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The educational practice known as inclusion, which is based on values of equal 

opportunity and diversity, enables students with disabilities to attend the same general 

education classes as typically developing peers. Inclusion is a legal requirement in the United 

States and South Korea, but factors facilitating inclusion likely differ across countries.  The 

purpose of the study was to examine PreK-6 school teachers’ beliefs about inclusive practices in 

the United States and South Korea and to present a more informed direction for the future of 

inclusive education in both countries.  Seventy-four teachers from the US and 54 from South 

Korea participated via email for this study employing surveys.  Teachers provided their beliefs 

about inclusion items on the My Thinking About Inclusion (MTAI) scale, a 28-question 

instrument, and also provided information about their own gender, years of experience, 

education level, and teaching practices.   

A statistically significant difference was found between the teachers of the two nations 

for the full survey scale.  The teachers’ training area (i.e., general education or special 

education) in the US was significantly associated with the belief toward inclusion, and special 

education teachers in both countries were more agreeable to inclusion than general education 

practitioners were as shown by the MTAI scale.  A strong relationship between accommodation 

and preparedness for disabilities was found.  Most of the barrier factors to practicing inclusive 

education were considered substantial obstacles, but more so for South Korea teachers than US 

teachers.  University coursework was the least preferred method for improving inclusive 



 

practices according to teachers in both countries.  Based on the outcomes of the two nations’ 

teachers’ beliefs about inclusion, the author suggests that supportive practices, including 

collaboration between educators, professional development, partnerships with parents and 

families, and peer supports, be implemented within the two countries for the upkeep of 

inclusive practices.   
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PREK-6 TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ABOUT INCLUSIVE PRACTICES IN THE UNITED STATES  

AND SOUTH KOREA: CROSS CULTURAL PERSPECTIVES 

Introduction 

Through human interaction, people make conclusions as to whether a particular person 

would be classified as exceptional, different, abnormal, or disabled.  In present diverse societies, 

which are more and more interdependent, it is compulsory that children learn social tolerance 

and to respect various individuals and other groups regardless of difference.  The types of 

services that have been developed for individuals with disabilities have been influenced by and 

in response to particular concerns that have been discussed through the years and in various 

parts of the world (Rose, 2010).  Internationally, movement toward inclusion has formed from 

the values of equal opportunity and diversity owing to a liberal political system and a diverse 

culture (Deng, 2010).  The inclusion of children and youth with disabilities in the general 

education classroom is a legal requirement in the United States and South Korea that reinforces 

this diversity.  The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990) and Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act (IDEIA, 2004) focused on the issue of discrimination and the quality 

and equity of education for all children (Loreman, Deppeler, & Harvey, 2005; Mungai & Kogan, 

2005; Odom & Diamond, 1998).  The IDEIA of 2004 stated the following: 

Since the enactment and implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act of 1975, this title has been successful in ensuring children with disabilities and the 

families of such children access to a free appropriate public education and in improving 

educational results for children with disabilities. (§601,[c], [3]) 
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Similarly, in South Korea, there are laws such as 장애인복지법 which is the Welfare Act for 

People with Disabilities and 장애인 등에 대한 특수교육법 which is the Special Education Law 

for Students with Disabilities (South Korea Ministry of Health & Welfare, 2012).  These laws ban 

discrimination and provide equal opportunities in education and employment for people with 

disabilities and protect students with special needs (South Korea National Archives & Records 

Services, 2009). 

One essential principle of inclusive education is the value it places on the diversity of 

learners within the society.  The goal of inclusive education is to have school districts teach 

pupils with special needs in the general education classroom and integrate them into the 

communities as productive and independent citizens (Booth, Nes, & Strømstad, 2003; Stainback 

& Stainback, 1996).  Inclusive education teaches all students teamwork and helps them realize 

how people interrelate and function together with people who hold different abilities.  

Students learn to value differences and experience a sense of unity through the abilities each 

individual contributes.  Since the 1800s, society has questioned whether children with 

disabilities should be educated alongside of or separate from children who do not have 

disabilities.  The discussion has continued even as special education has moved away from 

occurring in separate institutions and into inclusive educational environments (Osgood, 2005).   

The Definition of Inclusion 

Inclusion is a movement designed to bring children with special needs into the general 

classroom and to educate them together with their typically developing peers (Forlin, Earle, 

Loreman, & Sharma, 2011; Henley, Ramsey, & Algozzine, 1999).  The terminology of inclusion 

has changed over time (McLeskey, 2007).  From the 1960s through the mid-1980s, educators 
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used the term mainstreaming (Bakken, 2010).  Mainstreaming has been typically defined as 

placing students with disabilities in general education classrooms for a portion of their 

educational curriculum (Collins, 2003).  Other than pulling children out of the classroom to give 

them extra help, mainstreaming does not include special programming or modifications to the 

curriculum, and the primary person who has a responsibility for special education student 

progress is the general education teacher (Collins, 2003).  Mainstreaming is a product of the 

concept of least restrictive environment (LRE), which is meant to place a student with special 

needs in the setting that is as close to a general education setting as possible while also 

allowing the student to function successfully (Collins, 2003; Vaugh, Bos, & Schumm, 2006).  The 

remarkable change in the meaning of least restrictive environment from a variety of 

surroundings to a more inclusive setting means many educational policy changes for education 

practitioners (Schwartz, 2005).  The IDEIA of 2004 delineates the least restrictive environment 

(LRE) as the following: 

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in 

public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are 

not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with 

disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or 

severity of the disability of a child is such that education in regular classes with the use 

of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (§612, [a], 5, [A]) 

Professionals from the fields of general education and special education have collaborated to 

explore ways in which programs might be modified to meet the individual needs of students 

with disabilities (Allen &Schwartz, 2001).   
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Throughout the 1980s, people often used the two terms of integration and inclusion 

interchangeably (Birnbaum, 2010; Obiakor, Bakken, & Rotatori, 2010).  However, integration 

and inclusion have significant differences.  Integration implies that something is coming from 

outside and is assimilated into the current system where special services can follow the student 

into the classroom (Collins, 2003).  Integration involves placing students with disabilities into 

classrooms that already exist in the school (Birnbaum, 2010; Loreman et al., 2005).  The 

integrated environment, which offers the student special education services both in a general 

education classroom and in a resource room pull-out approach, is different from the 

mainstream environment.  Compared with inclusion, which typically focuses on the student 

gaining social skills, integration attempts to make students with special needs fit in or conform 

to the general education program (Birnbaum, 2010; Collins, 2003; Loreman et al., 2005).   

Inclusion is different because it places the student with special needs into the general 

education classroom from their first educational opportunities.  Most educators agree that 

inclusive settings benefit the practice of educating children with special needs by having them 

learn alongside their peers who do not have disabilities (Jordan, Schwartz, & McGhie-Richmond, 

2009; Osgood, 2005; Rice, 2003; Scruggs, Mastropieri, & McDuffie, 2007; Siperstein, Parker, 

Bardon, & Widaman, 2007; Watnick & Sacks, 2006).  Thus, in terms of the definition and 

philosophy of inclusion, students with disabilities go to the same school and attend the same 

general education classes as their peers (Schwartz, 2005).  As such, the student with special 

needs does not have to adapt to the existing system because they are already part of the 

general education classroom.  Even if the general classrooms include students with special 

needs, it is not inclusion when they perform significantly different work or activities unless all 
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individual students in the class follow different programs within the same classroom (Loreman 

et al., 2005).  An important objective of inclusive school setting is to be prepared in advance to 

accommodate and educate students with varied abilities (Birnbaum, 2010; Loreman et al., 

2005).  Inclusion practices are dependent on the classroom setting, which is likely affected by 

the school and school system’s approach to inclusion (Jordan et al., 2009).  The beliefs that 

principals hold about their staffs’ roles and responsibilities regarding inclusion are critical to the 

effectiveness of the program (Stanovich & Jordan, 1998).  Inclusion creates better outcomes 

when teachers understand the concepts and principles of inclusion and actively put these 

principles into practice in the classroom (e.g., Loreman et al., 2005; Smith, 2010).  Even though 

there is no all-encompassing solution which enables children with disabilities to successfully 

assimilate into the school setting, the following are five specific concerns school educators have 

about creating better outcomes: (a) adequate teacher (Loreman et al., 2005; Smith, 2010), (b) 

teamwork between teachers (Mungai & Kogan, 2005), (c) teacher ability to implement suitable 

methods for children with various disabilities (Kaikkonen, 2010; Mungai & Kogan, 2005; Smith, 

2010), (d) the need for enough resources from the community to teach children with special 

needs (Kaikkonen, 2010; Loreman et al., 2005; Smith, 2010), and (e) organizational structures of 

the learning environment to allocate more quality time for teachers to spend with the students 

in class and the organization of the classroom (Glazzard, 2011; Loreman et al., 2005). 

Statement of the Problem 

The trends of the education paradigm in South Korea have been following those in the 

United States in many ways in recent years (Han, 1993; Kwon, 2002).  Accordingly, inclusive 

education is also a surging educational movement in South Korea as in the United States (e.g., 
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Han, 2008; Jung, 2007; Kim, 2009; Kyung, 2007; Lee, 2011; South Korea Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technology, 2011).  

Table 1 indicates that the percentage of children with special needs of all enrolled preK 

through twelfth grade school children in the US (13.1%) is more than 10 times higher than the 

percentage in South Korea (1.1%).  The information indirectly gives people a sense that children 

in the US may be more widely labeled into special education categories while children in South 

Korea are labeled as special needs when they have more serious or complex conditions.   

Table 1 

Percentage of Children with Disabilities Over Total Enrollments of School-aged Children 

 United States 
(2009-2010) 

           South Koreac 
   (2010)           (2011)   

Total Enrollment (EC-12) 54,862,000a 7,745,551 7,646,178 

Children in Special Education  6,481,000b 79,711 82,665 

% of Children in Special 
Education for Total Enrollment 13.1% 1.03% 1.1% 

Note. a Total enrollment in educational institutions, preK through 12th grade as adapted from US Department of 
Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2012, Table 2).  b Adapted from US Department of Education, 
National Center For Education Statistics (2012,. Table 46).  c All data of South Korea were adapted from South 
Korea Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (2011), p. 101.  

 

The data in Table 2 shows the percentage of students with disabilities in each type of 

school: regular versus separated residential facilities.  
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Table 2  

Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Each School Type 

 United States 
(2009-2010) 

     South Korea 
(2010)       (2012)  

In regular schools 94.7% a 70%d 70.7% 

In separated schools or 
residential facilities 3.3% b 30%e 29.3% 

In othersg 2.0% c # f #  
Note. # = Rounds to zero.  a,b, c Adapted from Table A-9-2 by US Department of Education, National Center 
for Education Statistics (2012).  d,e, and f Adapted from South Korea Ministry of Education, Science and 
Technology (2012, p. 4).  g Homebound, homeschool, or hospital. 
 

The data reported in Table 2 suggested a discrepancy when weighed against that 

reported in Table 1 and indicated that the structure of education in South Korea is still a more 

segregated school system than the United States because of the higher percentage of special 

education students being served in separate facilities.  However, considering that the 

percentage of special needs children of the total student population in the US is approximately 

10 times higher, the percentage being 10 times lower for the special population who are served 

in separate schools seems a reasonable consequence because most of the special needs 

students with mild symptoms, who are still categorized in special education, would be included 

in regular schools (see Figure 1).  
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 Special needs * segregated = students with disabilities in segregated services of total student 
population 

US= 13.1% x 3.3% (0.033) = 0.43%                                 S. Korea = 1.1% x 30% (0.3) = 0.33% 

Figure 1.  Calculating total number of students with disabilities in segregated services.  
Percentage of students with disabilities was 13.1% in the US and 1.1% in South Korea in 2010.  
Then, among the percentage, 3.3% in the US and 30% in S. Korea were placed in segregated 
services.  In other words, 0.43% of students with disabilities in the US and 0.33% of students 
with disabilities in S. Korea were placed in segregated services in 2010. 

 
Schools in which some amount of inclusion has been implemented have reported that 

not only do all children benefit but also the teachers.  In spite of the reported positive 

outcomes (e.g., Dunn, 2000; Küҫüker, Acarlar, & Kapci, 2005; McDonnell et al., 2003), many 

educators are still hesitant to adopt inclusion.  Difficulties related to children with and without 

disabilities and to the school environments have been encountered with the implementation of 

inclusive education (Anderson, 2006; Pivik, McComas, & Laflamme, 2002).  

In addition to the difficulties, there are also factors that may facilitate inclusion which 

differ from one country to another (Moberg & Savolainen, 2003).  For instance, a different 

distribution of students with special needs may be one incident of the different factors 

30% in segregated 
Services 

3.3% in segregated 
Services 

                        US 
     Total school-aged children 

            S. Korea  
Total school-aged children  

Special needs 
     13.1% 

Special needs 
          1.1% 
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between nations.  In fact, this distribution difference of students with special needs also exists 

between the United States and South Korean education systems.  In South Korea, the 

government classifies children with special needs into 11 categories: (a) Visual impairments, (b) 

Hearing Impairments, (c) Intellectual Disability, (d) Orthopedic Impairments, (e) Emotional and 

Behavioral Disturbance, (f) Autism Spectrum Disorder, (g) Speech or Language Impairment, (h) 

Learning Disabilities, (i) Other Health Impairment, (j) Developmental Delay, and (k) Other  

Disabilities (South Korea Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 2011).  In comparison 

with the categories of disability in South Korea, the United States has similar categories (see 

Table A.1) described by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA).  

Under the 2004 legislation of IDEIA, the federal government of the United States lists 13 federal 

educational categories of disability (Bolt & Roach, 2009; US Department of Education, 2006).  

Under these categories, the overall percentage of students being served in special education for 

the entire school system (public and private schools) indicates a significant difference between 

the two nations: Incidence rates of children with disabilities over typically developing children 

are 13% (2009-2010) in the US (US Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2012) while only 1.03% in 2010 and 1.1% in 2011 in South Korea (South Korea 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 2011).  Although the disability categories in the 

United States and South Korea seem somewhat similar, the percentages of children admitted 

into each category are extremely different (see Table 3).  Table 3 notes that there are huge 

differences between the United States and South Korea in the categories of learning disabilities, 

speech/language impairments, and intellectual disability.  The data gap between the US and 

South Korea in the category of students with intellectual disability is notably dissimilar.  The 
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numbers from 2010 revealed a much higher rate for intellectual disability in South Korea (53.6%) 

than the US (7.1%), and the rate of children with learning disabilities and speech/language 

impairment is much higher in US (37.5% and 21.8%) than in South Korea (7.9% and 2.0%). 

Table 3 

Percentage of Students with Disabilities in the United States and South Korea Who Received 
Special Education 
 

Categories of Disability United Statesa 
(2009-2010) 

      South Korea 
  (2010)b     (2012)c 

    
Specific Learning Disabilities 37.5% 7.9% 5.6% 
Speech or Language 

 

21.8% 2.0% 2.1% 
Intellectual Disability 7.1% 53.6% 54.4% 
Emotional Disturbance 6.3% 4.5% 3.2% 
Hearing Impairments 1.2% 4.7% 4.4% 
Orthopedic Impairments 1.0% 13.0% 13.3% 
Other Health Impairments 10.6% 2.7% 2.6% 
Visual Impairments 0.4% 3.0% 2.7% 
Multiple Disabilities 2.0% --- --- 
Autism 5.8% 6.9% 9.3% 
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.4% --- --- 
Developmental Delay 5.7% 1.7% 2.4% 
Deaf-Blindness # --- --- 
Others --- # 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

# 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Note. # = Rounds to zero; --- = Not applicable.  aThe data for the US were adapted from Table A-9-1 by the National 
Center for Education Statistics (2012, p. 158).  b and cThe data for South Korea were adapted from South Korea 
Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (2012, p. 4). 
 

One statistic from Vermont displays that students with intellectual disability have been 

difficult for inclusive practices (see Figure 2).  Vermont is the state with the greatest percentage 

of students with intellectual disabilities fully included in general education settings.  However, 

Figure 2 indicates including students with intellectual disabilities in the general curriculum is a 
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challenging educational practice given that the percentage of these students included within 

the general education dropped from 78% in 1994-1995 to 59% in 2003-2004 (Smith, 2010).  If 

so, a high percentage of students with intellectual disabilities could be a problem when utilizing 

inclusive education.  Thus, South Korea, which the percentage of intellectual disability has 

increased from 53.6% in 2010 to 54.4% in 2012 (see Table 3), may have difficulty when 

adopting inclusive practices in schools.   

As a reference, the definition of intellectual disability may be a little bit different 

depending on each country or organization, but it is generally termed as a delay in intellectual 

development or development stopping in a certain stage.  In detail, the World Health 

Organization (WHO; 1996) defined intellectual disability as a condition of arrested or 

incomplete development of the mind, which is especially characterized by impairment of skills 

manifested during the developmental period and contributes to the overall level of intelligence.  

IDEIA (2004) described intellectual disability as significantly subaverage general intellectual 

functioning, existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the 

developmental period, that adversely affects a child's educational performance.  Welfare Act 

for People with Disabilities in South Korea defined intellectual disability as delaying or 

insufficient intellectual development or mental impairment caused by mental illness (South 

Korea Ministry of Health & Welfare, 2012).   
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Figure 2. Percentage of students with intellectual disabilities fully included in general 
education classrooms in Vermont.  Adapted from “Trends for Inclusion” by P. Smith, 2010, 
Whatever Happened to Inclusion?, p. 29.  Copyright 2010 by Peter Lang. 

 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) synthesized the results from 29 research studies in the 

United States that had been conducted from 1958 to 1995.  The results indicated low 

percentages of teachers (i.e., 11.9%, 22.8%, and 31.2% from three different studies) agreed 

with including children with severe disabilities such as serious behavioral, intellectual, or 

physical disabilities in general education settings, although they supported (i.e., 71.9%, 74.9%, 

and 86% from each of the three studies) inclusion for children with mild disabilities (e.g., mild 

physical or sensory disabilities, learning disabilities, etc.).  The authors determined the decision 

of whether to include special needs children in the general classroom seem to be related to the 

severity of students’ disabilities.  In same manner, Palmer, Fuller, Arora, and Nelson (2001) 

concluded that high functioning students receive education in inclusive settings and most 

students with more significant disabilities have remained segregated in separate classrooms.  

Reconsidering the suggestions from these authors, inclusive education in South Korea seems to 
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bring more difficulties than it does in the US, because it is likely only the students with more 

severe disabilities are the ones educated in separate facilities in South Korea as analyzed earlier 

in this section.  However, the trends of the education system in South Korea have been 

shadowing those in the United States in many ways in recent years, and inclusive education has 

been a surging educational movement in South Korea as in the United States.   

