four 
southern states

Principal com­
ponents analy­
sis with vari- 
max rotation -  
4 factors ac­
counting for 
64% of the 
variance

Cron bach’s alpha 
on the four factors 
ranged from .68 -
.85.

There was a positive corre­
lation between DAP beliefs 
and activities and DIP be­
liefs and activities.

Charlesworth, 
Hart, Burts, 
Thomasson, 
Mosley, & 
Fleege (1993)

204 kindergarten 
teachers

Hart, Burts, 
Durland, 
Charlesworth, 
DeWolf, & 
Fleege (1998)

3 DIP preschool 
classrooms; 3 
DAP preschool 
classrooms; 102 
preschool chil­
dren

Principal com­
ponents analy­
sis with vari- 
max rotation -  
6 factors ac­
counting for 
52.3% of vari­
ance

Not reported; 
referred to 
Charlesworth et
al., 1993.

Crcnbach’s alpha 
on the six factors 
ranged from .58 - 
.84.

Not reported

Observations confirmed 
scores from TBS on strong­
est beliefs factor (DIP ac­
tivities and materials). TBS 
could be used for identify­
ing teachers who use more 
developmentally appropriate 
activities than developmen­
tally inappropriate activities.

There was twice the level of 
overall stress behavior ob­
served in DIP classrooms.
In DIP classroom, low SES 
exhibited significantly more 
stress behaviors. Males also 
exhibited more stress be­
haviors m the DIP class­
room while doing small 
motor and paper and pencil 
tasks. No SES or gender 
differences were found in 
DAP classrooms.

LaParo, Sex­
ton, & Snyder 
(1998)

58 teachers (29 
segregated class­
rooms; 29 inclu­
sive)

Not reported Cron bach’s alpha 
for total survey was 
.88.

The ranges and mean scores 
were similar across both 
settings.
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Table Al (Continued)

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Ray (1992) 91 first grade 
teachers; 73 sec­
ond grade teach­
ers, 166 first 
grade students; 
14S second grade 
students.

Not reported Not reported

Sexton, Daly, 
Lobman, & 
Snyder (2000)

74 early child­
hood and 39 
early childhood 
special education 
teachers (N=
113) in a south­
ern state.

Principal com­
ponents analy­
sis with vari- 
max rotation -  
3 factors ac­
counting for 
52.4% of vari­
ance

Cronbach’s alpha 
for the six factors 
ranged from .65 - 
.91. Total scale was 
.90.

Children from DAP kinder­
garten had overall higher 
averages than those from 
DIP kindergartens. There 
were no significant differ­
ences between high and low 
SES in DIP classrooms.
Low SES children in DAP 
classrooms scored higher 
than low SES children in 
DIP classrooms in all areas 
but reading and spelling.

The results were similar 
between the two groups.
The major areas of differ­
ence were related to appro­
priateness of implementing 
behavioral teaching and 
classroom management 
strategies.

Vartuli(1999) 
(slightly dif­
ferent version 
ofTBS)

137 educators;
18 Head Start, 20 
kindergarten, 33 
first grade, 33 
second grade, 33 
third grade

Not reported Cronbach’s alpha 
.94 -  total scale; 
high school = .86, 
kindergarten = .91, 
first = .91, second 
.92, third = N/A

As the grade level increased 
the level of self-reported 
developmentally appropriate 
beliefs and practices de­
creased. Teachers with 
fewer years’ experience and 
early childhood certified 
educators were more likely 
to believe in and practice 
DAP.

Verma (1992) 200 kindergarten 
children; 154 
first grade chil­
dren; 141 second 
grade children; 
204 kindergarten 
teachers.

Not reported Not reported Children from DAP kinder­
garten classrooms scored no 
differently on standardized 
tests in kindergarten, first or 
second grade, than children 
from DIP kindergarten 
classrooms. High SES chil­
dren scared higher overall 
than low SES children. Low 
SES males from DIP kin­
dergarten classrooms scored 
lower than any other group.
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Table Al (Continued)

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Werner
(1997)

376 education 
coordinators;
136 employed by 
Native American 
Head start pro­
grams; 268 em­
ployed by non- 
Native American 
Head Start Pro­
grams

Factor validity 
-  6 components 
accounting for 
52.3% of vari­
ance

Cronbach’s Alpha 
for total scale: .87 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
for 6 factors: .47- 
.77

Education coordinators at 
Native American Head Start 
programs held statistically 
significant lower DAP be­
liefs than education coordi­
nators at nan-Native Ameri­
can Head Start Programs

Note. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version. DAP = developmentally appropriate practice. ECE 
= early childhood education. DIP = developmentally inappropriate practice. SES = socioeconomic status.
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Table A2

Major Studies Using the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming/Integration

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Antonak &
Larrivee
(1995)

376 education 
professionals 
(16% special edu­
cation; 84% gen­
eral education)

Principal com­
ponents analysis 
with rotation- 4  
factors account­
ing for 41% of 
variance

Cronbach's alpha 
for total survey - 
.88

OR! scores were signifi­
cantly related to scores 
measuring global attitudes 
towards people with dis­
abilities as a group.

Green, 
Rock, & 
Weisen- 
stein (1983)

168 university 
students

Principal com­
ponents analysis 
-  single major 
factor and seven 
additional factors 
accounting for 
small but signifi­
cant amounts of 
variance

Total scale - .89 The scale primarily assesses 
classroom organization and 
classroom management of 
exceptional children.

Larrivee
(1982)

941 general edu­
cation teachers 
(K-12)

Principal com­
ponents analysis 
-  5 factors ac­
counting for 
52.4% of vari­
ance.

Not reported Attitudinal dimension may 
be far more significant than 
factors generally considered 
to be of fundamental im­
portance, such as academic 
development and classroom 
management issues.

Larrivee &
Cook
(1979)

941 general edu­
cation teachers in 
6 New England 
states.

Not reported Split-half reliability 
-.92

Regular classroom teachers’ 
perception of degree of suc­
cess with special needs stu­
dent had most significant 
relationship to teacher atti­
tude.

Note. 0R1 = Opinions Relative to Integration.
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Table A3

Studies on Teacher Preparation and the Effects on Beliefs About Inclusion and/or DAP

Studv Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Cassidy
(1995)

Johnson & 
Cartwright
(1979)

34 teachers; 19 
with scholarships 
to attend commu­
nity college pro­
grams in child 
development and 
early childhood 
education; and 15 
comparison teach­
ers

29 prospective 
regular education 
teachers; contrast 
groups were 27 
prospective teach­
ers enrolled only 
in the information 
course and 28 
prospective teach­
ers enrolled only 
in the experience 
course

Not reportedANCOVA re­
vealed signifi­
cant gain for 
scholarship 
teachers from 
pretest to post­
test
p  = .0286

Not reported Not reported

The scholarship teachers re­
sponded in a more develop­
mentally appropriate manner 
at the post-test. The TBS 
mean did not change for the 
control group.

Attitudes increased signifi­
cantly when information was 
combined with experience. 
Training of regular education 
teachers should be given top 
priority in order for main- 
streaming to succeed.

McMullen
(1997)

Preservice and 
inservice early 
childhood profes­
sionals (4 groups; 
23 new students; 
23 student teach­
ers; 19 novices; 
and 19 veterans)

Not reported Not reported Beliefs about DAP differed 
significantly across the four 
groups. The more experience, 
the stronger the DAP beliefs. 
New students and student 
teachers differed significantly 
from veterans.

Monahan, 
Marino & 
Miller 
(1996)

342 regular class­
room teachers

Not reported Not reported 75% of teachers felt they did 
not have the instructional 
skills and educational back­
ground to teach students with 
special needs.
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Table A3 (Continued)

Study Respondents Validity indices Reliability indices Major findings

Scruggs &
Mastropieri
(1996)

Synthesized 10 
studies from be­
tween 1975-1994

Not reported Not reported Overall, 70% did not believe 
that general education teach­
ers had sufficient training or 
expertise for inclusion. Gen­
eral education teachers sup­
port the idea of inclusion, 
however, as the severity of 
exceptionality increased, the 
support dropped signifi­
cantly. Teachers became 
more positive after extended 
training.

Williams
(1990)

114 general edu­
cators

Not reported Not reported Studied the appropriateness 
of a course used to prepare 
general educators for work­
ing with children with dis- 
abilities.51% felt that there 
were fairly adequately pre­
pared; 6% felt extremely pre­
pared.

Note. DAP = developmentally appropriate practice. TBS = Teacher Beliefs Scale, Preschool Version.
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Demographic Questionnaire

DIRECTIONS: Please answer ALL questions as completely as possible. If  you need 
more space for your answers, please use the space that is closest to the question being 
answered.

INFORMATION ABOUT YOURSELF

1. What is your date of birth? Month:___ Day:___ Year:_____

2. What is your marital status? (Check one)

□  Single
□  Married
□  Divorced/separated
□  Engaged
□  Widowed

3. What is your gender? (Check One)
□  Male
□  Female

4. What is your race/ethnic background? (Check One)
□  African American/Black
□  Caucasian/White
□  Hispanic
□  Asian
□  Native American/Indian
□  Other (Please specify)____________

5. What is your approximate total yearly income (to the nearest thousand)?_________

6. Check your degree program?
□  Early childhood education
□  Elementary education
□  Early childhood and elementary education
□  Blended special education and general education or child development (please specify 

area)
□  Other (Please specify)

7. Why did you choose your major?

8. Are you a full-time or part-time student? (Circle one)

9. How many TOTAL hours have you completed towards your degree?______
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10. How many hours of EDUCATION courses have you completed?______

11. How many semester hours of practicum have you completed?______

12. Which University do you attend?
□  University of Alabama at Birmingham
□  Jacksonville State University
□  Samford University

13. Are you employed? yes no
If yes, are you fiill-time or part-time? (Circle one)

14. Do you have any children? y e s  no
If yes, how many?____

15. Do any of your children have a disability? yes no
If yes, please identify it.___

16. Do you know a person with a disability? yes____ no
If yes, please check below to describe the relationship.
□  Acquaintance (e.g. neighbor, store clerk)
□  Casual (e.g. fellow student, coworker, employee
□  Close (e.g. roommate, near relative)
□  Intimate (e.g. spouse, child, sibling)

17. At this point, what do you consider your primary resource for working with children 
in an inclusive setting? (Check one)
□  Courses
□  Practicum
□  Independent reading
□  Personal experience

18. At this point, what do you consider your primary resource for devefopmentally ap­
propriate practices? (Check one)
□  Courses
□  Practicum
□  Independent reading
□  Personal experience

19. Additional Comments
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Date: / / I.D. #:
MM DD YY 

Teacher Beliefs Scale
(last 4 digits ofSS#)

You do not need to complete this section.
Rank the following (1-6) by the amount of influence you feel that each has on the way you plan and implement instruction. (Please 
be sure to use each number only once).
ONE (1) EQUALS MOST INFLUENCE AND SIX (6) EQUALS LEAST INFLUENCE

Parents
Parish/school/center policy 
Principal/director 
Teacher (yourself)
State regulations 
Other teachers

Please respond to the following items by circling the number that most nearly represents YOUR PERSONAL BELIEFS about the 
importance of that item in a preschool program for young children with disabilities

1 = not important at all
2 = not very important
3 = fairly important
4 = very important
5 = extremely important

1. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, standardized group tests are 1 2 3 4 5

2. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, teacher observation is 1 2 3 4 5
3. As an evaluation technique in the preschool program, performance on worksheets and 

workbooks is
1 2 3 4 5

4. It is for preschool activities to be responsive to individual differences in 1 2 3 4 5
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interest.
5. It is for preschool activities to be responsive to individual differences in devel­

opment.
1 2 3 4 5

6. It is that each curriculum area be taught as separate subjects at separate times. 1 2 3 4 5
7. It is for teacher-pupil interactions in preschool to help develop children's self­

esteem and positive feelings towards learning.
1 2 3 4 5

8. It is for children to be allowed to select manv of their own activities from a vari­
ety of learning areas that the teacher has prepared, (blocks, centers, art, housekeeping, 
etc.)

