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Abstract

This report presents results of a survey examining teacher perceptions on special education student inclusion.  It compares this to several peer reviewed qualitative and quantitative literature reports.  It examined teachers in all k-12 regular education sites and an alternative site.  Results supported commonly held beliefs such as teachers believed they had enough training to accommodate many, but not all, special education students in regular education classes.

General Statement of Problem:
This research shows that regular education teachers feel that special education students can be successful in the regular education classroom and that these teachers feel they have the knowledge and training to teach these students. Previous research showed that teacher’s attitudes towards inclusion were an indicator of how successful special education students would be in the general education classroom. Research also showed that educational teams that collaborated well and that included people from multiple disciplines had the most success with including special education students. There was also a strong correlation between exposure to students with disabilities and attitudes towards those students, with attitude improving with exposure.

With this in mind the research project was designed to see what teacher attitudes were in regards to the inclusion of special education students. The perception was that special education students weren’t welcomed and were a source of disruption while potentially monopolizing a teacher’s time. The survey was designed to see if the attitudes of regional teachers and their evaluations of the situation in their classrooms were consistent with the information presented in the research.

Review of Related Literature:
Quantitative Research Summary:


There were various reasons for the different qualitative research reports that we did. While each of them involved the results of inclusionary models, their focus differed. The articles examined peer tutoring by general education students, teacher perception, as well as peer acceptance among others. As different as each article is, they deal with special education success in regular education classrooms.


All data was collected from classrooms ranging from 2nd to 8th grade area, with the majority of the surveys in 5th to 8th grade. While most of the studies involved surveys, there were some with interviews as well where the teachers were given a questionnaire while the interviewer wrote down the answers. In addition to the surveys, reports involving behavior and student progress through the course of the study was also examined. It should be noted that in two of the five studies, sample sizes were almost too small to get sure results from, (i.e. data from two sites and less than ten classrooms).


On the quantitative side, there was much to be learned from the different reports. This includes finding out that with peer tutoring in the classroom, negative behaviors decreased and competency increased in the special populations, as well existing knowledge was not hindered by the regular populations. Another study concluded that collaboration between regular and special education teachers is the key factor for successful inclusion practices. Also concluded was that most teachers desire to include special needs students was greater than their distaste, and that the need for more training was necessary for their success. Overall, the consensus with each article was that inclusion can be successful with the appropriate supports and supportive environments.
Qualitative Research Report Summary:
The research reports we summarized has varying purposes, but they all dealt with the inclusion of special education students, varying ways to include them, the affect of inclusion on the regular education students and the special education students and how different teacher programs affects inclusion and teacher attitudes towards inclusion. There was also some discussion about teacher training and how the regular education teachers were prepared for inclusion and how that preparation affected their attitude towards inclusion. 

Data was collected primarily by observation, interviews, and field notes. They also looked at surveys, test scores and reviewing student journals. Some things that were observed were student engagement, student interaction, and how the relationships of the special education and regular education students changed over the course of the study. 

The results of the qualitative research reports gave pretty convincing evidence that all students could be successful in an inclusion setting provided they had the necessary supports. The programs that used a multi-disciplinary approach and strong collaborative teams were quite successful with inclusion. It was also noted that the attitudes of students and newer teachers towards special education students showed marked improvement after they spent some time working and socializing with students with disabilities. Multiple studies concluded that schools could run successful inclusion programs if they have the requisite support and collaboration.
Research questions, hypotheses, or foreshadowed problems:
The research question for this research project was how regular education students are affected by having special education students included in the regular education classroom. While there has been a significant amount of research on the effects of inclusion on special education students there was less information about how regular education students were affected by inclusion. Time constraints would not allow a longitudinal study, so the attitudes of teachers associated with inclusion were surveyed. The questions focused on teacher effectiveness in relation to the number of included students, the effect of the students on the classroom, the behavior of the included students and how much the included students changed the climate of the classroom. 
Definition of Terms:
Consulting Teacher Model – A form of indirect special education service delivery in which a special education teacher serves as a consultant to a classroom teacher.

Cooperative Teacher Model – Special education and classroom teachers work together with a variety of co-teaching arrangements in the same classroom to provide educational programs for all students.  Cooperative teaching has been described as a direct and complimentary outgrowth of collaborative teaching.

Inclusion – When students with disabilities receive their entire academic curriculum in the general education program.

Individualized Education Program (IEP) – A written plan for serving students with disabilities ages 3 to 21.

Individuals with Education Disability Act (IDEA) – Federal law enacted in 1975 by congress which intended to open up schools to all students with disabilities and make sure that they had the chance to benefit from special education.

Least Restrictive Environment – An IDEA principle that requires that students with disabilities be educated to maximum extent appropriate with students who do not have a disability and that they be removed from regular education settings only when the nature or severity of their disability cannot be addressed with the use of supplementary aids and services.

Mainstreaming – when students with disabilities spend a portion of their school day in the general education program and a portion in a separate special education program.

Mild to Moderate – A term used in the special education field to describe individuals with mild to moderate disabilities.

Multidisciplinary Team – The use concurrent treatment approaches for students with disabilities.  Can include the components of medical management, education, coaching, counseling, organizational training, and behavior modification.

Specific Learning Disability – A disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, think speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations.  This definition allows conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental asphasia.
Significance of the Proposed Study:

Our proposed study’s purpose is to gauge the effects of students who receive special education services that are mainstreamed into regular education classrooms on students in their classes who are not recipients of special needs services. In other words, what effects do special education students have on their non-disabled peers, positive or negative. The most salient trend in education involving individuals with disabilities is that of inclusion. This is placing students who have disabilities inside classrooms filled with students who are not disabled with relatively few of their peers.  The trend being such, the research group decided to gauge, according to the teacher input, just what the effects were on students who are not disabled. In addition to the factors that led to these conclusions, we also inquired as to their input on what does create successful inclusion as this information is relevant in deciding whether difficulties in their class are due to teacher input or student input. Studies such as these are relevant in both a small scale (for example a district is looking at their own program, using the study to find areas in which they need to improve upon) or large scale (a state wants to review the progress of overall inclusion annually).

Research Design, Subjects, Instruments and Procedures:
This report encompasses comparing the modes of differing responses and allowing them to guide the discussion.  Thus it may be identified as a mixed method device.  A two-part survey was given to an assortment of educators picked from sites available to our group members.  The first part measured demographics and the second part consisted of a twenty question four-point, forced choice Likert scale that measured teacher attitudes. "A Likert scale (pronounced 'lick-urt' or 'like-urt') is a type of psychometric response scale often used in questionnaires, and is the most widely used scale in survey research. When responding to a Likert questionnaire item, respondents specify their level of agreement to a statement. The scale is named after Rensis Likert, who published a report describing its use..." in 1932. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Likert_scale June 2007)

The survey was from a research article on, "The effect of a school-wide inclusion training programme upon teachers' attitudes about inclusion."  It was contained in the Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs (Vol. 4, No. 3, 2004, pp. 115-121).  It was utilized due to the fact it analyzed teacher attitudes about special education inclusion based upon five domains bearing insight into our group’s question: 1. Teacher Training; 2. Academic Content/Teacher Effectiveness; 3. Academic Climate; 4. Social Adjustment of Students; and 5. Demographic & Background Information.  For prior studies, a panel consisting of a professor of special education, an educational psychologist and a special education program coordinator had reviewed it.  This panel was constructed to measure content validity.  Internal validity was addressed by means of pairs of the same questions phrased in an opposite manner.  Thus, although there were 20 nominal questions in the first four categories, there were ten concepts being investigated.  This instrument was also picked after several weeks of experimenting with questionnaires of our own creation that did not appear to reveal what we were investigating.

The respondents to our questioner were from one elementary school, one middle school, two high schools and one continuation high school.  They were all non-charter public schools with socio-demographic data encompassing all known categories, thus ensuring a broad cross-section of responders.

The team broke down the effort in the following manner: Mr. Wentz identified data treatment procedures, worked on presentation of data, tabulated, analyzed and formatted the data; Ms. St. Jules synthesized preliminary and final group conclusions and recommendations, and identified definitions used in the project; Mr. Litt created a spreadsheet for the preliminary data to be summarized, created the abstract, and identified the methodological procedures presentation; Mr. Lee collaborated with Mr. Bartlett on summarizing the groups' literature research reports, compiled the quantitative research reports, identified the significance of the study and organized the Power Point presentation; Mr. Bartlett collaborated with Mr. Lee on the above cited literature review reports and the Power Point presentation, compiled the qualitative research reports and addressed the research questions, hypothesis and problems.  Mrs. Rands proofread each section of the report, completed editing, and merged the different points of the research report into the completed project.

It must be mentioned that none of the above tasks were done in isolation.  All activities occurred in the presence of interactive, continual collaboration and consultation between group members.  

This survey covered a range of public schools: from an elementary school site to a middle school, high school and a continuation high school--again based upon what was available to our group members.   All the respondents were teachers.  The 60 respondents comprised of 23 males, 35 females and 2 unknowns.  They ranged with over 41% having more than 10 years experience in the classroom. The largest three categories of expertise were 24.6% English teachers, 20.5% Special Education teachers and 15.06% Mathematics teachers.  The survey is in the appendix.   

