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ABSTRACT
Perspectives of Special Education Teachers on Implementation of Inclusion in Four High
Schools in East Tennessee
by
Lori Bellar Goodin
The terminology found in state educational policies coupled with congressional intent
provides a supportive framework for integration of inclusion into public education
(Duhaney, 1999; Heumann, 1994). The U.S. Department of Education declared that the
required continuum of alternative placements reinforces the importance of the
consideration of the individual versus programming for the masses in determining what
placement is the LRE for each student with a disability (Heumann, 1994). This
disagreement of what constitutes the best educational model affects political agendas and

funding issues (Idol, 2006).

The purpose of this study was to examine special education teacher perceptions through a
qualitative study of inclusion services in the four high schools of Happy Village School
System. The special educator’s attitude towards inclusion has not been documented as
often as that of the regular education teacher (Burgin, 2003; Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997;
Tudor, 2004). In this phenomenological study, purposeful sampling techniques and
multiple sources of data were necessary to conduct a thorough qualitative study of
inclusion in Happy Village high schools. In-depth interviews with 11 participants using a
combination of focus groups and one-to-one interviews were conducted using a

semistructured format.



The findings from this study concerning special education teachers’ perceptions of
inclusion services in high school settings are presented here as they relate to the 4 main
research questions. The 4 research questions focus on perception, efficacy, factors that
facilitate successful incorporation of students with special needs in the regular education
class in a high school setting, and barriers to successful incorporation. The findings
revealed that all participants supported the concept of mainstreaming and/or progressive
inclusion versus the full inclusion model. Participants’ identified barriers including
communication, attitude, knowledge, and environment. Recommendations are for further
research at the secondary level on inclusion programming and for a functional,

operational definition of inclusion for the county.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

They know that basic human problems can have no final solutions, that our
freedom, justice, equality, etc. are far from absolute, and that the good life is
compounded of half measures, compromises, lesser evils, and gropings toward the
perfect. (Hoffer, 1967, p.103)

One of the most contentious aspects of special education is the extensive
integration of the child with special needs into the regular education classroom (Peterson
& Hittie, 2003). The legal origins for the movement of educating and assimilating the
special needs child can be found in PLL94-142 commonly referred to as the Education of
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. This bill was later reauthorized as the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990-1991. The reauthorization of
IDEA continues to present day as the needs and demands of our society shift and legal
precedents are set for the student identified through special education. More recently the
Individual with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA-IA) passed with
an emphasis on transition services and continuum of service (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2004).
There are states whose leaders have interpreted the law, sometimes as a result of
outcomes in lawsuits, to mean more inclusion services for the identified student.

The Regular Education Initiative (REI) in the 1980s moved the responsibility of
educating the child with special needs exclusively with the special educator to the arena
of regular education (Farley, 2002). Previously special education and regular education
operated as a dual system with respect to funding and services to children with

disabilities. Regular education had little responsibility for the defined special needs
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population (Osgood, 2005). The results of REI served as another springboard for the
inclusion movement by advocating “that the general education system assumes primary
responsibility for all students in public schools, including identified students with
disabilities as those who have special needs” (Kritsonis, 2004, p.15). With a more
unified system the regular educator experienced increased interaction with the special
education population and more association with the special education teacher (Kritsonis,
2004; Osgood, 2005; Vaughn, 2004).

The reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 redistributed monies to ease financial
burdens on impoverished school districts. This reauthorization of IDEA also brought
about a change in students rights. The 1997 IDEA emphasized the rights of special needs
students whose disabilities might manifest through violent, dangerous, or otherwise
disruptive behaviors. Expulsion was no longer the option. Removing expulsion as a
default option for administrators forced schools to develop behavior plans and other
strategies to address the needs of these students (Osgood, 2005).

Parental involvement reached a new level through IDEA 1997. Legal
requirements demanded more paperwork to reflect parental involvement including
requiring schools systems to demonstrate multiple attempts to involve parents in the
process. The emphasis on parental collaboration granted parents more power for input in
their child’s educational plan.

The 1997 IDEA was a more results driven piece of legislation as compared to its
predecessors. IDEA 1997 included expectations for more identified students to
participate in state and district wide assessments. To accomplish this goal the personnel

required in the development of the Individual Education Plan changed. It was now
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necessary to include a regular education teacher as well as the already required special
education teacher as part of the core IEP team (Kauffman, 1995; Osgood, 2005).

No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) is federally mandated legislation that
provides a backdrop for the inclusion push by requiring highly qualified status for the
teacher assigning the grade for a particular subject (Ed.gov, 2009). To be deemed highly
qualified, teachers must have a bachelor's degree, full state certification or licensure, and
prove that they know each subject they teach (U.S. Dept. of Ed, 2009). With this
requirement, the public school had to restructure its organization to meet NCLB
standards for grade and classroom assignments. This change was necessary to ensure
each primary instructor of a subject possessed highly qualified status affording them and
the school the legal right to assign student grades for academic core subjects. In the past
the special education teacher was considered the best qualified personnel to instruct and
evaluate mastery of subject matter for special needs students in all academic areas. This
qualification status was acquired through the certificate of special education. Many
special education teachers do not possess highly qualified status in all academic subjects
(Cousar, 2007). The general education teacher remains the source of the highly qualified
instruction model when special education services are delivered via a consultative basis
or through inclusion services (IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2001). This apparent loophole has
inadvertently encouraged more support for the inclusion push. Pursuing the coveted
highly qualified status in each core subject area is time consuming and expensive
(Cousar, 2007). Placing a special education teacher in the classroom for inclusion
services allows special education services to be rendered without requiring special

education teachers possess highly qualified status for each academic core subject (US.
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Dept. of Ed., 2009). In some systems an extensive special education department staff has
provided this while others have used inclusion to justify a smaller staff of special
education instructors (Kauffman, 1995). The question is whether or not inclusion
provides equal if not better outcomes for special education students.

