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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to better understand students’ prreeptions of and preferences ot iclusion or puil-out service delivery

models. Thirty-two students with and without learning disabilities who had participated o both models during the past ar dyears

were interviewed individually, Key questions assessed their pereeptions of which madel was most conducive o academic kearning

and which was most likely to yield social benefits, and the reasons for their beliefs. Resalts indicated that siudents’ views vasied,
Overall, mare children ideptified pyll-out as the madel of choice, but many children were confident that inclusion was meeting their

academic and social needs. We interpret the results of this stady as providing support tor maintainiog a continuim o service

delivery uptions and for considering the placement of cach child individually, based on his or hor unigue necds,

any professionals in educa-

tion contend that providing

support services for stu-
dents with learning disabilities (LD)
in their general education classrooms
is preferable to providing assistance
in resource rooms. Yet, the move to-
ward the full-time inclusion of stu-
dents with disabilities in general
education classrooms has not been
without controversy (Davis, 1989;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Fuchs, Fuchs, &
Fernstrom, 1993; Gartner & Lipsky.
1987; Roberts & Mather, 1995). Propo-
nents such as Sapon-Shevin argue that
inclusive classrooms are more like the
real world that students with disabili-
ties will tive in when they finish school
(O'Neil, 1994/1995), Others assert that
no separate knowledge base exists
for teaching students with disabilities
and that pull-cut programs or self-
contained classrooms have failed to
bring about desired benefits (Wang,
Reynolds, & Walberg, 1994/1995}. Full-
inclusionists describe many possible
benefits of inclusive classronoms for
studenis with L. Self esteem and feel-
ings of self-worth ave believed to in-
crease because students with disabii-
itics are less likely to be identified as
“slow™ by their peers or to feel stig-

matized (Baker, Wang, & Walberg,
1994 /1995; Banerji & Dailoy, 1995). By
remaining in the general education
classroom, students with disabilities
have more Hme o make and sustain
friendships with their nondisabled
peers, and enjoy increased instruc-
tional time, as they are not traveling
from the general education classroom
to the resource room. Students do not
miss out on key content previously
covered during their absence, and the
assistance provided by the special edu-
cation teacher in the inclusive class-
room is more directly related to the
general education curriculum (Stain-
back & Stainback, 1992). Also, inciu-
sion requires general educators to
become more responsible for students
with special needs, rather than being
able to “dump” them in special edu-
cation classrooms.

Others express concerns about
whether inclusion is the most appro-
priate service delivery option for all
students, and emphasize the impor-
tance of maintaining, a continuum of
services (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994 Kauff-
man, 1993; Roberts & Mather, 1995;
Vaughn & Schumm, 1995; Zigmond,
1995). Individualized instruction, as
mandated by P.L. 94-142, typically

does not occur in general education
classrooms (Zigmond & Baker, 1994),
and many teachers make fow or no
adaptations for students with LD
{Baker & Zigmond, 1990; Mclntosh,
Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, & Luoe,
1993). General education teachers often
feel inadequately prepared to teach
students with disabilities (Conway &
Gow, 1988; Gersten, Walker, & Darch,
1988; Schumm & Vaughn, 1992). And
although social acceptance is pur-
ported to be a benefit of full-time inclu-
sion, increased friendships may not
be the outcome for many students with
LD; frequently they are identified as
the least popular or most rejected stu-
dents in their classrooms (Bryan &
Bryan, 1978; Gresham, 1984, Vaughn,
Elbaum, & Schumm, in press). Fur-
thermore, some worry that the per-
formance of students without learning
disabilities will decline because stu-
dents with disabilities take up too
much of the teacher's time {Shanker,
1994/1995; Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad,
& Saumell, in press).

While the controversy continues,
researchers proceed to examine the
academic and social benefits of inclu-
sive classrooms for students with dis-
abilities (e.g., Baker, Wang, & Walberg,
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1994/ 1995; Baker & Zigmond, 1990;
Jenkins & FHeinen, 1989; Salisbury, Gal-
fucet, Palombaro, & Peck, 1995; Vaughn,
Flbaum, & Schumm, in press; Zig-
mond & Baker, 1995 However, stu-
dents” views and their understanding
of the educational maodel in which they
participate have received only prelimi-
nary investigation (Guterman, 1995
Jenkins & fleinen, 1989; Vaughn & Bos,
1987; Vaughn, Schumm, Klingner, &
Savmell, 1995). We believe that stu-
duents” perceptions need to be studied
because they directly (and indirectiv)
influence educators’ decisions about
placement, curriculum, and teachers’
roles {Vaughn, Schumm, Niarhos, &
Daugherty, 1993; Vaughn, Schumm,
Niarhos, & Gordon, 1993), Further-
more, as the recipients of services inin-
clusive classrooms, students are in a
position to judge firsthand the effec-
tiveness of the partnership between
general and special education.

