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The Impact of Inclusion on Students
With and Without Disabilities and
Their Educators

SPENCER J. SALEND AND LAUREL M. GARRICK DUHANEY

ABSTRACT 

This article reviews the literature with respect to inclu-
sion programs and students with and without disabilities and their

teachers. The findings of the studies reviewed cited indicate that:
(a) the impact of inclusion programs on the academic perfor-
mance and social development of students with disabilities has
been mixed; (b) the placement of students without disabilities in
inclusion programs does not appear to interfere with their aca-

demic performance and has several social benefits for these
students; and (c) teachers’ responses to inclusion programs are
complex, are shaped by multiple variables, and change over
time. The implications of the findings for students and educators
involved in inclusion programs as well as the limitations of the
studies cited are discussed.

THE MOVEMENT TOWARD INCLUSION HAS CREATED ANHE MOVEMENT TOWARD INCLUSION HAS CREATED AN

emphasis on educating students with disabilities in general
education classrooms. Data from the U.S. Department of
Education (1996) have indicated that approximately 73%
of students with disabilities receive their instructional program
in general education classrooms and resource room settings,
and that 95% of the students with disabilities are served in

general education schools. The recent reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (P.L. 105-17)
also includes general provisions that encourage the placement
of students with disabilities in inclusive settings (Tumbull,
Turnbull, Shank, & Leal, 1999).

Inclusion is a movement that seeks to create schools and
other social institutions based on meeting the needs of all

learners as well as respecting and learning from each other’s s
differences (Salend, 1998). Inclusionary schools seek to estab-
lish communities of learners by educating all students together
in age-appropriate, general education classrooms in their neigh-
borhood schools. Although the inclusion movement has focused
on individuals with disabilities, it is designed to alter the
philosophy for educating all students (Ferguson, 1996).

Although the concept of educating students with dis-
abilities in general education classrooms is not new, its impact
on students and educators continues to be examined and
debated. This article examines these issues by reviewing the
literature with respect to inclusion programs and their impact
on students with and without disabilities and on general edu-
cation (GE) and special education (SE) teachers. Although
inclusion also significantly affects families of students with
and without disabilities, which would make an interesting
parallel to the other issues discussed, we decided not to
address inclusion’s impact on families because it was beyond
the scope of this article. (For a discussion on families’ per-
spectives on inclusion, see Bennett, DeLuca, & Bruns, 1997;
Giangreco, Edelman, Cloninger, & Dennis, 1993; Gibb et al.,
1997; Green & Shinn, 1994.)

IMPACT ON STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Academic Outcomes

The impact of participation in inclusion programs on the
academic performance of students with disabilities has been
examined by numerous researchers. Reports from school dis-
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tricts as part of a national study on inclusion suggested that
placement in inclusion programs led to academic gains for
students with disabilities, including improved performance
on standardized tests, mastery of Individualized Education

Program (IEP) goals, grades, on-task behavior, and motiva-
tion to learn (National Center for Educational Restructuring
and Inclusion, 1995). These school districts also noted that
placement in an inclusion program resulted in fewer incom-
plete assignments, more positive interactions with peers, and
improved attitudes toward school and learning.

Waldron and McLeskey (1998) compared the reading
and math performance of 71 elementary students with learn-
ing disabilities (LD) educated in an inclusion program to that
of 73 students with LD who received resource room services.

Although the findings indicated that the students with LD
educated in the inclusion program showed significantly greater
gains in reading than their peers who received resource room
services, no significant differences were found between the
two groups in terms of their progress in mathematics. More-

over, a significantly greater number of students with mild LD
who were taught in inclusive settings progressed in reading at
a rate that paralleled their grade-level peers without disabili-
ties than did the students with mild LD who attended resource

room programs. However, there were no significant differ-
ences in the reading and math progress of students with
severe LD across the two settings.

Banerji and Dailey (1995) used quantitative and qualita-
tive research methods to study the effect of an inclusion
program on the academic skills of 13 elementary students
with LD and 17 of their average-achieving classmates. Aca-
demic performance measures in reading and writing were
collected after students had been in the inclusion program for

3 months. The results revealed that the reading and writing
progress of the students with LD was similar to the progress
of their peers without disabilities.

Baker and Zigmond (1995) conducted five case studies
to investigate the effects of inclusive placements on students
with LD. The case studies were conducted in elementary
schools in five different states and included one urban school,
two suburban schools, and two rural schools. Each school

employed its own model for implementing inclusion and
differed in terms of such variables as the provision of leader-
ship, the motivation to restructure services, the selection of
school staff to participate, the distribution of students with
disabilities into GE classes, and the provision of SE services
to students. Baker and Zigmond found that, although these
inclusion programs provided students the opportunity to benefit
from good general education programs, the students with
disabilities were not provided with &dquo;specially designed instruc-
tion&dquo; (p.178) to meet their academic needs.

Data collected on more than 8,000 students with dis-
abilities in Grades 7 through 12, whose ages ranged from 13
to 21, as part of the National Longitudinal Transition Study
(NLTS) also addressed the impact of access to and time spent
in inclusive settings on secondary students with disabilities
(SRI International, 1993; U.S. Department of Education, 1995).

These data revealed that many secondary students with dis-
abilities, especially in the ninth and tenth grades, experienced
high rates of failure (e.g., failing report card grades). How-
ever, these data also showed that secondary students with
disabilities, particularly with physical disabilities, who took a
greater number of GE courses were more likely to (a) attend
postsecondary academic programs; (b) obtain employment
and earn higher salaries; (c) live independently; (d) be socially
integrated into their communities; and (e) be married or
engaged. However, these findings are open to multiple inter-
pretations, as it is possible that students with disabilities who
enroll in more GE classes are more socially and academically
skilled and that these skills contribute to their likelihood for
success after they leave school, rather than their experiences
in inclusion programs.