While the terms mainstreaming and inclusion are not to be found in legislation,
each term has been used to define philosophical frameworks for approaching education.
Mainstreaming dictates more reliance on pull out programs where the child with special
needs is segregated for instruction in a particular core area such as reading and math. In
the past the special education teacher has typically been primarily responsible for
instruction and for assigning grades. The identified child has often been mainstreamed
into courses such as social studies or science with the expectation that with minimal
modifications the student could adapt to the regular education class.

Inclusion is a move on a continuum (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, 1998). Inclusion
practices dictate adjustments in the classroom environment to ensure participation and
individual progress for the student with special needs. In mainstreaming the child leaves
the regular education class and receives academic instruction in a separate class with a
specially trained teacher for as much as half of the school day. Inclusion requires the
classroom environment to adjust to the child. Mainstreaming requires the child adapt to
the classroom environment (Wang & Birch, 1984a). Inclusion allows the child to be
integrated into the regular education class with special education personnel available to
assist. Instruction and grades are still provided by the highly qualified teacher.
Mainstreaming allows the child to be instructed in core subjects by the special education

teacher in a separate classroom. Prior to NCLB the special education teacher assigned the
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grades through the special education class. The resulting effect of NCLB is a mandate
whereby the special education teacher must satisfy highly qualified status for each core

area in order to assign grades (Ed.gov, 2009; Kavale & Forness, 2000).

Statement of the Problem

Many factors, such as invested parents, changes in legislation, interpretation of
legislation, and advocates have impacted the inclusion movement (Cronis & Ellis, 2000).
The purpose of this research is to conduct a qualitative study of inclusion services to
identify the components needed for a more effective inclusion program from the
perspective of the front-line, the special education teacher in the four high schools of
Happy Village School System.

Financial considerations have played a role in the implementation of inclusion
programs in public education. Major shares of state and district budgets are allocated to
services for students with special needs (Christie, 2008; Cooper, 2009, Green, 2007).
According to the U.S Department of Education (2009), as indicated in Lips, Watkins and
Fleming (2008), state and local governments provided the largest share of funding for
public education in 2007 with 44% supplied by local government and 46.9% funded by
the state. In contrast, the federal government supplied 9.2% (Lips et al., 2008; U.S. Dept.
of Ed., 2007). Special Education has one of the largest budgets in elementary and
secondary education with an allocation of 11.5 billion in 2004-2005 (Lips et al., 2008;
U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2007). According to Cooper (2009) the principal expenditure for
education is special education with approximately 14 % of students being identified for
special services through IDEA. Services rendered through special education account for

more than a quarter of all expenses by local districts (Cooper, 2009).

15



The U.S. Department of Education now estimates that as a nation, we are
spending about 90 percent (1.9 times) more on the average eligible student for
special education than we do on the average general education student with no
special needs (i.e., a student who does not have a disability or who has no need
for any type of compensatory education program). (President’s Commission on
Excellence in Special Education, 2002)
This present study examined inclusion and the broader issues surrounding this form of
special education service delivery in a public high school setting. The investigation
focused on the perspectives of licensed special education teachers and the
implementation of the model.

Legislation, lawsuits, and allocation of funds have provided a forum for advocates
of inclusion to push their agenda (Cronis & Ellis, 2000; Yell et al., 1998). Definitions
and examples of implementation of inclusion programming vary greatly across programs.
There are distinctions available for the various forms of inclusion including progressive
inclusion, uncompromising inclusion, ideological inclusion, and full inclusion (Osgood,
2005). Full inclusion, ideological inclusion, and uncompromising inclusion refer to the
practice of including children with disabilities in the regular classroom 100 % of the time
regardless of the handicapping condition (Crockett & Kauffman, 1999; Friend &
Bursuck, 1996). Progressive inclusion refers to concentrated emphasis on integrating
children identified with special needs into all facets of life at school but recognizing a
need for segregated options and therefore continuing to employ the continuum of services
protocol (Osgood, 2005). This disagreement of what constitutes the best inclusion model
affects political agendas and issues of funding (Idol, 2006). There are those who believe
every student should completely participate in the regular education classroom regardless

of the physical, intellectual, academic, behavioral, or emotional situation of the student

(Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Shanker, 1994; Stainback & Stainback, 1984).
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It is in the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that we find the root of the clause addressing
equality versus segregation. This upheaval over civil liberties cases during the 1960s
began with a focus on voting rights for minorities. It is in this social climate of the 1960s
that Dunn (1968) wrote his famous article addressing concerns surrounding separate
classes for the handicapped student. Dunn (1968) spoke to the justification and morality
of a division among classes. This discussion served as the impetus for the inclusion
movement in special education. Legislation focusing on educational rights and civil
liberties for the person with special needs was a direct result of the initial seed in the 60s
(Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993). The article by Dunn (1968) provided ideological
momentum for inclusion of the person with special needs into regular classes and society
at large but was criticized for its lack of empirical data regarding the benefits of
integration (Dunn, 1968; Goldstein, 1967; Guskin & Spicker, 1968).

The cry for lack of empirical evidence is still heard today (Kauffman &
Hallahan, 1995; Klingner, Vaughn, Hughes, Schumm, & Elbaum, 1998). The
combination of history, mandates, and philosophies (Sowell, 1995) propels schools to
move toward the popular notion of the day. Controversy abounds with special education
placements (Block, 1999; Bouck, 2004a; Osgood, 1995; Kauffman, 1995).
Governmental entities in a democratic society yield to the demands of the day with the
force of the noisiest and most politically backed cultural group of the moment (Sowell,
1995). Public school policy and law are reflected in societal agendas (Hoy & Miskel,
2008). Acknowledging the role society plays in school policy, we observe more and
more school systems widening inclusive experiences (Hoy & Miskel, 2008; Osgood,

2005).
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It is with this type of societal upheaval that the Happy Village School system
adopted models of inclusion for special education programming. The swift movement by
Happy Village to adopt full and partial inclusion models lends credence to the question of
Happy Village’s preparedness for inclusion.