Only a fow studies have specifically
focused on students’ perceptions of
their placement sctting (Jenkins &
Heinen, 1989; Pugach & Wesson, 1995;
Vaughn & Bos, 1987, Wang & Birch,
1984). Vaughn and Bos investigated
general and special education stu-
dents’ perceptions of the special edu-
cation resource room, but not their
perceptions of the general education
classroom. Results revealed that the
majority of students liked the resource
room environment as a first or second
choice, with the exception of primary-
grade students with LD, who demon-
strated more dislike toward the
resource room. Students with and
without disabilities gencrally viewed
the resource classroom in a positive
light.

To determine the preferences of
clementary-aged students concerning
service delivery, Jenkins and Heinen
(1989} interviewed more than 600 gen-
eral and spocial education students
receiving educalional seevices in puli-
vut and in-class programs. This study
was one of the fiest that specifically
quustioned students about the setting
in which they would prefer to receive
academic assistance. Results revealed
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that the majority of students in pen-
eral and special education pretereed
pull-out programs over in-class pro-
wrams=. The authors infereed that stu-
dents” preferences wore significantly
influenced by their current placement,
According to Jenkins and flemen
(1959}, students” primary rationale for
thixs preference stemumed from the
notion that “the specialist can give
mare or better Belpina pull-out maodel,
and that a pull-out is Tess embarrass-
ing than having a speciadist come into
the classroam™ {(p. ST9) Another pos-
sible explanation tor this view is that
the majority of students with 1.1 have
a marked history of receiving, most
spectal services in the puli-out model
rather than ininclusive classrooms and
are more familiar with that model.

Cuterman {1995) interviewed nine
high school students with L{J who had
been provided special education in
separate categorical classrooms. The
initial reaction of these students when
they were told they were going to be
removed from general education and
placed in special education was nega-
tive. However, ultimately the students
conciuded that special education was
the best way to mecet their needs, con-
sidering the unresponsiveness of gen-
eral education,

A recent investigation by Pugach
and Wesson {1995] assessed the views
of students and teachers in an inclu-
sive setting that comprised general
education students and students with
L.D. The purposc of their investigation
was to solicit students” perceptions of
their year-long experience in an in-
clusive classroom. From individual
interviews with the students and
teachers emerged three general themes
that supported the view that inclusive
classrooms are beneficial: positive stu-
dent attitudes toward themselves and
prers, an acceptance of giving and re-
ceiving help (referred to as cooperative
learng), and posttive images of all
teachers. Interestingly, Pugach and
Wesson reported that the students in
the inclusive classroom viewed the
special education teacher not as pro-
viding help to a specific group of
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youngsters but as a “helper” to the
gencral classroom teacher. The stu-
dents in this study had not also par-
tivipated in a resource modet and
therefore were not comparing an in-
clusion class with a resource class,

With the present study we souglt
o add to existing, research by investi-
pating the perceptions and viewpoints
of students with and without LD re-
garding two tvpes of educational mod-
cls: inclusion and resource room, This
study ditffered from previous research
in that we assessed students” views of
which model was most conducive to
academic learning and which was
most likely to vield social benefits, and
the reasons for their belicls, Also, all
studenls who participated in the study
had participated in both models dur-
ing the past 2 or 3 years.

Method

Participants

Individually interviewed were 32
students (16 with LI and 16 without
1.I3; 4 fourth graders, 14 fifth graders,
and 14 sixth graders) who had spent
at least 1 academic year each in class-
rooms participating in pull-out and
inclusion special education service
delivery models. All students waere
from the same medium-sized (937 stu-
dents) urban school. Approximately
75% of the school’s population received
free or reduced lunch. The school mean
percentile score on the most recent
administration of the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test (SAT; Psychological Corp.,
1991) for reading comprehension was
38.

Selection of Participants. Our ini-
tial pool consisted of all students for
whom we had already obtained per-
mission o participate in a larger study
exanuning tie sociai and academic
effects of inclusion (Klingner, Vaughn,
Schumm, & Hughes, in press; Vaughn
& Schumm, 1995; Vaughn, et al, in
press). This pool represented 90 out
of a total of 112 students in three
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classes {Grades 4, 5, and s} and in-
cluded all students with LD in these
classes. From this group, we identi-
fied those students with and without
LI who had spent at least 1 full year
in a general education class that re-
lied exclusively on the pull-out model
for providing special education ser-
vices and at least one full year in a
general education class that was part
of an inclusion model. AH students
with LD who fit this criterion were
included in our final sample. A match-
ing number of students without LD
were randomly selected from the re-
maining students at each grade level.

All students with LD met school
district criteria for classification as LD.
One student with LD was also con-
sidered to be limited in English profi-
ciency (LEP). Another student with LD
was also visually impaired. For fur-
ther descriptive information on the
sample, see Table 1,

After completing the interviews, we
selected a subgroup of our sample to
be profiled. This subgroup included
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four students with LD (ene who
preferred incluston, another who pre-
ferred pull-out, one with limited
English proficiency, and one who was
visually impaired) and two students
without LD (one average-achieving
student and one high-achieving stu-
dent). The student with LD who pre-
ferred inclusion, the student with LD
who preferred pull-out, the average-
achicving student, and the high-
achieving student were all selected
to be profiled on the basis of two
criteria:

1. Was this student representative of
other students in the same overall
category (given that there was
variation within these categories,
with no two students responding
exactly the same to all of the ques-
tions)?