1 2 3 4 5

9. It is for children to be allowed to cut their own shapes, perform their own steps 
in an experiment, and plan their own creative drama, art, and writing or scribbling ac­
tivities.

1 2 3 4 5

10. It is for preschoolers to learn to work silently and alone on seatwork. 1 2 3 4 5
11. It is for preschoolers to learn through active exploration. 1 2 3 4 5
12. It is for preschoolers to learn through interaction with other children. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Workbooks and/or ditto sheets are to the preschool program. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Routine group practice on shapes, numbers, letters, months and/or words, etc. using 

materials such as flashcards and charts is to the preschool program for instruc­
tional purposes.

1 2 3 4 5

1 S. A structured reading or pre-reading program is to the preschool program. 1 2 3 4 5
16. In terms of effectiveness, it is for the teacher to talk to the whole group and make 

sure everyone participates in the same activity.
1 2 3 4 5

17. In terms of effectiveness, it is for the teacher to move among groups and indi­
viduals, offering suggestions, asking questions, and facilitating children’s involvement 
with materials and activities.

1 2 3 4 5

18. It is for teachers to use their authority through treats, stickers, and/or stars to en­
courage appropriate behavior.

1 2 3 4 5

19. It is for teachers to use their authority through punishments and/or reprimands to 
encourage appropriate behavior.

1 2 3 4 5

20. It is for children to be involved in establishing rules for the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5
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21. It is for children to be instructed in recognizing the single letters of the alphabet, 
isolated from words.

1 2 3 4 5

22. It is for children to color within predefined lines. 1 2 3 4 5
23. It is for children in preschool to form letters correctly on a printed line. 1 2 3 4 5
24. It is for children to have stories read to them individually and/or on a group ba­

sis.
1 2 3 4 5

25. It is to children to dictate stories to the teacher. 1 2 3 4 5
26. It is children to see and use functional print (telephone book, magazines, etc.) 

and environmental print (cereal boxes, potato chip bags, etc.) in the preschool class­
room.

1 2 3 4 5

27. It is for children to participate in dramatic play. 1 2 3 4 5
28. It is for children to talk informally with adults. 1 2 3 4 5
29. It is for children to experiment with writing by inventing their own spelling. 1 2 3 4 5
30. It is to provide many opportunities to develop social skills with peers in the 

classroom.
1 2 3 4 5

31. It is for preschoolers to learn to read. 1 2 3 4 5
32. In the preschool program, it is that math be integrated with all other curriculum 

areas.
1 2 3 4 5

33. In teaching health and safety, it is to include a variety of activities throughout the 
year.

1 2 3 4 5

34. In the classroom setting, it is for the child to be exposed to multicultural and 
nonsexist activities.

1 2 3 4 5

35. It is that outdoor time have planned activities. 1 2 3 4 5
36. Input from parents is 1 2 3 4 5
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Opinions Relative lo Mainstreaming-Adapted

CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT MATCHES YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE GIVEN STATEMENT

1 = disagree very much
2 = disagree pretty much
3 = disagree a little
4 = agree a little
5 = agree pretty much
6 = agree very much

Item Statement
1 Many o f the things teachers do with regular students in a class­

room are appropriate for students with special needs.
1 2 3 4 5 6

2 The needs of a student with a disability can best be served 
through special, separate classes.

1 2 3 4 5 6

3 The classroom behavior of a student with special needs generally 
requires more patience from the teacher than does the behavior 
o f a child without special needs.

1 2 3 4 5 6

4 The challenge of being in a general education classroom will 
promote the academic growth of the student with special needs.

1 2 3 4 5 6

5 The extra attention a student with a disability requires will be to 
the detriment of the other students

1 2 3 4 5 6

6 Inclusion offers mixed group interaction, which will foster un­
derstanding and acceptance of differences.

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 It is difficult to maintain order in a general education classroom 
that contains a student with a disability.

1 2 3 4 5 6

8 General education teachers possess a great deal of the expertise 
necessary to work with students with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

9 The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad example 
for the other students.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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10 Isolation in a special education class has a negative effect on the 
social and emotional development of a student with a disability.

1 2 3 4 5 6

11 The student with a disability will probably develop academic 
skills more rapidly in a special education class than in a general 
education class.

1 2 3 4 5 6

12 Most students with disabilities do not make an adequate attempt 
to complete their assignments.

1 2 3 4 5 6

13 Inclusion of students with disabilities will require significant 
changes in the general education classroom procedures.

1 2 3 4 5 6

14 Most students with disabilities are well behaved in the general 
education classroom.

1 2 3 4 5 6

IS The contact students without a disability have with students with 
a disability in an inclusive setting may be harmful.

1 2 3 4 5 6

16 General education teachers have sufficient training to teach chil­
dren with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

17 Students with disabilities will monopolize the teacher’s time. 1 2 3 4 5 6
18 Including a student with a disability will promote his/her social 

independence.
1 2 3 4 5 6

19 It is likely that a student with a disability will exhibit behavior 
problems in a general education classroom setting.

1 2 3 4 5 6

20 Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching is better done by special educa­
tion teachers than by general education teachers.

1 2 3 4 5 6

21 Inclusion of students with disabilities can be beneficial for stu­
dents without disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

22 Students with disabilities need to be told exactly what to do and 
how to do it.

1 2 3 4 5 6

23 Inclusion is likely to have a negative effect on the emotional de­
velopment of the student with a disability.

1 2 3 4 5 6

24 Increased freedom in the classroom creates too much confusion. 1 2 3 4 5 6
25 The student with a disability will be socially isolated by the stu­

dents without disabilities.
1 2 3 4 5 6
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26 Parents of a student with a disability present no greater problem 
for a general education teacher than those of a student without a 
disability.

1 2 3 4 5 6

27 Inclusion of students with disabilities will necessitate extensive 
retraining of general education teachers.

1 2 3 4 5 6

28 Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to 
function in the general education classroom, where possible.

1 2 3 4 5 6

29 Students with disabilities are likely to create confusion in the 
general education classroom.

1 2 3 4 5 6

30 The presence of students with disabilities will promote accep­
tance of differences on the part of students without disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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■ | # ^ 9  THE UNIVERSITY OF _  w 
U f B  ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

Office at" th e  Institu tio n a l Review  Board tor H um an Use 
Form A 133 Acproul rcrr.i 

Identification and Certification of Research 
Projects Involving Human Subjects

Hie Institutional Review Board for Human Use (IRB) has an approved Multiple Project Assurance with the Department or 
Health and Human Services. The Assurance became effective on February 1 ,1994 and the approval penod is for five years. 
The Assurance number is M*1149.

Principal Investigator. I s a b e l C! H oran

Protocol Number X980709001
Protocol Title: A Longitudinal Investigation on Bov Preseryice

Affects Perspectives Towards Developnentally Appropriate Practice 
and Inclusion

The IRB reviewed and approved the above named project on revtew was conducted in accordance with UAB's
Assurance o f Compliance approved by the Department o f Health and Human Services. This Project will be subject to 
Quarterly continuing review as provided in that Assurance

This project received EXPEDITED COMMITTEE re v ie w . 

Date:

‘7 /-**/? T Marilyn Doss. M.A.
Vice Chair of the Institutional Review 
Board far Hunan Use (IRB)

Invesugators please note-

The IRB approved consent form used in the study must contain the IRB approval date and expiration dam.

IRB approval is given for one year unless otherwise noted. For projects subject to annual review research activities may 
not continue past the one year anniversary of the IRB approval date.

Any modifications in the study methodology, protocol and/or consent form must be submitted for review and approval to 
the IRB prior to implementation.

Adverse Events and/or unanticipated risks to subjects or others at UaB or other participating institutions must be 
reported promptly to the IRB.

The University of Alabama at Birmingham^
1120 Administration Building • 701 South 20th Street 

Birmingham. Alabama 35194-0111 •  (205) 934-3789 •  FAX (205) 9 ,s - i9 7 <

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



RAR-04-S9 THU 03:32 PR

Memo
iti CiwrtomOm
Ftaaa laaMKIervKEOucaOaiBuldtoft Room 113)
0 6
BM a 08I17W

M  ehongN to onoeooirumhef *980709001 (oaaancnad)

M».Omtok
« n m f a ww < t o . iw i i  On wore you atowdmato oana 1h w to to w <MTtouitona  c» W
ctomogntoHc portion of my I'oi oawitoaHwoiNMtochargftaowaHmnyatoWQitoMWlBL

1. ThaiteAleH— n8nal9wito<|aganoH P'nlu|iiiNiltol) oppiaprtalBpiacitBawdlnrfciatow
pn apocH»aa ho«  by pwaonl r i party oMMhaad onto toaroiitori odueawa inaaao a  A 
angiiudMi rvaNgtocn <* how gaaornta Mtowr pmta o Om M ao \tmwtmam m a m  
do lannma M y aympraa  oracflca mt inditoon.

Z  Oanogiat riictenn:lwoLM ia*p«artOaCanaM INoaaon«M anaolM tanB.