In 2006 Happy Village implemented inclusion practices. Data have been
collected by the county and forwarded to the state educational comptrollers. These data
allow a statistical glimpse into student outcomes with inclusion services in place. These
data offered an opportunity to investigate the effectiveness of the inclusion model. The
basic question is, does inclusion work?

With 66% of Happy Village’s special education population being educated more
than 80% of the day in the regular education environment it would seem this particular
county fully supported the philosophy behind inclusion. Unfortunately, only 46.48%, or
less than half, of these students graduated with a regular education diploma in 2007 (Tn.
Dept. of Ed., 2009). Tennessee’s target for students with disabilities is to decrease the
number of dropouts by 1.5% annually. In 2007 Happy Village did not satisfy the state
target of a 1.5%s decrease in dropouts among special education students (Tn. Dept of Ed,
2009). The number of dropouts actually increased almost doubling 2006s rate of 15.66%
to 28.17% (Tn.Dept of Ed, 2009). Information on the 2008 Tennessee Schools Report
Card reveals a statewide average of 56.32% of students with disabilities participating in
the general education environment for 80% or more of the school day. Of those 2008
special needs students participating in general curriculum 80% or more of the school day

only 59.32% graduated with a regular education diploma.
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So we have 40.68% of identified students who participate 80% or more of the
school day finishing high school without a regular education diploma for the 2008 school
year. This is to say that of those students identified with disabilities who participate in
regular education most of the time, approximately 41% finished without a regular
diploma.

The 2008 statewide dropout rate for students with disabilities is a reported
16.95%. Happy Village’s 2008 dropout rate for identified students is slightly above the
state average with a comparable 17.81%. As stated previously, the state of Tennessee
sets forth an annual target to decrease the dropout rate for students with an Individual
Education Plan by 1.5%. From 2007 to 2008 the statewide rates actually increased from
16.40% to 16.95%, causing the state of Tennessee to fall short of its goal. (Tn. Dept. of
Ed, 2009).

Tennessee also sets forth a target graduation increase of 1.5% for students with
IEPs. The 2008 statewide graduation rate 59.32% allowed the state to meet its target goal
by an increase of 3.92%. Happy Village’s 2008 graduation rate for students with IEPs
was 54.79%. The Happy Village graduation rate for students with IEPs was 4.53%
below the state average (Tn. Dept. of Ed., 2009).

Statistics are helpful devices but in this situation is the question of effectiveness
as it relates to inclusion services in our high schools answered adequately? While
scholars and advocates continue to debate the philosophical contentions, it does remain
clear that Happy Village is poised in a unique position to investigate opportunities for

improvement in their inclusion service delivery model program in the high schools and
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thereby hopefully improve the graduation rate, decrease the dropout rate, and improve

skills for the student identified with special needs.

Research Questions

Overarching question: What are the special education teachers’ perceptions of inclusion

services in the high schools of the county where they are employed?

1. What are the participants’ perceptions regarding the practice of

inclusion in a public high school setting?

2. What are the participants’ perceptions regarding the efficacy of this
practice?
3. What factors facilitate successful incorporation of students with special

needs in the regular education class in a high school setting?
4. What factors are barriers to successful incorporation of students with

special needs in the regular education class?

Significance of the Study

This is a qualitative study of inclusion services in the four high schools of the
Happy Village School System. The purpose is to develop a better understanding of the
dynamics of the inclusion program from the perspectives of special education teachers.
Participants include licensed special education teachers who are currently or have
recently been involved in this service delivery program. Through investigating the
perceptions of the service delivery persons, information can be collected regarding the

strengths and weaknesses of the programs as well as recommendations for service
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delivery thereby forming the foundation of this qualitative study. The success of the
study hinges on honest responses from the participants.

So often programs are unilaterally instituted without initial input from the
service providers. Rowan (1993) takes this approach into account by defining the
institutional perspective as being rooted in survivalism. It is necessary for the
organization to mirror societal expectations to increase the likelihood of continued
existence. Governmental and professional organizations invest in this method by
developing complex rules and requirements that are bound to monies necessary for the
defined entity to exist. With these complex bureaucracies local practitioners experience
limited autonomy while simultaneously being rewarded for conformity (Hoy & Miskel,
2008). As inclusion is rooted in the Civil Rights movements of the 1960s it is
understandably and justifiably encompassed in the institutional approach. Inclusion
exists with the ideological momentum of the institutional approach but its origins lack the
empirical data (Dunn, 1968; Goldstein, 1967; Guskin & Spicker, 1968). The
implementation of inclusion in the Happy Village school system was also absent of
empirical data to support the move to inclusion. While input was not initially sought for
the implementation of inclusion it can be gathered to review inclusion, as it currently
exists in the school system. Reviewing inclusion practices and taking into account the
experiences of the special education teachers will allow for extraction of crucial input and
provide the opportunity for adjustments to the inclusion model for a more effective
program.

Per No Child Left Behind student success is tied to adequate yearly progress on

standardized exams and graduation rates (U.S. Dept of Ed, 2009). Because the
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graduation rates for the special education student in Happy Village schools did not satisfy
Tennessee benchmarks (Tn. Dept. of Ed., 2009), the significance of this study can be tied
to these mandated requirements and Happy Village’s failure to satisfy them. Researching
outcomes and special education teachers’ responses, after the inclusion programs have
been implemented in the high schools, provides the opportunity for the special education
teacher to give valuable input. If this information is used to establish future goals, the
school system can operate as a task oriented versus institutional environment. This will
permit the schools to move actively toward specific goals with the necessary resources
versus moving reactively to general societal and political trends without resources or

evidence of effectiveness

Limitations

This study is limited to a specifically defined group and limits the generalization
of findings. The participants are unique, as they must fit the narrow definition of a
special education teacher in a high school setting who has worked in an inclusion
program in a specified county. The research is based on information rich sources but has
a limited number of participants and does not explore the perceptions of any other
defined group.

