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Abstract

This study examined the impact of student variables (student socioeconomic status, race,
attendance, and gender) and the school variable of placement in an inclusion setting on the
academic achievement of general education students in grades 6, 7, and 8 in an urban school
district. Academic achievement was defined as a general education student’s performance in
mathematics and language arts and literacy as measured by the New Jersey Assessment of Skills
and Knowledge (NJ ASK) annual state test. Analyses were conducted using multiple regression
models. The sample was comprised of approximately 1200 students enrolled in grades 6, 7. and
8 in a New Jersey urban district’s middle schools during the years 2010-2011. Results of this
study indicated that placement in an inclusion classroom did have a statistically significant
impact on the NJ ASK scores of non-disabled students; therefore, further research needs to be
conducted in the area of inclusion in order to determine why inclusion is having a negative
impact on the academic achievement of non-disabled students.

Keywords: special education, inclusion, general education, academic achievement
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

The new decade of 2010 began with a shift in paradigm with regard to special education
policy. Beginning in 1975, with the adoption of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
and continuing with its revision to the present day legislation entitled Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA), policy in special education has shifted from a
focus of isolation and small group instruction to a movement of inclusion and access to an
education in the “least restrictive environment” for children classified as special education
(Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Faas, 1980). Policymakers have prompted the restructuring of
classrooms by “the abandonment of pull-out and the return of students to the general education
setting while delivering whatever instruction is needed within the confines of the general
education classroom* (Baker et al., 1995, p. 172). In other words, a plethora of time and money
has been invested in special education reform as strides are being made in adding “new teachers
and supports to inclusive settings, allowing for the successful inclusion of students with
disabilities” (Lewis, 2002, p. 114).

Along with the revision of IDEIA, President George W. Bush implemented a federal
education policy in 2001 entitled No Child Left Behind (NCLB). The accountability and testing
mandates required by writers of NCLB reinforced that the focus in education remain on research
and evidence-based practices, standardized testing, and federal control. January 2010 marked
the eighth anniversary of the No Child Left Behind legislation, and the journey from its inception
in 2001 has been “fraught with controversy as the federal government has assumed a broader and

more forceful role in elementary and secondary education” (Dietz, p. 16). Within this control,
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attempts have been made to improve the education system nationwide including the following
ideas: standards-based reform, national standards, annual testing in reading and math, public
reporting of test results by school, disaggregated by specific student groups, and approaches for
determining improvement and identifying low-performing schools (Dietz, p. 26).

As federal education policy continues to drive state education systems, we find ourselves
at a critical juncture. Federal policy now reaches into every school district and classroom in the
country. States routinely submit plans to the federal government about who will teach in their
schools and when children will be tested. Teachers are fired and schools closed based on federal
policy (Dietz, p. 32). In other words, school district administrators are under constant scrutiny to
achieve mandated test scores defining their school as “proficient” rather than being labeled
“failing.”

Along with this struggle to maintain vigorous accountability standards, another mandate
of the No Child Left Behind legislation legally requires “expanding the range of
accommodations available to students with disabilities to improve the rates of inclusion of such
students in the general education population” (Public Law 107-110: 115 STAT. 1874). Although
this idea was introduced with the development of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA), it
still causes much controversy among school officials. No longer are students with disabilities
exempt from meeting “typical benchmarks.” According to the mandates of NCLB, students with
disabilities must be tested on grade level with their non-disabled peers and provided the use of
necessary modifications. Because students classified as special education are deemed a
mandatory “sub group,” a school’s success and/or failure depends on the outcome of the

standardized assessment scores of the special education population.




GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN INCLUSION SETTINGS 3

Before the landmark case of Brown v. Board of Education (1954), in which the Supreme
Court of the United States mandated to racially desegregate schools, individuals with disabilities
were forced to be segregated from their age appropriate non-disabled peers, locked away in state
institutions that were of inhumane and unsanitary conditions. Consequently, children with
“mental retardation” were “separated” and given no opportunities to learn or be exposed to daily
life skills, leaving them dependent on others for survival.

Advocacy for a change in law and policy with regard to special education began in the
early 1970’s with an eyewitness investigation conducted by Geraldo Rivera, a newscaster and
journalist for the State of New York. Rivera’s investigation would expose the world to the
unsanitary and repulsive conditions at Willowbrook State School and record a shockingly
truthful documentary. As a result, a class-action lawsuit was filed against the State of New York
in Federal Court on March 17, 1972. A seftlement in the case was reached on May 5, 1975,
mandating reforms at the site. Unfortunately, several years would elapse before all of the
violations were corrected. As a result, the publicity generated by the case was a major
contributing factor to the passage of a federal law entitled the Civil Rights of Institutionalized
Persons Act of 1980, granting protection to those in state or local facilities against harmful and
unsanitary living conditions. (LaMorte, 2008, p. 108).

Challenges to existing law in special education began even before the incident at
Willowbrook with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This act continued to
be modified pending outcomes of new court rulings, but this legislation did not provide for
inclusion or a “free and appropriate education” (FAPE). However, in 1972 two cases,

Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Pennsylvania (1972) and Mills v. Board of
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Education of the District of Columbia (1972), resulted in making significant progress in
advocating for educational rights for children with disabilities. The decisions of these two court
cases provided “disabled students ages 6 to 21 access to a free public education in an appropriate
placement (regular education or special education classes) depending on individual

needs” (LaMorte, 2008, p. 85). Additionally, Mills clarified the initial ruling to include the word
adequate meaning that the education received by each child met his or her individual
developmental learning needs (2008).

The history of IDEA began in 1975 with the passage of the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975, which required public schools accepting federal funds to
provide equal access to the educational curriculum for children with disabilities as well as
requiring the school district to evaluate each student with a disability and, with the help of the
parents, create an educational plan that would be similar to that of his/her non-disabled peers.
Overall, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act was created to set the foundation for
special education law in four distinct areas: (1) to ensure that special education services were
available in public schools for any child requiring them, (2) to require school districts to make
fair and appropriate decisions about special education services, (3) to create a system of
determining requirements for special education services, and (4) to provide federal funding to
public schools strictly for the education of students with special needs.

Throughout the next two decades, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act would
undergo many revisions with the addition of education for infants and toddlers (P.L. 99-457), and
attorney’s fees (P.L. 99-373). One of the biggest changes to Public Law 94-142 would occur

during 1990, when it would be renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) and provide
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for the following services by law: transition services, terminology changes (handicapped children
to children with disabilities), and additional information regarding funding, eligibility, and
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) (LaMorte, 2008, p. 67).

IDEA was amended by Congress in 1997 and reauthorized in 2004 as the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act. The language in IDEIA was further modified to
include specific mandates to public schools which included the following: public schools must
provide a free and appropriate education “to the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities, including children in public or private institutions and other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not disabled, and children with disabilities must be educated in
their least restrictive environment to the maximum extent possible” (IDEIA, p. 6).

These laws translate from federal legislation to mandate by the state. In New Jersey,
officials have transcribed the federal laws into the New Jersey School Administrators Code,
which can also be referred to as N.J.S.A., Title 6A, Chapter 14, and which specifically refers to
the area of special education. New Jersey Code 6A:14-1.2 outlines that each district board of
education shall have policies, procedures, and programs approved by the Department of
Education through the county office of education that are in effect to ensure the following
mandates. The following code mandates outlined by the New Jersey Code are clearly drafted
and connected to the federal mandate of IDEA (94-142) as well as the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) legislation:

1. A free appropriate public education according to N.J.A.C. 6A:14-1.1 is available to

all students with disabilities between the ages of 3-21, including students with

disabilities that have been suspended or expelled from school.
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2. Each board of education is responsible for providing a system of free, appropriate
special education and related services to students with disabilities, ages 3-21, which
shall be provided at public expense, under public supervision, with no charge to the
parent (N.J.A.C. 6A:14-1.2).

As state standardized tests continue to be the primary indicator to measure student
achievement, emphasis has been placed on the benefits of education in an inclusive environment
for students with disabilities. Many studies have shown both the academic and social benefits of
the inclusive environment on student with disabilities. Baker, Wang, and Walberg (1994) cite
evidence that “students with disabilities educated in regular classes do better academically and
socially than comparable students with disabilities in noninclusive settings” (p. 34). Additionally,
qualitative findings by Idol (2006) strongly support the practice of “including students with
special education challenges in general education programs” due to social and academic gains (p.
82).

Although researchers have provided data showing the benefits of an inclusive setting for
students with disabilities, the influence of the inclusive classroom on the achievement of students
without disabilities yields a variety of mixed results and conclusions. In fact, it would be useful
for school administrators to know how the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge
(NJASK) scores of students without disabilities are influenced when they are placed in an
inclusive environment.

A study conducted by Afroditi Kalambouka (2007) presents evidence supporting that
“there are no adverse effects on pupils without disabilities in mainstream schools, results

warranted either a neutral (no difference) or a positive gain in academic achievement” (p. 362).
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There is also research that shows that general education students’ reading scores were not
significantly affected by being placed in an inclusive setting (Gandhi, 2007; Huber, Rosenfeld, &
Fiorello, 2001). However, additional research has shown that “direct teaching and coaching
became the responsibility of an ‘assigned study buddy’ (a general education student assigned to a
classified student, an added responsibility not a part of a typical general education
structure” (Baker & Zigmond, 1995, p. 176).

Additional evidence exists indicating that positive or negative academic results are based
on the “type” of classified student placed in an inclusive setting (Kalambouka, 2007, p. 376).
Kalambouka found that placing students with behavioral and emotional needs in inclusive
settings yielded negative outcomes compared to students with other documented disabilities
(2007). Due to a lack of empirical evidence, most researchers express caution in drawing
conclusions based on their findings. According to Baker and Kalambouka, the limited number of
studies and the vagueness in the definition of “inclusion” all become relevant when planning and
making decisions on policy and practice.

Statement of the Problem

Federal policies such as NCLB and IDEA require all students in special education to be
educated in their least restrictive environment to the maximum extent possible, which in some
cases includes placement in an “inclusive setting.” In order to be deemed both “proficient
(meeting the Annual Yearly Progress requirements of NCLB) and simultaneously remaining in
compliance with legal mandates of providing a free and appropriate education (FAPE), principals

and school leaders throughout the field of education struggle with creating programs that foster
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the “inclusive environment” while improving the academic achievement of all students to meet
the established AYP mandates.

The outcome of high-stakes, standards-driven state assessments determines whether
schools are categorized as making adequately yearly progress (AYP) toward the 2014 target of
100 percent proficiency for all students or deemed in need of improvement (NCLB, p. 110).
Consequently, student performance on high-stakes standardized assessments has become a
primary indicator of success or lack of success for students, teachers, administrators, schools,
and school systems. As cases are made for and against inclusion, principals debate where to
place general education students--in a traditional classroom structure or an inclusive setting.
Many continue to question whether the inclusive environment will foster and/or improve general
education student performance on state standardized tests.

The majority of the quantitative evidence suggests there are academic and emotional
benefits for students with disabilities; however, a smaller body of research addresses the effect/
benefits for students without disabilities. The body of empirical research that does exist
concerning the influence of inclusion on non-disabled student’s academic achievement has
resulted in mixed outcomes (Daniel & King, 1997; Huber, Rosenfeld, & Fiorello, 2001; Hunt,
Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 1994; Kalambouka et al., 2007; Manset & Semmel, 1997; Saint-Laurent
et al., 2002; Sharpe, York, & Knight, 1994; Staub & Peck, 1995). Limits to research in this area
also tend to group general education students based on a “one size fits all” model, disregarding
variables that may also influence or hinder their academic achievement (Daniel & King, 1997).
Research identifies the variables that influence student achievement as follows: student

attendance, socio-economic status, eligibility for free lunch, and race/ethnicity.
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The problem rests with the lack of empirical quantitative evidence explaining the
influence of inclusion on the student achievement of general education students. In other words,
policymakers have continued to focus on the benefits of inclusion for students with disabilities
and neglected to consider that the general education population of students is not homogeneous
in ability; therefore, these policies and placements in an inclusion setting could influence their
academic achievement. This study will yield additional insight into the effects of placement in
an inclusion setting on the academic achievement of specific subgroups within the general
education population, thus fostering new knowledge in determining the best placement for
students within the general student population.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to determine whether placement in an inclusive setting
affects the academic achievement of general education students on the Language Arts Literacy
and Mathematics section of the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK),
Grades 6, 7, and 8. Additionally, this study aims to examine specific models including the
independent variables of inclusive setting, non-inclusive setting, student attendance, and
eligibility for free and reduced lunch that, paired with placement in an inclusive/non-inclusive
setting, may result in an effect on the dependent variable of student achievement on the NJ ASK
Grades 6-8. As emphasis continues to be placed on the outcomes of the NJ ASK scores to
determine school accountability, district administrators must consider the needs of all students.
This study aims to produce research-based evidence to continue the development of policy and

create the opportunity for educated, data-driven decisions that benefit all students. As a result,
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school professionals will choose an instructional program that meets individual students needs
and that will maximize both learning and student achievement.
Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study:

Research Question 1: What is the influence of placement in the inclusive setting on the
performance of non-disabled students in the area of mathematics as measured by the NJ ASK
when controlling for student mutable variables at Grades 6, 7, and 8?