2. Did this student provide “rich” ex-
planations for responding a particu-
lar way, thus contributing to a
descriptive and revealing portrayal?

TABLE 1
Descriptive Information for Students With and Without LD
Wwith LD Without LD

Grade

4 2 2

5 7 7

8 7 7
Gender

Male 12 4

Famala 4 7
WISC-R 10

M 98 —

50 12 —
SAT Reading

M 22 53

S0 15 28
SAT Math Computation

M 35 73

SD 21 3z
Lunch

No price reduction 5

Free or raduced 11 11

Nota. No WISC-R [Q scores ware availabia for the students without LD. WISC-R = Waechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised; S0 = Standard Devlation; SAT = Stanford Achievement Test.

The LEP student with LD and the
student with LD who was visually
impaired were included because they
both received additional services
(English-as-a-second-language instruc-
tion in the first case and special educa-
tion services for the visually impaired
in the second cased, thus making their
twO CAses Unique,

Overview of the Inciusion Program.
For the past 2 years, this school has
implemented an inclusion model for
providing special education services.
Students with disabilitics who are
identified as likely to benefit from full-
time inclusion in a general education
classroom arce placed at the age-
appropriate grade level. The vast ma-
jority of students with LD are in
Grades 3 through 6. Two special edu-
cation teachers arc assigned to three
general education teachers each. De-
pending on the number of students
with LD per class (ranging from one
to eight), these teachers spend from
30 to 90 minutes a day co-teaching in
each class. In addition, they co-pian
with each general education teacher
for a minimurn of 30 minutes per week.
The school has a third special educa-
tion teacher who provides pull-out ser-
vices in a resource room for students
for whom the inclusion model is not
considered to be the most appropri-
ate placement. Students with more se-
vere disabilities who are determined
to require special day-class placement
attend another elementary school.

This school implements what we
consider to be “responsible inclusion”
for students with LD (Vaughn &
Schumm, 1995). Specific time is allo-
cated for collaboration and planning
between general and special educa-
tion teachers, professional develop-
ment workshops are provided for all
teachers, and students’ needs are con-
sidered first and foremost in any place-
ment decisinn, Also, teachers chose te
participate in ihe program, adequate
resources are provided for inclusion
classrooms (including additional com-
puters), the model was developed at
the school-based level, and the ser-
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vice delivery model is continuously
evaluated.

The Pull-Out Model. Before the
inclusion model, the pull-out model
was the only service delivery option
available at this school. At that time
there were two resource room teachers,
one of whom is currently teaching in
the inclusion model. {In fact, about
half of the students with LD in our
sample have received instruction from
this teacher as part of both the pull-
out and the inclusion model.) Students
participating in the pull-out model
leave their general education class-
rooms every day at a designated time
(usually during fanguage arts, science,
or social studies) and receive from 30
to 90 minutes of language arts and /or
mathematics instruction in groups
ranging from ¢ to 20 students.

Instrument

We designed the Students” Views of
fucltusion fntervicw for the purposes
of this study {see the Appendix for a
capy of the interview}. To develop the
interview, each member of our research
team contributed a list of potential
questions. The research committee
then discussed the merits of each ques-
tion and compiled a tentative list that
reflected what each researcher deemed
to be important. This first draft inter-
view was piloted with six students not
part of our participant pool, and then
revised with the deletion, rewording,
and adding of questions. The second
draft interview was also piloted, this
time with 12 students nat part of the
participant pool. The second draft was
also critiqued by three independent
researchers {not otherwise associated
with this project), all considered to be
experts in the interview process. On
the basis of feedback from these ex-
perts, as well ag our experiences pilof-
ing the second dratt, we produced a
final interview,

Questions wcere of various types.
Some (particularly those at the begin-
ning of the interview) were intention-
ally open-ended; others were struc-
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tured and asked students to choose
between options. Most questions in-
cluded follow-up probes that asked
students to provide rationales for their
respanses. The purpose of the first
questions (1, 2, 3, and 4} was to ascer-
tain students’ perceptions of the role
of their LD teacher (in the inclusion
model). We considered the next three
questions to be the most important of
the interview (5, 6, and 7); these re-
quired students to choose between the
inclusion and resource modeis when
considering various factors. The next
two questions (8 and 9} were included
to provide a general indicator of stu-
dents’ satisfaction with their current
placement in an inclusion classroom.
The remaining questions (14, 11, and
12) asked students about grouping
configurations and interaction patterns
common in their ¢classrooms, and were
included to provide further insight into
the internal dynamics affecting the
inclusion clagsrooms at this school.

