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The Effects Of Inclusive School Environments On The Academic Achievement Of
Elementary General Education Students As Measured By Standardized Tests Over A
Single And Multi-Year Period :
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of inclusive school
énvironments on the academic achievement of elementary general education students as
measured by standardized test data over single- and multi-year periods. The study

| evaluates post-hoc standardized testing data for elementary-grade students in one South
Jersey, DE District Factor Group elementary school, resulting in recommendations for
policy, practice, and future research.

The New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge for grade 4 and the
Terranova Assessment for grades 5 and 6 were used to compare Language Arts Literacy
and Mathematics achievement scores. Independent and matched-pair T-tests were
conducted for the purpose of this study to ascertain if inclusive environments had a
statistically significant impact on the test scores of the general education students in the
inclusive classroom.

The results of this study reveal no statistically significant difference between the
general education student in an inclusive setting and their general education peers in the

non-inclusive setting.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

On January 23, 2001, President George W. Bush sent his plan for comprehensive
educational reform now known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) to the United States
Congress. Because of NCLB, today’s educational leaders and policy makers are facing
greater challenges and mounting pressure to meet the mandates imposed under this
reform. With significant limitations on fiscal resources, more complex social issues, and
greater public scrutiny, leaders are not only professionally responsible, but they are also
required under two of the four pillars of NCLB to be more accountable for student
achievement results, and as leaders, they must utilize data-driven decision-making to
place an emphasis on teaching methods that are proven to work.

In addition, as indicated in the title of the act, today’s educational leaders have
had to move toward a more inclusive philosophy of educating students. In a letter to the
Dr. Vito Gagliardi, New Jersey Commissioner of Education, on May 11, 2001, Acting
Deputy Assistant Commissiéner Thomas M. Corwin states that New Jersey must ensure
that all students are participating in assessment and that the information for all students
must be provided to the public for greater accountability in ensuring that no child is left
behind. Fundamental to NCLB is the goal of improving the academic achievement of all
students, particularly to close the achievement gap between disadvantaged and other
groups of students. Some educational leaders call this an impossible dream, while others
see inclusion as the only way a democratic system can ever exist. One thing is for certain
— NCLB represents a significant change in the history of the American educational

system.




Looking back through American history, one can trace an ever-evolving system of
education. At its inception, formal schooling was an opportunity largely given to the
affluent. Over time, that mindset changed and the people in power, typically the wealthy,
began to notice the benefits of promoting a basic set of skills to standardize the labor
force and make the general population more productive (Friend, 1996). From that
concept grew one-room community schoolhouses that catered to the most basic needs of
reading, writing, and mathematics. Very few students, once again mostly the affluent,
finished this formal education and had the opportunity to go on to more advanced studies
at the university level, at least until the Industrial Age.

During the 1920s and 30s, the real evolution of schools as we currently know
them in the United States took place. During this time, society moved away from the
farming industry and into a time in which it was essential that workers could perform at
optimum performance levels. Industry realized that a more educated workforce was a
more productive workforce able to produce a higher quality product, ultimately leading to
profit. While the concept of formal foundational schooling and its newfound importance
certainly opened the doors for some people, education was still a far cry from being
inclusionary. Many children were excluded because of the distance they lived away from
the school, family obligations, cost factors, or ignorance regarding the need for education.

In this country, even as recent as the 1950s, we still closed those very same
school-room doors to many children within our borders. In 1954, a landmark case,
Brown v. Board of Education, opened those doors to African American students. This
case paved the way for equality for all children in the U.S. to receive a quality education;

more importantly, it established that “separate was not equal.” The Elementary and




Secondary Education Act of 1965, the precursor to today’s NCLB, further supported the
concept that all children had the right to an education.

In the 1970s, those concepts of equality and fairness for all began to greatly
influence another population in the United States - the handicapped or learning-disabled
population. For decades, even centuries, the standard practice for students with
disabilities was to ship them off someplace so they would not be an embarrassment to
their families or communities. They were seen as second-class citizens, defects, damaged
goods; as such, they were often placed in group homes to be cared for and treated by
someone else. But that all changed with the Education of All Children Act in 1975,
renamed in 1990 as the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA). This act gave students
with disabilities the right to be educated in public schools with their peers in general
education programs.