Research Question 2: What is the influence of placement in the inclusive setting on the
performance for non-disabled students in Grades 6, 7, and 8 in the area of language arts and
literacy when controlling for student mutable variables as measured by the NJ ASK?

Research Question 3: How well does placement in an inclusion classroom, student
gender, attendance in class, race, and SES predict and/or influence student overall academic
performance as measured by the NJ ASK 6, 7, and 87

Null Hypothesis:

Ho': Placement in an inclusive setting has no influence on the performance of non-
disabled students in Grades 6-8 in the area of mathematics as measured by the NJ ASK.

Ho?: Placement in an inclusive setting has no influence on the performance of non-
disabled students in Grades 6-8 in the area of language arts and literacy as measured by the NJ
ASK.

Ho?: Placement in an inclusion classroom, student gender, attendance in class, race, and
SES have no influence on the performance of non-disabled students in the areas of language arts

and mathematics as measured by the NJ ASK.
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Significance of the Study

In recent years, inclusion of students with disabilities into regular education classrooms
and creating inclusive schools has become a priority of the education movement in order to
provide a free and appropriate education (FAPE) as well as ensure equal learning opportunities
for students classified as special needs. The problem lies in the fact that “many schools continue
to resist the pressure to become more inclusive because they are concerned that to do so will
have a negative influence on the academic progress of other pupils and/or will lower academic
standards” (Florian, Rouse, Black-Hawkins, & Jull, 2004, p. 115).

With that said, results of this study are significant in that they will benefit school
administrators, educators, parents, and researchers in filling in the research gap that exists in
determining whether placing general education students in an inclusive setting has an influence
on their student achievement as measured by the state standardized tests. Klingner, Vaughn,
Hughes, Schumm, & Elbaum (1998) explain plainly that “although discussions of the pros and
cons of inclusion are likely to continue, many recognize that what is missing is empirical
evidence that documents the effects of inclusion, particularly for students without learning
disabilities (p.153). Additionally, it will provide insight into the variability of the general
education population of students, which is commonly looked at as homogeneous, and render
valuable data to aid school leaders and parents in deciding whether an inclusion placement is in
the best interest of each general education child. With more information, we can examine
inclusion further and determine what is indeed best placement and best academic practice for

each individual child so that he or she may reach academic potential. It is imperative for school
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stakeholders and policymakers to look at inclusion from multiple perspectives, not only the view
of the special needs student.
Limitations

The literature that was analyzed serves to add to the current body of research on the
inclusive classroom and its influence on the student achievement of non-disabled students.
Caution must be exercised when making generalizations based on the findings of this study
because limitations apply to this quantitative research design.

First, Harwell and Lebeau (2010) found that of all the SES measures available, free and
reduced lunch eligibility was the most likely to be used because it provides easy access, is
inexpensive, and requires minimal responses from participants in the sample; however, it is not
valid as an indicator of access to household resources. With that said, the authors recommend
that an important practice for education researchers is to “adopt and carefully describe what SES
is intended to represent in his or her study and to provide a clear rationale for selecting that
measure of SES” (p. 126). It is also important to disclose the limitations of choosing to use free
and reduced lunch (FRL) as an input variable. The limitations of using FRL as an SES variable
include the following:

1. Eligibility for FRL is a poor measure of a student’s access to economic resources
because FRL is not strictly based on federal poverty guidelines. There are other economic
factors that must be taken into account in order to obtain a true picture of a family’s SES.

2. Students can directly qualify for FRL in ways that do not directly coincide with

household income such as living in a foster home.
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3. Students can be incorrectly certified as eligible or not eligible based on a variety of
aspects. A recent study has shown that 17% of students certified as eligible for FRL should not
have been, and 8% certified as ineligible for reasons such as late applications and/or
administrative error were in fact eligible. This study does use the variable of eligibility for free
lunch as a measure of SES.

There are other limitations that should be noted as well. The students in this study were
examined as a population of students who were placed in an inclusive setting. Individual class
makeup was not known. Assumptions were made based on the mean test scores of groups of
general education students both in and not in inclusive settings. Because the academic makeup
of each inclusion class was unknown, it is hard to decide whether it is the variable of inclusion
having the influence or the fact that all of these students grouped together with the students in
special education is creating the negative impact on academic achievement. This limitation,
although disclosed, was attempted to be rectified by using prior achievement as an independent
variable as well as conducting hierarchical linear regression to determine confounding and/or
suppressor variables.

It is also important to note that the definition of an “inclusive classroom” can be
considered a limitation because we do not know the quality or context of practice within these
classrooms labeled as “inclusive.” For example, do the teachers assigned to the inclusive
classrooms use models and structures of current practice, or is the special education teacher there
only to support students with disabilities? These are issues related to inclusive practice that

would have impact on the results of this study.
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Also, this study takes place in two urban middle schools, Grades 6-8, in a low socio-
economic school district. Results may not be generalizable to suburban or higher socio-
economically based school districts. Also, this study does not include specific credentials of
teachers who have worked with the students in current and past years as well as specifics
regarding classroom makeup.

The correlational design does not allow for causal comparisons. The design can help to
identify relationships among variables.

Delimitations

Delimitations for the study were as follows:

1. New Jersey Ask Scores were collected for both the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school
years in both language arts and mathematics.

2. The study focused on one district in the B district factor group.

3. The research incorporated Grades 6, 7, and 8.

4, Student prior achievement was controlled for.

Definition of Terms
Academic Achievement -- measured by individual student scores on the New Jersey Assessment
of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK) for Grades 6-8 in language arts and literacy. The NJ
ASK tests students’ knowledge and achievement in the New Jersey Core Curriculum
Content Standards.
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is the target set by each state, based on meeting the No Child
Left Behind Act's overall goal that all students be proficient in reading and math curriculum

standards by 2014.
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New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK) -- a criterion-referenced standards-
based standardized test designed specifically to measure the degree to which all students in
Grades 3-11 have attained proficiency in the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content
Standards (CCCS) in Language Arts Literacy (LAL), mathematics, and science (excluded
in Grade 3).

Classroom Setting — refers to student placement; students are either placed in an inclusive setting
which includes students classified as in need of special education or a general education
setting made up entirely of students not deemed in need of special education services.

Co-teaching — also known as team teaching, cooperative teaching, or collaborative teaching, is
the process by which a general educator and a special educator teach together in an
inclusive classroom (Stuart et al., 2006).

Mainstreaming — a term that typically refers to the placement of a child with special
developmental, physical, emotional, or educational deficiencies or challenges into a regular
classroom setting for part or all of the school day, with the long-term goal of helping the
child make a gradual adjustment into as many aspects of normal life as possible, so that the
child can become a functioning member of society to whatever extent he or she is able
(Hardman, Drew, & Egan, 2002, p. 38).

Inclusion — educating disabled students with their non-disabled age appropriate peers to the
maximum extent appropriate with appropriate aids, modifications, and supports in the
general education classroom in the school the student would attend if he or she did not have

a disability
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General Education -- integrated learning experiences structured across subject disciplines to
provide the set of skills and knowledge needed to function in society (Sternberg &
Williams, 2002, p. 152)

Special Education -- instruction that is specially designed to meet the unique needs of a child
with a disability typically associated with an Individual Education Plan. Specifically,
education that is developed to address an individual child’s needs that stem from his or her
disability.

Student with a Disability — refers to a student who has been classified with a disability under
IDEIA (P.L. 108-446) and New Jersey Administrative Code 6A:14-3.5 into categories as
follows: auditory impaired, autistic, cognitively impaired, communication impaired,
emotionally disturbed, multiply disabled, deaf/blindness, orthopedically impaired, other
health impaired, social maladjustment, specific learning disability, traumatic brain injury,
visually impaired, or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504, 29 U.S.C.
§ 794); specifically, a physical or mental disability that substantially influences a major life
activity (e.g., walking, hearing, breathing, learning).

Student without a Disability — also known as a general education student, refers to a student who
has not been classified with a disability under IDEA, New Jersey Administrative Code
6A:14-3.5 or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

Inclusive Class — general education setting where disabled and non-disabled students are
educated together.

Non-inclusive or General Education Class -- educational setting that is comprised of non-

disabled students
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Special Education Class -- the education setting where disabled students are educated; i.e.,
resource center, self-contained classes (multiply disabled, autism, behavioral disabilities,
learning and language disability).

Least Restrictive Environment — refers to the provision in the IDEA mandates requiring to the
maximum extent appropriate that students with disabilities ages 3 through 21 are educated
with non-disabled children and participate in nonacademic and extracurricular activities
with non-disabled children. (IDEA, 20 U.S.C. § 1412 [a][5])

Free and Reduced Lunch -- Students in New Jersey are eligible for free and reduced lunch if the
household income of their parents meet the following criteria:

Table 1

Eligibility for Free and Reduced Lunch

Your children may qualify FEDERAL INCOME CHART
for free or reduced price For Schoot Year 2007-2008
meals If your househoid Household size Yearly : Montl

Income falls within the ' 1 18,889
limits on this chart. R S -0

3 31,765 | 2.

4 38.203
5 44,641
6

7

51,079
57517
63,855 | 5330 |

[

'For each additional persor:,
add: 6438 | 837 | 124

Pending the approval of the application, a student will receive lunch at a reduced rate at no
cost to them.

Student Attendance -- As per the district attendance policy, “The Board of Education requires

the pupils enrolled in the schools of this district attend school regularly in accordance with
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the laws of the State. The educational program offered by this district is predicated on the
presence of the pupil and requires continuity of instruction and classroom participation.
The regular contact of pupils with one another in the classroom and their participation in a
well-planned instructional activity under the tutelage of a competent teacher are vital to this
purpose” (Linden Board of Education Policy on Attendance, 2011, p. 2). For the purposes
of this study, students will be categorized by days absent.

Basic Skills Instruction (BSI) -- Students are considered eligible for basic skills services when
they are identified as “not proficient” on the NJ ASK in both math and language arts. They
students are identified by teachers as “at-risk™; however, they are not eligible for special

education services.
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Chapter I .
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

Although current policy continues to drive the inclusive movement, by providing students
in special education access to the general education population and curriculum, little
consideration has been given to whether an inclusive setting is an appropriate placement for
general education students and whether or not this placement has a positive or negative influence
on their academic achievement.

As the accountability mandates increase annually, requiring a greater percentile of
students to be deemed “proficient,” research is needed to help school leaders make informed
decisions on the best placement for all students, not only those with special needs. Because of
the limited pool of research providing valid evidence on the influence of the inclusive setting on
general education student achievement, it is often overlooked that the general education
population is not “one size fits all.” In fact, many studies continue to provide evidence that there
are variables within the general education population that have a negative influence on student
achievement, such as SES documented by schools as eligibility for free and reduced lunch,
student attendance, race, and gender. It is possible that the combination of these variables with
placement in an inclusion setting could play a role in positively or negatively influencing the
academic achievement of general education students. The results of this study are imperative to
enhance the small body of literature as the number of students in special education serviced

within the public school system grows nationwide. While specific provisions in the law of
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IDEA develop more access to the general curriculum for students in special education, research
on inclusive practices is necessary to understand its effects and the barriers to improving overall
student academic achievement and school accountability for all students (28% Annual Report to
Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2006.

The purpose of this study is to determine the extent to which placement in an inclusive
setting influences the academic achievement of non-disabled students. Specifically, a statistical
analysis will be conducted analyzing the independent/predictor variables of placement in an
inclusive setting--student eligibility for free and reduced lunch, student attendance, race, and
gender--and their influence on the dependent variable of academic achievement as measured by
the Grade 6-8 New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge for Language Arts and Literacy
(LAL) and Mathematics.