Several studies have compared the academic impact of
inclusion programs with that of other models for delivering
educational services to students with disabilities. Marston

(1996) used curriculum-based assessment measures collected
throughout the school year to compare the reading progress of
240 elementary-level students with LD who were educated in
three different instructional models: inclusion only, com-
bined services, and pull-out only. Thirty-three of the students
were educated in an inclusion-only program, in which the
special and general educators worked collaboratively to deliver
instruction in the GE setting. Thirty-six students were placed
in a combined services program, in which the special and
general educators collaborated to offer students with disabili-
ties instruction in the GE classroom, which was supplemented
by instruction in the resource room from the SE teacher. One
hundred seventy-one students were in the pull-out-only con-
dition, in which students with disabilities left the GE class-
room to receive instruction from an SE teacher who did not

formally collaborate with the students’ GE teacher. The find-
ings revealed that the students in the combined services program
had significantly greater gains in their reading performance
than the students who received instruction in either the

inclusion-only classroom or the pull-out-only program.
Manset and Semmel (1997) reviewed 11 studies address-

ing the academic outcomes associated with eight different
models that employed schoolwide interventions to educate
students with mild disabilities in GE classrooms. Although
methodological problems limited the conclusions regarding
the efficacy of inclusion programs versus pull-out programs,
Manset and Semmel concluded that

the evidence presented does suggest that inclusive
programs for some students with mild disabilities
can be an effective means of providing services,
but the evidence clearly indicates that a model of
wholesale inclusive programming that is superior
to more traditional special education service
delivery models does not exist at present. (p. 178)

Similarly, in a review of the outcomes of three different inclu-
sion programs, Zigmond et al. (1995) reported that approxi-
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mately 50% of the students with disabilities in these programs
failed to show evidence of increased academic performance.

Several studies have examined the academic performance
of students with disabilities who have been reintegrated into
GE classrooms. Shinn, Powell-Smith, Good, and Baker (1997)
used curriculum-based measurements (CBM) to investigate
the reading achievement and progress of students with dis-
abilities who were reintegrated into GE classrooms for read-
ing instruction for a 12-week period. The findings revealed
that the students’ academic gains paralleled the gains made
by their low-reading classmates without disabilities. In a

similar study, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Fernstrom (1993) compared
the pre- and posttest CBM mathematics scores of an experi-
mental group of students with disabilities reintegrated into
GE classrooms for a 5-month period with those of a control
group of students who attended a resource room program.
The results indicated that the reintegrated students demon-
strated more gains than their peers in resource room programs
and achieved at a level that was commensurate with their

low-achieving classmates without disabilities.
Using data collected by the Michigan Department of

Education from 1989 to 1993 and interviews with teachers
and counselors, Carlson and Parshall (1996) studied the aca-
demic adjustment of 51,624 students with disabilities who
were reintegrated into GE classrooms. The findings indicated
that (a) most of the reintegrated students received good grades;
(b) 11 % of the reintegrated students needed to continue to
receive SE services; and (c) 4% of the reintegrated students
did not succeed in the GE setting and returned to SE.

Social Outcomes

In addition to examining the impact of placement in the GE
setting on the academic performance of students with dis-
abilities, studies also have been conducted to examine the
noneducational, social, and self-concept outcomes for stu-
dents with disabilities educated in inclusive settings. Evans,
Salisbury, Palombaro, Berryman, and Hollowood (1992) used
classroom observations, sociometric analysis, and social com-
petence ratings to study the peer interactions and social accep-
tance of eight students with severe disabilities and eight
randomly selected students without disabilities educated
together in elementary classrooms. Data collected by class-
room observations revealed that interactions between the two

groups of students were more often initiated by students
without disabilities, and that although these interactions
included some elements of play, talking, and physical affec-
tion, they tended to be assistive in nature. The observation
results also indicated that, although the number of social
interactions between students with and without disabilities
declined as the school year progressed, the interactions that
did occur tended to be more natural. Sociometric data revealed

that, although several of the students with disabilities were
very popular, others were not particularly popular. The find-
ings also indicated that the acceptance of the students with

disabilities was not associated with either their social compe-
tence or the number of social interactions initiated or received,
which caused the researchers to conclude that students with
severe disabilities may be judged differently than their peers
without disabilities.

Fryxell and Kennedy (1995) used a posttest-only control
group design with matched comparisons to contrast the social
relationships of nine students with severe disabilities educated
in GE classrooms and nine students with severe disabilities
who received their educational program in a self-contained

SE class. Both groups were matched in terms of gender, age,
disability category, social and communication skill levels,
and years in attendance at their current schools. Based on data
collected using an educational quality indicators rating scale,
the researchers established that the two educational programs
were equivalent with respect to staffing, systematic instruc-
tion, classroom management, transdisciplinary service deliv-
ery, and family/school partnership; the programs differed
only in terms of GE participation. The researchers used direct
observations of students and interviews with targeted stu-
dents and their teachers to measure the students’ social rela-

tionships in the two different placements. The results revealed
that the students with severe disabilities educated in GE

classrooms had more social contacts and richer friendship
networks that included peers without disabilities and provided
and received more social support than their peers who were
educated in self-contained classrooms.

Using a similar research design and procedures, Kennedy,
Shukla, and Fryxell (1997) compared the impact of educa-
tional placement on the social relationships of intermediate
school students with severe disabilities educated in inclusion
classrooms (n = 8) and SE classrooms (n = 8). The findings
revealed that the students who were educated in inclusion
classrooms had a greater number of interactions and social
contacts with students without disabilities, were the recipi-
ents of and provided greater levels of social support behav-
iors, had larger friendship networks that mostly included
classmates without disabilities, and had more lasting social
relationships with students without disabilities.

Vaughn, Elbaum, and Schumm (1996) assessed the effects
of inclusive placements on the social functioning of 16 stu-
dents with LD, 27 low-achieving (LA) students, and 21 average/
high-achieving (AHA) students. All three groups of students
were assessed on various measures of social functioning dur-
ing the first part and at the end of the school year. The social
functioning measures included peer ratings of liking, self-

concept, loneliness, and social alienation. The findings revealed
that (a) the degree to which students in all three groups were
liked by their peers declined over time; (b) the peer accep-
tance of the AHA students was higher than the acceptance of
both the LD and LA students; (c) the self-concept scores of all
three groups were similar with respect to such variables as

appearance, friendship, and self-worth; (d) the students with
LD had lower academic self-concept scores over time; (e) the
students with LD developed a greater number of reciprocal
friendships with other students, which included students from
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all three groups; and (e) the ratings of loneliness of all three
groups were similar. Furthermore, interviews with GE and
SE teachers indicated that they felt that the inclusion place-
ment resulted in improvements in the self-concepts of the
students with LD.