3. Damograoltcfeim: UnMia too fltoor (Jnwaraty I wit bo aMCtng OM at. UAB M  not I M  ■ 
ctftott syaam n  pttoa for too toaawiea aachars Cenoaguony, I not M rtto to <M Mm an
in M  n m  Qaoo rwt ya» whon t go Oack hr my oaeond and tort dtoa aotaoten. I weiM Mca to 
mmaay«iotroetomBynouuaiOnBinaitooywnlalnoNoohBno«vnoorora w  M tlc a i  
eontad toam at I con gna toam toa a ra y  agton.

9 you haw any quaatona. you may ooraaet ma at 98Z-19B3,

Thanh you.

IttoO N M l

1 * 2 - fiH3
aoagoi

126

F. 03/08

i e ! H s

JU h j b i i m 1
Of t o  of lasinunw w t 

_k v im .bc* !

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



127

THE UNIVERSITY OF 
ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM
Office of the Institutional Review Board for Human Use

Form 4: IRB Approval Form 
Identification and Certification of Research 

Projects Involving Human Subjects

The Institutional Review Board for Human Use (IRB) has an approved Multiple Project Assurance with the Department of 
Health and Human Services and is in compliance with 2 1 CFR Pans SO and 56 and ICH GCP Guidelines. The Assurance 
became effective on January 1,1999 and the approval period is for five yean. The Assurance number is M-l 149, 
identification number 01.

Principal Investigator ISABEL 1ILLORAN 
Protocol Number Z980709001
Protocol Title: A Longitudinal Investigation on How Preservice Teacher Preparation Affects

Perspectives Towards Developmentally Appropriate Practice and Inclusion

The IRB reviewed and approved the above named project on 1 ' The review was conducted in accordance with UAB's
Assurance of Compliance approved by the Department o f  Health and Human Services. This Project wilt be subject to Annual 
continuing re-new as provided in that Assurance.

This project received EXPEDITED review.

IRB Approval Date: ' £  _ /  *7

Date IRB Approval Issued: /C  * / -  7  7  _ 2  7 k -  <. /  ,

Marilyn Doss, ALA.
Vice Chair of the Institutional Review 
Board for Human Use (IRB)

Investigators please note:

Tne IRB approved consent form used in the study must contain the IRB approval date and expiration date.

IRB approval is given for one year unless otherwise noted. For projects subject to annual review research activities may 
not continue past the one year anniversary of the IRB approval date.

Any modifications in the study methodology, protocol and/or consent form must be submitted for review and approval to 
the IRB phot to implementation.

Adverse Events and/or unanticipated risks to subjects or others at UAB or other participating institutions must be 
reported promptly to the IRB.

The University of Alabama ac Birmingham 
1120 Administration Building • 701 South 20th Street 

Birmingham. Alabama 552944)1 U • (2051954-5789 • FAX (205) 934-1301
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Time 1

The mean age of the sample at Time 1 was 26.4 years. The participants from 

Group A were slightly older with a mean age of 28.9 years. Groups B and C had mean 

ages o f25.9 and 25.7, respectively (Table El).

Table El 

Age o f Sample

Total group Group A Group B GroupC

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Time 1 316.4 93.1 346.9 28.2 310.9 94.8 308.2 82.700II£

26.4 yr. 7.8 yr. 28.9 yr. 2.4 yr. 25.9 yr. 7.9 yr. 25.1 yr. 6.9 yr.

Note. Age is shown in total months and in years and months, yr. = years.

As is typical in most early childhood and elementary education preservice pro­

grams, the gender of the original sample was overwhelmingly female (n = 77). Males rep­

resented only 7% of the participants (n = 6) (Table G2). This gender split remained con­

stant throughout the three collection points. Group A was all female. Group B had the 

largest percentage of male students, with 13.9% of respondents at Time 1 identifying 

themselves as male.

The self-identified ethnicity yielded the following ethnic make-up of the sample: 

10.8% African American/Black, 88% Caucasian/White, and 1.2% self-identified as Irish. 

This individual was incorporated into the Caucasian/White population, resulting in a total 

of 89.2%. None of the participants self-identified as Hispanic, Asian, or Native 

American/Indian. Group A was made up of 93.3% self-identified Caucasian/White par­

ticipants (n -  14). Only one participant identified African American/Black as his or her
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race. At Time 1, 84.4% of the sample from Group C self-identified as Caucasian/White 

(n = 27). The remainder identified themselves as African American/Black (n -  5) (Table 

E2).

Table E2

Gender and Self-identified Ethnicity o f Sample

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % / %

Time 1 (N = 83)

Female 77 92.8 15 100 31 86.1 31 96.9
Male 6 12 0 0.0 5 13.9 1 3.1

Time 1 (N= 83)

African American/Black 9 10.8 1 6.7 3 8.3 5 15.6
Caucasian/White 74 89.2 14 93.3 33 97.2 27 84.4

At Time 1,47 members (56.6%) of the sample were part of either Group A or 

Group C; both of these programs were taught through the larger university. The remain­

der (n -  36,43.4%) were in Group B. Seventy-seven (92.8%) of all o f the participants 

were full-time students. Six students (7.2%) were parttime (Table E3).

All o f the participants verbally identified themselves as early childhood or ele­

mentary preservice educators prior to the administration of the instruments at Time 1. 

Upon analyzing the data, however, there were several variations in education programs. 

Table E4 outlines the degree programs identified by the sample. At Time 1,16.9% were 

early childhood majors, 65.1% were elementary majors, 8.4% were seeking a dual major 

in early childhood and elementary education, 1.2% were seeking a dual major in special
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Table E3

Enrollment Status o f Participants

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % /  %

Time 1 (N = 83)

Fulltime 77 92.8 13 86.7 32 88.9 32 100.0
Parttime 6 7 2 2 13.3 4 I I .1 0 0.0

education and elementary, 1.2% were in physical education, 1.2% were in each of fifth 

year elementary education and fifth year special education, 2.4% were in the fifth year 

early childhood education program, and 2.4% were seeking dual majors in elementary 

and middle school education.

These programs were distributed among the groups as follows. Sixty percent of 

the participants from Group A were in the early childhood program (n = 9). One partici­

pant was in each of elementary education, early childhood and elementary education, 

special education and elementary education, P.E., fifth year elementary education, and 

fifth year special education.

Group B’s participants represented the following programs: 5 (13.9%) early 

childhood majors, 22 (61.1%) elementary majors, 5 (13.9%) early childhood and ele­

mentary dual majors, 2 (5.6%) fifth year early childhood majors, and 2 (5.6%) elemen­

tary and middle school majors. Thirty-one (96.9%) of the participants from Group C were 

in the elementary education program. Only one person (3.1%) was completing a dual 

major in early childhood and elementary education.
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Table H4

Degree Programs o f Total Sample

Degree program f %

Time 1 (JV = 83)

Early childhood education 14 16.9
Elementary education 54 65.1
Early childhood and elementary education 7 8.4
Special education and elementary education 1 1.2
Physical education 1 1.2
Fifth-year elementary education 1 1.2
Fifth-year special education 1 12
Fifth-year early childhood education 2 2.4
Elementary and middle school education 2 2.4

Degree programs o f subgroups

Group A {n = 15)

Early childhood education 9 60.0
Elementary education 1 6.7
Early childhood and elementary education 1 6.7
Special education and elementary education I 6.7
Physical education I 6.7
Fifth-year elementary education 1 6.7
Fifth-year special education I 6.7
Fifth-year early childhood education 0 0.0
Elementary and middle school education 0 0.0

Group B (n = 36)

Early childhood education 5 13.9
Elementary education 22 61.1
Early childhood and elementary education 5 13.9
Special education and elementary education 0 0.0
Physical education 0 0.0
Fifth-year elementary education 0 0.0
Fifth-year special education 0 0.0
Fifth-year early childhood education 2 5.6
Elementary and middle school education 2 5.6
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Table E4 (Continued)

Degree program / %

Group C (n = 32)

Early childhood education 0 0.0
Elementary education 31 96.9
Early childhood and elementary education 1 3.1
Special education and elementary education 0 0.0
Physical education 0 0.0
Fifth-year elementary education 0 0.0
Fifth-year special education 0 0.0
Fifth-year early childhood education 0 0.0
Elementary and middle school education 0 0.0

The participants were asked to try to describe why they chose their majors. The 

responses were anecdotal and, when analyzed, were clustered into seven possible catego­

ries: (a) prior experience; (b) wants to work with children; (c) excitement or beliefs about 

the field; (d) prerequisite; (e) career goal, gift or calling; (f) family influence; and (g) to 

improve the system. At Time 1, the majority of the participants (67.5%) expressed 

“wanting to work with children” as the reason behind choosing their majors (n = 56). 

Twelve percent believed teaching was a “gift, calling, or career goal” (n = 10). “Experi­

ence” was an influencing factor for 8.4% of the participants (n = 7). A few (4.8%) be­

lieved that they could “change the system” by becoming teachers (n = 4). “Excitement or 

beliefs” about teaching, having education as a “prerequisite,” or “family influence” 

rounded out the categories (3.6%, 2.4%, and 1.2%, respectively; Table E5).

On the demographic questionnaire, the participants were requested to document, 

in semester hours, their completed education courses and practicum courses. The infor­

mation that was provided was not always valid. Any number that seemed completely out
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of line was categorized under invalid. For example, at Time 2, two students reported 

completing 374 and 500 semester hours of practicum courses. Based on the program re­

quirements, these are implausible hours and probably reflect an estimate of contact hours.

Table E5

Responses to “ Why did you choose your major? ” (Total sample, N  = 83)

Category / %

Experience 7 8.4

Wants to work with children 56 67.5

Excitement/beliefs 3 3.6

Prerequisite 2 2.4

Career goal/gift/calling 10 12.0

Family influence 1 1.2

To improve the system 4 4.8

Table E6 lists the frequencies of the hours that were reported for education and practicum 

courses. Group C was the only group that appeared to correctly report their completed 

education and practicum hours. At Time 1,92.3% of the students had completed no hours 

of practicum (n -  24). One person reported completing 6 hr; another reported completing 

9 hr. Six participants did not respond to the question.