The review of the literature is divided into nine sections, including the following:

1. Historical Development of Inclusion,

2. Inclusion and Empirical Studies (

3. Empirical Studies on Academic Outcomes for Non-disabled Elementary Students in
Inclusive Settings

4. Student Eligibility for Free and Reduced lunch and Its Influence on Student
Achievement

5. Student Mobility and Its Influence on Student Achievement

6. A Review of the Excluded Variable of Student Gender

7. Summary

Literature Search Procedures
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A thorough search was conducted to find all relevant literature that pertains to the topics
addressed in this study. This included reviews of dissertations, relevant historical texts, and peer-
reviewed research articles that meet the criteria outlined for the purposes of this study.
Electronic publications were obtained through educational data bases including ERIC, EBSCO
Host, Academic Search Premier, Lexus Nexus, and Seton Hall Dissertation Abstracts. Search
parameters (advanced search options) were used to ensure that the literature appeared in peer-
reviewed journals. Research was not limited to educational data bases. General web-based
searches were conducted employing the use of Google and Yahoo to access various professional
websites such as the New Jersey Department of Education, ed.gov, and the Center for Education
Policy, looking for additional information, articles and legislative information. Keywords used
include the following: history and special education, inclusion, special education inclusion,
influence of inclusion on non-disabled students, influence of inclusion on disabled students,
academic achievement, academic performance, gender, gender gap, NJ ASK, socio-economic
status, poverty and academic achievement, English as a Second Language (ESL), English
language learner (ELL), student mobility, special education law, basic skills instruction (BSI),
academic achievement in language arts and mathematics. The noted terms and phrases were
inputted in a variety of ways--in combinations or individually to produce said research results
used in this study.

Criteria for Research
Criteria for studies used in this literature review include the following:
1. The studies involved elementary (pre-K-5), and middle school (6-8) students in school

in the United States as well as districts worldwide.
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2. Studies available via worldwide locations had to be either translated into English or
readily available in English.

3. Non-peer-reviewed literature was only referenced for historical and legal purposes.

4. Studies included used a quantitative methodology, thus reporting on empirically-based
findings. Quantitative studies that made comparisons without control groups were
excluded. Additionally, studies that employed only quantitative analysis/findings on pre-
and post-test comparisons were excluded.

5. Because of the vast number of definitions of inclusion, all studies that at minimum
defined inclusion as “students in special education learning in a classroom with regular
education students” were included. With that said, all categories of students in special
education were included which are but are not limited to the following: students with social
and emotional disabilities, autism spectrum disorder, students with learning disabilities
(SLD), behavioral disorders, communication delays, multiple disabilities, and physical and
cognitive disabilities.

6. Studies addressing “student achievement™ had to employ the use of a standardized
assessment in either language arts or mathematics given to both the control and the test
groups. Studies that used researcher-created assessments or software-based programs were
excluded, as they are not an accurate measure of curriculum standards.

Historical Development of Inclusion

Many would assume that the inclusion of students with disabilities and the legal

obligation for schools to educate all students with disabilities occurred throughout the history of

education; however, this assumption, although commonly accepted, would be incorrect. In fact,
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prior to the 1970s millions of children with disabilities were either refused enrollment or
inadequately served by public schools (Martin, et. al., 1996). Only over the last twenty years has
the government begun to provide equal rights for disabled persons and abandon placements in
state run institutions, allowing individuals with disabilities access to the educational system and
the workplace. Until the late 1970s, services provided to children with disabilities and their
families were minimal and at the discretion of the local school districts who had the right to
refuse to enroll any student they considered “uneducable.” (Martin, et. al., 1996).

The first signs of providing minimal services to individuals with disabilities began in the
mid 1800s. The government pledged money to create “asylums for the deaf, the dumb, and the
blind” (Public Law 45-186) (3/3/1879). From that point in historic America until the early 1950s
the federal government was less than involved in the public school system until the landmark
case of Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, which extended equal protection under the law to
minorities. Once the decision from Brown mandated the racial desegregation of schools,
advocates for individuals with disabilities began campaigning for desegregation for individuals
with disabilities. Advocates demanded coordination of the federal government and educational
institutions for children with disabilities, increased funding for the sole purpose of educating
students with disabilities and “enforceable entitlement, eventually obtained through the
courts” (1996). Dozens of cases were filed in courtrooms across the country; however, none of
the decisions would influence individuals with disabilities until the early 1970s.

In an effort to quiet the legal disputes, education for individuals with disabilities was
addressed again in 1958 when President Eisenhower signed a minor act (Public Law 85-926) as

an amendment to the National Defense Education Act of 1958, providing financial support to
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colleges and universities for training personnel in teaching children with mental retardation. The
amendment was later expanded in 1963 to include the training of college teachers and
researchers (Public Law 88-164). As members of the federal government continued to increase
their role in education, they passed the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 (ESEA, P.L.
89-10), enacted to address the problem of inequity in education. Early legislation contributed to
set the foundation for similar gains for individuals with disabilities.

Unfortunately, this did not satisfy advocates as they continued to lobby for an
administrative unit within the U.S. Department of Education. In 1966, Congress mandated a
Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped (BEH) under Title VI of ESEA (Elementary and
Secondary Education Act). Known by the public as Title VI, this program would formulate the
first Education of the Handicapped Act in 1970. It is important to note that this early legislation
did not provide for “mainstreaming” or “free and appropriate education”; however, it did
establish groundwork for future legislation concerning these issues (LaMorte, 2008).

During the pivotal years of the 1970s there was no state that served all of its children with
disabilities. Many children were turned away while others were inappropriately placed in
institutions or restrictive programs designed for more profoundly disabled individuals.
Frustrated by these discriminatory practices, two critical court cases Pennsylvania Association
for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) and Mills v. Board of
Education of the District of Columbia (1972), resulted in landmark decisions recognizing
educational rights for children with disabilities.

In Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania, advocates contested a state law that “specifically allowed public schools to deny
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services to children who had not attained a mental age of 5 years at the time that they would
ordinarily enroll in first grade” (Martin, et al., 1996, p. 25). At the conclusion of the case, the
decision rendered the agreement by state officials to provide “full access to a free public
education to children with mental retardation up to age 21, a standard of appropriateness (an
education appropriate to his or her learning capacities) and establishment of a clear preference
for the least restrictive placement for each child” (Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1972, p. 2).

Following the PARC decision, another suit was filed via Mills v. Board of Education
(1972). During the time of Mills, it was determined that seven children between the ages of 8
and 16 were refused enrollment in the District of Columbia Public Schools due to the nature of
their disabilities. Additionally, students were unjustly expelled due solely to their disability.
After a thorough investigation, school district officials admitted to not servicing 12,340 students
with disabilities because of “budget constraints” (LaMorte, 2008). At the conclusion of the case,
the D.C. court judges ruled that school districts were “constitutionally prohibited from denying
students with disabilities an education due to inadequate resources because the “equal protection
clause of the 14th Amendment would not allow the burden of insufficient funding to fall more
heavily on children with disabilities than on other children” (Mills v. Board of Education, 1972,
p.18).

The decisions from PARC and Mills were a turning point for both state and federal
special education legislation. Most importantly, further investigation revealed that as in Mills,
“3.5 million children with disabilities were not being provided an education that meets their

needs, while over one million were not receiving an education at all” (U.S. Department of
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Education, 1983, p. 12). In response to this injustice and in an effort to defray additional court
cases, Congress created two public laws, The Rehabilitation Act at Section 504 (Public Law
93-112) in 1973, and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) in
1975.

The Rehabilitation Act at Section 504 “provided that any recipient of federal financial
assistance must end discrimination in the offering of its services to persons with
disabilities” (P.L. 93-112, 87 Stat. 355, p.106). This law applied to both state and local
educational agencies. Ironically, the government provided no money/funding and no monitoring
for Section 504 resulting in its being inetfective for about 20 years. Expansion of Public Law
93-112 did not arrive until 1990, when Congress passed the American’s with Disabilities Act
(ADA), which provided for additional rights for people with disabilities. ADA expanded non-
discrimination practices into places of employment, public accommodations, transportation, and
various methods of communication.

Two years after the creation of Public Law 93-112, saw the creation of Public Law
94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. This act, passed by Congress in 1975
and signed by President Gerald Ford, would require that all students with disabilities receive a
free, appropriate public education and that school districts be provided funding to help with
excess costs when developing special education programs. P.L. 94-142 required public schools
accepting federal funds to provide equal access to the educational curriculum for children with
disabilities as well as requiring the school district to evaluate each student with a disability, and

with the help of the parents, create an educational plan that would be similar to that of his or her
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non-disabled peers. Overall, P.L. 94-142 was created to set the foundation for special education
law in four distinct areas:

1. To ensure that special education services were available in public schools for any child
requiring them

2. To require school districts to make fair and appropriate decisions about special
education services

3. To create a system of determining requirements for special education services

4. To provide federal funding to public schools strictly for the education of students with
special needs.

President Ford expressed concerns that “the bill would be too expensive, would interfere
with state responsibility, and would upset the balance of relationships between parents and local
schools” (Martin et al., 1996, p. 36). President Ford’s concerns were ignored as the act
continued to be modified throughout the 1980s through the newly formed Department of
Education’s Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services and then was renamed in
1990 as P.L. 101-476, The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

- IDEA is the landmark legislation in special education. It provided the foundation of
detailed legal mandates that must be followed in order for school districts to remain in
compliance with the law. IDEA, “authorizes federal funding for special education and related
services and for states that accept these funds, sets out principles under which special education
and related services are to be provided” (Apling & Jones, 2002, p. 1). IDEA (20 U.S.C. 1400 et.

Seq,) provides strict guidelines to ensure that each child with a disability receives a free,
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appropriate public education (FAPE) (Apling & Jones, 2002, p. 2). The major principles of
IDEA are as follows:

1. States and school districts make available a free and appropriate public education
(FAPE) to all children with disabilities between the ages of 3 and 21. In order to provide
these services, state departments of education and school district officials must identify,
locate, and evaluate all children with disabilities, regardless of how severe, and determine
which of these children are eligible for special education and related services.

2. IDEA requires that each child receiving services has an individualized education
program (IEP) spelling out the specific special education and related services to be
provided. These services must meet the child’s individual needs, and the parent must be a
partner in planning and overseeing the child’s special education and related services as a
member of the IEP team.

3. To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities must be educated with
children who are not disabled, and states and school districts must provide parents and
guardians with procedures in order to appeal decisions--the right to a due process hearing,
the right to appeal in federal district court, and the right to receive attorneys’ fees (Apling &
Jones, 2002, p. 4).

This legislation continued to shape and form special education law and policy over the

next decade until its reauthorization by President Bush on December 3, 2004. IDEA P.L.
101-476 was reauthorized in 2004 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement

Act (IDEIA, P.L. 108-446). Although IDEIA included the same principles as IDEA, it added
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major revisions to the law, which coincided with NCLB of 2001. These revised mandates
include but are not limited to the following:

1. An extensive definition of “highly qualified” special education teachers and a
requirement that all special education teachers must be highly qualified

2. Extensive provisions aimed at ensuring that special education and related services
provided for children with disabilities who are homeless or members of highly mobile
populations (Child Find).

3. Authorization provided for states to use IDEA funding to establish and maintain “risk
pools™ to aid local educational agencies.

4. Modifications to requirements for parents who unilaterally place their children with
disabilities in private schools

5. Revised state performance goals and requirements for children’s participation in state
and local assessments to align these requirements with those in the ESEA

6. Authority for education institutions to use their local IDEA grant for “early
intervention services” aimed at reducing or eliminating the future need for special education
for children with educational needs who do not qualify for [IDEA.

7. Significant changes to parents’ rights and procedural safeguards, including the addition
of a “mediation hearing” prior to due process to try to resolve conflict/dispute and revised
tests regarding manifestation determination. The school has the ability to place a child with
a disability in an interim alternative education setting when a child has inflicted serious
bodily injury on another person.

8. Changes in compliance monitoring with a focus on student performance.
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9. Authority to extend service for infant and toddler services beyond the age of 2 (Apling
& Jones, 2005, p. 2).

Research questions in this study address areas required by the IDEIA legislation, most
importantly “Least Restrictive Environment (LRE).” To comply with LRE requirements, IDEIA
mandates 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, separating schooling or other removal of children with
disabilities from the regular education 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 (p. 24).

It is important to note that IDEIA does not require full inclusion of all children in the
regular classroom, nor does the term inclusion appear in the writing of the law; however, the
legislation does require school administrators to consider modifications in the regular classroom
before moving the child to a more restrictive placement. IDEIA requires an individualized
placement decision for each student and does not support one-size fits all approaches to
placement.