To avoid confusion with terms that
may have been meaningful to the re-
searchers but not the students, as well
as to aveid providing information that
the students may not have already
known (i.e., that one of their two class-
room teachers was in fact a special
education teacher), the actual names
of teachers were used in all applicable
questions instead of the terms LD
teacher or general edwoation feacher, Fur-
thermore, we referred to students with
LD as students who need extra help rather
than specifying the term LD,

Procedure

Students were interviewed during
the last few weeks of the school year
{in late May or early June} by one of
six researchers trained in the interview
process. Interviewers followed the
basic principles of interviewing out-
lined by Bogdan and Biklen (1992):
(a) Establisk a rapport with partici-
pants prior te beginning the interview,
through small alk; (b) inform partici-
pants of the purpose of the interview;
{c) assure participants that their re-
sponses will be reported anonymously;

(d) communicate personal interest in
what participants have to say by being
attentive and using appropriate facial
expressions; (e} ask for clarification
when a response is not clear; (f) avoid
asking follow-up questions that can
be answered with "yes” or “no”; and
() listen carefully. During cach inter-
view, the researcher recorded the stu-
dent’s responses on an interview pro-
tocol. Interviews were tape-recorded,
and tapes were audio-checked to as-
sure that the written records of re-
sponses were accurate. Each interview
lasted 20 to 30 minutes.

Coding Procedures. To establish
codes for the interview data, two re-
scarchers independently read every
interview. For each question, the re-
searchers searched the responses for
commen ideas and themes (Strauss &
Corbin, 1990) and used those to de-
velop a list of categaries, Next, the
researchers met to negotiate a mutual
set of categories. Using this coding
scheme, they then tabulated all re-
sponses within the respective cate-
gories and recorded representative
quates for each. Intercader agreement
was defined as the number of hits
{both researchers coded the student’s
response in the same category) aver
the total number of coded responses.
Intercoder agreement was calculated
to be .89,

Results

We present our results in two ways:
by question and by student. First we
report the tabulated and themed re-
sponses to interview questions, then
we depict the profiles of a few repre-
sentative students with and without
LD, and a student with LD who was
visually impaired.

Kespouses to Questions

Table 2 sumimarizes students’ re-
sponses to selected questions by group
(LD and non-1.D), listing the frequency
with which students answered in a
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particular way to each. In the para-
graphs that follow, we delineate the
rationales students provided for their
answers. The numbers in parentheses
following quotes indicate how many
students gave this or a similar response.

1. What does the LD teacher de? The
majority of students perceived that the
LD teacher came to their rooms to help
students and to teach. Many men-
tioned specific subjects or activities
with which the LD teacher helped, for
example, “Like if we have writing, and
we need something, like spelling, she
helps us spell it” (LD). Yet a subset
saw the LD teacher primarily in the
role of teacher’s assistant, for example,
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“She helps out Mr. C.and doues every-
thing he does” (non-LD).

2. Who does the LD teacher Trelp? All
of the non-LD students viewed the LD
teacher as potentially helping them—
they all stated that the LD teacher
helped or taught everyone in the class,
e.g., “Sometimes when she comes to
our room she works with the people
that need help. And sometimes she
works with the whale class like when
she is reading a story or she is ex-
plaining something to us. But usually
she helps kids individually, but not
like she spends all her time with one
kid. She takes one kid, and then helps
another one, like that” (non-LI). Most

of the students with L1 also supposed
that the LD teacher was there to help
everyone, although a subset of this
group (5} mentioned only “students
who need extra help.”

3. Wiy do you fwve tea feachers
your cliess? None of the non-LID stu-
dents knew that the LD teacher was a
special education teacher, and only five
of the students with LI specified this,
Students speculated about a variety
of other explanations. Six students said
that the LD teacher was there to help
the general education teacher, for ex-
ample, “in case Ms. R, has to go toa
meeting” (non-LD) or “if Mr. C. for-
gets something, she reminds him”

TABLE 2

Summary of Students' Responses by Group (LD or Non-LD)

Question

Response

LD Non-LD

1. What does the LD teacher do?

2. Who does the LD teacher work with?

Helps the general ed. leacher
Helps students

Teaches

Combination of the above

Everyone in the class

. Why do you have two teachers in your class?

. How do you like having two teachers?

. Which do you like best, pull-out or inclusion?

. Which way helps kids learn better?

. Which way helps kids have more friends?

. Need more help with schoolwark?

. Favarite person to teach you?

. Do you ke ¢ teach ciher students?

. Do you tike it when other students teach you?

Everyone and students who need extra help
Students who need exira help

Ona is the LD teacher

Second one helps the teacher

Mare help for studants

b don’t know/Other (unrelated guesses)

| like i
Pull-out

Inclusion
Bath ways

Pull-aut
Inclusion
Both ways

Pult-out
Inclusion
Both ways

Na
Yas

LD teacher

General ed. teacher
Any teacher
Studant

No
Yes

No
Yas

~ W = Lo

—
Lo
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-
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—
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Notg. Question 10 is not includad in this tabla becauss it follows a different format.
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{non-L1). Nine students indicated that
the LD teacher was there to help stu-
dents (a few of these explanations wure
close to the real reason), for example,
“because there's too many students
and they need two teachers when
someone raises their hand and they
need help” (non-LD). Yot almost half
of the students (both LI} and non-LI»Y
seemed to have no idea why they had
two teachers, and they offered some
amusing guesses, for example, “She
came for a visit and just stayed” (LD),
“Because we are the best class” (2 LD,
“Because we are involved with UM
[the university]” (2 L), “Because the
principal told her to” (non-LD), and
“Because it's her first year here
and she is a new teacher” (non-LD).