While PL 94-192 has been in effect since 1975, the educational community has
spent nearly 30 years defining and redefining the terms, developing the funding and
operational mechanisms to fully implement the law and code, and trying to change the
culture for acceptance. All one has to do is sit for a few minutes in a Pupil Assistance
Committee meeting, 504 Plan meeting, or Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meeting
to observe that we are still a long way from reaching these goals. Inclusionin 2005 is
still one of the most disputed and discussed concepts in education. Educators
(administrators and teachers), policy makers (politicians and Boards of Education), -
advocacy groups, parents, and individuals with disabilities are still looking for the
funding and support to truly make inclusion a success. Responsible stakeholders are still -

looking for data to determine the most effective delivery models for inclusive education




and if those models produce greater student achievement. It is this ongoing debate
between the stakeholders, the needs of students, the federal mandates, and the lack of
qualitative data for policy makers to make informed, prudent, and fiscally responsible

decisions that ultimately drives the need for this study.

Problem Statement

In an ever-changing educational system plagued with changing mandates and
competing legal, social, and political viewpoints, educators, particularly educational
leaders and policy makers, often find themselves in a pedagogical dilemma. While there
is a significant amount of literature to support inclusion, especially for the special needs
student, most of it comes from a qualitative perspective using interviews, focus groups,
and surveys to report the findings. This body of research gencrally. supports the concept
that special needs students benefit from inclusion and that even general education
students benefit from this educational model. (Brinker & Thorpe, 1984; Fisher et al.,
1995; Salend, 2001; Staub & Peck, 1994; Tichenor & Piechuro-Couture, 1998)

However, in today’s results-based or test-driven environment, a general lack of
empirical data exists to support decision-making for educational policy leaders. The
problem is that a large void exists in the literature regarding substantive ciuantitative data
to support the notion that students in general perform better academically as result of

inclusive educational environments.




Significance of the Study

Several research projects and researchers have concluded a need to continue,
expand, or create data that builds an empirical foundation for educational leaders to make
decisions. Kavale (2000), in his article “Mainstreaming to Full Inclusion: from
orthogenesis to pathogenesis of an idea,” states, “Without an empirical foundation, policy
issues become ideological debates that represent what Sowell (1995) termed a conflict of
visions’” (p. 209). He further states that while the ideological and political support for
inclusion exists, the empirical evidence is far less substantial; thus, we need to use a more
“tempered” approach to educational change, one that is based in research, as well as
ideological and political consideration (p. 210).

These sentiments are echoed in a report from the President’s Commission on
Excellence in Special Education (Sailor, 2002). In the report, Sailor states that further
research is needed to “establiéh and evaluate inclusive general education classroom
arrangements...and incorporate special education teaching and learning processes” (p. 2).
Researchers such as Dettmer, Dyke, and Thurston (1999); Gerber and Popp (1999);
Hardy (2001); Lawton (1999); Murawski and Swanson (2001); Rosman (1994); Sharpe ,
York &Knight (1994); Vaughn et al. (1998); Vaughn and Schum (1995); Walsh and
Snyder (1993); and Weichel (2001) all claim that a strong need exists for additional
research on inclusive practices and many of these researchers specifically. suggest further
exploring academic achievement scores for co-teaching models and comparisons to
mainstream, general, and special education classes.

Walsh and Snyder (1993) succinctly frame the need and significance of this

research. As leaders and policymakers, we do not have the statistical data required to




comprehensively and responsibly assess the instructional change proposed and in various
forms of implementation within today’s inclusion classroom. Moreover, as policy

makers at a time in which resources can be scarce and need prioritization, we certainly do
not have spéciﬁc data to relate inclusion to successfuil academic outcomes for all students

within the classroom.

Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of inclusive school
environments on the academic achievement of elementary general education students as
measured by standardized test data over single- and multi-year periods. The study will
look at post-hoc standardized testing data for elementary-grade students in one South
Jersey, DE District Factor Group elementary school resulting in recommendations for
policy, practice, and future research.

The key hypothesis or null hypothesis for this study is:

Ho:  Inclusion, as defined in this study, has no impact on general education
elementary students’ academic achievement as measured by standardized
tests.

- This hypothesis is tested against the alternative:

Ha:  Inclusion, as defined in this study, has an impact on general education
elementary students’ academic achievement as measured by standardized -
tests.