Data Treatment Procedures:

Data was gathered using a 20 question survey that focused on four domains:  Teacher training, academic content and teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social adjustment of students.  The data was tabulated on a spread sheet by question domain.  Questions were identified as positive or negative because each question stem dealt with both sides of a question to ensure internal validity.  Each question pair was then analyzed to evaluate whether the responses followed a trend that could be used to arrive at a conclusion.  Teacher training questions consisted of 6 questions, or three question groups that dealt with a specific question.  Academic content and teacher effectiveness, academic climate, and social adjustment of students all had three question pairs that focused on a specific teacher perspective.  


A percentage for each question was calculated using the number of responses for each of the choices for each survey question.  These results were then compared to the same correlating question within the same domain.  When there was agreement between two questions this was accepted as significant in the findings section.  Some question themes disagreed/ agreed within a question pair and these discrepancies are discussed in the findings.  


In addition, teacher demographic and background questions were asked.  Sixty teachers responded to the survey, but each person did not respond to each question.  Some questions were answered with two answer choices, which seem to reveal that the respondent did not agree with the answer choices they were presented with.  The tabulated results, the questions that correlate to one another and individual question percentages are presented on the following pages as well as a discussion of the findings.  Responses that did not have a significant percentage were not calculated and are of little importance because they are statistically insignificant.  
Presentation of Findings:



The findings are specific to each domain that was used in the survey, but in general it seems that teachers view special education students as individuals who can be successful as part of a general education classroom.  The most significant finding from the survey is that a majority of teachers felt there should be limitations on those special education students who belonged in a regular education classroom with their regular education peers.  

Teacher Training Domain

Teachers revealed in the survey that they felt they had received adequate training and in class experience during their educational courses to teach children with special education needs.  However, it is important to note that 66% of teachers did indicate that they would have liked more training in the field of special education while going through their teacher preparation program and before entering the classroom.   Out of the 60 respondents, 49 attained their credential through a traditional program.  A strong majority of the teachers surveyed view their knowledge or the knowledge of general education teachers as limited in the area of special education law.

Academic Content and Teacher Effectiveness Domain


Teachers report that the number of special education students in their class does not slow down their coverage of the state standards.  They report that the presence of special education students has little impact on the implementation of the standards in the curriculum.  Although the presence of special education students does not seem to slow down the pace of curriculum, approximately half the teachers report that they wish they had more preparation time.  Teachers also reported mixed results for how effective they are with the classes that include special education students.

Academic Climate Domain

The two questions that dealt with all special education students being included in the general education classroom received strong opposition of over 85% of the teachers responding that not all special education students should be in the general education classroom. Teachers responded that the special education students do not have a negative impact, but they do affect the classroom climate.  This was not identified as a positive or negative affect, but from strong response that not all special education students be included.  It is inferred that special education students have a negative impact on the classroom climate and how this affects regular education students.

Social Adjustment of Student Domain

There were mixed results for how well special education students adjust to the general education classroom, but 60% of teachers did feel that special education students are rejected by classmates.  Eighty-one percent of teachers responded that the special education peers in their classrooms, in regards to being disruptive, acted like their regular education counterparts.  Neither group was more disruptive in class than the other.  Teacher responses seem to indicate although special education students are not a disruption in class, they do act different and their peers are able to identify that behavior.  
Limitation of the Design:
Weaknesses of this survey instrument were:  a.) It did not track responses by demographic category of respondent, such as by response types of the 30.6% of those with over 16 years of teaching experience; b.) It allowed respondents to answer more than once. So it allowed 73 dominant teaching areas to be identified and 51 responses as to how their credential was acquired out of 60 teachers. If the technological resources were available, the survey could have been put in a format that would not allow more than the required/allowable amount of responses; c.)  Several questions were vague, thereby prompting respondents to write in comments such as "sometimes" instead of giving only the choices offered; d.) In addition, respondents may have offered what they thought were expected responses rather than their true feelings on the subject.  Although phrasing questions on the same topic in an opposing manner may help combat this, there would appear no way for this to be absolutely prevented.  If these types of questions were to be expanded and given to a larger population this problem may be reduced. 

Weaknesses of this report were: a.) That it was not as random as it might have been in the selection of respondents and it could have been more focused on just regular education teachers instead of including the 20.5% identified special education teachers; b.)  There was only one group surveyed.  Another population in another district would have possibly added to this reports' inductive value; c.)  Not enough time and technological resources were devoted to the reports' creation. 

Conclusion:

Overall the findings of the questionnaires suggest that for the sample of teachers interviewed attitudes were generally positive toward inclusion of students with special education challenges in general education programs.  The research focused on the five major categories of: teacher training, academic content/teacher effectiveness, academic climate as a whole, social adjustment of students and the demographic/background of teachers.  In these domains teachers revealed that although they have adequate training and enough of a background to teach children with special needs, they strongly oppose  the concept that all special education students can thrive or adapt successfully in a general education environment.  Social adjustment was also an area of concern because the majority of the teachers feel that special education students are sometimes rejected by their general education peers and this could have a negative effect on their academic success.  Implementing and teaching state standards as part of basic curriculum is not affected by the presence of special education students but teachers wish they could have more preparation time for curriculum management.  Successful inclusive education of both regularly educated and special education students requires a concerted effort of all members of the educational teams involved.  This means teachers, parents; paraprofessionals and administrators need to be active in the vision of full social and academic participation of students with disabilities within their school communities.  This collaboration teaming would insure that expertise is shared, common goals are identified, support plans are developed, and the responsibilities of all parties, including students are identified.  These key factors can help educators in fully activating potential of conclusion and the least restrictive placement concept of special education.

Recommendations for further study:

According to the teacher responses on the questionnaires future studies in support of inclusion may address professional development in the following areas:

· Teacher support in learning to make more appropriate instructional and curricular modifications.

· Teacher support in inclusive classrooms in different areas including instructional assistants, cooperative teaching and teacher assistance (collaborative) teams.

· Using effective disciplinary practices regardless of whether the student has special education challenges or is at-risk for school failure.

· The effectiveness of different tutor programs with regard to enhancing student academic success.

Other topics that would be informational in the study of links between effective implementation of models of collaborative teaming and positive outcomes for students:

· The consideration of mainstreaming instead of inclusion for certain students with serious behavioral and emotional problems.

· Closely monitor the referrals to special education.

· The training of the entire school staff on the roles of consulting teaching, cooperative teaching and instructional assistants.

· The effects of positive administrative support in determining the best utilization of professional time assignments (special education teachers report having to spend too much time with paperwork for Individualized Education Plans and Behavioral Support Plans).
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APPENDICE A
Thank you for your participation in this study. To ensure anonymity, do not write your name on it. Please take your time and answer each item in a manner that reflects your perspective. The purpose of this study is to evaluate attitudes toward inclusion. Results of the study will be made available to participants.

PART I: Please fill out the following information about yourself.

1. Years of completed teaching experience:

----- 0–4

----- 5–10

----- 11–15

----- 16+

2. Gender:----- Female ----- Male

3. Professional Responsibility:

----- Administrator:

----- Teacher:
----- Staff:

For teachers only – please check your dominant teaching field:

----- Business ----- Math

----- Career and Technology ----- P.E./Athletics/Health

----- Computer Science ----- R.O.T.C.

----- Economics ----- Science

----- English ----- Social Studies/Government

----- Fine Arts ----- Special Education

----- Foreign Language ----- Speech

----- Journalism ----- Other:

4. Route to Teaching Certification:

----- Alternative (e.g., through Region 20)

----- Traditional (e.g., though a college or university)

5. My level of expertise in Special Education is:

----- none ----- minimal ----- adequate ----- high

Part II: Please check the answer that best describes your feeling about each statement A B:

 1. My lack of special education training hinders my ability to teach special needs students effectively:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 2. Teachers should be required to take more special education courses during undergraduate training:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 3. All special needs students should be included in the regular classroom, no matter what the disability:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 4. Special education students have a negative impact upon the learning environment of my classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 5. The presence of special education students in my regular class has caused me to reduce the amount of curriculum content I should normally cover during a school year:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 6. My undergraduate teacher education programme prepared me adequately for teaching special education students:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 7. There are disabilities that are inappropriate for the regular classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 8. I have the instructional background to teach inclusion students effectively:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

 9. Teacher effectiveness is compromised by the amount of preparation required for placement of special needs students into the regular classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

10. Special education students are socially well adjusted in the classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

11. The number of special education students in a particular class affects the teacher's effectiveness for that class:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

12. The presence of special education students in my regular classes has minimal affect upon my implementation of curriculum content:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

13. Students with disruptive behavior are usually special education students:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

14. My knowledge of special education laws is limited:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

15. The inclusion of special education students affects the learning climate of my classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

16. I can be effective with special education students in my classes:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

17. Other classmates socially reject disruptive special education students:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

18. Special education students behave like regular education students:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

19. I have adequate preparation time for special needs students placed into the regular classroom:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

20. Regular education teachers are informed about special education laws:

-- Strongly Agree

-- Agree

-- Disagree

-- Strongly Disagree

APPENDICE B
Group Research Reports

Quantitative Research Reports
Report 1:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

McDonnell, J., Mathot-Buckner, C., Thorson, N., & Fister, S. (2001). Supporting the 

Inclusion of Studetns with Moderate and Severe Disabilities in Junio High School 

General Education Classes: The Effects of Classwide Peer Tutoring, Multi-

Element Curriculum, and Accommodations. Education and Treatment of 

Children, 24(2), 141-157.