Banerji and Dailey (1995) examined the impact of place-
ment in an inclusion classroom on the affective performance
of 13 elementary students with LD and 17 of their nondisabled
classmates. Affective performance indicators relating to atti-
tude toward school, motivation, and self-concept were col-
lected through a survey that students completed at the end of
the year. The findings revealed that the two groups of stu-
dents did not noticeably differ in terms of the affective out-
comes surveyed. Surveys completed by teachers and parents
and anecdotal information indicated that students with LD
had improved levels of self-esteem and motivation and that
their behavior resembled the behavior of their classmates
without disabilities.

Sale and Carey (1995) used a positive and negative peer
nomination strategy to assess the sociometric status of stu-
dents with disabilities who attended an inclusive elementary
school. The elementary school, which served predominately
White students from upper socioeconomic backgrounds, was
structured so that all students with disabilities (currently eli-
gible ; n = 37) and those suspected of having disabilities
(likely eligible; n = 29) received their instruction in GE
classrooms. Although the disability categories of the students
attending the school varied (e.g., students with emotional,
physical, or sensory disabilities), the majority of students
were classified as having LD. The researchers conducted
positive and negative peer nomination interviews in which
they asked students to identify the three students in their class
whom they liked the most and the three students whom they
liked the least and to give the reasons for their selections. The
findings revealed that the currently eligible and likely eligible
students were less likely to be nominated as most liked and
more likely to be nominated as least liked than their peers.
When currently eligible and likely eligible students were
compared, the results indicated that likely eligible students
received more negative peer nominations than students with
identified disabilities.

Roberts and Zubrick (1992) used a correlational design
to compare the social status of 97 elementary students with
mild disabilities who were partially or fully integrated into
GE classes and 97 GE students without disabilities who were
their classmates. Data were collected to assess the peer per-
ceptions, social status, and attending and disruptive behaviors
of both groups of students as rated by their peers. The find-
ings revealed that, although both groups of students were
rated as equal in terms of their disruptive behavior, the stu-
dents with mild disabilities were less often accepted and more
often rejected than their classmates without disabilities. The
results also indicated that, although the social rejection and
acceptance of the students with disabilities seemed to be
related to their peers’ perceptions of their disruptive behav-
ior, the social rejection and acceptance of their classmates

without disabilities tended to be related to peer perception of
their academic behavior.

Bear, Clever, and Proctor (1991) studied the impact of
class placement on the self-perceptions of 52 third-graders
with LD in integrated classes, 163 third-graders without
disabilities in integrated classes, and 124 third-graders with-
out disabilities who were not educated in integrated classes.
In April or May, students in all three groups completed the
Self-Perception Profile (SPP; Renick & Harter, 1989), a self-
evaluation scale designed to measure global self-worth, scho-
lastic competence, social acceptance, athletic competence,
physical appearance, and behavioral conduct. The findings
revealed that the students with LD had significantly lower
self-perceptions in the domains of global self-worth, scholas-
tic competence, and behavioral conduct than their peers without
disabilities who were educated in the same integrated classes.

Whereas the studies cited above addressed the impact of
inclusive settings on the social outcomes of students with
disabilities, these studies did not examine the effectiveness of
interventions designed to enhance the social interactions and
acceptance of students with disabilities educated in inclusive

settings. Recognizing the need for such studies, Hunt, Alwell,
Farron-Davis, and Goetz (1996) used a multiple baseline
design to assess the efficacy of a package of intervention
strategies designed to facilitate social relationships between
three elementary-level students with sensory, physical, and
cognitive disabilities and their GE classmates without dis-
abilities. The intervention package implemented by the
educational staff included (a) providing information to class-
mates without disabilities regarding the ways the students
with disabilities communicate, (b) facilitating social interac-
tions by employing interactive activities, buddy systems, and
prompting, and (c) interpreting the behaviors of the students
with disabilities. The results revealed that the intervention

package led to an increase in the number of reciprocal inter-
actions between the students with disabilities and their class-
mates and to a decrease in the number of assistive behaviors

engaged in by the educational staff. The findings also indi-
cated that the interventions resulted in an increase in the
number of social interactions initiated by the students with
disabilities. Follow-up interviews with nine classmates with-
out disabilities and with the students’ three GE teachers revealed
that the students identified themselves as friends of the stu-
dents with disabilities, and that the teachers and students
believed that the various components of the intervention pack-
age contributed to the development of friendships between
both groups of students.

Attitude Toward Placement

Several studies have been conducted that assess the impact of
inclusion programs on students with disabilities by surveying
and interviewing students concerning their preferences regard-
ing service delivery as well as their experiences in GE and SE
settings. As part of a larger study on students’ preferences for
service delivery, Jenkins and Heinen (1989) interviewed 101 1
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second-, fourth-, and fifth-grade SE students and 236 reme-
dial education students concerning the locations in which
they preferred to receive specialized instruction. The students
attended classrooms in 15 schools that offered specialized
instruction using a pull-out, in-class, or integrated model.
Although the majority of students indicated a preference for
receiving additional assistance from their GE teachers, the
results also revealed that students generally preferred the type
of SE program they were presently receiving. Jenkins and
Heinen also found differences based on age, with more older
students preferring a pull-out program than their younger
peers, in part because the older students viewed pull-out
programs as less embarrassing than inclusion programs.

Padeliadu and Zigmond (1996) used structured inter-
views to examine the perspectives of 150 elementary-level
students with LD regarding their SE placement. The results
indicated that the students felt the SE setting to be a suppor-
tive, enjoyable, and quiet learning environment in which
they could receive the academic assistance and extra help
they needed. However, the students also expressed some
anxiety over the academic and recreational activities they
were missing while they were pulled out of their GE classes.