One of the characteristics of qualitative research data collection is the use of the
researcher as a ““...primary instrument for data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 1998,
p.7). Because reality is based on perception, I recognize bias may have influenced
interpretation of the interviews. Human instruments are fallible. Personal biases shape

the way reality is interpreted. Individuals draw upon life experiences and organize and
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accommodate information based on pre-existing schemas (Exner, 1993). Subjective
perception is inherent in qualitative research as all observations and analysis are filtered
through the individual’s mental structures (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). My experiences
as a school psychologist in public, private, and mental health settings create the script
used to interpret the information conveyed during interviews and observations.

This study may have direct benefits for the inclusion program being examined.
McMillan and Schumacher (2006) discuss partial coercion as an ethical consideration.
The special education teachers may feel an obligation to participate in the study given the
possible advantage for their special education program. This set of circumstances has the
potential for impeding true free choice to participate or not participate (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2006). Subjects were assured of confidentiality and the use of pseudo-
names to protect their identity but this may not have been enough to free them of internal
pressures for participation.

French and Raven’s (1959) power bases are a classic study in social organization.
My role as a school psychologist in the county where the research is being conducted
meets the definition for expert power. Persons with expert power are perceived as having
distinctive knowledge, expertise, or ability and skill (French & Raven, 1959). School
psychologists function as specialists within the complex organization of school systems
(Hoy & Miskel, 2008). When someone has the expertise in an organization people are
more convinced to trust them and to respect what they stand for (French & Raven, 1959).
It is important to recognize this potential convolution. Any perception of my opinion

regarding inclusion could have an effect on the subjects’ responses.
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Definition of Terms

Within the scope of this study, unless otherwise clarified in reference to specific

work, the following terms and acronyms will be used as follows:

Children with Disabilities or Students with Disabilities (SWD) — A child
with mental retardation, hearing impairments (including deafness), speech or
language impairments, visual impairments (including blindness), serious
emotional disturbance (referred to in this title as ‘emotional disturbance’),
orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury, other health
impairments, or specific learning disabilities; and who, by reason thereof, needs
special education and related services (IDEA, 2004, p. 6).

Highly Qualified - Special education teachers must demonstrate competence in the
core academic subjects they are teaching. In the case that a special education
teacher is providing instruction to a set of students who are assessed by
alternative methods such as portfolio assessments typically used in place of
standardized achievement tests for those students certified as mentally retarded,
then the special education teacher must possess subject matter knowledge
appropriate to the level of instruction being provided, as determined by the
State, needed to effectively teach to those standards (IDEA, 2004, p. 8).

Full Inclusion, Ideological Inclusion, Uncompromising Inclusion - The practice of
including children with disabilities in the regular classroom 100 % of the time,
regardless of the handicapping condition (Crockett & Kauffman, 1999; Friend &
Bursuck, 1996).

Progressive Inclusion - A concentrated emphasis on integrating children identified
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with special needs into all facets of life at school but recognizing a need for
segregated options and therefore continuing to employ the continuum of
services protocol (Osgood, 2005).

Mainstreaming - The concerted effort to place students with disabilities in the regular
education classroom with consideration given to the student’s ability to function
in that environment. Placements are selective and do not prohibit the identified
student from participating part of the day in a pullout resource type setting
(Ferguson, 2000).

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) - To the maximum extent appropriate children
with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care
facilities, are educated with children who are nondisabled; and special classes,
separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from the

regular educational environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the
disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary
aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (IDEA, 2004, p. 31).
Individualized Education Program (IEP) - A written statement for each child with a
disability that is developed, reviewed, and revised in accordance with a
statement of the child's present levels of academic achievement and functional
performance. The IEP includes a statement of measurable annual goals
including academic and functional goals as well as a description of how the
child's is progressing towards meeting the annual goals and a statement of the
special education and related services and supplementary aids and services. A

statement regarding the program modifications or supports for school
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personnel will be provided for the child as well as an explanation of the extent,
if any, to which the child will not participate with nondisabled children in the
regular class. The IEP will include a statement of any individual appropriate
accommodations necessary to measure the academic achievement and functional
performance of the child on State and districtwide assessments consistent with
section (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2009).

Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) - A free appropriate public education
is available to all children with disabilities residing in the State between the ages
of 3 and 21, inclusive, including children with disabilities who have been
suspended or expelled from school (IDEA, 2004, p. 31).

Regular Education Initiative (REI) - Originating in the 1980s, REI is a federally
initiated generalized vision of shared responsibility for children with disabilities
between regular education and special education, with the latter becoming less
visible (Jenkins, Pious, & Jewell, 1990; Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1987).

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) - The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) has been reauthorized as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002. No
Child Left Behind focuses on accountability by data collection and
implementation of adherence to standards set forth by the federal government.
These standards are tied to financial inducements. NCLB includes more choices
for parents in the form of student help, school choice, and charter schools.
Greater local control and flexibility for states extend to requirements and

definitions for annual yearly progress, graduation rates, and acceptable student
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achievement levels. NCLB focuses on scientifically based research from fields
such as psychology, sociology, economics, and neuroscience, and especially

from research in educational settings (Ed.gov, 2009).

Overview of the Study

This qualitative study gives voice to special education teachers regarding their
perceptions for inclusion in the high school setting. Chapter 1 included an introduction to
the topic, statement of the problem, significance of the study, limitations of the study,
research questions, definitions, and an overview. Chapter 2 consisted of a review of
current literature involving the history of inclusion including significant legislation and
key literature. Chapter 3 provided a description of methods and procedures. Chapter 4
comprised the analyses and interpretation of data collected through interviews.
Conclusions drawn from the study and recommendations for practice and further research

were presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The overall purpose of this qualitative study was to examine special education

teacher perceptions of inclusion services in the four high schools of the Happy Village
School System. According to Cook et al. (1999) positive attitudes of key school
personnel are critical prerequisites for successful inclusion. The identification and
incorporation of primary attitudes and techniques from the front-line perspective of the
special educator is critical to the provision of special education programs with the most
successful outcomes. Special educators are put in the unique position to sell inclusion to
parents, administrators, and regular education teachers (Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997). The
special educator’s attitude towards inclusion has not been documented as often as that of
the regular education teacher (Burgin, 2003; Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997; Tudor, 2004).
Special education teachers who work with students through inclusion have specialized
training and are frequently seen as knowledgeable advocates for children with disabilities
(Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997). The attitude of the special education teacher is pivotal in the
success or failure of inclusion (Cook et al., 1999; Fox & Ysseldyke, 1997).