2) What kind of study is this?

A quasi-experimental mode of inquiry, using a multiple probe across subjects.

3) What was the general purpose of the study? What questions does it raise?

The general purpose was to study peer tutoring and its effects on both special education and regular education students. 

Two main questions were raised. 1. Whether the strategies used in the study could be effective with students of differing functional levels and in different subject area. 2. Whether the strategies used in the study may contribute to the academic engagement and achievement of students with moderate to severe disabilities in these settings.

4) How does answering the research question(s) add something new to what is already known? If the study is a replication, why is that important?

This research added to considerable studies showing that peer tutoring was an effective way to help students with moderate to severe disabilities in an inclusion setting. This research looked at the effect of these strategies on academic responding and competing behaviors. The study supported the idea that these strategies could increase academic responding and reduce competing behaviors. This was not a replication.

5) Who or what was studied? (number and key characteristics)

Three students with moderate to severe disabilities were studied, as well as the three regular education students who were involved in peer-tutoring these students.

6) In sequential order, what were the major steps in performing the study? (Record these in a flowchart) Do not just repeat details from Items 1-5 and 7-10. Create an explanatory sketch that a year from now would help you recall how the study was done. SEE ATTACHED SHEET.

7) What data were recorded and used for analysis? (e.g., questionnaire responses, test scores, fieldnotes, meter readings, etc.)  

Data was monitored by observation using MS-CISSAR. Students were observed for twenty minutes and data was taken for each 20 second interval. There were also subject matter tests given to the regular education students involved.

8) What kind(s) of data analysis was used? (e.g., statistical, logical categorization, etc.)

Interobserver reliability probes were used to check observer reliability.

Rates of academic responses and competing behavior were computed to show the mean.

9) What were the results? (After analysis, what do the data from Item 7 say about the question(s) raised in Item 3?)

The interobserver reliability probe showed that the observers were reliable. The data showed that peer-tutoring could lead to increased academic responding and decreased competing behavior. Post tests for the regular education students showed that students could improve their subject matter knowledge or maintain it.

10) What does the author conclude? (In light of both Item 9 and the entire study experience, what is said about Item 3?)

The author concludes that the study suggested that strategies like the ones implemented may allow teachers to create a more directed and interactive classroom for all pupils in included classrooms.

11) What cautions does the author raise about interpreting the study, and what do you think are important reservations?

The author cautions that they can not show any clear cause and effect relationship between the instructional strategies and their scores on post-tests. The author also pointed out the small size of the study and the fact that the staff at the school were very enthusiastic about inclusion and results may be different with a different staff. I think it’s important to remember that this was a small study and should be used as a basis for further study and not to conclude anything based on this study.

12) What particularly interesting or valuable things did you learn from reading the report? (Consider results, method, discussion, references, etc.)

I found it interesting that the targeted behavior went down in all the regular education students in the classroom and not just the targeted peer-student pairs.

Quantitative Report 2:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Galis, S.A., Tanner, C.K., & Vaughn Linscott, D.J.  (1996).   Inclusive Education in the United States: Beliefs and Practices Among Middle School Principals and Teachers.  Education Policy Analysis Archives, 4 (19), 1-33. 

2) What kind of study is this?

A quasi-experimental study. 

3) What was the general purpose of the study? What questions does it raise?

The general purpose of the study was to discover the perceptions of middle school educators regarding inclusion as an important educational tool for students with disabilities.  

The questions raised are, 1) what perceived barriers are there to inclusive schooling, 2) do collaborative strategies used affect personnel,  3) what variables (years teaching, exposure, training) affect the perceptions of teachers towards inclusive education.

4) How does answering the research question(s) add something new to what is already known? If the study is a replication, why is that important?  

 The research shows that according to the professional position of the participants (principal, teacher, etc) and how much exposure those participants have had in the field of special education, affected the successfulness of inclusion in the classroom.  This is especially true in the practice of collaboration. 

5) Who or what was studied? (number and key characteristics)

574 middle school schools with 714 principals, regular education teachers and special education teachers throughout the nation responding to survey.

6) In sequential order, what were the major steps in performing the study? (Record these in a flowchart) Do not just repeat details from Items 1-5 and 7-10. Create an explanatory sketch that a year from now would help you recall how the study was done.

1. Developed question due to IDEA and the perceived lack of information about the issues regarding inclusion in the professional middle school population in regards to the effectiveness of inclusion within those schools.

2. Conceptual basis for the question was taken from other reports and studies conducted by other professionals in the field of special education regarding the effects that inclusion has on regular education students.

3. Context of study was on the basis to study those who would the greatest influence on implementing inclusion strategies.  The strategies used were to survey midline middle school principals, regular education teachers and special education teachers throughout the nation by mailing out surveys to the first registered regular and special needs teacher on each middle school roster.  

4.  Data was collected and analyzed using a multitude of instruments to do so.

5. The surveys were measured using the Scheffe’ test and one-way and two-way AVANAs.

7) What data were recorded and used for analysis? (e.g., questionnaire responses, test scores, fieldnotes, meter readings, etc.)

Questionnaire responses, variance tests

8) What kind(s) of data analysis was used? (e.g., statistical, logical categorization, etc.)

Statistical- one-way and two-way ANOVAs were used to study the mean differences between the groups.  The Scheffe’ test was implemented to determine statistical significant differences among the subgroups.

9) What were the results? (After analysis, what do the data from Item 7 say about the question(s) raised in Item 3?)

Principals and special education teachers feel that integration is important as opposed to regular education teachers.  Younger teachers are less open to new ideas concerning collaboration practices.  Special education teachers felt that collaboration practices are important to student success.  The regular education teacher felt the barriers to inclusion were lack of staff, shared planning and individual planning time.

10) What does the author conclude? (In light of both Item 9 and the entire study experience, what is said about Item 3?)

The authors concluded that the perception of personnel affects the successfulness of inclusion.  The authors further state the need for increased collaboration and planning time as well as training and more staff.  They also discovered those teachers who had been teaching between 13-19 years had a more favorable perception towards inclusion and collaborative efforts.

11) What cautions does the author raise about interpreting the study, and what do you think are important reservations?    

This study only takes into consideration those feelings and views of middle school personnel.  The surveys were mailed out to the participants and those who did not participate may not have participated due to the survey not addressing important issues within inclusion practices.  Also, overt actions may not relate to the actual attitude of the individual.

12) What particularly interesting or valuable things did you learn from reading the report? (Consider results, method, discussion, references, etc.)

I found that there needs to be an increased effort to support inclusion through teacher collaboration, training, and principal support.

Quantitative Report 3:
1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Cook, B. G., Semmel, M. I. (1999).  Peer acceptance of included students with 


Disabilities as a function of severity of disability and classroom composition.  The 


Journal of Special Education.  33, 50-61. 

2) What kind of study is this?  Quantative

3) What was the general purpose of the study? What questions does it raise?


To compare peer acceptance of inclusion students based on the severity of their disability.  Are students with mild disabilities less accepted because their peers cannot see an obvious disability and therefore don’t adjust their expectations for the disabled student?  Are students with severe or obvious disabilities accepted because they have an obvious disability and the class adjusts their expectations for the disabled student?

4) How does answering the research question(s) add something new to what is already known? If the study is a replication, why is that important?


Yes, some believe students with mild disabilities will be accepted by peers and students with severe disabilities will be less accepted.  

5) Who or what was studied? (number and key characteristics)


Two ethnically and socioeconomically diverse suburban school districts in southern California were studied.  Five schools from each district participated and each had a majority of their mildly disabled students included in general education classes.  Fourteen classrooms ranging from second to sixth grade with at least one disabled student in each room participated.  The sample of students with mild disabilities was 29 students and the sample of students with severe disabilities was 15 students.  Classrooms were also categorized as heterogeneous rooms and nonheterogeneous rooms. For a room to be categorized as heterogeneous it had to meet two of the following three conditions: rooms composed of at least 50% minority students, or rooms with 50% of students reading below grade level, or rooms with at least 20% disabled students.  

6) In sequential order, what were the major steps in performing the study? (Record these in a flowchart) Do not just repeat details from Items 1-5 and 7-10. Create an explanatory sketch that a year from now would help you recall how the study was done.


Attached.

7) What data were recorded and used for analysis? (e.g., questionnaire responses, test scores, fieldnotes, meter readings, etc.)


Questionnaires were administered to students.

8) What kind(s) of data analysis was used? (e.g., statistical, logical categorization, etc.)


Statistical—MANCOVA and ANCOVA.

9) What were the results? (After analysis, what do the data from Item 7 say about the question(s) raised in Item 3?)


The results show that general education were less likely to work with, everyday play with, and play with special education students.  

10) What does the author conclude? (In light of both Item 9 and the entire study experience, what is said about Item 3?)