As the population of students in special education in the public schools continues to grow
and school district administrators continue to work to develop special education programs in
compliance with IDEIA, so do the legal disputes and case law decisions that continue to shape
the field. In fact, the majority of court decisions that reference special education placement in

the LRE side with the student with disabilities. Interestingly, little consideration is given to how
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placement of this student in the inclusive setting could influence the academic performance of
the non-disabled students in the classroom.

In 1989, Daniel R.R. v. State Board of Education 874 F. 2d 1036 (5th Cir,), Daniel, an
elementary student with Down Syndrome, was fighting the school district’s decision to remove
him from an inclusive setting because they claimed “it was of no benefit to him because of his
academic performance” (p. 18). Results of this case rendered a two-part decision process to
determine the appropriateness of placement.

First, a school district must ask the following questions:

1. Has the school taken steps to provide supplementary aids and services to modify the
regular education program to suit the needs of the disabled child?

2. Once modifications are made, can the child receive an educational benefit from
regular education?

3. Will any detriment to the child result from placement in the regular classroom?

4 .What effect will the disabled child’s presence have on the regular classroom
environment and thus on the education the other students are receiving?

Second, if the decision is made to remove this child from the classroom, then the
following question must be asked:

5. Has the child been mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible?

As a result, the courts sided with the parents, claiming that the school district is not

acknowledging the non-academic benefits of an “inclusive setting.”



GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN INCLUSION SETTINGS 32

Years later, during the case of Sacramento City Unified School District, Board of
Education v. Rachel Holland. 14 F3.d 1398 (9th Circuit. 1994), the 9th Circuit Court used four
factors to determine appropriate placement:

I. The educational benefits available to the child in the regular classroom

2. The nonacademic benefits of interaction with children who are not disabled

3. The effect of the disabled child’s presence on the teacher and other children in the

classroom

4. The cost of mainstreaming

After careful consideration, judges explained that caution must be taken when Iooking at
Criteria 3 and 4 because if wrongly interpreted, then the legal mandates of IDEA could be
violated. Additionally, important doctrine resulted from the decision of Sacramento v. Rachel
Holland (1994). “The effect of the presence of the child with disabilities on the other children in
the classroom should be a concern only if the child is so disruptive or requires so much of the
teacher’s time that the teacher is unable to teach” (Martin, et al., 1996, p. 39).

Despite the courts criteria and the mandate in IDEA to offer a “continuum of alternative
placements,” a decision from a case two years later afforded school district officials to have the
power to remove classified students from inclusive placement. Clyde K. v. Puyallup School
District, 35 F.3d 1396 (9th Circuit, 1994) rendered the decision that “while school officials have
a statutory duty to ensure that disabled students receive an appropriate education, they are not
required to sit on their hands when a disabled student’s behavioral problems prevent both him
and those around him from learning” (p. 34). In other words, school administrators have the
right to act when a child who is in a learning-restrictive environment (LRE) is influencing the

learning of the other students in the classroom. This decision later coincided with IDEA’s
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regulations: “If the child’s behavior in the regular classroom, even with the provision of
appropriate behavioral supports, strategies, or interventions, would significantly impair the
learning of others, that placement would not meet his or her needs and would not be appropriate
for that child” (p. 234).

As case law continues to drive changes and legalities with regards to special education
and the need for the creation of “inclusive classrooms,” it is not the only force driving school
reform. In fact, since the release of the document of A Nation at Risk in 1983, the federal
government has continued to create reports and pass influential legislation shaping the future of
public education in the United States.

In August of 1981, President Ronald Reagan formed the National Commission on
Excellence in Education. This group was charged with analyzing data from schools across the
nation in order to determine the effectiveness of America’s schools. The report, which was
released in 1983, established schools across the country as “at risk” for failing the youth of
America, especially minorities. A summary of the report indicated that 13% of all 17-year-olds
in the United States could be considered “functionally illiterate,” SAT scores were continually
declining, 40% of students were unable to draw conclusions from written text and more students
were in need of remedial courses in college” (U.S.D.O.E., 1983, p.76). Findings of the report
caused national panic and the call for immediate reform of schools. Members of the U.S.
Department of Education promised “the best effort and performance for all students, whether
they are gifted or less able, affluent, disadvantaged, whether destined for college, the farm or
industry” (US.D.O.E., 1983, p. 2). It is important to note that A Nation at Risk was the

beginning of an era in achievement testing and standards-based reform.
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The following decade continued the movement towards standards-based reform with The
Improving of America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA). The IASA reauthorized the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA ) and maintained the same focus--low achieving
students in poor schools, high standards for all children, resources targeted to areas of greatest
needs, and flexibility coupled with responsibility for student performance. Part of the ESEA and
later the IASA was Title 1, which was a section of the Act focused specifically on the academic
achievement of disadvantaged students who were not proficient in basic skills.

In addition to IASA, another landmark legislation, Goals 2000: Educate America Act,
was passed in 1994. This act focused not only on the disadvantaged students but on the needs of
all students. Writers of the act specifically looked at educational equity for children with special
needs. They claimed that “the de facto segregation of students into regular classrooms and
special services classrooms had to end” (USDOE 1983, p. 12). The Act mandated
accountability for all schools and began an accountability system to identify schools that were
not helping all students perform proficiently.

As standards-based reform continued to shift the education paradigm to an essentialist
environment focusing on school accountability by means of standardized test outcomes, on
January 8, 2002, President G. W. Bush signed into law the most dramatic reauthorization of the
ESEA, entitled the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). The preamble of NCLB outlines
the new mission to improve schools: “An act to close the achievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind” (p. 15). The NCLB legislation emphasizes
accountability based on the following conditions: “challenging academic content and student
achievement standards, all students will be tested in mathematics, reading, or language arts and

science, adequate yearly progress (AY P) must be demonstrated so that by 2013 all students meet
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standards, and separate measures must be reported for all (1) k-12 children, (2) economically
disadvantaged, (3) students from major racial and ethnic groups, (4) students with disabilities, (5)
students with limited English proficiency” (Orlich, 2004, p.88). With that said, by the year 2014
all students must meet the target of 100% proficiency which, in addition to the general education
population, includes each of the mandated subgroups listed above. If school leaders do not meet
annual AY P targets on the way to 100% proficiency, the schools are labeled as “a school in need
of improvement.” If this label continues for five consecutive years, NCLB has strict, costly
consequences called “corrective actions.”

In summary, driven by case law and federal education legislation such as NCLLB and
IDEA, principals and school leaders face difficult demands in order to make every child succeed
and abide by laws requiring education in a LRE. They continue to strive to make educated and
data-driven decisions on how to improve the academic achievement of all students, including
children with disabilities in order to make AY P; however, although inclusion and mainstreaming
are legally mandated and has some research suggesting positive achievement results for
classified students, what influence does inclusion have on the general education population?
NCLB requires improved academic achievement and equity for all students.

School Variables

Empirical Research on the Effects of Inclusion on the Academic Achievement of Students
without Disabilities

As policymakers continue to create legislation with rigorous accountability measures,
school officials struggle to determine the academic influence of inclusion on students without
disabilities. In addition, they must determine annually what general education students are

placed in inclusive and non-inclusive classrooms and whether or not this placement will
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influence their academic achievement. Current practices used by administrators are not
researched-based, nor do they have empirical evidence to support them. In fact, there is little
research examining the influence of inclusion on the academic achievement of general education
students, and the research that does exist is problematic in both design and methodology, being
descriptive or quasi-experimental (Peltier, 1997). Interestingly, Staub and Peck (1994)
conducted a review of the research on academic outcomes for non-disabled students and noted
that although the research is limited, they were encouraged by the consistency with which
existing studies indicate that inclusion does not harm non-disabled children (Peltier, 1997).

Research in this area began in 1988 when Affleck, Madge, Adams, and Lowenbraun used
a non-equivalent control group design on 13 elementary school classrooms, 3 buildings, in Grade
Levels 1-6 within the Issaquah School District in Washington to examine how disabled and non-
disabled students achieved academically when exposed to the Integrated Classroom Model
(ICM).

The ICM model was designed to educate mildly handicapped children in the same
classrooms with regular education children for the entire school day (Affleck et al., 1988, p.
342). In the ICM setting, regular school district curriculum was used, teachers were exposed to
both regular and special education settings, and a half-time aide was assigned to each ICM
classroom. The integrated classrooms were composed of one third mildly handicapped students.
To be determined “mildly handicapped,” the students had to meet state eligibility requirements to
be deemed learning disabled, mildly mentally retarded, and/or seriously behaviorally disabled.
The other two thirds of the classroom were general education students. In other words, the

classroom size was approximately 24 students, 8 of whom were “mildly handicapped.”
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This study examined an experimental group of regular education students and mildly
mentally retarded students assigned to an ICM classroom while a contrast group of randomly
selected regular education students of the same size and grade level were enrolled in a regular
classroom setting without disabled peers. There were 39 regular education students in Grades 3
and 4 from one building and Grade 5 from another. All students in both groups were Caucasian
and had equal socioeconomic status and placed in an ICM setting for one year followed by
placement in a general education classroom.

Each student within the group was administered the California Achievement Test Battery
as a pre-test, post-test measure. Once the percentile scores were measured, they were converted
to NCE scores and an analysis of variance was used on the pre-, post-, and gain scores.
Researchers found that there was no significant difference between the groups of regular
education students in the ICM classrooms and the regular classrooms in reading, language, or
mathematics achievement or between those students in an ICM classroom and those in a non-
inclusion classroom.

While this study begins initial inquiry in attempting to provide empirical evidence
showing that there was no significant difference between the experimental group (general
education students enrolled in ICM classrooms) and the control group (general education
students not enrolled in ICM classrooms), it does not come without limitations. First, the
findings of this study cannot be generalized to urban, rural, or culturally diverse school settings
because of the sample of convenience comprised of all Caucasian students with the same SES.
Because of the homogeneous composition of the sample, it may not provide typical results if this
study was reciprocated at another location. Second, the researchers mention that the school

district already has a predetermined philosophy of integrative practices; therefore, this study
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could be subject to bias and skewed results based on the predisposition and exposure to this
philosophy. Finally, results of a study can be deemed worthwhile based on the fact that they can
be replicated. Because this study provides limited details and methods on how ICM is
implemented and how the experiment was conducted, it would be difficult to replicate, thus
causing some questions concerning the reliability of the results.

Sharpe, York, and Knight (1994) continued to investigate the influence of inclusive
school environments on the academic performance of general education students. The
researchers rationalized this study by stating that although there is research showing the benefits
of inclusion for students with disabilities, there is continuing controversy on whether the
inclusive movement has an academic influence on students without disabilities. Within this
question is an unanswered inference: “Does accommodating the needs of a few place at risk the
learning opportunities of the majority?” (Sharpe et al., 1994, p. 284). As aresult of this debate,
researchers set out to answer these questions: (1) Will test scores of children without disabilities
go down when children with disabilities are included in general education classrooms? and (2)
Are classroom teachers more likely to see increased behavioral problems when students are
educated in an inclusive environment?

For the purposes of this study, the researchers defined an inclusive environment as “a
general education elementary classroom with members including some who had significant
disabilities and who were previously taught in self-contained special education
classrooms” (Sharpe et al., 1994, p. 286). A post hoc quasi-experimental pre-test, post-test
design was used to look at the experimental group of general education students in an inclusive

setting and the control group of general education students in a non-inclusive setting.
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The participants of this study were enrolled in a K-6 elementary school in Minnesota
where class sizes were composed of approximately 30 students. The student population was not
diverse, being 96% White and 4% Native American. Additionally, the SES of the population was
80% middle class and 20% designated as below the national poverty line.

There were five students in special education chosen to be a part of this study, each
having been previously educated in a self-contained classroom. Three of the five students were
defined as having moderate to profound mental retardation, one student was classified as having
“an educable mental handicap and had additional challenges with interventions by social service
organizations, and the fifth student had a severe emotional disorder (Sharpe et al., 1994, p. 288).
These students, previously educated in a self-contained classroom, were now in a general
education setting for at least 80% of the school day with their general education peers. Each
classroom received one of these students while one classroom had two of the students in special
education.

The regular student sample was comprised of 143 general education students who at the
time the data was utilized were in Grades 3 or 4. The sample was 49% male and 51% female.
Thirty-five general students represented the inclusion group, and 108 students were in the
comparison group. The researchers followed specific procedures in determining which data to
include and exclude in order to ensure valid results. As a result, six students were removed from
the sample due to incomplete data.