4. How do you like having wore than
one teacher? All students said they liked
having more than one teacher in their
class. When asked why, 19 students
responded that they liked being able
to get more help, for example, “If one
is busy the other one can help.”

5. Which way do you like best, when
kids who need extra ltelp leave Hie class-
roam to get special help (pudl-oit), or when
they stay and get extra help in your class-
room {inclusion)? OF the 32 students,
18 said they preferred the pull-out
model. Reasons given by the students
with LD were as follows: They be-
lieved they could get more help in a
resource room (4) (e.g, “because there
are less kids”); the work was easier in
the resource room (2); and it was too
noisy in the general education class-
room {1). Non-LD students explained
that they preferred the pull-out model
because their class was not as noisy
when some students [eft, enabling
them to concentrate better (6), and they
believed that students with LD could
get more help in a resource room (4).
One non-LD student complained,
“They interrupt me and ask me when
I'm finished with my work to help
them.”

Nine students favored tiwe inclusion
model. The six students with LD all
asserted that they were able to get
enough help in their general educa-
tion class, and added other reasons
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for preferring inclusion (e, 50 1
don’'t miss anvthing,” “You don't
waste time going somewhere,” and “In
Ms. M.s class we played games and
in a normal class we don't”). The three
non-LIJ students who favored inclu-
sion explained their reasons: “Their
classmates heip them and we all learn
more” ; “The other teacher may not
know what that student needs help
in”; “Cuz we are, like, all together.”
Five students stated that they liked it
both ways and did not really care
which type of pragram they were in

6. Wiiich way helps kids learn Detter?
The 15 students who believed that the
pull-out model is preferable for help-
ing students learn offered many justi-
fications in support of this view.
Students with LD liked that in a re-
soutrce room there were less people
(2), they could concentrate better (2),
they learned in an easier way (2), “they
test you to sce what you most need
help with” (1), and “you are with an-
other group of kids that need help just
like you and you don’t feel bad”
(1). Non-LD students explained that
in a resource room, students with LD
could concentrate better (4), learned
what they needed (1), and got more
help (1).

The students with LD who believed
that the inclusion model was better
for helping students learn explained
that in the general education class-
room, they learned more and worked
harder (4} and could get more help (1)
{because “everyone that leaves doesn't
know that much either so they can't
really help you"}. The non-LD students
reasoned that students with LD
learned more in the general educa-
tion class because they could get help
with the same assignment the rest of
the class was working on, as compared
with a pull-out class, where the teacher
might not teach “the same stuff we
are learning” (3). Also, “in a separate
class they only have one teachea:, but
in an inclusion class they have hwo”
.

Five students believed that both
ways helped students, and which was
best depended on the student. As one
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non-LD student explained, “If the
other students in the class could help
him then he should stay but if it is
real serious then [ think he should go
and get spucial help.”

7. Which way helps kids have more
friends? Only four students believed
that going to a resource room was
preferable with regard to making
friends. All of these students explained
that in the resource room “you get to
meet kids from different classes.”

The majority believed that staying
in the gencral education classroor
helped kids have more friends. Stu
dents with and without LD agreed tha
in the pgeneral education class ther
were more kids (4 LD, 2 non-LD), an
the students with LD had more op-
portunities to get to know the other
students in the class (4 LD, 3 non-LD),
because “you get more attention from
the other kids” (LD) and “they can
become friends when they are help-
ing” (non-LD). One student with LD
offered proof rather than an explana-
tion: “Back in the fourth grade 1 only
had two friends and now I got, like, a
whole mess of friends.”

Ten students thought that both
models helped students have friends,
for example, “It doesn’t matter; you
have friends either way.”

8. Do you need more help with your
schoolwork than you are getting? “No,”
said 25 students in response to this
question. Most of those students who
would like a little more assistance
specified particular subjects (e.g, math,
science, reading).

9. Who is your favorite person fo teach
you? Four students (2 LD, 2 non-LD)
indicated that the LD teacher was their
favorite person to teach them, because
“she explains it easier” (LD), and “she
is funner” (non-LD). it is noteworthy
that the LI teacher received two non-
LD votes in these inclusion classrooms.

Ten students unequivocally pre-
ferred the goneral education teacher,
because “she's the teacher” (LD, “she
knows more” (LD), and “she explains
things” {non-1.D). Two students said
“any teacher.” One non-LD student
liked to receive help from either the
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teacher or a student “that { can trust
to knaw the right answer.”

Perhaps the most interesting finding
was that 12 students named another
student as their favorite person to
teach them (8 LD, 4 non-LD). Reasons
varied, fram “they are smart (or gifted,
or get straight A's)” (3 LD to "T've
known him/her for a long time” (3
£.D, 1 non-LD) to "he takes more time
with me” (1 LD, 1 non-L.{2). As one
fourth grader explained it, "When he
{the other student] helps you, he stays
focused on you, and when people try
to talk to him when he's helping you
he says, ‘Wait until tater’ ” {non-LD).