Students with severe disabilities were more accepted in nonheterogeneous classrooms than their peers in heterogeneous classrooms.  They were also more accepted than students with mild disabilities in the same nonheterogeneous classrooms.  Peer expectations are adjusted for students with severe disabilities and not for students with mild disabilities.  

11) What cautions does the author raise about interpreting the study, and what do you think are important reservations?


The author cautions that further studies should be done with a larger sample size.  The questionnaire only gathered information on students who would spend time with the special education students, and did not research students who would actively avoid the students with disabilities.  The authors also recommend that more research be done on classroom composition and its effect on how students are accepted.    

12) What particularly interesting or valuable things did you learn from reading the report? (Consider results, method, discussion, references, etc.)

Quantitative Report 4:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Idol, Lorna. “Toward Inclusion of Special Education Student in General Education: A 

Program Evaluation of Eight Schools.” Remedial and Special Education 

(March/April 2006).  Volume 27, Number 2: 77 – 94

2) What kind of study is this?

This is a quantitative and qualitative study.

3) What was the general purpose of the study? What questions does it raise?

The general purpose of the study was a program evaluation to determine the degree of inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classes in four elementary and four secondary schools; the similarities and differences in how special education services were offered; and the ways in which students with disabilities were supported in the least restrictive environment. 

4) How does answering the research question(s) add something new to what is already known? If the study is a replication, why is that important?

The rationale for this program evaluation was to describe what happens in schools as educators move toward more inclusive educational practices, moving from simply providing students with schooling opportunities in the LRE to the provision of full inclusion services.

5) Who or what was studied? (number and key characteristics)

Staff perceptions of special education services were examined by conducting personal interviews with a large majority of the classroom teachers, special education teachers, instructional assistants, and principals in each school.  The findings include descriptions of how far along each school was with inclusion, the amount of time students spent in general education, the roles of the special education teachers, the rates of student referrals for special education consideration, the attitudes of all staff toward inclusion and toward collaboration, and the skills of the teachers related to the inclusion of special education students.  The findings also include descriptions of the impact of inclusion on other students, the performance of all students on a statewide test, and the qualitative responses of educators toward inclusion.

6) In sequential order, what were the major steps in performing the study? (Record these in a flowchart) Do not just repeat details from Items 1-5 and 7-10. Create an explanatory sketch that a year from now would help you recall how the study was done.

Method > Selection of Schools > Data Collection > Data Analysis, Results > Elementary Schools (Incidence and Types of Disabilities, Time Spent in General Education, Referrals for Special Education Testing, Attitudes of Elementary School Administrators Toward Inclusion, Attitudes of Faculty Toward the Principal, Elementary Educators’ Skills in Accommodating Students With Challenging Needs) > Secondary Schools (Incidence and Types of Disabilities, Time Spent in General Education, Referrals for Special Education Testing, Attitudes of Elementary School Administrators Toward Inclusion, Attitudes of Faculty Toward the Principal, Elementary Educators’ Skills in Accommodating Students With Challenging Needs)>General Recommendations, Discussion 
7) What data were recorded and used for analysis? (e.g., questionnaire responses, test scores, fieldnotes, meter readings, etc.)

Both qualitative and quantitative data were gathered in this program evaluation through a personal interview with the important to measure the perceptions of all instructional staff, rather than merely of a random sample or only o the leaders or the most outspoken educators in each school.  Thus, in each of the eight schools, an effort was made to interview as many educators as possible in the 2 to 3 days allowed by the school district for the interviews.

A structured interview with preconceived questions and choices of responses was privately conducted with each individual.  In a few cases, teachers who taught together were interviewed together at their request.  As many as possible were interviewed at each school.  Exceptions occurred only if staff members were not available at the time of the site visit; the administrators created the interview schedules; no one refused to be interviewed.  The interviews were structured around questions that were specific to the roles of the educators being interviewed.  In each interview, the evaluator gave the interviewee a copy of the questionnaire to read while the evaluator asked questions and wrote responses on a second copy of the same questionnaire.

Statewide test data for all students in each of the eight schools were also examined to provide information regarding the effect of testing students with disabilities on the overall test results for the school.  These data had already been compiled and were collected through the system-wide testing office for the school district.

8) What kind(s) of data analysis was used? (e.g., statistical, logical categorization, etc.)

Quantitative data were reported with frequencies and percentages, with reliability checking conducted to obtain 100% interrater reliability.  The interviewer recorded the qualitative responses during the interviews, which consisted of the additional comments of all teachers being interviewed.  These comments were organized into seven categories: school district policies, inclusion, modifications, special education teachers, instructional assistants, students’ behaviors, and state-wide test scores.  These responses were then listed by subject category of response by schools and across schools, and summative statements were gleaned from the responses.

9) What were the results? (After analysis, what do the data from Item 7 say about the question(s) raised in Item 3?)

Teachers had very positive attitudes with regard to Inclusion and indicated that most educators across schools were supportive and accepting of students with disabilities.  Several educators indicated that they liked having instructional assistants; valued the special education teachers and speech pathologists; were proud of their programs; felt that the statewide test scores of general education students were not affected; and did not like pullout programs.

Several teachers also recommended that certain practices and policies be implemented, such as offering more professional development on inclusion; offering opportunities to visit schools that were further along with inclusion; respecting the special challenges presented to the classroom teacher and providing support; making the special education assessment process more relative to classroom applications; providing better training for instructional assistants; catching reading problems earlier; and using mainstreaming rather than inclusion with students with more serious emotional problems. 

10) What does the author conclude? (In light of both Item 9 and the entire study experience, what is said about Item 3?)

Overall, the findings of these interviews strongly support the practice of including students with special education challenges in general education programs.  Several key factors that were explored in this program evaluation can guide educators in more fully activating the least restrictive placement concept of special educations.

11) What cautions does the author raise about interpreting the study, and what do you think are important reservations?

The author does not raise any cautions about interpreting the study, but I think that some reservations to be considered are the facts that special education programs sometimes vary significantly from district to district and even from school to school inside of a certain district.  Many times the successful organization, support and resources for a special education program depend on the experience, the knowledge of the program and the degree of involvement of the administrator who has immediate authority over the program.  The differences in interpreting special education policies and implementing them into practice should also be considered from district to district.

12) What particularly interesting or valuable things did you learn from reading the report? (Consider results, method, discussion, references, etc.)  

From this article, I learned that teachers generally have a positive attitude towards inclusion and mainstreaming of mild to moderate special education students. The most helpful component of the article was the excellent organization of the results.  The information was well-organized and broken down into specific topics so that it could be easily understood.  This will help in future studies and with the interpretation of the results.

Quantitative Report 5

1. What study report is this?

Cameron, David. Cook, Bryan. Tankersley, Melody. Inclusive 

Teachers’ Attitudinal Ratings of Their Students With 

Disabilities. The Journal of Special Education Vol 40, no 4. p 230-89. Win 2007.

2. What kind of study is this?

A Quantitative study.

3. What is the general purpose of this study? What questions does it raise?


To explore a new rating scale designed to measure teacher attitude toward students, and to investigate the attitudes of inclusive teachers toward their students with disabilities using the rating scale.

4. How does answering the research question(s) add something new to what is already known? If the study is a replication, why is that important?


The research definitely adds to the spectrum of researching via a viable method to rating attitudes of teachers (done with introduced scale), and does play a part in helping determine just how big a role teachers attitude’s play in the education of their included students.
5. Who or what was studied? (Number and key characteristics)

Who: 50 inclusive teachers and 156 of their inclusive students, also 199 of their students without disabilities.

6. In sequential order, what were the major steps in performing the study? (Record these in a flowchart) Do not just repeat details from Items 1-5 and 7-10. Create an explanatory sketch that a year from now would help you recall how the study was done.


First, teachers were given the new rating scale to check for validity, when with was complete, another survey took place that was also part of this study. Secondly teachers from select sites were to “nominate” random students and then a great proportion of the school commented on their attitudes of the nominated students. These results were then analyzed for the study.
7. What data were recorded and used for analysis? (e.g., questionnaire responses, test scores, field notes, meter readings, etc.) 


Questionnaire responses and meter readings were used for analysis.
8. What kind(s) of data analysis was used? (e.g., statistical, logical categorization, etc.)


Statistical data analysis was used, in addition to a MANOVA to check for the validity of the questionnaire.
9. What were the results? (After analysis, what do the data from Item 7 say about the question(s) raised in Item 3?


The results are that the survey when used among the same teacher weeks later regarding the same students had similar results. Also the attachment and rejection categories had the highest amount of reported students.
10. What does the author conclude? (In light of both Item 9 and the entire study experience, what is said about Item 3?)


The conclusion is that the survey exhibits modest reliability that corresponds to the previously validated nomination procedure. Also, points out that teachers are more likely to rely too much on their feelings for the students, whether it be concern or indifference rather than logically looking at each one and creating a course of action that best fits the student rather than going with their initial instinct.
11. What cautions does the author raise about interpreting the study, and what do you think are important reservations.


The primary limitation stated is that all the participants were from Northeast Ohio. Also, the reliability of the new attitudinal scale was modest, which is a reminder of the caution that should be used in interpreting the data.
12. What particularly interesting or valuable things did you learn from reading the report? (Consider results, method, discussion, references, etc.