The majority of the participants (71.1%) did not report having any children. Nine 

students (10.8%) had one child; 8 (9.6%) had two children; 4 (4.8%) had three children; 2 

(2.4%) had three children; and 1 participant (1.2%) did not respond. Of those that re­

ported having children, only one participant (1.2%) had a child with a disability. The type 

of disability was not reported.
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Eleven (73.3%) of the participants of Group A reported having no children at 

Time 1. Of those having children, 13.3% had one child and 13.3% had two children (n = 

2 each). Twenty-five (69.4%) of Group B’s participants had no children. One of these

Table E6

Self-Reported Completed Education and Practicum Course Hours

Reported semester hours / %

Self-reported completed education hours

Time I (N = 83)

0-12 13 15.6
13-24 28 33.7
25-36 20 24.1
37-48 6 7.2
49-60 3 3.6
60-72 3 3.6
72+ 1 1.2

Not reported 9 10.8

Self-reported completed practicum course hours

Time 1 (N  = 83)

0-12 61 73.5
13-24 6 12
25-36 I 1.2
37-48 0 0.0
49-60 0 0.0
61-72 0 0.0
72+ 0 0.0

Not reported 15 18.0

Note. Students were asked to report in semester hours. Some columns do not add up to 100 % due to 
rounding.

participants reported having a child with a disability. Five (13.9%) had one child; three 

(8.3%) had two children; one (2.8%) had three children; and two (5.6%) had four chil­
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dren. Most o f Group C’s participants reported having no children (71.9%; n = 23); two 

had one child; three each had two or three children; and one person did not respond.

None of these children were reported as having a disability. These figures were constant 

throughout the collections.

The participants were requested to report on their personal relationships with peo­

ple with disabilities. They were given four options; (a) acquaintance (e.g., neighbor, store 

clerk); (b) casual (e.g., fellow student, coworker, employee); (c) close (e.g., roommate, 

near relative); and (d) intimate (e.g., spouse, child, sibling). Table E7 documents their 

responses.

Table E7

Self-Reported Relationship With Person With Disability

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % f % / % / %

Time 1 (N  = 83) 

None 19 22.9 4 26.7 7 19.4 8 25.0
Acquaintance 20 24.1 3 20.0 9 25.0 8 25.0

Casual 21 25.3 6 40.0 9 25.0 6 18.8
Close 13 15.7 1 6.7 6 16.7 6 18.8

Intimate 2 2.4 I 6.7 1 2.8 0 0.0
Multiple 8 9.6 0 0.0 4 11.1 4 12.5

At Time 1,22.9% of the participants reported not knowing anyone with a disabil­

ity (n =19), 20 (24.1%) knew an acquaintance with a disability, 21 (25.3%) knew some­

one casually who had a disability, 13 (15.7%) knew someone close who had a disability, 

2 (2.4%) people reported having an intimate relationship with someone with a disability, 

and 8 (9.6%) participants checked multiple responses.
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The participants reported on their primary resources for working with children in an in­

clusive setting. The participants were asked to check one of four options: (a) courses, (b) 

practicum, (c) independent reading, and (d) personal experience. At Time 1, the majority 

(41%) of the participants believed that courses were their primary resource for working 

with children in inclusive settings (n = 34). Twenty-six (31.3%) believed that personal 

experience was their primary resource. This was followed by 17 (20.5%) believing that 

practicum was the most valuable resource on inclusion. Only 6% believed that independ­

ent reading was their primary resource (n = 5).

The participants from Group A viewed courses and personal experience as having 

equal weight for primary resources for inclusion (n = 6,40.0%). Group B also viewed 

courses and personal experience almost equally (n = 12, 33.3% and n = 14, 38.9%, re­

spectively). Seven (19.4%) believed that practicum was the primary resource for inclu­

sion; while three (8.3%) believed independent reading served as the primary resource. In 

Group C, 50% of the participants reported courses as being their primary resource for 

working in inclusive settings (n = 16), 28.1% believed practicum was their main resource 

{n = 9), 18.8% believed it was personal experience (n = 6), and only one, 3.1% (n = 1), 

thought that his or her independent reading was the primary resource (Table E8).

Provided the same options, the participants were asked to do the same for re­

sources for DAPs (Table G8). At Time 1,47 participants (56.6%) believed that courses 

were their primary resource for DAP, 24.1% believed it was their practicum (rt = 20); 6% 

believed it was their independent reading (n = 5), 10.8% believed it was their personal 

experience (n = 9), and 2.4% did not respond to this question (n -  2).

The participants from Group A viewed courses as the primary resource for DAP 

(n=  10,66.7%). The majority o f participants from Group B viewed their courses as the
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Table E8

Primary Resource for Working With Children in an Inclusive Setting and for DAP

Relationship Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % / %

Inclusion
Time 1 (tf =83)

Courses 34 41.0 6 40.0 12 33.3 16 50.0
Practicum 17 20.5 1 6.7 7 19.4 9 28.1

Independent reading 5 6.0 1 6.7 3 8.3 I 3.1
Personal experience 26 31.3 6 40.0 14 38.9 6 18.8

Not reported 1 1.2 1 6.7

DAP
Time 1 (N =83)

Courses 47 56.6 10 66.7 19 52.8 18 56.3
Practicum 20 24.1 1 6.7 10 27.8 9 28.1

Independent reading 5 6.0 2 13.3 2 5.6 I 3.1
Personal experience 9 10.8 1 6.7 4 I I .1 4 12.5

Not repotted 2 2.4 1 6.7 1 2.8

Note. DAP = developmcntally appropriate practice.

primary resource for DAP (n -  19,54.3%). Ten (27.8%) regarded the practicum as the 

main resource; 4 (11.1%) believed it was personal experience; 2 (5.6%) believed it was 

independent reading; and 1 person did not respond. From Group C, 56.3% chose courses 

as their main resource for DAP (n = 18). Practicum was chosen by 28.1% of Group C 

participants (n -  9), 12.5% believed their primary resource was personal experience (n -  

4), and one person identified independent reading.
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Time 2

Demographic characteristics of the preservice educators for Time 2 are presented 

in the following tables and paragraphs. The age o f the participants was tabulated from the 

completion date of the instruments and the provided birthdate. The mean age was 27 

years (Table E9).

Table E9 

Age o f Sample

Total group Group A Group B Group C

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Time 2 323.4 93.08 353.93 109.18 317.9 94.8 315.22 82.7
(n = 36) 27 yr. 7.8 yr. 29.5 yr. 9.1 yr. 26.5 yr. 7.9 yr. 26.3 yr. 6.9 yr.

Note. Age is shown in total months and in years and months, yr. = years.

At Time 2, the participants self-identified as 8.3% African American/Black, and 

91.7% Caucasian/White. None of the participants self-identified as Hispanic, Asian, or 

Native American/Indian. All of the participants from Group B self-identified as Cauca­

sian/White (Table G10).

Only 25% of the respondents were from Group B (n = 9). Ten (27.8%) respon­

dents were from Group A; the remainder, 47.2%, were part of Group C (n = 17). By Time 

2, 11.1% (n = 4) of the participants had graduated from their program. The majority was 

still fulltime (n = 29,80.6%), with only 8.3% parttime (n = 3) (Table E10).

At Time 2,27.8% were in early childhood education; 58.3% were in elementary 

education, 5.6% were seeking dual majors in early childhood and elementary education,
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Table E10

Self-identified Ethnicity and Enrollment Status o f Sample

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % / %

Time 2 (n = 36)

African American/Black 3 8.3 1 10.0 0 0.0 2 11.8
Caucasian/White 33 91.7 9 90.0 9 100.0 15 88.2

Time 2(n = 36)

Fulltime 29 80.6 7 70.0 6 66.7 16 94.1
Parttime 3 8.3 2 20.0 0 0.0 I 5.9

Graduated 4 I I .1 1 10.0 3 33.3 0 0.0

2.8% were seeking dual majors in special education and elementary education, and 5.6%

were in the elementary and middle school dual program (Table E ll).

Table E ll

Degree Programs o f Total Sample

Degree program f %

Time 2 (n = 36)

Early childhood education 10 27.8
Elementary education 21 58.3
Early childhood and elementary education 2 5.6
Special education and elementary education 1 2.8
Physical education 0 0.0
Fifth year elementary education 0 0.0
Fifth year special education 0 0.0
Fifth year early childhood education 0 0.0
Elementary and middle school education 2 5.6
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At Time 2, the reasons for choosing the major varied from Time 1 (Table E l2). 

“Wanting to work with children” was still the biggest influence (45.5%). “Excitement or 

beliefs” about education was the next most influential (27.3%). A larger percentage 

(15.2%) than at Time 1 believed teaching was a “calling, gift or career goal.” Two par­

ticipants (6.1%) were “influenced by their families.” Only 3% (n = 1) believed that she 

could “change the system” by becoming a teacher compared with the 4 participants who 

believed he or she could make a difference at Time 1. Only one person (3%) was required 

to take education as a “prerequisite.”

At Time 2, a large percentage of students did not report their education or practi­

cum hours (33%). Group C was the only group that appeared to correctly report their

Table E 12

Responses to “ Why did you choose your major ? ”

Category / %

Experience 0 0.0

Wants to work with children 15 45.5

Excitement/beliefs 9 27.3

Prerequisite I 3.0

Career goal/gift/calling 5 152

Family influence 2 6.1

To improve the system 1 3.0

completed education and practicum hours. Only three participants (25.0%) had not com­

pleted any practicum. Six (50%) had completed 6 hr; oik had completed 9 hr and the re­

mainder did not respond or responded implausibly (w -  7) (Table E13).
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Self-reported Completed Education and Practicum Course Hours

142

Reported Semester Hours / %

Self-Reported Completed Education Hours

Time 2(n = 36)

0-12 0 0.0
13-24 2 5.6
25-36 5 13.9
37-48 5 13.9
49-60 7 19.4
60-72 4 l l . l
72+ 1 2.8

Not Reported 12 33.3

Self-Reported Completed Practicum Course Hours

Time 2 (n = 36)

0-12 17 47 2
13-24 3 8.3
25-36 2 5.6
37-48 0 0.0
49-60 0 0.0
61-72 0 0.0
72+ 0 0.0

Not Reported 12 33.3
Invalid 2 5.6

There were still 66.7% of the participants without children. Three participants had 

one child (8.3%); eight (22.2%) had two children and one (2.8%) had three children. No 

one reported having a child with a disability at this collection point. At Time 2,13.9% 

still reported not knowing anyone with a disability (n = 5) (Table E14). The majority o f 

the participants (30.6%) reported knowing an acquaintance with a disability (n -  11). 

Seven people (19.4%) each had a casual relationship or a close relationship with a person
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with a disability. Three (8.3%) reported that they had an intimate relationship with a per­

son with a disability and three respondents checked multiple responses.