Reid and Button (1995) used interviews and narratives

depicting the personal school-based experiences of six sixth-
and seventh-grade students with LD. An analysis of the tran-
scripts revealed several themes including feelings of anger
and frustration associated with being isolated from class-
mates in an SE classroom, of victimization as a result of

being the targets of physical attacks, name-calling, and ridi-
cule from classmates and teachers, and of being misunder-
stood, betrayed, unappreciated, and oppressed by teachers,
classmates, and family members. In a similar study, Albinger
(1995) analyzed the results of open-ended interviews with
five elementary students with LD who received resource
room services. The students’ responses indicated that, although
they liked coming to the resource room for individualized
assistance, they perceived the experience of exiting their GE
classroom to receive specialized services as an embarrassing
situation that created the need to fabricate stories to justify to
their friends why they were leaving class. The students also
reported that they were targets of name-calling, and that they
were concerned about completing work in their GE class-
room that was assigned while they were in the resource room.

Guterman (1995) employed unstructured individual and
group interviews to examine the perceptions and experiences
of nine high school students with LD who received their
educational program in a self-contained SE class. The stu-

dents’ initial SE placement made them feel concerned about
their status and the loss of their friends as well as stigmatized
and personally deficient. The students also reported that they
perceived the academic instruction they received in their SE
classroom as low-level, not related to their lives, repetitive,
unchallenging, and ineffective. The respondents also expressed
negative attitudes toward inclusion, which were based on
their previous negative experiences in GE settings that included
encounters with teachers who failed to adapt instruction to
meet their unique learning needs. The students also consid-

ered inclusion unrealistic, because they felt that it was unrea-
sonable to ask their GE teachers to adapt instruction to their
learning needs and that such instructional modifications would
result in their being stigmatized in the presence of their peers.

Summary

In summary, the studies reviewed reveal that the impact of
placement in inclusive settings on academic and social per-
formance and on attitude toward placement of students with
disabilities has been varied. Studies have reported that place-
ment in inclusion programs has resulted in improved edu-
cational outcomes for students with disabilities, including
improved standardized test scores, reading performance, mas-
tery of IEP goals, grades, on-task behavior, motivation to
learn, and greater success in making the transition to adult-
hood. However, other studies indicated that students with
disabilities educated in inclusive settings did not receive spe-
cially designed instruction to meet their educational needs.
Furthermore, studies comparing the various models for deliv-
ering educational services to students with disabilities indi-
cated that, although inclusion programs can be effective service
delivery systems for meeting the educational needs of some
students with mild disabilities, other students with mild dis-
abilities perform better academically when they receive their
educational programs through traditional SE service delivery
models such as a pull-out resource room program.

Several studies have used observations and sociometric

techniques to examine the social interaction patterns between
students with severe disabilities and their classmates without

disabilities. Although some studies found that students with
severe disabilities in inclusion programs interact with others

more often, receive and offer increased levels of social sup-
port, and develop more long-lasting and richer friendships
with their GE peers, research also indicated that these inter-

actions are often assistive in nature, and tend to decline as the

school year progresses.
Other studies have employed rating scales, surveys, and

interviews to assess the effects of inclusive placements on the
social functioning of students with mild disabilities. Although
some studies report that students with mild disabilities edu-
cated in inclusion programs develop reciprocal friendships
with other students, have self-concepts and attitudes toward
school measures that are similar to those of their class-

mates without disabilities, and are rated as equal of their peers
without disabilities in terms of disruptive behavior, other
studies indicate that they are less often accepted and more
often rejected by their classmates without disabilities and that
they have lower self-perceptions than their peers without
disabilities.

Several studies have examined the impact of inclusion
programs on students with disabilities by surveying and inter-
viewing them concerning their preferences regarding service
delivery as well as their experiences in GE and SE settings.
Although research has indicated that some elementary stu-
dents consider the individualized services they receive in an
SE classroom to help them academically, students also were
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concerned about the recreational and academic activities they
are missing when they are pulled out of their GE classrooms.
Elementary students with disabilities also reported that leav-
ing the GE classroom for specialized services was embarrass-
ing for them and caused them to be targets of name-calling
and ridicule from their peers. Interviews with secondary-level
students with disabilities indicated that they had negative
experiences in both general and special education. Negative
experiences in GE related to the failure of their teachers to
adapt instruction to meet their needs and to the fear that their
special accommodations resulted in their being stigmatized in
the presence of their peers. Negative experiences in SE included
receiving low-level, repetitive, and unchallenging academic
instruction; being concerned about their status and the loss of
friends; and feeling stigmatized.

IMPACT ON STUDENTS WITHOUT DISABILITIES

Academic Outcomes

An important factor in considering the effectiveness of inclu-
sion programs is the effect of the program on the academic
and social behaviors of students without disabilities. Hollo-

wood, Salisbury, Rainforth, and Palombaro (1994) investi-
gated the impact of the placement in an inclusion classroom
on the amount of instructional time and teacher attention that
students without disabilities received. The researchers col-
lected and compared data related to actual and allocated
instructional time for six students without disabilities who
were educated in classes that included students with severe
disabilities and for six students without disabilities who were

taught in noninclusion classes. The results revealed that the
placement of students with severe disabilities in inclusive
classrooms did not have a significant effect on the amount of
allocated or engaged instructional time devoted to their peers
without disabilities. Hollowood et al. also found that the rates
of interruptions to planned instructional activities were simi-
lar in both types of classes.

Sharpe, York, and Knight (1994) used a pretest-posttest
research design to examine the impact of being educated in an
inclusive classroom on the academic performance of elemen-
tary students without disabilities. They contrasted measures
of academic performance for 35 students who attended class-
rooms that included 2 students with significant disabilities
with the academic performance and behavior of their peers
without disabilities who were taught in classes that did not
include students with moderate or significant disabilities. The
findings indicated that there were no significant differences
between the two groups on measures of academic perfor-
mance and behavior that included the Science Research Associ-
ates Assessment Survey (Science Research Associates, 1975),
the Houghton Mifflin (1982) reading series, and the students’
report card grades for reading, mathematics, spelling, and effort.

Hunt, Staub, Alwell, and Goetz (1994) used a pretest-
posttest design to compare the achievement of targeted math-
ematics objectives of 10 students without disabilities who

participated in cooperative learning groups with their class-
mates with disabilities with a control group of 10 students
without disabilities who were members of cooperative learn-
ing groups that did not include students with disabilities. The
results revealed that both groups significantly increased their
mastery of the targeted mathematics objectives and that stu-
dents without disabilities who participated in cooperative
learning groups with students with disabilities performed as
well as the students without disabilities in the control group.