Briefly, two facts serve as ironically conflicting factors: (a) the unequal distribution of 

students, such as shown in Table 3 above (i.e., in South Korea, the percentage of students with 

intellectual disabilities is much higher compared to the United States and has increased), may 

highlight barriers for adopting an inclusive education system in South Korea; and (b) the trends 

of the education paradigm in South Korea have been shadowing those in the United States in 

many ways in recent years,.  Hence, it is significant to evaluate whether the movement toward 

inclusive education in South Korea is merely following a widespread pedagogical approach of 

today and if its implementation is an undue burden for teachers in South Korea as the result.  

To ascertain the problem, it is necessary to ask fundamental questions about what teachers in 

South Korea think and know about inclusive education for children compared with teachers’ 

perspectives on inclusive education in the United States.  Then, it is also critical to discover the 

difficulties that educators in South Korea are facing with inclusive education, and if they are 

ready to apply teaching strategies in inclusive settings that can support all learners while 

meeting the needs of special education students.   

Purpose of the Study 

It is important and significant to examine if teachers in the two nations are prepared 

and supported to do inclusion work because new ways of thinking will result from the 
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development of inclusion practices.  Elementary school teachers are more likely to incorporate 

inclusive practices if they embrace positive thoughts and have the belief that all children can 

learn.  Also, teachers’ beliefs that all children can learn are reinforced when children show the 

essential constructive skills to manage effective inclusive practice (Florian & Rouse, 2010).  It is 

a noticeable fact that more than half of children with disabilities in South Korea are classified as 

having intellectual impairments compared to the large percentage of children categorized as 

having either specific learning disabilities or speech or language impairments in the United 

States.  The study focused on elementary (i.e., preK through sixth grade) school teachers’ 

beliefs in the United States and South Korea, who are dealing with inclusive education with 

different educational factors and circumstances.  The purpose of the study was to evaluate if 

the movement toward inclusive education is an effective reform in South Korea by comparing 

the rates of special need children in each category of disability between the two nations and 

surveying teachers’ beliefs toward inclusion.  The study evaluated and discovered the 

perceptions of teachers in the United States and teachers in South Korea, on inclusive 

education, and assessed if they felt confident for using the teaching strategies on inclusion 

issues that support diverse learners.  The study also explored practices that might facilitate the 

implementation of successful inclusion in the two nations to reveal what factors become 

barriers for effective inclusive classroom settings.   

Methods and Procedures 

A cross-sectional survey design, which allows researchers to compare many different 

variables at the same time, was used to answer the research questions from the collected 

quantitative data.  Cross-sectional studies are usually conducted to estimate the prevalence of 
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the outcome of interest for a given population at a specific point in time.  A cross-sectional 

survey provides inferences about a population of interest through collected data.  Cross-

sectional surveys can be repeated occasionally; however, the participants would not be 

intentionally part of the repeated survey, although a respondent could potentially be selected 

again for a subsequent survey (Lavarakas, 2008). 

What follows is a detailed discussion about the selection of the sample, data collection, 

and data analysis in order to answer the research questions.  In the study, the information 

regarding participants’ perspectives and beliefs toward inclusion by means of a descriptive 

questionnaire were analyzed.  Descriptive statistics, which include frequencies and measures of 

central tendency, and analysis of variance, aptly described the results obtained on the 

questionnaire.  The information from the survey interpreted teachers’ perceptions about their 

preparedness and practices related to school inclusion.  The survey was a 33-item Web-based 

questionnaire about inclusive education and 28 main survey questions collected the 

information needed for the study using a 5-point Likert scale with four additional questions.  

The survey gathered teachers’ demographic information including gender, years of experience, 

education level, and teaching practices.  As mentioned in the literature of the current study, 

results from previous studies have shown that views toward inclusive settings or integrating 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom are significantly related to a 

teacher’s experiences or knowledge.  Therefore, the outcomes from previous studies would be 

a good comparison with the data collected for this research study.  Second, the study analyzed 

data between special education and general education teachers’ views in the United States and 

South Korea on each inclusive education matter (i.e., the data collected through survey 
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questions).  The results showed proof of educator readiness regarding inclusion programs in 

relation to their beliefs.  Then, the factors teachers believed to be important for inclusive 

education were also analyzed. 

The Research Participants 

The participants were elementary school teachers in the United States and South Korea 

(see Appendix C).  The elementary school teachers taught grades from preK through sixth grade.  

Teachers in the US and South Korea were contacted by email.  For the email addresses of 

teachers in each of the 50 states of the US, the websites of public elementary schools were 

visited, which were found from the resource website for elementary schools (i.e., 

http://elementaryschools.org/ ), and 10 teachers were randomly selected from each school.  An 

email was sent to 780 teachers in the US and 490 teachers in South Korea asking them to 

complete the survey with a link included to the survey webpage (i.e., 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/).  A total of 94 (12%) teachers from the US and 69 (14.1%) 

teachers from South Korea responded for the survey (see Table C.1).  However, only 74 (9.5%) 

responses from US and 54 (11%) responses from South Korea whose surveys were completely 

answered were selected for the current study.  Since the participants were randomly selected, 

their socioeconomic status was not considered in this study and gender was also ignored 

because the number of responses from male teachers would have been too low to make a 

generalization.  Before being asked to start the survey, participants were advised that (a) 

participant name is not required, (b) demographic information will be confidential, and (c) their 

participation is voluntary.   

http://elementaryschools.org/
http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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Instrument 

Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998) developed the instrument, My Thinking About 

Inclusion (MTAI) Scale, designed to measure beliefs of parents and practitioners about inclusion 

of children with exceptionality in the regular education setting.  Reliability for the MTAI using 

Cronbach’s alpha in the study (415 parents and 128 early childhood educators) was 0.91.  The 

MTAI included a practitioners’ demographics section that inquires about training (special 

education, regular education, paraprofessional or related service staff), completed education 

level (high school, undergraduate, or graduate), and years of experience.  However, the 

demographic section was slightly modified for this study, depending on whether the 

information was needed for the current research.  In detail, first, the entire part of parents’ 

demographics was not used.  For the training in practitioners’ demographics, the training was 

divided into only two categories: special education and regular education.  The highest 

education level completed removed high school and left two categories: undergraduate and 

graduate.  Years of experience was divided into five categories: 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 

years, 16-20 years, and more than 20 years, instead of a blank space that required teachers to 

fill in their years of experience.  The student age groups the teacher taught was added with four 

categories: preschool, kindergarten, elementary, and middle school.  However, the location of 

any participant’s school was not considered as a variable because it was assumed a very small 

number of respondents from each state of the US could not be generalized to the overall beliefs 

toward inclusion for their specific geographic areas.   

The MTAI Scale used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = 

undecided/neutral, 4 = disagree, and 5 = strongly disagree).  Some of the questions (i.e., 2, 3, 7, 
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8, 9, 14, 15, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 28) were inverted scoring so the 5-point scale needed to 

be reversed (i.e., 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree).  The MTAI questionnaires had three 

subscales: (a) Core Perspectives, (b) Expected Outcomes, and (c) Classroom Practices.  Briefly, 

the core perspective is best reflected in the belief that students with disabilities have the right 

to be educated with the typically growing peers in the same classroom; the expected outcomes 

is what one believes will result from a situation or event; and classroom practices reflects 

thinking about how inclusion impacts on instructional practices (Stoiber et al., 1998).  

Participants had to choose the response for each item that best described how they felt toward 

inclusion.  The next section of the scale presented a list of 12 disability profiles where the 

respondent was asked two questions (i.e., extent of accommodation and the level of 

preparedness) for teachers’ beliefs used a 4-point Likert scale.  In Section 3 of the survey, 

teachers were asked to rate eight factors from 1 (does not) to 4 (does extremely), which might 

hinder inclusion practices.  Section 4 of the survey asked teachers to rank the efficacy of 10 

methods to improve inclusive practices from 1 (best preferred) to 10 (least preferred).  The final 

section, the last question was open-ended so the participants could write brief descriptions to 

explain their opinion about inclusion.  The MTAI was selected because the instrument 

contained relevant questions to analyze teacher’s thoughts and beliefs about inclusion. 

Pilot Study 

Before initiating the current study, a pilot study for teachers in South Korea was 

conducted in June of 2011 to ascertain if the MTAI scale was adequate for translating South 

Korean teachers’ beliefs.  A family member helped recruit fifteen general education and five 

special education teachers.  Fifteen participants were gathered by two friends of the 
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researcher’s sister and five were contacted by directly emailing to a public special education 

school.  Among 16 returned surveys (80%), 12 were detailed enough to analyze and 4 were 

discarded because the respondents were teachers of infants/toddlers who were not desirable 

for this study.  The reliability of the pilot study was tested using Cronbach’s alpha to measure 

an internal consistency (see Table 4).  As shown in Table 4, the reliabilities were more than 

acceptable, and it was decided to allow the study to progress further.     

Table 4 

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability for Pilot Study 

 All 
Teachers 

Special 
Education 

General 
Education 

    
N of Participants 12 6 6 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.85 0.85 0.76 

Note. N = population. 
 

Procedures 

For the beginning of the current study, a research request was approved by the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of North Texas.  Next, permission to use the 

survey was obtained via email communication with the primary developers Karen C. Stoiber 

and Maribeth Gettinger.  A web based copy of the survey was formatted, and English and 

Korean versions of the survey were made.  An English version was prepared for teachers in the 

United States, and a Korean version was prepared for teachers in South Korea.  After the 

Korean version of the survey form was prepared, it was reviewed by four other professionals 

who satisfactorily understand English and Korean: two with doctorates in education and 



 

20 

currently teaching at universities in South Korea and two enrolled in special education doctoral 

programs at University of North Texas and Texas Woman’s University.   

When the survey questions were translated in Korean and reviewed by two other 

professionals, the pilot study was conducted in South Korea.  The pilot study showed that the 

reliability of the instrument was acceptable; therefore, two versions of surveys were loaded to 

the SurveyMonkey website.  The collection of data began with emails being sent to teachers in 

the US and South Korea to gather the teachers’ beliefs regarding inclusive education from 

October, 2011 to November, 2012.  The consent notice at the beginning of the survey explained 

to the participants the purpose of the study and advised that the completion of the online 

survey was voluntary.   

As the data were gathered, they were entered and coded (e.g., quantifying the 

demographic data, quantifying the survey questions, converting reverse score questions, 

computing mean scores, etc.) into the Excel spreadsheet.  Next, the coded data were exported 

to and examined via SPSS software to determine the educators’ beliefs about inclusive 

education, their preparedness, thoughts about the level of accommodation for each disability, 

barriers and methods for improving inclusion practices.   

Data Analysis 

Beliefs of teachers between United States and South Korea, regarding inclusion were 

analyzed using summary scores of the MTAI.  To address Research Question 1, the mean scores 

for respondents’ survey questions were calculated.  Also, individual participant’s 28 MTAI 

scores were computed and transformed to three subscale scores (i.e., Core Perspectives, 

Expected Outcomes, and Classroom Practices) to analyze the relationship with other 
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independent variables (i.e., training area, education, and experience) using an analysis of 

variance.  For Research Question 2, the cross tabulation procedure was performed to sort and 

compare special and general educators’ beliefs toward inclusive education.  Then, the mean 

scores for special and general education respondents’ survey questions were calculated 

separately.  An independent samples t-test was completed to determine if statistically 

significant differences exist between the general and special educators in the US and South 

Korea.   To address Research Questions 3, the mean scores of the collected data about 

accommodation for each of the 12 disability profiles were calculated and interpreted.  To 

address Research Questions 4, the mean scores of the collected data about preparedness for 

each of the 12 disability profiles were calculated and interpreted.  Then, the correlation 

between accommodation and preparedness was determined.  To address Research Question 5, 

the mean scores were found for each of the surveyed eight factors and bar graphs were used to 

analyze the degree that teachers felt for each barrier.  To address Research Question 6, the 

mean scores of the 10 surveyed methods were used for comparison.   

Results and Analysis 

The present study examined preK-6 school teachers’ beliefs toward inclusion, their 

beliefs about the degree of accommodation and their level of preparation, level of each barrier 

to inclusion, and what improved inclusion practices.  For all survey responses gathered through 

the SurveyMonkey website, Cronbach’s alpha was tested to measure an internal consistency.  

The internal consistency test (Cronbach’s alpha) for the instrument MTAI was 0.94 (excellent) 

for teachers in the US and 0.83 (good) for teachers in the South Korea.  Also, the reliabilities of 

the three subscales were: 0.81 (US) and 0.76 (South Korea) for Core Perspectives, 0.89 (US) and 
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0.70 (South Korea) for Expected Outcomes, and 0.82 (US) and 0.65 (South Korea) for Classroom 

Practices. 

Demographic Information 

Table 5 

Demographics of Participants 

 

Note. an of US= 74.  bn of S. Korea= 54. 

 

Characteristics USa               S. Koreab 

Gender      

Female 66  (89%) 41  (76%)  

Male 8  (21%) 13  (24%)  

Training      

Spe.Edu. 26  (35%) 19  (35%)  

Gen.Edu. 48  (65%) 35  (65%)  

Highest Level of Education      

Bachelor 19  (26%) 35  (65%)  

MA or higher 55  (74%) 19  (35%)  

Who Working With      

Preschooler 7  (9%) 6  (11%)  

Kindergartener 13  (18%) 5  (9%)  

Elementary Students 53  (72%) 43  (80%)  

Middle School Students 1  (1%) 0  (0%)  

Experience      

1~5 years 15 (20%) 19  (35%)  

6~10 years 15  (20%) 2  (4%)  

11~15 years 8  (11%) 12  (22%)  

16~20 years 15  (20%) 13  (24%)  

More than 20 years 21  (29%) 8  (15%)  
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For the study, survey participants totaled 74 from the US and 54 from South Korea.  The 

participants’ demographic data were arranged using descriptive statistics.  Table 5 represents 

the demographic information.  Characteristics of the respondents in the US revealed that 89% 

were female and 11% were male teachers while the respondents from South Korea were 76% 

female and 24% male.  The response rate from the survey suggested that the public elementary 

school systems in both countries have a much lower ratio of male teachers compared to female 

teachers.  One other interesting finding in the demographic information was the higher 

percentage of teachers (74%) in the US holding a graduate level education background than 

teachers (35%) in South Korea. 

Results for the Research Questions 

Research Question 1:  To What Extent, If Any, Do PreK-6 Teachers Agree to Inclusive Education?   

The overall agreement toward inclusion was analyzed comparing the means of the US 

and South Korea teachers’ rates for each question which were used as independent variables.  

An independent samples t-test was completed to compare overall means for the full scale 

between US and South Korea teachers (see Table 6).  A statistically significant difference was 

found between the two nations on the full survey scales.  Teachers’ mean scores were observed 

as slightly agreeable in both countries on the Likert scale.  
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Table 6 

US and South Korean Teachers’ Mean Scores on the Full Survey Scale 
 

Country n Mean t p 

US 74 73.9a -2.484 .014* 
S. Korea 54 80.5b 

     
Note. a73.9/28= 2.64, b 80.5/28=2.88 (1=strongly agree,  
5= strongly disagree toward inclusion). *P < .05. 
 

Table 7 shows the Likert mean scores and p values used to discuss the summary of 

agreement of participants for each question.  The mean scores between the US and South 

Korea teachers were comparable in all three subscales, and a paralleled degree of agreement or 

disagreement appeared for most scales on individual questions.  However, the US and South 

Korean participants showed big differences on the Likert scale on certain individual questions.  

In detail, in Core Perspectives, teachers in South Korea apparently agreed at a higher rate on 

Questions 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 (see Table 7) than US teachers.  In brief, teachers in South Korea 

agreed more strongly on points: (a) It is difficult to maintain order amongst students with and 

without disabilities in inclusive classroom setting; (b) Parents of students with disabilities want 

to place their child in an inclusive classroom; (c) Most special education teachers do not have 

an appropriate knowledge base to educate general education students; (d) General education 

teachers can’t provide an appropriate education for students with disabilities; (e) Educators 

must learn more about the effects of inclusive practices before implementing strategies; and (f) 

Just educating students in integrated settings is the best way to begin inclusive education (see 

Table 7).  In Expected Outcomes, teachers in South Korea agreed more highly than the US 

teachers on points (i.e., Questions 14, 15, 23): (a) Students with disabilities will more rapidly 
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improve academic skills in a separate special classroom than in an integrated classroom; (b) 

Students with disabilities are more likely to be isolated by peers in inclusive classrooms; and (c) 

General students in inclusive classrooms are more likely to display challenging behaviors 

learned from students with disabilities.  In the Classroom Practices, the teachers in South Korea 

agreed more strongly than the US teachers on details (i.e., Questions 25, 26): (a) The behaviors 

of students with special needs require significantly more teacher-directed attention than 

general education peers,  and (b) Parents of students with disabilities need more supports from 

teachers than parents of typically developing students.  Noticeably, the US and South Korean 

teachers displayed the biggest mean difference (i.e., a 1.4 difference on 5- point Likert scale) on 

15 among the 28 scales (see Table 7). 