Table E14

Self-Reported Relationship With Person With Disability

Total group Group A Group B Group C

f  % /  % /  % /  %

Time 2 (n = 36) 

None 5 13.8 2 20.0 I 11.1 2 11.8
Acquaintance 11 30.6 6 60.0 3 33.3 2 11.8

Casual 7 19.4 1 10.0 2 22.2 4 23.5
Close 7 19.4 0 0.0 2 22.2 5 29.4

Intimate 3 8.3 1 10.0 1 11.1 1 5.9
Multiple 3 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 17.6

By Time 2, no one reported independent reading as being the primary resource for 

working with children in an inclusive setting. Practicum was the lead response (47.2%; n 

= 17). Twelve participants (33.3%) still believed that courses were the primary resource 

for working with children in inclusive settings (Table E l5). At Time 2, the participants 

from Group A were almost evenly split between courses and practicum as their primary 

resource (n = 4 and n = 6, respectively). From Group B, all the responses were related to 

experiences: 55.6% believed practicum was the primary resource for inclusion (n -  5); 

44.4% believed experience was their primary resource (n = 4). Group C still had a large 

percentage (47.1%) viewing courses as the main resource; practicum was chosen by a 

larger group (35.3%; n = 6) than at Time 1; and three people (17.6%) viewed their per­

sonal experience as the main resource for working in inclusive settings. No one chose 

independent reading as their main resource.
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Table E l5

Primary Resource for Working With Children in an Inclusive Setting andfor DAP

Relationship Total group Group A Group B Group C

/  % /  % /  % /  %

Inclusion 
Time 2{n = 36)

Courses 12 41 4 40.0 0 0.0 8 47.1
Practicum 17 20.5 6 60.0 5 55.6 6 35.3

Independent Reading 0 6.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Personal experience 7 31.3 0 0.0 4 44.4 3 17.6

DAP 
Time 2 (n = 36)

Courses 16 44.4 7 70.0 3 33.3 6 35.3
Practicum 16 44.4 3 30.0 5 55.6 8 47.1

independent Reading 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Personal experience 4 11.1 0 0.0 1 11.1 3 17.6

Note. DAP = developmental^ appropriate practice.

The participants were evenly split between courses and practicum as their primary 

resource for DAP (n = 16,44.4%, respectively). No one believed that independent read­

ing was a primary resource, but four (11.1%) still viewed personal experience as their 

primary resource. The participants from Group A believed overwhelmingly that courses 

were the primary resource (n = 7; 70%). Group B participants were split between practi­

cum (n = 5; 55.6%) and courses (n = 3; 33.3%). One person believed personal experience 

was the primary resource for DAP. By this time, 47.1% of Group C's participants be­

lieved that practicum was their primary resource for DAP (n -  8); 35.3% still viewed 

courses as their main resource (n = 6); and 17.6% believed it was personal experience (n 

= 3) (Table E15).
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Time 3

At Time 3, the mean age of the sample was 27 years and 7 months. Twenty-six 

(86.7%) of the respondents were female (Table E16). The respondents at Time 3, self­

identified as 10% African American/Black, and 90% Caucasian/White (Table G16). 

None of the participants self-identified as Hispanic, Asian, or Native American/Indian. 

All of the respondents from Groups A and B self-identified as Caucasian/White. Full­

time students represented 83.3% of the participants (n = 25) (Table El 7).

Table E l6

Gender and Self-identified Ethnicity o f Sample

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % / %

Time 3 (n = 30)

Female 26 86.7 4 66.6 6 75.0 16 100.0
Male 2 6.7 0 0.0 2 25.0 0 0.0

Missing 2 6.7 2 33.3

Time 3 (n = 30)

African American/Black 3 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 18.3
Caucasian/White 27 90.0 6 100.0 8 100.0 13 81.3

At Time 3,23.3 % were early childhood education majors, 70 % were elementary 

education majors, 3.3 % were in the dual early childhood/elementary program, and 3.3 %
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Table E17

Enrolment Status o f Participants

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/  % f  % /  % /  %

Time 3 (n = 30)

Full-time 25 83.3 5 83.3 5 62.5 15 93.8
Part-time 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Graduated 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Not reported 5 16.7 1 16.7 3 37.5 1 62

were in the dual elementary and middle school program (Table El 8). All of the respon­

dents from Group A were early childhood education majors (n = 6); 62.5% of Group B 

were elementary majors (n = 5), and 100.0% of Group C were elementary majors (n = 

16).

Table E18

Degree Programs o f Total Sample

Degree program / %

Tune 3 (n = 30)

Early childhood education 7 23.3
Elementary education 21 70.0
Early childhood and elementary education 1 3.3
Special education and elementary education 0 0.0
Physical education 0 0.0
Fifth year elementary education 0 0.0
Fifth year special education 0 0.0
Fifth year early childhood education 0 0.0
Elementary and middle school education 1 3.3
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Fifty percent of the participants chose teaching as a career because of their desire 

to work with children (n = 9). Six preservice educators believed that teaching was their 

calling (33.3%). The remaining respondents chose teaching because of beliefs they held 

or wanting to improve the system (5.6% and 11.1%, respectively) (Table E l9).

Table E l9

Responses to “ Why did you choose your major? ” (Total Sample)

Category f %

Experience 0 0.0

Wants to work with children 9 50.0

Excitement/beliefs 1 5.6

Prerequisite 0 0.0

Career goal/gift/calling 6 33.3

Family influence 0 0.0

To improve the system 2 11.1

Only 7 respondents completed the question on education hours (23.3 %). All had 

completed over 35 semester hours of courses. A few more completed the section on 

practicum hours; however, some of the data is questionable. It is unlikely that a student 

completed 42 semester hours because this would be equivalent to 14 courses of practicum 

(Table E20).
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Table E20

Self-reported Completed Education and Practicum Course Hours

Reported Semester Hours / %

Self-Reported Completed Education Hours

Time 3 (n = 30)

0-12 0 0.0
13-24 0 0.0
25-36 1 3.3
37-48 3 10.0
49-60 3 10.0
61-72 0 0.0
72+

Not reported 23 76.7

Self-Reported Completed Practicum Course Hours

Time 3 (n = 30)

0-12 6 0.0
13-24 **j 10.0
25-36 0 0.0
37-48 1 3.3
49-60 0 0.0
60-72 0 0.0
72+ 0 0.0

Not Reported 20 66.7

Note. Students were asked to report in semester hours. Some columns do not add up to 100 % due to 
rounding.

At Time 3,20% of the participants still did not know anyone with a disability; 

26.7% knew an acquaintance with a disability; 26.7% had a casual relationship with a 

person with a disability; 23.3% had a close relationship; and 10% had an intimate rela­

tionship (Table E21).
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Table E21

Self-Reported Relationship With Person With Disability

Total group Group A Group B Group C

/  % /  % /  % /  %

Time 3 (n = 30) 

None 6 20.0 1 16.7 1 12.5 4 25.0
Acquaintance 8 26.7 2 33.3 2 25.0 4 25.0

Casual 6 20.0 1 16.7 3 37.5 2 12.5
Close 7 23.3 I 16.7 2 25.0 4 25.0

Intimate 3 10.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 2 12.5

The majority of the participants believed that practicum was their primary re­

source for working with students in an inclusive setting (n = 14; 48.3%). Seven respon­

dents believed that courses and personal experience were each their primary resource. 

Only one person thought that independent reading served as their primary resource (Table 

E22). Group A was evenly split between courses, practicum, and personal experience as 

the primary resource for inclusion (33.3% each). Group B was fairly evenly split, with 

practicum having a slight advantage (n = 3,37.5% versus n = 2 ,25.0%). Group C firmly 

believed that practicum was their primary resource for inclusion; 56.3% chose this op­

tion.

Using the same response options, the participants were fairly evenly split between 

courses (n -  10), practicum (/? = 11), and personal experience (n = 7) as their primary re­

sources for developmentally appropriate practices (Table E22). No one in Group B
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believed that practicum was their primary resource for developmentally appropriate prac­

tices. In Group C, 62.5% of the respondents chose practicum as their main resource for 

developmentally appropriate practices. 

Table E22

Primary Resource for Working With Children in an Inclusive Setting and for DAP

Relationship Total group Group A Group B Group C

/ % / % / % / %

Inclusion
Time 3 (n =30)

Courses 7 24.1 2 33.3 2 25.0 3 18.8
Practicum 14 48.3 2 33.3 3 37.5 9 56.3

Independent reading 1 3.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.3
Personal experience 7 24.1 2 33.3 2 25.0 3 18.8

Missing 1 12.5

DAP
Tune 3 (n = 30)

Courses 10 33.3 2 33.3 5 62.5 3 18.8
Practicum 11 36.7 1 16.7 0 0.0 10 62.5

Independent reading 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Personal experience 7 23.3 2 33.3 3 37.5 2 12.5

Missing 2 6.7 1 16.7 I 6.2

Note. Some columns do not add up to exactly 100% due to rounding. DAP = developmentally appropriate 
practice.
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Table FI

Final 5-Component Solution fo r Teacher Beliefs Scale (TBS) (Time 1)

Component

Statement I II III IV
Number

1. As an evaluation technique in the preschool .516 -.060 .304 -.129 -.175
program, standardized group tests are__

2. As an evaluation technique in the preschool .151 .606 -.066 261 .010
program, teacher observation is  .

3. As an evaluation technique in the preschool .693 -.163 .086 .061 .115
program, performance on worksheets and
workbooks is  .

4.___ It is__ for preschool activities to be respon- .182 .288 .307 .207 .567
sive to individual differences in interest.

5.___ It is__ for preschool activities to be respon- .125 .393 .286 .150 .554
sive to individual differences in development.

6. It is__ that each curriculum area be taught as .401 .149 .207 .517 .186
separate subjects at separate times.

7.___ It is__ for teacher-pupil interactions in pre- .027 .574 -.098 -.143 .235
school to help develop children’s self-esteem
and positive feelings towards learning.

8. It is__ for children to be allowed to select -.108 .642 .283 -.073 -.015
many of then- own activities from a variety of
learning areas that the teacher has prepared.
(blocks, centers, art, housekeeping, etc.)

9. It is__ for children to be allowed to cut their -.134 .661 .420 -.247 .037
own shapes, perform their own steps in an ex­
periment, and plan their own creative tfcama,
art, and writing and scribbling activities.

10. It is__ for preschoolers to leam to work si- .568 -.072 -.089 .145 .097
lently and alone on seatwork.

11. It is__ for preschoolers to leam through active .138 .619 .009 .189 .070
exploration.

12. It is__ for preschoolers to leam through inter- .048 .666 .067 .355 -.074
action with other children.
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Table FI (Continued)

Component

Statement [ II III IV
Number

13. Workbooks and/or ditto sheets are to the .586 -.024 .131 .169 .368
preschool program.

14. Routine group practice on shapes, numbers, .581 -.099 .101 -.089 .289
letters, months and/or words, etc. using materi­
als such as flashcards and charts is  to the
preschool program for instructional purposes.