I found several things interesting, the fist of which would be the results. I was surprised that while the attitudes varied greatly, there was still so many people leaning toward rejection. Also, it doesn’t help that I don’t know that the educational climate is in Northeast Ohio while I am here in Southern California. Overall however I did like that they were testing something new, and feel that the questions on the survey, in my opinion were well written and accurate to the information they were trying to gather. I found in interesting that there was a call for teachers of behavior students to consider going to trainings and think of ways to better understand the behavior, so negative behavior creates less rejection. Also, studies like this remind teachers of students with and without disabilities to try and take a step back and picture the education path best fitting the student, not the one best fitting the disability.
1. CITATION: Mastropieri, M.A., Scruggs, T.E., Graetz,J., Norland, J., Gardizi, W., McDuffie, K.(2005, May). Case studies in Co-Teaching in the Content Areas: Successes, Failures, and Challenges. Intervention In School And Clinic, 40(5), 260-270. 

2. PURPOSE AND GENERAL RATIONAL: This is a meta-analysis of several long-term qualitative studies, as stated by the authors. This paper examines the data concerning the effectiveness of several collaborative co-teaching models of inclusion. "By examining co-teaching practices in a number of different contexts, we hoped to draw some general conclusions about the experience of co-teaching." (Mastropieri, et. al. pg. 262) This sentence indicates an inductive mind set, drawing from a few studies to extrapolate a larger set of truths. This also fits in the critical theory paradigm because, as cited on page 262: "In most cases, both general and special educator worked collaboratively with researchers to identify optimal research-based instructional materials and practices to increase the performance of students with disabilities." This appears to qualify as a process to empower, or increase the performance, of the students and teachers being examined.

3. FIT AND SPECIFIC RATIONALE: The study identifies "successes and remaining challenges" (Ibid., pg. 260) as well as variables of significance such as content knowledge, co-teacher compatibility and the impact of standards based testing. The introductory explanatory paragraphs examine about 14 studies supporting data with a variety of supporting and conflicting results, thus supporting the need for further clarification. I say about 14 studies because some of the cited 14 were meta-analyses themselves. The authors referenced a low code effect size on six cited studies as indicating the studies reviewed prior to the four main case studies of the article supported the need for their research.

4. PARTICIPANTS: Without directly quoting the entire section about the authors, on page 269 of the study (keep in mind this study is over two years old so the information on the authors may not be current: All of the following are at George Mason University: Margo A Mastropieri, Ph.D., is a professor of special education with interests in strategies for effective instruction for students with disabilities and research synthesis; Thomas E. Scruggs, Ph.D. is director of the doctoral program and professor of special education whose interests include cognitive strategies for students with disabilities, effective inclusion instruction strategies, and research synthesis; Jennifer Norland, M.S., is a doctoral student specializing in multicultural/multilingual education; Walena Gardizi, M.S., is a school psychologist intern who just received her masters degree in school psychology; Kimberly McDuffie, M.A., is a doctoral student in special education wih several years as a classroom special education teacher in her repertoire. Janet Graetz, Ph.D., is an assistant professor in the Department of Human Development and Child Studies at Oakland University in Rochester, Michigan whose interests lie with the fields of video modeling, visual strategies and the quality of life for adults with autism spectrum disorder.

The participants who were studied range from a beginning seventh grade Earth Science teacher on up through a teacher with 20 years of experience in teaching Social Science in high school. All were fully credentialled in their areas of expertise, either in specific core content or special education. This group, when identified, i.e., one case study did not identify the gender of the teachers, comprised an even mixture of men and women.

The class make-up, across the four detailed case studies performed, had a mean population of 37.19% special education students, with the range running from a low of 18% to a high of 36%. The studies encompassed: a study of upper elementary and middle school (4th and 7th grade classes) students; one on eighth graders; another on 10th graders and the 4th study did not identify specific grade levels other than identifying a high school Chemistry class. The range of exceptional needs encompassed the gamut from Learning (LD) and Emotionally (ED) Disabled to Autism Spectrum Disorder to Hearing Impairments to Mental Retardation to Physical Disabilities. All 4 case studies contained LD students, without identifying with any specificity what their processing disorders were, e.g., auditory or sensory motor integration, or the severity of the deficits. The case studies also did not identify specific breakdowns of how many of each type of special education needs student was in each class.

5. CONTEXT: Study number 1 was in upper elementary and middle school. Study number 2 was in middle school. Studies number 3 and 4 were in high school. They all cite classroom and computer lab observations and one-on-one interviews of both teachers and students, therefore the physical context can be assumed to be the respective classrooms, computer labs and adjacent areas to perform one-on-one interviews. 

6. STEPS IN SEQUENCE: First, identification of participants; second, identification of instructional components; third, identification of, and methods by which, collaborative elements emerged--such as the nature of working relationships, co-planning, classroom management styles, differentiated instruction, etc., and fourth, overall findings and discussion. This fourth element identified three emergent major themes: Academic Content, High-Stakes Testing and Co-Teacher Compatibility. 

7. DATA: "Data sources consisted of extensive observations of class activities, field notes, videotapes of classes, interviews with teachers and students, and artifacts (e.g., 5 samples of class activities, homework assignments, tests, exams). Data analyses in these cases were qualitative and inductive." (Ibid., p262)

8. ANALYSIS: The first data analytic tool cited was the already referenced code effect sizes. These were explained as, "...standardized quantitative indices of treatment efficacy..." (Ibid., p261) My comprehension of this was that it was being used to see if co-teaching research had produced enough effective data to be generally recommended by the authors cited. With results varying greatly and total mean effect sizes being small, the cited authors believed more research was needed. The rest of the analysis contained in the 4 case studies appeared to be based on observation notes and interview data with no specific algorithmic process identified. The summary of overall findings and discussion mentioned using analytic induction and the constant comparative method to determine the three themes of consequence without any further specificity identified as to exactly what was done.

9. RESULTS: Three themes were identified as impacting on the effectiveness of the co​teaching scenarios presented: A.) Knowledge of Academic Content by the core and special education educators, i.e., the closer the match up in knowledge levels the more equal the roles assumed by the co-teachers. When the knowledge levels were significantly different, that is, where the special education teacher did not have significant knowledge levels in the core content area, the special education teacher often took on the role of an instructional aide versus a true partner in instruction. B.) The second theme of consequence was the impact of High Stakes Testing. When this was a factor the individualized achievement and need levels of students were not the priority. "Where high-stakes testing was a tangible factor, teachers believed that covering all relevant content had a definite priority over implementation of pedagogical features..." (Ibid p268). Thus the trade off of quantity over quality tended to minimize the special education teacher's role. C.) The last identified resultant theme examined the relationship between the co-teachers. A relationship based on trust and respect for each other's area of expertise resulted in the students with disabilities finding greater levels of success. Compatibility of each teacher's ideas on what was effective teaching, such as "...structure, clarity, (and) enthusiasm,..." (Ibid., p269) also was a positive corelational element. The number of years experience teaching, in and of itself, was identified as not being a factor in this theme. Common planning time appeared as an element of consequence to ensuring success but not at the same level of importance as the prior three themes.

The Locke text refers, at this stage, to strive for a deeper meaning of what was going on in this study. My synthesis of this is that researchers with expertise in this area conducted observations, took field notes on their observations and derived the conclusion that inclusion of special education students with co-teaching can work. This agrees with my own experiences over the years, i.e., when I co-taught in a core social science middle school classroom; when I team taught my SDC-LH students with science, math and/or social science teachers.

10.) CONCLUSIONS: This is specifically identified at the end of the paper:

"Our findings largely support those of previous researchers and collectively extend our knowledge of the practice of co-teaching. Our investigations reveal that specific variables interact strongly with co-teaching success... Additional research could refine these and other variables to provide further implications for use of particular features of co-teaching." (Ibid., p269)
11.) CAUTIONS: I find too many times conclusionary words such as `perhaps' and `appeared' were used without, what I considered sufficient evidence identified. Much of this paper almost seems anecdotal in nature. Possibly, this is my own prejudice against other's subjective perspectives, or my own entry level on the learning curve of what a qualitative study encompasses. Much of the case study information only seemed to be recitations of what was seen capped by intuitive leaps into conclusions. I think my overriding cautionary concern here was that there was not enough specificity supporting conclusions-and generally these were conclusions I agreed with.

12.) DISCUSSION: I found the identification and examination of specific elements such as co-planning, teaching style, behavior management philosophies and differentiated instruction methods useful. I assert this because I have utilized many of these assets, tools, strategies and concepts-but without thoughtful reflection on their import and significance. Since the Socratic injunction of: "The unexamined life is not worth living for a human being." is most necessary for the life I lead, examination of that which has been taken for granted is, in and of itself, of value. Weighing the trade off pursuing what I call the current holy grail of public education, high-stakes standardized testing, supports my beliefs that quantity should never supplant quality.

Qualitative Research Reports
Report 1.

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Turner, N. D. (2003). “Preparing Preservice Teachers for Inclusion in Secondary 

Classrooms.” Education, 123, 491-496.