Inclusion has evolved through a history of litigation, legislation, and research in
special education (Duhaney, 1999; Kavale & Forness, 2000). Coupled with lawsuits and
political correctness, inclusion has been ushered in despite the lack of empirical evidence
for its formation and application (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Dunn, 1968; Goldstein, 1967,
Guskin & Spicker, 1968; Johnson, Pugach, & Hammitte, 1988; Wolfensberger, 1994;

Zigmond et al., 1995). It is important to note that inclusion is not a federal mandate
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(IDEA, 2004), yet many states have policy and position statements on inclusion services
(Duhaney, 1999). Tennessee is one such state with a position statement on inclusion.
Tennessee’s position on inclusion has been categorized as enthusiastic and supportive
(Duhaney, 1999; Fisher, 2006). Such policy statements have a trickle down effect on the
local education agency’s provision of services (Kauffman, 1989; Osgood, 2005). But
even with policy statements the method of service provision varies from state to state,
county to county, and school to school. What seem to be consistent are the continual
references to IDEA (2004) and least restrictive environment and the terminology
maximum appropriate and free and appropriate education or FAPE.

No state has put forth a position statement mandating inclusion for children with
disabilities (Duhaney, 1999). State level educational policies include terminology
directly from IDEA (2004). The terminology found in state educational policies coupled
with congressional intent provides a supportive framework for integration of inclusion
into public education (Duhaney, 1999; Heumann, 1994).

IDEA 2004 notes a continuum of placements including instruction in regular
classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and
institutions while also allowing for provision of supplementary services or itinerant
instruction that is to be provided in conjunction with regular class placements. In a
memorandum addressing least restrictive environment and inclusion, the U.S.
Department of Education stated that the required continuum of alternative placements
"reinforces the importance of the individualized inquiry, not a 'one size fits all' approach
in determining what placement is the LRE for each student with a disability" (Heumann,

1994, p. 5-6). With this clarification for a continuum of alternative placements, there
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remains support for those who argue inclusion is not the right answer for all children with
disabilities and cannot be required. Currently, the law still prevails requiring placement
decisions be determined by the Individual Education Program teams, that these decisions
be made on a case by case basis, and that the focus be on the needs of the student (IDEA,
2004). Nonetheless, the intent of Congress through the least restrictive environment
clause and integration of the child with disabilities in the regular education classroom to
the maximum extent possible requires the local education agency to always initially give
consideration to the regular education class (Heumann, 1994).

There are fierce advocates for full inclusion including Treatment and Education of
Autistic and related Communication-handicapped Children (TEACHH, 2006) and The
Association for Severely Handicapped Persons (TASH, 2009). Advocates claim many
benefits for the special education student including positive effects from daily interaction
with regular education students and exposure to a more diverse curriculum through
general education (Harrower, 1999; TASH, 2009). Normalization of life for the family
whose makeup consists of a child with disabilities is touted as a primary tenet for full
inclusion (TASH, 2009; TEACHH, 2006; Turnbull, Summers, & Brotherson, 1986).
Advocates promoting inclusion cite the opportunity for all siblings to attend the same
school and for children with disabilities to have the same types of experiences as their
nondisabled community based peers (TASH, 1999; TEACHH, 2006). Supposedly, full
inclusion is a step in the goal towards independent functioning as an adult and broader
acceptance of individuals with disabilities by society at large (An Inclusive Talkback:
Critics Concerns and Advocates' Responses, 1996; Inclusion and the Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act, 1996). It is the sociopolitical assertion and belief of full
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inclusion advocates that all children, even those with disabilities, can learn. Furthermore,
the format of the general curriculum is contended to be more enriching and socially
appropriate for the child identified with special needs (Mcclesky & Waldron, 2007).
Advocates of full inclusion assert it is the child with disabilities right to be educated
alongside his or her same aged peers (Dunn 1968; Keogh, 1990; Kritsonis, 2004; Pugh,
1990; TASH, 2009; TEACHH, 2006).

From Segregation to Assimilation

The historical practice of segregating the physically impaired, mentally ill, or
mentally disabled from mainstream society in the Western world is reported to have
occurred as early as fourth century A.D. (Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993). Physically
placing individuals who were blind, deaf, physically deformed, epileptic, insane, or
retarded into hospitals and hospices was an accepted routine (Osgood, 2005; Winzer,
1993). Physicians, clergy, rabbis, and other religious figures were looked to for expertise
in leading the practice of identification and treatment for those with obvious physical
malformations and less obvious cognitive or mental impairments (Osgood, 2005).
Disabled persons were ostracized out of fear and a lack of understanding (Deutsch, 1937;
Osgood, 2005). It was not uncommon for these disabled individuals to be accused of
being demonized, literally with possessions of spirits (Deutsch, 1937; Osgood, 2005;
Winzer, 1993). At minimum the persons were considered dangerous and despicable.
Families of the afflicted hid them from the view of others, trying to protect them and the
integrity of their families (Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993).