15. A structured reading or pre-reading program is .632 -.056 -.044 -.113 .056
 to the preschool program.

16. In terms of effectiveness, it is  for the .590 .038 .169 -.089 .329
teacher to talk to the whole group and make
sure everyone participates in the same activity.

17. In terms of effectiveness, it is  for the -.330 .550 -.027 .272 -.016
teacher to move among groups and individuals,
offering suggestions, asking questions and fa­
cilitating children’s involvement with materials 
and activities.

18. I tis  for teachers to use their authority .243 -.038 -.109 .000 .669
through treats, stickers, and/or stars to encour­
age appropriate behavior.

19. I t is ___ for teachers to use their authority .286 .060 .067 -.065 .705
through punishments and/or reprimands to en­
courage appropriate behavior.

21. I tis___ for children to be instructed in recog- .612 -.038 .067 -.244 .430
nizing the single letters of the alphabet, isolated
from words.

22. I t is ___ for children to color within predefined .604 .207 -.086 .169 .259
lines.

23. It is for children m preschool to form letters .805 .170 -.046 -.069 .017
correctly on a printed line.

24. I t is___ for chikfren to have stories read to -.013 .566 .137 .349 -.014
them individually and/or on a group basis.
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Table FI (Continued)

Statement
Number

1 II

Component

III IV V

25. It i s__ to children to dictate stories to the
teacher.

-.314 -.046 .564 J17 -.116

26. It is___for children to see and use functional
print (telephone book, magazines, etc.) and en­
vironmental print (cereal boxes, potato chip 
bags, etc.) in the preschool classroom.

-.146 .018 .621 .061 .094

27. It is__ for children to participate in dramatic
play.

.209 .103 .727 .312 .016

28. It i s__ for children to talk informally with
adults.

.293 .123 .727 .205 .023

29. It is__ for children to experiment with writ­
ing by inventing their own spelling.

.184 .103 .635 .065 -.062

30. It is ___to provide many opportunities to de­
velop social skills with peers in the classroom.

.098 215 .310 .427 .135

31. It is__ for preschoolers to leam to read. .663 .307 .027 -.045 -.040

32. In the preschool program, it is___that math be
integrated with ail other curriculum areas.

-.317 .001 .054 .585 .062

33. In teaching health and safety, it is___to in­
clude a variety of activities throughout the year.

-.078 .265 .201 .773 -.042

34. In the classroom setting, it is___for the child
to be exposed to multicultural and nonsexist 
activities.

.116 .176 .242 .721 .108

35. Input from parents is___ .007 .041 .192 -.137 -.534

Note. The lower coefficient of an item which cross-loaded is italicized. Only five components met the crite­
ria of having at least three item coefficients of .40 or greater. An item which cross-loaded was assigned to 
the component in which it loaded the highest Key to Component: I [Inappropriate materials and activities 
], II [Appropriate materials and activities], III [Appropriate literacy activities], IV [Curriculum Beliefs], V 
[Beliefs about Structure].
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Table F2

Final 3-Factor Solution fo r Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted at Time 1

Component

Statement
Number I II III

1. Many of the things teachers do with regular students in a .47! .019 .290
classroom are appropriate for students with special needs.

2. The needs of a student with a disability can best be served .283 .354 .602
through special, separate classes.

3. The classroom behavior of students with special needs .056 -.009 .506
generally requires more patience from the teacher than does
the behavior of a child without special needs.

4. The challenge of being in a general education classroom .765 -.002 .172
will promote the academic growth of the student with spe­
cial needs.

5. The extra attention a student with a disability requires will .272 .253 .624
be to the detriment of the other students.

6. Inclusion offers mixed group interaction, which will foster .704 .218 -.204
understanding and acceptance of differences.

7. It is difficult to maintain order in a general education class- -.271 .061 -.618
room that contains a student with a disability.

9. The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad ex- .028 .234 .436
ample for the other students.

10. Isolation in a special education class has a negative effect .748 -.228 .098
on the social and emotional development of a student with a
disability.

11. The student with a disability will probably develop aca- .480 .384 .427
demic skills more rapidly in a special education class than
in a general education class.

13. Inclusion of students with disabilities will require signifi- -.124 .490 .490
cant changes in the general education classroom proce­
dures.

15. The contact students without a disability have with students .520 .537 -.156
with a disability in an inclusive setting may be harmful.

17. Students with disabilities will monopolize the teacher’s .164 .501 .498
time.
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Table F2 (Continued)

Component

Statement
Number I II III

18. Including a student with a disability will promote his/her 
social independence.

.665 .109 .082

19. It is likely that a student with a disability will exhibit be­
havior problems in a general education classroom setting.

.070 .668 .242

20. Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching is better done by special 
education teachers than by general education teachers.

-.182 .438 .341

21. Inclusion of students with disabilities can be beneficial for 
students without disabilities.

.778 .196 .018

22. Students with disabilities need to be told exactly what to do 
and how to do i t

.001 .636 .221

23. Inclusion is likely to have a negative effect on the emo­
tional development of the student with a disability.

.368 .507 .127

24. Increased freedom in the ciasaoom creates too much con­
fusion.

.146 .696 -.050

25. The student with a disability will be socially isolated by the 
students without disabilities.

.257 .681 .204

27. Inclusion of students with disabilities will necessitate ex­
tensive retraining of general education teachers.

-.215 .273 .629

28. Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity 
to function in the general education classroom, where pos­
sible.

.728 .184 .179

29. Students with disabilities are likely to creme confusion in 
the general education classroom.

.142 .695 .178

30. The presence of students with disabilities will promote ac­
ceptance of differences on the part of students without dis­
abilities.

.766 .250 .053

Note. Hie lower coefficient of an item which cross-loaded is italicized. Only three components met the 
criteria of having at least three hem coefficients of .40 or greater. An hems which cross-loaded was as­
signed to the component in which it loaded the highest Key to Component: I [Positive beliefs about inclu­
sion], II [Negative beliefs about inclusion], in [Beliefs about the requirements for including a student with 
special needs].
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Table Gl

Question Item Means for Teacher Beliefs Scale—Total Group (Time I)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Question 1 0 6 (7.2%) 16(19.3%) 36 (43.4%) 25 (30.1%) 3.964

Question 2 0 4 (4.8%) 7 (8.4%) 26 (31.3%) 46(55.4%) 4.373

Question 3 1 (1.2%) 10(12%) 31 (37.3%) 34(41.0%) 7 (8.4%) 3.434

Question 4 0 0 14(16.9%) 42 (50.6%) 27 (32.5) 4.159

Question S 0 0 7 (8.4%) 42 (50.6%) 34(41.0%) 4.325

Question 6 2 (2.4%) 11 (13.3%) 18(21.7%) 34(41.0%) 18(21.7%) 3.663

Question 7 0 1 (1.2%) 0 10(12.0%) 72(86.7%) 4.841

Question 8 0 2 (2.4%) 14(16.9%) 34(41.0% 33 (39.8%) 4.181

Question 9 0 2 (2.4%) 6 (7.2%) 32 (38.6%) 43 (51.8%) 4.398

Question 10 S (6.0%) 12 (14.5%) 26(31.3)% 29(34.9%) 11 (13.3%) 3.349

Question 1 i 0 1 (12%) 2 (2.4%) 21 (25.3%) 59(71.1%) 4.663

Question 12 0 0 0 18(21.7%) 65 (78.3%) 4.783

Question 13 1 (1.2%) 6(7.2%) 27(32.5%) 31 (37.3) 18(21.7%) 3.711

Question 14 11(13.3%) 38 (45.8%) 21 (25.3%) 11 (13.3%) 2(2.4%) 2.458

Question 15 19(22.9%) 27(32.5%) 27(32.5%) 8(9.6%) 2(2.4%) 2.361

Question 16 13 (15.7%) 17(20.5%) 33 (39.8%) 18(21.7%) 2(2.4%) 2.747

Question 17 0 1 (1.2%) 4 (4.8%) 27(32.5%) 51 (61.4%) 4.542

Question 18 10(12.0%) 17(20.5%) 30(36.1%) 14(16.9%) 12(14.5%) 3.012

Question 19 6 (7.2%) 9(10.8%) 30(36.1%) 28(33.7%) 10(12.0%) 3325

Question 20 1 (1.2%) 2(2.4%) 11(13.3%) 32(38.6%) 37(44.6%) 4.229

Question 21 23 (27.7%) 28(33.7%) 21 (25.3%) 7(8.4%) 4(4.8%) 2.296
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Table G1 (Continued)

Response number

M1

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

Question 22 3 (3.6%) 12(14.5%) 26(31.3%) 22(26.5%) 20(24.1%) 3.530

Question 23 2 (2.4%) 10(12.0%) 30(36.1%) 28 (33.7%) 13 (15.7%) 3.482

Question 24 0 0 4 (4.8%) 18(21.7%) 61 (73.5%) 4.687

Question 25 1 (1.2%) 9(10.8%) 18(21.7%) 33 (39.8%) 22 (26.5%) 3.795

Question 26 2 (2.4%) 3 (3.6%) 29 (34.9%) 22 (26.5%) 27 (32.5%) 3.831

Question 27 1 (12%) 1 (12%) 18(21.7%) 32 (38.6%) 31 (37.3%) 4.096

Question 28 1 (1.2%) 3 (3.6%) 17(20.5%) 28 (33.7%) 34(41.0%) 4.096

Question 29 7(8.4%) 13(15.7%) 17(20.5%) 19 (22.9%) 27 (32.5%) 3.554

Question 30 0 0 6 (72%) 22 (26.5%) 55 (66.3%) 4.590

Question 3 1 14(16.9%) 14(16.9%) 23 (27.7%) 24 (28.9%) 8 (9.6%) 2.976

Question 32 1 (12%) 10(12.0%) 29 (34.9%) 25(30.1%) 18(21.7%) 3.590

Question 33 0 I (1.2%) 8 (9.6%) 31 (37.3%) 43 (51.8%) 4.398

Question 34 0 1 (1.2%) 7(8.4%) 29 ( 34.9%) 46 (55.4%) 4.446

Question 35 6(72% ) 13 (15.7%) 16 (19.3%) 20(24.1%) 28 (33.7%) 3.614

Question 36 0 0 5 (6.0%) 20(24.1%) 58 (69.9%) 4.639

Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num­
ber. Key to responses: 1 (not at all important), 2 (not very important), 3 (fairly important), 4 (very impor­
tant), 5 (extremely important).
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Table G2