To determine results, the researchers used four performance measures: (1) the Science
Research Association Assessment Survey (SRA) to compare pre- and post-academic

performance of the two groups, (2) reading level determined by assigning ranks to each student’s
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reading book placement using Houghton Mifflin Company basal readers, (3) academic
performance as indicated by grades on report cards for the areas of reading, mathematics, and
spelling and (4) general performance as indicated by conduct and effort grades on report cards
(1994).

Using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Pearson chi-squares, the researchers
determined results. Researchers’ results yielded the following: the results of the pretest
ANOVAs looking at SRA achievement tests showed no significant difference between the
control and experimental groups (p>.05). Additionally, the results of the chi-square analysis
using report card data showed no significant difference between the two groups in the following
areas: reading (chi-square (.041, p=.84), spelling (chi-square 3.031, p=.22), mathematics (chi-
square 0.002, p=.96), conduct (chi-square 3.759, p=.15), effort (chi-square 0.916, p=.63).

From the results, the researchers conclude that there was no indication of a “decline in
academic or behavioral performance of classmates educated in inclusive classrooms on the
assessment tools used” (Sharpe et al., 1994, p. 286). Also, it is noted that this study is only an
initial step in answering the larger question and additional studies must be conducted to look ata
range of variables that exist within the general education population.

Although this study adds to the small body of research that exists on this topic, its
limitations cause some underlying questions and concerns. First, the sample was very limited in
terms of demographics. The students were mostly White, middle class students with a small
population of Native American and lower SES children, which does not render the results of a
diverse community of learners. Also, researchers did not have a balanced sample of general

education students “in” and “not in” inclusion settings. In fact, only 35 students represented the
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inclusion group versus the 108 that represented the non-inclusion group. Because of the skewed
sample, the results may have been different given a more even distribution of students in the
experimental and control groups. Finally, there were only one or two students in special
education “included” in each setting. This is not typical in most inclusion settings, which have a
higher ratio of students in special education in the classroom. In this study the special education
to general education ratio is 1/2:30, whereas in other school districts the ratio may be more like
7:30. These mentioned limitations cause questions in terms of validity of the results and require
further clarification and investigation in order for the results to be accepted and generalized.

Daniel and King (1997) attempted to define how “special education interfaces with
general education” (p. 73) by following the research of Sharpe, York, and Knight. The
researchers investigated the effects of students’ placement versus non-placement in an inclusion
classroom by 4 dependent variables, including the following: (a) parents’ concerns about their
children’s school program, (b) teacher and parent reported instances of student behavior
problems, (c) students’ academic performance, and (d) students’ self reported self-esteem. In
addition, researchers looked at whether student placement in different types of inclusion
programs would result in differences in the dependent variables.

Using a quasi-experimental design of Grade 3-5 students (n=207) from interactive rooms
(rooms that had been formed according to criteria established by educators at the given schools),
which resulted in the elimination of random assignment. The sample was comprised of three
groups: Group 1 - n=68 students from four non-inclusion classrooms, Group 2 - n=34 from two

clustered inclusion classes and Group 3 - n=105 from six random inclusion classes.
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Standardized instrumentation consisted of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL), a self-
administered 113 item instrument completed by a parent, teacher, or other caregiver looking at
the child’s “adaptive functioning or problems in a standardized format,” (Daniel & King, 1997,
p. 72), the Self Esteem Index (SEI), a 30-minute paper and pencil assessment looking for
responses to 80 items as always true, usually true, usually false, or always false, and lastly the
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), a standardized assessment for students in Grades 7-9 (Daniel
& King, 1997, p. 72). Researchers used the total battery scores in mathematics, reading,
language, and spelling from spring 1993 and spring 1994, which were prior to or at the end of a
year-long inclusion/non-inclusion placement.

Data were collected via the students’ archival records, giving students the exam during
the regular school hours and teachers completing the Teacher’s Report Form (TRF) data on each
child and returning it to the researchers. Data were then analyzed using a discriminate analysis.
Complete data were only available for 178 out of the 207 students, divided into 63 third graders,
52 fourth graders, and 63 fifth graders.

Results indicated that “(a) parents of students in the inclusion classes expressed a higher
degree of concern for their children’s school programs, (b) teachers and parents of the students in
the inclusion classes reported more instances of behavioral problems, (¢) students in inclusion
classes were more likely to experience gains in reading scores with no noteworthy differences for
mathematics, language, and spelling, and (d) students in inclusion classes reported lower levels
of self-esteem” (Daniel & King, 1997, p. 67). The discriminant analysis of data (SEI, SAT, &
CBCL - teacher response) indicated: Grade 3 effect size of 34.6% (Wilks’s Lambda A=.65), p <.

01, indicating a statistically significant difference in the performance of the non-inclusion and



GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN INCLUSION SETTINGS 43

inclusion students; Grade 4 effect size of 31.2% (A=.69), p <.10, indicating a statistically
significant difference in the performance of the non-inclusion and inclusion students; and Grade
5 effect size of 37% (A=.63), p < .01, indicating a statistically significant difference in the
performance of the inclusion and clustered students (a comparison of two different inclusion
models).

The analyses of data resulted in a significant difference in performance of the students in
inclusion classes and non-inclusion classes. The researchers reported that the results of the study
were mixed and somewhat difficult to decipher as, the Grade 3 inclusion students made gains in
reading, experienced more behavioral problems, and reported lower levels of self-esteem when
compared to the non-inclusive students; Grade 4 inclusion students made gains in mathematics
and reported higher self-esteem scores when compared to the non-inclusive students; and Grade
5 students yielded mixed results. The researchers concluded that no consistent pattern of
academic performance emerged, and the higher incidence of behavior problems in the inclusive
classrooms may diminish time on instruction as a result of time devoted to handling these
problems. Consequently, the behavioral issues brought into the classroom by special needs
students may have a negative effect on their classmates.

Although this research continues to add to the limited body of existing research, there is
concern regarding the lack of demographics addressed. The researchers fail to mention the
makeup of the student population and variables such as socioeconomic status, gender, and
ethnicity, which may have an effect on the data and results. Additionally, there is no mention of
the structure of an inclusion classroom; e.g., how many teachers are present, classroom size, how

many special needs students are included in the classroom, and classification (emotionally
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disturbed, Autistic, cognitively impaired, etc.) of students with disabilities who are included in
the inclusive setting. It is also important to note that the data collection methods are perplexing
and unclear at best because researchers mention that the SAT is a Grade 7-9 assessment, yet the
student sample were in Grades 3, 4, and 5. In order to validate these results, more detailed
procedures must be defined and clarified because the findings of this study are unclear and
mixed.

Saint-Laurent et al. (1998) designed a study to evaluate the influence of an in-class
service model called Intervention Program for Students at Educational Risk (PIER) on the
achievement of students at risk of school failure. A total of 606 White, French speaking, third
grade students from 26 schools participated in this study. Each school, located in one of two
main urban areas of Quebec, had one general education class selected with an average of 24
students per class. It is also important to note that 276 students were of high SES schools, 148
students were from middle SES schools, and 182 students were from low SES schools.

Researchers used four criteria to determine at-risk students in the treatment and
comparison classes: (1) low results on the Grade 3 academic tests of reading, writing, and
mathematics, (2) teacher ratings of abilities in reading, writing, and mathematics, (3) grade
retention, and (4) identification as students in special education by district and school criteria.
The treatment group was composed of 288 students, approximately 145 girls and 143 boys, 79
at-risk, and 34 students in special education (27 learning disabled, 5 behavioral disorders, and 2
hearing impaired). In the comparison group there were 318 students, 139 girls and 179 boys, 86
students considered at risk, and 38 students in special education (32 with learning disabilities, 4

with behavioral disorders, and 2 with communication disorders).
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During the 1993-1994 school year, students in the treatment condition, were instructed
using only the PIER model, which included four components: (a) collaborative consultation, (b)
cooperative teaching, (c¢) parent involvement, and (d) strategic and adapted instruction in
reading, writing, and mathematics with both a general and special education teacher. In contrast,
students in the comparative group (non-treatment) were taught by both teachers using regular
education teaching methods only. Data were collected for achievement variables in September
(pre-test) and June (post-test). Tests sanctioned by the provincial Department of Education were
given in reading, writing, and mathematics.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the PIER program, the researchers conducted two
multivariate analyses of covariance (MANCOVAs). “A 2 (Group) x 2 (Student Type)
MANCOVA performed on these scores revealed a significant effect for Group x Student Type
interaction, [F (3, 511) = 7.03, p [is less than] .001, Wilks's lambda = .96]; Univariate tests
showed significant differences in reading, [F (1, 513) = 4.96, p [is less than] .05], writing, [F (1,
513) = 5.56, p [is less than] .05], and mathematics [F (1, 513) = 7.24, p [is less than] .01]” (p.
248). Effect sizes were reported as follows: reading (-0.04), writing (0.50), and mathematics
(0.13). The effect size for writing is considered moderate; however, the effect size for
mathematics is considered low and should be taken into account when interpreting the results of
this study.

These statistical findings indicated the following results of the study: (1) the treatment
program benefits both at-risk and general education students in at least one academic area, (2)
the PIER model was at least as effective as activities conducted in the comparison classes for

reading and mathematics and produced higher writing scores for at-risk students, (3) general
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education students were not held back by the presence of at-risk students who were present in the
classroom, and (4) general education students benefited from the additional interventions that
form part of the PIER model in reading and mathematics.

Although these findings give additional insight into the effect of inclusive settings on
general education students, there are “some methodological weaknesses™ inherent in this study.
First, because the study was conducted in real classrooms, the researchers were unable to account
for and control all variables present in instruction and in each student. Also, random assignment
is essential to the generalizability of these findings and only the teaching dyads (pairs of general
and special education teachers) were randomly assigned; therefore, students may have been
placed in certain classroom structures or with certain teachers based on pre-determined factors.
This lack of random sampling jeopardizes the validity of the data. It is also important to mention
that teacher participation in this study was on a voluntary basis; moreover, the teachers selected
may not be representative of the larger teacher population. Along with threats to validity, the
researchers fail to know the psychometric properties of the achievement tests. Even though these
tests are used as a standardized measurement tool across the province, it presents cause for
concern. Finally, because this study is evaluative in nature, there are many unanswered
questions, such as what is “quality teaching” and what are “effective in-class support services.”
With that said, this study provides preliminary insight into the effect of inclusive and non-
inclusive settings on student achievement, but it must be noted that said limitations may limit the
usability of these findings.

Huber, Rosenfeld, and Fiorello (2001) continued to add to the existing body of literature

by examining the “differential influence of inclusion and inclusive practices on high, average,
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and low achieving general education students” (p. 501). Over three years, a random sample of
477 general education students in Grades 1-5 was either placed in the experimental group
(educated in a classroom where students with disabilities were present) or the control group
(educated in a classroom with all general education students). The sample of students was
primarily working class and 72% White, 27% African American, and 1% Asian. Additionally,
50% of the students were considered eligible for free and reduced lunch. The students with
disabilities were considered able to meet the demands of the class with minimal supports. In
other words, 41 out of 49 students were considered learning disabled, while the other 9 fell into
one of the following categories: behaviorally/emotionally handicapped, educable mentally
handicapped, and other health impaired.

Using the scores of the Metropolitan Achievement Test, the researchers made two
comparisons. First, they looked at how incremental changes in general education students’
achievement scores for high, middle, and low achievers differed between the experimental and
control groups. For data analysis, students were grouped into three groups for math and reading
based on previous test scores: high-achieving, on grade level, and low-achieving students. A2
(year) x 3 (skill level) ANOVA, a balanced factorial design with repeated measures on the year
factor was performed and Tukey’s test was employed to identify significant differences between
group means. Huber et al. (2001) reported that inclusive school practices were found to have a
differential effect in that low-achieving general education students appeared to benefit
academically, while higher-achieving students were adversely influenced.

Results indicated the following: (1) the student skill factor had a statistically significant

effect on incremental change in general education students’ reading scores, F(2,498) = 12.86, p
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<.001, (2) the student skill factor had a statistically significant effect on math change scores, F
(2,546) = 26.85, p <.001, (3) no significant differences among group means for general
education students in classrooms with different numbers of included students with disabilities, F
(7,791) = 0.87, p= .53, and (4) significant differences among the group means of children
educated with different numbers of included students with disabilities, F(7,794) = 4.82, p < .001.
The analysis of the data suggests that inclusion and inclusive practices may lead to different rates
of achievement for general education students.