The 28 questions (i.e., full scale) were computed and transformed into three scores 

within three subscales for statistical analysis.  The normality of means for the three subscales 

was tested and compared (see Table 8).  The result revealed that the participants’ answers had 

a normal distribution and skewness was also in the normal range (1< skewness <-1).   
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Table 7 

Summary of Agreement of Participants for Each Question Indicated by the Likert Mean Scores  

 MTAI 
Questions US S. Korea p 

Core Perspectives 

1 1.9 1.8 .437 
2 2.2 2.4 .166 
3 2.9 3.6 .000* 
4 1.9 1.9 .870 
5 2.0 2.3 .105 
6 2.5 2.0 .000* 
7 2.3 3.0 .001* 
8 2.9 3.4 .010* 
9 3.6 4.2 .000* 

10 3.2 2.6 .001* 
11 3.1 3.0 .465 
12 2.1 2.4 .061 

Mean 2.6 2.7  

Expected Outcomes 

13 1.9 1.9 .765 
14 2.9 3.4 .013* 
15 2.3 3.7 .000* 
16 1.9 2.1 .057 
17 2.2 2.4 .162 
18 2.4 2.8 .005 
19 3.0 2.9 .331 
20 2.5 2.6 .490 
21 2.4 2.6 .365 
22 2.7 2.6 .686 
23 2.3 2.9 .000* 

Mean 2.4 2.7  

Classroom Practices 

24 3.4 3.4 .817 
25 3.8 4.2 .012* 
26 3.5 4.0 .003* 
27 3.3 3.1 .291 
28 3.0 3.3 .124 

Mean 3.4 3.6  

Note. In the table, the mean scores of Reverse scoring questions represent reversed scores because they have 
been decoded during the data analysis process.  Scale 1= strongly agree and 5= strongly disagree to the description 
of general questions.  aUS teachers, n=74.  bSouth Korean Teachers, n=54.  * p< .05. 
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Table 8 

The Normality of Means for 3 Subscales of Core Questions 

  US  
(n=74)    S. Korea 

(n=54)  

 Core 
Perspectives 

Expected 
Outcomes 

Classroom 
Practices 

 Core 
Perspectives 

Expected 
outcomes 

Classroom 
Practices 

        
SD 6.90 7.44 4.27  5.58 4.67 3.04 

Skewness 0.48 0.72 -0.10 
 

-0.01 -0.44 -1.00 

 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine how much one variable is 

partitioned into dependent variables, which were the three subscales of MTAI in the current 

study (see Table C.2).  Table 9 is a listing of all p scores that resulted from the ANOVA.  Because 

the statistical significance of all scores is above .05, no significant interaction existed between 

Education, Training (i.e., special education or general education) or Experience and three MTAI 

subscales in teachers in South Korea.   However, teachers in the US showed statistically 

significant differences between Training and Core Perspectives, Training and Expected 

Outcomes, Training, Classroom Practices, and Training and Full Scale (i.e., .004, .011, 

.048, .006).  In brief, the teachers’ training area (i.e., general education or special education) in 

the US was significantly associated with the belief toward inclusion while no variable was 

significantly associated with the South Korean teachers’ beliefs of inclusive practices in the 

current research (see Table 9).   
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Table 9 

The Relationships between Teaches’ Beliefs toward Inclusive Practices and the 3 Factors 
(Education, Training & Experience) 

Scale 
Education  Training  Experience 

USa S. Koreab  US S. Korea  US S. Korea 
Core 

Perspectives .057 .200  .004* .200  .425 .614 

Expected 
Outcomes .068 .367  .011* .274  .589 .891 

Classroom 
Practices .393 .778  .048* .165  .888 .342 

Full Scale .079 .318  .006* .553  .558 .879 

Note. *p  < .05.  aUS teachers, n=74.  bSouth Korean teachers, n=54. 
 

Research Question 2:  To What Extent, If Any, Do General Educators and Special Educators Have 
Different Beliefs Toward Inclusion? 
 

For this research question, an independent samples t-test was completed to compare 

the mean scores of the two groups (i.e., general educator and special educators) on the three 

subscales and full survey scale (see Table 10).  The dependent variables were the data from the 

three subscales and full scale, and independent variables were teachers’ training area.     
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Table 10 

A Comparison of the Two Groups (Special and General Educators) within the Each Subscale 
 

Scale Country Training n Mean t p 

Core 
Perspective 

US Special education 26 27.5 -3.331 .001* General education 48 32.3 
      

S. Korea Special education 19 31.2 -1.298 .200 General education 35 33.3 
 

      

Expected 
Outcomes 

US Special education 26 23.5 -2.614 .011* General education 48 28.0 
      

S. Korea Special education 19 30.9 1.105 .274 General education 35 29.4 
 

      

Classroom 
Practices 

US Special education 26 15.6 -2.833 .048* General education 48 17.6 
      

S. Korea Special education 19 17.2 -.597 .165 General education 35 18.4 

       

Full Scale 

US Special education 26 66.5 -2.833 .006* General education 48 77.9 
      

S. Korea Special education 19 79.3 -.597 .553 General education 35 81.1 
       

Note. *p < .05. 

The outcomes indicate that the means for the special education teachers in both 

countries: US and South Korea, were lower (i.e., more agreeable toward inclusion) than general 

education teacher groups.  On the full survey scale and all three subscales, the p values indicate 

that there was a significant difference between special and general education teachers in US 
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whereas no statistically significant difference was found between special education and general 

education teachers in South Korea. 

Mean differences were produced through analysis of variance (see Table 11 and Table C. 

3) to compare the two groups (special and general educators) on each individual scale.  The 

data from the 28 MTAI questions were used as dependent variables to analyze between special 

and general education teachers’ beliefs.   

Table 11 

Comparison of Special and General Education Teachers on Individual Questions 

Core 
Perspectives 

US  South Korea 
General 
(n=48) 

Special 
(n=26) p  General 

(n=35) 
Special 
(n=19) p 

1 2.0 1.6 .066  1.9 1.6 .221 

2 2.4 1.8 .029*  2.7 2.0 .016* 

3 3.1 2.5 .024*  3.7 3.5 .364 

4 2.0 1.5 .009*  2.0 1.7 .331 

5 2.3 1.6 .002*  2.3 2.2 .465 

6 2.4 2.7 .324  2.0 1.8 .389 

7 2.3 2.3 .953  3.0 2.9 .655 

8 3.1 2.7 .138  3.4 3.4 .808 

9 3.7 3.4 .300  4.2 4.2 .748 

10 3.3 2.9 .137  2.5 2.7 .443 

11 3.4 2.7 .010*  3.0 3.1 .817 

12 2.3 1.7 .015*  2.5 2.3 .578 

Mean 2.7 2.3   2.8 2.6  

13 2.0 1.6 .073  1.9 1.8 .592 

14 3.0 2.7 .202  3.4 3.2 .437 
(table continues) 
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Table 11 (continued). 
 

Core 
Perspectives 

US  South Korea 
General 
(n=48) 

Special 
(n=26) p  General 

(n=35) 
Special 
(n=19) p 

 

15 2.5 2.1 .116  3.5 4.2 .007* 

16 2.0 1.7 .080  2.0 2.4 .187 

17 2.4 1.8 .003*  2.5 2.2 .142 

18 2.5 2.0 .035*  2.8 2.8 .740 

19 3.3 2.5 .003*  2.7 3.2 .081 

20 2.6 2.3 .157  2.5 2.8 .166 

21 2.5 2.3 .403  2.6 2.5 .484 

22 2.8 2.5 .227  2.6 2.7 .756 

23 2.4 2.0 .142  2.8 3.1 .212 

Mean 2.5 2.1   2.7 2.8  

24 3.6 2.9 .012*  3.6 3.1 .040* 

25 3.9 3.4 .045*  4.2 4.1 .428 

26 3.7 3.4 .249  4.1 3.9 .354 

27 3.3 3.2 .661  2.9 3.4 .114 

28 3.1 2.7 .149  3.5 2.8 .007* 

Mean 3.5 3.1   3.7 3.5  
Note. In the table, the mean scores of Reverse scoring questions represent reversed scores because they have 
been decoded during the data analysis process.  Thus, 1= strongly agree toward Inclusive practices, 5= strongly 
disagree toward Inclusive practices. aGeneral Education Teacher.  bSpecial Education Teacher.  *p < .05. 
 

Although special educators’ amount of agreement toward inclusive practices was 

stronger (i.e., Displaying as smaller numbers in the table) than general educators in both 

countries, the gap in the degree of agreement pertaining to inclusive practices between special 

education and general education teachers in the US was much larger than the gap between 

general and special education teachers in South Korea (see Table 11 and Table C. 3).  The 

significantly different gap in the degree of agreement for each individual question between 
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general and special education teachers in the US and South Korea appeared on different 

questions.  The p values in Table 9 (also see Table C. 3) showed how US special and general 

education teachers were holding noticeably different perspectives for Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 11, 

12, 17, 18, 19, 24.  For US special education teachers, they had a much positive belief than 

general education teachers toward inclusive education on issues: (a) desirable practice for 

typically developing students, (b) managing an integrated classroom, (c) providing every 

opportunity to students with disabilities, (d) beneficial for parents of students with disabilities, 

(e) positive behaviors of student with disabilities, (f) feasibility to teach students with and 

without disabilities in the same classroom, (g) promoting social independence among students 

with disabilities, (h)  promoting self-esteem among students with disabilities, (i) challenging 

behaviors of students with disabilities in the inclusive classroom, (j) monopolizing teachers’ 

time, and (k) more teacher-directed attention for the behaviors of students with disabilities.  

On the other hand, the p values of South Korean teachers revealed South Korean special 

education teachers more highly agreed than general education teachers on (a) effectiveness of 

inclusive education for students without disabilities, (b) monopolizing teachers’ time, and (c) 

special education teacher’s responsibility for instructing students with disabilities (i.e., 

Questions 2, 24, 28).  Interpreted as a disagreement toward inclusion, interestingly, special 

education teachers in South Korea agreed highly that students with disabilities are being 

isolated by peers.  The p value for Question 15 revealed that special education teachers in 

South Korea strongly believed that students are likely to be isolated by typically developing 

peers in inclusive classrooms.  
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Research Question 3:  To What Extent, If Any, Are PreK-6 Teachers’ Beliefs in the United States, 
Similar to and Different from, Beliefs of Teachers in South Korea, Regarding Accommodation for 
Differing Types of Disabilities? 
  

For analyzing this research question, an independent samples t-test was done.  The test 

groups were US and South Korea teachers and the variables include 12 disability categories.  

The outcomes are represented in Table 12.   

Table 12 

Differences of Degree of Accommodation According to Disability Category between US and 
South Korea 
 

Category of Disabilities US 
(n=74) 

S. Korea 
(n=54) df t p 

      
Speech/Language Delay 2.11 2.20 126 -.665 .514 

Learning Disability 2.61 2.13 126 3.495 .001* 

Mild Cognitive Disability 2.43 1.80 126 5.824 .000* 

Moderate Cognitive Disability 2.97 2.98 126 -.058 .952 

ADHD 2.66 2.76 126 -.602 .548 

Visual Impairment 2.76 2.48 126 1.700 .092 

Hearing Impairment 2.72 2.52 126 1.225 .223 

Physical/ Motor Impairment 2.73 2.11 126 4.235 .000* 

Emotional Disturbance 3.35 2.67 126 4.717 .000* 

Challenging Behavior 3.26 2.74 126 3.607 .000* 

Brain Injury/ Neurological 3.41 3.00 126 3.000 .003* 

Autism/ PDD 3.39 2.96 126 3.016 .003* 

Mean 2.87 2.63    

Note. Scale: 1= least and 4= greater.   *p <. 05. 
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The first part of survey Section 2 listed 12 disability profiles and asked participants to 

use a 4-point scale (i.e., 1 = no or very little accommodation, 2 = minor accommodation, 3 = 

much accommodation, 4 = major accommodation) to indicate the level of ease that they 

believed each of the disabilities could be accommodated in an inclusive setting.  The amount of 

accommodation was listed as the mean of all scores reported for each disability on the 4-point 

scale.  The overall mean scores revealed (see Table 12) that teachers in the US indicated a 

greater amount of classroom adaptation or modification was needed for students with 

disabilities than teachers in South Korea.  In detail, there were statistically significant 

discrepancies in beliefs about accommodation for mild cognitive disability, physical motor 

impairment, emotional disturbance, and challenging behavior between teachers from the two 

nations (i.e., *p = .000).  Teachers in the US also indicated the need for a greater degree of 

accommodation for learning disability, brain injury/neurological and autism/PDD than teachers 

in South Korea, showing as the p values are statistically significant. 

Equally noteworthy, in discussion of the rank, the US teachers believed more 

accommodation is needed for students with brain injury/neurological and autism/PDD, and 

South Korean teachers ranked brain injury/neurological and moderate cognitive disability as the 

top two.  South Korean teachers believed the least amount of accommodation is needed for 

students with mild cognitive disability and physical/motor impairment and US teachers ranked 

speech/language delay and mild cognitive disability as the lowest. 
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Research Question 4:  To What Extent, If Any, Are PreK-6 Teachers’ Beliefs in the United States, 
Similar to And Different from, Beliefs of Teachers in South Korea, Regarding Preparedness for 
Differing Types of Disabilities?  
 

Similar to Research Question 3 in analysis procedure, an independent samples t-test was 

performed for analyzing this research question.  The test groups were US and South Korea 

teachers and variables were the 12 disability categories.  The second part of survey Section 2 

again listed the 12 disability categories and asked participants to use the 4-point scale (i.e., 1 = 

not prepared, 2 = somewhat prepared, 3 = very prepared, 4 = extremely prepared) to identify 

the level of preparedness they felt for teaching students with each disability in a fully inclusive 

classroom.  The outcomes are represented in Table 13.  The level of preparedness was listed as 

the mean of all scores reported for each disability on the 4-point scale (see Table 13).  The 

overall mean scores showed that the level of preparedness educators felt for teaching students 

with disabilities was 0.05 points higher on the Likert scale for US teachers than for South 

Korean teachers (i.e., US=2.26, S. Korea=2.21).  The biggest differences in the mean scores 

between the US and South Korean teachers for teacher’s beliefs of preparedness were found in 

hearing impairment, as the p value indicated a statistically significant value.  Visual impairment 

and speech/language delay were also indicated as disabilities which US and South Korean 

teachers had significantly different beliefs about preparedness (see Table 13).   

By the rank, the US teachers believed they were more prepared for speech and 

language delay, and learning disability, and South Korean teachers ranked mild cognitive 

disability and learning disability as the top two.  The US teachers ranked brain injury/ 
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neurological, and autism/PDD as the lowest and South Korean teachers felt the least prepared 

for visual impairment and hearing impairment (see Table 13).   

Table 13 

Differences of Degree of Preparedness According to Disability Category between US and South 
Korea 
 

Category of Disabilities US 
(n=74) 

S. Korea 
(n=54) df t p 

      
Speech/ Language Delay 2.66 2.26 126 2.775 .006* 

Learning Disability 2.51 2.63 126 -.830 .408 

Mild Cognitive Disability 2.45 2.70 126 -1.860 .065 

Moderate Cognitive Disability 2.14 1.85 126 1.818 .071 

ADHD 2.43 2.28 126 1.040 .300 

Visual Impairment 2.30 1.87 126 2.684 .008* 

Hearing Impairment 2.31 1.85 126 2.869 .005* 

Physical/ Motor Impairment 2.27 2.44 126 -1.237 .218 

Emotional Disturbance 2.00 2.26 126 -1.710 .090 

Challenging Behavior 2.16 2.24 126 -.509 .612 

Brain Injury/ Neurological 1.93 1.91 126 .156 .876 

Autism/ PDD 1.93 2.19 126 -1.611 .110 

Mean 2.26 2.21    

Note. Scale: 1= least and 4= greater.   *p < .05. 
 

Part of the analysis involved determining if relationships existed between 

accommodation and preparedness.  The participants’ total mean scores of accommodation and 

preparedness for the 12 disabilities (see Table 14) were analyzed for Pearson correlation. 
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Table 14 

Degree of Accommodation and Preparedness 

Category of Disabilities 
US  S. Korea 

Accommo-
dation 

Prepared-
ness 

 Accommo-
dation 

Prepared
-ness 

      
Speech & Language Delay 2.11 2.66  2.20 2.26 
Learning Disability 2.61 2.51  2.13 2.63 
Mild Cognitive Disability 2.43 2.45  1.80 2.70 
Moderate Cognitive Disability 2.97 2.14  2.98 1.85 
ADHD 2.66 2.43  2.76 2.28 
Visual Impairment 2.76 2.30  2.48 1.87 
Hearing Impairment 2.72 2.31  2.52 1.85 
Physical/ Motor Impairment 2.73 2.27  2.11 2.44 
Emotional Disturbance 3.35 2.00  2.67 2.26 
Challenging Behavior 3.26 2.16  2.74 2.24 
Brain Injury/ Neurological 3.41 1.93  3.00 1.91 
Autism/ PDD 3.39 1.93  2.96 2.19 

   

The correlation analysis revealed some relationships existed between accommodation 

and preparedness as shown by the teachers regarding the 12 disability categories (see Table 15).  

Statistically negative significant correlations were found between US teachers’ beliefs on 

accommodation and preparedness, and between South Korean teachers’ beliefs on 

accommodation and preparedness.  Interpreting the results, in both countries, teachers felt less 

prepared for the disability when they believed more accommodation is required for the 

disability, and conversely their preparedness was high when they thought less accommodation 

is needed for the disability.  Noticeably, the outcome also presented that the correlation 
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between US teachers and South Korean teachers’ belief on accommodation, regarding the 12 

disabilities was a significantly positive relation.  The teachers in the US and South Korea had 

similar beliefs of accommodation for the 12 disabilities but not on preparedness.        

Table 15 

Correlation between Accommodation and Preparedness for 12 Disabilities 

 
US 
Accommodation 
*US  
Preparedness  

S. Korea 
Accommodation
*S. Korea 
Preparedness 

US 
Accommodation
*S. Korea 
Accommodation 

US  
Preparedness 
*S. Korea 
Preparedness 

Correlation -.963 -.709 .760 .442 

p .000** .010** .004** .150 

Note. **p < .01. 

Research Question 5:  What Kinds of Barriers Against Inclusive Practices Are Educators Facing? 

In survey Section 3, the eight factors of (a) limited time, (b) limited opportunities for 

collaboration, (c) teacher attitudes, (d) lack of experience regarding inclusion, (e) little 

knowledge in this area, (f) current work commitments, (g) little support from school/district, 

and (h) parent attitudes were displayed using a 4-point scale (i.e., 1 = does not, 2 = somewhat, 3 

= very, 4 = does extremely) to ascertain what aspects teachers consider as barriers that impede 

inclusive education.  For analysis of the question, an independent samples t-test was conducted.  

For each factor, the mean score and significant value were analyzed to reveal to what degree 

each factor hindered the teachers’ inclusive practices.  The results were arranged in a table, and 

a graph was generated for visual comparison of the teachers’ beliefs about barriers hindering 

inclusive practices.  The overall results revealed that teachers in South Korea showed a greater 
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degree of burden within most of the factors considered to be barriers to practicing inclusive 

education (see Figure 3).  

 

US and South Korean Teachers’ Rating for Barriers That Hinder Inclusive Practices 

Factors US 
Mean 

S. Korea 
Mean p 

Limited Time 3.24 2.98 .084 
Limited Opportunities for 
Collaboration 3.19 2.89 .065 

Teacher Attitudes 2.77 2.76 .948 
Lack of Experience Regarding 
Inclusion 2.42 3.06 .001* 

Little Knowledge in This Area 2.38 2.91 .007 
Current Work Commitments 2.43 2.98 .003* 
Little Support from School/District 2.26 2.98 .000* 
Parent Attitudes 2.35 2.89 .001* 

Overall Mean 2.63 2.93  
Note. Scale: 1= does not and 4= does extremely.  *p < .05 

                 

              

Figure 3. Overall rating of US and South Korean teachers’ beliefs about barriers which 
hinder inclusive practices. 

 
 In the table shown in Figure 3, teachers in South Korea were more concerned than 

teachers in the US about a lack of experience regarding inclusion, current work commitments, 

little support from school/district, and parent attitudes indicating that statistically significant 



 

40 

mean differences existed.  Especially, teachers in the two nations showed the biggest mean 

difference on the category of little support from school/district.   