Saint-Laurent et al. (1998) examined the academic impact
of placement in an inclusion program on third-grade students
without disabilities. The researchers compared the reading,
mathematics, and writing performance of 209 students with-
out disabilities who were educated in an inclusion program
and 232 students without disabilities who were educated in a
traditional GE classroom not including students with disabili-
ties. The findings revealed that the reading and mathematics
performance of the students without disabilities in the inclu-
sion program was significantly better than that of their peers
who were educated in the traditional GE program. However,
there were no significant differences in the writing perfor-
mance of the two groups.

Social Outcomes

Research addressing the social impact of inclusion programs
on students without disabilities also has attempted to examine
the perspectives and experiences of elementary, middle school,
and high school students without disabilities in inclusion
programs. Biklen, Corrigan, and Quick (1989) interviewed
elementary-level students without disabilities whose ages
ranged from 9 to 11 concerning their experiences in inclusive
settings. These students’ responses indicated that they felt
that inclusion programs helped them to understand individual
differences in physical appearance and behavior, the connec-
tion between their experiences and the feelings of students
with disabilities, and the worth of their peers.

Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, and Peck (1994) used class-
room observations, videotape recordings, and semistructured
interviews to study the relationship between four elementary-
level students without disabilities and four students with mod-
erate and severe disabilities who were educated in the same
GE classroom. The findings indicated that the friendships
satisfied some of the personal needs of the students without
disabilities, including being viewed as important; recogniz-
ing one’s strengths; finding companionship, security, and
comfort; and being consistent with the values of one’s family.
However, although all four friendships originated during
noninstructional activities, as the friendships developed three
of the students without disabilities assumed a caretaking role
that was encouraged by their teachers and teacher aides.

Capper and Pickett (1994) conducted focus group inter-
views with 46 students who attended a traditionally struc-
tured school and 46 students who attended an inclusive school
to compare the effects of a noninclusion-based school and an
inclusion-based school on middle school students’ perspec-
tives of diversity and inclusion. They reported that students at
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the inclusion-based school showed an increased acceptance,
understanding, and tolerance of individual differences. In
contrast, the students attending the noninclusion school were
more likely to engage in stereotyping and held more negative
perceptions of diversity and students with disabilities.

York, Vandercook, Macdonald, Heise-Neff, and Caughey
(1992) surveyed 181 middle school students without disabili-
ties concerning their reactions to being in inclusion classes
with students with severe disabilities. The findings indicated
that these students (a) overwhelmingly felt that inclusion was
a good idea; (b) believed that being in GE classrooms resulted
in positive outcomes for students with disabilities, particu-
larly in terms of social and interpersonal skills; and (c) devel-
oped more realistic and positive perspectives concerning their
classmates with disabilities.

Hendrickson, Shokoohi-Yekta, Hamre-Nietupski, and
Gable (1996) surveyed 1,137 middle and high school students
without disabilities regarding their friendships with peers
with severe disabilities. The results revealed that the students

without disabilities were willing to form friendships with
their peers with severe disabilities and believed that inclusion
facilitated the development of such friendships. The students
also suggested several strategies for promoting friendships
among students, including using cooperative grouping arrange-
ments, sharing information about disabilities, and implement-
ing social activities that promote interactions between students.

Murray-Seegert (1989) used ethnographic research pro-
cedures to examine the social relationships between high
school students without disabilities and their peers with dis-

abilities during a 1-year period. The students without disabili-
ties reported that their experiences in inclusive settings had
several benefits for them, including learning from their class-
mates with disabilities, experiencing positive feelings as a
result of supporting another individual, and being better able
to deal with disability in their own lives.

Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco (1994) administered a
survey to 166 high school students without disabilities to
investigate their perceptions of their relationships with stu-
dents with moderate and severe disabilities. The results indi-

cated that they perceived their friendships with students with
disabilities as beneficial in terms of increased personal growth,
acceptance of others, and human diversity. Some of the stu-
dents without disabilities also reported that the communica-
tion difficulties of their peers with moderate and severe

disabilities were a barrier that interfered with their relation-

ships.
Peck, Donaldson, and Pezzoli (1990) conducted semi-

structured interviews with 21 high school students without
disabilities regarding their social relationships with class-
mates with moderate and severe disabilities. The findings
showed that, although students without disabilities felt that
they had improved in the areas of self-concept, social cog-
nition, acceptance of others, advancement of individual

principles, and tolerance of human differences, they also
experienced discomfort with the lack of social skills dis-

played by students with moderate and severe disabilities.

Some students also reported initial discomfort with the physi-
cal appearance and behavioral characteristics (e.g., coughing
and drooling) of some students with disabilities, which tended
to decrease over the school year.

Summary

The studies reviewed reveal that placement in an inclusion
classroom does not interfere with the academic performance
of students without disabilities with respect to the amount of
allocated and engaged instructional time, the rate of interrup-
tions to planned activities, and the students’ achievement test
scores and report card grades. The results of these studies also
indicate that students without disabilities possess positive
views of inclusion and believe that inclusion benefits them in

terms of an increased acceptance, understanding, and toler-
ance of individual differences; a greater awareness and sensi-

tivity to the needs of others; greater opportunities to have
friendships with students with disabilities; and an improved
ability to deal with disability in their own lives. Concerns
about being in an inclusion classroom related to the commu-
nication difficulties and physical and behavioral characteris-
tics of some of the students with disabilities.

IMPACT ON EDUCATORS

Attitudes Toward Inclusion

Because the cooperation of educators is critical to the success
of inclusion programs, several studies have investigated the
reactions of general and special educators toward inclusive
education. Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) used research syn-
thesis procedures to summarize the results of 28 studies exam-
ining GE teachers’ perceptions of inclusion. The findings
revealed that, although about two thirds of the general educa-
tors supported the placement of students with disabilities in
GE classrooms, only one third or fewer of the teachers reported
that they had the time, expertise, training, or resources to
implement inclusion effectively.