10. Wien you have reading or language
arts, you might work alone, with a part-
ner, in a small group, or with the whole
class. Which way helps you the most?
Which way helps a lot, but wot as moech?
Witich way helps the least? Students with
and without LD agreed that they
strongly preferred to work with other
students in pairs or small groups rather
than with the whole class or alone.
Small groups clearly ranked as stu-
dents’ first choice (with 17 first-place
votes), Partners came in second, whole
class ranked third, and working alone
placed last (with 18 fourth-place votes).
Students believed that they were able
to get more help when working with
others, for example, “when somebody
doesn’'t know something, one per-
son helps,” and that working alone is
boring.

11. Do you like to teacl: other students
whernt you kiow something they don’t?
and 12, De you like it when otler stu-
dents tench you? Overwhelmingly, these
students liked to help and be helped
by other students. All of the students
with LD answered "yes” to both of
these questions, Only one non-LD stu-
dent (a low-achieving female) said she
did not like to help others, because
“they don't listen.” Furinermore, two
nop-LID students preterred to have
only teachers help them, because: I
really want to be sure;” "they {other
students] think they are cool because
they just gave you an answer.”

When explaining why they liked to
teach others, some students focused
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on how it felt (4 LI, 5 non-LIY, for
example, “Tt makes me feel good”; "It's
fun”™; "It fecls like you are being
necded; like when we had this math
test, my two friends came to me be-
cause they didn’t know how to do it,
and [ explained it to them, and it
turned out both of them got an A, so
[ felt really good” {(non-LID). Other stu-
dents explained that tutoring enables
them “to share what [ know, s0 they
could learn it, too” {7 LI, & non-1.D).
Five students {2 LD, 3 non-LD) em-
phasized particular subject areas, for
example, “Like in social studies, they
call me ‘social studies man’ because [
know a lot, and every time that we do
social studies [ answer questions”
(LD); "You might get stuck and then
someone can tell you the weord, or |
might know something they don’t”
(non-L.D}). Two students with LD fa-
vored helping classmates “so they’ll
teach me when 1 don’t know some-
thing.” But perhaps the most poignant
reason offered was, “I want to help
them; | don’t want to be different from
them, and [ want to make everyone in
this world equal” (LD).

When asked why they liked to have
other students teach them, almost
everyone explained that it helped them
learn “better,” “faster,” or “mare” (11
LD, 10 non-LD). One non-LD student
elaborated: “Just because you are
smart does not mean you know every-
thing.” Other reasons inciuded, “It
gives me more friends” (non-LD); and,
“You can laugh and tell jokes” (LD).

Student Profiles

In this section, the profiles of three
students with LD are presented: ane
who preferred inclusion, another who
preferred pull-out, and one wha is vis-
ually impaired. Also included are the
desciiptions of one average-achieving
siudent and once high-achieving stu-
dent. All names are pseudonyms.

Student with LD Who Preferred In-
clusion. David preferred to stay in
the roem all day because in the past
all his friends had made fun of him

for leaving (calling him “Little
Dummy” for LD). In previous vears
he had liked geing to the resource
room but only becawse the work was
much casier than in his peneral vdu-
cation class and he could spend more
time playing. However, he did not like
that when he returned to the general
education classroom after leaving the
resource room, he did not know what
to do because he usually entered in
the middle of a lesson, e confided
that he learned more when e did not
o to special classes because the wark
in the general education class was
harder and the expectations higher.
David did not know why be was no
longer pulled out of his class for help,
and he thought he had twao teachers
because his class was involved in a
special praject with the university,

Student with LD Who Preferred
Pull-Out.  Martin preferred leaving
the classroom to staying there all day
“because sometimes | et bored in the
general education class.” Me explained
that he liked going to the resource
room because {a} there were animals
in the classrcom, (b) he got free time
when he finished his work, and (¢) he
was able to get away with things in
{or on the way to) the resource room
that he could not do in the general
education class. At the same time,
however, Martin acknowledged that
the work was easy, and “that's not so
good.” He believed he had made more
friends in the inclusion class (but could
not say why). Martin seemed typical
of those students who had not thought
much about which service delivery
option they preferred and did not have
strong feelings either way.

Visually Impaired Student with
LD. Lyle was a sixth-grade student
with LD who was also visually im-
paired. Until a4 recent npc’rdh():'\, he
rneeded a scanner (a2 machine that en-
larges print) to read, Lyle clearly pre-
ferred the inclusion class to the
resource room model. He consistently
stated that he liked staying in the gen-
eral education classroom because he
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enjoyed doing everything his class was
doing and did not like to miss any-
thing. He described how some stu-
dents used to tease him (e, calling
him “four eyes”) at the beginning of
the year until other students (well re-
spected in the class) got them to stop.
Classmates reminded Lyle to use his
scanner, were patient about helping
him, and cheered when he achieved
success. He is the type of student (with
an obvious physical disability} for
whom it appears inclusion can work
particularly well, for sociai reasons. lt
was Lyle who earlier in the year stated,
“I'm not L.D anymore” (because he no
longer was pulled for LD classes).