Significance at the .05 level will be the determiner to reject the null hypothesis or

accept the alternative




disseminated to better inform and educate the community. Policy makers in higher
education need to consider the inclusive classroom in their pre-service training programs
and certification programs. With the infusion of more special needs students in the
general school setting, there is a need for general education teachers to receive similar
training regarding special education teaching techniques and inclusive practice. Lastly,
while the research needs to continue to be collected and tracked over various grades,
multiple districts, and longer periods of time, policy makers and practitioners should not
only consider maintaining existing inclusive programs, but they should also explore ways

to expand and implement the program to other grades.

Recommendations for Further Research

As has been noted in earlier chapters, this research is based on data from one
school in a single region of New Jersey and the United States. Subsequently, there is a
need for further research in the area of inclusion and related topics. Those
recommendations are as follows:

- replicate this study in other similar districts to see if the findings are

similar;

- replicate this study in urban and rural districts;

- replicate this study in middle and high school grades;

- conduct studies that include pre- and post-testing;

- conduct more extensive longitudinal studies to see the effect of this

programming over longer periods of time;

84




- conduct research to further clarify the definition of in-class support and
the nature of the students (both general and special education) included in
this model;

- conduct research on various inclusive models, the expansion of required
resources, and the fiscal impact on school budgets;

- expand the study to include other academic disciplines beyond Language
Arts Literacy and Mathematics;

- expand the study to include other geographic regions within the New
Jersey, the rest of the United States, and in other countries;

- expand the study to multiple districts or counties to create larger sample
sizes to enhance validity and reliability;

- include other forms of quantifiable data such as report card grades and
locally created assessments in the analysis; and

- include qualitative fa.lctors into the analysis such as curriculum, class size,
parental and community support, administrative support, teacher
relationships, teacher experience, professional development, and other
attitudes and perceptions.

In closing, this research provided data to study the impact of inclusion on the
general education student through an analysis of standardized test data in Language Arts
Literacy and Mathematics. The researcher found no significant negative differences in
the test scores analyzed when comparing general education students taught in inclusive

environments versus those taught in traditional general education classrooms. It can be
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concluded that both general education and special education students can learn and are

successful as measured by standardized tests in the inclusive setting.
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Appendix A
Inquiry Letter — Hamilton Township

Ms. Sharon Riordan, Superintendent
5801 Third Street
Mays Landing, NJ 08330

Thursday, January 20, 2005

‘Dear Ms. Riordan:

With the budget season upon us I know my letter comes at perhaps an inopportune time. However, as you know |
have been working for the past 3 years on my doctorate out of Seton Hall University and | have completed all of my
coursework. | am now in the dissertation phase and very much looking forward to completing it.

During my time in Hamilton Township 1 had the opportunity to work with many fine educators to co-develop a
program you now know as TFS or Teaching for Success. Inclusive education and in particular providing policy makers
{administrators and Board of Education members) with quantitative data for good decision-making with regard to
inclusive education has become the focus of my research.

There is a growing body of research supporting the co-teaching approach utilized in your district. That qualitative
research (survey data, focus groups, anecdotal collections, case studies, etc...) clearly shows that many students,
parents, teachers and administrators feel that programs such as yours can be very beneficial to both the general
education and special education student.

However, what is largely lacking in the research is quantifiabie data to show that the inclusion programs are
in fact helping to improve student achievement. My research is designed to look specifically at improvement as
measured by standardized testing data. By analyzing lesting data in a given year as well as longitudinally I will be ablc
to see if there is an effect (positive or negative) on student performance.

To that end, | believe that research such as mine will provide administrators and Boards with the critical data
10 make informed decisions on how to best utilize resources in very difficuit financial times and subsequently be able io
make student-centered program decisions based on sound research methods..

1 am aware that Hamilton Township has a policy regarding research projects and would respectfully ask for
an opportunity to meet with you and a committee of the Board or perhaps the full Board to see if my research can be
conducted in your district. Hamilton Township's demographics and programs are ideal for this type of research. The
district is large enough, diverse enough, and has a history of inclusive practice.

Should you be interested in meeting, at that time | can certainly provide you greater detail regarding the
scope of the research. the methodology and tools | will be using to corduct the study. Also. ! would be happy to
answer any specific questions or concems you or the Board may have. It would be a great pleasure to work with you
and the Hamilton Township Schools again in this professional endeavor.