Several researchers have examined educators’ attitudes
toward educating students with disabilities in GE settings by
surveying their agreement with statements that relate to the
principles on which inclusion programs are based. Coates
(1989) surveyed 88 kindergarten to twelfth-grade GE teach-
ers regarding their views of the Regular Education Initiative
(REI) and the use of pull-out programs to serve students with
disabilities. The findings revealed that GE teachers not only
believed in the effectiveness of resource rooms but also sup-

ported their expansion to serve students who were not certi-
fied to receive SE services. The teachers also expressed
skepticism about whether students with mild disabilities could
be educated in GE classrooms even with additional teacher

training and support (e.g., curriculum consultant, SE consul-
tant). In a related study, Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, and
Lesar ( 1991 ) surveyed 311 GE and 70 SE teachers about their
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perceptions and opinions concerning the REI. The results
revealed that a majority of educators surveyed were satisfied
with a pull-out system for delivering SE services and believed
that full-time placement of students with mild disabilities in
GE classrooms would not be socially or academically benefi-
cial. Although most of the teachers felt that the reallocation of
SE resources to GE classrooms would lighten their instruc-
tional load and benefit all students, they were protective of
the resources designated for students with disabilities.

Soodak, Podell, and Lehman (1998) surveyed 134 (71.3%)
elementary, 34 ( 18.1 %) middle, and 20 (10.6%) high school
GE teachers concerning their affective responses to inclusion,
as well as the factors that related to these responses. Of the

188 teachers surveyed, 67 (35.6%) taught in classrooms that
included students with disabilities. The findings revealed that
teachers’ responses to inclusion are complex and influenced
by a variety of factors. In terms of teachers’ affective responses
to inclusion, the researchers distinguished two types of
responses, hostility/receptivity and anxiety/calmness. Further-
more, the findings indicated that both types of responses were
related to teacher attributes, student disability categories, and
school-based conditions. Teachers who possessed low teach-
ing efficacy (i.e., teachers’ beliefs about the impact of their
teaching), who lacked experience in teaching, or who had low
use of differentiated teaching practices and teacher collabora-
tion were found to be less receptive to inclusion. Whereas the
teachers reported that they felt threatened by the inclusion of
students with cognitive disabilities (e.g., mental retardation)
and frustrated by the inclusion of students with LD or behav-
ior disorders, they were more receptive to the inclusion of
students with physical disabilities or hearing impairments.
With experience, teachers became less receptive to the inclusion
of students with LD. However, with respect to the anxiety/
calmness dimension, the teachers reported less anxiety toward
the inclusion of students with learning or behavior problems
than toward the inclusion of students with other disabilities.

Measures of teachers’ personal efficacy (i.e., teachers’ beliefs
about their own effectiveness) correlated with less anxiety
about inclusion, and collaboration among teachers was also
found to lessen teachers’ anxiety about inclusion. Not sur-
prisingly, larger class sizes were found to heighten teachers’
anxiety about inclusion.

Implementation Concerns

In addition to studying educators’ attitudes toward various
tenets associated with inclusion, researchers also have exam-
ined the experiences and perceptions of educators working in
inclusive settings. Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman,
and Schattman (1993) conducted semistructured interviews
to investigate the experiences of 19 kindergarten through
ninth-grade GE teachers who had taught a student with severe
disabilities. The interviews were followed by a survey that
asked the teachers to rate the extent to which their attitudes

toward inclusion had changed. They also were asked to rate
their willingness to have a student with significant disabilities

in their classroom in the future. Although two of the teachers
reported no change from their initial negative feelings toward
inclusion, the results of the interviews and survey data indi-
cated that most of the teachers (17 out of 19) experienced a
change that resulted in positive attitudes toward the place-
ment of students with severe disabilities in their classrooms.
The interviews with the teachers suggested that this change in
attitude was related to seeing how the effective instructional
adaptations that they instituted for students with disabilities
benefited all students. The change also included increased
ownership and willingness to interact with students with dis-
abilities, enhanced knowledge of ways to teach students with
disabilities, and changed attitudes toward the placement of a
student with significant disabilities in their classroom. The
teachers also identified other personal benefits of inclusion,
such as a greater awareness of the impact of teachers as
positive role models for students, an increased feeling of
confidence and pride in their ability to teach and be open to
change, and a growing willingness to modify their instruc-
tional techniques to promote the learning of all students in
their class.

Downing, Eichinger, and Williams (1997) conducted
structured interviews with nine general educators, nine spe-
cial educators, and nine principals concerning their views of
and experiences with inclusive programming for elementary-
level students with severe disabilities. The respondents worked
in three different types of educational programs: full inclusion,
partial integration, and no inclusive educational experiences
with elementary students with severe disabilities. Although
all groups had positive views of inclusion and felt that inclu-
sion was a good use of district resources, they identified the
negative attitudes of GE and SE teachers and parents and
the limited availability of financial resources as barriers to the
implementation of inclusion. General educators expressed
the concern that meeting the needs of students with disabili-
ties created an added demand on teachers’ time and attention,
thus limiting their ability to address the needs of students
without disabilities. The concerns of special educators related
to their perceived loss of control over the classroom environ-
ment and their job functions.

Villa, Thousand, Myers, and Nevin (1996) surveyed 578
GE and 102 SE teachers and administrators working in inclu-
sion programs to examine their perceptions of the inclusion of
all students, particularly students with moderate and severe
disabilities in GE classrooms. The results indicated that the

respondents preferred inclusion programs in which educators
worked collaboratively to serve all students in GE classrooms
over pull-out programs. Respondents believed that the fol-
lowing variables were robust predictors of positive attitudes
toward inclusion of all students with disabilities in GE class-
rooms : collaborative consultation, co-teaching partnerships,
shared accountability for educational outcomes, level of
preservice and inservice training, and administrative support.

York et al. (1992) surveyed 11 general educators and 7 spe-
cial educators who worked in integrated middle school set-
tings concerning various aspects of educating middle school
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students with severe disabilities in inclusive classrooms. Both

groups of respondents indicated that inclusion resulted in
positive outcomes for GE and SE teachers. Positive outcomes
for GE teachers included getting to know new colleagues,
being more receptive to and skilled at integrating students
with disabilities in their classes, and being better able to
meet the needs of their students without disabilities who were

experiencing difficulty in school. Positive outcomes for SE
teachers included an increased feeling of being an important
part of the school community, an enhanced perspective on
education and knowledge of the GE system, and a greater
enjoyment of teaching related to working with students with-
out disabilities and observing the successful functioning of
their students with severe disabilities in inclusive settings.
General and special educators also reported that a high level
of communication between educators was an important com-
ponent of successful inclusion.