Question Item Means fo r the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-A dapled— Total Group 
(Time I)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 6 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

1 8 (9.6%) 12(14.5%) 22 (26.5%) 19(22.9%) 12 (14.5%) 10(12.0%) 3.542

2 5 (6.0%) 9(19.8%) 22 (26.5%) 10(12.0%) 12 (14.5%) 10(12.0%) 3.952

3 10(12.0%) 26(1.3%) 1 (1.2%) 21 (25.3%) 8 (9.6%0 5 (6.0%) 2.963

4 3 (3.6%) 3 (3.6%) 14(16.9%) 27 (32.5%) 25(30.1%) 11 (13.3%) 4217

5 3 (3.6%) 13(15.7%) 24 (28.9%) 23 (27.7%) 11(13.3%) 9(10.8%) 3.639

6 2 (2.4%) 3 (3.6%) 6 (72%) 18(21.7%) 27(32.5%) 27 (32.5%) 4.759

7 13(15.7%) 25 (30.1%) 15(18.1%) 16(19.3%) 12(14.5%) 2 (2.4%) 2.939

8 7 (8.4%) 11(13.3%) 12 (14.5%0 16(19.3%) 13 (15.7%) 24 (28.9%) 4.072

9 0 1 (1.2%) 6 (7.2%) 13 (15.7%) 27 (32.5%) 26 (43.4%) 5.096

10 5 (6.0%) 5 (6.0%) 13 (15.7%) 19(22.9%) 22(26.5%) 19(22.9%) 4265

11 6 (7.2%) 12(14.5%) 19(22.9%) 24(28.9%) 16 (19.3%) 6(7.2%) 3.598

12 0 4 (4.8%) 3 (3.6%) 17(20.5%) 29 (34.9%) 30 (36.1%) 4.939

13 16(19.3%) 23 (27.7%) 25(30.1%) 12(14.1%) 6(7.2%) I (12%) 2.663

14 2 (2.4%) 6(72% ) 23 (27.7%) 25(30.1%) 23 (28.9%) 3 (3.6%) 3.866

15 0 3 (3.6%) 8 (9.6%) 12(14.5%) 27(32.5%) 33 (39.8%) 4.952

16 30(36.1%) 22(26.5%) 17(20.5%) 8 (9.6%) 4(4.8%) 2 (2.4%) 2.277

17 2 (2.4%) 12(14.5%) 28 (33.7%) 18(21.7%) 16(19.3%) 7 (8.4%) 3.659

18 1 (12%) 4 (4.8%) 2 (2.4%) 29(34.9%) 27(32.5%) 20(24.1%) 4.651

19 1 (12%) 5(6.0%) 24(28.9%) 25(30.1%) 18(21.7%) 10(12.0%) 4.012

20 10(12.0%) 19(22.9%) 31 (37.3%) 14 (16.9%) 7 (8.4%) 2 (2.4%) 2.939
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Table G2 (Continued)

Response number

M1

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

6

No. (%)

21 1 (12%) 5 (6.0%) 6(72%) 20(24.1%) 26(31.3%) 25(30.1%) 4.687

22 5 (6.0%) 11 (13.3%) 20(24.1%) 19 (22.9%) 18(21.7%) 10(12.0%) 3.771

23 1 (1.2%) 1 (1.2%) 10(12.0%) 20 (24.1%) 29 (34.9%) 22 (26.5%) 4.699

24 2 (2.4%) 8 (9.6%) 23 (27.7%) 19 (22.9%) 20(24.1%) 11 (13.3%) 3.964

25 2 (2.4%) 4 (4.8%) 17(20.5%) 18(21.7%) 29 (34.9%) 13(15.7%) 4.289

26 3 (3.6%) 12(14.5%) 23 (27.7%) 15(18.1%) 20(24.1%) 10(12.0%) 3.807

27 14(16.9%) 18(21.7%) 23 (27.7%) 16(19.3%) 4 (4.8%) 8 (9.6%) 3.024

28 1 (1.2%) 0 4 (4.8%) 20 (24.1%) 21 (25.3%) 37 (44.6%) 5.060

29 4 (4.8%) 1 (12%) 18(21.7%) 25(30.1%) 25 (30.1%) 10(12.0) 4.157

30 0 2(2.4%) 4 (4.8%) 25 (30.1%) 21 (25.3%) 31 (37.3%) 4.904

Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num 
her. Key to responses: 1 (disagree very much), 2 (disagree pretty much), 3 (disagree a little), 4 (agree a 
little), 5 (agree pretty much); 6 (agree very much).
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Table G3

Question Item Means for Teacher Beliefs Scale-Total Group (Time 2)

Response number

1

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

M

Question 1 0 1 (2.8%) 4(11.1%) 10 (27.8%) 21 (58.3%) 4.429

Question 2 0 0 0 9 (25.0%) 27 (75.0%) 4.743

Question 3 0 0 9 (25.0%) 20 (55.6%) 7(19.4%) 3.943

Question 4 0 0 7(19.4%) 17(47.2%) 12(33.3%) 4.143

Question 5 0 0 2 (5.6%) 15(41.7%) 19(52.8%) 4.486

Question 6 0 1 (2.8%) 3 (8.3%) 17(47.2%) 15(41.7%) 4186

Question 7 0 0 I (2.8%) 2 (5.6%) 33 (91.7%) 4.886

Question 8 0 1 (2.8%) 4(11.1%) 14 (38.9%) 17(471%) 4.314

Question 9 0 0 2 (5.6%) 12 (33.3%) 22(61.1%) 4.543

Question 10 1 (2.8%) 2 (5.6%) 13(36.1%) 11 (30.6%) 9(25.0%) 3.686

Question 11 0 0 0 5(13.9%) 31(86.1%) 4.857

Question 12 0 0 0 8 (22.2%) 28 (77.8%) 4.771

Question 13 0 0 3 (8.3%) 21 (58.4%) 12 (331%) 4157

Question 14 5(13.9%) 8 (222%) 12 (33.4%) 8 (221%) 3 (8.3%) 2.886

Question IS 13(36.1%) 5 (13.9%) 9(25.0%) 8(22.2%) 1 (2.8%) 2.402

Question 16 3 (8.3%) 5 (13.9%) 12 (33.4%) 12 (33.4%) 4(11.1%) 3164

Question 17 0 0 0 6(16.7%) 30(83.4%) 4.820

Question 18 3 (8.3%) 2(5.6%) 12(33.3%) 10(27.8%) 9(25.0%) 3.543

Question 19 2(5.6%) 5 (13.9%) 7(19.4%) 14(38.9%) 8(221% ) 3171

Question 20 0 0 3 (8.3%) 6 (16.7%) 27(75.0%) 4.657

Question 21 6(16.7%) 8 (212%) 9(25.0%) 9(25.0%) 4 (11.1%) 2.914
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Table G3 (Continued)

Response number

Mt

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

Question 22 0 0 10 (27.8%) 14 (38.9%) 12 (33.3%) 4.057

Question 23 0 4(11.1%) 4(11.1%) 15(41.7%) 13 (36.1%) 4.029

Question 24 0 0 I (2.8%) 3 (8.3%) 32 (88.9%) 4.857

Question 25 1 (2.8%) 5(13.9%) 11 (30.6%) 7(19.5%) 12 (33.3%) 3.657

Question 26 0 1 (2.8%) 6(16.7%) 6(16.7%) 23 (63.9%) 4.429

Question 27 0 2 (5.6%) 4(11.1%) 9 (25.0%) 21 (58.3%) 4.371

Question 28 0 1 (2.8%) 5(13.9%) 14 (38.9%) 16 (44.4%) 4.257

Question 29 0 2(5.6%) 3 (8.3%) 10(27.8%) 21 (58.3%) 4.400

Question 30 0 0 0 11 (30.6%) 25 (69.55) 4.686

Question 31 3 (8.3%) 2 (5.6%) 9 (25.0%) 16 (44.5%) 6(16.7%) 3.543

Question 32 1 (2.8%) 5(13.9%) 8 (22.2%) 17(47.2%) 5(13.9%) 3.543

Question 33 0 0 3 (8.3%) 19 (52.8%) 14 (38.9%) 4.314

Question 34 0 0 2 (5.6%) 13(36.1%) 21 (58.4%) 4.514

Question 35 1 (2.8%) 9 (25.0%) 14 (38.9%) 7(19.4%) 5(13.9%) 3.171

Question 36 0 0 3 (8.3%) 16(44.5%) 17(47.2%) 4.400

Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num­
ber. Key to responses: 1 (not at all important), 2 (not very important), 3 (fairly important), 4 (very impor­
tant), 5 (extremely important).
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Table G4

Question Item Means fo r Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted—Total Group 
(Time 2)

Response number

1

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

6

No. (%)

M

1 2(5.6%) 4(11.1%) 6(16.7%) 7(19.4%) 11 (30.6%) 6(16.7%) 4.083

2 0 8 (22.2%) 10 (27.8%) 6 (7.2%) 7 (8.4%) 5(13.9%) 3.750

3 4(11.1%) 12 (33.3%) 8 (22.2%) 2 (5.6%) 8 (22.2%) 2 (5.6%) 3.111

4 0 2 (5.6%) 7(19.4%) 14 (38.9%) 9 (25.0%) 4(11.1%) 4.167

5 1 (2.8%) 6 (16.7%) 8 (22.2%) 7(19.4%) 6 (16.7%) 8 (22.2%) 3.972

6 0 0 1 (2.8%) 8 (22.2%) 12 (33.3%) 15 (41.7%) 5.139

7 0 2 (5.6%) 7(19.4%) 9(25.0%) 10(27.8%) 8 (22.2%) 4.429

8 12 (33.3%) 13(36.1%) 6(16.7%) 2 (5.6%) 2 (5.6%) 1 (2.8%) 2222

9 0 2(5.6%) 1 (2.8%) 6(16.7%) 19 (52.8%) 8 (22.2%) 4.833

10 1 (2.8%) 4(11.1%) 4(11.1%) 6(16.7%) 12(33.3%) 9(25.0%) 4.417

11 2(5.8%) 5(13.9%) 8 (22.2%) 14 (38.9%) 6(16.7%) 1 (2.8%) 3.543

12 0 3 (8.3%) 0 5 (13.9%) 19 (52.8%) 9(25.0%) 4.857

13 3 (8.3%) 12 (33.3%) 9 (25.0%) 5(13.9%) 6 (16.7%) 1 (2.8%) 3.056

14 0 6(16.7%) 9(25.0%) 12(33.3%) 7(19.4%) 2 (5.6%) 3.722

15 0 1 (2.8%) 1 (2.8%) 8 (22.2%) 9 (25.0%) 17(47.2%) 5.111

16 14(38.9%) 13 (36.1%) 7(19.4%) 1 (2.8%) 1 (2.8%) 0 1.943

17 1 (2.8%) 5(13.9%) 8 (222% ) 10(27.8%) 10(27.8%) 2(5.6%) 3.806

18 0 0 2(5.6%) 9(25.0%) 12(33.3%) 13(36.1%) 5.000

19 1 (2.8%) 0 14 (38.9%) 11 (30.6%) 8 (9.6%) 2(5.6%) 3.861

20 6(16.7%) 10(27.8%) 6(16.7%) 12(33.3%) 2(5.6%) 0 2.829
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Table G4 (Continued)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 6 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