2)Who is the investigator? Include personal history, particularly as related to the purpose, participants, or site of the study.

Nancy Turner is a professor at Saint Mary’s College Notre Dame in Indiana. I don’t know more and am not sure how to get it.

3) If made explicit, what type of qualitative research is this? Is the author working from a feminist, Marxist, interpretivist, symbolic interactionist, critical theorist, or other vantage point?

The author was not explicit. The abstract stated that the author is trying to address the shortcomings in preparation of secondary level teachers and wanted to look at one option.

4) What is the purpose of the study? What are the focusing questions (if any)? Is the purpose primarily theoretical, practical, or personal?

The purpose of the study is to inform readers about some options for preservice teachers to become more familiar with special education students and to develop a greater understanding of their education and post-education needs as well as the social issues that special education students may have. The purpose of the study is practical. The author is trying to address the need of secondary level preservice teachers who may not have received as much education in working with the inclusion model as their primary level preservice teachers.

5) Where does the study take place, and who are the participants? Describe the general physical and social context of the setting and salient characteristics of the main actors. If this is not a field study, describe the setting and participants presented in the secondary data source.

The study takes place at Saint Mary’s College in Indiana. The participants are preservice secondary teachers. The setting is a college class with a fieldwork component where the students must interact with special education students while focusing on their social skills over a four week period.

6) In what sequence did the major elements of the study occur? Describe (or diagram in graphic format, such as a flowchart) timing, frequency, order, and relationships used in organizing the study.

The author first noticed that secondary level teachers needed to know how to work with special education students included in their classes, but may not have received sufficient training. Then the author looked at a program implemented at Saint Mary’s College and thought it might be a good option for other colleges. The author observed the class as the students did their fieldwork and read required journals that the students wrote during their fieldwork assignments. The author concluded from the journals that the students ha benefited from the fieldwork and that other preservice teachers might benefit as well.

7) How were data collected? Was recording done through observation and fieldnotes, taped interviews with transcription, document analysis with record forms, or some combination?

The author observed the interactions of the students and the special education students during the four session fieldwork. The author also read the journals that the preservice teachers wrote during their fieldwork. 

8) If this was a field study, what was the author’s role while collecting data? I am not sure what the author’s role was in this study. If I guessed I would say that the author was involved in implementing this program.

9) What procedures were used for analysis of data? Was constant comparison used, were categories developed inductively, were themes constructed, was computer software employed? There was no discussion of how the data was analyzed. The author mentioned points that the students commented on in their journals. There was no mention of whether there were comments that were in opposition to the ones the author mentioned.

10) What were the results? In general terms, what is the answer to the question, “What was going on there?”

Students in a teaching program were required to work with students with disabilities. Through this interaction they became more comfortable in dealing with students with disabilities, they practiced a type of inclusion similar to one they could be teaching in the future and they had a greater understanding of the importance of transitioning for secondary students with disabilities.

11) How are design or research methods used to enhance the credibility (trustworthiness and believability) of the study? The author used the students comments to show that their sentiment was in line with the findings of the study.

12) What parts of the study did you find powerful or particularly instructive? What was moving or striking, and what provided new insight?

I was pleased that they included transitioning skills, since the post-school needs of special education students is so important. I also thought it was great that they were able to bring the special education students to the university, allowing the students to see many different people interacting with the special education students.  

Qualitative Report 2:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Wendy, A., (1998).  Working Together to Improve The Supportive Framework for 

Children with Special Needs in Mainstream Schools: A Multi-Professional 

Approach, Maladjustment and Therapeutic Education, 6, (2), 127-135

2)Who is the investigator? Include personal history, particularly as related to the purpose, participants, or site of the study.

Wendy Adams worked in an inner city comprehensive school site in Bristol since 1975.  She spent six years developing and running the Special Needs Department.  In 1981, she did a professional training in educational psychology at Exeter.

3) If made explicit, what type of qualitative research is this? Is the author working from a feminist, Marxist, interpretivist, symbolic interactionist, critical theorist, or other vantage point?

The type of qualitative research was not made clear.  The author was a first hand participant in her study.

4) What is the purpose of the study? What are the focusing questions (if any)? Is the purpose primarily theoretical, practical, or personal?

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of using a multi-professional approach to teaching students in special education and those who have behavior problems.  I believe the purpose was practical and personal.  There were no questions raised.

5) Where does the study take place, and who are the participants? Describe the general physical and social context of the setting and salient characteristics of the main actors. If this is not a field study, describe the setting and participants presented in the secondary data source.

There were two separate field studies in this report.  The first involved a group of students from a mainstreamed school in Plymouth who were displaying serious negative behaviors in the classroom.  These behaviors included the most disruptive to a withdrawn school phobic. The age and grade levels of the students are unknown.  This year long field study took place partly in a group home were the students participated in activities such as walking, swimming, and canoeing.  At night, the students were encouraged to work together to accomplish chores like cooking and cleaning.  Also, each night, the students meet together with each other, two teachers, the psychologist, and a special education teacher from their school.  These sessions helped the students to encourage each other and to from bonds with each other and the support staff.

The second study involved an individual student with physical, special needs and his progression through school to college with a multi-professional approach. 

6) In what sequence did the major elements of the study occur? Describe (or diagram in graphic format, such as a flowchart) timing, frequency, order, and relationships used in organizing the study.

The author wanted to test the theory of the multi-professional approach.  The author outlined how the existing “normal pastoral approach support for the individual child” works to support the student.  In contrast, the author also outlined the “multidisciplinary support for all children” followed by a case study using two separate groups of participants.  The author studied how group support of students and school staff can have a positive effect on student success in schools.  The study further showed that with the staff working together to help student outcomes, the professionals themselves felt better about working with each other thus affecting their attitudes toward a successful multi-professional approach. 

  The author also conducted a smaller scale field study concerning the individual effects a multi-professional approach has on student outcomes.  The author observed Lee, a student with special needs, through the process of graduating from high school and moving on to college.  It was discovered, in this case, with the professional team working together from the onset of his school career, Lee’s academic and social needs were meet and the team was able to find Lee a college that meets his special needs. 

7) How were data collected? Was recording done through observation and fieldnotes, taped interviews with transcription, document analysis with record forms, or some combination?

Information was gathered through observations and field notes.

8) If this was a field study, what was the author’s role while collecting data?

The author played two roles.  The roles were as an observer at the group home and the other as a staff participant during the lunch time meetings.

9) What procedures were used for analysis of data? Was constant comparison used, were categories developed inductively, were themes constructed, was computer software employed?

The author used comparison to analysis data.

10) What were the results? In general terms, what is the answer to the question, “What was going on there?”

The author purposes that a multi-professional approach will provide all students with the support they need to be successful in school.  The author further suggests that a team approach were each member of the team feels validated, affects teacher perspectives thus consequently affecting the successfulness of a multi-professional approach.

11) How are design or research methods used to enhance the credibility (trustworthiness and believability) of the study?

I believe the credibility of the research was enhanced by the author conducting/reporting the results of two separate case studies.  I also feel that the length of the group study and in different situations has helped to enhance the credibility of the research.

12) What parts of the study did you find powerful or particularly instructive? What was moving or striking, and what provided new insight?

I found it interesting that the attitudes of the staff participants played a direct role on the successfulness of the multi-professional approach.  This study confirms my belief that all school professionals need to work together to ensure a more positive educational and social outcome for student progress.

Qualitative Report 3:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Aquilar, C.M., Morocco, C. C., Parker, C. E., & Zigmond, N., (2006).  Middletown high school:  equal opportunity for academic achievement.  Learning Disabilities Research and Practice.  21(3), 159-171.

2)Who is the investigator? Include personal history, particularly as related to the purpose, participants, or site of the study.

[image: image1.emf]


3) If made explicit, what type of qualitative research is this? Is the author working from a feminist, Marxist, interpretivist, symbolic interactionist, critical theorist, or other vantage point?

Not explicit.

4) What is the purpose of the study? What are the focusing questions (if any)? Is the purpose primarily theoretical, practical, or personal?

The study focuses on good high schools and how they are successful at mainstreaming special education students into general education.  They focused on the programs the school used and how the school programs were structured.

5) Where does the study take place, and who are the participants? Describe the general physical and social context of the setting and salient characteristics of the main actors. If this is not a field study, describe the setting and participants presented in the secondary data source.


The study takes place at a comprehensive high school in Virginia.  Several groups are examined in this study.  Two students are followed and researched in a case study format.  Transcripts for 55 students who graduated and had IEPs were analyzed for the 4 years they attended high school.  21 students who are classified as “contained” or not fully mainstreamed are studied, as well as 198 students classified as having learning disabilities.  

6) In what sequence did the major elements of the study occur? Describe (or diagram in graphic format, such as a flowchart) timing, frequency, order, and relationships used in organizing the study.


The researches described the school setting and the distinguishing features of the school that set it apart from other schools.  They also looked at the learning communities that were created at the school site.  Then the academic results were studied and the statistics were separated for students with IEPs and without IEPs.  The academic opportunities were discussed and how they were implemented was diagramed.  Social opportunities for students with disabilities were reviewed, and then the case studies for two students were presented.  Following the case studies a review of the 55 IEPs of former students were reviewed.  They concluded with the tensions that had occurred, and the role that strong leadership played in the success of the program.  