As part of a larger study, York and Tundidor (1995)
conducted focus group discussions with 191 general and spe-
cial educators, administrators, and support staff who worked
in elementary and secondary schools in a midwestem urban
community to examine issues and barriers related to the imple-
mentation of inclusive education. The issues and barriers
identified by the participants included the negative attitudes
held by staff members and students without disabilities, the
concern that the education of students without disabilities

might suffer, and the inability of the GE staff to address the
severe health and medical needs and behavioral challenges of
students with disabilities. Other perceived barriers to inclu-
sion were the lack of funds to support personnel and instruc-
tional needs, the rigid requirements associated with the GE
curriculum, and the limited amount of time for collaboration
and communication among staff members.

A survey was conducted by Werts, Wolery, Snyder,
Caldwell, and Salisbury (1996) to identify 1,430 elementary
teachers’ perceptions regarding the need for and availability
of supports and resources associated with inclusive school-

ing. Respondents’ ratings were separated into three groups:
teachers who did not teach students with disabilities, teachers
of students with mild disabilities, and teachers with students
with more severe disabilities. All three groups of respondents
reported having similar levels of resources and supports avail-
able to them. The responses of the two groups of teachers of

students with disabilities indicated that their need for most

resources and supports exceeded their availability, with a
greater percentage of the teachers of students with severe
disabilities indicating a greater need for resources and sup-
ports than the teachers of students with mild disabilities.

Collaborative Teaching
Studies also have examined the experiences of GE and SE
teachers who have implemented inclusion by working as
collaborative teaching teams. Minke, Bear, Deemer, and Griffin
(1996) reported survey results of 318 teachers of students
with mild disabilities (185 GE teachers in traditional class-

rooms, 64 SE teachers in inclusive settings, 69 GE teachers in
inclusive settings). They found that general and special edu-
cators working collaboratively in inclusive settings had higher
levels of personal efficacy and higher self-ratings of compe-
tence and satisfaction in teaching students with disabilities
than general educators who taught in traditional classroom
arrangements.

Phillips, Sapona, and Lubic (1995) interviewed six gen-
eral educators and four special educators regarding their expe-
riences in working as a collaborative team to teach students
with mild and severe disabilities in elementary-level GE set-
tings. The teachers’ responses indicated that, although they
initially experienced some anxiety, most of the collaborative
teams evolved into a unit that was characterized by engaging
in shared planning and curriculum development, learning
from each other, developing trust and solving problems
together, and enjoying their teaching partnerships. However,
two of the collaborative teams were not successful because of
their inability to communicate with each other, to resolve
teaching style differences, and to integrate the SE teacher and
the students with disabilities into the classroom.

The respondents also identified the impact of their col-
laborative efforts for teachers. Benefits for teachers included
the opportunity to teach students with a full range of learning
abilities, to feel less isolated, and to observe positive changes
in students with and without disabilities. Concerns identified

by SE teachers included performing a subordinate role in the
GE classroom and worrying that inclusion would result in the
loss of specialized services and instruction to students with
special needs.

Walther-Thomas (1997) used classroom observations,
semistructured interviews, relevant school documents, and
informal contacts to study the experiences of 18 elementary
and 7 middle school co-teaching teams. Because of personnel
changes over the 3-year duration of the study, the 25 teams
consisted of 119 teachers and 24 administrators who worked
in inclusive classrooms that served students with mild and
severe disabilities. The respondents reported several social
and academic benefits for their students with and without

disabilities, but the participants also identified the bene-
fits to and problems experienced by educators working in
co-teaching teams. Benefits for general and special educators
included greater professional satisfaction as well as increased
opportunities to share their expertise with others, to explore
and expand their professional capabilities, to receive personal
and professional support from others, and to collaborate on a
building- and district-wide basis. The problems noted by
respondents related to scheduling planning time for teachers,
coordinating the schedules of students and teachers, main-
taining appropriate caseloads, obtaining administrative sup-
port, and receiving staff development.

Salend et al. (1997) investigated the perceptions and
experiences of a cooperative teaching team (a GE and an SE
teacher) by analyzing the dyad’s journal entries. Comments
in their journal indicated that both team members initially
approached their co-teaching experience with concerns regard-
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ing teaching space, role delineations, teaching styles, and
philosophical differences. However, subsequent journal entries
indicated that collaborative teaching served to make teaching
more enjoyable and stimulating, to encourage the teachers to
experiment with new teaching methodologies, and to prevent
the isolation that some teachers encounter when they work
alone.

Summary

In summary, the studies reviewed reveal that educators have

varying attitudes toward and mixed reactions to inclusion.
Teachers’ responses to inclusion programs are shaped by a
variety of variables and change over time. Teachers’ percep-
tions of inclusion seem to be related to their success in

implementing inclusion, to student characteristics, and to the
availability of financial resources, instructional and ancillary
supportive services, training, administrative support, and time
to collaborate and communicate with others.

Research has identified several positive and negative
outcomes of inclusion for teachers. Positive outcomes for GE
teachers included increasing skill at meeting the needs of
their students with and without disabilities, being more aware
of the impact of teachers as positive role models for all

students, developing an increased confidence in their teach-
ing ability, and feeling good about their ability to change.
Concerns identified by general educators included the nega-
tive attitudes of others, the fear that the education of students
without disabilities might suffer, the inability of GE staff to
address the severe health and medical needs and behavioral

challenges of students with disabilities, the lack of funds to
support personnel and instructional needs, the rigid require-
ments associated with the GE curriculum, the limited amount
of time for collaboration and communication among staff

members, and the limited availability of financial resources.
For special educators, the benefits included an increased

feeling of being an important part of the school community,
an enhanced perspective on education and knowledge of the
GE system, and a greater enjoyment of teaching related to
working with students without disabilities and observing the
successful functioning of their students with disabilities in
inclusive settings. The concerns of special educators related
to their perceived loss of control over the classroom environ-
ment, their subordinate role in the GE classroom, and their
fears that inclusion would result in the loss of specialized
services to students with disabilities.