The data reflected limited time and limited opportunities for collaboration were 

considered by US teachers to be the most serious barriers.  Lack of experience regarding 

inclusion received the highest mean score and was counted as the most considerable barrier to 

hinder inclusive education by the South Korean teachers.   

Research Question 6:  What Supports Do PreK-6 Teachers Suggest Will Improve Inclusive 
Practices? 
 
 Section 4 of the survey asked participants to rank 10 methods that improve inclusive 

practices, using 1 to indicate the best to 10 for least desired.  Each method was ranked based 

on the outcome of the total mean of all scores reports on the 10-point scale (see Table 16).  The 

rank revealed the type and level of supports educators desired for improving inclusive practices.  

Between the United States and South Korea, differences in preferences existed on what educators 

believed to be needed for improving inclusive education.  The US teachers believed direct teaching 

experience with children with disabilities and observation of other teachers in inclusive settings 

were the most effective methods for improving inclusive practices and ranked them in first and 

second place, respectively.  On the other hand, exposure to children with disabilities and 

consultation activities with other teachers, specialists, and parents were chosen as the two 

most effective methods by South Korean teachers, but these two methods were ranked fourth 

and fifth by the US teachers.  However, teachers of both countries ranked Research 

Involvement and university coursework as the two least effective methods for improving 

inclusive practices.  
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Table 16 

Teachers’ Rating for Methods to Improve Inclusive Practices  

 

Note. Scale: 1= most preferred method and 10 = least preferred method.  
 

Discussion 

Since the 1970s, the education systems of both the United States and South Korea have 

become increasingly responsible for including students with disabilities in general education.  

The movement toward inclusion of students with disabilities in general education settings has 

created many additional roles and responsibilities for teachers in providing appropriate 

education for all students in public schools.  Teachers’ positive attitudes and support of 

inclusion are very critical factors for the efficacious implementation of inclusion (Daane, Beirne-

Smith, & Latham, 2001).  The purpose of the present study was to examine preK-6 teachers’ 

belief in the US and South Korea toward inclusive practices and if they are prepared and 

supported to apply inclusion practices. 

Methods 
Mean 

US S. Korea 
   
Direct Teaching Experience with Children with Disabilities 3.15 3.37 
Observation of Other Teachers in Inclusive Settings 3.54 5.19 
Exposure to Children with Disabilities 3.73 1.92 
Consultation Activities with Other Teachers, Specialists 
and Parents 4.27 2.83 

In-service Training Workshops 5.25 5.00 
Discussion Groups on Inclusive Practices 5.48 5.87 
Collaborative Experiences with University Faculty 7.00 7.44 
Independent Reading 7.10 7.00 
Research Involvement 7.56 7.60 
University Coursework 7.92 8.79 
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PreK-6 Teachers’ Beliefs toward Inclusion in the US and South Korea 

The current study involved a cross tabulation to compare differences between US and 

South Korean teachers, revealed that inclusion is actively advocated among teachers in South 

Korea as well as in the US, and showed the degree of agreement was comparable between the 

two nations.  The teachers in the US and in South Korea were supportive of inclusion as shown 

by the means on the Likert scale.  

  Remarkably, the most distinctive difference of belief between US and South Korean 

teachers was that a high number of teachers in South Korea thought students with disabilities 

were isolated by their peers in general education classrooms while teachers in the US did not 

show a similar result (i.e., for Question 15, a 1.4 point difference in the mean exists on the 5-

point Likert scale which is statistically significant).  Additionally, teachers in South Korea agreed 

more on concepts of inclusion: (a) It is difficult to maintain order amongst students with and 

without disabilities in inclusive classroom settings; (b) Parents of students with disabilities want 

to place their child in an inclusive classroom; (c) Most special education teachers do not have 

an sufficient knowledge base to educate general education students; (d) General education 

teachers can’t provide an appropriate education for students with disabilities; (e) Educators 

must learn more about the effects of inclusive practices before implementing strategies; (f) Just 

educating students in integrated settings is the best way to begin inclusive education; (j) 

Students with disabilities will more rapidly improve academic skills in a separate special 

classroom; (k) General students in inclusive classrooms are more likely to display challenging 

behaviors learned from students with disabilities; (l) The behaviors of students with special 

needs require significantly more teacher-directed attention than their general education peers; 
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and (m) Parents of students with disabilities need more supports from teachers than parents of 

typically developing students.   

The teachers’ training area (i.e., general education or special education) in the US was 

significantly related with the degree of teachers’ belief toward inclusion while no significant 

relationship existed between South Korean teachers’ belief and education, training area or 

experience.  Overall mean scores in the three core question subscales demonstrated that 

special education and general education teachers in the US agreed more to inclusive education 

than special education and general education teachers in South Korea.  Additionally for both 

countries, special education teachers’ beliefs toward inclusion appeared more positive than 

general education teachers on the Likert scale but the outcome was not statistically significant 

for South Korean teachers.   

The current study also revealed the teachers in the US felt a greater amount of 

classroom adaptation or modification was needed for students with disabilities than the 

teachers in South Korea felt.  Both teachers in the US and South Korea showed a significant 

differences for the degree of accommodation they felt necessary for some disabilities such as 

mild cognitive disability, physical motor impairment, emotional disturbance, challenging 

behavior, learning disability, brain injury/neurological, and autism/PDD.  In discussion of the 

rank, the US teachers believed more accommodation was necessary for brain 

injury/neurological and autism/PDD, and South Korean teachers ranked brain 

injury/neurological and moderate cognitive disability as the top two for amount of 

accommodation needed.  The US teachers ranked speech/language delay and mild cognitive 
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disability, and South Korean teachers ranked mild cognitive disability and physical/motor 

impairment as the disabilities that they thought needed the least amount of accommodation.  

The outcomes for the level of preparedness educators felt for teaching students with 

disabilities was slightly higher on average on the Likert scale for US teachers than for South 

Korean teachers.  Teachers in the US and South Korea showed significant differences for the 

degree of preparedness they felt necessary for speech/language delay, visual impairment and 

hearing impairment.  By the rank, the US teachers indicated they were well prepared for speech 

and language delay and learning disability, and South Korean teachers ranked mild cognitive 

disability and learning disability as the top two most prepared for.  The US teachers ranked 

brain injury/neurological and autism/PDD, and Korean teachers ranked visual impairment and 

hearing impairment as the disabilities they were least prepared for.   

Through the analysis of teachers’ beliefs between accommodation and preparedness for 

disabilities, a strong relationship was detected.  The outcomes of US and South Korean teachers 

in the present study displayed a strong negative correlation between accommodation and 

preparedness in relation to the 12 disabilities.  When teachers felt less prepared for certain 

disabilities, they felt more accommodation was needed for those disabilities.  On the contrary, 

if teachers thought they were well prepared for a disability, they felt less accommodation was 

needed for the disability.  Especially, US teachers in the study showed a very significant 

correlation between accommodation and preparedness.  

Teachers in US and South Korea showed different concern about supports.  In the 

current study, teachers in South Korea were more concerned than teachers in the US about lack 

of experience regarding inclusion, current work commitments, little support from 
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school/district, and parent attitudes.  Limited time and limited opportunities for collaboration 

were considered major barriers by US and lack of experience regarding inclusion by South 

Korean teachers for inclusive practices.   The biggest statistically significant mean difference 

existed between teachers in the US and South Korea, on little support from school/district.  

For the outcome of effective methods for improving inclusive practices, the US teachers 

believed direct teaching experience with children with disabilities and observation of other 

teachers in inclusive settings were the most effective methods for improving inclusive practices, 

and South Korea teachers believed exposure to children with disabilities and consultation 

activities with other teachers, specialists, and parents were the two most effective methods.  

Teachers of both countries ranked research involvement and university coursework as the two 

least preferred methods. 

Recommendation 

Based on the outcomes of the current study, some considerations are suggested.  First, 

to promote interaction between students with and without disabilities, peer tutoring and peer 

support are suggested because the interaction in inclusive settings may help to build 

understanding about disabilities.   Furthermore, disability-awareness education to teach about 

disabilities and care for people with special needs is a highly recommended addition to the 

curriculum for typically developing children in South Korea.  The most distinctive difference of 

belief between US and South Korean teachers was that a high number of teachers in South 

Korea thought students with disabilities were isolated by their peers in general education 

classrooms while teachers in the US did not show a similar result.  The significant difference 

between the teachers’ views may reflect the current understanding of people within the each 
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county about people with disabilities including students with special needs.  Therefore, 

providing more inclusive environments in schools and society must be a critical need for people 

in South Korea. 

Second, one possible support for teachers in South Korea is to develop ways to prepare 

teachers using more focused training and strategies for serving students with hearing 

impairment and speech or language delay.  For supporting US teachers, the development of 

more resources and strategies that will improve their readiness for the disabilities which were 

ranked as the lowest by teachers for preparation, should be supported.  

Third, in the preparation for mild and moderate cognitive disabilities, South Korean 

teachers felt a higher level of preparedness than the US teachers for mild cognitive disability, 

but South Korean teachers reported lower preparedness for moderate cognitive disability.  The 

result seemed to reflect that South Korean teachers might be highly tense from the fact that 

more than half of the current special education population in South Korea presents with 

intellectual disability.  Including students with moderate cognitive disability in general 

classrooms must be a greater burden for South Korean teachers.  Therefore, for teachers in 

South Korea, high quality professional development for the disability categories teachers 

indicated as having a low amount of preparation for in the current study such as moderate 

cognitive disabilities, hearing impairment, and visual impairment. 

Fourth, comparing the outcomes among US teachers in the previous Stoiber et al. (1998) 

study and the current study, the US teachers in the present study felt a higher degree of 

accommodation was needed for all 12 disabilities compared to the previous study.  In contrast, 

except for visual and hearing impairment, US teachers in the current study displayed a lower 
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feeling of preparedness for all disabilities than teachers in the previous study.  Based on the 

current results, US teachers might have a new sense of responsibility about including students 

with disabilities since the practice of inclusive education has increased since 1998.  As a 

suggestion, based on the results of the current study, teachers in the US may develop their 

knowledge and skills through professional development, or more intensive in-service training 

(e.g., making a resource binder, sharing information via school email, holding a school based 

conference or mini-workshop, forming a resource library, etc.) on the full array of disability 

categories, but with a little more focus on the areas which they thought less prepared for, such 

as brain injury/neurological and autism/PDD. 

Fifth, the categories of limited time, limited opportunities for collaboration, and teacher 

attitudes were consistently rated as major barriers among US teachers in the previous study 

(e.g., Stoiber et al., 1998) and the current study.  For South Korean teachers, the lack of 

experience regarding inclusion, and current work commitments, little support from 

school/district, and parent attitudes appeared as extensive barriers.  For alleviating the barriers 

that might interfere with effective inclusive education, collaboration not only between teachers 

but also all concerned persons such as administration, family members, students, districts, and 

communities is highly essential. 

Implication 

The most important implication of this study related to the current direction of inclusive 

education between the United States and South Korea through this comparison of the teachers’ 

beliefs about inclusive practices for students with disabilities and barriers to inclusion.  This 
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section offers suggestions in regard to the outcomes of the current study that could lead to 

successful practices being used more often in inclusive education.   

Collaboration between Educators for Students with Disabilities 

As the US teachers in the current study still desired more collaboration between 

educators, collaborative relationships are critical for effective inclusion to occur.  Many 

previous studies stressed that collaboration between general and special educators benefits the 

quality of instruction and supports students with and without disabilities (i.e., Daane et al., 

2001; Glazzard, 2011; Hunt, Soto, Maier, & Dowering, 2003; Meadan & Monda-Amaya, 2008; 

Scruggs et al., 2007).  If teachers feel a lack of teamwork between colleagues, their feelings may 

cause critical problems that obstruct effective inclusive education and successful academic 

achievement.  When the partnership between general and special education teachers is 

successful, collaboration can assist student achievement in inclusive classrooms.  However, 

when collaboration fails, appropriate and individualized support for students with disabilities 

may not be identified or provided in the setting (Carter, Prater, Jackson, & Marchant, 2009; Kim, 

2001).  Scruggs et al. (2007) indicated that teachers mostly reported having professionally 

benefited during co-teaching assignments (i.e., one general educator and one special educator 

sharing responsibility for planning, delivering, and evaluating instruction for a diverse group of 

students).  The open-ended comment section of the current survey asked teachers to freely 

express their opinions about inclusion, one US teacher clarified the following:  

I have worked in some form of inclusion for the past seven years.  Many times due to 

staffing issues and numbers, I have not been able to do a full inclusion.  I have seen 

major benefits both socially and academically to students with special needs and gen. ed. 
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students.  The best situation is when both special needs teacher and gen. ed. teacher 

collaborate and co teach.  This will not work if the gen. ed. teacher is not fully 

supportive and comfortable differentiating and sharing responsibility. (Special education 

teacher, female, more than 20 years of experience, MS) 

In the past, special educators have been considered as experts or consultants.  Though 

such a model is still possible, a better structure involves special educators and general 

educators experiencing collaborative relationships in which each teacher holds different roles 

(Mungai & Kogan, 2005).  In fact, the special education teacher can perform a variety of roles in 

planning instruction for students with special needs (e.g., instruction and assessment, case 

management, coordination of services, communication with the family, transition services, etc.; 

Giangreco et al., 2010; Kim, 2001).  When teachers know and apply effective procedures for 

collaborative planning, students can benefit both academically and socially (Carter et al., 2009).   

In addition, administrator support is needed for the successful collaboration of teachers.  

Collaboration between teachers and administrators is a critical aspect, because the school 

principal must be the best person to represent concerns or decisions of their schools and 

districts.  By being knowledgeable about the regulations and rules of their districts, 

administrators can be helpful members of collaborative special education teams (Hamill & 

Everington, 2002).  To support collaboration, administrators should both support teachers by 

ensuring that they have time to collaborate and by promoting specific models (Carter et al., 

2009).   
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Professional Development 

Notably, there were huge discrepancies between the two nations regarding feeling little 

support from school/district.  The South Korean teachers’ ratings for barriers to inclusive 

education and their descriptions led to the finding that South Korean teachers might need more 

support from schools and districts and more professional development programs from 

professionals with broad perspectives on child development (Sandall, McLean, & Smith, 2000).  

Such professional development could include additional training, in-service programs, and 

access to resources to help them meet the needs of their students with disabilities within 

inclusive settings.   

All teachers need particular training on how to incorporate research-based strategies in 

general classroom instruction (Carter et al., 2009).  Special education team members, including 

the general education teacher, should acknowledge the importance of adapting the curriculum 

from the core curriculum, depending on each student’s need with an awareness of the skills 

being taught and planning of the instruction to reach this goal.  General education teachers 

need to possess at least basic knowledge and skills about special education because inclusive 

settings are becoming more widespread (Jenkins & Yosimura, 2010; Smith, 2010).  Teacher’s 

sufficient knowledge, training, and continuing education opportunities are significant factors 

that affect teachers’ perceptions toward inclusion.  Those aspects heighten educators’ attitudes 

and abilities to work with students with special needs in inclusive environments and to support 

the attainment of positive educational outcomes (Houtveen & Grift, 2001; Hsien, 2007; Jenkins 

& Yosimura, 2010; Leblanc, Richardson & Burns, 2009; Mitchell & Hegde, 2007).  Van Reusen, 

Shoho, and Barker (2000-2001) supported the necessity for professional development as a 
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component to establish successful inclusion programs within schools.  Van Reusen et al. 

reported that teachers exposed to the highest level of special education training or experiences 

held more positive attitudes toward inclusive education and teaching students with disabilities 

in the general education classrooms.   

Mulvihill, Shearer, and Horn (2002) investigated the relationships between disability-

specific training and childcare providers’ and teachers’ experiences in serving children with 

disabilities.  One identified outcome was that caregivers with more training observed fewer 

needs and obstacles among children with disabilities.  Mulvihill et al. highlighted the 

importance of training and support for ensuring teachers and childcare providers build the skills 

necessary to manage and overcome students’ learning disabilities in an inclusive classroom. 

Moreover, computer-based technology delivered professional development programs have 

been introduced in educational fields and used for training teachers of children with disabilities 

(Peterson & Showalter, 2010).  As an example, Silla, Hobbs, and Wang (2008) suggested online 

teacher training holds strong potential and can be a great opportunity for teachers to overcome 

limitations and barriers associated with teacher training such as financial and social investment 

and limited access and time (Silla et al., 2008).  Their online training programs asks participating 

educators to review the provided teacher training sources and materials, evaluates their 

understanding of the content, and offers additional content for enhancing teachers’ knowledge.   

As another approach to teacher professional development, current researchers have 

focused on teachers learning from each other by meeting regularly and developing a 

professional learning community (PLC).  The PLC became widely used in the field of education 

starting in the early 1990s (Hamos et al., 2009).  The PLC is considered a valuable professional 



 

52 

development strategy that results in continuous growth for the teachers involved and for the 

school overall (Salazar, Aguirre-Muñoz, Fox, & Nuanez-Lucas, 2010).  In the PLC, the team of 

teachers share the same goals, convey information, and seek new knowledge regarding their 

areas of expertise; then, they incorporate what they learn into practice and reflect upon their 

efforts together as a group (Salazar et al., 2010). 

Educators are challenged by the diverse needs of students.  Educators should be given 

unlimited opportunities to participate in professional development by updating their 

knowledge and gaining scientifically based information if they are to support the diverse needs 

of students successfully (Jenkins & Yosimura, 2010).  Pindiprolu, Peterson, and Berglof (2007) 

found dissimilarities in the professional training needs across subgroups between special and 

general education teachers as well as between administrators and support staff.  For Pindiprolu 

et al., each subgroup, depending on their roles and tasks in schools, requires different types of 

professional training.  

Partnerships with Parents and Families 

 In the current study, parent attitude was rated as one of the most extensive barriers for 

teachers in South Korea.  IDEA stressed the importance of parental involvement in the special 

education process (Pace, Milch, & Sanabria-Hernandez, 2005).  One challenge for teachers in 

inclusive schools involves needing to work together with the parents of special education 

students (Hornby, 2010).  The importance of parental support and involvement has been well 

recognized in the educational field for children of all ages, abilities, cultures, and religions 

(Downing, 2010; Hornby, 2010; Johns & Guetzloe, 2004; Loreman et al., 2005; Price-Mitchell, 

2009; Yssel, Engelbrecht, Oswald, Eloff, & Swart, 2007).  A fundamental idea of shared purpose 
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is that parents and educators collaborate together toward the same goal of educating of the 

child.  Most parents are able to give support by providing valuable information about their 

children, such as strengths, effective interventions, cultural values, home situation, etc.  It is 

likely the parents have already met certain professionals (i.e., doctors, social workers, 

psychologists, and previous teachers) about their children’s disabilities and have received 

options and advice about managing their children’s disabilities (Hamill & Everington, 2002; 

Hornby, 2010).  Besides, parents often have the time and capability to serve as classroom aids, 

to prepare materials, or even to fundraise and collect donations.  They might also organize 

support groups to share knowledge and experience with other parents (Hornby, 2010).   