7) How were data collected? Was recording done through observation and fieldnotes, taped interviews with transcription, document analysis with record forms, or some combination?


Data was collected through student records, observations, surveys, and interviews.  

8) If this was a field study, what was the author’s role while collecting data?

9) What procedures were used for analysis of data? Was constant comparison used, were categories developed inductively, were themes constructed, was computer software employed?


Student’s scores on the Virginia Standards of Learning tests were used in the analysis, as well as basic demographic information.  Student,s records were examined to prove that they had taken part in the academic and elective classes that the school claimed to offer.  The study did not mention any special software, but they did complete basic statistical measures—mean and p-scores for the data.

10) What were the results? In general terms, what is the answer to the question, “What was going on there?”


The school has created and maintains a model to encourage and graduate students from a diverse background.  The school has open enrollment and an aggressive inclusion policy, and students are being successful.  

11) How are design or research methods used to enhance the credibility (trustworthiness and believability) of the study?


The authors share their background and use a variety of measures to discuss what the school is doing right.  

12) What parts of the study did you find powerful or particularly instructive? What was moving or striking, and what provided new insight?


The inclusion program that is in place is very encouraging.  It provides an example of a school that is applying what many want to attempt.  It also demonstrates how the school handled students who need constant support and will not make it in a general education classroom.  Even though all students do not take part in full inclusion, they do enhance their school program through elective classes and classes focused on their IEP goals.  

Qualitative Report 4:

1) What study report is this? (Record a full reference citation.)

Hunt, P., Soto, G., Maier, J., Muller, E. and Goetz, L. “Collaborative Teaming to Support 

Students With Augmentative Alternative Communication Needs in General 

Education Classrooms.” AAC Augmentative and Alternative Education (March 

2002).  Volume 18, 20-35

2)Who is the investigator? Include personal history, particularly as related to the purpose, participants, or site of the study.

Pam Hunt, Gloria Soto, Julie Maier, Eve Muller, and Lori Goetz were the investigators.  The worked for the Department of Special Education, San Francisco State University, San Francisco, California, USA.

3) If made explicit, what type of qualitative research is this? Is the author working from a feminist, Marxist, interpretivist, symbolic interactionist, critical theorist, or other vantage point?

I think this was both qualitative and quantitative research.  I think the researchers took on the roles of critical theorists because they were evaluating a program that uses Alternative and Augmentative communication.

4) What is the purpose of the study? What are the focusing questions (if any)? Is the purpose primarily theoretical, practical, or personal?

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of a collaborative teaming process on the social and academic participation of students with significant disabilities and augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) needs.  This investigation builds on recommendations for best practices for collaborative teaming in inclusive classrooms outlined in the current literature.  It differs from previous research in that the collaborative process described in this article provides a detailed and simplified process, called a Unified Plan of Support (UPS), that was designed to unify and integrate educational, communication, and social supports for students with AAC needs in regular classrooms.  The main elements of the UPS process are (1) regularly scheduled team meetings, (2)development of supports to increase focus students’ academic and social participation in general education instructional activities, (3) a built-in accountability system, and (4) flexibility to change ineffectual supports (Hunt et al., in press).  Elements for effective collaborative teaming were incorporated into this model.  Most importantly, team members collaborated to create and implement individualized instruction and supports needed to increase academic successes and social participation of the focus students.  Each collaborative team included a general education teacher, inclusion support teacher, instructional assistant, each student’s parent(s), and a speech-language pathologist who served as the AAC specialist.

5) Where does the study take place, and who are the participants? Describe the general physical and social context of the setting and salient characteristics of the main actors. If this is not a field study, describe the setting and participants presented in the secondary data source.

This study was conducted at two elementary schools located in tow small, diverse school districts in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The schools had included students with severe disabilities in general education classrooms for 10 and 11 years, respectively.  The three students were supported in their kindergarten and first- and fifth-grade classes on continuous basis by an instructional assistant.  All three general education teachers had previous experience that included supporting children with severe disabilities, but none of the teachers had worked with students with extensive AAC needs previously.  Research activities began the first month of the school year and continued for 7 months.

Minh was a grade 5 student who experienced severe physical and speech impairments caused by cerebral palsy.  He had no use of his hands, arms, or legs.  His visual and auditory abilities were in the normal range.  Minh used a powered wheechair accessed with a headswitch for mobility.  He used a head light to point to an alphabet board and other low-technology AAC devices.  He also used a Headmaster Plus tm (Prentke Romich Co.) and a single switch to access a laptop computer and a jead mouse to access his dynamic display communication aid.  In addition, Minh communicated through eye gaze and facial expressions.  His receptive and expressive language comprehension skills were at the grade 1 and grade 3 levels, respectively, as reported by the team.  He read at the first- to second-grade level.

Khamla was a kindergartner who experienced moderate physical and speech impairments caused by cerebral palsy.  He walked with a slow, awkward gait and had full use of his arms.  Khamla had been diagnosed with corneal clouding but did not use corrective lenses.  He had no apparent hearing loss.  At the beginning of the study, Khamla used some gestures and sign approximations to express his basic wants and needs.  He had had previous exposure to picture symbols but was not using a picture symbol system.  He used few intelligible words.  Khamla appeared to have moderate cognitive delays, severe expressive language delays, and moderate receptive language delays as reported by the speech-language therapist.

Paolo was a student in grad 1 who experienced severe physical and speech impairments caused by cerebral palsy.  His visual and auditory abilities appeared to be within the normal range.  He used a manual wheelchair fro mobility.  Paolo had good gross motor use of his hands.  He primarily used gestures, facial expressions, and vocalizations to communicate his wants and needs.  He owned a dynamic display communication aid that he did not use functionally.  His receptive vocabulary was assessed to be at 3.7 years using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (Dunn & Dunn, 1981). Paolo was beginning to identify letters ad letter sounds and was developing pre-kindergarten math skills.

6) In what sequence did the major elements of the study occur? Describe (or diagram in graphic format, such as a flowchart) timing, frequency, order, and relationships used in organizing the study.

Method>Intervention: Unified Plans of Support, Structure and Organization of UPS Meetings, Development of the UPS for Students>Data Analysis>Results>Student Outcomes>Discussion 

7) How were data collected? Was recording done through observation and fieldnotes, taped interviews with transcription, document analysis with record forms, or some combination?

Student outcome variables were investigated using a combination of data gathering methods: (a) systematic observation of the levels of engagement and interaction patterns of the focus students using a multiple baseline design across students (Kazdin, 1982) and (b) team interviews to elicit team members’ perspectives on students’ academic growth and social participation.  The three teams interviews were conducted once during baseline (i.e., 1 week before implementation of the intervention) and twice during the intervention condition (i.e. 1 month after implementation of the intervention study.

8) If this was a field study, what was the author’s role while collecting data?

Using a group discussion and consensus process, the five members of the university team analyzed the transcripts from each of the interviews conducted during three UPS Meetings.  Team members read each interview transcript and, using a line-by-line analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), identified themes representing the perceptions of the interviewees within the categories of reading, writing, math, classroom participation, and social interaction with peers.  A discussion of agreements and discrepancies in the analyses across team members followed.  A summary listing of themes within each category for each of the three interviews (i.e., pre-UPS, 1 month following UPS initiation, and at the end of the study) was developed.  Finally, team members reviewed the identified themes to eliminate redundancy and to identify and interpret patterns across categories, interview periods, and students.  Each member of the three educational teams provided “member checks” of the accuracy of the analysis by reviewing the outcomes and providing feedback (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

9) What procedures were used for analysis of data? Was constant comparison used, were categories developed inductively, were themes constructed, was computer software employed?

The Interaction and Engagement Scale (IES) was designed to measure interaction and engagement variables.  The IES uses a partial interval recording procedure in which each 10-minute observational period consists of 20 30-second intervals; within each interval are 15 seconds for observation and 15 seconds for recording.  

All four of the IES observers had previous experience with procedures for in-class data collection, and two of the four had used the IES to collect behavioral data in a previous study (i.e. Hunt e al., in press).  Prior to implementation of the data collection process, the four observers reviewed the instrument as a group, after which all possible pairs of the four observers established inter-rater agreement of 90% or higher for each variable while observing students in tow general education classrooms.

10) What were the results? In general terms, what is the answer to the question, “What was going on there?”

The results of this study provide information about the effects of a collaborative teaming process on the level of engagement and social and academic participation of students with AAC needs in general education classrooms.  Collaborative teaming supported by the UPS process resulted in increased levels of student-initiated interactions, decreased levels that were commensurate with the behavior of focus students’ peers.  In addition, all three teams reported substantial gains in the focus students’ academic performance (reading, writing, and math).

It is important to note that low levels of student-initiated interactions in Minh’s case may have been atytributable to the fact that his teacher used strategies in the morning that required Minh and his classmates to work by themselves.  Minh’s level of social interaction was higher during the afternoon observational period, when his teacher used cooperative learning strategies for natural and social sciences.  These outcomes suggest that the classroom structure and teaching strategies used by general education teachers have an important impact on the number of opportunities available for social and academic participation in general education classrooms.