Average-Achieving Student. Emily
was an average-achieving sixth grader.
She did not know why she had two
teachers in her class but clearly liked
the extra help available to her. She
described the LD teacher as “helping
the general education teacher” (appat-
ently in the role of an aide), but also
noted that “when the general educa-
tion teacher explains something and
we don’t understand, the LD teacher
explains it in a better way.” Her pref-
erences regarding service delivery
options were mixed. On one hand, she
preferred the resource room model
because “it’s hard to concentrate”
when the LD teacher is helping the
other kids. Yet, later, she said she liked
the inclusion model because she pre-
ferred having "more teachers to help
us.” Emily would like to keep the extra
teacher and still send the kids with
LD out of the room for special help.
She referred to the kids with LD as
“them” (versus “us").

High-Achieving Student. Andrew
was a high-achieving sixth-grade stu-
dent. He did not realize that his sec-
ond teacher was an LD teacher but
thought she came to his class each day
because she was new o the schocl
He described her role as sometimes
working with the whole class (e.g,,
reading a story), but mostly helping
individual students who needed extra
help at their seats. Although he per-
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sonally preterred when students with
[.13 lett the room for help because the
room was quieter, there were fewer
distractions, and the teacher could
explain things faster, Andrew ulti-
mately concluded that it was best for
the students with LD to stay in the
general education classroom so they
could do the same fesson as everyone
else without losing track and still get
the extra help they needed. He noted
that he had never really thought about
these issues before, and that he has
felt comfortable and happy in his {in-
clusive) class this year.

Discussion

What do students who have experi-
enced both inclusion and pull-out re-
source programs think about them?
Overali, the students in this study con-
sidered the pull-out model to be
preferable to inclusion, although the
students with LD were closer to an
even split on this issue than the non-
LD students.

We were surprised by how few stu-
dents seemed to be emotionally en-
gaged by this topic that has so charged
professionals (see, e.g., Fuchs & Fuchs,
1994). Except in a few cases (e.g., Lyle,
who strongly preferred inclusion), stu-
dents expressed opinions but did not
seem to care all that much whether
they were part of inclusion or pull-
out programs. 5o, although many stu-
dents with LD stated that they pre-
ferred previous years when they had
been in classrooms that were part of a
resource model, they seemed quite
satisfied with their current placements
and their teachers, and appreciated the
extra help available to them with an
extra teacher in the room.

Qur findings were consistent with
those of Jenkins and Heinen {1989),
who found that the students in their
sample also preferred puli-out to in-
class services. Yet Jenkins and Heinen
expiained their findings by hypoth-
esizing that students were highly in-
fluenced by their current placement
{preferring it to that of previous years).
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QOur results do not support this claimy;
all of the students interviewed for this
study were involved in an inclusion
model and the majority of students
we interviewed preferred a model they
had experienced during a previous
year.

Students believed that learning was
stressed in their inclusion classrooms,
and that plenty of help was available
from teachers and pecrs to support
them. Consistently, students with LD
said that they got more work done
and that the work was harder when
they stayed in the general education
classroom (for some students, this was
a plus; for others it was a minus). Stu-
dents with LD frequently described
the general education classroom as
assigning “harder work.” One inter-
pretation of this might be that the spe-
cial education resource room is not
challenging enough for students with
special needs. Another interpretation
is that the special education resource
room provides students with work at
an appropriate level and that this is
one of the few times during the day
that they are engaged in such work;
thus, students view it as easy. Previ-
ous research confirms that students
with LD are provided few accommo-
dations in the genera! education class-
room to meet their academic needs
and little of the work they are engaged
in is at their reading level (McIntosh
et al., 1993; Schumm et al., 1995;
Zigmond & Baker, 1990).

Students distinguished between the
social benefits and the academic ben-
efits of inclusion. The consensus was
that pull-out was preferable for learn-
ing but inclusion was better for making
friends. This finding, like most others,
has exceptions. There were a few chil-
dren who believed that they had an
opportunity to meet others from dif-
ferent classes and appreciated the so-
cial interactions that occurred in the
pull-out resource room.

From having spent several vears
working with these teachers in their
classrooms, we are aware that their class-
rooms are bustling with activity and
that considerable student-to-student
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and teacher-to-student interaction
occurs. Some students (both with and
without L1} seemed to thrive in this
type of enriching environment, tind-
ing it stimulating and conducive to
learning, with many opportunities
to give or receive help. Other students
(in particular, a subset of those with-
out LIM reported that they felt it was
hard to concentrate with so much ac-
tHvily poing onin their classrooms. This
was an important issue for these stu-
dents who complained that their class-
rOOms wore “too noisy.”