From this data, Huber et al. (2001) reported that inclusive school practices were found to
have a differential effect; low-achieving general education students appeared to benefit
academically, while higher-achieving students were adversely influenced. General education
students enrolled in the inclusion classes were not significantly affected in reading; however, the
effect was mixed in math. Huber et al. also state that although the results indicated some
discrepancy in student achievement between groups in math, the reasoning or cause is unclear.

Huber et al. (2001) used a large random sample with a design including both an
experimental and control group. This methodology provided for a strong study with promising
results; however, there are a few limitations that could skew the data set and results. First, the
majority of students in special education used in the sample were predominantly considered
learning disabled. There was a very small portion of students with a variety of other disabilities.
A larger, diverse special education population needed to be used in order to be more
representative of students in special education nationwide because in some cases general
education students did well with larger numbers of included students, while other general

education students did poorly (2001). This may have to do with individual differences and needs
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within the special education population. Also, Huber et al. disclose that halfway through the
study, the reading program was changed to a “whole language approach,” which may have
caused the reading scores to decrease; therefore, it is difficult to measure whether the drop in
reading scores is due to curriculum changes or the inclusive setting.

McDonnell, Thorson, Disher, Mathot-Buckner, Mendel and Ray (2003) conducted an
exploratory study using a quasi-experimental pre-test post-test design to examine the influence of
“inclusive educational programs on the achievement of students with developmental disabilities
and their peers without disabilities” (p. 226). The participants in this study included 14 students,
ages 6-12, with developmental disabilities in inclusive classrooms (I.Q. ranged from “not
testable” to 78, with an average of 54.6 based on standard 1.Q. tests), their 324 typical
classmates, and 221 typical students in non-inclusive elementary classes enrolled in five different
elementary schools, located in four different districts. The districts were a combination of rural,
suburban and urban. Students were enrolled in Grades 1-5, with one to seven students in each
inclusion class having a disability.

The researchers measured student performance in two ways: the Utah Core Assessment
(UCA), a criterion referenced achievement test, and the Scales of Independent Behavior —
Revised (SIB-R) (used with developmentally delayed students). Data analysis was conducted as
follows: Pre-test and post-test performance changes on the SIB-R were assessed using a
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test and non-disabled students were compared in inclusive and non-
inclusive classes on the UCA using a One-Way ANOVA.

The results of a one-way analysis of variance indicated no significant difference in

academic performance for non-disabled students enrolled in inclusion classes and their non-
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disabled peers enrolled in non-inclusive classes (reading/language arts, F=.02, p=.87, df = 1,543;
mathematics F=.39, p=.52, df = 1,543). “The results suggest that the presence of students with
developmental disabilities did not negatively influence the educational achievement of students
without disabilities” (McDonnell, 2003, p. 235). Furthermore, the results of the two-tailed
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test on pre- and post-test measures were found to be statistically
significant (Z=3.18, p < .001), indicating that students with developmental disabilities made
gains in adaptive behavior. Researchers concluded that their results were consistent with the
results found by Sharpe et al. (1994), suggesting that “the concerns that some authors have
expressed about the negative influence of inclusion on educational achievement of students
without disabilities may be unwarranted” (p. 235).

Although the results of this study provide additional empirical evidence that the academic
achievement of general education students in inclusive settings is not negatively influenced, it is
important to note the limitations of this study. First, there are a small number of students with
developmental disabilities included in this study; therefore, the generalizability of these findings
may not be representative of the larger special education population. Also, the faculty
participating in this study had motivation to expand inclusive education. They were provided
training and technical assistance during the course of the study. It is possible that results may be
different in a school where the staff is resistant to these practices.

Fletcher (2010) aimed to examine the spillover effects of inclusion on non-disabled
classmates. He indicates that although inclusion has been a federal policy initiative, there is little
research examining the effects of this policy on non-disabled classmates during early elementary
grades. The Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K) is a nationally

representative sample of kindergarteners, their teachers and schools. The sample consisted of
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(n=11,373) students from both public and private schools who attended both full-day and half-
day programs and were from diverse socioeconomic, racial/ethnic backgrounds. Additionally,
over 25% of the sample had a classmate with a learning disability, and 10% had a classmate with
an emotional disorder. This study controlled for student-level fixed effects and in so doing
identified spillover effects, using student differences in exposure to classmates with emotional
problems between kindergarten and first grade.

An ordinary least squares regression was completed to examine the relationship between
mathematics and reading tests and the effect of having a classmate with a serious emotional
problem. Cross-sectional results indicate that having a classmate with an emotional problem
reduces reading and math scores at the end of kindergarten and first grade by over 10% of a
standard deviation, which is reported as one-third to one-half of the minority test score gap. “The
magnitude of this effect is approximately 40% of the adjusted Hispanic—White average
difference in test scores and approximately 25% of the size of the adjusted Black—-White test
score gap” (Fletcher, 2010, p. 77). The researchers further reported that for mathematics scores,
Black and Hispanic students seem to be most affected by exposure to classmates with emotional
problems (12% and 9% of a standard deviation, respectively). For reading achievement, White
and Black students were reported to experience similar decreases with exposure to classmates
with emotional problems (3% of a standard deviation); however, the effects on Hispanic students
were nearly 10% of a standard deviation. The results were also very comparable by gender,
education level of mothers, and marital status of mothers. Finally, females were more affected
than males (4% vs. 2%), and students with more highly educated mothers were also more

affected (4.5% vs. 1%). Additionally, the results for male math regression scores = -0.066 at 1%
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and female math regression scores = -0.053 at 5%; male reading regression scores = -0.013 and
female math regression scores = -0.043. The results suggest that in both reading and
mathematics, exposure to girls in the classroom increases achievement; a 10% increase in the
proportion of classmates who are girls increases achievement by 1% of a standard deviation.

According to Fletcher (2010), the consistent result for mathematics and reading test
scores indicates that students with classmates who have a serious emotional problem score
significantly lower than other students. The author contends that the results suggest that the
policy of full inclusion of students with all types of disabilities into the regular education
classroom may need to be re-evaluated. In particular, the benefits and costs both to the disabled
children and the non-disabled children should be considered.

Although Fletcher (2010) used a large and diverse sample, limitations were noted. “The
study was limited by the fact that no information was provided in the data describing the
algorithms used by schools to match students with classmates and purposeful matching of
students could introduce bias in estimating spillover effects” (p. 81). In addition, this study was
limited by the inability to control for teacher sorting across classrooms within schools.

Trabucco (2011) conducted an Independent Samples t test to examine to what extent
placement in a co-taught inclusive setting correlate with non-disabled students’ academic
achievement. The participants in the study were enrolled in grade 3 and from an upper middle
class suburban elementary school district in New Jersey. The sample population in the inclusion
classroom included the following demographics: O students in the inclusion setting qualified for
free and reduced lunch while 1 student was eligible in the non-inclusion classroom, 5 students
were classified as special education in the inclusion classroom, and 4.9% of the students in the

inclusion setting were eligible for basic skills versus 6.1% in the non-inclusion setting. Trabucco
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also makes note of the pre-achievement mean scores of 30.33 in the inclusion setting and 31.02
in the non-inclusive setting.

An analysis of the influence of the independent/grouping variable (placement in an
inclusion setting) on the dependent variable (academic performance on the New Jersey
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge) was conducted specifically in the academic area of
mathematics. Trabucco examined the measures of central tendency (the average performance of
each placement group on the NJ ASK mathematics scores) and the standard deviation of those
scores. Additionally, t tests were conducted to look for significant differences between the two
comparison groups.

Results found that there was no statistically significant difference between overall
achievement scores on the NJ ASK mathematics test for students placed in inclusion and non-
inclusion classes (¢ = .612 with 97 df and p = .542). The effect size was 0.17. Trabucco also
examined a subset of questions looking at the various cluster of questions asked on the NJ ASK
including the following: Number and Numerical Operations, Geometry and Measurement,
Patterns and Algebra, Data Analysis and Discrete Mathematics. Data found that there was a
statistically significant difference between Number and Numeric Operations cluster scores on the
NJ ASK for students placed in inclusion and non-inclusion classes (f =1.941 with 30.2 df and p
=.042) with a relatively small effect size of 0.37; however, the rest of the clusters (Geometry,
Algebra, and Discrete Mathematics) were not found to be statistically significant.

Overall, Trabucco concluded that placement in a co-taught inclusive classroom does not
influence the achievement of non-disabled students in mathematics with the exception of
performance on Number and Numeric Operations when prior [pre] achievement is controlled.

One possible explanation for the results is that “general education teachers and special education



GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN INCLUSION SETTINGS 54

teachers bring a tremendous amount of knowledge and skills to the task of teaching, and by
being paired together, they pool their expertise” (Luzader, 1995, p. 19). It is also important to
note that the study is consistent with other research that has been conducted in this area.

Although this study continues to add to the limited body of research on the influence of
the inclusive setting on student achievement, there are limitations which must be noted. First,
there is a lack of random sampling which limits the researcher’s ability to make inferences about
the performance of the larger group [population]. Second, participants lacked diversity in terms
of cultural background and socioeconomic status and therefore the findings cannot be
generalized to urban, rural, or culturally diverse school settings. Also, the researcher makes little
note of the types of disabilities possessed by the students in special education. Previous studies
have noted that certain classifications of disabilities are known to affect classes differently.
Third, the findings of this study remain tentative because of the small sample size of the
inclusion group (n=15).

In summary, The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires that
emphasis be placed on instructing students with disabilities within general education settings to
the maximum extent appropriate [34 CFR sect. 300.500 (b)(1)]. Additionally, court rulings have
also supported more inclusive placements. Although recent research has noted the academic,
social, and emotional advantages of inclusion for students who are deemed “disabled,” Fletcher
(2010) states, “While there is mixed evidence on the effects of inclusion policies on the students
with special needs, research examining potential spillovers of inclusion on non-disabled
classmates has been scarce (p. 69).” In this instance, scarcity has become complexity due to the

mixed evidence presented by researchers.
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The body of empirical research that does exist concerning the influence of inclusion on
non-disabled students” academic achievement has resulted in mixed outcomes (Daniel & King,
1997; Huber, Rosenfeld, & Fiorello, 2001; Hunt, Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 1994; Kalambouka, et
al., 2007; Manset & Semmel, 1997; Saint-Laurent et al., 2002; Sharpe, York & Knight, 1994;
Staub & Peck, 1995). Some researchers claim that inclusion does not influence the academic
achievement of non-disabled students; others find that non-disabled students are negatively
affected, while others argue that inclusion improves non-disabled academic achievement. The
studies and results vary by the population being served (type and level of disability), content
areas studied (math, language arts), and other variables such as model of inclusion, years of
teacher experience, class size, ethnicity, pre-achievement, and sample size. As concluded by all
researchers, additional study is needed in this area to continue to add to the scarce body of
research examining how inclusion influences the academic achievement of non-disabled
students. As stated by Huber (2001), “With a better understanding of how specific policies affect
classrooms, school personnel could use resources to serve students more equitably and
efficiently” (p. 502). This study aims to clarify and add to the current body of research on how
an inclusive setting influences the academic achievement of non-disabled students.

Classroom Peer Effects on Student Achievement

Before the U.S. Congress passed an amendment to the Vocational Rehabilitation Act in
1973 that included a provision prohibiting discrimination against persons with disabilities in
local and federally assisted programs and activities, students with disabilities were educated in
“institutions” or “homes” assigned on the basis of the severity of their disability. In other words,

students with disabilities were separated from their non-disabled peers and forced into
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homogeneous groups consisting of others with the either the same disability or worse. As
legislation such as IDEA and ADA developed, “inclusion” continued to become present
throughout the public schools across the country, allowing students with disabilities a free and
appropriate education (FAPE) in their local neighborhood school.