The deaf and blind were among the first groups of disabled persons to receive

purposeful intervention from society (Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993). Both occurrences
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took place in Europe with individuals identified as deaf receiving intervention around the
1500s and persons identified blind receiving intervention around the 1700s (Osgood,
2005). In the 1700s North America experimented with organized care when the mad
ward was established in the Pennsylvania Hospital. Similar settings began springing up
in America with the typical treatment to include restraint in the form of shackling and
isolation. Other medical interventions included bloodletting. During the 1800s private
and public institutions began attempting formalized education of the deaf, the blind, and
the idiots (Deutsch, 1937). Thomas Galludet and Samuel Howe are credited with the
establishments of the first schools for the deaf and the blind (Lash, 1980). According to
Lash (1980) Laura Bridgeman, a deaf, dumb, and blind child, was popularized as a
successful experiment when she was able to demonstrate the efficacy of their
methodologies in educating one previously seen as uneducable. Her successes were
touted in high society. Marketing for financial support of these specialized schools
occurred by appealing to wealthy Christians (Lash, 1980). Howe sold the idea of his
schools being a part of the larger public school system in a speech delivered in 1853
when he claimed these institutions “were not properly asylums, but public schools; and
the pupils have as much right to the benefits as such as ordinary children in the common
school” (Osgood, 2005, p. 21). Howe did not describe inclusion as current society
defines it but expressed there was a place for these students and these schools in the
continuum of the public education structure.

The public school system developed in the United States of America in the early
and late 1800s (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Tudor, 2004). Urban centers

experienced the quickest growth of these large, complex public systems. Larger cities
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like Boston and New York had 80 to 90 students, all of various backgrounds, abilities,
preparation, and interests, often together in one classroom under the instruction of a
single teacher (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007). Within this population were
students with a myriad of hidden and apparent disabilities (Deutsch, 1937; Osgood, 2005;
Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007). Many of the children teachers described as academically
weak and ill behaved were identified as immigrants (Deutsch, 1937; Osgood, 2005;
Pulliam &Van Patten, 2007; Winzner, 1993). These types of conditions led to the
creation of separate schools to segregate the ill prepared, ill behaved, and academically
less capable (Deutsch, 1937; Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Villa &
Thousand, 1995; Winzer, 1993).

The establishment of a tax base to provide funding for public education won
support when masses of immigrants crowding into cities and schools created problems in
the classrooms (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Winzer, 1993). Education
for Americanization was touted as a must (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Tudor, 2004).
There was a collective concern regarding maintenance of current standards of living and
public education was seen as a means for acculturation of the masses (Villa & Thousand,
1995). While children who had never had the benefit of education before were now
experiencing formalized instruction, the disabled child remained segregated (Osgood,
2005; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). Strong sentiment ran in favor of this segregation
(Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). Segregation was expressed as the most
humane and efficient means to educate the capable and to protect the vulnerable (Lash,
1980; Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). J.E. Wallace Wallin, a

psychologist and pioneer in special education in the early 1900s, pronounced the removal
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of the mentally deficient and otherwise disabled benefited the normal students. He
further declared that the subnormal student, “represents...an unassimilable accumulation
of human clinkers, ballast driftwood, or derelicts which seriously retards the rate of
progress of the entire class and which often constitutes a positive irritant to the teacher
and other pupils” (Wallin, 1924, p.10). Wallin (1924) cited the behavior problems
individuals dubbed subnormal would inevitably experience. Wallin (1924) claimed the
disabled students would experience frustration when they were unable to maintain pace
with their normal peers. He used depictions of student frustration as evidence for the
need to segregate the disabled student from the nondisabled student (Wallin, 1924). The
inordinate amount of time spent with the challenged child was believed to be time wasted
when other children could more readily benefit from the energies of instruction
(Palmafty, 2001; Yell et al., 1998). Wallin justified the segregation by relieving the
disabled child of feelings of deficiency and “...escape from the taunts, jeers, jokes, and
gibes sometimes suffered at the hands of their normal playfellows...In the special
class...they will encounter an atmosphere of mutual understanding, helpfulness, and
sympathy...” (1924, p. 10). Conjecture among the leaders in science and education in the
late 1800s and early 1900s mimicked the belief of separation for the good of society and
for the benefit of the disabled. Those students who deviated from the mainstream of
society found themselves further separated by being largely ignored, put in remote
special classes, or institutionalized (Henley et al., 1996; Osgood, 2004 & Yell et al.,
1998). Early public education tracked students by allowing them access to the regular
curriculum or placing them in special classes (Henley et al., 1996). For those segregated

students institutionalization was often the inevitable end (Henley et al., 1996; Osgood,
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2004). In a presentation to the National Education Association in 1908, E.R. Johnstone
surmised:
(The special education class) must become a clearinghouse. To it will be sent the
slightly blind and partially deaf, but also incorrigibles, the mental deficients, and
the cripples...the only thing to do is give the best of care and training possible.
Keep them in the special classes until they become too old for further care in
school, and then they must be sent to the institutions for safety. (Johnstone, 1908,
114-118)
By 1918 compulsory education laws were in place in every U.S. state (Burgin,
2003; Osgood, 2004; Villa & Thousand, 1995; Yell et al., 1998). With mandatory
education polices, special classes in public schools became more commonplace (Osgood,
2005; Tudor, 2004). Nonetheless in 1919 in the case of Beattie V. Board of Education
the Wisconsin State Supreme court supported the expulsion of a student diagnosed with
cerebral palsy from public school. The student had a condition that caused him to drool,
experience facial contortions, and demonstrate related speech problems. The Wisconsin
State Supreme court ruled the child’s condition nauseated teachers and other students,
required too much teacher time, and negatively affected school discipline and progress
(Yell et al., 1998). Despite compulsory education laws in the early 1900s, states could
still exclude certain students, in particular the child who was disabled. This practice
benefited from legal decisions lending full support for segregation from early 20" century
through the 1960s (Pulliam & Patten, 2007; Osgood, 1995; Wizner, 1993). Burgin
(1990) references specific examples such as Wizners’s (1993) citation of the 1930s state
mandate requiring general compulsory attendance with a provision that allowed systems
the right to opt out of educating certain pupils. In the Department of Welfare v. Haas

(1958) the Supreme Court in Illinois ruled compulsory attendance laws did not extend to

children with disabilities. Weber (1992) cites a 1963 general sessions statute in North
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Carolina that made it a crime for a parent to try to enroll a child with a disability in public
school after the child had been expelled due to a disability. The statute remained in place
and was applied as late as 1969 (Weber, 1992).