All team members expressed satisfaction with the collaborative process because it allowed them to support one another and to contribute to the development of educational and social supports for the focus students.  The UPS process empowered team members to contribute their knowledge and ideas to the development of a support plan while at the same time providing an ongoing opportunity to revise the plans as necessary.  A particular strength of the UPS was its integration of supports around classroom activities.  The general education curriculum became the context for intervention, and academic and social participation became the ultimate goals.

11) How are design or research methods used to enhance the credibility (trustworthiness and believability) of the study?

Data from IES observations can be analyzed in a variety of ways; however, with regard to the outcomes of this study, it was predicted that there would be (a) increases in interactions with peers that were neutral or positive in nature, (b) decreases in the levels of nonengagement in ongoing classroom activities, (c) increases fin interaction initiated by the focus students and (d) increases in the use of an AAC device over time.  Thus IES data were recorded and analyzed to address these hypotheses.  During each interval, the observer noted the first communicative interaction that involved the focus student.  The identity of the partner in that interaction was also noted, as well as the individual who initiated the interaction.  The communicative function of the interaction was identified as well as the quality of the interaction and the use of an AAC device.  Engagement variables include the level of engagement and the grouping pattern that occurred the majority of the time.

12) What parts of the study did you find powerful or particularly instructive? What was moving or striking, and what provided new insight?

The parts of the study I found most dynamic were the overall positive effects that the general education teacher had on the special education students.  I thought that special education teacher were always the most effective educators for special education students but that is not always the case.  The students respond very positively to other educators.  I think that this is because general education teachers can make the special education students feel more like the other students and make the students feel like they don’t have to be labeled or “singled out”.

Qualitative Report 5:

1. What study report is this? 

Roger, Blair. Sailor, Wayne. Rethinking Inclusion: School wide Applications.  Phi Delta Kappan. Vol 87 no 7 p 503-9. March 2005.
2. Who is the investigator? Include personal history, particularly as related to the purpose, participants, or site of the study.


One investigator, Wayne Sailor is a professor of Special Education in Kansas, the other, Blair Roger, is an educational consultant based in Oakland.

3. If made explicit, what type of qualitative research is this? Is the author working from a feminist, Marxist, interpretivist, symbolic interactionist, critical theorist, or other vantage point?


Not explicitly stated.

4. What is the purpose of the study? What are the focusing questions (if any)? Is the purpose primarily theoretical, practical, or personal? 

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of the Schoolwide Applications Model (SAM) which is a model used by schools to fully include all students into mainstream classes regardless of their disability. The study also looked at the effects on the general population. This raises questions of the validity and effectiveness of the SAM model, it also raises questions about just how successful the special needs students can be amongst their general aged peers.
5. Where does the study take place, and who are the participants? Describe the general physical and social context of the setting and salient characteristics of the main actors. If this is not a field study, describe the setting and participants presented in the secondary data source.


Eight elementary and middle schools in California, and one elementary school in Kansas.  The entire school’s population was reported in the study.

6. In what sequence did the major elements of the study occur? Describe (or diagram in graphic format, such as a flowchart) timing, frequency, order, and relationships used in organizing the study.


Special needs students are identified and are placed in a setting that best fits their environment.  For example doing math that is closest matched to their needs and abilities. Student progress in both populations is continually assed. Site Leadership Team members (SLT’s) then review data to ensure program is working, and decide what changes need to be made in order to see greater success throughout the year. 

7. How were data collected? Was recording done through observation and fieldnotes, taped interviews with transcription, document analysis with record forms, or some combination?


Test scores were used, as well as a tracking system that monitors overall school behavior and tracks occurrences. In addition observation done by members of the SLT’s play into the data recording section. Clearly, the largest means of data collection was document analysis within records.

8. If this was a field study, what was the author’s role while collecting data?


Not a field study.

9. What procedures were used for analysis of data? Was constant comparison used, were categories developed inductively, were themes constructed, was computer software employed?


Computer software was employed. The program SAM, comes with a means to collect and analyze data, this being SAMAN 
(Schoolwide Applications Model Analysis System). 
10. What were the results? In general terms, what is the answer to the question, “What was going on there?”


The results state that using this particular model, schools can have an overall success using a full inclusion model. The difference with this model and others is that SAM has a strict criteria that determines the direction of the program.

11. How are design or research methods used to enhance the credibility (trustworthiness and believability) of the study?


The proof if in the results. The researched had no known impact on the schools themselves and it is likely that they did very little since they were not part of the SAM program. They were merely observers and data compilers. 

12. What parts of the study did you find powerful or particularly instructive? What was moving or striking, and what provided new insight?


I found it interesting that a model could fit so many school so well. It would be interesting to see if it fit other school, and how well that fit would be. In addition, it was good to see an article so positive when it came to inclusion, instead of just laying into the pitfalls and difficulties. 

1. CITATION: Wilkins, T &Nietfeld, J.L. (2004). The effect of a school-wide

inclusion training programme upon teachers' attitudes about inclusion. Journal of

Research in Special Education Needs, 4(3), 115-121.

2.  PURPOSE AND GENERAL RATIONAL: Per introduction of article on page 115: "The primary purpose of this study was to further this research by examining attitudes related to inclusion of teachers participating in a programme implemented in middle schools with the explicit goal of fostering effective inclusion-based classrooms. Second we tested the relationship between perceived expertise in special education and attitudes towards inclusion."

3.  FIT AND SPECIFIC RATIONALE: The authors cite research studies going all the way back to 1980. These studies identify five factors influencing teacher's willingness to work with special needs students. They are: a.) classroom procedure concerns; b.) the number of different disabilities present; c.) severity of the disabilities; d.) amount of teacher support available and e.) prior training. This study examined the fit of these factors through the following four categories: 1. teacher training; 2. academic content/teacher effectiveness; 3. academic climate and 4. social adjustment items. In addition, an overall composite scoring category was created for holistic comparison

4. PARTICIPANTS: Authors-Tina Wilkins of State University of West Georgia and John L. Nietfeld of North Carolina State University. The surveys were taken by 89 sixth through eighth grade middle school teachers located at four separate sites. 69 teachers were female. 30 of the teachers had taught less than four years and 26 taught more than 16 years-these distinctions are found to possibly be of consequence later in the results of the study. Of the total teachers, 27 were in Project WINS (Winning Ideas Network for Schools). This was "a reform-based programme focused on promoting inclusion based classrooms." (Wilkins &Nietfeld, p115) 94% of the respondents received a teaching certificate through traditional college based teaching programs with only 17 of the total being trained special education teachers. All the schools had similar numbers of special education students in their populations. The non-project WINS sites had similar socioeconomic status and achievement levels. The rural/suburban distribution was balanced between WINS and non-WINS sites. 

5. CONTEXT: The surveys were distributed to the site principals, filled out by the respondents individually and returned in an unspecified manner. 

6. STEPS IN SEQUENCE: Because I am not clear on what this was, since it was not clearly identified in the article, I hypothesize the following based upon information given in the article and not adding anything not written in the article.

1.) Identification of 4 influential factors supported by prior research which

affects subject of article​

* Support and Collaboration *Inclusion ideas and movements *Preservice training

*Teacher perceptions

2.) Design study method-decide on device to use for data collection 

3.) Adoption of pre-existing 2 part high school survey on teacher attitudes towards inclusion

4.) Application of survey

5.) Analysis of results into descriptive and inferential groups of statistics

6.) Discuss findings and what future needs they point towards 7.) Publish

7. DATA: The data was collected through the survey. See attached article to examine the survey. The authors appeared to maintain their distance from the respondents

8. ANALYSIS: The years of teachers experience were tabulated by years clusters and broken out by Project WINS or non-Project WINS school. Scores were created from the responses addressing the four facets of the survey plus the overall/holistic composite score. They were broken down into descriptive statistics (what is typical for the group of scores ranking expertise in special education compared to preferences for inclusion-using means and standard deviations) and inferential statistics (independent T tests were used to compare Project WINS and non-Project WINS teachers on the four facets. 

9. RESULTS: The training in the Project WINS program did not yet appear effective since the inferential t tests showed that those with non-Project WINS involvement provided higher ratings for inclusion regarding climate and the Project WINS teachers did not show as favorable attitudes towards inclusion as the other group; those with less than 4 years of experience as teachers and those with over 16 years of experience had the highest level of perceived confidence in dealing with special education students in the regular education classroom and as perceived level of expertise went up so did preference for inclusion

10. CONCLUSIONS: "With improved strategies for increasing knowledge and confidence in the training process, programmes such as Project WINS can provide such a venue." (Ibid., p119)

11. CAUTIONS: The authors were surprised at the fact that the Project WINS did not show higher efficacy. I was concerned that the study did not break down responses between regular educators and special educators-although they did isolate that the higher perceived level of expertise with special education students the more favorable towards inclusion the teacher was and this could be used to argue the special education teachers were in this group. Nevertheless, it still appears to be less precise than I would hope to see. 

12. DISCUSSION: I was surprised that all the charts showed stronger support for inclusion. I also have come to appreciate the difficulty in improving attitudes-even of highly educated experienced teachers.
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