Parents can support their children at home by maintaining a similar structure of learning at 

home that is similar to that of the classroom and by reinforcing any classroom programs.  When 

parents gain new skills, learn about available resources, as well as gain support through 

partnerships with teachers and other families in the community, they gain great strategies for 

supporting their children with disabilities at home (Hornby, 2010).  Above all else, the sharing of 

explicit knowledge about students between educators and parents is critical for benefitting 

children with disabilities.  Developing both oral and written communication skills for relating to 

parents is invaluable because an educator needs a range of communication methods to remain 

available and accessible to parents (Hornby, 2010).  

Other Supports 

Peer supports in the inclusive classroom. Using peer support and tutoring in the 

classroom is an effective strategy to promote students’ learning (Stenhoff & Lignugaris, 2007).  

The advantages of peer tutoring are numerous: (a) Tutor and tutee function on different levels 
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depending on a tutee’s academic performance without hurting self-esteem; (b) Students with 

disabilities can receive one-on-one instruction with helpful advice; (c) Tutors can serve as 

models for academic, social, and behavioral skills all at once; (d) Students with disabilities gain 

experience at the general education curriculum; and (h) Expensive resources are not necessary 

to use peer tutoring in the classroom (Kamps et al., 2008).  Certainly, reinforcement through 

this teaching strategy can be remarkably advantageous because peers without disabilities may 

perceive the lesson from a more student-oriented perspective (Gore, 2010).  Results of peer 

tutoring studies have varied depending upon the explicitness and structure involved.  For the 

success of peer tutoring, explicitly training students before the actual peer tutoring occurs is 

critical (Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2005).  While students are tutoring, the teacher should 

actively monitor student dyads to make certain that they are performing effectively and 

supporting the desired and expected improvements (Downing, 2010).  For example, Hunt et al. 

(2003) found that elementary school students with severe disabilities in general education 

classrooms made academic progress by learning from either teachers or peers.  In another 

study, Kamps et al. observed the effects of peer tutoring over a 3-year period with 975 middle 

school students in the sixth through Grades 6 through 8.  Kamps et al. found that students with 

mild disabilities in secondary schools generally increased their academic performance.  Overall, 

peer tutoring has been shown to be a positive approach for use with students with disabilities 

in inclusive settings, because the attention and focus of all of the students increase when they 

work together, and repetitive feedback heightens memory functions for students being tutored 

(Gore, 2010; Lawson & Trapenberg, n.d.). 
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Conclusion 

Inclusion is an approach to education designed to create an environment in which all 

children belong and are supported as they grow and develop.  Simply placing students with and 

without disabilities together in a general classroom does not foster positive outcomes.  To 

support children with disabilities in inclusive settings, all stakeholders involved with these 

children must support each other if they are help the children reach the intended educational 

outcome.  By being engaged in the planning and supervision of the students’ education, 

educators and families can ensure the successful integration of special needs students into 

inclusive settings.  One South Korean teacher candidly described his opinion toward inclusion in 

the following manner:  

통합교육에 대한 인식과 제도적인 기반이 확보되지 않은 상태에서는 통합교육은 장애학생에게 독이 될 것이다. 

그리고 지금 독이 되고 있는 경우가 많다  [If students with disabilities are put in inclusive settings 

without clear policies or understanding of inclusion practices, the inclusive setting would 

be a detriment to the student.  Currently, the inclusive program often works in a toxic 

way rather than being beneficial to students with disabilities]. (Sixth grade teacher, male, 

1-5 years of experience, South Korea) 

For successful inclusive education to occur, the following are mandatory: (a) more 

planning and collaboration between special education teachers and collaborative teachers who 

have similar philosophies of education; (b) adequate training to be able to appropriately modify 

instruction for students with special needs; and (c) support from the administration, fellow 

educators, and students’ families throughout the collaborative process. 
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For future research, first, it is necessary to assess and compare more detailed facts 

about the practical skills and knowledge US and South Korean teachers’ have about inclusive 

practices.  Such study may deliver information about which skills and knowledge should be 

supported further.  It is recommended that future research includes measuring students’ 

academic achievements using various authentic assessment measures.  Next, a future study 

with a larger sample from each state (i.e., region in South Korea, state in the US) is 

recommended to generate more comprehensive results.  Lastly, it is recommended a future 

study add more perception-related questions in order to determine the factors behind the 

positive and negative beliefs toward inclusion held by teachers.   
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Developments in the Principles of Special Education 

Disability has a history as long as humankind itself.  At one time in history, people’s 

understanding and knowledge about the complexity of disabilities were very limited and lacked 

expertise.  The public commonly believed that people with disabilities were not capable of 

learning in any type of educational setting (Stainback & Stainback, 1996).  The history of special 

education began in Europe and expanded to America (Danforth, Taff, & Ferguson, 2006; 

Kauffman & Hallahan, 2005).  As people formed new perceptions about disabled people, 

European countries started for the first time to consider how to educate people with disabilities, 

and modern ideas about special education developed based on the work of Jean-Marc-Gaspard 

Itard (French physician, 1775-1838) and Édouard Séguin (French physician, 1812-1880; Mungai 

& Kogan, 2005).  In essence, France was first recognized as having the most ideal system for the 

treatment of exceptionality, and their pedagogical initiatives such as (a) specially designed 

individualized instruction, (b) an emphasis on functional skills to create self-sufficiency, (c) 

employing immediate positive feedback for correct responses, and (d) the belief that every 

child is able to learn and should be taught to achieve the greatest possible development, were 

largely accepted and widespread at the time (Danforth, Taff, & Ferguson, 2006; Mungai & 

Kogan, 2005).  Owing to the shifting perspectives toward disabilities, services and treatments 

were beginning to be provided for people who were deaf, blind, and intellectually disabled in 

Europe and North America (Winzer, 2009).   

Overview of Inclusion in the United States 

In the late 1700s, Benjamin Rush was a physician who introduced the concept of 

educating people with disabilities in America for the first time.  During the late 19th century 
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through the middle of the 20th century, institutional facilities for students with disabilities 

steadily increased in numbers and size in Europe and North America (Mungai & Kogan, 2005; 

Osgood, 2005; Schwartz, 2005; Stainback & Stainback, 1996).  However, the original objective 

and main concern for helping exceptional people soon faded, and communities replaced their 

attitudes toward people with disabilities with an attempt to protect society from them 

(Schwartz, 2005).   

In the United States, the first formal efforts to provide special education targeted 

disabled children who were blind or deaf or intellectually retarded (Kauffman & Hallahan, 2005).  

In 1817, Thomas Gallaudet established the first special programs of education at the American 

Asylum for the Education and Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb in Hartford, Connecticut 

(Osgood, 2005; Schwartz, 2005).  In 1832, Samuel Gridley opened the organization of the 

Massachusetts Asylum for the Blind.  The first formal public school for special education 

students, School for Deaf-Mutes, was established in Boston in 1869, and was renamed in 1877 

as the Horace Mann School for the Deaf (Osgood, 2005).   

In the early 1900s, many more separate facilities were established across the nation to 

provide for specific conditions or disabilities.  By the 1920s, professional associations (e.g., the 

Council for Exceptional Children) were founded, and after World War II, special education 

became a concern in school systems with parent organizations (e.g., the National Association 

for Retarded Children, later renamed as the Association for Retarded Citizens [ARC]; Hallahan & 

Kauffman, 2005).  By the 1930s, the practice of educating children with disabilities separate 

from typically developing children was well established and even accepted.  During the 1950s 

and 1960s, professionals in special education fields (i.e., mental retardation) started to 
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advocate that children with disabilities have the right to be educated in general classroom 

settings with their typically developing peers regardless of whether or not segregated programs 

worked for the children and teachers (Osgood, 2005; Stainback & Stainback, 1996), and even 

more, in the 1970s, discussion started about including children with severe disabilities in the 

regular classroom more often (Osgood, 2005).  In 1975, the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act specified all public schools accepting federal funds had to provide equal access to 

education for children with physical and mental disabilities and brought students with 

disabilities into regular classroom settings.  The implication of this act was that the American 

government directly regulated the education of children with disabilities and established that 

education and educationally related services must be provided free to children with disabilities 

who have the equal right to obtain an appropriate public education (Bartlett, Weisenstein, & 

Etscheidt, 2002; Guralnick, 2001; Culatta, Tompkins, & Werts, 2003; Mitchell & Hegde, 2007; 

Peters, 2005; Schwartz, 2005).   

One important and fundamental element of the three legislative acts of Section 504 of 

the Rehabilitation Act, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, and the Americans with 

Disabilities Act was the services and support they require schools to provide for young children 

and students with disabilities.  Aspects of each legislative act guide how individuals with 

disabilities are educated with their typically developing peers.  This approach is now referred to 

as inclusive education (Bartlett, Weisenstein, & Etscheidt, 2002; Schwartz, 2005).  In the 2009-

2010 school year, 94.7% of school-age students aged 6 through 21 years, who were served 

under IDEA, were educated in regular school buildings with their typically developing peers (US 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).  The remaining 
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percentage of students with special needs is divided with 3% in separate public or private 

schools for students with disabilities, 1% in regular private schools by parents’ choice, and less 

than 1% in public or private facilities such as homeschool, hospital, etc. (US Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).  In addition, at the beginning of the 

21st century in the United States, families with young children with disabilities acquired the 

right to participate in early intervention programs although eligibility requirements and the 

features of the practices vary between different locations (Guralnick, 2001). 

Overview of Inclusion in South Korea 

 In the 1800s, when religious groups from western countries attempted to spread their 

faith throughout Korea, the missionary work coincided with providing an education to the 

country’s people (Kwon, 2005).  At the end of the 19th century in Korea, missionaries from the 

United Kingdom and North America built a framework for special education.  In 1894, an 

American Methodist missionary, named Rosetta Sherwood Hall, started teaching the blind 

daughter of her clinic assistant, in Pyongyang, currently the capital city of North Korea, to read 

and write in Braille (우리나라 [History of visual impairment in special education in Korea], n.d.; 

B. Kim, 1985, 2008; E. Kim, 2010).  Hall’s efforts were the first step toward a formal special 

education program for children with disabilities in Korea.  The curriculum developed by Rosetta 

Hall for girls who were blind, consisted of practical subjects and skills which could improve their 

life.  Subjects she taught included bible studies, geography, music, math, knitting, and physical 

massage classes (우리나라 [History of visual impairment in special education in Korea], n.d.; 

Park, 2005).  In later years, Ellen Pash and Jean Perry from the United Kingdom established 

special programs for boys who were blind in Seoul (Kim, 2010; Park, 2005).  Between 1910 and 
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1945, education in Korea advanced rapidly and achieved remarkable progress in special 

education for students who were blind or visually impaired (Park, 2005).  Doo-Sung Park, an 

educator from the school for children who were blind, created the Korean Braille system in 

1926 (Kim, 2008; SongAm Park Doo-Sung, n.d.).  The creation of Korean Braille permitted more 

people who were blind to interact in society.   

From the end of the Japanese occupancy of the Korean peninsula, special education has 

steadily developed in South Korea: Two special education schools were established in the 1940s, 

13 schools in the 1950s, 13 schools in the 1960s, and 8 more schools in the 1970s.  The number 

of special education schools increased through the 1980s and 1990s (Park, 2005).  For the first 

time in South Korea, schools for children with intellectual and physical impairments other than 

blind or deaf were established in 1966 (Kim, 2008).  In 1971, the South Korean government 

established the first special education class for children with learning disabilities and 

developmental delays in the public school system (Kim, 1985; Kwon, 2005; South Korea 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 2010).  Within two years, a total of 209 

additional special education classes were added to the regular school system (Park, 2005).   

 As public responsibility and awareness dramatically increased during the 1970s, the 

government passed the Special Education Promotion Act in December of 1977, and it became a 

key landmark in the development of special education in South Korea (South Korea, Ministry of 

Education, Science and Technology, 2011).  The act mandated a free education for students 

with disabilities in both public and private schools, and banned discrimination.  Because the 

government supported all aspects in special education, it ushered in an era of greater public 

awareness and responsibility for special education (South Korea National Archives & Records 
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Services, n.d.).  In 1994, an amendment to the Special Education Promotion Act required free 

education for 3- to 5-year-old children with special needs.  Because of a huge demand for 

integrative education in recent years, the Korean government was not able to serve every 

student with a disability due to the shortage of special education facilities.  Therefore, the 

government had offered financial assistance to families with special needs children who 

attended private kindergartens.  Further, children with severe disabilities were qualified to be 

educated either in a special school or at home, according to the Special Education Promotion 

Plan of 1997.   

Currently, there are two ways for a student to receive special education in South Korea.  

School-aged children with special needs may go to a separate facility or school, or to the same 

facilities as general education students.  However, most students are educated in a special 

education classroom except for students with mild disabilities, who may be placed in either a 

special education classroom or in a resource room located in a regular school.  In addition, 

teachers of homebound students make visits to the students’ homes on an as needed basis 

(Park, 2005).  According to the Special Education Annual Report from the Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technology (2011), the prevalence of students with special needs was reported as 

1.1% among school-aged children.  The statistical data from a 5-year span (2008-2012) 

indicated that the percentage of students with disabilities placed in special education but being 

included in regular school classrooms has increased: 67.3% in 2008, 68.3% in 2009, 70% in 2010, 

70.1% in 2011, and 70.7% in 2012.   

The South Korean government provides guidelines for special education support or 

services for students with disabilities per classroom.  When the number of students with 
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disabilities in the school exceeds the guidelines’ specific limits, the school must create 

additional special education classrooms (South Korea, Ministry of Education, Science and 

Technology, 2011).  In April of 2011, the ratios of special education teachers per student with 

special needs were 1:5.2 for kindergartens, 1:4.8 for elementary schools, 1:5.9 for middle 

schools, and 1:7.3 for high schools (South Korea, Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 

2011).  Also as of April 2011, special education classrooms exist in 3.0% of kindergartens, 63.6% 

of elementary schools, 46.4% of middle schools, and 32.7% of high schools.   

To conclude, the spread of inclusive education in the United States and South Korea has 

led to consistent growth of inclusive classrooms in regular schools.  Ultimately, it is significant 

to assess whether the inclusion movement in South Korea merely follows today’s widespread 

pedagogical approach.  To determine the nature of the problem, it was necessary to examine 

what teachers in South Korea thought and knew about inclusive education compared with 

teachers’ perspectives on inclusive education in the United States.  It was also necessary to 

determine the hurdles that educators in the US and South Korea face with inclusive education, 

and if they might be ready to apply teaching strategies in inclusive settings to support all 

learners while meeting the needs of special education students. 

Definition of Terms 

This section defines key concepts used for the purpose of this research study.  The 

following definitions will help inform the reader in the coming chapters and findings of this 

study.   

Accommodation refers to the changes or alterations made to methods of presentation 

or creating new ones in response to new information (Morrison, 2011). 
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Belief refers to a mental attitude of acceptance or assent toward a proposition without 

the full intellectual knowledge required to guarantee its truth. (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2008). 

Child with a disability refers to a child with intellectual disability, a hearing impairment 

(including deafness), a speech or language impairment, a visual impairment (including 

blindness), a serious emotional disturbance (referred to in this part as emotional disturbance), 

an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, other health impairments, a specific 

learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple disabilities, and who, by reason thereof, needs 

special education and related services (IDEIA, 2004). 

Cross-sectional survey design refers to a research method that collects data to make 

inferences about a population of interest (universe) at one point in time.  Cross-sectional 

surveys have been described as snapshots of the populations about which they gather data.  

Cross-sectional surveys may be repeated periodically; however, in a repeated cross-sectional 

survey, respondents to the survey at one point in time are not intentionally sampled again, 

although a respondent to one administration of the survey could be randomly selected for a 

subsequent one (Lavarakas, 2008). 

Disability is defined in the United States by the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (IDEIA).  Under the 2004 legislation of IDEIA, the federal government of the 

United States lists 13 federal educational categories of disability (Bolt & Roach, 2009; US 

Department of Education, 2006).  Table A.1 clarifies the definitions of the categories of 

disabilities for both the United States and South Korea. 

Inclusion refers to the ideology that children, regardless of ability or disability, are 

valued members of the school and classroom community.  Inclusive classrooms are places 
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where all students are integral members of classrooms, feel a connection to their peers, have 

access to rigorous and meaningful general education curricular and receive the collaborative 

support to succeed (Causton-Theoharis, 2009).   

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) refers to a law 

ensuring services to children with disabilities throughout the nation.  IDEIA governs how states 

and public agencies provide early intervention, special education and related services to infants, 

toddlers, children and youth with disabilities (IDEIA, 2004). 

Integration refers to the program that aims to involve children with diverse abilities into 

the general education classroom within a school.  Integration, unlike mainstreaming, provides 

assistance directly in the classroom by a special education teacher, as well as having the option 

for pull-out services (Collins, 2003; Loreman, Deppeler, & Harvey, 2005). 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) refers to the placement of a special education 

student into a setting that is as close to a general education setting as possible, and still allows 

the student to function successfully with appropriate supports and access to the same 

curriculum and classroom activities (Collins, 2003; Friend & Bursuck, 2002; Morrison, 2011; 

Vaugh, Bos & Schumm, 2006). 
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Table A.1  

Definitions of Disability Categories for the Two Nations: United States and South Korea 

 United Statesa South Koreab 

Specific 
Learning 

Disabilities 

A disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes involved in 
understanding or in using language, spoken 
or written, that may manifest itself in the 
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, 
write, spell, or to do mathematical 
calculations, including conditions such as 
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal 
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 
developmental aphasia. 

개인의 내적 요인으로 인하여 듣기, 
말하기, 주의집중, 지각, 기억, 문제 해결 
등의 학습기능이나 읽기, 쓰기, 수학 등 
학업 성취 영역에서 현저하게 어려움이 
있는 사람이라고 정의한다. 

[By reason of personal inner process, person 
who has a significant difficulty in learning 
function such as listening, speaking, 
concentrating, thinking, memorizing, or 
problem solving, or in academic achievement 
fields such as reading, writing, and 
calculating] 

Speech or 
Language 

Impairments 

A communication disorder, such as 
stuttering, impaired articulation, a language 
impairment, or a voice impairment, that 
adversely affects a child's educational 
performance.  

언어의 수용 및 표현 능력이 인지능력에 
비하여 현저하게 부족한 사람, 조음능력이 
현저히 부족하여 의사소통이 어려운 사람, 
말 유창성이 현저히 부족하여 의사소통이 
어려운 사람, 기능적 음성장애가 있어 
의사소통이 어려운 사람 중 어느 하나에 
해당하여 특별한 교육적 조치가 필요한 
사람을 말한다. 