Students indicated some confusion
about the role of the special education
teacher. This is not surprising, as the
rofe of the special education teacher
in inclusion settings is complex and
nontraditional {(Baker & Zigmond,
1995; Klingner, Vaughn, & Schumm,
1995). Not only at this school but also
in other inclusion programs, the role
of the special education teacher in-
cludes teaching the whole class, pro-
viding small-group instruction, reteach-
ing, one or more students, consulting
with the general education teacher,
and serving as a liaison to parents and
other professionals (Baker & Zigmond,
1993). Unlike in the Pugach and
Wesson (1995) study, however, stu-
dents perceived that the LD teacher
was there primarily to help them rather
than to help the general education
teacher as an assistant.

That the students in these heteroge-
neous classrooms so consistently said
they liked warking together and help-
ing each other is relevant and impor-
tant. These students (LD and non-LD)
considered other students to be re-
sources. Students preferred working
in groups and pairs to working indi-
vidually, and they liked helping each
other. This finding is interesting given
that partners in these classrooms usu-
ally consisted of a higher achieving
student and a lower achieving student,

it is important to note that the stu-
dents with LD who partiaipated in this
study were considered by their IEP
teams and school personnel to be func-
tioning at high enough levels to ben-
efit from placement in an inclusion
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classroom, A small subset of students
with LD at this school who had been
in inclusion classrooms during the first
year of implementation were returned
to the resource program the next year
because they seemed to be too low-
functioning to thrive in the general
education environment; although not
part of our sample of 32 students cur-
rently placed in inclusion classrooms,
those 4 students wuere also interviewed.
They unanimously indicated that they
preferred the pull-out program to the
inclusion model because “it's not so
frustrating; the work in the other class
is much casier than the work inside
the homercom” and “it's quieter in
there.” These four students felt that
the pull-out model was better for learn-
ing and making friends. As one girl
explained, “My best friends are T. and
M. ltwo other girls in her class who
g0 with her to the resource room|. We
always say we are sisters. We could
talk to cach other on the way [to the
resource room).”

Immplications

Students’ views of the educational
service delivery model that best met
their academic and social needs var-
ied by child. Overall, more children
identified pull-out as the model of
choice, but many children were confi-
dent that inclusion was meeting their
academic and social needs. We believe
that the results of this study provide
additional support for maintaining a
continuum of service delivery options,
and that the placement of each child
should be considered individually,
based on his or her unique needs.
Many students with LD are likely to
profit from pull-out services, whereas
other students’ educational needs can
be better met in an inclusion program.

Inclusion was viewed by many stu-
dents as beneficial and preferable,
particuiarly by thuse who could handle
the more difficuit work in a general
education classroom. Many students
with LD perceived that they got
enough assistance with their learning
and made more friends with the inclu-

sion model. They fiked fitting in. How-
ever, other students with LD felt {rus-
trated in an inclusion classroom and
appreciated and valued the support
they received with the pull-out model,
perhaps viewing the resource room
as a haven from the demands of the
general education classroom. As noted
by Roberts and Mather (1995), “Time
and time again, the integration of stu-
dents with LD into regular education
classroams has worked for some, bt
not for others” (p. 54). We agree with
the student who noted, “If the other
students in the class could help him
then he should stay but if it is real
serious then | think he should go and
pet special help”

Should student preference affeet
placement decisions? We believe that
students’ views do provide insights
into their learning needs and should
be considered. However, their prefor-
ences should be just one of many rele-
vant factors considered when making
a placement decision or whoen evalu-
ating the appropriateness of an ongo-
ing program. Some students who state
that they prefer the resource room
“because the work is casier” might
thrive in an inclusive classroom, where
they would be challenged to perform
at higher levels. However, other stu-
dents with the same stated preference
might genuinely become overly frus-
trated and discouraged in a general
education classroom but thrive in
the resource program, where they
would receive greater individualized
attention.
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APPENDIX

Students’ Views of Inclusion Interview

kids leave the classroom to get spe-
clal help, or when they stay and get
special help in your ciassroom?
Probe: Why do you like that way
best?

8, Which way do you think helps kids
learn better {refer to #5 as neces-
sary)?

FProbe: Why?

7. Which way do you think helps kids
have more friends (refer to #5 as
necessary)?

Probe: Why?

8. Do you nesd more help with your
schoolwork than you are getting?
Probe: What do you think would be
the best way for you to get more
help?

9. When you don't understand your
work, who is your favorite person to
teach you?

Probe (if the student mentions some-
one at home): What about at school?
Why?
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HW-115,
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strearmn experiences for leaming disabled
students (Project MELD): Preliminary
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mainstream 4 more appropriate educa-
tional setting for Randy? A case study
of one student with learning disabilities.
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Zigmond, N., & Baker, ]. M. (1995). Con-
cluding comments: Current and future
practices fninclusive schoaling. The four-
nal of Specinl Edvcation, 29, 245-250.

10. When you have reading or language
ans you might work alone, with a
partner, in a smalli group, or with
the whole class.

Which way heips you the most (re-
peat the choices if necessary)?
Which way helps you a lot, but not
as much as (reler 1o the response
above}?

Which way sort of helps you, but
not as much as (refer to the re-
spenses above)?

Which way helps you the least?
Why?

11. Do you like to teach other students
when you know something thay
don't?

Why {or why not)?

12. Do you like other studenis to teach
you when they know semething you
don't?

Why ( or why not)?
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