21 0 0 3 (8.3%) 8 (22.2%) 10(27.8%) 15(41.7%) 5.028

22 1 (2.8%) 7 (19.4%) 3 (8.3%) 10(27.8%) 6(16.7%) 9 (25.0%) 4.118

23 0 0 3 (8.3%) 10(27.8%) 10 (27.8%) 13(36.1%) 4.917

24 0 3 (8.3%) 5(13.9%) 10(27.8%) 11 (30.6%) 7(19.4%) 4.389

25 0 0 2 (5.6%) 8 (22.2%) 15(41.7%) 11 (30.6%) 4.972

26 2 (5.6%) 7(19.4%) 10(27.8%) 4(11.1%) 8 (22.2%) 5 (13.9%) 3.667

27 4(11.1%) 11 (30.6%) 12 (33.3%) 4(11.1%) 5(13.9%) 0 2.861

28 0 0 1 (2.8%) 10 (27.8%) 11 (30.6%) 14 (38.9%) 5.056

29 0 1 (2.8%) 6 (16.7%0 11 (30.6%) 11 (30.6%) 7(19.4%) 4.472

30 0 0 0 11 (30.6%) 11 (30.6%) 14 (38.9%) 5.083

Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num­
ber. Key to responses: 1 (disagree very much), 2 (disagree pretty much), 3 (disagree a little), 4 (agree a 
little), 5 (agree pretty much); 6 (agree very much).
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Table G5

Question Item Means for Teacher Beliefs Scale—Total Group (Time 3)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Question 1 I (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 4(13.3%) 9 (30.0%) 13 (43.3%) 4.000

Question 2 0 0 3 (3.6%) 7 (23.3%) 20 (66.6%) 4.552

Question 3 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 11 (36.7%) 7 (23.3%) 8 (26.7%) 3.586

Question 4 0 2 (6.7%) 8 (26.7%) 10(33.3%) 10(33.3%) 3.929

Question 5 I (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 5(16.7%) 14 (46.7%) 9 (30.0%) 3.964

Question 6 4(13.3%) 6 (20.0%) 3(10.0%) 10(33.3%) 7 (23.3%) 3.345

Question 7 1 (3.3%) 0 1 (3.3%) 4(13.3%) 24 (80.0%) 4.630

Question 8 0 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 10(33.3%) 14 (46.7%) 4.207

Question 9 1 (3.3%) I (3.3%) 5 (16.7%) 7 (23.3%) 16 (53.3%) 4.222

Question 10 1 (3.3%) 2(6.7%) 7(23.3%) 11 (36.6%) 9 (30.0%) 3.828

Question 11 0 0 0 9 (30.0%) 21 (70.0%) 4.679

Question 12 0 0 0 7(23.3%) 23 (76.7%) 4.759

Question 13 2 (6.7%) 2 (6.7%) 8 (26.7%) 11 (36.7%) 7 (23.3%) 3.607

Question 14 5 (16.7%) 13 (43.4%) 8(26.7%) 2 (6.7%) 2(6.7%) 2.464

Question IS 4 (13.3%) 11(36.7%) 6(20.0%) 6(20.0%) 3 (10.0%) 2.759

Question 16 2 (6.7%) 5 (16.7%) 13 (43.4%) 7(23.3%) 3 (10.0%) 3.143

Question 17 0 1 (3.3%) 2(6.7%) 13 (43.3%) 14 (46.7%) 4.345

Question 18 2(6.7%) 4 (13.3%) 11(36.7%) 10(33.3%) 3 (10.0%) 3.300

Question 19 1 (3.3%) 7(23.3%) 10(33.3%) 8(26.7%) 4 (13.3%) 3.241

Question 20 0 1 (3.3%) 5(16.7%) 14 (46.6%) 10 (33.3%) 4.103

Question 21 3 (10.0%) 11(36.7%) 8 (26.7%) 4(13.3%) (4 (13.3%) 2.821
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Table G5 (Continued)

Response number

M1

No. (%)

2

No. (%)

3

No. (%)

4

No. (%)

5

No. (%)

Question 22 1 (3.3%) 4(13.3%) 7 (23.3%) 11 (36.6%) 7 (23.3%) 3.621

Question 23 1 (3.3%) 5(16.7%) 9 (30.0%) 11 (36.7%) 4(13.3%) 3.429

Question 24 0 0 3(10.0%) 12 (40.0%) 15(50.0%) 4.429

Question 25 2 (6.7%) 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 14 (46.6%) 8 (26.7%) 3.793

Question 26 0 0 5(16.7%) 15(50.0%) 10(33.3%) 4.179

Question 27 1 (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 5(16.7%) 10(33.3%) 12(40.0%) 4.000

Question 28 1 (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 10(33.3%) 10(33.3%) 8 (26.7%) 3.759

Question 29 1 (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 11 (36.6%) 12(40.0%) 4.035

Question 30 I (3.3%) 0 2 (6.7%) 12(40.0%) 15(50.0%) 4.345

Question 31 3(10.0%) 4(13.3%) 11 (36.6%) 8 (26.7%) 4(13.3%) 3.207

Question 32 I (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 10(33.3%) 10 (33.3%) 7 (23.3%) 3.643

Question 33 0 1 (3.3%) 9 (30.0%) 12 (40.0%) 8 (26.7%) 3.900

Question 34 0 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 14 (46.7%) 12 (40.0%) 4250

Question 35 2(6.7%) 5(16.7%) 11 (36.6%) 9(30.0%) 3 (10.0%) 3.207

Question 36 I (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 12 (43.3%) 12 (40.0%) 4.138

Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num­
ber. Key to responses: 1 (not at all important), 2 (not very important), 3 {fairly important), 4 {very impor­
tant), 5 (extremely important).

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



168

Table G6

Question Item Means for Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming-Adapted—Total Group 
(Time 3)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 6 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

I 1 (3.3%) 3(10.0%) 5(16.7%) 5(16.7%) 12 (40.0%) 4(13.3%) 4200

2 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 5(16.7%) 9 (30.0%) 8 (26.7%) 2 (6.7%) 3.767

3 7 (23.3%) 15(50.0%) 2 (6.7%) 1 (3.3%) 4(13.3%) 1 (3.3%) 2.448

4 0 1 (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 7 (23.3%) 15 (50.0%) 5(16.7%) 4.700

5 1 (3.3%) 5(16.7%) 8 (26.7%) 10 (33.3%) 3 (10.0%) 3(10.0%) 3.856

6 0 0 4(13.3%) 4(13.3%) 10 (33.3%) 12 (40.0%) 5.000

7 1 (3.3%) 3(10.0%) 6 (20.0%) 4 (13.3%) 5(16.7%) 11 (36.7%) 4.414

8 7 (23.3%) 7 (23.3%) 9(30.0%) 2 (6.7%) 3 (10.0%) 2 (6.7%) 2.759

9 0 3(10.0%) 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 10 (33.3%) 13 (43.3%) 4.967

10 1 (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 9 (30.0%) 4 (13.3%) 5 (16.7%) 9(30.0%) 4.241

11 0 4(13.3%) 8 (26.7%) 6 (20.0%) 9 (30.0%) 3 (10.0%) 3.967

12 I (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 12 (40.0%) 9(36.1%) 4.690

13 0 6 (20.0%) 10(33.3%) 5(16.6%) 8 (26.7%) 1 (3.3%) 3.586

14 1 (3.3%) 4(13.3%) 6(20.0%) 12(40.0%) 6(20.0%) 1 (3.3%) 3.679

15 I (3.3%) 2 (6.7%) 2(6.7%) 2 (6.7%) 7(23.3%) 16(53.3%) 5.000

16 9(30.0%) 12 (40.0%) 5 (16.7%) 2 (6.7%) 1 (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 2233

17 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 8(26.7%) 10(33.3%) 5 (16.7%) 3 (10.0%) 3.800

18 I (3.3%) 0 1 (3.3%) 8 (26.7%) 12(40.0%) 8(26.7%) 4.778

19 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 6(20.0%) 11(36.6%) 7(23.3%) 2(6.7%) 3.862

20 1 (3.3%) 9(30.0%) 13 (43.3%) 5 (16.7%) 1 (3.3%) 1 (3.3%) 2.966
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Table G6 (Continued)

Response number

1 2 3 4 5 6 M

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

21 I (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 1 (3.3%) 9 (30.0%) 12 (40.0%) 4 (13.3%) 4.345

22 2 (6.7%) 7 (23.3%) 8 (26.7%) 7 (23.3%) 3 (10.0%) 3 (10.0%) 3.367

23 1 (3.3%) 0 7 (23.3%) 8 (26.7%) 8 (26.7%) 6 (20.0%) 4.345

24 1 (3.3%) 6 (20.0%) 4(13.3%) 6 (20.0%) 8 (26.7%) 5(16.7%) 3.966

25 1 (3.3%) 3 (10.0%) 2 (6.7%) 4(13.3%) 11 (36.7%) 9(30.0%) 4.600

26 4(13.3%) 5(16.7%) 8(16.7%) 4(13.3%) 7 (23.3%) 2 (6.7%) 3.367

27 4(13.3%) 9 (30.0%) 8 (26.7%) 3 (10.0%) 5(16.7%) 1 (3.3%) 2.967

28 0 0 2 (6.7%) 10 (33.3%) 7 (23.3%) 11 (36.7%) 4.900

29 0 2 (6.7%) 7(23.3%) 8 (26.7%) 5(16.7%) 8 (26.7%) 4.333

30 0 1 (3.3%) 4(13.3%) 6 (20.0%) 6 (20.0%) 13 (43.3%) 4.867
Note. Missing values were assigned the mean scores of the item and assigned to the closest response num 
her. Key to responses: I (disagree very much), 2 (disagree pretty much), 3 (disagree a little), 4 (agree a 
little), 5 (agree pretty much)', 6 (agree very much).
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