The time period leading up to the 1960s has been called the Progressive Era in
education with emphasis on concepts that stressed social objectives and individual
development (Haring & McCormick, 1990). The struggles during that time period serve
to illustrate the advancement of attitudes towards the child with disabilities. It was
during this time that the first theories on learning processes and development were
advanced (Haring & McCormick, 1990; Mercer, 1997; Pulliam & Patten, 2007).
Exploration of learning disorders and interventions also occurred during this period
(Mercer, 1997). The life adjustment movement is an example of the types of issues
American education struggled with during the progressive era. This movement shifted
the focus in education from purely academic pursuits to the industrial arts or what is
commonly referred to as vocational development (Pulliam &Van Patten, 2007).
Vocational development was geared for students who would not be attending college but
who could still benefit from alternative forms of education. The central tenet for the
vocational movement was mass education. Those in favor of the movement declared the
program offered an equalization of educational opportunity (Pulliam & Van Patten,
2007). Critics asserted the program lowered academic standards in an effort to
accommodate students who did not benefit from standard coursework (Hayes, 2006).
The progressive era promoted differentiated instruction by identifying, monitoring, and

addressing the needs of special populations (Richardson, 2006).
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Even with special education classes in place in many school districts segregation
was still the expectation (Kavale & Forness, 2000). These special nongraded classes
allowed the child with a disability to attend school while remaining separated from other
students (Lipsky & Garner, 1998). It would not be unusual for one to observe the
children placed in these classes engaged in menial types of activities. Academic tasks
and the development of adaptive skills were out of the question because these students
were not believed capable of more (Friend & Bursuck, 1996; Tudor, 2004).

In the 1960s special education saw an increased focus on subsidies by the federal
government. Developmental and learning theories were expanded (Mercer, 1997).
Advocacy groups became more organized and assessment of special needs students
increased. This created an opportunity for the child with disabilities to become more
involved in the public domain, including public schools and regular education classes
(Mercer, 1997; Osgood, 2004; Tudor, 2004). Legislation, programming, and research
that happened in the 60s created the opportunity for inclusion to be brought to the
forefront. As societal shifts in thinking addressed issues of segregation at large, the door
was opened to the discussion of segregation and inadequate education of students with
disabilities.

Changes in perception and treatment of individuals with disabilities occurred
from the 4" century A.D. to the 1960s (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007;
Winzer, 1993). Initially ostracized from society, it was not until the 1500s that the first
identifiable groups of disabled persons experienced purposeful intervention (Osgood,
2005). Mass immigration in the United States during the late 1800s created unique

difficulties and opportunities in the American educational system (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam
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& Van Patten, 2007; Tudor, 2004). Establishing a tax base helped with funding for
education and acculturation of recently immigrated students and their families but did not
provide for education of the disabled (Osgood, 2005; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998).
Public sentiment remained strong for continued segregation of the disabled child (Lash,
1980; Osgood, 2005; Weber, 1992; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). Compulsory
education laws in place by the early 1900s made special classes in schools more
prevalent, but the courts and society continued to favor segregated classes and exclusion
of the disabled student from public education (Burgin, 2003; Osgood, 2005; Tudor, 2004;
Villa & Thousand, 1995; Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). The Progressive Era in
education that lead up to the 1960s saw an emphasis on social objectives and individual
development (Haring & McCormick, 1990). Vocational programming emerged from the
stress on educational opportunity and advancement (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007).
Nonetheless, the child with disabilities remained largely segregated in society and in
public education (Friends & Bursuck, 1996; Hayes, 2006; Richardson. 2006; Tudor,
2004).

Increased funding for special education occurred in the 1960s (Mercer, 1997;
Osgood, 2004; Tudor, 2004). Along with the funding came a focus on assessment of
children with special needs and better-organized advocacy groups (Mercer, 1997; Yell et
al., 1998). These changes in funding and interest created the opportunity to move

towards desegregation for the student with special needs.
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Civil Rights and Finances

A policy basis for the evolution of the inclusion model is substantiated in the Civil
Rights movement. In Brown v. Board of Education (1954) the U.S. Supreme Court
overturned Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) in separate is equal by declaring the practice of
segregating schools on the basis of race to be unconstitutional. Brown v. Board of
Education (1954) is considered a landmark case for the court systems to apply the
separate is not equal clause and “... paved the way for blacks to be integrated into
American public schools” (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007, p. 180). This new concern for
civil rights and efforts to meet the needs of students eventually encompassed the child
with disabilities (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Osgood, 2005; Tudor, 2004; Winzer,
1993). Segregation in public schools was determined to be a denial of equal protection of
laws and made it unfeasible to defend segregation for other groups of minorities
including the child with special needs (Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007).

The Civil Rights Act (1964) is another example of precedent-setting legislation.
Signed into law by President Lyndon Johnson on July 2, 1964, this act prohibited
discrimination in public places, provided for the integration of schools and other public
facilities, and made employment discrimination illegal (Civil Rights Act, 1964; Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005). Financial incentives were tied to the
implementation of this act by specifying that no person could be discriminated against on
the basis of race, color, sex, or national origin in any program that received federal
assistance (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007).
By including clauses tied to monies and means of integration, federal funding could be

withheld from schools districts or states that failed to integrate (Pulliam & Van Patten,
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2007). The Civil Rights Act was considered the most inclusive piece of legislation for
civil rights since Reconstruction (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005). The
1964 passage of this piece of federal legislation laid the groundwork for future civil rights
cases. An example of one such suit is the Pennsylvania Association of Retarded Citizens
(PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971). The outcome of this lawsuit was
pivotal for mainstreaming students with disabilities. The ruling for this case was based
on the Fourteenth Amendment and the notion of separate facilities being unequal. As a
result the Philadelphia public schools were court ordered to place disabled students in the
least restrictive environment and to provide a free and appropriate public education
(FAPE) suited for the students’ ability (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005;
PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971). Placement in a regular public school
class was deemed preferential to placing the child with disabilities in a separate facility
(Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005). If the student could not be placed in a
regular school class, the alternative was to place the student with special needs a special
public school class for the disabled (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005).
Mills v. Board of Education (1972) was a federal court case addressing
mainstreaming and funding. The findings resulted in legalizing segregation of the
disabled student. The court case stipulated that segregated classes must guarantee
educational benefits that were measurable in educational terms (Federal Education Policy
and the States, 2005; Mills v. Board of Education, 1972). More importantly, the issue of
how to pay for expensive specialized services for the child with a disability was
addressed. It was the contention of the defense that services were cost prohibitive. The