Thank you for your consideration during this busy time for vou and the Board. | hope vour construction
project is going well and 1 look forward to speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,
7 /-

Scont P. McCartney

i

j72 @75

Seton Hall University
10/2003
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% - o . - [ (4
< Hamilton Township Public Schools
-3
e
5 5801 Third Street, Mays Landing, Atlantic County, New Jersey 08330 e Fax (609) 625-4847
4
‘ge Martha J. Jamison Sharon C. Riordan Virginia MacBrair
School Business Administrator Superintendent Curriculum Supervisor
Telephone: (609) 625-9393 Telephone: (609) 625-6595 Telephone: (609) 625-6602
U\
February 4, 2005

Mr. Scott McCartney, Superintendent
Downe Township Elementary School District
220 Main Street

Newport, NJ 08345

Dear Scott:

The Hamilton Township Board of Education approved your request, at its February
1, 2005 meeting, to conduct a doctoral research project in our school district using our
Teaching for Success program to study academic growth in both special education and
general education students, as measured by standardized test data. As you well know,
student test data is confidential information and no individual student data can be
identifiable in your study results. Additionally, the Board of Education has requested"
that you make a presentation of your study results at a Hamilton Township Board of
Education meeting. I assured the Board that you would be more than willing to do so.

I wish you success with your project and, too, look forward to your results.
With warm regards,

GC/]M,,_- C . ﬂ\a&k————

Sharon C. Riordan
Superintendent

SCR:kao

cc: Hamilton Township Board of Education
Glenn Martins
Ginger MacBrair

All Children Can Learn! All Children Can Succeed!

RECIPIENT OF NATIONAL BLUE RIBBON AWARD, NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STAR SCHOOL AND BEST PRACTICE AWARDS
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May 4, 2005

Scott McCarmey
9 Windchime Road
Egg Hasbor Township, NJ 08234

Dear Mr McCareney,

The Seron Hall University Instrutional Review Board has 1eviewed the informados you
have submucred addressing the concerns for your proposal ent.ded “The Effeers of Inclusive
Programusung on Genexal Educavon Students as Measured by Standardized Tests and the
Impliratgons for Bducadonal Leaders and Policy Makers”. Your research protocol is hereby
approved as amended through exeropt review. The IRB reserves the right to recall the
propasal at any time for Rull review. o

Enclosed for your records is the signed Reguest for Apptroval {orm.

The Insatutional Review Board approval of your research is valid for a ooc-vear period from
the dare of this letter. Dunog this dme, any changes 1o the research peotncol must be
reviewed and approved by che IRE priot to their implementation.

Aceording ro federal regulations, continuing review of wready approved research s
mandated to take place ar least 12 months after this iutia! approval. You will receive
communaicatuon from the IRB Office for this several months before the anniversary dare of
your wutia] approval

Thank you for your cooperation.

Siacerely,

/)(’4/,,‘,736/7“& I 5

Mary F. Ruzicka, Ph.D. -
Professor
Direcror, 1nsttutional Review Board
ec r Jobhn Colling
Offlice of lastitution sl Review Board
Presidems Fall
Tel: 073.313.63149 « Fax: 973.2768.2978

400 Sauth Orange Avenue « South Orange. New Jersey 70792641

LR —
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Organization of the Study
!

Hypothesis
Inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students’ academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

| _ _ |

Analysis 1 Analysis 2 ) Analysis 3 Analysis 4
5th Grade Terranova 6th Grade Terranova NJASK4 02/03-03/04 Terranovg
_ _ _ i
Group 1
Total Special Education Population versus Total General Education Population
[ [ [ [ | ] | i [
LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH | l { LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH |
[
Group 2
Special Education Inclusive Students versus General Education inclusive Students
| | | ! | | | | |
LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH | | [ LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH |
I .
Group 3
General and Special Education Inclusive Students versus General and Speciai Education Non-Inclusive Students
[ I i ! | | | | |
LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH | | [ LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH |
|
Group 4
General Education Inclusive Students versus General Education Non-Inclusive Students
| | [ [ | | [ ] |
LAL | MATH | | LAL | MATH | I | LAL | MATH | [ LAL | MATH |
[
Group 5