[Person who needs specific educational 
treatment because of one of the following 
conditions: 
has a lack of capacity and manifestation in 
language skill compared to cognitive skill, or 
has a difficulty  in communication due to an 
inability to articulate sounds, or  
has a difficulty in communication due to 
significant lack of fluency, or 
has a functional voice impairment] 

Intellectual 
Disability 

Significantly subaverage general intellectual 
functioning, existing concurrently with 
deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested 
during the developmental period, that 
adversely affects a child's educational 
performance. 

지적 기능과 적응행동상의 어려움이 함께 
존재하여 교육적 성취에 어려움이 있는 
사람이라고 정의한다. 

[Person who has a difficulty with educational 
performance due to the concurrent existence 
of intellectual functioning and adaptive 
behavior difficulties] 

   (table continues) 
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Table A.1 (continued). 
 

 United Statesa South Koreab 

Emotional 
Disturbance 

A condition exhibiting one or more of the 
following characteristics over a long period of 
time and to a marked degree that adversely 
affects a child's educational performance:  

(A) An inability to learn that cannot be 
explained by intellectual, sensory, or health 
factors.  

(B) An inability to build or maintain 
satisfactory interpersonal relationships with 
peers and teachers.  

(C) Inappropriate types of behavior or 
feelings under normal circumstances.  

(D) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness 
or depression.  

(E) A tendency to develop physical symptoms 
or fears associated with personal or school 
problems.  

장기간에 걸쳐 다음 각 목의 어느 하나에 
해당하여, 특별한 교육 조치가 필요한 사람 

지적ㆍ감각적ㆍ건강상의 이유로 설명할 
수 없는 학습상의 어려움을 지닌 사람 

또래나 교사와의 대인관계에 어려움이 
있어학습에 어려움을 겪는 사람 

일반적인 상황에서 부적절한 행동이나 
감정을 나타내어 학습에 어려움이 있는 
사람 

전반적인 불행감이나 우울증을 나타내어 
학습에 어려움이 있는 사람 

학교나 개인 문제에 관련된 신체적인 
통증이나 공포를 나타내어 학습에 
어려움이 있는사람을 말한다 

[Person who needs specific educational 
treatment because of one or more of the 
following characteristics over a long period of 
time 

has an inability to learn that cannot be 
explained by intellectual, sensory, or health 
factors 

has an inability to build or maintain 
satisfactory interpersonal relationships with 
peers and teachers 

has a difficulty in learning due to 
inappropriate types of behavior or feelings 
under normal circumstances 

has a difficulty in learning due to a general 
pervasive mood of unhappiness or 
depression 

has a difficulty in learning due to a tendency 
to develop physical symptoms or fears 
associated with personal or school problems] 

(table continues) 
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Table A.1 (continued). 

 United Statesa South Koreab 

Hearing 
Impairments 

An impairment in hearing, whether 
permanent or fluctuating, that adversely 
affects a child's educational performance but 
that is not included under the definition of 
deafness in this section.  

청력 손실이 심하여 보청기를 착용해도 
청각을 통한 의사소통이 불가능 또는 
곤란한 상태이거나, 청력이 남아 있어도 
보청기를 착용해야 청각을 통한 
의사소통이 가능하여 청각에 의한 교육적 
성취가 어려운 사람을 말한다.  
 
[Person who is difficult or impossible to 
communicate with even with a hearing aid 
because the loss of hearing is serious or; 
person who has difficulty in educational 
performance because the person must wear 
hearing aids to communicate, although a 
residual amount of the sense of hearing may 
remain] 

Orthopedic 
Impairments 

A severe orthopedic impairment that 
adversely affects a child's educational 
performance. The term includes impairments 
caused by a congenital anomaly, 
impairments caused by disease (e.g., 
poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis), and 
impairments from other causes (e.g., 
cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or 
burns that cause contractures). 

체간 기능의 장애로 체간을 지지할 수 
없거나 곤란한 상태를 말한다. 뿐만 아니라 
상지의 기능장애로 필기가 불가능하거나 
곤란한 정도, 하지의 기능장애로 보행이 
불가능하거나 곤란한 정도를 의미한다. 

[Person who has a dysfunction of the 
structure of the limbs making it difficult or 
impossible to stand or balance. Moreover, 
the function of the upper limbs causes 
writing to be difficult or impossible, or the 
function of the lower limbs causes walking to 
be difficult or impossible.] 

Other Health 
Impairments 

having limited strength, vitality, or alertness, 
including a heightened alertness to 
environmental stimuli, that results in limited 
alertness with respect to the educational 
environment. 

만성질환으로 인하여 3개월 이상의 
장기입원 또는 통원치료 등 계속적인 
의로적 지원이 필요하여 학교생활 및 학업 
수행에 어려움이 있는 사람이라고 
정의한다 

[Person who continuously needs clinical 
support such as being hospitalized or 
receiving outpatient treatment for long time 
more than 3 months due to chronic or acute 
health problems and it adversely affects 
educational performance] 

 

  (table continues) 
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Table A.1 (continued). 

 United Statesa South Koreab 

Visual 
Impairments 

An impairment in vision that, even with 
correction, adversely affects a child's 
educational performance. The term includes 
both partial sight and blindness. 

시각계의 손상이 심하여 시각기능을 전혀 
이용하지 못하거나 보조공학기기의 
지원을 받아야 시각적 과제를 수행할 수 
있는 사람으로서 시각에 의한 학습이 
곤란하여 특정의 광학기구ㆍ학습매체 
등을 통하여 학습하거나 촉각 또는 청각을 
학습의 주요 수단으로 사용하는 
사람이라고 정의한다. 

[Person who is unable to use function of 
vision due to serious damage to eye sight or 
who mainly uses a specific supplemental 
technology device or learning tool to attend 
to visual tasks or uses the sense of touch or 
hearing as a main device for learning] 

Multiple 
disabilities 

Concomitant impairments (such as mental 
retardation-blindness or mental retardation-
orthopedic impairment), the combination of 
which causes such severe educational needs 
that they cannot be accommodated in 
special education programs solely for one of 
the impairments. Multiple disabilities does 
not include deaf-blindness. 

 

Autism 

A developmental disability significantly 
affecting verbal and nonverbal 
communication and social interaction, 
generally evident before age three, that 
adversely affects a child's educational 
performance. Other characteristics often 
associated with autism are engagement in 
repetitive activities and stereotyped 
movements, resistance to environmental 
change or change in daily routines, and 
unusual responses to sensory experiences.  

사회적 상호작용과 의사소통에 결함이 
있고, 제한적이고 반복적인 관심과 활동을 
보임으로써 교육적 성취 및 일상생활 
적응에 도움이 필요한 사람이라고 
정의한다. 

[Person who needs treatment for 
educational performance and daily routines 
due to a significant impairment in 
communication and social interaction and 
engaging in repetitive interests and activities] 

Traumatic Brain 
Injury 

An acquired injury to the brain caused by an 
external physical force, resulting in total or 
partial functional disability or psychosocial 
impairment, or both, that adversely affects a 
child's educational performance. Traumatic 
brain injury applies to open or closed head 
injuries resulting in impairments in one or 
more areas, such as cognition; language; 
memory; attention; reasoning; abstract 
thinking; judgment; problem-solving; 
sensory, perceptual, and motor abilities; 
psychosocial behavior; physical functions; 

 

(table continues) 
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information processing; and speech. 
Traumatic brain injury does not apply to 
brain injuries that are congenital or 
degenerative, or to brain injuries induced by 
birth trauma.  

Developmental 
Delay 

A delay in one or more of the following 
areas: physical development; cognitive 
development; communication; social or 
emotional development; or adaptive 
development. 

신체, 인지, 의사소통, 사회ㆍ정서, 
적응행동 중 하나 이상의 발달이 또래에 
비하여 현저하게 지체되어 특별한 교육적 
조치가 필요한 영아 및 9세 미만의 
아동이라고 정의한다. 

[Child under 9years old who delays in one or 
more of the following areas: physical 
development; cognitive development; 
communication; social or emotional 
development comparing to typically growing 
peers] 

Deaf-blindness 

Concomitant hearing and visual impairments, 
the combination of which causes such severe 
communication and other developmental 
and educational needs that they cannot be 
accommodated in special education 
programs solely for children with deafness or 
children with blindness.  

 

Deaf 

A hearing impairment that is so severe that 
the child is impaired in processing linguistic 
information through hearing, with or without 
amplification that adversely affects a child's 
educational performance.  

 

Others 

 대통령령으로 정하는 장애 

[Person who is disabled as prescribed by the 
presidential decree] 

Note. aDefinition of disability categories of the US is from IDEIA (2004).  bDefinition of disability categories of South Korea is 
from Korea National Institute for Special Education (n.d.). 
 

Research Questions 

The study explored:  

(1) To what extent, if any, do PreK-6 teachers agree to inclusive education?   

(2) To what extent, if any, do general educators and special educators have different 

beliefs toward inclusion? 

Table A.1 (continued). 
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(3) To what extent, if any, are PreK-6 teachers’ beliefs in the United States, similar to 

and different from, beliefs of teachers in South Korea, regarding accommodation for 

differing types of disabilities?   

(4) To what extent, if any, are PreK-6 teachers’ beliefs in the United States, similar to 

and different from, beliefs of teachers in South Korea, regarding preparedness for 

differing types of disabilities?   

(5) What kinds of barriers against inclusive practices are educators facing? 

(6) What supports do PreK-6 teachers suggest will improve inclusive practices? 
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Theoretical Framework 

  Children are born with an innate urge to connect with the people and things in the 

world.  Therefore, the theoretical framework for this study is based on Urie Bronfenbrenner’s 

(1917-2005) ecological systems theory.  The ecological system model creates a structure that 

can be broken down into its parts and analyzed to assist with decisions in regard to the 

educational needs of the child and appropriate placement (Odom et al., 2004).  Bronfenbrenner 

(1979) described his theory of ecological systems in the text Ecology of Human Development to 

explain how everything in a child and the environment surrounding the child affect the child’s 

growth and development.  He labeled different aspects or levels of the environment that 

influence children's development, including the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, 

the macrosystem and the chronosystem (Swick & Williams, 2006), and theorized human 

development as a process in which interactions occur within and across each system (Duerden, 

2010).   

The ecological model described children within a microsystem which included their 

family and school environment (Hanson et al., 2001).  The microsystem is made up of the 

people and circumstances immediately affecting the child’s learning socially, physically, and 

psychologically.  The most significant impact the microsystem makes is its influence on the 

child’s ability to trust and bond with others.  Without question, the family is first microsystem 

the child interacts with and where the child learns how to live (Swick & Williams, 2006).   

The mesosystem is an interrelation of two of the child’s microsystems such as the 

relationship between the home and school, home and church, etc. (Bronfenbrenner, 1994).  

The exosystem is made up of the interrelation between at least two settings: One of which does 
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not contain the child but does include events that indirectly influence processes in the setting in 

which the child lives (e.g., for a child, the relation between the home and the parent’s 

workplace; Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Stacks, 2005).  The effects can be supportive (such as a 

stimulating home environment with educational after school activities) or destructive (such as 

abuse or neglect).  The macrosystem is the larger systems of cultural beliefs, social values, 

material resources, and political trends, which have a powerful influence over people’s lives 

(Swick & Williams, 2006).  Bronfenbrenner explained the macrosystem as a ubiquitous power 

that partially controls the daily functioning and creates groundwork for all of the other systems.   

The last system, the chronosystem, adds the dimension of time into the organization.  

The chronosystem accounts for consistency or change in the person, environment or any part 

of the other systems over time (e.g., change in the family structure, moving to a new home or 

school, etc.; Bronfenbrenner, 1994).  Essentially, today’s children have many opportunities to 

experience a wide range of technology in education and entertainment that impact children’s 

developmental progress (McPake & Plowman, 2010; Morrison, 2011).   

The ecological system theory views a child’s development within the context of the 

relationships formed within the environment.  An environment that a child is a part of is a 

significant factor that affects the development of the child’s character.  As the environment or 

the surrounding conditions change, the child is gradually able to determine the boundaries and 

adapt to the new conditions (Scott, 1980).  In regard to this logic, the different educational 

environments for children with special needs may contribute to the behavioral differences by 

different interactions and their changing roles.  Children may create different modus of 

operandi in each setting: academic, social, and interpersonal behaviors. 
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Bronfenbrenner’s theory complements the philosophy of inclusion that children’s 

development and characteristics are influenced by the environments surrounding them.  In fact, 

inclusion is providing different learning environments for students both with and without 

disabilities.  The impact of inclusion provides different developmental environments for 

students with and without disabilities, and results in students’ behaviors or conception toward 

their lives being shaped differently.  Thus, understanding Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model is 

meaningful for the current study.   

Views on Inclusive Education Systems 

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, which was passed in 1975, had a lasting 

impact on public education in the United States (Bakken, 2010).  The new guidelines of the law 

fundamentally changed special education policy and procedures.  Special needs students could 

be educated in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), meaning they should be placed in 

regular education classrooms as much as possible and in programs supporting their educational 

needs.  The federal government revised and reauthorized the legislation five times since its 

original passage.  With the reauthorization in 1990, the law was renamed to the Individuals 

with Disabilities Educational Act (IDEA; Bakken, 2010).  The Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act (P.L. 108-446, IDEIA), the latest reauthorization and revision of 

IDEA, was signed into law in 2004 and included Part B for school-aged children and Part C for 

infants and toddlers. 

Many studies in the past 50 years have surveyed people’s opinions and attitudes toward 

students with disabilities (Bardon & Widaman, 2007; Siperstein, Parker, Bardon, & Widaman, 

2007).  Although an important goal in education recently has been the movement toward 
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inclusive environments, making a decision to place a student in an inclusive classroom or retain 

a student in a self-contained setting has been a controversial matter in education and is gaining 

much attention as a result (Buch & Valeo, 2004; Obiakor, Bakken, & Rotatori, 2010).   

Advocates of Inclusion 

By the early 1980s, mainstreaming had become a dominant concern in education.  

School professionals and members of the public who worked with individuals with disabilities, 

began to shift their attention to including students with special needs in society and schools 

(Osgood, 2005).  Susan and William Stainback published the article A Rationale for the Merger 

of Special and Regular Education in 1984, and it became an influential statement on the topic of 

mainstreaming special education.  They advocated that the attention should turn from deciding 

who does or does not qualify for education in the general education classroom to finding ways 

to meet the needs of all students with learning difficulties (Osgood, 2005).  Also, the federal 

government backed the idea of restructuring special education along with educational scholars.  

In her presentation in December of 1985, Madeleine Will, the assistant secretary for the office 

of special education and rehabilitative services in the US Department of Education, suggested 

the need for a shared responsibility and partnership in schools that emphasized collaboration 

between all school colleagues for the benefit of student learning and to eliminate barriers 

between regular and special education (Osgood, 2005).   

In 1987, in the November issue of the Harvard Educational Review, Alan Gartner and 

Dorothy Lipsky at the City University of New York presented their vision of public education for 

all children including students in special needs programs in an educational system that 

operated beyond special education.  They argued that the Public Law 94-142: Education of All 
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Handicapped Children Act, created some undesirable outcomes to encourage most children to 

be placed in segregated learning environments under special education services by confusing 

and abusing the category of learning disability.  Gartner and Lipsky insisted on developing a 

merged and unitary system that rejected any division between children with and without 

disabilities while embracing effective practices for all students.  Advocates of the concept of 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) professed that successful inclusive placement exposes 

special education students to age-appropriate curriculum, provides them with the opportunity 

to learn positive social peer interaction and attitudes in a general classroom setting, as well as 

brings about more awareness and social acceptance by general education children (Rice, 2003; 

Siperstein et al., 2007; Watnick & Sacks, 2006).   

Children’s capacities for being aware and describing details about a particular disability 

depend on their cognitive and developmental stages (Diamond & Innes, 2001).  Therefore, 

advocates believe that the inclusive approach works best especially in early childhood because 

young children’s perspectives are not firmly established in this early stage of development 

(Buysse & Bailey, 1993).  Because preschool children are in a phase where they are gaining an 

awareness of sensory and physical disabilities, they display more tolerant attitudes rather than 

teasing or rejecting their exceptional peers.  Subsequently, the affirmative interactions 

between the preschool children and their special needs peers naturally lead to acceptance of 

individuals with disabilities (Buysse & Bailey, 1993).  Even though children’s knowledge about 

disabilities is similar between those who are taught with special needs peers and those who are 

not placed in inclusive settings, children accustomed to having peers with disabilities build a 

better understanding and acceptance for people with disabilities in the future (Diamond & 
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Innes, 2001).  Advocates reason that segregated classroom settings cannot deliver a meaningful 

balance between the skills being learned and the application of those skills into practical grade 

level activities and cannot reproduce an environment with peer interactions that are critical for 

growth in social skills and necessary for learning (Tetzchner, Brekke, Sjothun, & Grindheim, 

2005).  Advocates believe that interacting with typically developing peers is very essential 

opportunity for students with disabilities because students gain self-efficacy and confidence in 

their own abilities while learning acceptable and appropriable behaviors from their general 

education peers (Downing, 2010).  Advocates suggest typically developing peers act as positive 

role models for students with disabilities (Bunch & Valeo, 2004).  Even more, advocates 

associate separated special education with higher costs than inclusion (Jones, Thorn, Chow, 

Thompson, & Wilde, 2002; Odom et al, 2001).  

Rice (2003) highlighted the difficulty in defining an exact measure that justifies removing 

a student from a regular education classroom.  She questioned the degree of measurement by 

asking how many points on an intelligence quotient (IQ) test or the severity and number of 

physical limitations it would take to judge that a student needs special placement away from a 

general education classroom.  She believed that the manifestation of any disability varies 

depending on how it is managed.  She illustrated the case of students with intellectual 

disabilities to demonstrate how perceptions of disabilities evolve and change.  Rice compared 

the differing situations in two states.  First, in Ohio, a student who scores lower than 80 on an 

IQ test would be classified as intellectually impaired and be educated in a separate classroom.  

The same student would not meet the criteria for special education in Kentucky and would be 

taught in a regular education classroom.  Rice concluded that with modifications to the 
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curriculum and assistance from teachers and aides, a student with identified needs can benefit 

more successfully in a general education classroom rather than in a separate placement.   