As inclusion became mandated by legislation, school officials emerged as unsure of how
to handle “including” students with disabilities in their schools. Because the common thought
was that having mixed-ability grouping in classrooms would lower expectations and standérds
for the non-disabled students, school leaders and administrators attempted to segregate
individuals with disabilities into self-contained or resource room settings; however, research has
shown that “every means of grouping students by ability or performance level has drawbacks
that may be serious enough to offset any advantages™ (Slavin, 2008, p. 458). Teachers to
administrators have typically tried to reduce variability by assigning students to classes based on
some indicator, whether it be gender, ability level, or a variety of test scores (Zaharias, Achillies,
Cain, 1995). Unfortunately, this practice is the opposite intention of inclusive practices. In other
words, even though children with disabilities were “included” in their neighborhood schools,
they were not exposed to the same education, social surroundings, and benefits of their non-
disabled peers. Research has demonstrated over time that ability grouping may stigmatize low
achievers, put them in classes or groups for which teachers have low expectations or lead to the
creation of academic elites (Slavin, 1988). As a result, grouping may doom children who are not
in top tracks to second-class instruction and ultimately deprive students of the examples and

stimulation provided by heterogeneous classes (Slavin, 1988; Zaharias, Achillies, & Cain, 1995).
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While parents of students with disabilities continued to fight for equality, parents of
general education students refuted arguments with the thought that including students with
disabilities would change or affect the learning and achievement of their children. Thus, with the
practice of inclusion eminent, researchers began to study the effects of homogenous and
heterogeneous groupings on academic achievement as the current interest on multi-cultural and
inclusive education continues and the debate between homogeneous versus heterogeneous
groupings has again emerged as an important consideration for educators and leaders (Zaharias,
Achillies, Cain, 1995).

Curious about the effects of middle school ability grouping on the cognitive achievement
of students in mathematics and science, Hoffer (1992) conducted a study comparing grouped and
non-grouped schools. Hoffer’s research is an integral part of the empirical evidence in this area
because prior to 1992, most studies (with the exception of about 10, as evidenced by the work of
Mosteller et. al., 1996) did not contain a control group; therefore, the quality of the research
methodology and the validity of the results were jeopardized. With that said, Hoffer examined
two important areas: (1) whether ability grouping raises the aggregate level of student
achievement and (2) whether ability grouping increases the learning of all students or jeopardizes
the learning of specific groups of students.

Data for this study were collected by the Longitudinal Study of American Youth (LSAY)
from fall 1987 to fall 1989. The base sample began with 3,116 seventh grade students and 2,829
tenth grade students drawn from 51 pairs of middle and senior high schools (1992). Also, a
survey was distributed to teachers asking for professional background experience and

characteristics of their schools. Because of the length of the research, 712 from the original
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sample were excluded because they moved or dropped out of school, and 218 students had quit
the study before it was finished. Also, demographic variables were not provided because the
author controlled for the following, which were collected by survey: family SES, parental
education, student gender, and race/ethnicity.

In order to research the hypothesis that students in ability grouped schools learn more on
average than students in non-grouped schools and, compared with similar students in non-
grouped schools, students placed in low, middle, and high groups will realize advantages or at
least no losses in cognitive growth, Hoffer used the NAEP derived LSAY tests designed to
measure achievement in both math and science (1992). It is also important that about 40% of the
schools used ability grouping for science instruction while 80% used ability grouping for
mathematics instruction in seventh grade. These rates continue to climb because in eighth grade
about 50% of schools use grouping for science, while 92% use grouping for math.

In examination of the research questions, Hoffer found that if ability grouping works,
then the results should be positive; however, his data show negative effects (Model 1, -0.535 and
Model 2, -.0006) and that none of the estimates approach minimal standards for statistical
significance. Additionally, these data show that overall grouping does not work; however, there
may be advantages for specific groups of students. Data for the alternative theory known as
“differential benefits” do show that grouping has advantages for students placed in higher
groups, but does not benefit lower groups of students in both science and mathematics (Science:
p<.05, b=2.263, Math: p<.05, b=2.627).

Although the author used a design that contained a control and treatment group, it is

important to note the limitations involved with this study so that fellow consumers can use care
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and caution when applying results. First, the sample of schools is relatively small and may not
be a good representation of the American middle school population. Many more schools use
homogeneous grouping in middle school; therefore, it is at times difficult to find comparison
groups who do not use ability grouping models and schedules. Second, the author discloses that
he may not have adequately controlled for initial differences among grouped and non-grouped
students as well as controlling accurately for school differences. Additionally, the author notes
that he did not look into other ways that school leaders could potentially group students
throughout the day such as within class grouping. These factors could skew the data and
jeopardize results.

In summary, this study provides evidence that “ability grouping has shown no significant
overall benefit in either science or mathematics”; however, differential effects are found in both
subjects, though the results in science are less strong (1992). Results hinted toward evidence that
in both subjects students in the “high” group learned somewhat more than their peers in “lower
groups.” Although ability grouping continues to be used by teachers and administrators to cope
with a diverse set of students, this study shows that “tracking” can hurt the lower students and
may slightly enhance learning for the “high level students.” “Overall, it can be said that ability
grouping in seventh and eighth grade math and science is not an optimal arrangement when
compared with the non-grouped alternative.

In 1996, Mosteller, Light, and Sachs published an extensive literature study in the
Harvard Educational Review “exploring the nature of the empirical evidence that can inform
school leaders’ key decisions about how to organize students within schools” (p. 816). Mosteller

et al. intended to examine evidence from a variety of studies that supported “skill grouping”
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since it is a widely used practice in schools across the country; however, to their dismay, the
authors found only a handful of well-designed studies exploring the academic benefits of
tracking and of these the results were mixed (1996). Results indicated that the evidence on the
influence of grouping students by skill level is limited and much more intensive research must be
done in order to make valuable conclusions which influence sound educational practices.

The review began with a look into the various types of grouping occurring in public
schools today. It is important to note that although this review focused on 4 forms of skill
grouping, for the purposes of this study only three of the four will be discussed given the notion
of “inclusive practices.”

Whele-Class or Mixed Grouping, Heterogeneous Grouping within Grades

This practice has all students in a grade taught in a group. If the grade level includes too
many children for one classroom, the children are split into multiple classrooms representing the
whole spectrum of students’ skills. This type of grouping produces heterogeneous classes
because of the varying skill levels and because the structure is commonly whole-class
instruction. Commonly will be used as a control group for a variety of studies.

Between-Class Grouping or XYZ Skill Grouping, Homogeneous Grouping within Grades

In this form of grouping, students in one grade level are divided into three groups of
skills: high, medium, and low. The determination into a skill group is made either by pre-
achievement or a form of standardized assessment as a whole or by content area. In this case,
there is a set curriculum for each group and in some school districts, specific courses are
constructed for gifted students or students with special needs.

Within-Class Grouping or Homogeneous Grouping within Classes
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In this last form of grouping, the teacher has a class composed of heterogeneous students
which he or she sorts into homogeneous sub-groups based on their skill set in the classroom.
The difference between “within-class grouping” and “XYZ grouping” is that the three groups
stay within the regular classroom for instruction and the teacher may choose to teach a different
skill to each subgroup depending on each group’s needs. Once the lesson is completed, the
teacher may bring the class back together and discuss the day’s work; students may have
different assignments, but the overall objective is identical.

Mosteller, Light, and Sachs (1996) used specific criteria in order to choose quality
research. First, each study had to be an actual experiment that compared learning in skill-
grouped classes with learning from whole-class groupings in a school or several schools and had
to have a treatment and a control group. Second, the study had to be designed as a randomized
field trial; in other words, the assignment of the treatment had to be randomized or be a close
approximation to randomization (1996). With these criteria stated, Mostellar, Light, and Sachs
made note of a variety of studies that had to be excluded because of the studies having no
comparison group, nor a “matched design methodology.” In all, 10 studies were discovered that
met the above criteria comparing the effectiveness of XYZ grouping with that of whole-class
instruction that were carried out between 1960 and 1975. Needless to say, the authors were
discouraged by the small body of quality research existing in this area and that the majority were
modest in terms of size and scope.

In examining the findings of the 10 studies in which students are grouped, the authors
computed effect sizes and found mixed results. It was determined that five of the studies favored

skill grouping, three favored whole-class grouping and two give effect sizes near zero.
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Additionally, the authors wanted to understand how XYZ grouping affects high, medium, and
low skilled students. Again, the authors determined effect sizes for each study and it was found
that there is a slight tilt towards skill grouping being more favorable for high skilled students
than for medium and low skilled students with effect sizes at 0.08 for high, -0.04 for medium,
and -0.06 for low skill groups. Because these are estimated effect sizes, the differences are not to
be taken as a firm research conclusion; instead, it should be seen as there is a possibility that skill
grouping is favorable for high skilled students (See Table 2).

In summary, results from the 10 chosen studies suggest that “XYZ grouping seems
modestly preferable to whole-class grouping for high skilled students, while medium and low
skilled students may learn a little more from whole class instruction than with skill
grouping” (Mosteller et al., 1996, p. 817). Findings of this analysis support that skill grouping
benefits only highly skilled students; however, this must be viewed with caution because of the
variability of the findings and the limited number of studies conducted that meet this review’s
criteria for inclusion. It is also important to note that, on average, XYZ grouping does not have
much effect on student achievement.

Mostellar et al. (1996) state that the “main contribution of their examination of the
literature of skill grouping is a sharpened awareness of the limited amount of rigorous
investigation that has been done and that the amount of evidence for or against skill grouping
before the 1990s is scarce™ (p. 822). There is not one large-scale, well-designed study that
investigates the effects of XYZ grouping over an extended period of time, nor does it follow

students for even one year in length. It is essential that more quality studies be conducted so that
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results can be clarified and allow school officials to make informed decisions about student

placement.
Table 2

Average Performance of Skill Grouped Students
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Following the work of Mostellar, Light, and Sachs (1996), who concluded that additional
research needed to be conducted in order to create more evidence supporting heterogeneous or
homogeneous grouping, Zaharias, Achillies, and Cain (1995) conducted a study using the data
base from the Student Teacher Achievement Ratio (STAR) project examining whether random or
non-random assignment to classes provides achievement benefits to students in Grades 1-3.
Authors of this study expressed concerns that grouping strategies often catered to academically
talented students and academically neglected low achieving students. Zaharias et al. stated that
“students who are labeled as the ‘high’ achievers or the ‘bright’ group tend to be exposed to

lower class sizes, more successful teachers, higher expectations, and a more enriched
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curriculum” (p. 7). On the other hand, the “low achievers or slow students all too often
experience just the opposite” (p. 7).

Although research does not support ability grouping (Mostellar et al., 1996; Slavin, 1990,
Zaharias et al., 1995), it is still a commonly used practice throughout many schools across the
country. This study aims to contribute to previous research on the ability-grouped class
assignment and its effect on student achievement by using a sub-sample of students from school
districts that contained both project schools and comparison schools. Zaharias et al. isolated the
random assignment variable in order to examine whether random assignment or ability grouping
had a positive influence on student achievement.

The STAR database produced a total of 1,157 students available for analysis; n=499
were in random assignments, and n=658 were in non-random classroom placements in Grades 1,
2, and 3. Outcomes were measured by the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), a norm-referenced
test (NRT) in both reading and mathematics as well as the Basic Skills First (BSF), a criterion-
referenced test (CRT) developed by the Tennessee Department of Education. Using this data, the
researchers used a one-way ANCOVA, controlling for previous test scores, ethnicity, and gender
to look for statistically significant effects (p<.05).

On examination of the data, Zaharias et al. found the following results: the randomly
assigned students outscored the non-randomly assigned students on both tests at each grade level.
The most impressive results were the differences in Grade 3, where there was statistical
significance on both the SAT (p<.05) and BSF (p<.01) tests. Additionally, although the math
outcomes did not meet the criteria for statistical significance, results favored the non-random

group at Grade 1 on both the SAT and BSF. Then, as students entered Grade 2, the experimental
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group scored higher on both tests and by the end of Grade 3 the differences were statistically
significant in favor of the randomly assigned students (SAT: p<.001 and BSF p<.01). In total,
out of the 18 analyses, 15 favored the randomly assigned students, but only 7 were significant
and 3 favored non-random groups, but none were significant.

“Random assignment to classes appears to increase the reading and mathematics
achievement of early elementary education students in Grades 1-3. By Grade 3 most of the
scores of the random group were higher than the control group scores, especially in‘
math” (Zaharias et al., 1995, p. 12). It is important to note that this study did contain limitations
that were openly disclosed by the authors. First, the result of the reading achievement may have
been skewed due to an inability to control for homogeneous grouping within a heterogeneous
class. Teachers will commonly split students within the same classroom into various subgroups
based on reading or language ability; therefore, the results could have reflected some
inconsistencies. Regardless of the findings of this study, authors surmise that school
administrators and teachers alike continue to use homogeneous grouping as a means of both
student placement in classrooms as well as teaching academics to students even though it
contradicts empirical evidence acquired.