Special Education Inclusive Students versus Special Education Non-Inclusive Students

AL | MATH | [CAL [ MATH ] [ LAL | MATH | [ AL | MATH |




~ Results of the Study
|

Hypothesis
Inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students' academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

r

Analysis 1
5th Grade Terranova

Analysis 2
6th Grade Terranova

|

Analysis 3
NJASK4

Analysis 4
02/03-03/04 Terranovg

| | _ _
Group 1
Total Special Education Population versus Total General Education Population
| | | | i | | i l

LAL MATH LAL MATH | LAL MATH LAL MATH
mdif 35.776 49.361 mdif 48.719 58.697 mdif 29.033 25.536 mdif 1.660 28.000
t value 9.179 9.642 t value 10.338 9.180 t value 6.609 3.745 t value 1.146 14.311
sig 0.000 0.000 sig 0.000 0.000 sig 0.000 0.000 sig 0.253 0.000

yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes




Results of the Study
|

Hypothesis
inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students' academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

_ _ _ |
Analysis 1 Analysis 2 Analysis 3 Analysis 4
5th Grade Terranova 6th Grade Terranova NJASK4 02/03-03/04 Terranovg
1 _ _ _
Group 2
Special Education Inclusive Students versus General Education Inclusive Students
] ] 1 - | l [ ] | i
LAL MATH LAL MATH l LAL MATH LAL MATH
mdif 34.400 61.800 mdif 66.107 58.690 mdif 18.167 28.630 mdif 2.099 28.187
t value 3.759 4.609 t value 4.109 4.127 t value 1.071 1.596 t value 1.362 13.423
sig 0.001 0.000 sig 0.001 0.001 sig 0.299 0.128 sig 0.175 0.000
yes yes yes yes no no no yes




Results of the Study
|

Hypothesis

inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students' academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

q

Analysis 1
5th Grade Terranova

|

Analysis 2

6th Grade Terranova

|

Analysis 3
NJASK4

Analysis 4
02/03-03/04 Terranovd

|

Group 3

General and Special Education Inclusive Students versus General and Special Education Non-Inclusive Students

LAL MATH LAL MATH 1 LAL MATH LAL MATH
mdif 3.299 0.904 mdif 19.092 25.001 mdif 7.507 8.005 mdif 0.071 27.321
t value 0.490 0.101 t value 2.048 2.141 t value 1.416 1.007 t value 0.019 5.538
sig 0.624 0.919 sig 0.041 0.033 sig 0.158 0.315 sig 0.985 0.000
no no yes yes no no no yes




Results of the Study
‘ |

Hypothesis

Inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students' academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

Analysis 1
5th Grade Terranova

r

Analysis 2
6th Grade Terranova

]

Analysis 3
NJASK4

I

Analysis 4
02/03-03/04 Terranov

|

Group 4
General Education Inclusive Students versus General Education Non-Inclusive Students
| ] [ | I I | | I

LAL MATH LAL MATH | LAL MATH LAL MATH
mdif 0.462 0.462 mdif 4.244 15.205 mdif 8.558 5.575 mdif’ 2.103 28.243
t value 0.112 -0.769 t value 0.412 1.152 t value 1.772 0.685 t value 1.443 13.840
sig 0.912 0.442 sig 0.681 0.250 sig 0.078 0.494 si 0.150 0.000

no no no no no no no yes




Results of the Study
|

Hypothesis
Inclusion as defined in this study has no significant impact on general education elementary students' academic
achievement as measured by standardized tests.

_ _ _ 1
Analysis 1 Analysis 2 : Analysis 3 Analysis 4
5th Grade Terranova 6th Grade Terranova NJASK4 02/03-03/04 Terranovd
| _ _ _
Group 5
Special Education Inclusive Students versus Special Education Non-Inclusive Students
[ | | | [ | [ | |
LAL MATH LAL MATH [ LAL MATH LAL MATH
mdif -1.038 6.667 mdif 23.924 16.140 mdif -3.026 9.192 mdif -5.063 24.313
t value -0.082 0.368{ tvalue 1.901 1.049 t value -0.181 0.404| twvalue -0.649 3.644
sig 0.935 0.714 si 0.062 0.298 sig 0.857 0.688 si 0.526 0.002

no no no no no no no yes