Many studies about inclusive education have resulted in positive outcomes.  McDonnell 

et al. (2003) studied 14 students with disabilities.  Five students were developmentally delayed 

and intellectually disabled; three had multiple disabilities; one was autistic, and their average IQ 

was 54.6.  McDonnell et al. used the Scales of Independent Behavior-Revised (SIB-R) to measure 

the 14 students’ achievement and found positive results in adaptive behavior, social and 

communication skills, and community living.  Among the 14 children, the 13 students with 

disabilities were taught in general education classrooms and showed increased scores from 

pretest to posttest with no indication of negative impact on the achievement test scores of the 

students without disabilities.  Also, Demeris, Childs, and Jordan (2007) used data from 1997-

1998 third grade assessments in Ontario, Canada and showed that students without disabilities 

in a third grade classroom did not experience negative results on the provincial assessments for 

reading, writing, and mathematics.  Even though the mathematics scores indicated a small 

amount of difference, the influence on the score was even less than the effect from class size or 

socioeconomic status.  Rafferty, Piscitelli, and Boettcher (2003) found no differences in 

cognitive level, academics, or language development between the children with disabilities in 

integrated classes and those in non-integrated classes; however, the post-test results revealed 

a difference in social interaction with the children in the integrated classes scoring higher than 

those not in the integrated classes.   

The 1954 Supreme Court case of Brown v. the Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas 

opened the doors for families and educators to initiate discussion for equal educational 
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opportunity for students with disabilities.  Since then, the same fundamental idea behind the 

Brown ruling (i.e., all children must be provided equal access to schooling and it is a human 

right) has been applied in the same way for those advocating for the inclusion of special 

education children into general classrooms (Mutua & Siders, 2010).  Up to today, legislation 

such as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 and its reauthorizations up to 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004; lawsuits including Brown v. 

the Board of Education (1954), Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971), Mills v. the Board of Education of the District of 

Columbia (1972), and Oberti v. the Board of Education Borough of Clementon School District 

(1993); educational organizations including the Council for Exceptional Children, National 

Association of State Boards of Education, National Education Association, National Joint Council 

on Learning Disabilities, and Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps; and advocates and 

educators have supported inclusion and placing children with disabilities in general education 

classes.  They believe that inclusion is an ideal approach that provides students the opportunity 

to an appropriate education and that the practice should continue to be supported.   

Opponents of Inclusion 

Opponents of inclusion believe (a) certain barriers in the general education setting 

hinder learning for students with disabilities; (b) no complete consensus on the definition and 

methods of inclusion has been developed; and (c) therefore, pinpointing exactly what people 

mean when they talk about inclusion is difficult (Bakken, 2010; Collins, 2003).  Some 

professionals (e.g., Buysse & Bailey, 1993; Holahan & Costenbader, 2000; Lamorey & Bricker, 

1993; Pugach & Warger, 2001) have expressed that simply placing a child with disabilities in a 
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general education classroom does not work if educators do not provide structured guidance 

and social interventions that facilitate interaction between students with and without 

disabilities.  Educators who believe students with special needs should have the opportunity to 

remain in separate classrooms reason that segregation is necessary because it ensures 

educators can provide appropriate educational services according to the needs of the learner.  

Special education students who develop at a delayed rate compared to that of their typical peer 

groups need adapted instruction such as individualized, examined, appraised, and modified 

curriculum, from special educators who are specifically trained to develop specialized 

instruction (Bakken, 2010).  Opponents believe the overarching theme of IDEA is every child 

receiving an individualized education plan (IEP) that accommodates the specific needs of the 

child (Collins, 2003).  They contend that mandatory placement of a student with special needs 

into a general education classroom contradicts the main goal of IDEA, which is to place the 

student in the environment that is most fitting for his or her needs.  Opponents suggest that 

inclusion forces the placement of students with special needs into general education 

environments, and consequently, removes any possibility for a more suitable alternative 

placement (Collins, 2003).  Furthermore, these opponents count inclusion as an attempt to cut 

costs associated with more intensive services in special education classrooms.   

Bakken (2010) addressed some obstacles that need to be overcome before a full 

inclusion program could be effective: (a) New special education teachers, who are just 

beginning, recognize difficulties when they teach general education curricula to special needs 

children in an inclusive setting; (b) General education teachers are uncertain if they would be 

able to guide all levels of children to academic success; and (c) General education teachers also 



 

90 

fear the possibility of distractions and low academic performance from students with special 

needs, which will be harmful for both general and special education students.  Collins (2003) 

reinforced this point by making a reasonable case for placing deaf students and students with 

hearing difficulties together in the same classroom.  He believed the students can be a part of a 

community where their peers have similar disabilities, ensuring that they environment enables 

the students to learn and communicate with American Sign Language (ASL) better as well as 

developing a network among peers who may be in the best position to provide support to each 

other.  He argued students with disabilities have recognized special needs; hence they need 

special services for their needs.  He emphasized the disability should not treated the same as in 

the case of Brown v,. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, where the decision banned 

segregated facilities for African-American and White students by ruling that separate facilities is 

inherently unequal.   

Results from studies conducted on the academic achievement of students placed in 

varying settings have revealed that inclusive settings are not always the best for meeting the 

educational needs of students with disabilities.  Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) synthesized 

data from 1958 to 1995 and revealed barriers to inclusion and difficulties that educators 

expressed about inclusive environments.  Results showed (a) a minority of teachers thought 

that students with disabilities receive the most benefit from being placed in a general education 

classroom; (b) the majority of teachers agreed that there is not enough time to plan; and (c) a 

large percentage of teachers showed concern about special education students creating 

discipline problems such as disrupting the learning environment of the classroom (Scruggs & 

Mastropieri, 1996).  According to their report, general education teachers’ willingness to teach 
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a student with disabilities varied depending on the severity of the student’s disability and how 

much responsibility the student with the disability added to the general education teacher’s 

general education classroom duties.  Oh’s (2008) research study in South Korea examined the 

attitudes of 54, fourth through sixth grade school teachers who taught in inclusive classroom 

settings.  Oh revealed that teachers who have had more experience in inclusive settings actually 

developed more negative opinions toward inclusive education.  

The Learning Disabilities Association of America (LDA, 1993) does not support inclusion 

and has insisted that: 

Many students with learning disabilities benefit from being served in the regular 

education classroom.  However, the regular education classroom is not the appropriate 

placement for a number of students with Learning Disabilities who may need alternative 

instructional environments, teaching strategies, and/or materials that cannot or will not 

be provided within the context of a regular classroom placement. 

LDA believes that decisions regarding educational placement of students with 

disabilities must be based on the needs of each individual student rather than 

administrative convenience or budgetary considerations. (p. 594) 

LDA concluded by emphasizing that placing all children with special needs in general 

educational settings violates the fundamental idea of IDEA, which mandates the placement of 

all children in resource or special classrooms on the basis of their specific learning needs.  

Both advocates and opponents of inclusion have some reasonable insights about 

inclusion.  Jenkins, Speltz, and Odom (1985) found that preschool children with mild disabilities 

in integrated classrooms with comparable curriculum did not significantly differ from children in 
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the segregated settings on the posttest for cognition, language, and pre-academic, fine motor, 

and social skills.  In other words, the young children demonstrated similar outcomes in an 

inclusive environment in which specific and carefully planned individual interventions are 

absent (Holahan & Costenbader, 2000; Jenkins, Odom, & Speltz, 1989).  However, a follow up 

study conducted by Jenkins et al. (1989), placed children with mild and moderate special 

needs−Communication Disorder, Behavior Disorders, Mild Intellectual Impairment, Moderate 

Intellectual Impairment, and Physical Impairment−into integrated and segregated special 

education settings, and then provided them with planned and structured curricular practices.  

The results indicated the special needs students showed an increased amount of interaction 

with their typically developing peers by increasing the use of language skills such as frequent 

speaking and listening.  Through the outcomes from the Jenkins et al. (1985) and Jenkins et al., 

(1989) studies, it is inferred that including students with disabilities in mainstream classrooms 

does not cause social interaction to occur automatically but that educators may need a highly 

developed degree of experience for inclusive settings.   

Furthermore, Cook, Cameron, and Tankersley (2007) suggested a situation where a 

teacher is a supporter of the inclusion model but unable to interact with the special needs 

student in a manner that leads to the learning outcomes inclusion intends to provide.  

Conversely, it is possible that a teacher who is opposed to the inclusion model may be very 

good at implementing instruction that is differentiated and matches to the learning needs of 

the special needs students included in his or her classroom.  In conclusion, despite the ideology 

of inclusive education remaining a debatable issue, litigation and court rulings have played 
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major roles in establishing and enforcing requirements for including students with disabilities in 

general education settings.   

Attitudes of Different Viewpoints toward Inclusion 

Inclusive educational practices are based on informed decisions with regard to many 

factors including a student’s individual experiences, family values, aspects of the classroom 

environment, instructional practices and policies, and values of the community and society 

(Hanson et al., 2001).  The experiences from the inclusive practice shape attitudes.  Because of 

the impact of attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion are huge, becoming aware of attitudes is 

also an important process. 

General Educators’ Attitudes Concerning Inclusion 

 General education teachers have repetitively demonstrated a less than positive attitude 

toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Ross-Hill, 

2009).  General education teachers often think that inclusion would not provide much benefit 

for students with special needs other than social interaction (Priestley & Rabiee, 2002).  Scruggs 

and Mastropieri (1996) synthesized over 20 research studies about teachers’ attitudes toward 

the integration of students with disabilities into their classroom, and in the studies, only about 

half of the general education teachers and two thirds of special education teachers indicated 

they believed integration could provide any benefit.  Then, 53.4% of teachers had a desire to 

teach students with disabilities; however, only low percentages of teachers supported including 

children with severe disabilities (Scruggs &Mastropieri, 1996).   

Oh’s (2008) study, in which participants were 54 general education teachers in inclusive 

settings in Daegu, South Korea, also showed most of the teachers had negative attitudes for 
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special education students’ academic benefits.  In fact, secondary school teachers tend to 

report less agreement toward inclusion than elementary school teachers, possibly due to a 

perception that special education students will lower their overall scores on achievement tests 

(Berry, 2010).  Especially, high school teachers view inclusion as a complication that is an 

additional problem to their regular teaching duties and responsibilities because the public 

expects high school students to have life readiness skills, which are relevant to the demanding 

challenges they will face as contributing members of society (Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 

2000-2001).  Thus, inclusion may be a serious issue for high school educators, who should 

prepare curriculum which will satisfy the graduation requirements of all students and increase 

skills over all in broad contexts such as academic, social, cognitive, and technological areas.  

Regrettably, teachers are less likely to give ample effort for students with special needs due to 

negative attitudes about students with disabilities in their classrooms and about their abilities.  

As a consequence, less instruction is provided to students with disabilities because academic 

expectations are lower for those students (Smith, 2010). 

Teachers’ positive or negative views toward inclusive settings or integrating students 

with special needs in the general education classroom are significantly related to their 

experiences or knowledge (Oh, 2008; Smith, 2010; Van Reusen et al., 2000-2001).  If a teacher 

accepts a student with disability, general education students would also be accepting (Bunch & 

Valeo, 2004).  For that reason, a teacher’s attitude toward inclusive education is a very critical 

factor for integrating students with disabilities.  Teachers who have extended training present 

more positive attitudes (Oh, 2008; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996).  Therefore, teacher 
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education programs must make sure to offer essential skills and experiences that support 

delivering appropriate instruction to students with disabilities in general education classrooms.   

Peers’ Attitudes Concerning Inclusion 

Since Public Law 94-142 (1975) mandated that children with disabilities be educated in 

the least restrictive environment, much of the research has been focused on the attitudes of 

children (Etscheidt, 2006; Siperstein et al., 2007).  Even though inclusive education advocates 

proclaim its benefits, core concerns remain on classmates’ acceptance of students with 

disabilities (Nowicki & Sandieson, 2002).  In past studies, students generally have shown more 

negative attitudes toward peers with disabilities than peers without disabilities (Vignes et al., 

2009).  One result from Bunch and Valeo’s (2004) study, which was conducted by interviewing 

participating students (i.e., elementary and secondary students with disabilities: 30 from 

segregated and 21 from inclusive classrooms) was that general education students in inclusive 

classrooms had friendships with peers with disabilities whereas typical students from 

segregated school environment (i.e., separated general and special education classroom) did 

not.  Bunch and Valeo emphasized social and academic interaction between general education 

students and their peers with disabilities develop very differently in schools depending on the 

structures of placements for educating students with and without disabilities.  Furthermore, 

children’s negative attitudes mostly form toward people with intellectual disabilities (Godeau et 

al., 2010).  Students with intellectual disabilities are socially shunned, perhaps in part, due to 

the negative perceptions held by their peers without intellectual disabilities.  Siperstein et al. 

(2007) concluded that youth have negative perceptions toward their peers with intellectual 

disabilities after conducting a nationwide survey to measure several aspects regarding the 
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attitudes youth have toward their peers with intellectual disabilities.  The participants were 

5,837 selected seventh and eighth grade public middle school students without disabilities in 

the US.  The outcomes of the study were that the participants interacted very little with their 

classmates who had intellectual disabilities; the participants did not see peers with an 

intellectual disability as potential friends; and the participants believed inclusion would help 

them form a positive concept but also had a negative effect on them academically.  The results 

indicated that the students supported inclusion in nonacademic classes (e.g., physical education) 

but did not support it for classes focused on academics.  Siperstein et al. also revealed no 

difference in attitude among students who had classmates with an intellectual disability and 

those who did not have classmates with an intellectual disability.  Oh (2008) surveyed 1,666 

fourth through sixth grade students about their attitudes toward their peers’ with disabilities in 

Daegu, South Korea, and the typically developing participants showed a negative attitude 

toward including students with an intellectual disability in their general education classrooms.   

There is a small difference toward individuals with disabilities between genders.  Some research 

studies (e.g., Han, 2008; Nowicki & Sandieson, 2002; Oh, 2008; Siperstein et al., 2007; Vignes et 

al., 2009) showed female students hold more a positive attitude overall.  Similarly, Lee (2011) 

examined 221 elementary students’ attitudes toward children with disabilities and showed the 

outcome that girls presented a more positive attitude toward their peers with disabilities.  

Students’ negative attitudes toward peers with disabilities in schools are normally considered 

as a major barrier to complete social inclusion (Godeau et al., 2010).  Therefore, promoting 

positive attitudes toward peers with disabilities is an essential aspect of inclusion.   
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Parents’ Attitudes Concerning Inclusion 

It is generally accepted that one essential component needed for an educational 

initiative to succeed is parental support (e.g., Yssel, Engelbrecht, Oswald, Eloff, & Swart, 2007). 

Therefore, the assessment of parental factors has been considered carefully, and their roles in 

schools have become more dependent for their children’s educational growth.  Studies have 

proven that parents of children with and without disabilities usually think positively about 

including students with special education into the general classroom (Jones, Thorn, Chow, 

Thompson, & Wilde, 2002; Nugent, 2007; Peck, Staub, Gallucci, & Schwartz, 2004; Tafa & 

Manolitsis, 2003).   

Peck et al. (2004) conducted a study consisting of 389 participating parents of students 

without disabilities in six elementary schools in the Pacific Northwest of the US.  Through the 

survey analysis, Peck et al. found that 87% of the parents of typically growing children were 

supportive of a general education classroom in which children with disabilities were included 

with their children (i.e., 12% of parents were neutral and 1% of parents were negative).  In their 

study, parents’ major negative concern about inclusion related to behavioral disruptions caused 

by children with disabilities taking up too much of the teacher’s attention.  In another study, 

Yssel et al. (2007) conducted discussion and interviews with 42 parents of children with 

disabilities from two countries (i.e., 32 from South Africa and 10 from US) for their research 

study.  The parents in the study advocated for inclusion and had a strong will to involve 

themselves in the teacher-parent relationship to be supportive.  In Jung’s (2007) study of 85 

parent participants in South Korea, the parents were overall supportive for inclusive education 

and held more positive attitudes than teachers about the educational benefits for their special 
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needs children in inclusive settings.  They believed their children with disabilities would 

improve social and emotional behaviors without negatively impacting classmates’ academic 

achievement. 

Comparing to the results that parents of children with and without disabilities usually 

showed positive attitudes about including students with special education into the general 

classroom, Palmer, Fuller, Arora, and Nelson (2001) showed a lower percentage of parent 

attitudes toward inclusion of children with severe disabilities.  Palmer et al. (2001) administered 

the survey to 460 participants who had children with severe disabilities in North Orange County, 

California of the US.  Interestingly, only 45% of the parents of children with severe disabilities 

expressed positive perceptions toward inclusion.  Palmer et al. concluded that parents of 

students with special needs would be likely to support a program if they believed it would 

create a more stimulating and challenging environment with higher expectations and if it 

expressed the benefits that general education students would receive by learning together with 

students with disabilities.  On the other hand, Palmer et al. found the three main negative 

perceptions from parents who opposed including their children with severe disabilities in the 

general education settings were concerned about (a) the severity of their child’s disability 

limited any benefits received from participation in a general education setting (cf., Tafa & 

Manolitsis, 2003); (b) their children requiring more care and attention, distracting or 

overburdening general education teachers or classmates; and (c) the mission of the general 

classroom settings to teach academic skills rather than to fulfill their children’s needs for basic 

living skills and vocational training (cf., Tafa & Manolitsis, 2003).  Tafa and Manolitsis (2003) 

reviewed the attitudes of 290 parents of typically developing Greek kindergarten children 
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toward inclusive education.  The Greek parents also had positive attitudes toward inclusive 

education but showed concern when children with severe disabilities. such severe behavior 

problems or an intellectual disability. were included in the classroom.   

As a pattern, the parents of students with difficulties support inclusion less often than 

parents of students who are highly able (Palmer et al., 2001; Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998).  

Regarding the parents’ educational status, Stoiber et al. (1998) indicated that parents who were 

college graduates had more positive attitudes than parents with high school diplomas, and 

parents with fewer children showed a more positive attitude than parents with more children.   

Parents usually consider where their children are happier rather than their learning 

outcomes as the most significant measurement (Nugent, 2007).  Parents commonly judge a 

school program based on observable conditions such as the presence of a caring teacher and 

their child’s sense of comfort and happiness (Palmer et al., 2001).  Most parents of children 

with disabilities respect inclusive programs as a process, which leads their children to achieve 

successful socialization through interacting with and learning from their general education 

peers (Hanson et al., 2001; Priestley & Rabiee, 2002).   

In conclusion, the attitudes of teachers, students, and parents toward inclusive 

classrooms, conceptually, are formed by their feelings or emotions, behavior expectations, and 

beliefs and knowledge (Vignes et al., 2009).  Attitudes of people around children with 

disabilities can change; however, effort, creativity, and commitment are necessary to 

reconstruct perspectives.  In order to change negative beliefs or attitudes about inclusion, 

positive experiences need to be created as a vital component for change to replace the old 

attitudes.  Positive attitudes toward peers with disabilities develop with support and are 
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promoted by family members, educators, and people in the community (Han, Ostrosky, & 

Diamond, 2006). 
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The purpose of the study was to evaluate if the movement toward inclusive education is 

an effective reform in South Korea by comparing the rates of special need children in each 

category of disability between the two nations and surveying teachers’ beliefs toward inclusion.  