General and special educators participating in coopera-
tive teaching arrangements noted that their involvement in
these programs enriched their professional and personal lives.
Although cooperative teaching teams initially experienced
some anxiety, teachers reported that these instructional arrange-
ments helped make teaching more enjoyable and stimulating,
encouraged the teachers to experiment with new teaching
methodologies, and prevented the isolation that some teach-
ers encounter when they work alone. Problems encountered
by cooperating teaching teams related to communicating with

each other, resolving teaching style differences, coordinating
the responsibilities of both teachers, scheduling planning time,
coordinating the schedules of students and teachers, main-
taining appropriate caseloads, obtaining administrative sup-
port, and receiving staff development.

DISCUSSION

The findings of the studies cited in this review indicate that
the impact of inclusion programs on the academic and social
performance of students with disabilities is varied. Whereas
some studies suggest that inclusion more often results in

positive academic and social outcomes for students with dis-
abilities, other studies indicate that some students with disabil-
ities benefit academically when they receive their educational
programs through traditional SE service delivery models.
Although several factors may contribute to this inconclusive
finding, important variables seem to be the quality of the
inclusion program and the extent to which the GE system
accommodates the academic and social needs of students
with disabilities in inclusion programs (Waldron & McLeskey,
1998). For example, Fox and Ysseldyke (1997) examined an
inclusion program that was not successfully implemented and
found that, because of inadequate training and a lack of
administrative leadership, GE teachers did not make signifi-
cant modifications in their teaching strategies to address the
needs of students with disabilities. Similarly, Salend, Brooks,
and Salend (1987) surveyed educators responsible for coordi-
nating their school districts’ mainstreaming efforts and found
that few of the districts employed systematic and viable pro-
cedures that were based on the quality indicators associated
with successful inclusion programs.

The research suggests that students without disabilities
can benefit from placement in inclusion programs. The prin-
cipal benefits include an increased acceptance, understand-
ing, and tolerance of individual differences and the development
of meaningful friendships with classmates with disabilities.
However, MacMillan, Gresham, and Fomess (1996) sug-
gested that contact with students with disabilities in itself
does not result in favorable attitudes toward and improved
acceptance of individuals with disabilities. They reported that
the nature and quality of the interactions affected attitudes
toward students with disabilities. Furthermore, they noted
that when students with disabilities engaged in objectionable
actions in interactions with their GE peers, these behaviors
could result in less favorable attitudes toward individuals
with disabilities. Therefore, to implement inclusion programs
that have positive outcomes for students with and without
disabilities, educators need to assist students with disabilities
in developing the appropriate social and behavioral skills that
allow them to be integrated into the social and academic
fabric of the class (Salend, 1998). Educators also can use a
variety of strategies to make learning about individual differ-
ences and facilitating friendships among students integral
parts of their curriculum (Salisbury, Gallucci, Palombaro, &
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Peck, 1995) and to teach students with and without disabili-
ties how to initiate, respond to, and maintain positive, equal-
status social interactions with their peers (Elksnin & Elksnin,
1995; Hunt et al., 1996).

General and special educators seemed to have mixed
reactions to inclusion. Their varied responses seem to be
related to their efficacy in implementing inclusion, which in
turn is associated with the administrative support, resources,
and training they have received to implement effective inclu-
sion programs. Therefore, school districts and administrators
can engage in several activities that demonstrate their com-
mitment to and support of inclusive education. School dis-
tricts can begin to promote the success of inclusion programs
by including all school and community groups in developing
a mission statement that articulates the district’s vision with

respect to educating students with disabilities in GE class-
rooms and a strategic plan for providing instructional and
physical resources, time to collaborate and communicate,
training, and support to achieve its mission statement (Idol,
1997; Janney, Snell, Beers, & Raynes, 1995). For example,
administrators can institute flexible scheduling that provides
teachers with sufficient time to collaborate and to coordinate
the delivery of the services they provide to students (Idol,
1997; Walther-Thomas, 1997). Administrators, in conjunc-
tion with institutions of higher education, also can offer ongo-
ing preservice and inservice personnel training to provide
teachers with the skills to teach students in inclusive settings
and work together as a cooperative teaching team (Downing
et al., 1997; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).

The conclusions of this article should be interpreted with
several cautions that are related to the limitations associated

with the research studies reviewed. First, whereas some of the
studies cited employed small-sample quantitative research
designs, the majority of the studies reviewed employed quali-
tative research methodologies, had small sample sizes, lacked
random selection of participants, and focused for the most
part on the impact of inclusive practices for students with LD
and students with moderate and severe disabilities educated
in elementary classrooms. These limitations make it difficult
to generalize the findings to the larger population of students
with disabilities, especially to students with disabilities edu-
cated in secondary-level settings. Second, the research on
inclusion is limited by problems related to comparative field
investigations in education such as identifying and describing
the treatment conditions associated with control and experi-
mental groups; insuring equivalent resources, students, and
teachers; and defining the components of inclusion programs
(Manset & Semmel, 1997). Third, the responses of participants
to surveys and interviews may be affected by the respon-
dents’ desire to give socially acceptable responses that may
not accurately reflect their actual attitudes toward and experi-
ences with inclusion.

Future research is needed to address some of these limi-

tations and to expand our knowledge of inclusive practices.
Given the unique needs of students with emotional distur-
bances and students with physical and sensory disabilities,

research needs to examine the impact of inclusion on these
students. Similarly, because the implementation of inclusion
at the secondary level may be quite different from that at the
preschool and elementary levels (Thousand, Rosenberg, Bishop,
& Villa, 1997; U.S. Department of Education, 1996), there is
a need for studies that investigate inclusive practices in

secondary-level settings. Future studies also should employ
methodologically sound qualitative and quantitative research
procedures to empirically examine the effects of inclusion pro-
grams and include multiple measures and strategies for assess-
ing a broad spectrum of educational and social outcomes for
students and educators involved in inclusive education.

The inclusion movement has the potential to have a
positive impact on students with and without disabilities and
their teachers. However, these positive outcomes are not
being realized for some students placed in inclusive settings,
which can result in a concomitant negative reaction to inclu-
sion on the part of their teachers. Researchers and school
districts need to work together to validate and disseminate
information about effective inclusion practices, policies, and
programs that address the needs of students and teachers. m
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