Although the work of past researchers provided evidence against homogeneous grouping,
the practice continues to occur not only in elementary schools, but in middle schools as well.
Burris, Heubert, and Levin (2006), concerned with the practice of homogeneous grouping and its
influence on student achievement, conducted a longitudinal study examining the effects of
providing an accelerated mathematics curriculum in heterogeneously grouped middle school

classes in a diverse suburban school district. The authors found that students were being
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“tracked” into specific ability-grouped classes and that the accelerated curriculum was reserved
for “gifted and talented learners.” In contrast, Burris et al. (2006) found research suggesting that
school officials should provide a rigorous mathematics curriculum to all students, not only initjal
high achievers because analyses of international studies such as SIM (Second International
Mathematics Study) show that a traditional low-track, remedial curriculum actually depresses the
mathematics performance of American students rather than improving it. With that being said,
the authors of this study aimed to fill important gaps in the present literature; e.g., would more
students take and pass courses at the level of trigonometry and beyond if they took accelerated
algebra in eighth grade and would the performance of initial higher achievers decrease if all
students were heterogeneously grouped in accelerated mathematics?

Researchers conducted the study in a suburban community in Nassau County, Long
Island, where the student population was about 3,500. The population was mostly White, 8%
African American, 12% Latino, and 2% Asian with approximately 145 high school students on
free or reduced lunch. Of these 145 students that qualified for free and reduced lunch, 98% were
students of color. Using a quasi-experimental design, the researchers examined the mathematics
achievement data of students in six consecutive annual cohorts. It is important to note that the
authors only gave the “treatment” to three of the six cohorts, ensuring for a control group to be
used for comparison. The data were retrieved from four different data sources, the ITBS
Mathematics Concepts Subtest, scores from the Sequential Mathematics I Regents Exam,
students’ scores on advanced placement calculus exams, and mathematics courses taken and

passed by students in high school.
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Examination of the first research question showed that the percentage of students taking
advanced math courses did increase after all of the students were exposed to the rigorous math
curriculum (2006). In turn, by the end of twelfth grade, 92% of all students in the post universal
acceleration group had passed a course and the Regents Exam in high-level math. Additionally,
Burris et al. examined the influence of the new curriculum on subgroups of students and found
that their findings were crucial for school officials who need to make curriculum-based
decisions. After the “treatment” was given to the groups, the number of minority students who
met the mathematics graduation requirement tripled from 23% to 75% and while there still
remains a gap between the academic achievement of White/Asian students and African
American/Latino students, this study showed evidence of this gap narrowing from 46% passing
the exam to 67% passing the exam. In summary, the data indicated the following: (1) for all
three levels of mathematics courses, membership in a post-universal acceleration cohort was a
contributor to the probability of a student taking an advanced mathematics course and (2) once
students in middle school had been de-tracked and studied algebra in Grade 8, the probability of
a student completing an advanced mathematics course before graduating high school
significantly increased (Burris, et al., 2006).

Burris et al. also used a two-tailed t test of means in order to determine whether there was
a significant difference between the academic scores of high-achieving students in the control
and treatment group. A common concern when using heterogeneous grouping is the influence
that it could have on the academic achievement of the gifted and talented students. Analysis of
the data for the second research question rendered the following results: the difference in mean

scores was found to be not significant at the p<.05 level: 93.07 (control group), 91.72 (treatment
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group). In other words, the scores of the top-performing students (within the nation’s top 20%)
were not influenced by heterogeneous grouping. It is important to note that the high-scoring
students in the treatment group studied in untracked middle school mathematics classes.

Findings from this study contribute to the limited body of research available on the
effects of heterogeneous grouping on the academic achievement of students by providing
evidence that de-tracking and exposure to a more rigorous, high-track curriculum is beneficial
for all students. It also clarifies some important questions that were left unresolved by Slavin
(1990), Hoffer (1992), and Mostellar, Light, and Slavin (1996), claiming that homogeneous
grouping provided a slight advantage for higher achieving students. Authors of this study found
the opposite to be true; de-tracking had no significant influence on the scores of high scoring
students.

Although the researchers used a sound methodology in providing results from both a
treatment and control group, it is important to mention the limitations present. First, this study
was conducted with an upper middle class population of students. The question of
generalizability remains present: Would results remain consistent in a district with fewer
resources and larger numbers of minorities or lower achieving students? Second, the authors of
this study excluded students in special education. It would be a crucial piece of information to
find out how students in special education would fare when “included” as opposed to 1solated
into self-contained or resource room settings. Finally, with the use of the stanine scores, the
authors were unable to measure the effects of de-tracking on students at the highest and lowest
levels of initial achievement (top and bottom 5%). A question still unanswered is would this

specific group of students benefit from de-tracked math curriculum? With continued research,
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these questions could be answered, as school leaders and officials continue to need guidance in
making data-based decisions.

In June of 2008, Burke and Sass conducted research analyzing the influence of classroom
peers on individual student performance in Florida Public Schools. Because of current policy
issues such as the influence of school choice programs, ability tracking within schools, and
mainstreaming of students in special education, the purpose of this study was to examine the
potential for peers to affect individual student achievement and continue to clarify how the
structure of peers could have an affect on achievement. Burke and Sass claim that unlike past
studies, their data set was unique because it allowed them to identify each member of a given
student’s classroom peer group in elementary, middle, and high school as well as the classroom
teacher responsible for instruction (Burke & Sass, 2008). The authors were able to control for
individual student fixed effects, therefore eliminating typical bias that exists in these types of
studies.

Using the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (norm-referenced) and the Sunshine
State Standards Assessments (SSS) (criterion-referenced test) for Grades 3-10, Burke and Sass
(2008) conducted a quasi-experimental study by controlling for “extremities operating through
fixed peer characteristics” (also as known as exogenous effects) as much as possible (p. 22). The
data sample covered five years of schools, 1999/2000 to 2003/2004, and included all public
school students in the state of Florida. The sample was divided into three groups: elemenfary
school (Grades 4 and 5), middle school (Grades 6, 7, and 8), and high school (Grades 9 and 10).

On examination of the data, the authors of this study found positive and significant peer

effects within every level of schooling for both reading and math. It is important to note that this
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effect is generally small; for every one point increase in the mean peer fixed effect, the individual
experiences an increase of 0.44 points in his or her current gain score. The coefficient is the
smallest for elementary school reading (b=.015, p<.05) and the highest for middle school reading
(b=.069, p<.05). With that said, “Elementary school results show that the lowest ranked students
appear to receive the greatest benefits from having higher quality peers (.82 point boost to their
math gain score for every | point increase), but middle ranked students also receive sizable
benefits (.10 point increase under that same conditions)” (Burke & Sass, p. 16). The authors feel
that these results provide a strong argument in favor of distributing top students relatively evenly
across classrooms at the elementary level rather than isolating them from other students (2008).
Plainly, if a school leader’s goal is to maximize student achievement, the data show evenly
mixed groups rather than ability-tracked groups. Additionally, mixed groups should be done
early in elementary school, as the data shows the effects are greater in elementary school than
middle and high school.

Finally, the authors continued this study by looking at the best model for distributing
high, medium, and low skilled students within a classroom setting. There are three scenarios that
were examined:

* Classroom 1 - 60% low, 30% middle, 20% high

« Classroom 2 - 10% low, 30% middle, 60% high

¢ Classroom 3 - 5% low, 90% middle; 5% high

The second experiment had the most desirable outcomes; the lowest students benefited by
a large margin, the middle ability students benefited modestly, and the high students remained at

status quo.
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Results indicated that peer effects are only significant at the classroom level and not at
the general grade level and that peer effects are not “one size fits all.” The data show that the
weakest students appear to experience the biggest positive influence from having higher quality
peers, while high ability students appear to experience the weakest spillover from mean peer
ability. When making placement decisions, the authors caution school leaders to place low
ability students with their top quality peers, but in small increments, as too many low ability
peers may fully offset the gains of the high performing peers and cause the opposite of desired

effects.

Student Variables

Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic status (SES) is one of the most commonly used variables in education
research. Researchers continue to use this variable to examine relationships between student
achievement and their background/upbringing, hoping to draw conclusions and provide
education leaders with answers and future policy implications. With that said, there is still much
debate on the relationship between SES and academic achievement as new results are proving
inconsistent, relationships ranging from a strong correlation to no significant correlation at all
(Sirin, 2005). Additionally, recent empirical evidence from Sirin (2005) and Harwell and
LeBeau (2010) has indicated that the generic term SES alone may not be an accurate way to
examine and explain student achievement. Many researchers use SES and social class

interchangeably, without any rationale or clarification, to refer to social and economic
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characteristics of students. Instead, these researchers note that their studies have rendered a
relationship between SES and student achievement, but “the relation is moderated by the unit,
the source, the range of SES variable, and the type of SES achievement measure” (Sirin, p. 432).
As stated by Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan (1972) “SES is defined by three main indicators
which include the following: parental income, parental education, and parental occupation” (p.
87). Bollen, Glanville, and Stecklov (2001) and Hauser and Huang (1997) further clarify this
definition by explaining that each indicator describes a substantially different aspect of SES that
should be considered separate from the others. It is not enough to use a variable defined as
“SES”; this variable must be defined by unit, as these new findings and limitations may alter the
reliability of a study.

In 1966, James Samuel Coleman was commissioned by the U.S. Department of
Education to conduct the landmark study entitled Equality of Educational Opportunity, most
commonly referenced as the Coleman Report. This report was one of the largest in United States
history, with more than 150,000 students in the sample and over 700 pages of report containing
an array of information detailing: school environment (i.e., school facilities, services,
curriculum, staff, and fellow students), pupil achievement and motivation (i.e., outcomes of
schooling, integration and achievement), future teachers of minority groups, higher education,
non-enrollment records, case studies of school integration, and special studies, among other
various findings However, the most controversial was the discovery that once SES was
controlled for, school resources have very little influence on academic performance (Gamoran &
Long, 2006). Findings of the Coleman Report indicated that student background and SES were

more important in determining educational outcomes than per pupil spending (Coleman,
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Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, & York, 1966). More specifically, results
indicated the following:

Socioeconomic status explained a greater proportion of student test scores than other

measures of school resources such as class size and teacher characteristics; 49% student

background, approximately 42% teacher quality, and 8% class size. The report showed
that a school's average student characteristics, such as poverty and attitudes toward
school, often had a greater influence on student achievement than teachers and schools,
and that the average teacher characteristics at a school had a small influence on a school's

mean achievement (p. 29).

The findings of Coleman caused studies to continue focusing on the influence of socio-
economic status on student achievement. Fory years after the initial Coleman Report, Gamoran
and Long (2006) attempted to synthesize the research conducted and draw some conclusions in
the following areas: (1) examination of the main findings of EEO (also known as the Coleman
Report) and determine whether they still hold and are accurate today, (2) reassessment of the
results of the Coleman report on an international scale, (3) implications of the Coleman report for
the debate of school vouchers and school choice, and (4) changes over the last 40 years in
educational opportunity and equality and their influence on current education policy.

In examining racial segregation, Gamoran and Long (2006) explain that from 1954
through the mid 1970s, legal segregation was eliminated and Black-White school segregation
dropped dramatically. Although this decline was expected to continue, the gains in
desegregation peaked in the 1980s and then reversed in the 1990s by de facto segregation and the
urban-suburban population shift (Gamoran & Long, 2006, p. 14). Additionally, the courts

declared that school systems move from a “unitary status,” meaning that schools are no longer
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segregated by their own actions. This change caused desegregation programs to be dismantled
and more schools to inadvertently become segregated. As a result, the proportion of Black
students enrolled in predominantly minority schools has returned to the time of Coleman.

Another important area that Coleman examined was the Black-White achievement gap.
Coleman et al. (1966) found that 85% of Black students who received an education through the
twelfth grade scored below the average for Whites. Gamoran and Long (2005) emphasized "on
average, Blacks scored a standard deviation below White students in academic achievement” (p.
5). Since the Coleman Report, the NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress) shows
that the gap has narrowed from 1.2 standard deviations in 1971, when 17-year-old Black and
White children’s standardized test scores were examined, to 0.69 by 1996. Mathematics saw
similar results from 1.33 to 0.89 standard deviation units. Unfortunately, this has not been a
steady trend as the numbers have fluctuated but have ended favorably, a 27 point difference in
reading scores in 2004 (Perie, Moran & Lutkus, 2005).

In examination of the evidence, Gamoran and Long (2006), supported by the results of
Coleman, Kelly, & Moore (1975), found that although not conclusively documented there is a
link between school desegregation and academic achievement. It was also found that peer
composition held a modest significant influence; Black students who had more White classmates
tended to score higher. Grissmer, Flanagan, and Williamson (1998) refuted this evidence, stating
that desegregation has not been a prominent source of change in the achievement gap.

Finally, the most controversial finding of the Coleman report wa