The study evaluated and discovered the perceptions of teachers in the United States and 

teachers in South Korea, on inclusive education, and assessed if they feel confident for using 

the teaching strategies on inclusion issues that support diverse learners.  The study also aimed 

to explore practices that might facilitate the implementation of successful inclusion in the two 

nations and to reveal what factors become barriers for effective inclusive classroom settings.  A 

cross-sectional survey design, which allows researchers to compare many different variables at 

the same time, was used to answer the research questions from the collected quantitative data.  

The study explored:  

(1) To what extent, if any, do PreK-6 teachers agree to inclusive education?   

(2) To what extent, if any, do general educators and special educators have different beliefs 

toward inclusion? 

(3) To what extent, if any, are PreK-6 teachers’ beliefs in the United States, similar to and 

different from, beliefs of teachers in South Korea, regarding accommodation for differing 

types of disabilities?   

(4) To what extent, if any, are PreK-6 teachers’ beliefs in the United States, similar to and 

different from, beliefs of teachers in South Korea, regarding preparedness for differing 

types of disabilities?   

(5) What kinds of barriers against inclusive practices are educators facing? 

(6) What supports do PreK-6 teachers suggest will improve inclusive practices? 
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The Research Participants 

The participants were elementary school teachers in the United States and South Korea.  

The elementary school teachers taught grades from preK through sixth grade.  Teachers in the 

US and South Korea were contacted by email.  For the email addresses of teachers in each of 

the 50 states of the US, the websites of public elementary schools were visited, which were 

found from the resource website for elementary schools (elementaryschools.org, n.d.; 

DonMoney, n.d.).  In detail, as the first step, websites that would list all schools in the US and 

South Korea were searched, and elementaryschools.org and DonMoney were chosen.  Then, to 

get elementary schools’ names and locations, the websites by each state were searched and 

the first city, which is displayed by alphabetical order in the website, was visited 

(elementaryschools.org for the US and Donmoney for South Korea).  If the state did not have a 

city name starting ‘A,’ the city name starting with ‘B’ was selected (e.g., Delaware State).  Then, 

with the name of an elementary school, the school’s homepage was found and 10 teachers who 

represented general education teachers at each grade level, special curricular teachers and 

special education teachers, were selected.  Most of the US public schools had teachers’ email 

addresses in the staff directory but many Korea elementary schools did not post teachers’ email 

addresses in the school website for the public to access.  Therefore, when the school did not 

have teachers’ email addresses, the selection moved on to the next listed school.  An email was 

sent to 780 teachers in the US and 490 teachers in South Korea asking them to complete the 

survey with a link included to the survey webpage (i.e., http://www.surveymonkey.com/).  A 

total of 94 (12%) teachers from the US and 69 (14.1%) teachers from South Korea responded 

for the survey (see Table C.1).  However, only 74 (9.5%) responses from US and 54 (11%) 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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responses from South Korea whose surveys were completely answered were selected for the 

current study.  The survey started and data was collected from October, 2011 to November, 

2012.  During the data collection, if no one responded from one state, an additional 10 emails 

were sent to new participants in next city by alphabetical order.  Since the participants were 

randomly selected, their socioeconomic status was not considered in this study and gender was 

also ignored because the number of responses from male teachers would have been too low to 

make a generalization.  Before being asked to start the survey, participants were advised that (a) 

participant name is not required, (b) demographic information will be confidential, and (c) their 

participation is voluntary.   

Table C.1 

Response Count 

US  South Korea 

State Response Count  Region Response Count 

AL 1  Seoul 14 
AK 1  Gyong-gi 10 
AZ 5  Gang-won 6 
AR 1  Choong-cheong 13 
CA 4  Jeon-la 8 
CO 1  Gyong-sang 13 
CT 2  Je-ju 5 
DE 1    
FL 1    
GA 1    
HI 2    
ID 1    
IL 1    
IN 2    
IA 1    
KS 1    
KY 1    

(table continues) 
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Table C.1 (continued). 

US  South Korea 

State Response Count  Region Response Count 

LA 1    
ME 2    
MD 4    
MA 2    
MI 1    
MN 1    
MS 3    
MO 4    
MT 1    
NE 1    
NV 1    
NH 4    
NJ 1    

NM 1    
NY 1    
NC 2    
ND 1    
OH 3    
OK 1    
OR 2    
PA 0    
RI 2    
SC 3    
SD 1    
TN 3    
TX 6    
UT 3    
VT 2    
VA 2    
WA 1    
WV 2    
WI 3    
WY 2    

Total 94   69 
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ANOVA Summary Tables for Research Question 1 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine how much one variable is 

partitioned into dependent variables, which were the three subscales of MTAI in the current 

study.   

Table C.2 

ANOVA Summary: 3 Subscales (Core Perspectives, Expected Outcomes and Classroom Practices) 
and Full Scale by 3 Factors (Education, Training, and Experience) 
 

Factor Country Scale SS df MS F Sig. 

Education 

US 

Core perspectives 171.527 1 171.527 3.737 .057 
 3304.635 72 45.898   
 3476.162 73    
      

Expected Outcomes 184.479 1 184.479 3.441 .068 
 3859.535 72 53.605   
 4044.014 73    
      

Classroom Practices 13.480 1 13.480 .737 .393 
 1316.857 72 18.290   
 1330.338 73    
      

Full Scale 921.164 1 921.164 3.171 .079 
 20913.971 72 290.472   
 21835.135 73    

S. Korea 

Core perspectives 51.810 1 51.810 1.685 .200 
 1599.227 52 30.754   
 1651.037 53    
      

Expected Outcomes 18.136 1 18.136 .830 .367 
 1136.698 52 21.860   
 1154.833 53    
      

Classroom Practices .758 1 .758 .080 .778 
 492.075 52 9.463   
 492.833 53    
      

Full Scale 112.059 1 112.059 1.015 .318 
 5743.423 52 110.450   

  5855.481 53    
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Table C.2 (continued). 

Factor Country Scale SS df MS F Sig. 

Training 

US 

Core perspectives 386.701 1 386..701 9.012 .004* 
 3089.462 72 42.909   
 3476.162 73    
      

Expected Outcomes 350.573 1 350.573 6.834 .011* 
 3693.441 72 51.298   
 4044.014 73    
      

Classroom Practices 70.742 1 70.742 4.044 .048* 
 1259.596 72 17.494   
 1330.338 73    
      

Full Scale 2190.156 1 2190.156 8.027 .006* 
 19644.979 72 272.847   
 21835.135 73    
      

S. Korea 

Core perspectives 51.810 1 51.810 1.685 .200 
 1599.227 52 30.754   
 1651.037 53    
      

Expected Outcomes 26.472 1 26.472 1.220 .274 
 1128.361 52 21.699   
 1154.833 53    
      

Classroom Practices 18.136 1 18.136 1.987 .165 
 474.698 52 9.129   
 492.833 53    
      

Full Scale 39.833 1 39.833 .356 .553 
 5815.648 52 111.839   

  5855.481 53    
Note. *p < .05. 

 
(table continues) 
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Table C.2 (continued). 

Factor Country Scale SS df MS F Sig. 

Experience 

US 

Core perspectives 185.544 4 46.636 .978 .425 
 3289.618 69 47.676   
 3476.162 73    
      

Expected Outcomes 159.586 4 39.897 .709 .589 
 3884.427 69 56.296   
 4044.014 73    
      

Classroom Practices 21.428 4 5.357 .282 .888 
 1308.910 69 18.970   
 1330.338 73    
      

Full Scale 916.716 4 229.179 .756 .558 
 20918.419 69 303.165   
 21835.135 73    
      

S. Korea 

Core perspectives 85.940 4 21.485 .673 .614 
 1565.097 49 31.941   
 1651.037 53    
      

Expected Outcomes 25.574 4 6.394 .277 .891 
 1129.259 49 23.046   
 1154.833 53    
      

Classroom Practices 42.507 4 10.627 1.156 .342 
 450.327 49 9.190   
 492.833 53    
      

Full Scale 137.990 4 34.498 .296 .879 
 5717.491 49 116.683   

  5855.481 53    
Note. *p < .05 
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ANOVA Summary Tables for Research Question 2 

Table C. 3 

ANOVA Summary: Comparison of Each Individual Scale Scores for Special and General Education 
Teachers 
 

Questions SS df MS F p 

US 

Q1 
2.772 1 2.772 3.494 .066 

57.133 72 .794   
59.905 73    

Q2 
5.036 1 5.036 4.966 .029* 

73.018 72 1.014   
78.054 73    

Q3 
6.588 1 6.588 5.285 .024* 

89.750 72 1.247   
96.338 73    

Q4 
4.270 1 4.270 7.255 .009* 

42.378 72 .589   
46.649 73    

Q5 
6.792 1 6.792 10.830 .002* 

45.154 72 .627   
51.946 73    

Q6 
.789 1 .789 .985 .324 

57.697 72 .801   
58.486 73    

Q7 
.004 1 .004 .004 .953 

87.455 72 1.215   
87.459 73    

Q8 
3.111 1 3.111 2.250 .138 

99.551 72 1.383   
102.662 73    

Q9 
1.342 1 1.342 1.088 .300 

88.821 72 1.234   
90.162 73    

Q10 
2.839 1 2.839 2.258 .137 

90.513 72 1.257   
93.351 73    

    (table continues) 
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Table C. 3 (continued). 

Questions SS df MS F p 

US 

Q11 
6.554 1 6.554 6.930 .010* 

68.095 72 .946   
74.649 73    

Q12 
5.306 1 5.306 6.259 .015* 

61.032 72 .848   
66.338 73    

Q13 
2.495 1 2.495 3.317 .073 

54.154 72 .752   
56.649 73    

Q14 
2.021 1 2.021 1.656 .202 

87.885 72 1.221   
89.905 73    

Q15 
2.453 1 2.453 2.532 .116 

69.763 72 .969   
72.216 73    

Q16 
1.785 1 1.785 3.145 .080 

40.864 72 .568   
42.649 73    

Q17 
7.532 1 7.532 9.281 .003* 

58.428 72 .811   
65.959 73    

Q18 
3.924 1 3.924 4.636 .035* 

60.941 72 .846   
64.865 73    

Q19 
10.104 1 10.104 9.729 .003* 
74.774 72 1.039   
84.878 73    

Q20 
1.892 1 1.892 2.046 .157 

66.595 72 .925   
68.486 73    

  .624 1 .624 .707 .403 
 Q21 63.538 72 .882   
  64.162 73    

 
 
 

(table continues) 
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Table C. 3 (continued). 

Questions SS df MS F p 

US 

Q22 
1.647 1 1.647 1.486 .227 

79.813 72 1.109   
81.459 73    

Q23 
2.154 1 2.154 2.202 .142 

70.441 72 .978   
72.595 73    

Q24 
7.823 1 7.823 6.602 .012* 

85.325 72 1.185   
93.149 73    

Q25 
4.463 1 4.463 4.165 .045* 

77.159 72 1.072   
81.622 73    

Q26 
1.515 1 1.515 1.349 .249 

80.864 72 1.123   
82.378 73    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
South Korea 

 

Q27 
.244 1 .244 .194 .661 

90.351 72 1.255   
90.595 73    

Q28 
3.157 1 3.157 2.129 .149 

106.788 72 1.483   
109.946 73    

Q1 
.953 1 .953 1.603 .211 

30.917 52 .595   
31.870 53    

Q2 
6.713 1 6.713 6.180 .016* 

56.490 52 1.086   
63.204 53    

Q3 
.892 1 .892 .837 .364 

55.423 52 1.066   
56.315 53    

  .678 1 .678 .961 .331 
 Q4 36.656 52 .705   
  37.333 53    

 
(table continues) 
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Table C. 3 (continued). 

Questions SS df MS F p 

 
 
 
South Korea 

 

Q5 
.421 1 .421 .542 .465 

40.412 52 .777   
40.833 53    

Q6 
.428 1 .428 .755 .389 

29.498 52 .567   
29.926 53    

Q7 
.221 1 .221 .202 .655 

56.761 52 1.092   
56.981 53    

Q8 
.045 1 .045 .059 .808 

38.992 52 .750   
39.037 53    

Q9 
.062 1 .062 .104 .748 

30.698 52 .590   
30.759 53    

Q10 
.463 1 .463 .597 .443 

40.370 52 .776   
40.833 53    

Q11 
.034 1 .034 .054 .817 

32.947 52 .634   
32.981 53    

Q12 
.246 1 .246 .314 .578 

40.791 52 .784   
41.037 53    

Q13 
.125 1 .125 .290 .592 

22.412 52 .431   
22.537 53    

Q14 
.585 1 .585 .612 .437 

49.729 52 .956   
50.315 53    

  6.470 1 6.470 8.029 .007* 
 Q15 41.901 52 .806   
  48.370 53    

 
(table continues) 
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Table C. 3 (continued). 

Questions SS df MS F p 

 
 
 
South Korea 

 

Q16 
1.422 1 1.422 1.787 .187 

41.392 52 .796   
42.815 53    

Q17 
1.360 1 1.360 2.221 .142 

31.844 52 .612   
33.204 53    

Q18 
.062 1 .062 .111 .740 

28.698 52 .552   
28.759 53    

Q19 
2.423 1 2.423 3.177 .081 

39.669 52 .763   
42.093 53    

Q20 
1.136 1 1.136 1.976 .166 

29.901 52 .575   
31.037 53    

 
Q21 

 

.295 1 .295 .497 .484 
30.908 52 .594   
31.204 53    

Q22 
.087 1 .087 .098 .756 

46.505 52 .894   
46.593 53    

Q23 
1.148 1 1.148 1.596 .212 

37.389 52 .719   
38.537 53    

Q24 
3.690 1 3.690 4.426 .040* 

43.347 52 .834   
47.037 53    

Q25 
.381 1 .381 .637 .428 

31.119 52 .598   
31.500 53    

  .594 1 .594 .874 .354 
 Q26 35.332 52 .679   
  35.926 53    

 
(table continues) 
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Table C. 3 (continued). 

Questions SS df MS F p 

 

Q27 
2.869 1 2.869 2.195 .144 

67.964 52 1.307   
70.833 53    

Q28 
6.990 1 6.990 7.928 .007* 

45.844 52 .882   
52.833 53    

Note. *p < .05. 
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Rating of Factors That Hinder Inclusive Practices 

The survey measured eight factors: (a) limited time, (b) limited opportunities for 

collaboration, (c) teacher attitudes, (d) lack of experience regarding inclusion, (e) little 

knowledge in this area, (f) current work commitments, (g) little support from school/district, 

and (h) parent attitudes.  The factors were displayed as barriers that impede inclusive 

education.  The mode and skewness analysis reflected the value which participants chose most 

on the 4-point scale.  As the results show in Figure C.1, limited time and limited opportunities 

for collaboration were considered as the most serious barriers for the US teachers.  For 

teachers in South Korea, most of the factors were considered as substantial obstacles as noted 

by the negative skewness as shown on the graphs below.   

 

 

             
 
Figure C.1.  Eight surveyed factors, which hinder inclusive practices, are detailed with 
histograms and normal curves. 
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Figure C.1. (continued) 
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Figure C.1. (continued) 
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Figure C.1. (continued) 
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My name is Hyunjeong Jeong and I am a graduate student in the College of Education 

Department at the University of North Texas.  I am conducting an on-line study about 

“Comparing K-6th Teachers’ beliefs toward Inclusion in the United States and South Korea.” Dr. 

George Morrison of the University of North Texas College of Education is the Principal 

Investigator for this study.  If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked complete a 

survey about your perception about inclusion.  It will take approximately 10 minutes (3 pages) 

to complete. Although the results of the study will not directly benefit you, your responses may 

help us learn more about the prospect of school inclusion.  Participation in this study is 

completely voluntary.  You have the right to skip any question you decide not to answer.  There 

are no foreseeable risks involved in this study; however, if you decide to withdraw your 

participation, you may do so at any time by simply leaving the web site.  Your name will not be 

requested in this study so your responses will be anonymous. All research records will be kept 

confidential by the Principal Investigator.  No individual responses will be disclosed to anyone 

because all data will be reported on a group basis. If you have any questions about the study, 

please contact me at jadejeong@yahoo.com. 

This research project has been reviewed and approved by the University of North Texas 

Institutional Review Board. Please contact the UNT IRB at 940-565-3940 with any questions 

regarding your rights as a research subject.  If you agree to participate, you may print this 

document for your records.  By clicking below, you are giving your informed consent to 

participate in this study. 

 

 

mailto:jadejeong@yahoo.com
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참여 허가서 

안녕하십니까? 저는 북 테사스 주립대 (University of North Texas) 교육학과에서 박사과정을 밟고 

있는 정 현정이라고 합니다.  

이번에, 박사 학위 논문 연구에 필요한 정보를 수집하기 위해, 설문조사를 실행하게 되었습니다.  

북 텍사스 주립대 교육학부(The University of North Texas of College of Education)의 George Morrison 교수가 이 

연구의 책임 연구자입니다. 

이 조사에 도움을 주실수 있으시다면, 10분 (3 페이지)정도의 시간을 할애하시여 통합교육에 대한 설문 

조항을 완성하여 주시면 감사하겠습니다.  

이 연구에 참여함으로서 선생님께 얻어지는 지금 당장의 이득은 없다 할 지라도, 귀하의 의견 반영은, 앞으로 

학교 통합교육이 나아가야 할 방향을 모색하고 실전에 임하고 있는 교사들이 갖추어야할 제반사항들과 

더불어 절실히 요구되어지는 주위의 협력 체계를 정비하는 데에 커다란 도움이 되어 줄 것입니다.  

설문 조사에 참여하시는 중 불편함을 느끼시면 언제든지 중도에 그만 두실 수 있으며, 그로 인해 어떠한 불 

이익도 받지 않으실 것입니다.  

본 연구에 사용되는 모든 질문 사항들은 선생님의 신분을 노출시키지 않는 사항들이지만, 혹시라도, 쓰이는 

개인 정보가 있다면, 그 모든 정보는 익명으로 사용될 것을 약속드리며, 더욱이 모든 자료들은 오직 본 

연구의 목적으로만 사용될 것임을 다시 한번 명시합니다.  

의문 사항이나 궁금한 점이 있으시면, jadejeong@yahoo.com 으로 메일 주십시요. 

감사합니다.  

이 연구는 University of North Texas, Institutional Review Board (IRB)에 의해 검토되고, 승인되었습니다.  

이 연구에 관련하여 확인을 원하시면, 대학 IRB 부서 전화번호인 940-565-3940 으로 문의해 주시기 바랍니다. 

아래 "다음" 버튼을 누르시면 설문이 시작됩니다. 
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