court rendered a decision directing the district to provide for the students needs regardless
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of cost and to factor financial needs for educating the disabled into budgets. Essentially,
FAPE was defended with the public school shouldering the cost. The financial burden
was directly removed from the families. Additionally, the court found that equitable
spending among disabled and nondisabled students was not sufficient as the practice
could be considered discriminatory because the needs of the disabled student could be
greater (Osgood, 2005).

Civil Rights legislation provided us with legal precedents and terminology
binding the public school system to services for the student with special needs (Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005; Mercer, 1997; Osgood, 2005; Pulliam & Van
Patten, 2007; Tudor, 2004). Rights rendered through changes in civil policy and law
affected services and funding for disabled students’ (Civil Rights Act, 1964; Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005; Mercer, 1997; Mills v. Board of Education, 1972;
Osgood, 2005; PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971; Pulliam & Van Patten,
2007; Tudor, 2004). These changes in funding and civil rights set precedents that remain
in effect today (Civil Rights Act, 1964; Mills v. Board of Education, 1972; Osgood,

2005; PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007).

Elementary and Secondary Education Act

The Elementary Education and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA)
inadvertently provided another financial channel for fiscally supporting special education.
ESEA emphasized giving money to provide services for children in need (Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005; Osgood, 2005; Tudor, 2004; Yell et al., 1998).
The amount of money to be secured through grants provided by ESEA was so great that

many school districts went through reorganization to qualify (Federal Education Policy
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and the States, 2005). One hundred million dollars was included in ESEA (1965) for
research in the educational field of education with the United States Office of Education
being charged with distributing the funds (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007). ESEA was
extended for 4 more years in 1966, costing approximately $12 billion (Pulliam & Van
Patten, 2007). States and school systems developed bureaucratic structures aimed at
procuring as much of the monies from ESEA as possible (Federal Education Policy and
the States, 2005). Congress’s intent with ESEA was to target economically
disadvantaged children but with the reorganization and development of new
bureaucracies even wealthy school systems took advantage of the opportunity. An
example of this can be found in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 1967, where $25,000 in ESEA
monies was accepted by a district situated in affluent White Fish bay. The $25,000 was
used to organize a new program in special education for children identified as learning
disabled (Federal Educational Policy and the States, 2005). ESEA money was not
intended to be distributed to wealthy districts. When news of the money being awarded
to an affluent suburb instead of the intended poor children was publicized, there were
critics who accused White Fish bay of stealing (Federal Education Policy and the States,
2005). Inresponse to the accusation, the city’s Congressional representative replied, "If
they [his fellow members of Congress] write stupid laws, well, that's their problem"
(Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005, p. 17).

Publications of abuse and manipulation along with frustration in procuring funds
caused the effectiveness of ESEA to be called into question. Policy analysts Phyllis
McClure of the NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund and Ruby Martin of the

Southern Center for Studies in Public Policy released a study of Title I (Federal
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Education Policy and the States, 2005). Title I is a subsidy of ESEA and focuses on the
needs of the poorest students (Winzer, 1993). The study questioned whether the program
was helping the economically disadvantaged child and alleged that a number of states had
misused funds and as a result had undermined the integrity of the program (Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005). An audit of the program revealed inequitable
distribution of funds to suburban schools over economically depressed urban schools
(Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007; Yell et al.,
1998). A review of records from two scholars, Chris Cohen and Tyll van Geel, exposed
poor accountability practices and data collection (Federal Education Policy and the
States, 2005; Murphy, 1971). The audit uncovered problems with unremitted unused
funds, documentation of overtime for teachers providing services, insufficient time and
attendance records, as well as a lack controls for equipment and accounting procedures
(Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005).

Title I was one of VII titles issued under ESEA (Federal Education Policy and the
States, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007). By 1975 the government had boosted federal
aid to special education to $660 million (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005).
These grants, like all grants to the disabled, flowed to school districts regardless of their
wealth. Every title under ESEA provided huge amounts of money to the schools to
address issues of poverty, segregation, and equal educational opportunity (Federal
Education Policy and the States, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007). In return schools
were expected to generate academic gains. The chief provision underlying the ESEA was
that schools receiving federal grants had to help children overcome the effects that

poverty had on learning (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005; Pulliam & Van
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Patten, 2007; Yell et al., 1998; Winzer, 1993). The audit by McClure and Martin put the
federally subsidized ESEA program under scrutiny (Federal Education Policy and the
States, 2005). Revelations of misappropriations, poor accounting practices, and failure to
link the outpouring of money to academic gains prompted an overhaul of management
practices from the government (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005).
Government officials proposed the development of the National Institute of Education
(NIE) to analyze programs to study the correlation between federal aid and academic
performance of students in inner city schools. This was the beginning of accountability
measures and federal funds in education (Federal Education Policy and the States, 2005).
As the years progressed amendments were forthcoming to ESEA. The amended
Title VI and Title VII of ESEA focused on a nonpoverty clause, allowing states to receive
large sums of monies for programs such as dropout prevention, programs for the gifted,
equity programs for women and Native Americans, and programs for the arts, math, and
others (Federal Education and Policy of the States, 2005; Pulliam & Van Patten, 2007).
These programs were considered compensatory and fit the logic of the nonpoverty related
to poverty related thinking. That is, there are other dynamics besides being born into
poverty that can lead to a poverty stricken life (Federal Education and Policy